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COVER SHEET 

Responsible Agency: United States General Services Administration 

Title: Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Expansion and Modernization of the Raul 
Hector Castro Land Port of Entry and Proposed Commercial Land Port of Entry, Douglas, Arizona 

The United States (U.S.) General Services Administration (GSA) proposes to construct flood control 
measures and replace or install various utilities in the vicinity of the Raul Hector Castro (RHC) Land Port 
of Entry (LPOE) and provide adequate construction water to the proposed Commercial LPOE near the U.S. 
– Mexico border in Douglas, Arizona, in the southeast corner of the state. The RHC LPOE is owned and 
managed by GSA and is operated by the U.S. Department of Homeland Security’s Customs and Border 
Protection. 

GSA completed a Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Expansion and Modernization of the Raul 
Hector Castro Land Port of Entry and Proposed Commercial Land Port of Entry in Douglas, Arizona in 
April 2024 and signed a Record of Decision (ROD) for the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
on May 14, 2024. In the ROD, GSA selected the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative, identified as 
Alternative 2 (Concurrent Construction – Westward Expansion), which would involve construction of a 
new Commercial LPOE and phased expansion and modernization of the existing RHC LPOE at the same 
time, with expansion primarily to the west of the existing RHC LPOE. The 2024 Final EIS and GSA’s 
signed ROD can be viewed on GSA’s project website at: https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/gsa-regions/region-
9-pacific-rim/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-entry/environmental-review. 

During design of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project, GSA determined that the existing 
Rose Avenue channel alignment could result in increased flood risk to the expanded and modernized RHC 
LPOE as well as additional engineering and construction costs. In addition, GSA determined additional 
utility work and construction water supply is required that was not evaluated in the 2024 Final EIS. As 
such, GSA is proposing a project that includes realigning a segment of the Rose Avenue channel, 
constructing a new stormwater basin, replacing or installing various utility lines, and trucking additional 
construction water to the proposed Commercial LPOE. The project may also include acquiring additional 
land or obtaining appropriate land use agreements, as well as obtaining necessary permissions to implement 
these changes. As a result of these proposed changes to the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative, GSA has 
determined that supplemental NEPA analysis is required. GSA has prepared this Final Supplemental EIS 
(SEIS), which examines the project purpose and need; alternatives considered; existing environment that 
could be affected; potential impacts resulting from each of the alternatives; and proposed best management 
practices and/or mitigation measures. This SEIS considers one action alternative and the No Action 
Alternative. 

GSA solicited comments from interested persons and stakeholders during a 30-day review period for the 
scoping phase and 45-day comment period for the Draft SEIS. Comments received for each of these review 
periods have been addressed in this Final SEIS and will be made part of the Administrative Record. 

The public was notified of the public hearing for the Final SEIS through publication of a Notice of 
Availability in the Federal Register, as well as multiple other channels of communication, including 
newspaper ads, letters to interested parties, and social media posts. Interested parties are invited to provide 
comments on the Final SEIS during a wait period, which will last for 30 days, after which GSA will finalize 
the ROD. 

Comments on this Final SEIS may be emailed to Osmahn.Kadri@gsa.gov or sent to: 

Potomac-Hudson Engineering, Inc. 
Attention: RHC LPOE Draft SEIS 
77 Upper Rock Circle, Suite 302 
Rockville, MD 20850 

https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/gsa-regions/region-9-pacific-rim/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-entry/environmental-review
https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/gsa-regions/region-9-pacific-rim/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-entry/environmental-review
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For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document can be made available in alternate formats. To 
obtain a copy in an alternate format or for further information concerning this Final SEIS, please contact 
Osmahn Kadri at the email or mailing address provided above or call 415-522-3617. 
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SUMMARY 

The United States (U.S.) General Services Administration (GSA) proposes to construct flood control 
measures and replace or install various utilities in the vicinity of the Raul Hector Castro (RHC) Land Port 
of Entry (LPOE) and provide adequate construction water to the proposed Commercial LPOE near the U.S. 
– Mexico border in Douglas, Arizona, in the southeast corner of the state. The RHC LPOE is a port of entry 
for vehicles and pedestrians crossing the U.S. – Mexico border, between Douglas, Arizona and Agua Prieta, 
Sonora in Mexico. The port is operated by the U.S. Department of Homeland Security’s Customs and 
Border Protection (CBP) and is a full-service, multi-modal facility where CBP officers inspect 
commercially owned vehicles (COVs), privately owned vehicles (POVs), and pedestrians. The proposed 
Commercial LPOE would be located west of the existing RHC LPOE and would remove COVs from the 
existing RHC LPOE.  

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
GSA has prepared this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) in accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 4321 et seq.) as amended by 
the Fiscal Responsibility Act of 2023 (Public Law 118-5), GSA Order ADM 1095.1F (Environmental 
Consideration in Decision Making), the GSA Public Buildings Service’s NEPA Desk Guide, and other 
relevant laws, regulations, and Executive Orders (EOs), including the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA). This SEIS discloses the environmental impacts that would result from the Proposed Action and 
No Action Alternative. 

A Notice of Intent (NOI) for the SEIS was published in the Federal Register on October 8, 2024, indicating 
the public scoping period would begin on October 11, 2024. GSA also published advertisements in English 
and Spanish in the weeks preceding the public scoping meeting. The advertisements were published in the 
Herald Review on October 11, 16, and 20, 2024 in both English and Spanish language. Announcements 
were posted on GSA’s social media accounts on October 15, 2024. The City of Douglas also posted 
announcements of the meeting on the city’s social media accounts on October 15, 16 and 22, 2024 in 
English and Spanish. Additionally, GSA mailed scoping letters dated October 11, 2024 to federal, state, and 
local agencies; elected officials; and other interested parties. GSA’s advertisements, announcements, and 
letters indicated the agency’s intent to prepare a SEIS and conduct a scoping meeting; provided a brief 
description of the project; identified the public scoping meeting time and location; and included instructions 
on submitting a comment. GSA accepted comments through November 11, 2024. 

A Notice of Availability for the Draft SEIS was published in the Federal Register on April 4, 2025. GSA 
also announced a public meeting on the Draft SEIS and published advertisements in English and Spanish 
and social media posts in the weeks preceding the public meeting. The advertisements were published in 
the Herald Review on April 4, April 30, and May 4, 2025. Announcements were posted on GSA’s social 
media accounts on April 30, 2025. Additionally, GSA mailed letters to federal agencies, state and local 
agencies, elected officials, and other interested parties. GSA’s advertisements, announcements, and letters 
indicated the availability of the Draft SEIS and intent to conduct a public meeting; identified the public 
meeting time and location; and included instructions on submitting a comment. GSA accepted comments 
through May 19, 2025. Comments received during the 45-day comment period have been considered and 
addressed in this Final SEIS (see Appendix E). 

GSA is soliciting comments from interested persons and stakeholders on this Final SEIS during a 30-day 
wait period. Substantive comments received during the 30-day wait period will be considered in preparation 
of the Record of Decision and will be made part of the Administrative Record. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The City of Douglas is the main urban border community encompassing the project area; it is located in 
southeastern Arizona, approximately 120 miles southeast of Tucson, in Cochise County. The city has a 
population of approximately 16,500. Agua Prieta, Sonora, Mexico is located south of the border, adjacent 
to the City of Douglas. It has a population of approximately 100,000 people. 

The RHC LPOE is located at the intersection of 1st Street and Pan American Avenue. Regional access to 
the port is by State Route 80 (SR-80) from the west and northeast and U.S. Highway 191 (US-191) from 
the north. The closest interstate is Interstate 10 (I-10), located approximately 63 miles northwest of the City 
of Douglas. Adjacent land within the 2024 Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) preferred 
alternative project area includes a small city park, a cluster of small shops, and undeveloped land. 
Commercial and industrial warehouses exist along the eastern perimeter of the RHC LPOE, along Customs 
Avenue and 1st Street. 

The RHC LPOE is located on approximately 6 acres with facilities owned and managed by GSA and 
operated by CBP. The project area is located west of the existing RHC LPOE and Pan American Avenue, 
south of East 3rd Street, north of Border Road and the U.S. – Mexico border, and just west of Chino Road. 
The proposed Commercial LPOE is approximately 5 miles west of the existing RHC LPOE located off 
James Ranch Road. The site is primarily undeveloped, and the only major infrastructure consists of a U.S. 
Border Patrol Station built in 2003 at the intersection of SR-80 and Kings Highway.  

GSA’s mission includes the custody and control of federal buildings, including U.S. LPOEs. As part of this 
mission, GSA designs, constructs, manages, maintains, and retains custody and control of 122 of the 167 
U.S. LPOEs, including the RHC LPOE. The RHC LPOE is a LPOE for vehicles and pedestrians crossing 
the U.S. – Mexico border, between Douglas, Arizona and Agua Prieta, Sonora in Mexico. The port is 
operated by the CBP, and is a full-service, multi-modal facility where CBP officers inspect COVs, POVs, 
and pedestrians.  

GSA completed a Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Expansion and Modernization of the Raul 
Hector Castro Land Port of Entry and Proposed Commercial Land Port of Entry in Douglas, Arizona in 
April 2024 (GSA 2024a), herein referred to as the 2024 Final EIS. GSA signed a Record of Decision (ROD) 
for the 2024 Final EIS on May 14, 2024. In the ROD, GSA selected the preferred alternative, identified as 
Alternative 2 (Concurrent Construction – Westward Expansion), herein referred to as the 2024 Final EIS 
preferred alternative, which would involve construction of a new Commercial LPOE and phased expansion 
and modernization of the existing RHC LPOE at the same time, with expansion primarily to the west of the 
existing RHC LPOE. GSA approved sub-alternative 2d (combination of adaptive reuse, relocation, and 
demolition), identified as the preferred alternative for the management of historic structures at the RHC 
LPOE. As planning for this undertaking has continued, in Section 106 consultation with the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) and consulting parties, GSA has identified demolition of the historic Main 
Building and Garage as the preferred approach to the historic structures at the RHC LPOE. The 2024 Final 
EIS and GSA’s signed ROD can be viewed on the GSA project website at: https://www.gsa.gov/about-
us/gsa-regions/region-9-pacific-rim/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-
entry/environmental-review. 

During design of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project, GSA determined that the existing 
Rose Avenue channel alignment, which runs through the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area, 
could result in an increased flood risk to the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and higher engineering 
and construction costs. To address these issues, GSA is proposing a project that includes realigning a 
segment of the Rose Avenue channel (sometimes also referred to as the Rose Avenue Canal or International 
Canal) and extending and improving the existing concrete box culvert (CBC). GSA also determined that 
the necessary area to manage stormwater flows from the expanded and modernized LPOE could not be 
accommodated within the project area originally considered in the 2024 Final EIS, and that additional land 
area is required for stormwater management. To address this issue, GSA is considering constructing a new 

https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/gsa-regions/region-9-pacific-rim/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-entry/environmental-review
https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/gsa-regions/region-9-pacific-rim/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-entry/environmental-review
https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/gsa-regions/region-9-pacific-rim/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-entry/environmental-review
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stormwater basin to the west of the RHC LPOE. Lastly, GSA also determined that additional utility lines 
need to be replaced or installed that were not evaluated in the 2024 Final EIS. To address this issue, GSA 
is proposing to replace and install various utility lines (i.e., electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic lines) 
in the vicinity of the RHC LPOE. Following publication of the Draft SEIS, GSA determined that additional 
construction water was required at the proposed Commercial LPOE, beyond the water that is to be supplied 
from a temporary groundwater well constructed by the City of Douglas in 2023 near the southeast corner 
of the proposed Commercial LPOE. To address this issue, GSA is proposing to truck treated wastewater 
from the City of Douglas Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) to the Commercial LPOE. The project may 
also include the acquisition of additional land or obtaining appropriate land use agreements, as well as 
obtaining necessary permissions to implement these changes. As a result of these proposed changes to the 
2024 Final EIS preferred alternative, GSA has determined that supplemental NEPA analysis is required. 

GSA has prepared this SEIS for the purpose of analyzing potential environmental impacts from realignment 
of a segment of the Rose Avenue channel, construction of a new stormwater basin, replacement and 
installation of various utilities, and trucking of construction water, all of which were identified as necessary 
components of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project after the release of the 2024 Final 
EIS and May 2024 ROD. SEISs are prepared, published, and filed in the same fashion as a draft or final 
EIS.   

Where applicable, this SEIS incorporates by reference information and analysis previously presented in the 
2024 Final EIS (available online at the GSA project website provided above) and focuses on new 
information related to changes in project development and site conditions. Where applicable, this SEIS 
references and summarizes the relevant sections of the 2024 Final EIS that contain additional relevant 
information. 

Section 1.1 of the 2024 Final EIS provides additional background information on the RHC LPOE and RHC 
LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project. 

PURPOSE AND NEED 
As described in Section 1.2 of the 2024 Final EIS, the purpose of the RHC LPOE Expansion and 
Modernization Project is for GSA to support CBP’s mission by bringing the RHC LPOE operations in line 
with current land port design standards and operational requirements of CBP while addressing existing 
deficiencies identified with the ongoing port operations. The need for the RHC LPOE Expansion and 
Modernization Project is to bring the RHC LPOE operations in line with CBP’s design standards and 
operational requirements; improve the capacity and functionality of the LPOE to meet future demand, while 
maintaining the capability to meet border security initiatives; ensure the safety and security for the 
employees and users of the RHC LPOE; and improve traffic congestion and safety for the City of Douglas. 

The purpose of this project considered within this supplemental analysis is to address overall flood control 
and utility requirements (i.e., stormwater, electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic), as well as improve 
port operational efficiency for the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project. The project is needed 
to avoid engineering conflicts between the current alignment of the Rose Avenue channel with the current 
proposed layout for the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE; to divert stormwater away from and reduce 
flooding risks at the RHC LPOE; to provide sufficient stormwater capacity for the expanded and 
modernized RHC LPOE; and to enhance overall functionality and safety. In addition, the project is needed 
to meet proposed utility requirements of the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and bring them in line 
with current land port design standards and operational requirements. Existing electrical lines are also 
located within the area proposed for realignment of a segment of the Rose Avenue channel and power the 
city’s WWTP, located west of the existing RHC LPOE. These lines need to be relocated to maintain 
electrical service to the WWTP as well as to satisfy CBP design requirements, which prohibit overhead 
lines within LPOE boundaries. Finally, this project is needed to consider construction water demand and 
supply at the proposed Commercial LPOE. 
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SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
The Proposed Action is defined as constructing flood control and utility upgrades in support of the RHC 
LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project, along with considering construction water demand and supply 
at the proposed Commercial LPOE. The Proposed Action would include the realignment of a segment of 
the Rose Avenue channel, construction of a new stormwater basin west of the 2024 Final EIS preferred 
alternative project area, and replacing and installing various utilities in the vicinity of the RHC LPOE. The 
Proposed Action would support and interconnect with design elements from the 2024 Final EIS preferred 
alternative as described above. The Proposed Action would include site preparation, including demolition 
of the existing stormwater channel segment (west of the existing site), and a portion of CBC within the 
2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area; potential land acquisition or establishment of applicable 
land use agreements in the vicinity of the Proposed Action; realignment of a segment of the Rose Avenue 
channel and associated stormwater channel system components; repair of CBC and road systems impacted 
by the Proposed Action; and other various utility or ancillary facilities constructed in support of the RHC 
LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project. The Proposed Action also includes consideration of trucking 
water from the City of Douglas WWTP to support construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE. 

As part of the decision-making process, GSA is carrying forward one action alternative (Alternative 1) and 
the No Action Alternative for analysis in this SEIS. 

Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and Construction Water Supply 
Under Alternative 1, GSA proposes to construct flood control and utility upgrades in the vicinity of the 
RHC LPOE that were not included in the 2024 Final EIS. Following publication of the Draft SEIS, a cultural 
resources survey was conducted throughout the project area for electrical and wet utility upgrades, which 
identified four potentially historic resources. The project area footprint has been revised since publication 
of the Draft SEIS to avoid these resources. The proposed layout provided in Figure 2-1 in Chapter 2 of the 
SEIS represents a preliminary concept site plan for development and is used as a basis for discussion and 
environmental analysis.  

Alternative 1 would consist of the following: 

• Construct an approximately 2,750-foot-long stormwater channel that is anticipated to be a primarily 
riprap-lined open channel along the entire route. A small, approximately 50-foot segment of the 
stormwater channel where it meets Border Road would be concrete-lined to facilitate vehicle 
access. GSA is also considering construction of the entire proposed channel segment as an open, 
concrete-lined channel, although the riprap-lined open channel design is the current preference. 
The proposed stormwater channel would originate at an extended CBC located beneath the existing 
POV lanes south of the RHC LPOE inspection area and generally travel west, north of Border 
Road, and terminate at the unnamed wash west of Chino Road at the U.S – Mexico border. Water 
flowing out of this proposed channel would proceed south along the unnamed wash across the U.S. 
– Mexico border as it does under existing conditions. The proposed alignment of the channel 
segment would avoid, as much as possible, existing utility components such as utility poles, sewer 
manholes, utility vault, the Border Road and sewer mains. 

• Evaluate and improve the existing CBC beneath the LPOE. A portion of the existing CBC may be 
maintained in place. 

• Extend the existing CBC to the west and terminate it immediately west of the planned repatriation 
drop off location at the southern end of the expanded and modernized LPOE. Demolition of existing 
structures would be limited to only a portion of the existing CBC that needs to be removed. 

• Demolish the existing stormwater channel segment that parallels the western side of Pan American 
Avenue between East 3rd Street and the southern end of the existing RHC LPOE. The upstream 
end of the existing channel would then be transitioned to the surrounding adjacent grade and rock 
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riprap would be placed on the exposed surface. Alternatively, the existing stormwater channel 
segment may be reused as conduit or other purposes during the expansion and modernization of 
the RHC LPOE.  

• Install a new CBC where the proposed stormwater channel crosses Chino Road. This would also 
include repairing the portions of Chino Road that are impacted by improving the CBC in that area, 
and may require lowering a segment of an existing 8-inch water line that is located in close 
proximity to this CBC. A portion of Chino Road south of East 3rd Street may have to be partially 
or completely closed during construction of the CBC. 

• As necessary, construct a maintenance road on either the north or south side of the proposed 
stormwater channel for maintenance access. This could also include a crossing or bridge over the 
proposed stormwater channel, as well as installation of guard rails as needed.  

• Potentially construct security fencing on the north side of the proposed stormwater channel. 

• Construct a new approximately 6.2-acre stormwater basin between the RHC LPOE and Chino Road 
and north of the proposed stormwater channel. The stormwater basin would be designed for 
temporary water storage with a 36-hour drain time, in compliance with City regulations, rather than 
a retention basin for permanent water storage. 

• Obtain all necessary land and right-of-way permissions as applicable for the realigned stormwater 
channel segment and new stormwater basin. This could include acquiring, obtaining easements, or 
obtaining similar land use agreements on portions of land within a proposed additional expansion 
area totaling approximately 24 acres currently owned by the City of Douglas and a private 
landowner. This may also include a new right-of-way grant from the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) if any portions of BLM Land are required for construction. 

• Replace or install approximately 6,500 feet of electrical lines, 4,700 feet of sanitary sewer line, and 
1,400 feet of fiber optic lines in the vicinity of the RHC LPOE: 

o West of Pan American Avenue, existing aboveground electrical lines would be removed 
and re-routed to tie into existing service lines. The exact route of the electrical line west of 
Pan American Avenue is not known at this time and would be determined during design; 
however, the alignment would occur within some section of the potential disturbance area 
for electrical utilities identified in Figure 2-1 (see Chapter 2 of the SEIS). Newly installed 
electrical lines may consist of either aboveground pole-mounted lines, buried lines, or a 
combination of both. Burial of lines would require trenching. GSA has estimated that less 
than one acre of land would be disturbed during installation of this segment. 

o West of Pan American Avenue, an existing sanitary sewer line would need to be 
temporarily extended and realigned to Chino Road, south of East 3rd Street so as to 
maintain service during construction and temporarily avoid conflicts with the realigned 
Rose Avenue channel segment construction footprint. This would include construction of 
a new manhole and establishing a new connection to an existing manhole at a sanitary 
sewer line east of Chino Road. Permanent sanitary sewer service for the expanded and 
modernized RHC LPOE is expected to tie into the existing alignment along East 3rd Street 
near the intersection with Pan American Avenue. At the western terminus of East 3rd Street 
with the intersection of Chino Road, the sanitary sewer line would need to be extended 
west towards the WWTP, due to engineering conflicts between the proposed stormwater 
channel and existing sanitary sewer line along the Chino Road alignment south of East 3rd 
Street. The exact alignment of the new sanitary sewer connection west of Chino Road is 
unknown but would occur somewhere within the potential disturbance area for wet utilities 
as shown in Figure 2-1, and is expected to temporarily disturb no more than 4.4 acres. In 
the long term, it is expected that the existing sanitary sewer lateral within the Chino Road 
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alignment south of East 3rd Street, as well as portions of the existing sanitary sewer lines 
within the project area west of the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE, would be 
abandoned or removed. 

o East of Pan American Avenue, electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic lines would be 
installed around the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area. Similar to utility 
work occurring west of Pan American Avenue, newly installed electrical lines may consist 
of either aboveground pole-mounted lines, buried lines, or a combination of both. Burial 
of lines would require trenching. Sanitary sewer and fiber optic lines are anticipated to 
require trenching. Sanitary sewer line work may be conducted in conjunction with 
abandonment of the existing line west of Pan American Avenue. 

o All construction work for these proposed utility lines would be conducted within existing 
or newly established rights-of-way (estimated at approximately 25 feet wide for electrical 
and sanitary sewer and approximately 15 feet wide for fiber optics) and would connect to 
utility lines owned and operated by the City of Douglas or local utility providers. No 
additional land acquisition would be required for the replacement and installation of these 
utility lines beyond what is already being considered for the realigned stormwater channel 
segment and new stormwater basin. GSA would obtain all necessary land use and right-of-
way permissions, as required. Electrical work may ultimately be conducted by the local 
utility provider rather than GSA. 

• Supply construction water to the proposed Commercial LPOE through trucking treated wastewater 
from the City of Douglas WWTP over a period of 9 months. Water would be utilized for dust 
suppression and soil compaction. Treated wastewater would meet the requirements of Class B 
reclaimed water as demonstrated by ongoing WWTP monitoring, which as per the Arizona 
Administrative Code, Title 18, Chapter 11, Article 3 - Table A allows for the use of reclaimed water 
for dust control and soil compaction. Peak water demand of up to 250,000 gallons per day (gpd) 
would be required for approximately 4.5 months; the remaining 4.5 months would require less 
water. This would be the equivalent of up to approximately 63 additional trucks per day during 
peak periods assuming a truck capacity of 4,000 gallons. Trucks would travel between the City of 
Douglas WWTP and the proposed Commercial LPOE via International Avenue. As necessary, 
water would be utilized for dust suppression along International Avenue during truck transit. Use 
of treated wastewater would require appropriate coordination with the City of Douglas and Mexico 
relative to existing agreements for wastewater transfer, as well as coordination with U.S. Border 
Patrol regarding the use of International Avenue. The City of Douglas provided notification to 
ADEQ of the intent to supply Class B effluent for construction purposes in May 2025 (City of 
Douglas 2025). 

Stormwater would still flow through the segment of the unnamed wash from the existing discharge point 
and proposed new discharge point of the Rose Avenue channel as shown in Figure 2-1 (see Chapter 2 of 
the SEIS) from properties located to the north, northeast, and east; however, the amount of stormwater 
flowing through the wash in this segment would be reduced due to flow being diverted from the realigned 
Rose Avenue channel. GSA is in the process of conducting hydrology studies to confirm overall changes 
in flow through the existing and proposed stormwater channels as well as into the unnamed wash and will 
provide available updates in the ROD.  

The timeframe for agency coordination and construction is tentative and is subject to change. However, for 
the purpose of this SEIS, design and agency coordination for Alternative 1 is anticipated to take 
approximately one year to complete, and construction activities at the RHC LPOE are anticipated to take 
approximately 6 months in total to complete. Construction of the utility upgrades (i.e., stormwater, 
electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic) is expected to occur during the construction of the RHC LPOE 
Expansion and Modernization Project as considered in the 2024 Final EIS. Construction of the realigned 
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Rose Avenue channel segment is expected to occur prior to construction of the RHC LPOE Expansion and 
Modernization Project as considered in the 2024 Final EIS. During construction of the realigned Rose 
Avenue channel segment, it is estimated there could be approximately 20 worker vehicles, 20 delivery 
vehicles for construction supplies, and 10 haul trucks per day to the project area for deliveries and waste 
removal near the RHC LPOE. The number of workers and vehicle trips for construction of utility upgrades 
would be consistent with levels evaluated in the 2024 Final EIS for the RHC LPOE. All construction and 
demolition waste would be disposed of and recycled at authorized facilities. Hauling of construction water 
between the City of Douglas WWTP and the proposed Commercial LPOE would be required for a period 
of up to 9 months and would result in an additional 63 truck trips beyond the levels analyzed in the 2024 
Final EIS for the Commercial LPOE (i.e., up to 150 trucks/day during peak construction). GSA would 
implement appropriate traffic control measures and install signage on local roadways during construction 
to manage construction vehicle traffic.  

During operations, maintenance procedures would be put in place in accordance with industry standard 
protocol to ensure the proper functioning of the realigned Rose Avenue channel, new stormwater basin, and 
other utility upgrades. The channel would be operated and maintained in coordination with other 
governmental entities. 

No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative is included and analyzed to provide a baseline for comparison with impacts 
from the Proposed Action (Section 102(C)(iii) of NEPA [42 U.S.C. § 4332]). The No Action Alternative 
assumes that GSA would not demolish portions of the existing stormwater channel; would not realign a 
segment of the Rose Avenue channel; would not construct a new stormwater basin; would not replace or 
install electrical, sanitary sewer, fiber optic utilities, or any other associated supporting facilities; and would 
not provide sufficient water needed for construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE. In addition, no 
acquisition or establishment of land use agreements would occur on parcels of land proposed for the project. 

In general, this alternative would not meet the purpose and need for the Proposed Action, as identified in 
Chapter 1. Under the No Action Alternative, the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project would 
be constructed as described in the 2024 Final EIS. The overall stormwater management and flood control 
needs for the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE would not be addressed; stormwater flow would not 
be diverted; electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic requirements would not be met; and engineering 
conflicts between the current alignment of the Rose Avenue channel and the RHC LPOE Expansion and 
Modernization Project layout would remain. As a result, the No Action Alternative would increase flood 
potential at the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and surrounding area, increasing risks that the RHC 
LPOE could be partially shutdown or impacted during a storm event, impeding the LPOE’s functionality, 
and jeopardizing the security and safety at the RHC LPOE. In addition, the utility requirements for the 
expanded and modernized RHC LPOE would not be met, lessening the port’s operational efficiency and its 
ability to support the CBP mission. Further, water requirements for construction of the proposed 
Commercial LPOE would not be fully met, resulting in increased fugitive dust generation during 
construction. 

Although the No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the project, this alternative is 
carried forward to provide a baseline for comparison of effects from implementing Alternative 1. 

IMPACT COMPARISON MATRIX 
Table S-1 provides a comparison of potential environmental impacts resulting from the alternatives 
considered within this SEIS. Potential impacts are summarized for each resource area affected by the 
alternatives. Chapter 3 of this SEIS contains detailed discussion of these potential impacts by resource area. 
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Table S-1. Summary Comparison of Alternatives  
Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and 

Construction Water Supply 
No Action Alternative 

Cultural Resources 

Construction: Proposed construction activities would 
result in ground disturbance within the expanded project 
area, which is mostly vacant and undeveloped with 
portions located in existing rights-of-way. The 
undertaking has already been determined to have 
adverse effects under NHPA due to the proposed 
demolition of historic properties, but additional adverse 
effects and direct, significant, adverse impacts under 
NEPA to cultural resources could occur during 
construction if archeological resources are encountered 
during construction. GSA is continuing consultation with 
the SHPO and consulting parties under Section 106 of 
the NHPA. GSA conducted a cultural resources survey 
of the project area, and based on the survey results has 
framed the expanded APE to avoid any additional 
potential historic properties.  
Operation: No additional adverse under NHPA and less-
than-significant impacts under NEPA to cultural 
resources would be expected during operations. 

Adverse effects to historic properties under NHPA 
associated with the undertaking would be limited to the 
previously defined APE in the 2024 Final EIS. 

Impact Reduction Measures: Prior to construction, GSA would implement the following measures: 
• Develop an archeological monitoring plan in consultation with SHPO, ACHP, federally recognized Indian tribes, 

and other consulting parties to reduce impacts from ground-disturbing activities. 
• Identify and develop appropriate measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects on historic properties 

in consultation with the SHPO and other applicable consulting parties. 

Air Quality 

Construction: Short-term, minor, adverse, direct and 
indirect impacts on regional air quality due to dust and 
emissions from construction equipment and vehicles. 
Emissions would not exceed de minimis thresholds for 
any criteria pollutants. 
Operation: Long-term, negligible, adverse, and indirect 
impacts. 

Impacts on air quality would occur from construction and 
operations of the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative. In 
addition, short-term, moderate, adverse, and direct 
impacts on air quality would occur due to a lack of 
adequate water for construction of the 2024 Final EIS 
preferred alternative.  

Impact Reduction Measures: Air quality impact reduction measures for the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative 
were adopted in the May 2024 ROD and are incorporated herein by reference. In addition, GSA would take the 
following additional steps to minimize emissions: 

• Use cement blended with the maximum feasible amount of fly ash or other materials that reduce emissions 
from cement production. 

• Recycle construction debris to the maximum extent feasible. 
• Consider using locally sourced materials to reduce transportation emissions. 
• Ensure adequate construction water supply at the proposed Commercial LPOE for dust suppression. 

Land Use 

Construction: Short-term, minor, adverse, and direct 
impacts from changes in land use designations that 
would occur prior to construction. Direct or indirect 
adverse impacts on adjacent landowners are not 
anticipated. 
Operation: Permanent, minor to moderate, beneficial, 
and direct and indirect impacts due to improvement of 
undeveloped, underutilized space for flood control and 

Impacts on land use would be limited to those described 
in the 2024 Final EIS. No other impacts to land use 
would be expected. 
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Table S-1. Summary Comparison of Alternatives  
Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and 

Construction Water Supply 
No Action Alternative 

utility needs in the vicinity of the project. In addition, 
maintenance of the stormwater channel, new 
stormwater basin, and other proposed utility upgrades 
would be required to ensure their continued 
effectiveness. Direct or indirect adverse impacts on 
adjacent landowners are not anticipated. 

Impact Reduction Measures: Consideration of local zoning laws and all design requirements of state and local 
governments to the extent practicable. Additionally, GSA would continue coordination efforts with applicable 
stakeholders. 

Geology and Soils 

Construction: Short-term, minor, adverse, and direct Impacts to geology and soils would occur from 
impacts on geology; long-term, minor, adverse, and construction and operations of the 2024 Final EIS 
direct impacts on topography; and permanent, minor, preferred alternative. No other direct disturbances to 
adverse, and direct impacts on soil due to ground geology, topography, or soils would be expected; 
disturbing activities and reshaping sloped terrain. however, long-term, moderate, adverse, and indirect 
Construction would disturb up to approximately 33.2 impacts to soils in the surrounding area could result, as 
acres of both previously disturbed and undisturbed soils. the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE would lack 
Operation: No impacts to geology or topography. Long-
term, minor, beneficial, and indirect impacts on soils due 
to improved stormwater flow and drainage, reducing soil 
erosion compared to existing conditions. 

adequate stormwater management facilities if the new 
stormwater basin is not constructed, resulting in 
increased offsite erosion. In addition, the lack of 
sufficient construction water at the proposed 
Commercial LPOE could result in increased wind 
erosion during construction. 

Impact Reduction Measures: Measures to reduce construction impacts on geology and soil-related concerns such 
as soil erosion, loss, and stability would be addressed in the design and the Arizona Stormwater CGP. GSA would 
ensure adequate construction water is available at the proposed Commercial LPOE to reduce wind and erosion 
related soil loss. 

Water Resources 

Construction: No impacts to groundwater, wetlands, or 
WOTUS. Short-term, negligible, adverse, and direct 
impacts on regional water supply due to increased water 
use during construction activities. Short-term, minor, 
adverse, and indirect impacts to downstream surface 
waters due to increased potential for sedimentation and 
contamination. Long-term, minor, beneficial, direct and 
indirect impacts to floodplains due to improved flood 
controls.  
Operation: Long-term, minor, beneficial, and direct 
impacts to surface waters as a result of altered 
hydrology due to diversion of stormwater flows, as well 
as long-term, moderate, beneficial, and indirect impacts 
due to improved stormwater management within and 
near the project area. Flooding potential would also be 
reduced. No additional subsurface disturbance would be 
required, other than for occasional repair and 
maintenance, resulting in negligible adverse impacts. 

Impacts to water resources would occur from 
construction and operations of the 2024 Final EIS 
preferred alternative. No other direct impacts to 
groundwater or wetlands. Long-term, moderate, 
adverse, and indirect impacts to water resources as the 
overall stormwater management and flood control needs 
for the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE would not 
be addressed. Flood potential could increase onsite and 
in the surrounding area.  

Impact Reduction Measures: Water resources impact reduction measures for the 2024 Final EIS preferred 
alternative were adopted in the May 2024 ROD and are incorporated herein by reference. In addition, GSA would 
consider incorporating bioswales or permeable pavements in the project design where applicable to enhance 
stormwater management capabilities. 
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Table S-1. Summary Comparison of Alternatives  
Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and 

Construction Water Supply 
No Action Alternative 

Biological Resources 

Construction: Permanent, moderate, adverse, and Impacts on biological resources would occur from 
direct impacts to biological resources due to ground construction and operations of the 2024 Final EIS 
disturbance and vegetation removal, potentially altering preferred alternative. No other direct disturbance to 
the existing ecological community and contributing to biological resources would occur; however, ongoing 
minor habitat fragmentation from permanent habitat flooding would have the potential to cause periodic 
removal. Short-term, moderate, adverse, and indirect disturbances to vegetation and habitat, resulting in long-
impacts to wildlife due to increased human activity, term, intermittent, minor to moderate, adverse indirect 
fugitive dust, and noise. Proposed Action may effect but impacts. Inadequate availability of construction water 
is not likely to adversely affect special status species, during construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE 
including federally endangered or threatened species. could result in increased fugitive dust emissions that 
GSA previously conducted informal consultation with the would result in short-term, intermittent, minor to 
USFWS per section 7 of the ESA as part of the 2024 moderate, adverse, indirect impacts to biological 
Final EIS and has also conducted informal ESA section resources. 
7 consultation as part of this Proposed Action. The 
USFWS concurred with GSA’s findings that the 

 

Proposed Action may affect but would not adversely 
affect the jaguar, ocelot, and yellow-billed cuckoo (see 
Appendix B). 
Operation: Long-term, minor, adverse, and indirect 
impacts to wildlife habitat due to altered hydrology and 
diversion of water flows. 

Impact Reduction Measures: Biological resources impact reduction measures for the 2024 Final EIS preferred 
alternative were adopted in the May 2024 ROD and are incorporated herein by reference. Additionally, GSA would 
implement the following measures: 

• An occupancy survey would be conducted to determine if any western burrowing owls are present within 
the project area in accordance with the Burrowing Owl Project Clearance Guidance for Landowners 
(AZGFD 2009). The survey would be conducted by a surveyor who is certified by AZGFD or has similar 
training and qualifications. If an active burrowing owl burrow is detected, GSA would contact AZGFD and 
USFWS for further direction.  

• To the extent practicable, vegetation clearing or trimming would be avoided in the project area during the 
migratory bird nesting season (generally between January and June). If clearing or trimming is required 
during the nesting season, surveys would be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if any nesting 
birds occur in the project area prior to removal or trimming of vegetation. If nesting birds are present, 
removal or trimming of the vegetation would be delayed until after nesting season, or GSA would 
coordinate with the USFWS for additional technical assistance in complying with the MBTA. 

• To the extent practicable, the amount of time any open trench or large hole is left open would be 
minimized. When trenches or large holes cannot be backfilled immediately, escape ramps (e.g., short 
lateral trenches or wooden planks sloping to the surface) would be installed in each hole and at least every 
295 feet (90 meters) in a trench. Slopes would be less than 45 degrees and trenches and holes that have 
been left open would be inspected to remove any wildlife prior to backfilling.  

• Pre-construction presence/absence surveys for any bald or golden eagles would be completed to 
determine if there is a need to remove potentially suitable habitat within the project area. Surveys would be 
conducted pursuant to local USFWS field office requirements. The need for any restrictions around tree 
clearing, if any, would be determined in coordination with applicable federal resource agencies pending 
survey results. If the project is determined to have potential to disturb or kill bald or golden eagles, GSA 
would obtain a permit under the BGEPA. 

• Use drought-resistant native vegetation for landscaping around the new stormwater basin. 
• Employ invasive vegetation monitoring and treatment post construction in alignment with the Arizona 

Department of Agriculture and Arizona Native Plant Society recommendations. 
• Adequate construction water would be used during construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE to 

reduce concerns related to fugitive dust emissions. 
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Table S-1. Summary Comparison of Alternatives  
Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and 

Construction Water Supply 
No Action Alternative 

Infrastructure and Utilities 

Construction: Short-term, minor, adverse, and direct 
impacts on roadway infrastructure; short-term, minor, 
adverse, and indirect impacts to utilities within the 
project area due to an increased potential for 
intermittent interruptions in service; and short-term, 
negligible, adverse, and indirect impacts on water 
demand and wastewater services. Use of construction 
water at the proposed Commercial LPOE from the City 
of Douglas WWTP would have no impact on utilities as 
it would result in no change in water use over baseline 
conditions. 
Operation: No impacts to infrastructure are anticipated. 
Permanent, moderate, beneficial, and direct impacts on 
stormwater management facilities, as the upgraded 

Impacts to infrastructure and utilities would occur from 
construction and operations of the 2024 Final EIS 
preferred alternative. In addition, long-term, moderate, 
adverse, and indirect impacts would result, as the 
overall stormwater management and flood control needs 
for the RHC LPOE would not be addressed. Additional 
strain would be placed on the existing and surrounding 
utilities. Without upgrades to electrical, sanitary sewer, 
and fiber optic utilities, the RHC LPOE Expansion and 
Modernization Project would not have sufficient utility 
capacity or necessary utility requirements to achieve 
compliance with CBP design requirements, lessening 
the port’s operational efficiency and its ability to support 
the CBP mission. 

system would optimize stormwater flow and drainage in 
the project area. Permanent, minor, beneficial, and 
direct impacts on sewer utilities as a result of upgraded 
sewer system capacity. Permanent, moderate, 
beneficial, and direct impacts to electrical infrastructure 
through replacement or installation of approximately 
6,500 feet of electrical lines. Maintenance of the 
proposed stormwater channel segment, new stormwater 
basin, and other proposed utility upgrades would be 
required to ensure their continued effectiveness. 

Impact Reduction Measures:  
• Prioritizing native plant species when introducing new vegetation. This could include using native, drought-

resistant vegetation around the new stormwater basin to reduce maintenance needs and enhance water 
conservation. 

• To avoid or limit potential for utility service interruptions, existing utility maps would be reviewed, and utility 
companies would be contacted in advance of construction to identify locations of utility lines potentially affected. 

• Implement a maintenance plan that includes regular inspections and cleaning of the stormwater management 
facilities to ensure their continued effectiveness. 

Human Health and Safety 

Construction: Short-term, negligible to minor, adverse, 
and direct impacts on human health and safety 
comparable to those described in the 2024 Final EIS, 
which is incorporated herein by reference. Additionally, 
short-term, minor, adverse impacts related to hazardous 
materials and waste handling could occur. 
Operation: Long-term, minor, beneficial, and direct 
impacts resulting from reduced flood risk. Design would 
also address scoping comments raised regarding the 
potential for drownings during major storm events (i.e., 
through the use of gradual slopes and safety barriers, 
as applicable). Negligible adverse impacts related to 
hazardous materials and waste handling. 

Impacts to human health and safety would occur from 
construction and operations of the 2024 Final EIS 
preferred. In addition, long-term, moderate, adverse, 
and indirect impacts due to increased flood potential at 
the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and 
surrounding area. 

Impact Reduction Measures: Human health and safety impact reduction measures for the 2024 Final EIS 
preferred alternative were adopted in the May 2024 ROD and are incorporated herein by reference. GSA would 
take the following additional steps to reduce impacts: 
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Table S-1. Summary Comparison of Alternatives  
Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and 

Construction Water Supply 
No Action Alternative 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Safety measures would be implemented around the stormwater basin, such as proper signage, safety barriers, 
and gradual slopes to minimize drowning risks. Fencing on the north side of the proposed stormwater channel 
may be considered pending final design.   
Regular inspections and maintenance of the stormwater management facilities would be conducted to ensure 
its continued safe operation and structural integrity. 
During removal and replacement of electrical lines, appropriate safety protocols, including de-energizing lines 
as applicable, ensuring proper grounding, and using protective barriers, would be implemented to prevent 
electrical hazards. 
Trenching safety measures such as shoring, trench boxes, and worker safety training would be implemented as 
applicable to minimize risks associated with excavation and confined space entry. 
As necessary, the need for further due diligence would be considered within potential disturbance area for 
utilities as shown in Figure 2-1 prior to construction. This could include ground penetrating radar within the 
potential disturbance area for wet utilities west of Chino Road prior to construction to investigate for presence of 
subsurface objects associated with the former PD Smelter Site. 
Construction workers, including utility providers, working in any potential disturbance areas for utilities would 
wear appropriate personal protective equipment during construction as necessary to avoid impacts from 
potentially contaminated soils, and would characterize any soils that are to be disposed of offsite to determine 
appropriate management and disposal requirements in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations. 

ACHP = Advisory Council on Historic Preservation; APE = Area of Potential Effect; AZGFD = Arizona Game and Fish Department; 
BGEPA = Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act; CBP = U.S. Customs and Border Protection; CGP = Construction General Permit;  
EIS = Environmental Impact Statement; ESA = Endangered Species Act; GSA = U.S. General Services Administration; LPOE = Land 
Port of Entry; MBTA = Migratory Bird Treaty Act; NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act; NHPA = National Historic Preservation 
Act; PD = Phelps Dodge; RHC = Raul Hector Castro; ROD = Record of Decision; SHPO = State Historic Preservation Officer; USFWS 
= United States Fish and Wildlife Service; WOTUS = Waters of the U.S.
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CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT 

This chapter introduces updates to the United States (U.S.) General Services Administration’s (GSA) 
proposed Raul Hector Castro (RHC) Land Port of Entry (LPOE) Expansion and Modernization Project, 
which includes construction of a new Commercial LPOE to the west of the RHC LPOE, and describes the 
purpose and need for agency action and the scope of this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
(SEIS). This chapter also summarizes the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 process and 
relevant regulations, and project background and objectives. 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 
GSA’s mission includes the custody and control of federal buildings, including U.S. LPOEs. As part of this 
mission, GSA designs, constructs, manages, maintains, and retains custody and control of 122 of the 167 
U.S. LPOEs, including the RHC LPOE. The RHC LPOE is a LPOE for vehicles and pedestrians crossing 
the U.S. – Mexico border, between Douglas, Arizona and Agua Prieta, Sonora in Mexico. The port is 
operated by the U.S. Department of Homeland Security’s Customs and Border Protection (CBP), and is a 
full-service, multi-modal facility where CBP officers inspect commercially owned vehicles (COVs), 
privately owned vehicles (POVs), and pedestrians.  

GSA completed a Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Expansion and Modernization of the Raul 
Hector Castro Land Port of Entry and Proposed Commercial Land Port of Entry in Douglas, Arizona in 
April 2024 (GSA 2024a), herein referred to as the 2024 Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). GSA 
signed a Record of Decision (ROD) for the 2024 Final EIS on May 14, 2024. In the ROD, GSA selected 
the preferred alternative, identified as Alternative 2 (Concurrent Construction – Westward Expansion), 
herein referred to as the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative, which would involve construction of a new 
Commercial LPOE and phased expansion and modernization of the existing RHC LPOE at the same time, 
with expansion primarily to the west of the existing RHC LPOE. GSA approved sub-alternative 2d 
(combination of adaptive reuse, relocation, and demolition), identified as the preferred alternative for the 
management of historic structures at the RHC LPOE (GSA 2024b). As planning for this undertaking has 
continued, in Section 106 consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and consulting 
parties, GSA has identified demolition of the historic Main Building and Garage as the preferred approach 
to the historic structures at the RHC LPOE. The 2024 Final EIS and GSA’s signed ROD can be viewed on 
the GSA project website at: https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/gsa-regions/region-9-pacific-rim/land-ports-of-
entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-entry/environmental-review. 

During design of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project, GSA determined that the existing 
Rose Avenue channel alignment, which runs through the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area, 
could result in an increased flood risk to the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and higher engineering 
and construction costs. To address these issues, GSA is proposing a project that includes realigning a 
segment of the Rose Avenue channel (sometimes also referred to as the Rose Avenue Canal or International 
Canal) and extending and improving the existing concrete box culvert (CBC). GSA also determined that 
the necessary area to manage stormwater flows from the expanded and modernized LPOE could not be 
accommodated within the project area originally considered in the 2024 Final EIS, and that additional land 
area is required for stormwater management. To address this issue, GSA is considering constructing a new 
stormwater basin to the west of the RHC LPOE. Lastly, GSA also determined that additional utility lines 
need to be replaced or installed that were not evaluated in the 2024 Final EIS. To address this issue, GSA 
is proposing to replace and install various utility lines (i.e., electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic lines) 
in the vicinity of the RHC LPOE. Following publication of the Draft SEIS, GSA determined that additional 
construction water was required at the proposed Commercial LPOE, beyond the water that is to be supplied 
from a temporary groundwater well constructed by the City of Douglas in 2023 near the southeast corner 
of the proposed Commercial LPOE. To address this issue, GSA is proposing to truck treated wastewater 
from the City of Douglas Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) to the Commercial LPOE. The project may 
also include the acquisition of additional land or obtaining appropriate land use agreements, as well as 

https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/gsa-regions/region-9-pacific-rim/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-entry/environmental-review
https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/gsa-regions/region-9-pacific-rim/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-entry/environmental-review
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obtaining necessary permissions to implement these changes. As a result of these proposed changes to the 
2024 Final EIS preferred alternative, GSA has determined that supplemental NEPA analysis is required.  

GSA has prepared this SEIS for the purpose of analyzing potential environmental impacts from realignment 
of a segment of the Rose Avenue channel, construction of a new stormwater basin, replacement and 
installation of various utilities, and trucking of construction water, all of which were identified as necessary 
components of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project after the release of the 2024 Final 
EIS and May 2024 ROD (GSA 2024a, GSA 2024b). GSA has prepared this SEIS in accordance with NEPA 
(42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 4321 et seq.) as amended by the Fiscal Responsibility Act of 2023 (Public 
Law 118-5), GSA Order ADM 1095.1F (Environmental Consideration in Decision Making [GSA 2000]), 
the GSA Public Buildings Service’s NEPA Desk Guide (GSA 1999), and other relevant laws, regulations, 
and Executive Orders (EOs), including the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This SEIS discloses 
the environmental impacts that would result from the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative.  

SEISs are prepared, published, and filed in the same fashion as a draft or final EIS. Where applicable, this 
SEIS incorporates by reference information and analysis previously presented in the 2024 Final EIS 
(available online at the GSA project website provided above) and focuses on new information related to 
changes in project development and site conditions. Where applicable, this SEIS references and summarizes 
the relevant sections of the 2024 Final EIS that contain additional relevant information. 

Section 1.1 of the 2024 Final EIS provides additional background information on the RHC LPOE and RHC 
LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project. 

1.1.1 Project Location 
The City of Douglas is the main urban border community encompassing the project area; it is located in 
southeastern Arizona, approximately 120 miles southeast of Tucson, in Cochise County. The city has a 
population of approximately 16,500. Agua Prieta, Sonora, Mexico is located south of the border, adjacent 
to the City of Douglas. It has a population of approximately 100,000 people. 

The RHC LPOE is located at the intersection of 1st Street and Pan American Avenue. Regional access to 
the port is by State Route 80 (SR-80) from the west and northeast and U.S. Highway 191 (US-191) from 
the north. The closest interstate is Interstate 10 (I-10), located approximately 63 miles northwest of the City 
of Douglas. Adjacent land within the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area includes a small city 
park, a cluster of small shops, and undeveloped land. Commercial and industrial warehouses exist along 
the eastern perimeter of the RHC LPOE, along Customs Avenue and 1st Street. 

The RHC LPOE is located on approximately 6 acres with facilities owned and managed by GSA and 
operated by CBP. The project area is located west of the existing RHC LPOE and Pan American Avenue, 
south of East 3rd Street, north of Border Road and the U.S. – Mexico border, and just west of Chino Road. 
The proposed Commercial LPOE is approximately 5 miles west of the existing RHC LPOE located off 
James Ranch Road. The site is primarily undeveloped, and the only major infrastructure consists of a U.S. 
Border Patrol Station built in 2003 at the intersection of SR-80 and Kings Highway. See Figure 1-1 for a 
regional figure of the RHC LPOE and Commercial LPOE proposed project areas.  

1.2 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
As described in Section 1.2 of the 2024 Final EIS, the purpose of the RHC LPOE Expansion and 
Modernization Project is for GSA to support CBP’s mission by bringing the RHC LPOE operations in line 
with current land port design standards and operational requirements of CBP while addressing existing 
deficiencies identified with the ongoing port operations. The need for the RHC LPOE Expansion and 
Modernization Project is to bring the RHC LPOE operations in line with CBP’s design standards and 
operational requirements; improve the capacity and functionality of the LPOE to meet future demand, while 
maintaining the capability to meet border security initiatives; ensure the safety and security for the 
employees and users of the RHC LPOE; and improve traffic congestion and safety for the City of Douglas. 
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Figure 1-1. Regional Location of the RHC LPOE and Commercial LPOE Project Areas 
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The purpose of the project considered within this supplemental analysis is to address overall flood control 
and utility requirements (i.e., stormwater, electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic), as well as improve 
port operational efficiency for the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project. The project is needed 
to avoid engineering conflicts between the current alignment of the Rose Avenue channel with the current 
proposed layout for the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE; to divert stormwater away from and reduce 
flooding risks at the RHC LPOE; to provide sufficient stormwater capacity for the expanded and 
modernized RHC LPOE; and to enhance overall functionality and safety. In addition, the project is needed 
to meet proposed utility requirements of the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and bring them in line 
with current land port design standards and operational requirements. Existing electrical lines are also 
located within the area proposed for realignment of a segment of the Rose Avenue channel and power the 
city’s WWTP, located west of the existing RHC LPOE. These lines need to be relocated to maintain 
electrical service to the WWTP as well as to satisfy CBP design requirements, which prohibit overhead 
lines within LPOE boundaries. Finally, this project is needed to consider construction water demand and 
supply at the proposed Commercial LPOE. 

1.3 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION 
The NEPA process provides several opportunities for public involvement. During these times, interested 
and affected parties (i.e., stakeholders) may express their concerns and provide their views about: 

• The project and its possible impacts on the natural and human environment; 

• What should be addressed in the analysis and evaluation of the Proposed Action; and 

• The adequacy of the NEPA analysis and documentation of potential impacts in the SEIS. 

Public participation with respect to decision-making on the Proposed Action is guided by GSA’s 
implementing procedures for compliance with NEPA (GSA Order ADM 1095.1F, Environmental 
Considerations in Decision Making [GSA 2000]). 

1.3.1 Scoping Phase 
1.3.1.1 Notification of Public Scoping  
A Notice of Intent (NOI) for the SEIS was published in the Federal Register on October 8, 2024, indicating 
the public scoping period would begin on October 11, 2024. GSA also published advertisements in English 
and Spanish in the weeks preceding the public scoping meeting. The advertisements were published in the 
Herald Review on October 11, 16, and 20, 2024 in both English and Spanish language. Announcements 
were posted on GSA’s social media accounts on October 15, 2024. The City of Douglas also posted 
announcements of the meeting on the city’s social media accounts on October 15, 16 and 22, 2024 in 
English and Spanish. Additionally, GSA mailed scoping letters dated October 11, 2024 to federal, state, and 
local agencies; elected officials; and other interested parties. 

GSA’s advertisements, announcements, and letters indicated the agency’s intent to prepare a SEIS and 
conduct a scoping meeting; provided a brief description of the project1; identified the public scoping 
meeting time and location; and included instructions on submitting a comment. GSA accepted comments 
through November 11, 2024. 

 
1 The need for electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic utility upgrades was identified after the scoping period and 
during preparation of the Draft SEIS and therefore was not included in any scoping materials. The need for additional 
water supply at the proposed Commercial LPOE was identified after the Draft SEIS public comment period and 
therefore was not included in any public outreach materials related to the Draft SEIS.  
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1.3.1.2 Public Scoping Meeting 
A public meeting was held on Thursday, October 24, 2024 from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. at the Douglas 
Visitor Center located at 345 16th Street, Douglas, Arizona, 85607. Approximately 29 people attended the 
meeting. An open house format was used to encourage discussion and information sharing and to ensure 
that the public had opportunities to speak with representatives of GSA. Informational posters about the 
proposed alternatives, project background, purpose and need, and ways of submitting scoping comments 
were provided at the meeting. Additional materials available at the public scoping meeting included a 
sign-in sheet, a comment form, and a handout. Representatives from the City of Douglas were available to 
provide translation services as needed by the public. 

1.3.1.3 Summary of Public Scoping Comments 
GSA invited written comments to be submitted via mail or email on this SEIS. Comments were submitted 
using comment forms and emails, including letters sent electronically. A total of 6 unique commenters 
provided input during the scoping period. Comments were provided on a range of topics as shown in 
Table 1-1, with most comments received concerning biological resources. GSA received a total of 17 
comments. 

Table 1-1. Commenters and Comments by Category 
Category Number of Commenters Number of Comments 

Consultation and Coordination 2 3 

Land Use 2 2 

Biological Resources 2 11 

Hazardous Waste and Materials 1 1 

A Scoping Report was prepared for this SEIS and includes a more detailed description of comments as well 
as meeting materials from the public scoping meeting (see Appendix A). 

1.3.2 Draft SEIS Phase 
A Notice of Availability for the Draft SEIS was published in the Federal Register on April 4, 2025. GSA 
also published advertisements in English and Spanish in the weeks preceding the public meeting. The 
advertisements were published in the Herald Review on April 4, April 30, 2025 and May 4, 2025. 
Announcements were posted on GSA’s social media accounts on April 30, 2025. Additionally, GSA mailed 
letters to federal, state and local agencies; elected officials; and other interested parties.  

GSA’s advertisements, announcements, and letters indicated the availability of the Draft SEIS and intent 
to conduct a public meeting; identified the public meeting time and location; and included instructions on 
submitting a comment. GSA accepted comments through May 19, 2025. Comments received during the 
45-day comment period have been considered and are addressed in this document (see Appendix E). 

1.3.2.1 Draft SEIS Public Meeting 
A public meeting was held on Wednesday, May 7, 2025 from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. at the Douglas Visitor 
Center located at 345 16th Street, Douglas, Arizona, 85607. Ten people attended the meeting. The public 
meeting was conducted in an open house format, similar to the scoping meeting as described in Section 
1.3.1.2. Informational posters about the proposed alternatives, project background, purpose and need, 
impacts anticipated from the project alternatives, and ways for submitting comments were provided at the 
meeting. Additional materials available at the public meeting included a sign-in sheet, a comment form, 
and a handout. Representatives from the City of Douglas were available to provide translation services as 
needed by the public. 
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1.3.3 Notification of the Final SEIS  
A Notice of Availability for the Final SEIS was published in the Federal Register announcing the start of 
the Final SEIS wait period. The Final SEIS wait period will last for 30 days, during which GSA will review 
and consider public comments. GSA will finalize the ROD after the completion of the wait period. 

1.3.4 Agency Consultation 
GSA previously conducted consultation as per Section 106 of the NHPA with the Arizona SHPO as part of 
the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project as described in Section 1.3.4 of the 2024 Final EIS. 
GSA completed cultural resources surveys to identify historic properties within the additional project area 
considered within this SEIS, as summarized in Section 3.2, Cultural Resources. GSA is in the process of 
continuing consultation with the SHPO. Updates on consultation status will be provided in the ROD. 

GSA previously conducted informal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Arizona Ecological Services Field Office as part of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project 
as described in Section 1.3.4 of the 2024 Final EIS. GSA submitted an updated informal consultation letter 
for the Proposed Action to the USFWS on January 8, 2025 regarding the effects determination to federally 
protected species under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The USFWS responded to GSA’s 
informal consultation letter on February 3, 2025 requesting additional information. GSA provided 
additional information to USFWS in a teleconference on May 1, 2025. The USFWS responded on May 28, 
2025, concurring with GSA’s determination that the Proposed Action may affect but would not adversely 
affect the jaguar, ocelot, and yellow-billed cuckoo. GSA would implement the USFWS’ Conservation 
Measures listed in the May 28 concurrence letter as part of project implementation. USFWS also 
transmitted an amended concurrence letter to their February 28, 2024 concurrence letter for the 2024 Final 
EIS. See Section 3.7, Biological Resources, for additional information on the ESA, the section 7 
consultation process, and potential impacts to biological resources.   

Consultation letters with these agencies are included in Appendix B. 

1.3.5 Tribal Consultation 
GSA is seeking tribal input to help inform the analysis of the project. GSA previously solicited tribal input 
as part of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project as described in Section 1.3.5 of the 2024 
Final EIS. Federally recognized tribes were sent letters of notification of intent to prepare a SEIS on October 
11, 2024 continuing government-to-government consultation requesting input on this project. Tribes were 
sent an additional letter on April 4, 2025, providing notification that the Draft SEIS was available for public 
review.  

Cultural resources surveys were completed to identify historic properties within the project area. Tribes 
will be updated following completion of the cultural resources technical report. See Section 3.2, Cultural 
Resources, for details on additional correspondence with tribes and Appendix B for consultation letters with 
the tribes. 
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CHAPTER 2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND 
ALTERNATIVES 

Chapter 2 describes the alternatives that were considered, those that are analyzed in this SEIS, and those 
dismissed by GSA. This chapter also includes a summary of the potential environmental impacts resulting 
from implementation of these alternatives. 

As discussed in Chapter 1, GSA signed a ROD on May 14, 2024 indicating that GSA approved proceeding 
with the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative, which would involve construction of a new Commercial 
LPOE and phased expansion and modernization of the existing RHC LPOE at the same time, with 
expansion primarily to the west of the existing RHC LPOE (GSA 2024b). Refer to Chapter 2 of the 2024 
Final EIS for a detailed description of this alternative. 

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION  
The Proposed Action is defined as constructing flood control and utility upgrades in support of the RHC 
LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project, along with ensuring adequate construction water for the 
proposed Commercial LPOE. The Proposed Action would include the realignment of a segment of the Rose 
Avenue channel, construction of a new stormwater basin west of the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative 
project area, and replacing and installing various utilities in the vicinity of the RHC LPOE. The Proposed 
Action would support and interconnect with design elements from the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative 
as described above. The Proposed Action would include site preparation, including demolition of the 
existing stormwater channel segment (west of the existing site), and a portion of CBC within the 2024 Final 
EIS preferred alternative project area; potential land acquisition or establishment of applicable land use 
agreements in the vicinity of the Proposed Action; realignment of a segment of the Rose Avenue channel 
and associated stormwater channel system components; repair of CBC and road systems impacted by the 
Proposed Action; and other various utility or ancillary facilities constructed in support of the RHC LPOE 
Expansion and Modernization Project. The Proposed Action also includes trucking of water from the City 
of Douglas WWTP to the proposed Commercial LPOE to be used for various activities during construction.  

2.2 PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
As part of the decision-making process, GSA is carrying forward one action alternative (Alternative 1 – 
Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and Construction Water Supply) and the No Action Alternative for 
analysis in this SEIS. 

2.2.1 Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and Construction Water 
Supply 

Under Alternative 1, GSA proposes to construct flood control and utility upgrades in the vicinity of the 
RHC LPOE, and to consider additional construction water supply needs at the proposed Commercial LPOE, 
that were not included in the 2024 Final EIS (see Figure 2-1). Following publication of the Draft SEIS, a 
cultural resources survey was conducted throughout the project area for electrical and wet utility upgrades, 
which identified four potentially historic resources (see Section 3.2, Cultural Resources). The project area 
footprint has been revised since publication of the Draft SEIS to avoid these resources. The proposed layout 
provided in Figure 2-1 represents a preliminary concept site plan for development and is used as a basis for 
discussion and environmental analysis.  
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Figure 2-1. Proposed Action Limits of Disturbance 



RAUL HECTOR CASTRO & DOUGLAS COMMERCIAL LPOES  
FINAL SEIS  CHAPTER 2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

 2-3 
 

Alternative 1 would consist of the following: 

• Construct an approximately 2,750-foot-long stormwater channel that is anticipated to be primarily 
a riprap-lined open channel along the entire route. A small, approximately 50-foot segment of the 
stormwater channel where it meets Border Road would be concrete-lined to facilitate vehicle access. 
GSA is also considering construction of the entire proposed channel segment as an open, concrete-
lined channel, although the riprap-lined open channel design is the current preference. The proposed 
stormwater channel would originate at an extended CBC located beneath the existing POV lanes 
south of the RHC LPOE inspection area and generally travel west, north of Border Road, and 
terminate at the unnamed wash west of Chino Road at the U.S – Mexico border. Water flowing out 
of this proposed channel would proceed south along the unnamed wash across the U.S. – Mexico 
border as it does under existing conditions. The proposed alignment of the channel segment would 
avoid, as much as possible, existing utility components such as utility poles, sewer manholes, utility 
vault, the Border Road and sewer mains. 

• Evaluate and improve the existing CBC beneath the LPOE. A portion of the existing CBC may be 
maintained in place. 

• Extend the existing CBC to the west and terminate it immediately west of the planned repatriation 
drop off location at the southern end of the expanded and modernized LPOE. Demolition of existing 
structures would be limited to only a portion of the existing CBC that needs to be removed. 

• Demolish the existing stormwater channel segment that parallels the western side of Pan American 
Avenue between East 3rd Street and the southern end of the existing RHC LPOE. The upstream end 
of the existing channel would then be transitioned to the surrounding adjacent grade and rock riprap 
would be placed on the exposed surface. Alternatively, the existing stormwater channel segment 
may be reused as conduit or other purposes during the expansion and modernization of the RHC 
LPOE.  

• Install a new CBC where the proposed stormwater channel crosses Chino Road. This would also 
include repairing the portions of Chino Road that are impacted by improving the CBC in that area, 
and may require lowering a segment of an existing 8-inch water line that is located in close proximity 
to this CBC. A portion of Chino Road south of East 3rd Street may have to be partially or completely 
closed during construction of the CBC. 

• As necessary, construct a maintenance road on either the north or south side of the proposed 
stormwater channel for maintenance access. This could also include a crossing or bridge over the 
proposed stormwater channel, as well as installation of guard rails as needed.  

• Potentially construct security fencing on the north side of the proposed stormwater channel. 

• Construct a new approximately 6.2-acre stormwater basin between the RHC LPOE and Chino Road 
and north of the proposed stormwater channel. The stormwater basin would be designed for 
temporary water storage with a 36-hour drain time, in compliance with City regulations, rather than 
a retention basin for permanent water storage. 

• Obtain all necessary land and right-of-way permissions as applicable for the realigned stormwater 
channel segment and new stormwater basin. This could include acquiring, obtaining easements, or 
obtaining similar land use agreements on portions of land within a proposed additional expansion 
area totaling approximately 24 acres currently owned by the City of Douglas and a private 
landowner. This may also include a new right-of-way grant from the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) if any portions of BLM land are required for construction. 

• Replace or install approximately 6,500 feet of electrical lines, 4,700 feet of sanitary sewer line, and 
1,400 feet of fiber optic lines in the vicinity of the RHC LPOE: 
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o West of Pan American Avenue, existing aboveground electrical lines would be removed 
and re-routed to tie into existing service lines. The exact route of the electrical line west of 
Pan American Avenue is not known at this time and would be determined during design; 
however, the alignment would occur within some section of the potential disturbance area 
for electrical utilities identified in Figure 2-1. Newly installed electrical lines may consist 
of either aboveground pole-mounted lines, buried lines, or a combination of both. Burial of 
lines would require trenching. GSA has estimated that less than one acre of land would be 
disturbed during installation of this segment.  

o West of Pan American Avenue an existing sanitary sewer line would need to be temporarily 
extended and realigned to Chino Road, south of East 3rd Street so as to maintain service 
during construction and temporarily avoid conflicts with the realigned Rose Avenue channel 
segment construction footprint. This would include construction of a new manhole and 
establishing a new connection to an existing manhole at a sanitary sewer line east of Chino 
Road. Permanent sanitary sewer service for the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE is 
expected to tie into the existing alignment along East 3rd Street near the intersection with 
Pan American Avenue. At the western terminus of East 3rd Street with the intersection of 
Chino Road, the sanitary sewer line would need to be extended west towards the WWTP, 
due to engineering conflicts between the proposed stormwater channel and existing sanitary 
sewer line along the Chino Road alignment south of East 3rd Street. The exact alignment of 
the new sanitary sewer connection west of Chino Road is unknown but would occur 
somewhere within the potential disturbance area for wet utilities as shown in Figure 2-1, 
and is expected to temporarily disturb no more than 4.4 acres. In the long term, it is expected 
that the existing sanitary sewer lateral within the Chino Road alignment south of East 3rd 
Street, as well as portions of the existing sanitary sewer lines within the project area west of 
the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE, would be abandoned or removed. 

o East of Pan American Avenue, electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic lines would be 
installed around the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area. Similar to utility work 
occurring west of Pan American Avenue, newly installed electrical lines may consist of 
either aboveground pole-mounted lines, buried lines, or a combination of both. Burial of 
lines would require trenching. Sanitary sewer and fiber optic lines are anticipated to require 
trenching. Sanitary sewer line work may be conducted in conjunction with abandonment of 
the existing line west of Pan American Avenue. 

o All construction work for these proposed utility lines would be conducted within existing 
or newly established rights-of-way (estimated at approximately 25 feet wide for electrical 
and sanitary sewer and approximately 15 feet wide for fiber optics) and would connect to 
utility lines owned and operated by the City of Douglas or local utility providers. No 
additional land acquisition would be required for the replacement and installation of these 
utility lines beyond what is already being considered for the realigned stormwater channel 
segment and new stormwater basin. GSA would obtain all necessary land use and right-of-
way permissions, as required. Electrical work may ultimately be conducted by the local 
utility provider rather than GSA.  

• Supply construction water to the proposed Commercial LPOE through trucking treated wastewater 
from the City of Douglas WWTP over a period of 9 months. Water would be utilized for dust 
suppression and soil compaction. Treated wastewater would meet the requirements of Class B 
reclaimed water as demonstrated by ongoing WWTP monitoring, which as per the Arizona 
Administrative Code, Title 18, Chapter 11, Article 3 - Table A allows for the use of reclaimed water 
for dust control and soil compaction. Peak water demand of up to 250,000 gallons per day (gpd) 
would be required for approximately 4.5 months; the remaining 4.5 months would require less water. 
This would be the equivalent of up to approximately 63 additional trucks per day during peak periods 
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assuming a truck capacity of 4,000 gallons. Trucks would travel between the City of Douglas 
WWTP and the proposed Commercial LPOE via International Avenue. As necessary, water would 
be utilized for dust suppression along International Avenue during truck transit. Use of treated 
wastewater would require appropriate coordination with the City of Douglas and Mexico relative to 
existing agreements for wastewater transfer, as well as coordination with U.S. Border Patrol 
regarding the use of International Avenue. The City of Douglas provided notification to ADEQ of 
the intent to supply Class B effluent for construction purposes in May 2025 (City of Douglas 2025).   

Stormwater would still flow through the segment of the unnamed wash from the existing discharge point 
and proposed new discharge point of the Rose Avenue channel as shown in Figure 2-1 from properties 
located to the north, northeast, and east; however, the amount of stormwater flowing through the wash in 
this segment would be reduced due to flow being diverted from the realigned Rose Avenue channel. GSA is 
in the process of conducting hydrology studies to confirm overall changes in flow through the existing and 
proposed stormwater channels as well as into the unnamed wash and will provide available updates in the 
ROD.  

The timeframe for agency coordination and construction is tentative and is subject to change. However, for 
the purpose of this SEIS, design and agency coordination for Alternative 1 is anticipated to take 
approximately one year to complete, and construction activities at the RHC LPOE are anticipated to take 
approximately 6 months in total to complete. Construction of the utility upgrades (i.e., stormwater, electrical, 
sanitary sewer, and fiber optic) is expected to occur during the construction of the RHC LPOE Expansion 
and Modernization Project as considered in the 2024 Final EIS. Construction of the realigned Rose Avenue 
channel segment is expected to occur prior to construction of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization 
Project as considered in the 2024 Final EIS. During construction of the realigned Rose Avenue channel 
segment, it is estimated there could be approximately 20 worker vehicles, 20 delivery vehicles for 
construction supplies, and 10 haul trucks per day to the project area for deliveries and waste removal near 
the RHC LPOE. The number of workers and vehicle trips for construction of utility upgrades would be 
consistent with levels evaluated in the 2024 Final EIS for the RHC LPOE. All construction and demolition 
waste would be disposed of and recycled at authorized facilities. Hauling of construction water between the 
City of Douglas WWTP and the proposed Commercial LPOE would be required for a period of up to 9 
months and would result in an additional 63 truck trips beyond the levels analyzed in the 2024 Final EIS for 
the Commercial LPOE (i.e., up to 150 trucks/day during peak construction). GSA would implement 
appropriate traffic control measures and install signage on local roadways during construction to manage 
construction vehicle traffic.  

During operations, maintenance procedures would be put in place in accordance with industry standard 
protocol to ensure the proper functioning of the realigned Rose Avenue channel, new stormwater basin, and 
other utility upgrades. The channel would be operated and maintained in coordination with other 
governmental entities. 

2.2.2 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative is included and analyzed to provide a baseline for comparison with impacts from 
the Proposed Action (Section 102(C)(iii) of NEPA [42 U.S.C. § 4332]). The No Action Alternative assumes 
that GSA would not demolish portions of the existing stormwater channel; would not realign a segment of 
the Rose Avenue channel; would not construct a new stormwater basin; would not replace or install 
electrical, sanitary sewer, fiber optic utilities, or any other associated supporting facilities; and would not 
provide sufficient water needed for construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE. In addition, no 
acquisition or establishment of land use agreements would occur on parcels of land proposed for the project.  

In general, this alternative would not meet the purpose and need for the Proposed Action, as identified in 
Chapter 1. Under the No Action Alternative, the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project would 
be constructed as described in the 2024 Final EIS. The overall stormwater management and flood control 
needs for the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE would not be addressed; stormwater flow would not be 
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diverted; electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic requirements would not be met; and engineering conflicts 
between the current alignment of the Rose Avenue channel and the RHC LPOE Expansion and 
Modernization Project layout would remain. As a result, the No Action Alternative would increase flood 
potential at the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and surrounding area, increasing risks that the RHC 
LPOE could be partially shutdown or impacted during a storm event, impeding the LPOE’s functionality, 
and jeopardizing the security and safety at the RHC LPOE. In addition, the utility requirements for the 
expanded and modernized RHC LPOE would not be met, lessening the port’s operational efficiency and its 
ability to support the CBP mission. Further, water requirements for construction of the proposed Commercial 
LPOE would not be fully met, resulting in increased fugitive dust generation during construction. Although 
the No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the project, this alternative is carried 
forward to provide a baseline for comparison of effects from implementing Alternative 1. 

2.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND DISMISSED FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS 
2.3.1 Rose Avenue Channel – East Alignment 
GSA considered realigning the Rose Avenue channel using an eastern alignment in the vicinity of the RHC 
LPOE in anticipation of future improvements to the existing RHC LPOE. The eastern alignment would start 
by connecting to the existing Rose Avenue channel near International Avenue, east of the existing RHC 
LPOE; proceeding north curving along North Customs Avenue; and terminating at an existing CBC on the 
eastern side of Pan American Avenue to go under the road allowing the water to flow into an unnamed wash. 
This alternative also considered improvements to the CBCs from International Avenue to the existing 
intersection of Customs Avenue and 1st Street as well at the CBC at Pan American Avenue. The proposed 
channel would have consisted of an open channel and would have been concrete-lined along the entire route. 
This alternative was dismissed from detailed analysis because of the additional engineering and costs 
required to move stormwater to the north around the RHC LPOE prior to it flowing into the unnamed wash, 
physical conflicts with facilities within the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE, changes of traffic patterns 
required on Customs Avenue from a standard two-way street to a one-way street, and concerns over 
increased flow and water surface elevation at upstream areas where the existing channel crosses under Pan 
American Avenue. Further, the realigned stormwater channel segment would be substantially closer to 
adjacent structures located to the east of the RHC LPOE compared to the south alignment. 

2.4 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
Table 2-1 provides a comparison of the potential environmental impacts resulting from the alternatives 
considered within this SEIS. Potential impacts are summarized for each resource area affected by the 
alternatives. Chapter 3 of this SEIS contains a detailed discussion of these potential impacts by resource 
area. 

Table 2-1. Summary Comparison of Alternatives 
Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and No Action Alternative 

Construction Water Supply 
Cultural Resources 

Construction: Proposed construction activities would 
result in ground disturbance within the expanded project 
area, which is mostly vacant and undeveloped with 
portions located in existing rights-of-way. The 
undertaking has already been determined to have 
adverse effects under NHPA due to the proposed 
demolition of historic properties, but additional adverse 
effects and direct, significant, adverse impacts under 
NEPA to cultural resources could occur during 
construction if archeological resources are encountered 
during construction. GSA is continuing consultation with 
the SHPO and consulting parties under Section 106 of 

Adverse effects to historic properties under NHPA 
associated with the undertaking would be limited to the 
previously defined APE in the 2024 Final EIS. 
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Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and 
Construction Water Supply 

No Action Alternative 

the NHPA. GSA conducted a cultural resources survey 
of the project area, and based on the survey results has 
framed the expanded APE to avoid any potential historic 
properties. 
Operation: No adverse effects under NHPA and less- 
than-significant impacts under NEPA to cultural 
resources would be expected during operations. 

Impact 
• 

• 

Reduction Measures: Prior to construction, GSA would implement the following measures: 
Develop an archeological monitoring plan in consultation with SHPO, ACHP, federally recognized Indian 
tribes, and other consulting parties to reduce impacts from ground-disturbing activities. 
Identify and develop appropriate measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects on historic 
properties in consultation with the SHPO and other applicable consulting parties. 

Air Quality 

Construction: Short-term, minor, adverse, direct and Impacts on air quality would occur from construction and 
indirect impacts on regional air quality due to dust and operations of the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative. In 
emissions from construction equipment and vehicles. addition, short-term, moderate, adverse, and direct 
Emissions would not exceed de minimis thresholds for impacts on air quality would occur due to a lack of 
any criteria pollutants.  adequate water for construction of the 2024 Final EIS 
Operation: Long-term, negligible, adverse, and indirect preferred alternative. 
impacts. 

Impact Reduction Measures: Air quality impact reduction measures for the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative 
were adopted in the May 2024 ROD and are incorporated herein by reference. In addition, GSA would take the 
following additional steps to minimize emissions: 

• Use cement blended with the maximum feasible amount of fly ash or other materials that reduce emissions 
from cement production. 

• Recycle construction debris to the maximum extent feasible. 
• Consider using locally sourced materials to reduce transportation emissions. 
• Ensure adequate construction water supply at the proposed Commercial LPOE for dust suppression. 

Land Use 

Construction: Short-term, minor, adverse, and direct Impacts on land use would be limited to those described 
impacts from changes in land use designations that in the 2024 Final EIS. No other impacts to land use 
would occur prior to construction. Direct or indirect would be expected. 
adverse impacts on adjacent landowners are not 
anticipated. 
Operation: Permanent, minor to moderate, beneficial, 
and direct and indirect impacts due to improvement of 
undeveloped, underutilized space for flood control and 
utility needs in the vicinity of the project. In addition, 
maintenance of the stormwater channel, new 
stormwater basin, and other proposed utility upgrades 
would be required to ensure their continued 
effectiveness. Direct or indirect adverse impacts on 
adjacent landowners are not anticipated. 

Impact Reduction Measures: Consideration of local zoning laws and all design requirements of state and local 
governments to the extent practicable. Additionally, GSA would continue coordination efforts with applicable 
stakeholders. 
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Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and 
Construction Water Supply 

No Action Alternative 

Geology and Soils 

Construction: Short-term, minor, adverse, and direct Impacts to geology and soils would occur from 
impacts on geology; long-term, minor, adverse, and construction and operations of the 2024 Final EIS 
direct impacts on topography; and permanent, minor, preferred alternative. No other direct disturbances to 
adverse, and direct impacts on soil due to ground geology, topography, or soils would be expected; 
disturbing activities and reshaping sloped terrain. however, long-term, moderate, adverse, and indirect 
Construction would disturb up to approximately 33.2 impacts to soils in the surrounding area could result, as 
acres of both previously disturbed and undisturbed soils. the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE would lack 
Operation: No impacts to geology or topography. Long-
term, minor, beneficial, and indirect impacts on soils due 
to improved stormwater flow and drainage, reducing soil 
erosion compared to existing conditions. 

adequate stormwater management facilities if the new 
stormwater basin is not constructed, resulting in 
increased offsite erosion. In addition, the lack of 
sufficient construction water at the proposed 
Commercial LPOE could result in increased wind 
erosion during construction. 

Impact Reduction Measures: Measures to reduce construction impacts on geology and soil-related concerns such 
as soil erosion, loss, and stability would be addressed in the design and the Arizona Stormwater CGP. GSA would 
ensure adequate construction water is available at the proposed Commercial LPOE to reduce wind and erosion 
related soil loss.  

Water Resources 

Construction: No impacts to groundwater, wetlands or 
WOTUS. Short-term, negligible, adverse, and direct 
impacts on regional water supply due to increased water 
use during construction activities. Short-term, minor, 
adverse, and indirect impacts to downstream surface 
waters due to increased potential for sedimentation and 
contamination. Long-term, minor, beneficial, direct and 
indirect impacts to floodplains due to improved flood 
controls.  
Operation: Long-term, minor, beneficial, and direct 
impacts to surface waters as a result of altered 
hydrology due to diversion of stormwater flows, as well 
as long-term, moderate, beneficial, and indirect impacts 
due to improved stormwater management within and 
near the project area. Flooding potential would also be 
reduced. No additional subsurface disturbance would be 
required, other than for occasional repair and 
maintenance, resulting in negligible adverse impacts. 

Impacts to water resources would occur from 
construction and operations of the 2024 Final EIS 
preferred alternative. No other direct impacts to 
groundwater or wetlands. Long-term, moderate, 
adverse, and indirect impacts to water resources as the 
overall stormwater management and flood control needs 
for the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE would not 
be addressed. Flood potential could increase onsite and 
in the surrounding area.  

Impact Reduction Measures: Water resources impact reduction measures for the 2024 Final EIS preferred 
alternative were adopted in the May 2024 ROD and are incorporated herein by reference. In addition, GSA would 
consider incorporating bioswales or permeable pavements in the project design where applicable to enhance 
stormwater management capabilities. 

Biological Resources 

Construction: Permanent, moderate, adverse, and Impacts on biological resources would occur from 
direct impacts to biological resources due to ground construction and operations of the 2024 Final EIS 
disturbance and vegetation removal, potentially altering preferred alternative. No other direct disturbance to 
the existing ecological community and contributing to biological resources would occur; however, ongoing 
minor habitat fragmentation from permanent habitat flooding would have the potential to cause periodic 
removal. Short-term, moderate, adverse, and indirect disturbances to vegetation and habitat, resulting in long-
impacts to wildlife due to increased human activity, term, intermittent, minor to moderate, adverse indirect 
fugitive dust, and noise. Proposed Action may effect but impacts. Inadequate availability of construction water 
is not likely to adversely affect special status species, during construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE 
including federally endangered or threatened species. could result in increased fugitive dust emissions that 
GSA previously conducted informal consultation with the would result in short-term, intermittent, minor to 
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Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and 
Construction Water Supply 

No Action Alternative 

USFWS per section 7 of the ESA as part of the 2024 moderate, adverse, indirect impacts to biological 
Final EIS and has also conducted informal ESA section resources. 
consultation as part of this Proposed Action. The 
USFWS concurred with GSA’s findings that the 
Proposed Action may affect but would not adversely 
affect the jaguar, ocelot, and yellow-billed cuckoo (see 
Appendix B). 
Operation: Long-term, minor, adverse, and indirect 
impacts to wildlife habitat due to altered hydrology and 
diversion of water flows. 

Impact Reduction Measures: Biological resources impact reduction measures for the 2024 Final EIS preferred 
alternative were adopted in the May 2024 ROD and are incorporated herein by reference. Additionally, GSA would 
implement the following measures: 

• An occupancy survey would be conducted to determine if any western burrowing owls are present within 
the project area in accordance with the Burrowing Owl Project Clearance Guidance for Landowners 
(AZGFD 2009). The survey would be conducted by a surveyor who is certified by AZGFD or has similar 
training and qualifications. If an active burrowing owl burrow is detected, GSA would contact AZGFD and 
USFWS for further direction. 

• To the extent practicable, vegetation clearing or trimming would be avoided in the project area during the 
migratory bird nesting season (generally between January and June). If clearing or trimming is required 
during the nesting season, surveys would be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if any nesting 
birds occur in the project area prior to removal or trimming of vegetation. If nesting birds are present, 
removal or trimming of the vegetation would be delayed until after nesting season, or GSA would 
coordinate with the USFWS for additional technical assistance in complying with the MBTA. 

• To the extent practicable, the amount of time any open trench or large hole is left open would be 
minimized. When trenches or large holes cannot be backfilled immediately, escape ramps (e.g., short 
lateral trenches or wooden planks sloping to the surface) would be installed in each hole and at least every 
295 feet (90 meters) in a trench. Slopes would be less than 45 degrees and trenches and holes that have 
been left open would be inspected to remove any wildlife prior to backfilling. 

• Pre-construction presence/absence surveys for any bald or golden eagles would be completed to 
determine if there is a need to remove potentially suitable habitat within the project area. Surveys would be 
conducted pursuant to local USFWS field office requirements. The need for any restrictions around tree 
clearing, if any, would be determined in coordination with applicable federal resource agencies pending 
survey results. If the project is determined to have potential to disturb or kill bald or golden eagles, GSA 
would obtain a permit under the BGEPA. 

• Use drought-resistant native vegetation for landscaping around the new stormwater basin. 
• Employ invasive vegetation monitoring and treatment post construction in alignment with the Arizona 

Department of Agriculture and Arizona Native Plant Society recommendations. 
• Adequate construction water would be used during construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE to 

reduce concerns related to fugitive dust emissions. 

Infrastructure and Utilities 

Construction: Short-term, minor, adverse, and direct 
impacts on roadway infrastructure; short-term, minor, 
adverse, and indirect impacts to utilities within the 
project area due to an increased potential for 
intermittent interruptions in service; and short-term, 
negligible, adverse, and indirect impacts on water 
demand and wastewater services. Use of construction 
water at the proposed Commercial LPOE from the City 
of Douglas WWTP would have no impact on utilities as 
it would result in no change in water use over baseline 
conditions. 
Operation: No impacts to infrastructure are anticipated. 
Permanent, moderate, beneficial, and direct impacts on 
stormwater management facilities, as the upgraded 

Impacts to infrastructure and utilities would occur from 
construction and operations of the 2024 Final EIS 
preferred alternative. In addition, long-term, moderate, 
adverse, and indirect impacts would result, as the 
overall stormwater management and flood control needs 
for the RHC LPOE would not be addressed. Additional 
strain would be placed on the existing and surrounding 
utilities. Without upgrades to electrical, sanitary sewer, 
and fiber optic utilities, the RHC LPOE Expansion and 
Modernization Project would not have sufficient utility 
capacity or necessary utility requirements to achieve 
compliance with CBP design requirements, lessening 
the port’s operational efficiency and its ability to support 
the CBP mission. 
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Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and 
Construction Water Supply 

No Action Alternative 

system would optimize stormwater flow and drainage in 
the project area. Permanent, minor, beneficial, and 
direct impacts on sewer utilities as a result of upgraded 
sewer system capacity.  Permanent, moderate, 
beneficial, and direct impacts to electrical infrastructure 
through replacement or installation of approximately 
6,500 feet of electrical lines. Maintenance of the 
proposed stormwater channel segment, new stormwater 
basin, and other proposed utility upgrades would be 
required to ensure their continued effectiveness. 

Impact 
• 

• 

• 

Reduction Measures:  
Prioritizing native plant species when introducing new vegetation. This could include using native, drought-
resistant vegetation around the new stormwater basin to reduce maintenance needs and enhance water 
conservation. 
To avoid or limit the potential for utility service interruptions, existing utility maps would be reviewed, and 
utility companies would be contacted in advance of construction to identify any locations where utility lines 
could be affected. 
Implement a maintenance plan that includes regular inspections and cleaning of the stormwater 
management facilities to ensure their continued effectiveness. 

Human Health and Safety 

Construction: Short-term, negligible to minor, adverse, 
and direct impacts on human health and safety 
comparable to those described in the 2024 Final EIS, 
which is incorporated herein by reference. Additionally, 
short-term, minor, adverse impacts related to hazardous 
materials and waste handling could occur. 
Operation: Long-term, minor, beneficial, and direct 
impacts resulting from reduced flood risk. Design would 
also address scoping comments raised regarding the 
potential for drownings during major storm events (i.e., 
through the use of gradual slopes and safety barriers, 
as applicable). Negligible adverse impacts related to 
hazardous materials and waste handling. 

Impacts to human health and safety would occur from 
construction and operations of the 2024 Final EIS 
preferred. In addition, long-term, moderate, adverse, 
and indirect impacts due to increased flood potential at 
the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and 
surrounding area. 

Impact Reduction Measures: Human health and safety impact reduction measures for the 2024 Final EIS 
preferred alternative were adopted in the May 2024 ROD and are incorporated herein by reference. GSA would 
take the following additional steps to reduce impacts: 

• Safety measures would be implemented around the stormwater basin, such as proper signage, safety 
barriers, and gradual slopes to minimize drowning risks. Fencing on the north side of the proposed 
stormwater channel may be considered pending final design.   

• Regular inspections and maintenance of the stormwater management facilities would be conducted to 
ensure its continued safe operation and structural integrity. 

• During removal and replacement of electrical lines, appropriate safety protocols, including de-energizing 
lines as applicable, ensuring proper grounding, and using protective barriers, would be implemented to 
prevent electrical hazards. 

• Trenching safety measures such as shoring, trench boxes, and worker safety training would be 
implemented as applicable to minimize risks associated with excavation and confined space entry. 

• As necessary, the need for further due diligence would be considered within potential disturbance area for 
utilities as shown in Figure 2-1 prior to construction. This could include ground penetrating radar within the 
potential disturbance area for wet utilities west of Chino Road prior to construction to investigate for 
presence of subsurface objects associated with the former PD Smelter Site. 

• Construction workers, including utility providers, working in any potential disturbance areas for utilities 
would wear appropriate personal protective equipment during construction as necessary to avoid impacts 
from potentially contaminated soils, and would characterize any soils that are to be disposed of offsite to 
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Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and No Action Alternative 
Construction Water Supply 

determine appropriate management and disposal requirements in accordance with federal, state, and local  
regulations. 

ACHP = Advisory Council on Historic Preservation; APE = Area of Potential Effect; AZGFD = Arizona Game and Fish Department; 
BGEPA = Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act; CBP = U.S. Customs and Border Protection; CGP = Construction General Permit; 
EIS = Environmental Impact Statement; ESA = Endangered Species Act; GSA = U.S. General Services Administration; LPOE = Land 
Port of Entry; MBTA = Migratory Bird Treaty Act; NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act; NHPA = National Historic Preservation 
Act; PD = Phelps Dodge; RHC = Raul Hector Castro; ROD = Record of Decision; SHPO = State Historic Preservation Officer; USFWS 
= United States Fish and Wildlife Service; WOTUS = Waters of the U.S. 
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CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 

Chapter 3 describes the existing environmental conditions within the region of influence (ROI) of the 
Proposed Action. This chapter also identifies the potential environmental consequences of the Proposed 
Action, including Alternative 1 and the No Action Alternative, as detailed in Chapter 2. Resource areas 
analyzed in detail within this SEIS include: cultural resources, air quality, land use, geology and soils, water 
resources, biological resources, infrastructure and utilities, and human health and safety. 

3.1 METHODOLOGIES 
3.1.1 Affected Environment Methodology 
The affected environment summarizes the current environment of the area within the ROI of the Proposed 
Action. The ROI defines the extent of the area where direct effects from project-related construction and 
operation may be experienced and encompasses the areas where indirect effects from the Proposed Action 
would most likely occur. As such, the extent of the ROI varies by environmental resource area depending 
upon the scope of potential impacts from the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative (i.e., site-specific 
versus regional baseline conditions). For example, the geographic area of analysis for some environmental 
resources extends beyond the proposed limits of disturbance to encompass a city- or county-level analysis 
(e.g., air quality); however, the ROI for the majority of the resource areas in this SEIS are generally 
contained within the footprint of the project boundaries (e.g., geology and soils). 

As discussed in Section 1.1, this SEIS incorporates by reference information contained in the 2024 Final 
EIS (available online at the GSA project website provided in Chapter 1). The affected environment and 
environmental consequences discussed in this SEIS will only discuss areas which differ from those 
described and analyzed in the 2024 Final EIS. This SEIS will also identify which sections in the 2024 Final 
EIS are applicable to this SEIS and makes reference to the exact section in the 2024 Final EIS, where 
applicable. 

3.1.2 Environmental Consequences Methodology 
The impacts analysis considers effects to a resource for each alternative and describes the types of impacts 
that would occur (Section 3.1.2.1) and assigns a significance criteria (Section 3.1.2.2). 

3.1.2.1 Types of Impacts 
The terms “impacts” and “effects” are generally used interchangeably in this chapter, unless otherwise 
noted. According to the GSA Public Buildings Service’s NEPA Desk Guide, direct and indirect effects are 
defined as:  

• Direct effects – Effects, which are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. In 
other words, direct impacts are those that are caused directly and immediately from project-related 
activities, such as excavation of land to realign a segment of the Rose Avenue channel and construct 
a new stormwater basin that could cause soil erosion. Most direct effects are confined to the project 
area, but some may extend beyond the project boundary. 

• Indirect effects – Effects, which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed 
in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth-inducing effects 
and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth 
rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems. Indirect 
effects are spatially removed from project-related activities and/or occur later in time but are 
reasonably certain to occur. For example, soil erosion could lead to adverse impacts on water 
quality, such as causing turbidity and sedimentation in streams during rain events. These types of 
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impacts tend to be diffuse, resource-specific, and less amenable to quantification or mapping than 
direct effects. 

Identified impacts may be either adverse or beneficial. For the purposes of this SEIS, the following 
definitions are used in the impacts analyses:  

• Adverse impacts – Those impacts which, in the judgment of an expert resource area analyst, are 
regarded by the general population as having a negative and harmful effect on the analyzed resource 
area.  

• Beneficial impacts – Those impacts which, in the judgment of an expert resource area analyst, are 
regarded by the general population as having a positive and supportive effect on the analyzed 
resource area.  

3.1.2.2 Significance Criteria 
Criteria were defined as a means of measuring the size of the impact and its significance. The significance 
of impacts was determined systematically by assessing the magnitude (how much) and duration (how long) 
of an impact. Table 3.1-1 summarizes how each parameter is categorized. Significance thresholds are 
further defined for each resource within the respective sections.  

Table 3.1-1. Summary of Environmental Impact Parameters 
Magnitude 

Significant Substantial impact or change in a resource area that is easily defined, noticeable and measurable, or 
exceeds a standard.  

Moderate Noticeable change in a resource area occurs, but the integrity of the resource area remains intact.  

Minor Change in a resource area occurs, but no substantial resource area impact results.  

Negligible The impact is at the lowest levels of detection – barely measurable but with perceptible consequences. 

None The impact is below the threshold of detection with no perceptible consequences.  

Duration 
Permanent Impact would last indefinitely.  

Long-term  Impact would likely last the lifetime of the project, or for as long as any new construction is in operation. 

Short-term Impact would last the duration of the construction phase.  

Temporary Impact would be continuous and last for a portion of the construction phase.  

Intermittent Impact would not be constant or continuous but rather recurring or periodic. Intermittent impacts could 
occur temporarily or in the short or long-term.  

3.1.3 Resources Dismissed from Further Consideration 
Section 107(e)(1) of NEPA [42 U.S.C. § 4336a] specifies that page limits for EISs shall not exceed 150 
pages, not including any citations or appendices. As such, this SEIS focuses on those resources and 
conditions potentially subject to effects from implementation of the Proposed Action. 

The following subsections identify and describe the resources that GSA determined would either not be 
affected or would sustain negligible impacts from the Proposed Action and would not require further 
evaluation. The resource areas dismissed from further analysis are visual resources, recreation, traffic and 
transportation, noise, socioeconomics, and protection of children’s health and safety.  
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3.1.3.1 Visual Resources 
Section 3.4 of the 2024 Final EIS discusses the existing environment, potential environmental 
consequences, and impact reduction measures related to visual resources from construction and operations 
of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project, which partially overlaps with and would occur 
directly adjacent to the Proposed Action. Visual resources consist of all visible features – natural and man-
made, moving, and stationary – that give a particular environment its aesthetic characteristics and can 
influence the visual appeal of that landscape for a viewer. There are no identified protected landscapes or 
features within the proposed limits of disturbance or within viewshed (0.25 miles) of these areas under the 
Proposed Action. In addition, the Proposed Action would not introduce new structures to the visual 
landscape that would result in a major alteration to the aesthetic character and use of the land in relation to 
surrounding uses or degrade the overall visual appeal of the area. Therefore, visual resources has been 
dismissed from further consideration in this SEIS. 

3.1.3.2 Recreation 
Section 3.4 of the 2024 Final EIS discusses the existing environment, potential environmental 
consequences, and impact reduction measures related to recreation from construction and operations of the 
RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project, which partially overlaps with and would occur directly 
adjacent to the Proposed Action. The closest recreational areas to the project area include the Paseo de las 
Americas Linear Park and Speer Park. A small segment of the Paseo de las Americas Linear Park is located 
within and immediately adjacent to the proposed disturbance area for electrical utilities along East 3rd 
Street. The majority of the park south of East 3rd Street is located within the 2024 Final EIS preferred 
alternative footprint and will be removed as part of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project 
as discussed within the 2024 Final EIS. The small section of the park outside of the 2024 Final EIS preferred 
alternative footprint and south of the East 3rd Street may experience partial or full closure during 
construction of utilities, although the duration of construction is expected to be brief (e.g., lasting a few 
days or weeks) and full access would be restored following construction. Use of the park is primarily to 
facilitate pedestrian and bicycle access to the RHC LPOE; as construction of the utility upgrades would be 
occurring concurrently with the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project, use of this section of 
the park is expected to be low during construction as access to the RHC LPOE would be temporarily re-
routed. Speer Park ranges from approximately 300 to 700 feet from the proposed electrical, fiber optic, and 
sanitary sewer utility project areas. Access to this park would not be affected during construction or 
operation of the Proposed Action. Therefore, recreation has been dismissed from further consideration in 
this SEIS. 

3.1.3.3 Transportation and Traffic 
Section 3.8 of the 2024 Final EIS discusses the existing environment, potential environmental
consequences, and impact reduction measures related to transportation and traffic from construction and 
operations of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project, which partially overlaps with and 
would occur directly adjacent to the Proposed Action. Traffic in the western portion of the Proposed Action 
is mostly limited to CBP staff patrolling and monitoring operations along Border Road and Chino Road. 
The public does not generally use the section of Chino Road that crosses the western portion of the project 
area and existing signage is in place directing vehicles away from this roadway. Most of the western portion 
of the Proposed Action would be located north of Border Road and construction or operation is only 
expected to temporarily impact this roadway, as access must be maintained for CBP operations. During 
replacement and installation of the electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic utility lines, GSA would 
conduct all construction work primarily within existing or newly established rights-of-ways located 
adjacent to Chino Road, North Chino Road, East 3rd Street, Pan American Avenue, Customs Avenue, 1st 
Street, and the southern WWTP access road. Construction activities associated with the Proposed Action 
may require temporary closure or lane restrictions along segments of these transportation networks during 
construction; however, this would only result in short-term, negligible impacts to transportation in the 
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project area. GSA would coordinate with CBP, the City of Douglas, and commercial businesses adjacent 
to proposed construction activities regarding these road closures and lane restrictions. In addition, 
alternative routes are available in the area that allow access to local businesses located adjacent to the 
project area. GSA would meet all traffic safety requirements and would install applicable road signage and 
barriers as needed during construction activities. GSA may also limit public access to portions of Chino 
Road during construction. Following construction, rights-of-ways and any damage to paved roadways and 
parking areas would be repaired to existing conditions.  

During construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE, approximately 63 additional trucks per day may 
travel along International Avenue between the City of Douglas WWTP and the proposed Commercial 
LPOE for a period of 4.5 months during peak construction, with fewer trucks anticipated for another 4.5 
months during non-peak construction. As discussed in Section 3.8 of the 2024 Final EIS, International 
Avenue has low, intermittent vehicular volumes, as it is primarily used as an access road for maintenance 
and operations associated with the border security fence and the U.S. Border Patrol. As such, temporary 
increases in truck traffic in this area are not anticipated to adversely affect transportation resources. 
Therefore, transportation and traffic have been dismissed from further consideration in this SEIS.  

3.1.3.4 Noise 
Section 3.9 of the 2024 Final EIS discusses the existing environment, potential environmental 
consequences, and impact reduction measures related to noise from construction and operation of the 
RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project, which partially overlaps with and would occur directly 
adjacent to the Proposed Action. Construction noise from the Proposed Action would be temporary and 
within levels that were estimated in the 2024 Final EIS. Multiple commercial businesses are located 
adjacent to the proposed utility upgrade project areas. In addition, residences are located along 1st Street, 
directly adjacent to the limits of disturbance for fiber optic utility construction, as well as along 2nd Street 
approximately 300 feet to the north. Impacts to these receptors would be substantially the same as described 
in Section 3.9.2.4 of the 2024 Final EIS, as the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project would 
be occurring concurrently and directly adjacent to the utility upgrades. Noise resulting from the addition of 
up to 63 trucks to haul water from the City of Douglas WWTP to the proposed Commercial LPOE would 
not affect any identified noise sensitive receptors, as no known noise sensitive receptors are located along 
International Avenue (the proposed haul route) between the WWTP and the proposed Commercial LPOE.  

Noise from operational activities associated with the Proposed Action such as maintenance and monitoring 
of the realigned Rose Avenue channel segment, new stormwater basin, and utility lines are anticipated to 
be short-term and negligible. In addition, GSA would follow all noise impact reduction measures specified 
in Section 3.9.2.6 of the 2024 Final EIS. Therefore, noise has been dismissed from further consideration in 
this SEIS. 

3.1.3.5 Socioeconomics 
Section 3.11 of the 2024 Final EIS discusses the existing environment, potential environmental 
consequences, and impact reduction measures related to socioeconomics from construction and operation 
of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project, which partially overlaps with and would occur 
directly adjacent to the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action’s limits of disturbance do not contain any 
residences or commercial businesses; however, some of the utility work and hauling of construction water 
would be located adjacent to commercial businesses and residences. The ROI for the Proposed Action 
would fall within the ROI for socioeconomics considered in the 2024 Final EIS (i.e., Cochise County, with 
an emphasis on the City of Douglas), and the Proposed Action is not anticipated to impact population, 
housing, labor or earnings within the City of Douglas or greater Cochise County beyond what was analyzed 
in the 2024 Final EIS. Therefore, socioeconomics has been dismissed from further consideration in this 
SEIS. 
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3.1.3.6 Protection of Children’s Health and Safety 
Section 3.12 of the 2024 Final EIS discusses the existing environment, potential environmental
consequences, and impact reduction measures related to protection of children’s health and safety from 
construction and operation of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project, which partially 
overlaps with and would occur directly adjacent to the Proposed Action. Residences are located along 1st 
Street, directly adjacent to the limits of disturbance for fiber optic utility construction, as well as along 2nd 
Street approximately 300 feet to the north. The ROI for the Proposed Action would fall within the ROI for 
protection of children’s health and safety considered in the 2024 Final EIS (i.e., 2 miles from the RHC 
LPOE); and the Proposed Action is not anticipated to impact youth populations beyond what was analyzed 
in the 2024 Final EIS. Specifically, impacts to youth populations near the project area would be
substantially the same as described in Section 3.12.2.4 of the 2024 Final EIS, as the RHC LPOE Expansion 
and Modernization Project would be occurring concurrently and directly adjacent to the utility upgrades. 
Therefore, protection of children’s health and safety has been dismissed from further consideration in this 
SEIS. 
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3.2 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
This section describes the baseline conditions for cultural resources at or near the project area and assesses 
historic and archeological resources within the project area to affect, or be affected by, implementing the 
Proposed Action, including Alternative 1 and the No Action Alternative, as discussed in Chapter 2. This 
SEIS uses the following terms related to cultural resources: 

• Historic properties are defined as: any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or 
object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
maintained by the Secretary of the Interior. This term includes artifacts, records, and remains that 
are related to and located within such properties. This term also includes properties of traditional 
religious and cultural importance to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization and that meet 
the NRHP criteria. 

• Traditional cultural properties or tribal cultural heritage resources are a type of historic property 
eligible for the NRHP because of their association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living 
community that: (1) are rooted in that community’s history or (2) are important in maintaining the 
continuing cultural identity of the community. 

• Cultural resources include the remains and sites associated with human activities, such as 
prehistoric and ethno-historic Indian archeological sites, historic archeological sites, historic 
buildings and structures, and elements or areas of the natural landscape. Cultural resources 
determined to be NRHP-eligible or potentially eligible are historic properties.  

3.2.1 Affected Environment  
3.2.1.1 Region of Influence 
The ROI for cultural resources is referred to as the Area of Potential Effect (APE), which is the geographic 
area or areas within which an undertaking may cause alterations in the character or use of historic properties 
if such properties exist. An undertaking means a project, activity, or program funded in whole, or in part, 
under the direct or indirect jurisdiction of a federal agency, including, among other things, processes 
requiring a federal permit, license, or approval. In this case, the undertaking includes any demolition, 
construction, and renovation activities within the APE. Adverse effects to archeological resources are 
generally the result of impacts from ground-disturbing activities. The APE for such resources therefore 
coincides with those areas where impacts from the construction and operation of a proposed facility would 
occur (i.e., the project area). Adverse effects to architectural resources may occur through impacts that 
could change the character of a property’s use or the physical features within a property’s setting that 
contribute to its historic significance, or through impacts that could introduce visual, atmospheric, audible, 
or vibration elements that diminish the integrity of a property’s significant historic features. Traditional 
cultural properties or tribal cultural heritage resources may be subject to both direct and indirect impacts. 
As such, the APE could also include areas outside of the project area. In this case, the APE does not include 
any areas outside of the project area, as there are no identified historic properties adjacent to the project 
area.  

The APE for the 2024 Final EIS is defined in Section 3.2.1.1 of that EIS as proposed site boundaries for 
the Commercial LPOE and RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project alternatives and expansion 
areas. As discussed in Section 1.3.4, Section 106 consultation is underway for the undertaking (i.e., the 
Proposed Action) as analyzed in the 2024 Final EIS. Consultation is being updated to include an expanded 
version of the APE, to include the additional project area considered within this SEIS and as shown in 
Figure 2-1. The APE already includes the area of the proposed demolition of the existing stormwater 
channel segment that parallels the western side of Pan American Avenue between East 3rd Street and the 
southern end of the existing RHC LPOE, a portion of the area proposed for realignment of a segment of the 
Rose Avenue channel, and a portion of the new stormwater basin. The expanded APE includes 
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approximately 76.55 acres of additional land, located both to the east and west of the RHC LPOE Expansion 
and Modernization Project Area (see Figure 2-1). The hauling of construction water for the proposed 
Commercial LPOE along International Avenue would be conducted on existing roadways and have no 
effect on any cultural resources; therefore, the haul route is not included within the APE. 

3.2.1.2 Regulatory Setting and Requirements 
Section 3.2.1.2 of the 2024 Final EIS discusses the regulatory setting and requirements that apply to the 
Proposed Action and is incorporated herein by reference. This includes the description of NEPA, NHPA, 
NRHP, Section 106 consultation, the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1974, the Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act of 1979, and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 
1990.  

3.2.1.3 Existing Conditions 
As described in Section 3.2.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS, GSA conducted cultural resources studies to identify 
prehistoric and historic resources within the 2024 Final EIS APE. This included records searches and field 
surveys of the APE. GSA assessed the findings from the studies to determine the effects to cultural resources 
and consulted with the Arizona SHPO, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), federally 
recognized Indian tribes, and other consulting parties. The NHPA Section 106 consultation is ongoing. 
Details regarding consultation (ongoing and completed) are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix B of the 
2024 Final EIS and summarized in Section 3.2.2.2 below. 

In compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA, GSA updated the cultural resources study for the RHC LPOE 
Expansion and Modernization project to identify historic properties within the Proposed Action’s expanded 
APE. The study consisted of an updated records search and field surveys conducted in January and April 
2025. Findings from the study are used by GSA to assess the potential impacts to cultural resources and to 
provide data to aid in the consultation with the Arizona SHPO, ACHP, federally recognized Indian tribes, 
and other consulting parties. 

Prior to the archeological surveys, a review was conducted of all relevant site records and reports available 
from the Arizona State Museum AZSITE database for the APE and a 1-mile search radius as part of the 
cultural resources study. Other records search activities included research from miscellaneous background 
materials, such as aerial photos, historic maps, and online newspaper archives. 

The archeological survey consisted initially of pedestrian survey of the APE in January 2025 related to the 
realigned Rose Avenue channel segment and stormwater basin. An additional survey was conducted in 
April 2025 focusing on the additional project area for electrical and wet utilities. Similar to earlier surveys 
conducted in the original APE considered in the 2024 Final EIS, the survey area was found to be heavily 
modified over time and is crisscrossed by multiple dirt roads that are currently used by U.S. Border Patrol. 
Some areas are densely vegetated with mesquite and other thick bushes and underbrush. Push-/dump-
/concrete and asphalt debris piles are present throughout the area, attesting to prior widespread grading and 
demolition of previous structures and infrastructure in the surrounding area. A handful of sub-modern 
concrete features as well as a background scatter of highly fragmented historic artifacts classified as isolated 
occurrences and modern refuse were found in the area.  

Four potentially historic resources were identified during the April 2025 survey, including the remains of a 
ranching facility consisting of corrals, concrete troughs, and accessory structures; a subterranean concrete 
water complex; a graveled rail bed segment; and a circa 1890s to 1930s historic dumping site. Based on 
internal coordination, GSA adjusted the expanded APE to exclude construction activities in areas where 
these potentially historic properties are located. The specific areas omitted were potential areas for 
installation of electrical and sanitary sewer utilities; utilities would be routed around these areas to avoid 
adverse effects.  
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To date, federally recognized Indian tribes have not identified any tribal cultural heritage resources within 
the expanded APE. As described in Section 3.2.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS, GSA previously distributed letters 
to eight federally recognized Indian tribes that may have a cultural or traditional affiliation on land within 
this property in compliance with NHPA requirements. As part of the SEIS, GSA sent letters of notification 
of intent to prepare a SEIS to these tribes on October 11, 2024, providing them with project updates. One 
response was received from the White Mountain Apache Tribe Historic Preservation Office on October 17, 
2024, which stated that the proposed project would have no adverse effect to the tribe’s cultural heritage 
resources, and further consultation for the proposed project is not necessary. Tribes were sent an additional 
letter on April 4, 2025, providing notification that the Draft SEIS was available for public review. The 
White Mountain Apache Tribe Historic Preservation Office responded on April 4, 2025, stating again that 
the proposed project would have no adverse effect to the tribe’s cultural heritage resources and/or traditional 
cultural properties. Refer to Appendix B for copies of consultation with federally recognized Indian tribes. 

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.2.2.1 Methodology 
Per NEPA, the significance of an environmental impact considers both context and intensity. Context is the 
geographic, biophysical, and society within which project effects will occur. Intensity refers to the severity 
of the impact within that context. Impacts or effects can be direct or indirect and beneficial or adverse (see 
Section 3.1, Methodologies). 

Per NHPA and 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 800 of its implementing regulations, adverse effects 
to historic properties occur when an undertaking may alter any of the characteristics of a historic property 
that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the 
property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Consideration shall be 
given to all qualifying characteristics of a historic property, including those that may have been identified 
subsequent to the original evaluation of the property’s eligibility for the NRHP. 

Adverse effects on historic properties include, but not limited to: 

(i) Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property; 

(ii) Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization, 
hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not consistent with the 
Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR 68) and applicable 
guidelines; 

(iii) Removal of the property from its historic location; 

(iv) Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the property’s 
setting that contribute to its historic significance; 

(v) Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the 
property’s significant historic features; 

(vi) Neglect of a property which causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and
deterioration are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance to an 
Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization; and 

(vii) Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of federal ownership or control without adequate and 
legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of the property’s 
historic significance. 

For purposes of distinguishing between effects under NEPA and NHPA, references to “impacts” in 
Sections 3.2.2.2 through 3.2.2.4 refer to effects under NEPA; references to “effects” refer to effects under 
the NHPA. 
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3.2.2.2 Section 106 Consultation 
Past consultation efforts for the undertaking conducted as part of the 2024 Final EIS are summarized in 
Section 3.2.2.2 of that EIS as well as in the May 2024 ROD. To date, SHPO has concurred with GSA’s 
determinations for eligibility for historic resources within the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project 
area. Specifically, SHPO concurred with GSA’s determination that the Pan American and Customs
Avenues Public Park Bathroom Building, the Cattle Operation Building, and the isolated archaeological 
finds identified during the cultural resource surveys are ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP. GSA has
committed to implementing an archaeological monitoring plan in consultation with SHPO and federally 
recognized Indian tribes. If unanticipated discoveries are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, 
such as excavating and grading, all earth-moving activity within and around the immediate discovery area 
would be avoided until a qualified archaeologist can assess the nature and significance of the find. GSA is 
continuing consultation with the SHPO and consulting parties under Section 106 of the NHPA. GSA
notified SHPO and consulting parties of the expanded APE on November 8, 2024, and held a consulting 
parties meeting at RHC LPOE on November 15, 2024, that identified demolition of the historic Main
Building and Garage as the preferred approach to the historic structures at the RHC LPOE. SHPO concurred 
with the expanded APE on December 6, 2024. GSA provided additional updates on the expanded APE on 
January 7, 2025, pertaining to the realigned Rose Avenue channel segment and stormwater basin. GSA will 
continue the consultation with SHPO and the consulting parties, including providing notification of the 
expanded APE to account for electrical and wet utilities, and formally make an adverse effect determination 
with the revised cultural resources report for the undertaking. Updates to the Section 106 consultation
process, as well as any potential applicable mitigation measures if identified, will be included in the ROD. 
Appendix B of this SEIS includes applicable consultation letters provided since the completion of the 2024 
Final EIS; Appendix B of the 2024 Final EIS includes all consultation letters provided through April 2024. 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2.2.3 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project would be 
constructed as described in the 2024 Final EIS. However, GSA would not demolish portions of the existing 
stormwater channel; would not realign a segment of the Rose Avenue channel; would not construct a new 
stormwater basin; would not replace or install electrical, sanitary sewer, fiber optic utilities, or any other 
associated supporting facilities; and would not provide sufficient water needed for construction of the 
proposed Commercial LPOE. In addition, no acquisition or establishment of land use agreements would 
occur on parcels of land proposed for the project. Therefore, the adverse effects to historic properties under 
NHPA associated with the undertaking would be limited to the previously defined APE in the 2024 Final 
EIS. 

3.2.2.4 Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and Construction Water 
Supply 

Construction 
Under Alternative 1, proposed construction activities would result in ground disturbance within the 
expanded project area, which is mostly vacant and undeveloped with portions located in existing rights-of-
way. Four potential historic resources were identified during a survey of the expanded project area 
considered in the Draft SEIS. GSA has adjusted the project area within this Final SEIS to exclude areas in 
which these resources are located; therefore, these resources would be located outside of the APE and no 
adverse effects to these potentially historic resources would occur.  The undertaking has already been 
determined to have adverse effects under NHPA due to the proposed demolition of historic properties, but 
additional adverse effects and direct, significant, adverse impacts under NEPA to cultural resources could 
occur during construction if archeological resources are encountered during construction. To reduce the 
risk of damage to known and unknown archeological sites, GSA would implement an archeological 
monitoring plan in consultation with SHPO and federally recognized Indian tribes. If unanticipated 
discoveries are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, such as excavating and grading, all activity 
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within and around the immediate discovery area would cease until a qualified archaeologist can assess the 
nature and significance of the find. Implementation of these measures would minimize any potential 
additional adverse effects under NHPA and would reduce impacts to less-than-significant under NEPA. 

Operations 
During operations, there would be no additional subsurface disturbance, other than for occasional repair 
and maintenance activities, which would limit the potential to disturb or harm buried cultural resources. 
Therefore, no adverse effects under NHPA and less-than-significant impacts under NEPA to cultural 
resources during the operational phase would be expected. Impact reduction measures would be 
implemented as applicable during maintenance activities, including inadvertent discovery procedures.  

3.2.2.5 Impact Reduction Measures 
To reduce the risk of damage to known and unknown archeological sites from ground disturbing activities, 
GSA would develop an archeological monitoring plan in Section 106 consultation with SHPO, ACHP, 
federally recognized Indian tribes, and other consulting parties. 

GSA is in consultation with SHPO, ACHP, federally recognized Indian tribes, and other consulting parties 
regarding the Proposed Action and will identify and develop appropriate measures to avoid, minimize or 
mitigate adverse effects on historic properties as necessary.   
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3.3 AIR QUALITY  
This section describes the baseline conditions for air quality within the region and assesses the potential for 
local and regional air quality to affect, or be affected by, implementing the Proposed Action, including 
Alternative 1 and the No Action Alternative, as discussed in Chapter 2.  

Air quality is the measure of the atmospheric concentration of defined pollutants in a specific area. An air 
pollutant is any substance in the air that can cause harm to humans or the environment. Pollutants may be 
natural or human-made and may take the form of solid particles, liquid droplets, or gases. Natural sources 
of air pollution include smoke from wildfires, dust, and wind erosion. Human-made sources of air pollution 
include emissions from vehicles; dust from unpaved roads, agriculture, or construction sites; and smoke 
from human-caused fires. Air quality is affected by pollutant emission sources, as well as the movement of 
pollutants in the air via wind and other weather patterns. 

3.3.1 Affected Environment  
3.3.1.1 Region of Influence 
The air quality ROI for the 2024 Final EIS is defined in Section 3.3.1.1 of that EIS as Cochise County. The 
air quality ROI for this SEIS remains the same as in the 2024 Final EIS and is also defined as Cochise 
County. Air quality is considered on a regional level, utilizing data from the Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality (ADEQ). 

3.3.1.2 Regulatory Setting and Requirements 
Section 3.3.1.2 of the 2024 Final EIS discusses the regulatory setting and requirements for air quality that 
also apply to the Proposed Action and is incorporated herein by reference. For air quality, this includes the 
description of the Clean Air Act (CAA), National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), Arizona State 
Implementation Plan, and relevant Arizona state regulations outlined in Arizona Administrative Code Title 
18, Chapter 2.  

3.3.1.3 Existing Conditions  
Air Quality 
Section 3.3.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS provides a background discussion of NAAQS and is incorporated 
herein by reference. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has designated the Paul 
Spur/Douglas Planning Area, part of Cochise County, as a nonattainment area for particulate matter of 10 
micrometers or smaller (PM10) (USEPA 2024a). Additionally, the Paul Spur/Douglas Planning Area is a 
USEPA-designated maintenance area for sulfur dioxide (SO2). Because the Proposed Action would take 
place within in a nonattainment area, the General Conformity Rule requirements apply. The General 
Conformity Rule states that, if a project would result in a total net increase in direct and indirect emissions 
of nonattainment or maintenance pollutants that are less than the applicable de minimis (i.e., negligible) 
thresholds established in 40 CFR 93.153(b), detailed conformity analyses are not required pursuant to 40 
CFR 93.153(c). If the project’s emissions are below these thresholds, it is considered to have a negligible 
impact on air quality. For PM10 in a moderate nonattainment area, the de minimis threshold is 100 tons per 
year. For SO2 in a maintenance area, the de minimis threshold is also 100 tons per year (USEPA 2024b). 

The USEPA and the ADEQ monitor levels of criteria pollutants at representative sites throughout the U.S. 
Within Cochise County, ambient air quality monitoring data are available for PM10 and ozone (O3). Cochise 
County does not have a monitoring station for other criteria pollutants (USEPA 2024c). Therefore, carbon 
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), and SO2 data were taken from monitoring stations located in Pima 
County, particulate matter of 2.5 micrometers or smaller (PM2.5) data were taken from a monitoring station 
in Santa Cruz County, and lead monitoring data were taken from Pinal County. These monitoring stations 
represent the closest data collection points available for the listed pollutants relative to the project area.  
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Table 3.3-1 shows the NAAQS, monitored concentrations, and air monitor location for each criteria 
pollutant. Figure 3.3-1 shows the location of the Proposed Action in relation to the Paul Spur/Douglas 
Planning Area. 

Table 3.3-1. Ambient Air Quality Standards and Measured Criteria Pollutant Concentrations 

Pollutant Averaging Time NAAQS Monitoring Data 
(2024) Monitor Location 

CO 
1-hour  35 ppm 1.34 ppm Tucson, AZ (Pima County) 

8-hour 9 ppm 0.7 ppm Tucson, AZ (Pima County) 

NO2 
1-hour  100 ppb 38.5 ppb Tucson, AZ (Pima County) 

Annual arithmetic mean 53 ppb 38.5 ppb Tucson, AZ (Pima County) 

O3 8-hour  0.070 ppm 0.09 ppm Chiricahua National Monument 
(Cochise County) 

SO2 1-hour  75 ppb 0.9 ppb Tucson, AZ (Pima County) 

PM2.5 
24-hour  35 μg/m3 35.7 μg/m3 Nogales, AZ (Santa Cruz County) 

Annual arithmetic mean  12 μg/m3 35.7 μg/m3 Nogales, AZ (Santa Cruz County) 

PM10 24-hour 150 μg/m3 180 μg/m3 Douglas, AZ (Cochise County) 

Pba 3-month average 0.15 μg/m3 0.31 μg/m3 Hayden, AZ (Pinal County) 

Source: USEPA 2024c, USEPA 2024d 
a Lead is not considered further in this analysis because none of the project activities would generate lead emissions.  
µg = micrograms; CO = carbon monoxide; m3 = cubic matter of diameter 10 micrometers or smaller; Pb = lead; ppm = parts per million; 
ppb = parts per billion; SO2 = sulfur dioxide 
Note: Only the primary NAAQS are listed. If multiple monitors are present in a county, the monitor with the highest recorded pollutant 

concentrations is listed.  

Populations that are more susceptible to the adverse effects of air pollution include children, elderly, and 
asthmatics. The locations where these sensitive receptors congregate are considered sensitive receptor 
locations for air pollutants. As such, sensitive receptor locations for air impacts analyses typically include 
schools, daycares, hospitals, elderly housing and convalescent facilities. Sensitive receptor locations for air 
pollutants and their distance from the project area are listed in Table 3.3-2.  

Table 3.3-2. Sensitive Receptor Locations for Air Pollutants Within 1 Mile of the Project Area 

Receptor Type Receptor Direction from 
Project Area Distance (feet) 

Hospital Copper Queen Community Hospital Rural 
Health Clinic North 700 

Hospital Pima Heart & Vascular Rural Health Clinic North 700 
School Center for Academic Success Northeast 1,450 

Preschool Headstart Douglas Northeast 1,600 
School Sarah Marley Elementary School Northeast 2,100 
School Center for Academic Success East 2,400 

Daycare Coqui Children’s Center Northeast 3,800 
Assisted Living Facility Cypress Inn Assisted Living Facility Northeast 4,200 

School Ray Borane Middle School Northeast 4,300 
School Clawson Elementary School Northeast 3,800 
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Figure 3.3-1. Location of the Proposed Action Relative to the Paul Spur/Douglas Planning Area
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3.3.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.3.2.1 Methodology 
To evaluate air quality impacts, GSA reviewed the project alternatives to determine whether any activities 
have the potential to cause the following: 

• Increase in direct or indirect emissions from fixed and mobile sources such as stationary fuel 
combustion, construction equipment, and employee vehicles; or 

• Increase in indirect offsite emissions associated with electricity generation.  

A significant adverse impact to air quality would occur if the Proposed Action would result in: 

• Emissions of criteria pollutants or hazardous air pollutants that would exceed relevant air quality 
or health standards including the NAAQS; 

• Violate any federal or state permits; or 

• Conflict with local or regional air quality management plans to attain or maintain compliance with 
the federal and state air quality regulations. 

When assessing significance, GSA also considered the potential for best management practice (BMP) to 
reduce the severity or extent of these impacts. Applicable BMPs are described in Section 3.3.2.4. 

The USEPA’s General Conformity Rule under the CAA ensures that the actions taken by federal agencies 
do not interfere with a state’s plans to attain and maintain the NAAQS (40 CFR 93.153(b)). Because the 
Proposed Action would be located within the Paul Spur/Douglas Planning Area, a designated nonattainment 
area for PM10 and a maintenance area for SO2, the General Conformity Rule requirements apply. Therefore, 
Alternative 1 is subject to review under the General Conformity Rule and a general conformity analysis is 
required (see Appendix C). For completeness, direct and indirect emissions of all applicable criteria 
pollutants (i.e., CO, volatile organic compounds [VOCs] [as a precursor for O3], nitrogen oxides (NOx), 
SO2, PM10, and PM2.5) were estimated for the construction phase of Alternative 1. These estimated values 
were then compared to the General Conformity Rule’s de minimis emissions thresholds to determine 
whether implementation of Alternative 1 would impact air quality in the region. 

Construction emissions were estimated for on-road vehicles and non-road construction equipment. Since a 
detailed construction plan has not yet been developed for the project, the number and types of construction 
equipment needed were estimated based on available data for other, similar projects, and in coordination 
with appropriate GSA staff. Emissions rates from on-road vehicles such as privately owned vehicles were 
estimated using industry standard emission rates (Argonne National Laboratory 2013). Emission rates for 
non-road vehicles such as excavators, cranes, graders, backhoes, and bulldozers were estimated using the 
USEPA’s MOVES (Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator) model. Fugitive dust emissions factors for PM10 
and PM2.5 were derived from USEPA’s AP-42 (USEPA 2021).  

For purposes of analysis and to provide a conservative estimate of potential air emissions, the following 
assumptions were made: 

• During construction, all non-road equipment would be operated 8 hours per day. This leads to a 
conservatively high estimate, since in practice equipment would not be operated for eight hours 
each day. 

• Fugitive dust emissions were primarily assumed to occur during demolition, excavation, and 
grading activities. 

• On-road vehicles would travel various distances. Worker vehicles were assumed to travel 20 miles 
per day, while vendor and waste trucks were assumed to travel 50 miles per day.  
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3.3.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project would be 
constructed as described in the 2024 Final EIS. However, GSA would not demolish portions of the existing 
stormwater channel; would not realign a segment of the Rose Avenue channel; would not construct a new 
stormwater basin; would not replace or install electrical, sanitary sewer, fiber optic utilities, or any other 
associated supporting facilities; and would not provide sufficient water needed for construction of the 
proposed Commercial LPOE. In addition, no acquisition or establishment of land use agreements would 
occur on parcels of land proposed for the project. There would be substantial increases in fugitive dust 
during construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE, resulting in short-term, moderate, adverse, and 
direct impacts on air quality. In addition, impacts to air quality would also occur from construction and 
operations of the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative as described in Section 3.3.2.4 of the 2024 Final EIS, 
which is incorporated herein by reference.  

3.3.2.3 Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and Construction Water 
Supply 

Construction 
Air Quality 
The results of the conformity analysis for construction of Alternative 1 are presented in Table 3.3-3. As 
Alternative 1 would be conducted in conjunction with the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative, emissions 
for this alternative are presented in Table 3.3-3 for context. Full documentation of the methodology used to 
estimate the air emissions is presented in Appendix C.  

Table 3.3-3. Estimated Construction Air Emissions for Alternative 1  

Source CO NOx 
Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons) 

PM10 PM2.5 SO2 VOCs 
Construction Equipment 0.10 0.18 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.02 

Worker Vehicles 0.19 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 

Delivery and Waste Trucks 0.71 0.70 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.05 

Fugitive Dust −− −− 2.30 1.24 −− −− 

Alternative 1 Total 1.00 0.90 2.41 1.30 0.01 0.09 

2024 Final EIS  
Preferred Alternative Total 
(worst case – 2026) 

 9.47 4.35 41.91 22.50 0.03 0.67 

Total 10.47 5.25 41.91 23.80 0.04 0.76 

De minimis Threshold 
(tons/year) 100 100 100 70 100 10 

Source: USEPA 2024d, USEPA 2021 
CO = carbon monoxide; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PM2.5 = particulate matter of 2.5 micrometers or smaller; PM10 = particulate matter of 10 
micrometers or smaller less; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; VOC = volatile organic compounds 
Note: Individual numbers may not sum to totals due to rounding. 

As shown in Table 3.3-3, the total annual direct and indirect emissions associated with the construction of 
Alternative 1 would not exceed the de minimis threshold rate for any of the criteria pollutants analyzed per 
the thresholds identified in Section 3.3.1.3. Therefore, further analysis under the General Conformity Rule 
is not required. In addition, the PM10 emissions estimates presented in Table 3.3-3 assume uncontrolled 
emissions of fugitive dust; in practice, PM10 emissions would likely be lower because GSA would take 
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steps to minimize fugitive dust, as discussed in Section 3.3.2.4. Compared to the estimated air emissions of 
the RHC LPOE and proposed Commercial LPOE construction under the 2024 Final EIS preferred 
alternative (see Table 3.3-14 of the 2024 Final EIS), Alternative 1 would generate a negligible amount of 
emissions, including for nonattainment and maintenance criteria pollutants in the Paul Spur/Douglas 
Planning Area (i.e., PM10 and SO2). As shown in Table 3.3-3, when combining the total emissions from 
the expansion and modernization of the RHC LPOE under the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative (worst 
case for 2026) with emissions from Alternative 1, the emissions would be well below de minimis threshold 
levels. 

Overall, Alternative 1 would result in short-term, minor, adverse, direct and indirect impacts to air quality 
during construction. Individuals living or working in close proximity to the project area of Alternative 1 
would be most affected, similar to impacts discussed in the 2024 Final EIS. These impacts are expected to 
occur over a 6-month period. Construction of utility upgrades (i.e., stormwater basin and electrical, sanitary 
sewer, and fiber optic utility upgrades) is expected to occur during the construction of the RHC LPOE 
Expansion and Modernization Project as considered in the 2024 Final EIS. Construction of the realigned 
Rose Avenue channel segment is expected to occur prior to construction of the RHC LPOE Expansion and 
Modernization Project as considered in the 2024 Final EIS. Up to 63 truck trips would occur between the 
City of Douglas WWTP and the proposed Commercial LPOE for a period of 4.5 months, with fewer trucks 
anticipated for another 4.5 months. For purposes of analysis, it was assumed the majority of construction 
emissions would occur during a 6-month period.  

Activities under Alternative 1 would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations relating 
to air quality, including any permitting and registration requirements. Table 3.3-6 of the 2024 Final EIS 
provides an overview of the applicability of the federal CAA air regulations to the RHC LPOE Expansion 
and Modernization Project that also pertains to this Proposed Action and is incorporated herein by 
reference.  

Operations 
Operations under Alternative 1 would have long-term, negligible, adverse, and indirect impacts on air 
quality. The Proposed Action evaluated in this SEIS does not involve the installation of any new permanent 
emission sources. Periodic maintenance activities may result in minimal emissions from maintenance 
vehicles and equipment, but these would be infrequent and negligible in scale. Furthermore, the improved 
stormwater management could potentially lead to fewer flood events, which might indirectly reduce 
emissions associated with flood cleanup and repair activities. There may also be negligible amounts of 
potential fugitive dust from proposed stormwater channel (if the stormwater channel is designed as riprap-
lined) or new stormwater basin during dry, windy conditions. Proper design and regular maintenance of the 
stormwater management facilities should further minimize the potential for fugitive dust emissions. 

3.3.2.4 Impact Reduction Measures 
Air quality impact reduction measures for the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative were adopted in the May 
2024 ROD and are incorporated herein by reference as they would also apply to this Proposed Action. In 
addition, GSA would take the following additional steps to minimize emissions from the Proposed Action: 

• Use cement blended with the maximum feasible amount of fly ash or other materials that reduce 
emissions from cement production. 

• Recycle construction debris to the maximum extent feasible. 

• Consider using locally source materials to reduce transportation emissions. 

• Use water hauled along International Avenue between the City of Douglas WWTP and the 
proposed Commercial LPOE for dust suppression at the Commercial LPOE construction site and 
along haul routes, as necessary.  
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3.4 LAND USE 
This section describes the baseline conditions for land use within and surrounding the project area and 
assesses the potential for existing land use patterns and development trends within the project area to affect, 
or be affected by, implementing the Proposed Action, including Alternative 1 and the No Action 
Alternative, as discussed in Chapter 2. Land use is described by land activities, ownership, and the 
governing entities’ management plans. Local zoning defines land use types and regulates development 
patterns. 

3.4.1 Affected Environment 
3.4.1.1 Region of Influence 
The land use ROI for the 2024 Final EIS is defined in Section 3.4.1.1 of that EIS as the RHC LPOE, the 
proposed Commercial LPOE, and adjacent areas surrounding both sites, including the proposed expansion 
areas for the RHC LPOE. As shown in Figure 2-1, the 2024 Final EIS ROI contains a portion of the 
Proposed Action including the area of the proposed demolition of the existing stormwater channel segment 
that parallels the western side of Pan American Avenue between East 3rd Street and the southern end of the 
existing RHC LPOE, a portion of the area proposed for realignment of a segment of the Rose Avenue 
channel, and a portion of the new stormwater basin. The Proposed Action’s ROI includes these portions of 
the 2024 Final EIS ROI as well as all land located within the Proposed Action’s limits of disturbance, 
located both to the east and west of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project Area (see Figure 
2-1). The ROI also includes International Avenue between the proposed Commercial LPOE and the City 
of Douglas WWTP, as well as land areas adjacent to the Proposed Action limits of disturbance.  

3.4.1.2 Regulatory Setting and Requirements 
Section 3.4.1.2 of the 2024 Final EIS discusses the regulatory setting and requirements for land use that 
also apply to the Proposed Action and is incorporated herein by reference. This includes the description of 
city and county zoning, applicable provisions of the CAA, the National Scenic Byways Program, and GSA 
facility standards.  

3.4.1.3 Existing Conditions 
The City of Douglas is located in Cochise County in southeastern Arizona on the U.S. – Mexico border. 
The City of Agua Prieta is located directly south of the City of Douglas in the northeastern region of the 
state of Sonora, Mexico. The border crossing is in an urban setting near the downtowns of both cities. The 
major regional and local roadways serving these ports include US-191, Pan American Avenue, and SR-80 
for the RHC LPOE; and Federal Highway 2 and Federal Highway 17 in Mexico for the Agua Prieta LPOE 
(see Figure 1-1).  

The RHC LPOE is located at 1st Street and Pan American Avenue. Pan American Avenue is a major 
thoroughfare for the city as it connects the existing port to SR-80 and continues north as US-191. Pan 
American Avenue separates downtown portion of the City of Douglas from shopping and commercial 
complexes on the east side of the city. The downtown portion of the City of Douglas is located 
approximately eight city blocks north of the RHC LPOE and the project area. 

The RHC LPOE is located on approximately 6 acres with facilities owned and managed by GSA and 
operated by CBP. The existing port is bounded by Customs Avenue to the east, 1st Street to the north, Pan 
American Avenue to the west, and the U.S. – Mexico border to the south. For a more detailed description 
of the existing land uses near the project area, including at the current RHC LPOE and the adjacent project 
area for development of the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative, see Section 3.4.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS. 

The project area can be characterized as mostly undeveloped, desert land with clusters of desert vegetation 
with unpaved roads and unpaved trails interspersed. In addition, some portions of the project area proposed 
for utility upgrades are located in existing rights-of-way along transportation networks and adjacent to some 
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commercial businesses and industrial areas. Construction debris piles exist on the north end of the project 
area (see Section 3.9, Human Health and Safety). An aboveground power line and other subsurface utilities 
traverse the project area (see Section 3.8, Infrastructure and Utilities). The surrounding areas also consist 
of a similar open, undeveloped landscape, although some buildings, structures, and similar construction 
debris piles exist on adjacent parcels. Lands adjacent and near to this project area include open undeveloped 
areas, an unnamed wash, Paseo de las Americas Linear Park, and a large commercial development to the 
north; the U.S. – Mexico border and commercial, industrial, and residential areas in the City of Agua Prieta, 
Mexico to the south; open undeveloped areas, the RHC LPOE, commercial areas, and parking lots to the 
east; and an unnamed wash, open undeveloped areas, the City of Douglas WWTP, and Freeport McMoran 
facilities and slag piles (see Section 3.9, Human Health and Safety) to the west. 

The existing segment of the Rose Avenue channel planned for demolition is located west of Pan American 
Avenue and south of East 3rd Street in land zoned by the City of Douglas as light industrial and open space. 
The land parcels containing the existing stormwater channel segment planned for demolition are owned by 
the City of Douglas (Parcel Number 409-090-71G) and the federal government (Parcel Number 409-090-
71B) (Cochise County 2025). 

The proposed realigned Rose Avenue channel segment would originate at an extended CBC located beneath 
the existing POV lanes south of the RHC LPOE inspection area and would generally travel west, north of 
Border Road; and then terminate at the unnamed wash west of Chino Road. This area is located on a 
combination of land within and outside of the City of Douglas city limits. One segment is located outside 
of the city limits just west of the RHC LPOE, is zoned by Cochise County as General Business, and is 
owned by a private landowner. A second segment is located near the termination point of the unnamed 
wash at the U.S. – Mexico border, is zoned by Cochise County as Heavy Industrial, and owned by the City 
of Douglas (Cochise County 2025). The rest of the project area is located within the City of Douglas’s city 
limits, is zoned by the City of Douglas as light industrial and open space, and is owned by the City of 
Douglas and a private landowner (Cochise County 2025). 

The proposed new stormwater basin would be located just north of the proposed realigned Rose Avenue 
channel segment on approximately 6.2 acres of undeveloped land between the existing RHC LPOE and 
Chino Road. The land for the proposed new stormwater basin is zoned by the City of Douglas as light 
industrial and is owned by private landowners (Cochise County 2025).  

The proposed areas for all other utility upgrades (i.e., electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic) are zoned 
by the City of Douglas as light industrial, open space, and general commercial and are owned by the City 
of Douglas, GSA, and multiple private landowners (Cochise County 2025). Segments of the sanitary sewer 
utility upgrade project area, between Chino Road and the City of Douglas WWTP are located outside the 
City of Douglas’s city limits, are zoned by Cochise County as Heavy Industrial, and are owned by the City 
of Douglas and multiple private landowners (Cochise County 2025). International Avenue between the 
proposed Commercial LPOE and the City of Douglas WWTP is a semi-improved public access roadway 
located adjacent to the border fence with various public and private owners, and is primarily used by U.S. 
Border Patrol.  

Figures 3.4-1 and 3.4-2 illustrate the zoning map for the City of Douglas and a land ownership map with 
parcels for the project area, respectively. Table 3.4-1 lists the parcels that intersect with the Proposed Action 
(see Figure 3.4-2) and provides details on landowners and current land uses for each of those parcels. 
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Figure 3.4-1. Zoning Map of City of Douglas 
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Figure 3.4-2. Land Ownership Map of the Project Area and Adjacent Properties 
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Table 3.4-1. Land Use and Ownership of Project Area 
Parcel Numbera Owner Zoning Current Land Use 

621189 Federal N/A Border Road 

621293 Federal N/A Border Road 

408-301-02E City of Douglas Open Space Vacant; Chino Road; Border Road; City of 
Douglas WWTP 

408-310-02H City of Douglas Open Space, Light 
Industrial Vacant 

408-310-06X Private Open Space, Light 
Industrial 

Vacant; Chino Road; Border Road; East 3rd 
Street 

408-310-02C Private Heavy Industrialb Vacant, Border Road 

408-310-02D Private Heavy Industrialb Vacant 

408-310-02E City of Douglas Heavy Industrialb Vacant; Border Road; WWTP 

408-310-02F City of Douglas Heavy Industrialb Vacant 

408-310-02J Private Light Industrial Vacant 

408-310-25 Private Light Industrial Vacant 

408-310-25A City of Douglas Open Space Chino Road 

409-090-12A City of Douglas Light Industrial Commercial building, parking lot/storage area 

409-090-13A City of Douglas Light Industrial Commercial buildings, parking lot, vacant 

409-090-13B Federal Light Industrial Parking lot, vacant 

409-090-14 City of Douglas Light Industrial Commercial building, parking lot, landscaping 

409-090-15B City of Douglas Light Industrial Commercial building, parking lot, landscaping 

409-090-16A City of Douglas General Commercial, 
Open Space Vacant, North Customs Avenue 

409-090-17A City of Douglas Light Industrial Vacant 

409-090-17C Private General Commercial Commercial building, parking lot 

409-090-60D Federal N/A RHC LPOE 

409-090-66B Private Light Industrial Vacant 

409-090-66C Private Light Industrial Vacant, commercial site 

409-090-66D City of Douglas Open Space East 3rd Street and rights-of-way 

409-090-66E City of Douglas Light Industrial Vacant, commercial site 

409-090-067 City of Douglas Light Industrial Commercial site 

409-090-68A Private Light Industrial Vacant, commercial building 

409-090-68B City of Douglas Light Industrial Vacant, commercial site 

409-090-69A Private General Businessb Vacant, unpaved roads, vegetation; former site 
of cattle pens 
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Parcel Numbera Owner Zoning Current Land Use 

409-090-70A City of Douglas Open Space, Light 
Industrial 

Vacant; unpaved road/lot; paved sidewalk; 
landscaping; former site of railroad tracks; 
stormwater drainage feature 

409-090-71B Federal Open Space 
RHC LPOE; vacant; portion of Pan American 
Avenue; stormwater drainage feature; 
pedestrian walkway 

409-090-071G City of Douglas Light Industrial 

Vacant; unpaved road/lot; paved sidewalk; 
landscaping; former site of railroad tracks; 
stormwater drainage feature; pedestrian 
walkway; East 3rd Street; city park 

409-090-72H City of Douglas Open Space East 3rd Street, Pan American Avenue, rights-
of-way 

409-090-72K City of Douglas Light Industrial 
North Chiricahua Road, East 3rd Street, 
sidewalks, parking lot, unpaved road, city park, 
rights-of-way 

409-090-84A Private Light Industrial Vacant, unpaved road 

409-090-84B Private Light Industrial Vacant, unpaved road 

409-370-08 Federal Open Space Border Road 
Source: Cochise County 2025 
a Refer to Figure 3.4-2 for parcel locations.  
b Cochise County zoning district 
N/A = not applicable; RHC LPOE = Raul Hector Castro Land Port of Entry; WWTP = wastewater treatment plant 

3.4.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.4.2.1 Methodology 
To evaluate the impacts to land use, GSA reviewed the project alternatives to determine whether any 
activities have the potential to cause the following within the ROI: 

• Changes in land use and zoning; or 
• Changes in land ownership. 

A significant adverse impact to land use would occur if the Proposed Action would result in: 
• A conflict with land use or a land use restriction on adjacent properties, including the project area; 

or 
• Conflicts with regional or local land use plans and zoning. 

3.4.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project would be 
constructed as described in the 2024 Final EIS. However, GSA would not demolish portions of the existing 
stormwater channel; would not realign a segment of the Rose Avenue channel; would not construct a new 
stormwater basin; would not replace or install electrical, sanitary sewer, fiber optic utilities, or any other 
associated supporting facilities; and would not provide sufficient water needed for construction of the 
proposed Commercial LPOE. In addition, no acquisition or establishment of land use agreements would 
occur on parcels of land proposed for the project. Impacts to land use would be limited to those as described 
for the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative in Section 3.4.2.4 of the 2024 Final EIS, which is incorporated 
herein by reference. 
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3.4.2.3 Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and Construction Water 
Supply 

Construction 
Alternative 1 would result in short-term, minor, adverse, and direct impacts on land use from changes in 
land use designations that would occur prior to construction. Under Alternative 1, the existing stormwater 
channel segment within the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area would be demolished, and the 
land area would be developed as part of the larger expansion and modernization of the RHC LPOE. 
Alternative 1 would also convert vacant land to a stormwater channel, stormwater basin, and associated 
supporting facilities. Other proposed utility upgrades would be located primarily within either existing or 
newly established rights-of-way and adjacent to existing transportation networks, commercial businesses, 
industrial areas, or directly adjacent to the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE. As shown on Figure 3.4-
2 and Table 3.4-1, the project area consists of federally-, city-, and privately-owned parcels. Alternative 1 
may include land acquisition of city- and privately-owned parcels, which would be transferred to federal 
ownership and redesignated as GSA property. For properties selected for land acquisition that are eligible 
for assistance under the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 
(the Uniform Act), as enacted, GSA would provide assistance for applicable stakeholders in accordance 
with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition for Federal and Federally-Assisted 
Programs (49 CFR Part 24). Alternatively, GSA may elect to pursue an easement or similar type of right-
of-way access agreement on the city- or privately-owned lands, particularly for utility upgrades. Under this 
scenario, GSA would coordinate with the landowners as necessary to establish such agreements. As 
necessary, any federally-owned property to be utilized would remain in federal ownership but would be 
redesignated as GSA property, in coordination with the respective federal agency. 
The hauling of water from the City of Douglas WWTP to the proposed Commercial LPOE would not result 
in any land use changes.  
Alternative 1 is not anticipated to have any direct or indirect adverse impact on adjacent landowners. 

Operations 
Operations of Alternative 1 would result in permanent, minor to moderate, beneficial, and direct and 
indirect impacts on land use due to improvements of undeveloped, underutilized space for flood control 
and utility needs in the vicinity of the project. In addition, maintenance of the proposed stormwater channel, 
new stormwater basin, and other proposed utility upgrades would be required to ensure their continued 
effectiveness. Operations of Alternative 1 are not anticipated to have any direct or indirect, adverse impacts 
on adjacent landowners. 

3.4.2.4 Impact Reduction Measures 
Although local governments cannot regulate or permit activities of the federal government on federally 
owned land, GSA would consider local zoning laws for construction and operation of the proposed 
realigned Rose Avenue channel segment and new stormwater basin and all design requirements of state and 
local governments to the extent practicable. To ensure minimal conflicts with land use, GSA would continue 
coordination efforts during the design process with city and county governments, Arizona Department of 
Transportation, utility providers, and other stakeholders, as applicable and necessary. 

  



RAUL HECTOR CASTRO & DOUGLAS COMMERCIAL LPOES  
FINAL SEIS CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

 3-24 
 

3.5 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
This section describes the baseline conditions for geological resources in the project area and potential 
geological impacts that could result from implementing the Proposed Action, including Alternative 1 and 
the No Action Alternative, as discussed in Chapter 2. Geological resources consist of the Earth’s surface 
and subsurface materials, and are typically described in terms of geology, topography, soils, and geologic 
hazards. Geology is the study of the Earth’s physical structure and composition, as well as the configuration 
of the surface and subsurface features. Topography describes the general shape and arrangement of the 
natural and artificial physical features of a land surface. Soils are the unconsolidated material overlying 
bedrock, and are typically described in terms of type, slope, and physical characteristics such as 
permeability, strength, and erosion potential. Geologic hazards are natural geologic events that can 
endanger human lives and threaten property such as seismicity. The conditions described in the affected 
environment focus on geology, topography, and soils. Seismicity is not addressed in this section as the 
project area is not considered as high risk for seismic activity. 

3.5.1 Affected Environment  
3.5.1.1 Region of Influence 
The geology and soils ROI for the 2024 Final EIS is defined in Section 3.5.1.1 of that EIS as the 
RHC LPOE, proposed Commercial LPOE, and proposed expansion areas. As shown in Figure 2-1, the 2024 
Final EIS ROI contains a portion of the Proposed Action including the area of the proposed demolition of 
the existing stormwater channel segment that parallels the western side of Pan American Avenue between 
East 3rd Street and the southern end of the existing RHC LPOE, a portion of the area proposed for 
realignment of a segment of the Rose Avenue channel, and a portion of the new stormwater basin. The 
Proposed Action’s ROI includes these portions of the 2024 Final EIS ROI as well as all land located within 
the Proposed Action’s limits of disturbance, located both to the east and west of the RHC LPOE Expansion 
and Modernization Project Area (see Figure 2-1). The ROI also includes International Avenue between the 
proposed Commercial LPOE and the City of Douglas WWTP. 

3.5.1.2 Regulatory Setting and Requirements 
Section 3.5.1.2 of the 2024 Final EIS discusses the regulatory setting and requirements for geology and 
soils that also apply to the Proposed Action and is incorporated herein by reference. This includes the 
description of the Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (AZPDES) program, administered by 
the ADEQ, and the requirement to obtain coverage under the Arizona Stormwater Construction General 
Permit (CGP). 

3.5.1.3 Existing Conditions 
Geology and Topography 
The ROI for the Proposed Action shares the same geological features and similar topography as described 
in Section 3.5.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS. The project area is situated within the Douglas Groundwater Basin, 
part of the larger Sulphur Spring Valley, and characterized by isolated fault-block mountains separated by 
debris-filled desert valleys. Key geological and topographical features of the ROI include: 

• Elevation range of approximately 3,920 to 3,940 feet above mean sea level 
• General downward slope from east southeast to west northwest 
• Previously disturbed areas and undeveloped land, mainly consisting of densely-vegetated surfaces 

with roads and unpaved trails interspersed  
• Local groundwater flow trending northwest 



RAUL HECTOR CASTRO & DOUGLAS COMMERCIAL LPOES  
FINAL SEIS CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

 3-25 
 

Section 3.5.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS provides additional description of the geologic column, physiographic 
features, and regional geology, including the valley’s formation, mountain ranges, and sedimentary 
deposits. 

GSA performed geotechnical sampling testing within the project area in February 2025 in support of project 
planning and design. The site is not within a mapped land subsidence area, is not within an earth fissure 
study area, and no earth fissures have been mapped at the project site. The draft report concluded that the 
site appears suitable for the proposed construction based upon geotechnical conditions encountered during 
test borings, provided that the geotechnical engineering recommendations included in the report are 
implemented during design and construction of the project (Terracon 2025).  

Soils 
Section 3.5.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS provides background information on soils within the project area and 
is incorporated herein by reference. Based on Natural Resource Conservation Service soil survey data, there 
are three soil associations historically associated with the project area for the Proposed Action (NRCS 
2024a). Most of the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area and the project area for this Proposed 
Action consist of Libby-Gulch complex (0 to 10 percent slopes) and Riveroad and Ubik soils (0 to 5 percent 
slopes). In addition, a small portion of the project area consists of Blakeney-Luckyhills complex soils (3 to 
15 percent slopes). The soils mapped within the project area for the Proposed Action are described below 
and shown in Figure 3.5-1: 

• Libby, 0 to 10 percent slopes – Well drained soils with a medium runoff class, belonging to 
Hydrologic Soil Group C. The parent material for Libby soils is mixed alluvium. A typical Libby 
soil profile consists of a top 0 to 1 inch layer of very gravelly sandy loam, followed by 1 to 13 inches 
of clay, 13 to 25 inches of gravelly clay, and 25 to 60 inches of very gravelly clay loam. These soils 
are typically found on fan terraces, basin floors, and stream terraces (NRCS 2024b). 

• Gulch, 0 to 10 percent slopes – Well drained soils with a medium runoff class, belonging to 
Hydrologic Soil Group C. The parent material for Gulch soils is mixed calcareous alluvium. A 
typical Gulch soil profile consists of a 0 to 1 inch layer of gravelly fine sandy loam, followed by 
1 to 3 inches of sandy loam, 3 to 10 inches of sandy clay loam, 10 to 24 inches of clay loam, and 
24 to 60 inches of gravelly clay loam. These soils are typically found on fan terraces, basin floors, 
and stream terraces (NRCS 2024b). 

• Riveroad, 0 to 5 percent slopes – Well drained soils with a low runoff class, belonging to 
Hydrologic Soil Group C. The parent material of Riveroad soils is mixed stream alluvium. A typical 
Riveroad soil profile consists of a top layer of 0 to 1 inches of silt loam, followed by 1 to 21 inches 
of more silt loam, and 21 to 60 inches of silty clay loam. These soils are typically found in 
floodplains and alluvial fans (NRCS 2024c). 

• Ubik, 0 to 5 percent slopes – Well drained soils with a low runoff class, belonging to Hydrologic 
Soil Group A. The parent material of Ubik soils is mixed alluvium. A typical Ubik soil profile 
consists of a top layer of 0 to 5 inches of loam, followed by 5 to 16 inches of silt loam, and 16 to 
60 inches of fine sandy loam. These soils are typically found in floodplains and alluvial fans 
(NRCS 2024c). 

• Blakeney, 3 to 15 percent slopes – Well drained with high run off class, belonging to Hydrologic 
Soil Group D. The parent material of Blakeney is mixed fan alluvium. A typical Blakeney soil 
profile consists of a top layer of 0 to 11 inches of fine sandy loam, followed by 11 to 18 inches of 
cemented material, 18 to 41 inches of fine sandy loam, and 41 to 60 inches of loam. These soils are 
typically found in fan terraces (NRCS 2025). 
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Figure 3.5-1. Soils within the Project Area
Source: NRCS 2024a 
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• Luckyhills, 3 to 15 percent slopes – Well drained with medium runoff class, belonging to 
Hydrologic Soil Group A. The parent material of Luckyhills is mixed calcareous fan alluvium. A 
typical Luckyhills soil profile consists of a top layer of 0 to 3 inches of fine sandy loam, followed 
by 3 to 13 inches of fine sandy loam, and 13 to 60 inches of loam. These soils are typically found 
in fan terraces (NRCS 2025). 

The soil types within the project area have rare or no frequency of flooding or ponding. The depth to the 
water table or any other restrictive feature of all of these soil types is more than 80 inches. 

As shown in Figure 2-1, the majority of the 12.6-acre expansion area to the west of RHC LPOE and Pan 
American Avenue, included within the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative, and the additional project area 
considered under this Proposed Action consists mainly of undeveloped open land, most of which has been 
disturbed by previous activities.  

During a site walk for the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment conducted for the Proposed Action (GSA 
2025a), erosion and scour of channel banks were observed in the unnamed wash in the north section of the 
project area near the discharge point for the existing stormwater channel (see Figure 3.5-2). This is likely 
attributed to flooding occurring during rain events, and the confluence of flows from the discharge of 
stormwater from the north, south, and east into the unnamed wash (see Section 3.6, Water Resources). In 
addition, CBP has reported that areas within and near the project area experience ponding and muddy 
conditions following rain events due to overland flow from the unnamed wash (GSA 2024c).  

 
Figure 3.5-2. Erosion and Scour of Channel Banks within Unnamed Wash, North Section 

of Project Area, facing West 

3.5.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.5.2.1 Methodology 
To evaluate the impacts on geological and soil resources, GSA reviewed the project alternatives to 
determine whether any activities have the potential to cause the following within the ROI:  

• Modify or otherwise affect geologic features;  

• Alter the topography or grade of terrain; or 

• Disturb or displace soils. 
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A significant adverse impact to geological resources would occur if the Proposed Action would result in: 

• Altered geological structures that control groundwater quality; 

• Exposure of people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects from a geologic hazard 
(i.e., on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse); 

• Soil erosion that produces substantial gullying, extensive damage to vegetation, or a sustained 
increase in sedimentation in streams; 

• Substantial loss of soil, and/or a substantial decrease in soil stability and permeability; or 

• Substantial disruption, displacement, compaction, or covering of soils. 

3.5.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project would be 
constructed as described in the 2024 Final EIS. However, GSA would not demolish portions of the existing 
stormwater channel; would not realign a segment of the Rose Avenue channel; would not construct a new 
stormwater basin; would not replace or install electrical, sanitary sewer, fiber optic utilities, or any other 
associated supporting facilities; and would not provide sufficient water needed for construction of the 
proposed Commercial LPOE. In addition, no acquisition or establishment of land use agreements would 
occur on parcels of land proposed for the project. While this would avoid direct disturbance to geology, 
topography, and soils from construction activities within the project area, it could lead to long-term, 
moderate, adverse, and indirect impacts on soils in the surrounding area. Without the construction of the 
new stormwater basin, the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE would lack adequate stormwater 
management facilities, which could result in increased offsite erosion during heavy rainfall events. The lack 
of a properly designed stormwater basin could also contribute to localized flooding, further exacerbating 
soil erosion issues in the vicinity of the RHC LPOE. The lack of sufficient construction water at the 
proposed Commercial LPOE could result in increased wind erosion during construction. In addition, 
impacts to geology and soils would also occur from construction and operations of the 2024 Final EIS 
preferred alternative as described in Section 3.5.2.4 of the 2024 Final EIS, which is incorporated herein by 
reference. 

3.5.2.3 Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and Construction Water 
Supply 

Construction 
Geology and Topography 
Alternative 1 would result in short-term, minor, adverse, and direct impacts on geology during construction. 
These impacts would occur primarily from excavation and earth-moving operations. Construction of the 
realigned Rose Avenue channel segment would require excavation to a depth of approximately 5 feet and 
a uniform bottom width of 28 feet based on design estimates known at the time of this SEIS. Generally, the 
project would involve some disturbance or modification of surficial geological features, but these changes 
are anticipated to be localized and not substantially alter the overall geological characteristics of the project 
area.  

Alternative 1 would result in long-term, minor, adverse, and direct impacts on topography during 
construction. The project would require some grading and reshaping of the slightly east-west sloped terrain. 
The excavation for the proposed stormwater channel would create a man-made linear depression. The 
primary modification to topography of the project area for the new stormwater basin would involve creating 
a shallower grade to facilitate stormwater management without substantially disrupting the current 
landscape. Replacing and installing all other utility upgrades would require some grading but is not 
expected to alter the topography in those areas, especially in areas where existing rights-of-way are utilized. 
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Vegetation removal and necessary grading would occur, but overall topographical changes would be 
limited. 

Soils 

Alternative 1 would result in permanent, minor, adverse, and direct impacts on soils during construction. 
The project would disturb both previously undisturbed and disturbed soils as part of site preparation for the 
demolition of the existing stormwater channel segment, realignment of a segment of the Rose Avenue 
channel, construction of the new stormwater basin, and replacement and installation of other utilities (up to 
approximately 33.2 acres in total). The use of heavy equipment for site preparation would require vegetation 
removal, grading, excavation, and, for the proposed channel segment, filling with rock riprap or concrete. 
These activities would likely disrupt natural soil horizons and cause potential compaction or loosening of 
soils, which could reduce soil stability and increase wind and water erosion risks. Additionally, long-term 
soil productivity (i.e., the capacity of the soil to produce vegetative biomass) would be permanently affected 
due to the replacement of natural surfaces with impermeable structures.  

At the proposed Commercial LPOE, ensuring provisions for adequate construction water would help to 
reduce wind and erosion related soil loss during construction.  

The project would be subject to the Arizona Stormwater CGP, which specifies measures for stabilizing soils 
and minimizing soil loss during construction (see Section 3.6, Water Resources). Compliance with the terms 
of this permit would limit impacts from soil erosion during construction.  

Operations 
No impacts to geology or topography are anticipated during operations of Alternative 1. Operations of 
Alternative 1 would result in long-term, minor, beneficial, and indirect impacts on soils in the project area. 
Approximately 0.5 acre of the existing concrete-lined channel would be removed and the area would be 
planned for development as part of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project. Approximately 
4 acres of new permanent pervious or impervious surface coverage would be installed in the form of the 
realigned Rose Avenue channel segment. While this would represent a net increase in impervious surfaces, 
the improved stormwater management facilities, including the proposed realigned Rose Avenue channel 
segment and new stormwater basin, would be designed to optimize stormwater flow and drainage in the 
project area. Areas within and adjacent to the project area experiencing flooding would be addressed 
through improved stormwater management and flood control, especially during high flow events (see 
Section 3.6, Water Resources). Replacement and installation of other utilities would not require installation 
of additional impervious surfaces and would be located primarily within existing or newly established 
rights-of-way and would be maintained by either the city or utility providers as applicable. As such, these 
improvements could potentially reduce soil erosion caused by large storm events and current flows into 
unnamed wash to the north and west of the project area as well as other areas near the RHC LPOE compared 
to existing conditions.  

Routine maintenance for the new facilities would include preserving the integrity of the proposed 
stormwater channel, stormwater basin, and other utility upgrades, further contributing to soil stability and 
erosion control. Negligible adverse impacts to geology and soils resources are expected from maintenance 
activities. 

3.5.2.4 Impact Reduction Measures 
Measures to reduce construction impacts on geology and soil-related concerns such as soil erosion, loss, 
and stability would be addressed in project design plans and through erosion and sediment controls as well 
as site stabilization controls per the Arizona Stormwater CGP requirements. Refer to Section 3.6, Water 
Resources, for a discussion of measures that would limit impacts from soil loss as a result of erosion during 
construction and operations.  
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3.6 WATER RESOURCES 
This section describes the baseline conditions for water resources in the project area and potential impacts 
that could result from implementing the Proposed Action, including Alternative 1 and the No Action 
Alternative, discussed in Chapter 2. Water resources can be grouped into five areas that characterize the 
spectrum of potential impacts to this resource, including water quality, groundwater and water supply, 
surface water, floodplains, and wetlands.  

3.6.1 Affected Environment 
3.6.1.1 Region of Influence 
The surface water, floodplains, and wetlands ROI for the 2024 Final EIS is defined in Section 3.6.1.1 of 
that EIS as the project areas for the construction and operation of the proposed Commercial LPOE and the 
expanded and modernized RHC LPOE, as well as the downstream surface waters that would receive 
stormwater discharges from construction and operations. As shown in Figure 2-1, the 2024 Final EIS ROI 
contains a portion of the Proposed Action including the area of the proposed demolition of the existing 
stormwater channel segment that parallels the western side of Pan American Avenue between East 3rd 
Street and the southern end of the existing RHC LPOE, a portion of the area proposed for realignment of a 
segment of the Rose Avenue channel, and a portion of the new stormwater basin. The Proposed Action’s 
ROI includes these portions of the 2024 Final EIS ROI as well as all land located within the Proposed 
Action’s limits of disturbance, located both to the east and west of the RHC LPOE Expansion and 
Modernization Project Area (see Figure 2-1). The ROI also includes International Avenue between the 
proposed Commercial LPOE and the City of Douglas WWTP. The ROI includes the downstream surface 
waters that would receive stormwater discharges from the construction and operation of the Proposed 
Action. 

The ROI for groundwater resources is the same as defined in Section 3.6.1.1 of the 2024 Final EIS and 
includes any drinking water aquifer that underlies the project area, as well as any aquifers that would be 
used as a source of water to support construction and operations. 

3.6.1.2 Regulatory Setting and Requirements  
Section 3.6.1.2 of the 2024 Final EIS discusses the regulatory setting and requirements for water resources 
that also apply to the Proposed Action and is incorporated herein by reference. This includes the description 
of the Clean Water Act (CWA); Arizona Surface Water Protection Program; National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System program; Section 438 of the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA) of 2007; 
Federal Safe Drinking Water Act; Cochise County Stormwater Ordinance (Ordinance No. 049-18); Arizona 
Groundwater Management Act; EO 11988, Floodplain Management; and EO 11990, Protection of 
Wetlands.   

In addition, the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 established the National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP), which includes flood mapping and flood risk information. The Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) administers the NFIP and maintains and updates floodplain maps to reflect changing 
conditions as part of the program. Any modifications to floodplains, such as those caused by construction 
or natural changes, may necessitate a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR), which is a letter from FEMA 
officially revising the current NFIP map to show changes to floodplains, regulatory floodways, or flood 
elevations. A Conditional LOMR (CLOMR) is a letter from FEMA commenting on whether a proposed 
project, if built as proposed, or proposed hydrology changes, would meet minimum NFIP standards (FEMA 
2024). 44 CFR Part 65 includes requirements pertaining to updating floodplain data based on changes in 
base flood elevations due to physical changes in floodplain conditions; procedures for submitting a CLOMR 
or LOMR for changing floodplain boundaries, flood elevations, or the designated floodway; associated 
required technical criteria for such updates; and verification requirements that a program does not adversely 
impact flood conditions upstream or downstream. 40 CFR Part 60 includes encroachment requirements 
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pertaining to floodways. The City of Douglas Code, Title 15 – Buildings and Construction; Chapter 15.20 
– Floodplain Management specifies requirements for development within floodplains in the city. In 
addition, Section 15.20.040 designates the City Engineer as the Floodplain Administrator for work within 
federally and/or locally mapped floodplains within the City of Douglas. The City of Douglas Zoning Code, 
Appendix A, Chapter X – Drainage and Construction includes stormwater management requirements for 
construction within the City of Douglas. 

3.6.1.3 Existing Conditions 
Geographic and Hydrologic Setting  
Section 3.6.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS provides a background discussion of the geographic and hydrologic 
setting, and is incorporated herein by reference. Specifically, that section summarizes the Douglas 
Groundwater Basin and general types of drainage channels present within the basin, average runoff and 
inches of rain per year, and cross border water management. Figure 3.6-1 illustrates the primary hydrologic 
features within the ROI. 

Groundwater and Water Supply 
Section 3.6.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS provides a background discussion of groundwater and water supply 
and is incorporated herein by reference. Specifically, Section 3.6.1.3 summarizes the current state of 
groundwater in the Douglas Groundwater Basin, depth-to-water levels, overall usage, and the status of the 
basin as an active management area. A geotechnical engineering report prepared for the project indicated 
that groundwater was not observed during test borings of approximately 11 to 16.5 feet (Terracon 2025). 
Regionally, depth-to-groundwater was most recently measured in 2021 to be approximately 232 feet below 
ground surface at an Arizona Department of Water Resources-monitored well site located approximately 
1,000 feet northwest of the project area (ADWR 2025a).    

There are no wells within the project area; however, there are three active wells and one abandoned well 
north of the U.S. – Mexico border within 1 mile of the project area. Most of these wells are privately owned 
and utilize groundwater for domestic or industrial use except for one well owned by the City of Douglas 
that is used to produce municipal water (ADWR 2025b). As discussed in the 2024 Final EIS, under a 
separate action not affiliated with GSA’s Proposed Action, the City of Douglas constructed a temporary 
groundwater well in 2023 near the southeast corner of the proposed Commercial LPOE, approximately 5 
miles west of the project area, to support potential development of the proposed Commercial LPOE and 
future development in the area. This well is approximately 500 feet deep and registered for industrial use 
(ADWR 2025c). This well is anticipated to supply approximately up to 50,000 gpd of water for construction 
of the proposed Commercial LPOE during a period of 9 months.  

Surface Water 
Section 3.6.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS provides a background discussion of surface water within the Douglas 
Groundwater Basin and is incorporated herein by reference. Specifically, Section 3.6.1.3 describes the 
primary drainage in the region (i.e., the Whitewater Draw) and associated characteristics of that drainage.  

An unnamed intermittent wash is located to the north and along the western edge of the project area 
(see Figure 3.6-2). Approximately 2,400 linear feet of this unnamed wash crosses the project area. The 
unnamed wash originates just east of Pan American Avenue near East 3rd Street, flows east-west just south 
of East 3rd Street and then turns south before crossing the border into Mexico and draining into the 
Whitewater Draw. 

Currently, stormwater runoff from the existing RHC LPOE ultimately drains to this unnamed wash via 
drain inlets that discharge into the Rose Avenue channel. A segment of the existing Rose Avenue channel 
runs through the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area, parallel to Pan American Avenue directly 
west of the RHC LPOE, before discharging into the unnamed wash. See Section 3.8, Infrastructure and 
Utilities, for a detailed discussion of stormwater management facilities near the project area.   
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Figure 3.6-1. Hydrologic Features within the ROI
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Figure 3.6-2. Water Resources Near the Project Area



RAUL HECTOR CASTRO & DOUGLAS COMMERCIAL LPOES  
FINAL SEIS CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

 3-34 
 

As described in Section 3.6.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS, the City of Douglas was previously authorized under 
the AZPDES permit program to discharge its stormwater through a Municipal Separate Stormwater Sewer 
System (MS4) outfall to Palm Grove Wash.  

On November 1, 2023, ADEQ received the City of Douglas Phase II MS4 notice of termination for review. 
After evaluation, ADEQ determined in an April 17, 2024 letter (ADEQ 2024) that the City of Douglas does 
not discharge pollutants to a waters of the U.S. (WOTUS) protected surface water as defined by the revised 
WOTUS conforming rule. ADEQ also indicated that the City of Douglas has never met the automatic 
nationwide designated criteria, defined as a small MS4 with a population of 50,000 people or more within 
census blocks as determined by the latest decennial census. Upon receipt of the City of Douglas Phase II 
MSA notice of termination, ADEQ reassessed the residual designation authority used to regulate MS4 and 
found the city’s stormwater discharge is unlikely to affect water quality standards or contribute pollutants 
to WOTUS. Therefore, ADEQ determined that the City of Douglas does not meet the criteria necessary to 
require a Phase II MS4 permit and then terminated the Phase II MS4 general permit (ADEQ 2024).  

Floodplains 
The existing stormwater channel segment proposed for demolition, portions of the proposed utility 
upgrades, the existing RHC LPOE, and much of the City of Douglas are located within a low point of a 
regional drainage field, and are within Special Hazard Flood Areas designated as 1-percent-annual-chance 
(100-year floodplain) or 0.2-percent-annual-chance floodplains (500-year floodplain) (FEMA map number 
04003C2883G) (FEMA 2016). The existing stormwater channel segment proposed for demolition contains 
0.44 acre of 1-percent-annual-chance and 0.02 acre of 0.2-percent-annual-chance floodplains (see Figure 
3.6-2). Potential disturbance to this area was considered in the 2024 Final EIS, although specific demolition 
of the existing stormwater channel was not considered. Segments of the proposed utility upgrades 
(electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optics) on the eastern portion of the project area are located within the 
1-percent-annual-chance and 0.2-percent-annual-chance floodplains (0.31 acres and 2.94 acres, 
respectively). The disturbance from the eastern segments of the proposed utility upgrade were also not 
evaluated in the 2024 Final EIS. 

The existing stormwater channel segment is designated as a regulatory floodway which is defined as, “the 
channel of a river or other watercourse and the adjacent land areas that must be reserved in order to 
discharge the base flood without cumulatively increasing the water surface elevation more than a designated 
height” (FEMA 2020). Historically, areas near the project area along 1st Street and the entry to the Cargo 
Lot from Mexico have been particularly vulnerable to flooding (GSA 2019); however, a drainage correction 
project at the RHC LPOE was implemented within the last 5 years that improved flooding issues (GSA 
2022a). Flooding has remained an issue in the vicinity of the project area; there are known capacity issues 
with the unnamed wash’s ability to handle existing stormwater flows from the existing Rose Avenue 
channel and other stormwater flows from the north and east. During high flow events, stormwater is known 
to overflow the unnamed wash and spread overland in the immediate area, causing ponding and muddy 
conditions in the adjacent areas, including the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area and 
additional project area considered under this Proposed Action (GSA 2024c).  

Flooding issues are also known to occur near where the unnamed wash crosses the U.S. – Mexico border, 
although this is due to flood gates within the border barrier infrastructure remaining closed during rain 
events.  

The remainder of the project area is located outside of any 1-percent-annual chance or 0.2-percent-annual 
chance floodplains (FEMA map number 04003C2879F) (FEMA 2008); however, a segment of the 
proposed sanitary sewer line upgrade would be located adjacent to a 1-percent-annual-chance floodplain 
area near the City of Douglas WWTP (see Figure 3.6-2). 
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Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 
Per the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory, there are mapped riverine features (classified as Riverine 
Surface Flooding Seasonal) associated with the unnamed wash as described above and as shown in Figure 
3.6-2, including approximately 2,400 linear feet of the unnamed wash that crosses the project area. The 
existing Rose Avenue channel proposed for demolition is also mapped as a riverine feature (approximately 
870 feet) within the National Wetlands Inventory dataset. As such, GSA surveyed the project area for the 
presence of wetlands and WOTUS and identified three drainages. GSA also surveyed the larger project area 
for the entire RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization project (to include the proposed Commercial 
LPOE). None of the drainages identified possessed features with relatively permanent water flow or 
continuous connection to WOTUS. The three drainages identified in the project area are considered 
ephemeral and are excluded from the definition of WOTUS as erosional features or ditches as they do not 
show enough characteristics of a WOTUS, they drain on dry land, and do not carry relatively permanent 
flow. Additionally, based on discussions with the ADEQ and previous field visits that the City of Douglas 
has had with the USACE, the existing stormwater channel segment proposed for demolition is an ephemeral 
ditch and is not considered WOTUS (Tierra 2025). 

3.6.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.6.2.1 Methodology 
To evaluate the impacts on water resources, GSA reviewed the project alternatives to determine whether 
any activities have the potential to cause the following within the ROI: 

• Alteration of stormwater discharges or infiltration rates; 

• Alteration of groundwater recharge rates; 

• Discharge to or modification of surface waters or groundwater; 

• Use of surface water or groundwater; 

• Disturbance to wetlands; or 

• Disturbance to floodplains. 

A significant adverse impact to water resources would occur if the Proposed Action would result in: 
• Substantial alteration of stormwater discharges or infiltration rates, which could adversely affect 

drainage patterns, flooding, erosion, and sedimentation; 
• Substantial alteration of groundwater recharge rates, which could adversely affect availability of 

groundwater; 
• Violation of any federal, state, or regional water quality standards or discharge limitations; 
• Modification of surface waters such that water quality no longer meets water quality criteria or 

standards established in accordance with the CWA, state regulations, or permits (including 
downgrades of surface water use classification or listing on the Nationwide Rivers Inventory); 

• Changes to the availability of surface water or groundwater resources for current or future uses; 
• Change in stream channel morphology (i.e., slope and stability); 
• Loss of wetlands from the placement of dredge or fill material; 
• Alteration or conversion of wetland function caused by the removal of vegetation or contamination 

from an accidental release of petroleum, oils, or lubricants or hazardous materials; or 

• Increased flooding (flooding risk to nearby properties) through altered land uses (e.g., development 
in floodplain areas) that change current flooding levels or patterns. 
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3.6.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project would be 
constructed as described in the 2024 Final EIS. However, GSA would not demolish portions of the existing 
stormwater channel; would not realign a segment of the Rose Avenue channel; would not construct a new 
stormwater basin; would not replace or install electrical, sanitary sewer, fiber optic utilities, or any other 
associated supporting facilities; and would not provide sufficient water needed for construction of the 
proposed Commercial LPOE. In addition, no acquisition or establishment of land use agreements would 
occur on parcels of land proposed for the project. Long-term, moderate, adverse, and indirect impacts to 
water resources would be anticipated. While there would be no direct impacts to groundwater or wetlands 
within the project area, the overall stormwater management and flood control needs for the expanded and 
modernized RHC LPOE would not be addressed, stormwater flow would not be diverted, and engineering 
conflicts between the current alignment of the Rose Avenue channel and the proposed RHC LPOE 
Expansion and Modernization Project layout would remain. The No Action Alternative would also increase 
flood potential at the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and surrounding area, increasing risks that the 
RHC LPOE could be partially shutdown or impacted during a storm event, impeding the LPOE’s 
functionality, and jeopardizing the security and safety at the RHC LPOE. Impacts to water resources would 
also occur from construction and operations of the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative as described in 
Section 3.6.2.4 of the 2024 Final EIS, which is incorporated herein by reference. 

3.6.2.3 Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades and Construction Water 
Supply 

Construction 
Groundwater and Water Supply 
No impacts to groundwater during construction are anticipated. While there could be an increased potential 
for spills of petroleum products or other hazardous materials stored onsite during construction to impact 
groundwater, GSA would implement appropriate measures to prevent any groundwater contamination, such 
as that arising from hazardous materials used during construction or accidental releases of petroleum from 
construction equipment (see Section 3.9, Human Health and Safety). Groundwater is not anticipated to be 
encountered based on the lack of groundwater encountered during the geotechnical investigation conducted 
for this project (Terracon 2025) and the levels of groundwater (i.e., 232 feet) observed at the most proximate 
well, which is located approximately 1,000 feet northwest of the project area (ADWR 2025a). Should any 
dewatering be required during construction, GSA would obtain appropriate permits as needed for 
groundwater dewatering discharge (i.e., Application for Permit to Withdraw Groundwater for Temporary 
Dewatering Purposes within an Active Management Area in accordance with A.R.S. § 45-518). 

Alternative 1 would result in short-term, negligible, adverse, and direct impacts on regional water supply 
during construction. Water used for construction would be either trucked in or hooked up to nearby public 
connections, similar to as described for the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative in Section 3.6.2.4 of the 
2024 Final EIS. If nearby connections are utilized, this would be accommodated by the existing capacity 
of the city’s potable water system, which is supplied via groundwater. At the proposed Commercial LPOE, 
up to 250,000 gpd of treated wastewater would be used for a period of 4.5 months, with less water being 
used for an additional 4.5 months. As this water would be temporarily supplied from the City of Douglas 
WWTP that would be otherwise diverted to Mexico, there would be no net increase in water usage beyond 
baseline conditions.  

Surface Water 
Alternative 1 could result in short-term, minor, adverse, and indirect impacts to downstream surface waters 
due to increased potential for sedimentation and contamination from construction site runoff, as well as 
increased potential for spills of petroleum products or other hazardous materials stored onsite during 
construction. Sediments, including those potentially contaminated by spills, could travel offsite and 
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adversely affect water quality in offsite surface waters, notably the unnamed wash that flows north of the 
project area and through the western portion of the project area. Contaminants would ultimately travel to 
the Whitewater Draw. Similar to as described for groundwater, GSA would implement appropriate 
measures to prevent any contamination from spills, such as that arising from hazardous materials used 
during construction or accidental releases of petroleum from construction equipment (see Section 3.9, 
Human Health and Safety). 

Because the project would disturb more than 1 acre of land, implementation of Alternative 1 would include 
adherence to the terms of Arizona Stormwater CGP. Conditions of this permit require development of 
appropriate documentation (i.e., NOI, site map, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, signed certification 
statement, post-construction documentation, and payment of fees). A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
is required to be developed prior to construction to address control of pollutant discharges using BMPs 
selected for the specific project and to address stormwater monitoring. These BMPs include, but are not 
limited to, the impact reduction measures summarized in Section 3.6.2.6 of the 2024 Final EIS. New 
development would also be required to comply with the terms of the City of Douglas new development 
stormwater requirements outlined in the City of Douglas Stormwater Management Plan (City of Douglas 
2023), which requires designing, implementing, and maintaining post-construction stormwater controls to 
reduce or eliminate the discharge of pollutants from their project area. The project is required to have the 
CGP and an NOI on site at all times. Following construction, the site must meet the conditions for Notice 
of Termination by certifying the site has been stabilized and there is no potential for construction-related 
stormwater discharges. Post-construction BMPs and long-term maintenance plans must also be in place in 
order to apply for Notice of Termination. With adherence to these conditions, overall impacts to surface 
waters from potential spills, erosion, and sedimentation during construction would remain minor.  

Floodplains 
Alternative 1 would result in long-term, minor, beneficial, direct and indirect impacts to floodplains. The 
project area contains 0.75 acre within the 1-percent-annual-chance floodplain and 2.96 acre within the 0.2-
percent-annual-chance floodplain associated with the existing stormwater channel segment (i.e., the 
regulatory floodway) and segments of the proposed utility upgrades. The existing segment of the 
stormwater channel would be removed, and the Rose Avenue channel would be realigned to flow directly 
to the west rather than turning north before discharging into the unnamed wash, as shown in Figure 3.6-2. 
This could result in the removal of existing Special Hazard Flood Areas associated with the existing 
stormwater channel segment to be removed, and the establishment of new Special Hazard Flood Areas 
associated with the proposed stormwater channel. GSA would evaluate the project during design to 
determine if the project would result in a change to the base-flood elevations or floodways and would 
prepare a CLOMR for the City of Douglas and FEMA to review and approve, as applicable. Final design 
of the proposed realigned Rose Avenue channel segment and new stormwater basin would be conducted in 
accordance with GSA Interim Core Building Standards (GSA 2025b) as well as by the authority having 
jurisdiction and would consider local floodplain ordinance requirements as outlined in the City of Douglas’s 
ordinance (Section 15.20, Floodplain Management Plan) (City of Douglas 2024). The proposed stormwater 
channel would be designed to accommodate the 1-percent-annual chance base flood but would consider the 
0.2-percent-annual-chance base flood during design. Realignment of the segment of the Rose Avenue 
channel is expected to address capacity issues within the unnamed wash which receives discharge from the 
regulatory floodway, as well as points from the north and east, such that flooding issues in this area and at 
the RHC LPOE would be improved. Therefore, realignment of the Rose Avenue channel segment is not 
anticipated to affect the floodplain’s capacity to store water or result in the potential to further expand the 
floodplain or increase the spread or intensity of a flood event. Final design of the new stormwater basin 
would also incorporate standard measures, including those specified in the GSA Interim Core Building 
Standards as well as by the authority having jurisdiction. This would reduce or manage stormwater flows 
and thus impacts to the floodplain and from flooding on the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and 
surrounding buildings. In accordance with Section 438 of the EISA, GSA would use site planning, design, 
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construction, and maintenance strategies for the property to maintain or restore, to the maximum extent 
technically feasible, the predevelopment hydrology of the property with regard to the temperature, rate, 
volume, and duration of flow.  
Construction associated with electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic line upgrades would consist of either 
buried utility lines or, for electrical, aboveground pole-mounted lines within existing or newly established 
rights-of-way. Buried utilities would not decrease flood storage capacity or otherwise increase flood risk; 
aboveground electrical lines would only result in negligible adverse impacts to the floodplain which would 
be expected to be offset by the other flood control and stormwater management improvements associated 
with the project. 
Per the eight-step decision-making process for floodplain management, as outlined in GSA’s Floodplain 
Management Desk Guide (GSA 2023a), GSA prepared a Floodplain Assessment and Statement of Findings 
(see Appendix D). The Proposed Action for the 2024 Final EIS was designated as a “critical” action which 
specifies additional elevation requirements for buildings and other infrastructure.   
The remainder of the project area is not located in the 1-percent-annual-chance or 0.2-percent-annual-
chance floodplains and no impacts to floodplains from construction in these areas are anticipated. 
Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 
As stated in Section 3.6.1, approximately 2,400 linear feet of mapped riverine features associated with the 
unnamed wash occur within the project area, and approximately 870 feet are associated with the existing 
stormwater channel proposed for demolition. However, based on surveys conducted, GSA determined that 
no wetlands or WOTUS occur in the project area. Therefore, a Nationwide Permit or a Regional General 
Permit under Section 404 of the CWA are not required for any construction activities associated with the 
RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project (Tierra 2025).  

Operations 
Operations of Alternative 1 would result in long-term, minor, beneficial, and direct impacts to surface 
waters as a result of altered hydrology in the segment of the unnamed wash north of the project area between 
the existing and proposed discharge location (see Figure 3.6-2) due to diversion of stormwater flows. As 
previously discussed, realignment of the Rose Avenue channel segment is expected to address capacity 
issues within the unnamed wash which receives discharge from the regulatory floodway, as well as points 
from the north and east, such that flooding issues in this area and at the RHC LPOE would be improved. 
Diversion of flow would reduce some, although not all of the periodic flow into this segment of the unnamed 
wash, as flow would continue to periodically discharge into the wash segment from stormwater channels 
from the north and east following rain events. During a 100-year storm event, approximately 600 cubic feet 
per second would be conveyed in the realigned Rose Avenue channel segment; during the 500-year storm 
event, approximately 789 cubic feet per second would be conveyed in the realigned Rose Avenue channel 
segment. These flow amounts would also represent the approximate decrease in flow through in the segment 
of the unnamed wash north of the project area between the existing and proposed discharge location. 
Further, realignment of the Rose Avenue channel segment could slightly reduce the intensity of flooding 
occurring where the unnamed wash crosses into Mexico as a result of closed flood gates along the border 
barrier infrastructure. This would be due to the diversion of existing stormwater contributing to a greater 
dissipation of flows throughout the wash and slightly reducing the potential for flooding in the surrounding 
area. 

GSA is in the process of conducting hydrology studies to confirm overall changes in flow through the 
existing and proposed stormwater channels as well as into the unnamed wash and will provide available 
updates in the ROD. Further, GSA would coordinate with the International Boundary and Water 
Commission prior to construction, as necessary, regarding the extent of any diversion of stormwater flows.   

Operations of Alternative 1 would also result in long-term, moderate, beneficial, and indirect impacts to 
surface waters due to improved stormwater management within and near the project area. While Alternative 
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1 would result in an increase of up to 4 acres of impervious surfaces if the realigned Rose Avenue channel 
segment is concrete lined, the improved stormwater management facilities would divert stormwater away 
from and reduce flooding risks at the RHC LPOE, would provide additional stormwater and capacity for 
the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE, and would be designed to optimize stormwater flow and 
drainage in the project area. If the proposed channel segment is constructed with rock riprap, which may 
allow for greater infiltration of stormwater flows and runoff, the only surfaces consisting of impervious 
materials would be for the CBC stormwater features and a small, approximately 50-foot segment of the 
stormwater channel where it meets Border Road. This segment of the channel would be concrete-lined to 
facilitate vehicle access and would result in approximately 0.4 acre of new impervious surfaces. While the 
demolition of the existing stormwater channel segment would remove approximately 0.5 acre of impervious 
surfaces; it is anticipated this area would be developed as part of the larger expansion and modernization 
of the RHC LPOE. The new stormwater basin, other utility upgrades, or provisions for adequate 
construction water would not create additional impervious surfaces.   

There would be no additional subsurface disturbance activities required for operations, other than for 
occasional repair and maintenance activities. Negligible adverse impacts to water resources are expected 
from maintenance activities. 

3.6.2.4 Impact Reduction Measures 
Water resources impact reduction measures for the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative were adopted in 
the May 2024 ROD, and are incorporated herein by reference as they would also apply to this Proposed 
Action. In addition, GSA would consider incorporating bioswales or permeable pavements in the project 
design where applicable to enhance stormwater management capabilities. 
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3.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
This section describes the baseline conditions for biological resources in the project area and potential 
impacts that could result from implementing the Proposed Action, including Alternative 1 and the No 
Action Alternative, as discussed in Chapter 2. The biological resources that have been identified for 
consideration in this SEIS are vegetation, wildlife, special status species (including federally listed 
endangered and threatened species and Tier 1 Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) as identified 
in the Arizona State Wildlife Action Plan [AZGFD 2022]), and migratory birds. 

3.7.1 Affected Environment  
3.7.1.1 Region of Influence 
The biological resources ROI for the 2024 Final EIS is defined in Section 3.7.1.1 of that EIS as the 
vegetation, wildlife, and special status species within 1,000 feet of the current RHC LPOE, proposed 
expansion areas, and proposed Commercial LPOE. As shown in Figure 2-1, the 2024 Final EIS ROI 
contains a portion of the Proposed Action including the area of the proposed demolition of the existing 
stormwater channel segment that parallels the western side of Pan American Avenue between East 3rd 
Street and the southern end of the existing RHC LPOE, a portion of the area proposed for realignment of a 
segment of the Rose Avenue channel, and a portion of the proposed stormwater basin. The Proposed 
Action’s ROI includes these portions of the 2024 Final EIS ROI as well as all land located within the 
Proposed Action’s limits of disturbance, located both to the east and west of the RHC LPOE Expansion 
and Modernization Project Area (see Figure 2-1). The ROI also includes International Avenue between the 
proposed Commercial LPOE and the City of Douglas WWTP. The ROI for biological resources includes 
vegetation, wildlife, special status species, and migratory birds within 1,000 feet of these areas. 

3.7.1.2 Regulatory Setting and Requirements 
Section 3.7.1.2 of the 2024 Final EIS discusses the regulatory setting and requirements for biological 
resources that also apply to the Proposed Action and is incorporated herein by reference. This includes the 
description of the ESA, critical habitat, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA), and the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), and the Arizona State Wildlife Action Plan.  

3.7.1.3 Existing Conditions 
Vegetation 
The ROI for the Proposed Action is comprised of similar vegetation as described in Section 3.7.1.3 of the 
2024 Final EIS, which is incorporated herein by reference. The project area is located within the 
Madrean Archipelago ecoregion, which is characterized by areas of desert scrub and semi-desert grasslands 
(Griffith et al. 2014).  

Invasive species with the potential to occur within the ROI are described in Section 3.7.1.3 of the 2024 Final 
EIS; in addition to the species listed therein, buffelgrass (Cenchrus ciliaris, syn. Pennisetum ciliare) may 
have the potential to occur within the ROI (NatureServe 2025a).  

Wildlife 
The ROI for the Proposed Action is expected to provide habitat for similar wildlife species as described in 
Section 3.7.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS, which is incorporated herein by reference. Wildlife species likely to 
be present in the project area are typical of those found in semidesert grassland.  

Special Status Species 
To consider whether changes have occurred to species since the 2024 Final EIS, the Information for 
Planning and Consultation (IPaC) tool, maintained by the USFWS, was re-queried for federally listed 
threatened and endangered species and designated critical habitats potentially occurring within the ROI. 
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The species list generated by the database search included a total of seven federally threatened or 
endangered species: one mammal, one bird, one amphibian, three fish, and one plant species (USFWS 
2025). USFWS has designated critical habitat for six of these species; however, no critical habitat for any 
of these listed species occurs within or near the ROI. Table 3.7-1 includes a brief assessment of each 
federally listed species’ likelihood of occurrence in the ROI based on the species’ range, distribution, and 
habitat requirements. 

In addition, the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AZGFD) provided a scoping comment on November 
4, 2024 (see Appendix A) which included a database query of the Arizona Environmental Online Review 
Tool that identified SGCN with potential to occur within 3 miles of the project area. This tool identified 
three federally protected species (one mammal, one bird, and one fish) in addition to those identified in the 
USFWS IPaC, and those species have been included for consideration in Table 3.7-1. All species with 
federal protections also have a Tier 1 SGCN designation. Table 3.7-2 lists the species with only state 
protection (i.e., Tier 1 SGCN only) that have potential to be found within the ROI and provides a brief 
assessment of each species’ likelihood of occurrence in the ROI based on the species’ range, distribution, 
and habitat requirements.  

Migratory Birds 
Per the USFWS IPaC results (USFWS 2025), two species of migratory birds of conservation concern are 
expected to occur within the ROI (broad-tailed hummingbird [Selasphorus platycercus] and phainopepla 
[Phainopepla nitens lepida]). In addition, based on a review of an Arizona Environmental Online Review 
Tool query provided by the AZGFD attached to a November 4, 2024 scoping letter (see Appendix A), 43 
migratory bird species with protection under the MBTA were identified with potential to occur in the project 
area as shown in Table 3.7-3. As noted in the AZGFD scoping letter, breeding season for birds (including 
raptors) in the vicinity of the project is generally January through the end of June.   

A species with particular potential to occur within the project area as noted by AZGFD is the western 
burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea). This species is known to occupy a range of habitats, 
including open, treeless areas within grassland, steppe, and desert biomes, as well as vacant undeveloped 
lots. Western burrowing owls generally nest in existing burrows, such as those dug by prairie dogs or other 
fossorial species, or human-made structures such as culverts and pipes (Gervais et al. 2008; Poulin et al. 
2011).  
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Table 3.7-1. Federally Threatened and Endangered Species with Potential to Occur within ROI 

Species Federal 
Status Habitat Expected to Occur Within ROI of Project Area? 

Jaguar 
(Panthera onca) Endangered 

Ranges from tropical forests, lowland 
scrub and woodland, thorn scrub, 
desert, swampy savanna, mangrove 
swamps and marshland. Feeds on 
large and small mammals, reptiles, and 
ground nesting birds. 

Unlikely. 
Jaguars can occupy a variety of habitats, including the mountains of the 
desert southwest in the U.S., and are known to pass through areas close 
to the U.S. – Mexico border on rare occasions. The border fence between 
the U.S. and Mexico impedes movement of this species, although 
openings in the border wall, including seasonal openings such as flood 
gates, can act as funnels for movements. A flood gate is located within the 
project area, although it is located in close proximity to the developed 
areas of Agua Prieta. Jaguars are much more likely to be found in 
secluded areas with cover away from human activity, particularly in 
mountainous areas. The proximity of the ROI to the City of Douglas and 
Agua Prieta to the south and associated development, presence of regular 
human activity (e.g., CBP), and lack of suitable cover zone for traveling 
jaguars make it highly unlikely to encounter a jaguar within the ROI. 
Jaguars have not been documented within close proximity to the City of 
Douglas. A review of the Jaguar Observation Database identified no 
observations of jaguars within 30 miles of the ROI. The nearest sightings 
have been in the Chiricahua Mountains to the north.  

Ocelota 
(Leopardus pardalis) Endangered 

Ranges from savanna, shrubland, 
chaparral, woodland, and riverine 
scrub. Dens are typically in caves, 
hollow trees, or thickets. 

Unlikely. 
While the ROI exists within this species’ range, ocelots are more likely to 
be found in secluded areas with cover away from human activity, 
particularly in mountainous areas. The ROI is generally disturbed and 
consists of low-quality habitat. In addition, the proximity of the ROI to the 
City of Douglas and Agua Prieta to the south, associated development, 
and presence of regular human activity (e.g., CBP) make it highly unlikely 
to encounter an ocelot within the ROI. 

Mexican spotted owla 
(Strix occidentalis lucida) Threatened 

Most commonly found in mixed conifer, 
pine-oak, and evergreen oak forest. 
Also occur in ponderosa pine forest and 
rocky canyonlands.  

No. 
While the ROI exists within this species’ range, it does not support the 
species’ preferred forest habitat. 

Yellow-billed cuckoo 
(Coccyzus americanus) Threatened 

Migratory species; Arizona within 
breeding range. Nests in deciduous 
woodlands, moist tickets, orchards, and 
overgrown pastures. 

Unlikely. 
This species is generally associated with riparian habitats and builds nests 
in trees along rivers in the western U.S. There is an unnamed wash 
located within the ROI, but it is dry most of the year. However, this species 
is migratory, and it is possible that individuals may pass through the ROI, 
stopping to rest or forage.  



RAUL HECTOR CASTRO & DOUGLAS COMMERCIAL LPOES  
FINAL SEIS CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

 3-43 
 

Species Federal 
Status Habitat Expected to Occur Within ROI of Project Area? 

Chiricahua leopard frog 
(Rana chiricahuensis) Threatened Springs, pools, lakes, reservoirs, 

streams, and rivers. 

No.  
There is no suitable habitat within the ROI. Per informal consultation with 
the USFWS dated December 16, 2022 (see Appendix B of the 2024 Final 
EIS), the most proximate known location for this species is located 7 miles 
from the proposed Commercial LPOE, which is approximately 5 miles west 
of the RHC LPOE project area. This species does not generally disperse 
over these distances. Further, the potential connecting habitats are 
occupied by bullfrogs and not useable as dispersal mechanisms for the 
Chiricahua leopard frog. A copy of USFWS correspondence with these 
findings is included in Appendix B of the 2024 Final EIS. 

Gila Topminnow  
(incl. Yaqui) 
(Poeciliopsis occidentalis) 

Endangered 
Small to medium rivers with medium to 
slow currents over gravel/sand 
substrates. 

No. 
There is no suitable habitat within the ROI. The ROI contains an unnamed 
wash that is dry most of the year. 

Beautiful Shiner 
(Cyprinella formosa) 

Threatened Small to medium streams and ponds. 
No. 
There is no suitable habitat within the ROI. The ROI contains an unnamed 
wash that is dry most of the year. 

Yaqui catfish 
(Ictalurus pricei) Threatened 

Small to medium rivers with medium to 
slow currents over gravel/sand 
substrates. 

No. 
There is no suitable habitat within the ROI. The ROI contains an unnamed 
wash that is dry most of the year. 

Yaqui chub 
(Gila purpurea) Endangered Deep pools in creeks, springheads, and 

other stream-associated quiet waters. 

No. 
There is no suitable habitat within the ROI. The ROI contains an unnamed 
wash that is dry most of the year. 

Arizona eryngo 
(Eryngium 
sparganophyllum) 

Endangered 

Perennially moist, organic soils found in 
spring-fed aridland ciénegas, or 
wetlands supported by adequate 
groundwater. 

No. 
There is no suitable habitat within the ROI. The ROI does not contain any 
ciénega wetlands, which this species requires. 

Source: USFWS 2025; Wildlife Conservation Society 2025 
a. Species not included on USFWS IPaC but considered based on results of an Arizona Environmental Online Review Tool Report query (see Appendix A). 
CBP = Customs and Border Protection; EIS = Environmental Impact Statement; LPOE = Land Port of Entry; ROI = Region of Influence; U.S. = United States; USFWS = United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service 

Note: IPaC identified one other additional species within the ROI: northern Aplomado falcon (Falco femoralis septentrionalis; experimental or non-essential). However, this species does not 
receive full protection under the Endangered Species Act until officially listed as threatened or endangered. Candidate, proposed, or experimental populations are not considered further 
within this SEIS. 
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Table 3.7-2. Arizona Species of Greatest Conservation Need with the Potential to Occur within the ROI 
Species Habitat Expected to Occur Within ROI of Project Area? 

Black-tailed prairie dog 
(Cynomys ludovicianus) 

Dry, flat, or gently sloping, open grassland with 
low, relatively sparse vegetation. Fine to medium 
textured soils are preferred for their burrows. 

Possible. 
Potentially suitable grassland habitat may exist within the ROI. 

Lesser long-nosed bat 
(Leptonycteris 
yerbabuenae) 

Roosts in old mines and caves at the base of 
mountains near alluvial fans vegetated with agave, 
yucca, saguaro, and organ pipe cactus.  

Unlikely. 
This species may forage on the nectar and pollen of agave, saguaro, and 
organ pipe cactus. While the semidesert grassland habitat found within the 
ROI does support agaves and some cactus species; saguaro and organ pipe 
cactus are not listed as being primary species of this habitat. Therefore, the 
ROI is not expected to represent a high-quality foraging area. 

Pale Townsend’s big-eared 
bat 
(Corynorhinus townsendii 
pallescens) 

Conifer and deciduous forests, areas with a 
mosaic of grassland and woodland and shrubland. 

Unlikely. 
Although the ROI contains small portions of grassland and shrubland along 
the unnamed wash, the ROI does not contain larger conifer and deciduous 
trees, is generally disturbed from past and ongoing human activity in the 
area, and is not considered high-quality foraging habitat. 

American peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrinus anatum) 

Various open habitats. Nests on cliffs in places 
with a wide view and near water.  

Possible.  
ROI is within species’ range. 

Gila monster 
(Heloderma suspectum) 

Desert grassland, desert scrub, and thorn scrub. 
Also found in canyon bottoms, arroyos, and rocky 
slopes. In southern Arizona, more abundant in 
wetter and rockier areas than drier and sandier 
areas. May spend 98% of the year underground. 

Possible. 
Potentially suitable grassland habitat may exist within the ROI. 

Lowland leopard frog 
(Rana yavapaiensis) 

Rocky streams in canyon habitats surrounded by 
conifer forests or ponds and stream polls, usually 
in areas of scrub desert. 

No. 
The ROI contains an unnamed wash that is dry most of the year and this 
species requires consistent water sources. In addition, the ROI does not 
contain any canyons or conifer forests, which this species prefers. 

Plains leopard frog 
(Rana blairi) 

Streams, ponds, creeks, pools, reservoirs, 
irrigation ditches, and marshes in areas of prairie 
and desert grassland, farmland, and canyons. 

No. 
The ROI contains an unnamed wash that is dry most of the year and this 
species requires consistent water sources. 

Desert box turtle 
(Terrapene ornata luteola) 

Desert grassland and shrubland. Prefers arid and 
open prairie areas. 

Possible. 
Potentially suitable grassland habitat may exist within the ROI. 

Ornate box turtle 
(Terrapene ornata) 

Prairie grassland, pasture, fields, sandhills, and 
open woodland, especially in areas with sandy soil. 

Possible. 
Potentially suitable grassland habitat may exist within the ROI. 

Source: AZGFD 2022; AZGFD 2024; NatureServe 2025b 
ROI = Region of Influence 
Note: Tier 1 Arizona species of greatest conservation need that are also federally listed are included in Table 3.7-1.  



RAUL HECTOR CASTRO & DOUGLAS COMMERCIAL LPOES  
FINAL SEIS CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

 3-45 
 

Table 3.7-3. Migratory Bird Species with Potential to Occur in the ROI 
Species 

American Kestrel 
(Falco sparverius) 

Hooded Oriole 
(Icterus cucullatus) 

American Peregrine Falcon 
(Falco peregrinus anatum) 

Inca Dove 
(Columbina inca) 

Arizona Botteri’s Sparrow 
(Peucaea botterii arizonae) 

Lincoln’s Sparrow 
(Melospiza lincolnii) 

Arizona Grasshopper Sparrow  
(Ammodramus savannarum ammolegus) 

Loggerhead Shrike 
(Lanius ludovicianus) 

Band-tailed Pigeon 
(Patagioenas fasciata) 

Long-eared Owl 
(Asio otus) 

Bendire’s Thrasher 
(Toxostoma bendirei) 

Mourning Dove 
(Zenaida macroura) 

Brewer’s Sparrow 
(Spizella breweri) 

Prairie Falcon 
(Falco mexicanus) 

Broad-billed Hummingbird 
(Cynanthus latirostris) 

Rufous-winged Sparrow 
(Peucaea carpalis) 

Bullock’s Oriole 
(Icterus bullockii) 

Sagebrush Sparrow 
(Artemisiospiza nevadensis) 

Cactus Wren 
(Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus) 

Savannah Sparrow 
(Passerculus sandwichensis) 

Cassin’s Finch 
(Haemorhous cassinii) 

Sprague’s Pipet 
(Anthus spragueii) 

Chestnut-collared Longspur 
(Calcarius ornatus) 

Swainson’s Hawk 
(Buteo swainsoni) 

Chihuahuan Raven 
(Corvus cryptoleucus) 

Swainson’s Thrush 
(Catharus ustulatus) 

Common Black Hawk 
(Buteogallus anthracinus) 

Thick-billed Kingbird 
(Tyrannus crassirostris) 

Common Nighthawk 
(Chordeiles minor) 

Vesper Sparrow 
(Pooecetes gramineus) 

Costa’s Hummingbird 
(Calypte costae) 

Verdin 
(Auriparus flaviceps) 

Elf Owl 
(Micrathene whitneyi) 

Western Screech-owl 
(Megascops kennicottii) 

Ferruginous Hawk 
(Buteo regalis) 

Western Burrowing Owl 
(Athene cunicularia hypugaea) 

Gila Woodpecker 
(Melanerpes uropygialis) 

Western Grasshopper Sparrow 
(Ammodramus savannarum perpallidus) 

Golden Eagleb 
(Aquila chrysaetos) 

White-winged Dove 
(Zenaida asiatica) 

Gray Flycatcher 
(Empidonax wrightii) 

Yellow-billed Cuckooa 
(Coccyzus americanus) 

Harris’s Hawk 
(Parabuteo unicinctus) 

 

 Source: AZGFD 2024 
a. Also protected under the Endangered Species Act. 
b. Also protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.  



RAUL HECTOR CASTRO & DOUGLAS COMMERCIAL LPOES  
FINAL SEIS CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

 3-46 
 

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.7.2.1 Methodology 
To evaluate the impacts on biological resources, GSA reviewed the project alternatives to determine 
whether any activities have the potential to cause the following within the ROI: 

• Displacement of terrestrial or aquatic communities or loss of habitat; 

• Diminished value of habitat for wildlife, plants, or aquatic species; 

• Interference with the movement of native resident or migratory wildlife species; 

• Conflict with management plans for terrestrial and aquatic species and their habitat; 

• Introduction of noxious or invasive plant species; 

• Decline in native fish populations; 

• Impacts on or displacement of endangered, threatened, or other protected status species; or 

• Encroachment or impacts on designated critical habitat for a federally listed species. 

A significant adverse impact to biological resources would occur if the Proposed Action would result in: 

• Long-term loss, degradation, or loss of diversity within unique or high-quality plant communities; 

• Unpermitted “take” of federally listed species; 

• Local extirpation of rare or sensitive species not currently listed under the ESA; 

• Unacceptable loss of critical habitat, as determined by the USFWS; or  

• Violation of the MBTA or BGEPA. 

3.7.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project would be 
constructed as described in the 2024 Final EIS. However, GSA would not demolish portions of the existing 
stormwater channel; would not realign a segment of the Rose Avenue channel; would not construct a new 
stormwater basin; would not replace or install electrical, sanitary sewer, fiber optic utilities, or any other 
associated supporting facilities; and would not provide sufficient water needed for construction of the 
proposed Commercial LPOE. In addition, no acquisition or establishment of land use agreements would 
occur on parcels of land proposed for the project. Ongoing flooding would have the potential to cause 
periodic disturbances to vegetation and habitat, resulting in long-term, intermittent, minor to moderate, 
adverse indirect impacts to biological resources. Lack of sufficient construction water for the proposed 
Commercial LPOE could result in an increase in fugitive dust emissions that would potentially result in 
short-term, intermittent, minor to moderate, adverse indirect impacts to biological resources. In addition, 
impacts to biological resources would also occur from construction and operations of the 2024 Final EIS 
preferred alternative as described in Section 3.7.2.5 of the 2024 Final EIS, which is incorporated herein by 
reference. 

3.7.2.3 Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and Construction Water 
Supply 

Construction 
Alternative 1 could result in permanent, moderate, adverse, and direct impacts on biological resources 
during construction. Construction activities would require ground disturbance, grading, and clearing of up 
to approximately 33.2 acres in the project area. Digging and other ground disturbance may present 
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opportunities for wildlife to become trapped within excavated areas, particularly when these areas are not 
immediately backfilled. The introduction of cars, trucks, and heavy machinery could also result in the 
mortality of a limited number of less-mobile species. In addition, construction activities would remove 
existing vegetation and therefore result in the alteration of the existing ecological community, as well as 
contribute to minor habitat fragmentation from permanent habitat removal. This may cause minor alteration 
of foraging, nesting, roosting, or prey availability in the area, including for western burrowing owl and 
other bird species protected under the MBTA. The project area is primarily undeveloped, although it does 
not represent high-quality native habitat for most local species as it is previously disturbed by historical use 
and ongoing activities (i.e., CBP patrols). The site also contains existing utilities, roadways and unpaved 
trails, as well as construction debris piles and other discarded waste, and is directly adjacent to other 
developed sites (i.e., commercial sites to the north, City of Douglas WWTP and slag piles to the east; see 
Section 3.9, Human Health and Safety). Therefore, many species that inhabit areas near the project area are 
expected to be tolerant of humans and vehicle traffic or would be expected to relocate to nearby areas of 
suitable habitat, minimizing the potential for direct adverse impacts. GSA would implement impact 
reduction measures as described in Section 3.7.2.4 to avoid or minimize impacts to nesting migratory bird 
species and wildlife around open trenches and excavated sites within the project area. Following 
construction, the stormwater basin and other temporarily disturbed areas would be revegetated and 
maintained as necessary.   

Alternative 1 could also result in short-term, moderate, adverse, and indirect impacts to wildlife from human 
activity, fugitive dust, and noise during construction. Construction would introduce temporarily higher 
levels of human activity in the project area and adjacent areas. Construction noise levels are primarily 
generated by the operation of construction equipment on the construction site. As noted in Section 3.7.2.4 
of the 2024 Final EIS, temporary increases in noise levels generated during construction may be up to 54 
to 59 A-weighted decibels at 1,000 feet away from the limits of disturbance. The addition of 63 trucks 
hauling water along International Avenue from the City of Douglas WWTP to the proposed Commercial 
LPOE would result in intermittent temporary increases in noise as a truck passed by; however, the trucks 
would not result in any appreciable change in the overall noise levels discussed in Section 3.7.2.4 of the 
2024 Final EIS. The resulting noise, in addition to human presence and dust, during construction activities 
could deter use or cause displacement of local wildlife, including migratory birds, from the surrounding 
area. As noted above, construction would occur in undeveloped, previously disturbed areas that do not 
represent high-quality native habitat for most local species; therefore, most species that inhabit areas near 
the project area are expected to be tolerant of humans and vehicle traffic or are able to relocate to nearby 
areas of suitable habitat. Ensuring adequate construction water for dust suppression would limit any impacts 
on special status species due to fugitive dust emissions at the proposed Commercial LPOE.  

Construction may also present the opportunity for introduction or spread of invasive species during ground 
disturbance. GSA would implement impact reduction measures as discussed in Section 3.7.2.4 to minimize 
or avoid impacts from invasive species within the project area. 

Operations 
Operations of Alternative 1 would result in long-term, minor, adverse, and indirect impacts to wildlife 
habitat from altered hydrology and diversion of water flows in the segment of the unnamed wash north of 
the project area between the existing and proposed discharge location (see Figure 2-1). Diversion of flow 
would reduce some, although not all, of the periodic flow into this segment of the unnamed wash. Flow 
would continue to periodically discharge into the wash segment from stormwater channels from the north 
and east following rain events (see Section 3.6, Water Resources). Habitat in this segment of the unnamed 
wash could be slightly degraded due to decreases in stormwater flows, although is expected to be largely 
comparable to existing conditions considering that some surface flows would remain (see Section 3.6.2.3).  
It is possible diversion of water could improve habitat as the existing channel is known to be experiencing 
capacity issues resulting in overland flooding in this area, and heavy erosion and scour have been observed 
along the existing channel banks (see Section 3.5, Geology and Soils and Section 3.6, Water Resources). 
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As noted above, the project area is located near undeveloped but previously disturbed areas that do not 
represent high-quality native habitat for local species. Further, this riparian habitat area is not known to 
provide specific habitat for any federally or state protected species (see Tables 3.7-1 and 3.7-2).  

The overall volume of water entering the segment of the unnamed wash downstream of the proposed 
discharge point for the realigned Rose Avenue channel would be comparable to current conditions. 
Therefore, no impacts are expected to habitat or species utilizing the unnamed wash downstream of the 
proposed discharge point for the realigned Rose Avenue channel. 

During operations, there would be no additional subsurface disturbance, other than for occasional repair 
and maintenance activities. Negligible, adverse, direct and indirect impacts to biological resources are 
expected from maintenance activities. 

Special Status Species 
Table 3.7-4 summarizes the potential direct and indirect effects to special status species that have potential 
to occur within the ROI under Alternative 1. 

Table 3.7-4. Potential Effects to Special Status Species with Potential to Occur in ROI 

Species Status Potential 
Impact Rating Potential Impact Summary 

Jaguar 
(Panthera onca) 

Federally endangered; 
Tier 1 Arizona SGCN 

May affect, not 
likely to 
adversely 
affect 

As noted in USFWS concurrence letter under 
ESA section 7 consultation for the Proposed 
Action dated May 28, 2025, it is unlikely jaguars 
would occur near the project area. Therefore, 
construction or operation of the Proposed Action 
would not reduce the overall amount of available 
suitable habitat. 
In addition, at the conclusion of informal 
consultation under ESA section 7, the USFWS 
concurred that implementation of the Proposed 
Action may affect but would not adversely affect 
the jaguar. Further, GSA would implement the 
Conservation Measures provided by the USFWS 
to avoid, minimize, or offset effects from 
construction activities (see Appendix B). 
When considered with the implementation of the 
2024 Final EIS preferred alternative, overall 
effects to this species project do not change. 

 Ocelota

(Leopardus pardalis) 
Federally endangered; 
Tier 1 Arizona SGCN 

May affect, not 
likely to 
adversely 
affect 

Effects to this species were not considered for 
the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization 
Project as it was not identified in the USFWS 
IPaC as having potential to occur within the ROI 
as defined in the 2024 Final EIS. This species 
has been included for consideration based on 
results of an Arizona Environmental Online 
Review Tool Report query. The ROI for the 2024 
Final EIS preferred alternative includes an 
additional 106 acres and 16.6 acres of Madrean 
Archipelago desert scrub/semi-desert grassland; 
however, there is a still a very low probability 
that ocelots would be encountered in these 
areas due to the proximity to human 
development, presence of human activity, lack of 
suitable cover zone for traveling species, and 
distance from mountainous areas. Noise levels 
from construction would be temporary and 
attenuate such that levels would be consistent 
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Species Status Potential 
Impact Rating Potential Impact Summary 

with ambient levels beyond 0.5 mile of the 
project area. The overall project would remove a 
relatively small amount of low-quality habitat 
relative to the range of this species. As such, 
construction and operation would not likely 
reduce the overall amount of available suitable 
habitat.  
As noted in the USFWS concurrence letter dated 
May 28, 2025, under ESA section 7 informal 
consultation for the Proposed Action, it is 
unlikely ocelots would occur near the existing 
RHC LPOE. When considered with the 
implementation of the 2024 Final EIS preferred 
alternative, the Proposed Action may affect, but 
would not likely adversely affect this species. 
Further, GSA would implement the Conservation 
Measures provided by the USFWS to avoid, 
minimize, or offset effects from construction 
activities (see Appendix B). 

Yellow-billed cuckoo 
(Coccyzus 
americanus) 

Federally threatened; 
Tier 1 Arizona SGCN 

May affect, not 
likely to 
adversely 
affect 

As noted in USFWS concurrence letter under 
ESA section 7 consultation for the Proposed 
Action dated May 28, 2025, it is unlikely resident 
cuckoos would occupy the project footprint near 
the existing RHC LPOE or proposed expansion 
areas as considered in the 2024 Final EIS. 
Therefore, due to lack of suitable nesting habitat, 
this species is not expected to reside within the 
ROI. As such, construction and operation of the 
Proposed Action would not reduce the overall 
availability of nesting habitat or high-quality 
foraging habitat. To minimize or avoid potential 
for direct impacts, GSA would implement 
avoidance and minimization measures to 
conduct any tree removal outside of the nesting 
season (i.e., January through June).  
In addition, at the conclusion of informal 
consultation under ESA section 7, the USFWS 
concurred that implementation of the Proposed 
Action may affect but would not adversely affect 
this species. Further, GSA would implement the 
Conservation Measures provided by the USFWS 
to avoid, minimize, or offset effects from 
construction activities (see Appendix B). 
When considered with the implementation of the 
2024 Final EIS preferred alternative, overall 
effects to this species project do not change.  

Black-tailed prairie 
dog 
(Cynomys 
ludovicianus) 

Tier 1 Arizona SGCN Minor 

Potentially suitable habitat exists within the ROI. 
This less-mobile species, if present, may 
experience accidental mortality from the 
introduction of heavy machinery and commercial 
traffic in undisturbed areas. Species may 
experience indirect impacts from increased 
human activity, noise, and disturbance and 
removal of vegetation. However, impacts would 
not substantially reduce overall habitat regionally 
available or cause population-level effects. 
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Species Status Potential 
Impact Rating Potential Impact Summary 

Lesser long-nosed bat  
(Leptonycteris 
yerbabuunae) 

Tier 1 Arizona SGCN Negligible 

Due to the limited availability of suitable food 
sources, construction and operation of the 
Proposed Action is not expected to reduce the 
overall availability of high-quality foraging habitat 
for this species. 

Pale Townsend’s big-
eared bat 
(Corynorhinus 
townsendii pallescens) 

Tier 1 Arizona SGCN Negligible 

Due to the limited availability of suitable food 
sources, construction and operation of the 
Proposed Action is not expected to reduce the 
overall availability of high-quality foraging habitat 
for this species. 

American peregrine 
falcon 
(Falco peregrinus 
anatum) 

Tier 1 Arizona SGCN Negligible 

While the ROI exists within this species’ range, 
proposed construction activities would not 
reduce the overall amount of available nesting 
habitat or substantially reduce available foraging 
habitat. No direct impacts are anticipated. 
Negligible indirect impacts expected from noise, 
disturbance of existing vegetation, or 
displacement of prey species during 
construction. 

Gila monster 
(Heloderma 
suspectum) 

Tier 1 Arizona SGCN Negligible to 
minor 

Suitable habitat exists within ROI. Species 
mostly lives underground and, if present, may 
experience direct effects from introduction of 
heavy machinery and commercial traffic in 
previously undisturbed areas resulting in soil 
compaction and disturbance of burrows and 
potential mortality. However, impacts would not 
substantially reduce overall habitat regionally 
available or cause population-level effects. 

Desert box turtle 
(Terrapene ornata 
luteola) 

Tier 1 Arizona SGCN Minor 

Potentially suitable habitat exists within the ROI. 
This less-mobile species, if present, may 
experience accidental mortality from the 
introduction of heavy machinery and commercial 
traffic in undisturbed areas. Species may 
experience indirect impacts from increased 
human activity, noise, and disturbance and 
removal of vegetation. However, impacts would 
not substantially reduce overall habitat regionally 
available or cause population-level effects. 

Ornate box turtle 
(Terrapene ornata) 

Tier 1 Arizona SGCN Minor 

Potentially suitable habitat exists within the ROI. 
This less-mobile species, if present, may 
experience accidental mortality from the 
introduction of heavy machinery and commercial 
traffic in undisturbed areas. Species may 
experience indirect impacts from increased 
human activity, noise, and disturbance and 
removal of vegetation. However, impacts would 
not substantially reduce overall habitat regionally 
available or cause population-level effects. 

Source: AZGFD 2024; NatureServe 2025b; USFWS 2025 
a. Species not included on USFWS IPaC but considered based on results of Arizona Environmental Online Review Tool Report. 
EIS = Environmental Impact Statement; GSA = General Services Administration; IPaC = Information for Planning and Consultation; 
LPOE = Land Port of Entry; RHC = Raul Hector Castro; ROI = Region of Influence; SGCN = Species of Greatest Conservation Need; 
SEIS = Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement; U.S. = United States; USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
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As discussed in Section 1.3.4, GSA previously consulted with USFWS per section 7 of the ESA to 
determine effects to ESA-listed species as part of the 2024 Final EIS. In addition, GSA conducted informal 
ESA section 7 consultation with the USFWS regarding the Proposed Action. On May 28, 2025, the USFWS 
issued a letter concurring with GSA’s findings that the Proposed Action may affect but would not adversely 
affect the jaguar, ocelot, and yellow-billed cuckoo. GSA would follow all Conservation Measures required 
by the USFWS for the expansion and modernization of the RHC LPOE and any new measures for this 
project to minimize potential adverse effects to biological resources, including protected species (see 
Section 3.7.2.4). USFWS consultation letters are included in Appendix B. 

3.7.2.4 Impact Reduction Measures 
Biological resources impact reduction measures for the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative were adopted 
in the May 2024 ROD and are incorporated herein by reference as they would also apply to this Proposed 
Action. This includes adopting BMPs to clean equipment and reduce the potential for introduction or spread 
of invasive species. 
In addition, GSA would implement the following measures:  

• An occupancy survey would be conducted to determine if any western burrowing owls are present 
within the project area in accordance with the Burrowing Owl Project Clearance Guidance for 
Landowners (AZGFD 2009). The survey would be conducted by a surveyor who is certified by 
AZGFD or has similar training and qualifications. If an active burrowing owl burrow is detected, 
GSA would contact AZGFD and USFWS for further direction.  

• To the extent practicable, vegetation clearing or trimming would be avoided in the project area 
during the migratory bird nesting season (generally between January and June). If clearing or 
trimming is required during the nesting season, surveys would be conducted by a qualified biologist 
to determine if any nesting birds occur in the project area prior to removal or trimming of 
vegetation. If nesting birds are present, removal or trimming of the vegetation would be delayed 
until after nesting season, or GSA would coordinate with the USFWS for additional technical 
assistance in complying with the MBTA. 

• To the extent practicable, the amount of time any open trench or large hole is left open would be 
minimized. When trenches or large holes cannot be backfilled immediately, escape ramps 
(e.g., short lateral trenches or wooden planks sloping to the surface) would be installed in each hole 
and at least every 295 feet (90 meters) in a trench. Slopes would be less than 45 degrees and trenches 
and holes that have been left open would be inspected to remove any wildlife prior to backfilling.  

• Pre-construction presence/absence surveys for any bald or golden eagles would be completed to 
determine if there is a need to remove potentially suitable habitat within the project area. Surveys 
would be conducted pursuant to local USFWS field office requirements. The need for any 
restrictions around tree clearing, if any, would be determined in coordination with applicable 
federal resource agencies pending survey results. If the project is determined to have potential to 
disturb or kill bald or golden eagles, GSA would obtain a permit under the BGEPA. 

• Use drought-resistant native vegetation for landscaping around the new stormwater basin. 
• Employ invasive vegetation monitoring and treatment post construction in alignment with the 

Arizona Department of Agriculture and Arizona Native Plant Society recommendations. 
• Adequate construction water would be used during construction of the proposed Commercial 

LPOE to reduce concerns related to fugitive dust emissions. 
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3.8 INFRASTRUCTURE AND UTILITIES 
This section describes the baseline conditions for infrastructure and utilities within and surrounding the 
project area and assesses the potential for existing infrastructure and utilities within the project area to affect 
or be affected by implementing the Proposed Action, including Alternative 1 and the No Action Alternative, 
as discussed in Chapter 2. In this section, infrastructure refers to the regional roadway network at or near 
the project area; utilities refer to the water, sanitary sewer, stormwater, natural gas, electrical, and 
communications systems at or near the project area.  

3.8.1 Affected Environment  
3.8.1.1 Region of Influence 
The infrastructure and utilities ROI for the 2024 Final EIS is defined in Section 3.10.1.1 of that EIS and 
includes infrastructure and utilities (i.e., water, sanitary sewer, stormwater, natural gas, electric, and 
communications systems) utilized by the RHC LPOE and any other infrastructure and utilities located on 
or adjacent to the RHC LPOE and proposed Commercial LPOE. As shown in Figure 2-1, the 2024 Final 
EIS ROI contains a portion of the Proposed Action including the area of the proposed demolition of the 
existing stormwater channel segment that parallels the western side of Pan American Avenue between East 
3rd Street and the southern end of the existing RHC LPOE, and a portion of the area proposed for 
realignment of a segment of the Rose Avenue channel. The Proposed Action’s ROI includes these portions 
of the 2024 Final EIS ROI as well as all land within the Proposed Action’s limits of disturbance, located 
both to the east and west of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project Area (see Figure 2-1). 
The ROI also includes International Avenue between the proposed Commercial LPOE and the City of 
Douglas WWTP. 

3.8.1.2 Regulatory Setting and Requirements 
Section 3.10.1.2 of the 2024 Final EIS discusses the regulatory setting and requirements for infrastructure 
and utilities that also apply to the Proposed Action and is incorporated herein by reference. This includes 
the description of Section 438 of the EISA of 2007. In addition, the Proposed Action would be subject to 
the City of Douglas Code, which requires stormwater basins to retain the entire volume of rainfall associated 
with a 100-year, 6-hour storm and accumulated stormwater to be released at a designated rate.  

3.8.1.3 Existing Conditions 
Roadway Networks 
Section 3.10.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS includes a discussion of roadway networks in the vicinity of the 
project area, and is incorporated herein by reference. An additional roadway that is within the project area 
for the Proposed Action is a section of Chino Road, which is located between East 3rd Street and Border 
Road on the western portion of the project area. This section of Chino Road is accessible by the public but 
is mostly used by CBP personnel. In addition, North Chino Road, the primary access road to the City of 
Douglas WWTP, is located within the project area proposed for the sanitary sewer utility upgrades and for 
the haul route for construction water between the WWTP and the proposed Commercial LPOE. 

Water and Sanitary Sewer 
Section 3.10.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS includes a discussion of the existing conditions of water and sanitary 
sewer in the vicinity of the project area and is incorporated herein by reference. This includes information 
on water consumption, wastewater treatment, and system capacities relevant to the RHC LPOE and 
proposed Commercial LPOE. In addition to the water and sanitary sewer utilities discussed in the 2024 
Final EIS, existing sanitary sewer lines are located throughout the project area (see Figure 2-1). These 
sanitary sewer lines transport wastewater from the existing RHC LPOE and properties to the east of the 
port to the City of Douglas WWTP. In addition, an 8-inch potable water line is located within the project 
area.  
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Stormwater  
Section 3.10.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS includes a discussion of the existing conditions for stormwater 
management facilities in the vicinity of the project area and is incorporated herein by reference. This 
includes discussion of stormwater utilities within the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area. 
Differences from the 2024 Final EIS include updates to the City of Douglas’s regulatory status under the 
Phase II MS4 permit; as of April 2024, the City of Douglas is no longer regulated under this permit. See 
Section 3.6.1.3 for additional information regarding the permit termination.  

Despite this change in regulatory status, the City of Douglas continues to manage stormwater through its 
existing facilities. Stormwater is collected through a system separate from the sanitary sewer system and is 
discharged untreated into Whitewater Draw, with the outfall location approximately 2.6 miles northwest of 
the RHC LPOE (City of Douglas 2023). 

A segment of the Rose Avenue channel proposed for demolition and realignment is located within the 
project area, including the existing discharge point into an unnamed wash near the intersection of East 3rd 
Street and Pan American Avenue. The Rose Avenue channel is a concrete lined, open stormwater channel 
that originates east of the RHC LPOE and collects stormwater from eastern sections of the City of Douglas. 
The existing channel begins at 15th Street west of North Louis Avenue, travels south as an unlined channel, 
turns southwest near 6th Green Street towards the U.S. – Mexico border, and then parallels the border as a 
concrete-lined channel for approximately 1.2 miles before reaching the RHC LPOE (see Figure 3.8-1).  The 
existing channel moves underground at the RHC LPOE, passing beneath the COV and POV inbound traffic 
lanes. The existing channel re-emerges immediately west of the RHC LPOE, makes a 90-degree turn, and 
continues northward along the western side of Pan American Avenue until it discharges into an unnamed 
wash located north of the RHC LPOE, just south of the intersection of East 3rd Street and Pan American 
Avenue. The unnamed wash collects other stormwater flow from the north and east, flows east-to-west 
south of East 3rd Street, and eventually turns south near Chino Road before emptying into the Whitewater 
Draw in Mexico (see Section 3.6, Water Resources). Representative photos of the existing Rose Avenue 
channel within the project area are included in Figures 3.8-2 and 3.8-3.  

Several storm drains connect to the Rose Avenue channel throughout the existing RHC LPOE, including 
(GSA 2024c): 

• The south side of the commercial facility 
• The pedestrian processing building 
• The inbound and outbound canopies 
• Along 1st Street and at its intersection with Pan American Avenue 
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Figure 3.8-1. Existing Rose Avenue Channel Alignment
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Figure 3.8-2. Existing Rose Avenue Channel Alignment 

parallel to Pan American Avenue, facing South 

   
Figure 3.8-3. Existing Rose Avenue Channel Alignment 

parallel to Pan American Avenue, facing North 

Natural Gas/Electrical 
Section 3.10.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS includes a discussion of the existing natural gas and electrical 
infrastructure in the vicinity of the project area and is incorporated herein by reference. An overhead 
powerline was observed within the project area during the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
conducted for this project (GSA 2025b). 
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Communication Systems 
Section 3.10.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS includes a discussion of the existing communications providers in 
the vicinity of the project area and is incorporated herein by reference. Based on correspondence with 
Border Patrol, a fiber optic line is located within the project area (I. Smith, personal communication, 
November 20, 2024). 

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.8.2.1 Methodology 
To evaluate the impacts on infrastructure and utilities, GSA reviewed the project alternatives to determine 
whether any activities have the potential to cause the following within the ROI: 

• Alteration of intended use and/or placement of facilities; 

• Disruption to utility operations during construction activities; or 

• An increase or decrease in demand for utility services during construction or operations. 

A significant adverse impact to infrastructure and utilities would occur if the Proposed Action would 
result in: 

• Substantial damage to nearby facilities; 

• Long-term disruption of utility operations; 

• Negatively affect local and regional utility supplier’s ability to meet customer demands; or 

• Require substantial public utility system updates. 

3.8.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project would be 
constructed as described in the 2024 Final EIS. However, GSA would not demolish portions of the existing 
stormwater channel; would not realign a segment of the Rose Avenue channel; would not construct a new 
stormwater basin; would not replace or install electrical, sanitary sewer, fiber optic utilities, or any other 
associated supporting facilities; and would not provide sufficient water needed for construction of the 
proposed Commercial LPOE. In addition, no acquisition or establishment of land use agreements would 
occur on parcels of land proposed for the project. Long-term, moderate, adverse, and indirect impacts to 
infrastructure and utilities would be anticipated. Site conditions would remain as they currently exist and 
no construction activities would occur within the project area; however, the overall stormwater management 
and flood control needs for the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE would not be addressed, stormwater 
flow would not be diverted, and engineering conflicts between the current alignment of the Rose Avenue 
channel and the proposed RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project layout would remain. 
Stormwater utilities for the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE would be inadequate and there would 
be additional strain on the existing and surrounding utilities. This would increase flood potential at the 
expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and surrounding area, increasing risks that the RHC LPOE could be 
partially shutdown or impacted during a storm event, impeding the LPOE’s functionality, and jeopardizing 
the security and safety at the RHC LPOE. Without upgrades to electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic 
utilities, the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project would not have sufficient utility capacity or 
necessary utility requirements to achieve compliance with CBP design requirements, lessening the port’s 
operational efficiency and its ability to support the CBP mission. In addition, impacts to infrastructure and 
utilities would also occur from construction and operations of the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative as 
described in Section 3.10.2.4 of the 2024 Final EIS, which is incorporated herein by reference. 



RAUL HECTOR CASTRO & DOUGLAS COMMERCIAL LPOES  
FINAL SEIS CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

 3-57 
 

3.8.2.3 Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and Construction Water 
Supply 

Construction 
Alternative 1 would result in short-term, minor, adverse, and direct impacts on roadway infrastructure. This 
would occur on Chino Road during the installation of a new three barrel 8-foot by 4-foot CBC where the 
proposed realignment of a segment of the Rose Avenue channel crosses the road, as well as for a new 
manhole and realignment of the sanitary sewer line. In addition, construction may be required along 
roadway segments in the project area (e.g., North Chino Road, 1st Street, 3rd Street, Border Road, and 
roadway access to the WWTP) depending on final utility alignment. Use of trucks along International 
Avenue could also adversely affect this semi-improved roadway facility. Alternative 1 would include 
repairing portions of roadways impacted by the improvements or construction activities, as appropriate. 

Alternative 1 would result in short-term, minor, adverse, and indirect impacts to utilities within the project 
area due to an increased potential for intermittent interruptions in service. Various utilities are located 
within and near the project area as described in Section 3.8.1.3. To avoid or limit the potential for utility 
service interruptions, existing utility maps would be reviewed, and utility companies would be contacted in 
advance of construction to identify any locations where utility lines could be affected. Measures would be 
implemented as necessary to protect existing utility lines or arrange for their temporary or permanent 
relocation as needed, and otherwise ensure service is maintained. This would include lowering a segment 
of the 8-inch potable waterline that is located in close proximity to the proposed new CBC near Chino 
Road, and installing a temporary extension of a sanitary sewer line on the west side of the project area to 
avoid conflicts with the realigned Rose Avenue channel segment. 

During construction, there would be short-term, negligible, adverse, and indirect impacts on water demand 
due to increased use for dust control and other construction-related activities at the RHC LPOE. Similarly, 
a temporary and negligible increase in demand for wastewater services is anticipated from construction 
activities, such as from the use of portable toilets. Use of construction water at the proposed Commercial 
LPOE from the City of Douglas WWTP would have no impact on utilities as it would not represent a change 
in water use over baseline conditions.  

All construction work for proposed utility upgrades would be conducted primarily within existing or newly 
established rights-of-way (estimated at approximately 25 feet wide for electrical and sanitary sewer, and 15 
feet wide for fiber optics) and would connect to utility lines owned and operated by the City of Douglas or 
local utility providers. 

Operations 
No impacts to infrastructure are anticipated from operations of Alternative 1.  

Operations of Alternative 1 would result in permanent, minor, beneficial, and direct impacts on sewer 
utilities as a result of upgraded sewer system capacity. The Proposed Action would include installation of 
up to approximately 300 feet of new line to the north of the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and 
approximately 4,400 feet of line north and west of Chino Road to connect to the city of Douglas WWTP, 
both of which would tie into new and existing lines.  

Alternative 1 would also result in permanent, moderate, beneficial, and direct impacts on stormwater 
management facilities in the vicinity of the RHC LPOE. Alternative 1 would result in the construction of 
an upgraded stormwater drainage system which would be designed to optimize stormwater flow and 
drainage in the project area, as well as improve overall capacity and resilience of surrounding utilities, thus 
reducing the potential risk of flooding in the area. The proposed stormwater channel alignment would 
provide a more efficient, straight-line path for water flow compared to the current drainage pattern which 
must make a 90 degree turn and travel north before discharging. The new stormwater management facilities 
would be built and maintained to current engineering standards and industry standard protocols as well as 
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applicable regulations and ordinances, supporting improved efficiency of stormwater conveyance and 
temporary storage. Facilities constructed under Alternative 1 would guide stormwater away from critical 
facilities near the RHC LPOE and Pan American Avenue, directing it further west towards to the proposed 
new discharge point as shown in Figure 2-1. 

Alternative 1 would result in permanent, moderate, beneficial, and direct impacts to electrical infrastructure 
through the replacement or installation of approximately 6,500 feet of electrical lines. The existing overhead 
electrical power line that parallels Pan American Avenue just north of the existing RHC LPOE would be 
removed and re-routed as part of the Proposed Action. Additionally, a section of the power line extending 
east-west that provides power to the WWTP west of Chino Road would be removed. To maintain and 
improve electrical service, new power lines would be installed across the northern, western, and eastern 
portions of the project area. Newly installed electrical lines may consist of either aboveground pole-
mounted lines, buried lines, or a combination of both. Electrical lines would service the expanded and 
modernized RHC LPOE from both sides of the LPOE and would provide increased redundancy of service. 

Alternative 1 would result in permanent, minor, beneficial, and direct impacts to the communications 
systems through the construction of approximately 1,400 feet of fiber optic lines to the east of the RHC 
LPOE.   

Maintenance of the proposed stormwater channel segment, new stormwater basin, and other proposed 
utility upgrades would be required to ensure their continued effectiveness. This would include periodic 
inspections, debris removal, and potential sediment management for the stormwater facilities, and routine 
checks and repairs of the electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic lines. 

3.8.2.4 Impact Reduction Measures 
Impacts on infrastructure and utilities from the Proposed Action would be reduced through the following: 

• Prioritizing native plant species when introducing new vegetation. For the Proposed Action, this 
could include using native, drought-resistant vegetation around the new stormwater basin to reduce 
maintenance needs and enhance water conservation. 

• To avoid or limit the potential for utility service interruptions, existing utility maps would be 
reviewed, and utility companies would be contacted in advance of construction to identify any 
locations where utility lines could be affected. 

• Implement a maintenance plan that includes regular inspections and cleaning of the stormwater 
management facilities to ensure its continued effectiveness. 
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3.9 HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY 
This section describes the baseline conditions for human health and safety, and assesses the potential for 
direct and indirect factors that have the potential to affect the human population or workers associated with 
implementing the Proposed Action, including Alternative 1 and the No Action Alternative, as discussed in 
Chapter 2. Direct factors include exposure to chemicals, extreme temperatures, and weather, while indirect 
factors include physical safety and security of the surrounding environment. Factors in the project area that 
could affect human health and safety include automobile or pedestrian accidents, workplace accidents, 
criminal activities, extreme weather, and exposure to hazardous waste and materials. 

3.9.1 Affected Environment  
3.9.1.1 Region of Influence 
The human health and safety ROI for the 2024 Final EIS is defined in Section 3.13.1.1 of that EIS and 
includes the RHC LPOE, the proposed Commercial LPOE, and proposed expansion areas. As shown in 
Figure 2-1, the 2024 Final EIS ROI contains a portion of the Proposed Action including the area of the 
proposed demolition of the existing stormwater channel segment that parallels the western side of Pan 
American Avenue between East 3rd Street and the southern end of the existing RHC LPOE, and a portion 
of the area proposed for realignment of a segment of the Rose Avenue channel. The Proposed Action’s ROI 
includes these portions of the 2024 Final EIS ROI as well as all land located within the Proposed Action’s 
limits of disturbance, located both to the east and west of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization 
Project Area (see Figure 2-1). The ROI also includes International Avenue between the proposed 
Commercial LPOE and the City of Douglas WWTP. 

3.9.1.2 Regulatory Setting and Requirements 
Section 3.13.1.2 of the 2024 Final EIS discusses the regulatory setting and requirements for human health 
and safety that also apply to the Proposed Action and is incorporated herein by reference. This includes the 
following federal regulations that have relevance to human health and safety, to include hazardous materials 
and waste management: the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, 
also known as Superfund; the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act; the CWA; the CAA; the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act; and EO 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control. This also 
includes state regulations such as the Arizona Health and Safety Code as well as the Arizona Division of 
Occupational Safety and Health regulations.  

3.9.1.3 Existing Conditions 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was prepared in October 2022 which established existing 
conditions within the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area (GSA 2022b). This assessment, 
which covers part of the project area for the Proposed Action, was performed in accordance with current 
American Society for Testing and Materials guidelines (E1527-21) and USEPA’s Standards and Practices 
for All Appropriate Inquiries (40 CFR 312). Key findings from the 2022 Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment (GSA 2022b) include: 

• Recognized Environmental Condition (REC)-1: Proximity to former Phelps Dodge (PD) smelter 
site (now owned by Freeport McMoran), which has a history of stack emission rates for particulate 
matter and sulfur dioxide gas exceeding USEPA NAAQS, and historical soil contamination of lead 
and arsenic exceeding residential standard reporting limits up to 6 miles offsite, due to particulates 
and dust being carried offsite by wind. The former PD smelter site, located approximately 1.5 miles 
west of the RHC LPOE and approximately 0.5 miles west of the project area for the Proposed 
Action, previously supported a 2,000-acre copper smelting operation which left behind two large 
slag piles of solid copper ore processing waste and three closed landfills on the property.  
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• REC-2: The area west of the RHC LPOE was historically used as a cattle holding area, with 
potential soil contamination from pesticide treatments. 

• REC-3: Illicit dumping of construction and demolition debris was observed in this area. Piles of 
construction debris were observed onsite.  

• Historical REC: A former manufactured gas plant site northwest of the RHC LPOE underwent 
remediation, with a “No Further Action” determination granted by ADEQ in 2022. 

Due to the finding of these RECs, a subsequent Phase II Environmental Site Assessment was conducted in 
March 2023 within the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area to further investigate potential 
contamination concerns. Soil sampling results demonstrated the following: 

• Arsenic levels exceeded ADEQ Non-Residential Soil Remediation Levels (SRLs) in many 
samples, likely due to naturally occurring background conditions. 

• Low levels of toxaphene were detected in two samples, below Non-Residential SRLs. 

• Some polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and one polychlorinated biphenyl were detected, all below 
Non-Residential SRLs. 

The March 2023 Phase II Environmental Site Assessment concluded that, except for naturally occurring 
arsenic, no contaminants exceeded Non-Residential SRLs, and no further action was required. See 
Section 3.13.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS for a complete description of the Phase I and II Environmental Site 
Assessment results for the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area as well as additional background 
on the former PD smelter site. 

In August 2023, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was conducted for the proposed East Expansion 
Area (Alternative 3 in the 2024 Final EIS). Part of the utility upgrades proposed in this SEIS overlap with 
or are directly adjacent to that assessed area, which includes a mix of active and inactive commercial, 
industrial, and residential properties; open undeveloped land; and access roads. Notable findings from the 
report related to the existing RHC LPOE and area east of the existing RHC LPOE include:  

• The former presence of a dry cleaner upgradient to the east and historic detection of 
trichloroethylene at the RHC LPOE indicate a potential contamination pathway. Although the RHC 
LPOE has been remediated and received a No Further Action determination from ADEQ, there is 
no record of testing for contamination on the proposed expansion areas.  

• A former underground storage tank containing diesel fuel was removed on the eastern portion of 
the existing RHC LPOE in 1991. Soil and groundwater contamination was remediated, and the site 
received a formal closure and unrestricted No Further Action determination from ADEQ. A small 
amount of soil contamination beneath a building at approximately 35 feet depth remains in place, 
although follow-on sampling has confirmed the contamination has not impacted groundwater. 

An additional Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was completed in October 2024 of the project area 
under consideration for the Proposed Action (GSA 2025b). The purpose of the Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment was to identify potential environmental concerns related to current and historical activities 
conducted on or near the project area. This assessment identified potential RECs associated with current 
and past uses of the property, as defined by the guidelines (E 1527-21) of the American Society for Testing 
and Materials. The primary findings of the October 2024 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment are as 
follows:  

• The project area is located on previously disturbed, but currently undeveloped land with a single 
paved road (i.e., Border Road) traversing the south end.  During the Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment site visit scattered remains of discarded waste were observed throughout the 
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southwestern portion of the project area near Chino Road, which included a mixture of auto parts 
and debris, as well as other unidentifiable materials. 

• Construction debris piles were observed on the north end of the project area, and appeared to be 
similar to construction debris piles on the adjacent parcel within the 2024 Final EIS preferred 
alternative project area as identified in the 2022 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment. These 
piles were sampled during the previous Phase II Environmental Site Assessment sampling event in 
March 2023, and only arsenic was detected in excess of applicable regulatory thresholds, which 
was attributed to natural background conditions. Therefore, no further sampling is recommended.  

• Future shallow soil sampling for metals analysis is recommended to be conducted across the 
undeveloped portion of any potential expansion area to inspect for impacts from the former PD 
smelter site. This recommendation stems from the findings of the 2022 Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment, which identified the proximity of the former PD smelter site as a potential source of 
contamination in the project area due to past stack emissions from the smelting operation exceeding 
USEPA NAAQS, and associated soil contamination from potential air-ground deposition in the 
surrounding area. As a result of the project area being closer to the former PD smelter site, 
additional sampling is recommended to thoroughly assess any potential contamination from 
historical smelting operations (GSA 2025b).  

Due to the potential for soils contamination within the project area summarized above, GSA completed a 
Phase II Environmental Site Assessment. This included soil sampling and laboratory testing to assess the 
potential for worker exposure or release of hazardous waste and materials to the environment as a result of 
the Proposed Action (GSA 2025c). GSA sampled the project area closest to the former PD smelter site and 
analyzed soil samples for the following metals: arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, 
mercury, selenium, and silver. In total, 24 shallow soil samples (0- to 6-inch depth) were collected across 
accessible portions of the project area in April 2025.  
Of the 24 samples collected, arsenic was detected in every sample collected. A total of 19 soil samples 
exceeded the ADEQ Non-Residential SRL for arsenic of 10 milligrams per kilogram. The relatively 
consistent levels of arsenic across the site, as well as the increasing concentrations with depth observed in 
the March 2023 Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (GSA 2023b), strongly suggest that the presence 
of arsenic is the result of naturally occurring background conditions and not the result of surface 
contamination caused by the smelter emissions. Mercury was not detected in any sample collected. At least 
one detection of all other metals was observed in all samples; however, these concentrations did not exceed 
their respective Arizona Non-Residential SRLs.  Copper met or exceeded the Arizona Residential SRL for 
copper in two samples, with the remaining metals detected in concentrations below their respective Arizona 
Residential SRL.   
Based on the analysis of sampling data, the study concluded that except for arsenic, which is believed to be 
naturally occurring, no other contaminants equaled or exceeded Non-Residential SRLs. Therefore, based 
on the results of the Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, no further action is required. 
Section 3.13.1.3 of the 2024 Final EIS also discusses security, law enforcement, and emergency services in 
proximity to the RHC LPOE that have capabilities to manage human health and safety concerns that arise 
as a result of the Proposed Action and is incorporated herein by reference.     

3.9.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.9.2.1 Methodology 
To evaluate impacts on human health and safety, GSA reviewed the project alternatives to determine 
whether any activities have the potential to cause the following within the ROI: 

• Adverse impacts on public or occupational health and safety;  

• New sources of construction materials and operational supplies to be developed; 
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• Create the need for a hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal permit for the project;  

• Create reasonably foreseeable conditions that would increase the risk of a hazardous materials or 
hazardous waste release; or 

• Affect the capacity of waste collection services and treatment, storage, and disposal facilities.   

A significant adverse impact to human health and safety would occur if the Proposed Action would result 
in: 

• Conflict with any federal, state, or local laws, regulations, or ordinances relating to public health 
and safety, including occupational safety and health; 

• An unacceptable increased risk of adverse impacts to human health; 

• Violations of applicable federal, state, or local standards related to the management of hazardous 
materials or wastes; or 

• Increase in the use of hazardous materials or generation of hazardous wastes to such an extent that 
would lead to an elevated risk of human health or environmental effects.  

3.9.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project would be 
constructed as described in the 2024 Final EIS. However, GSA would not demolish portions of the existing 
stormwater channel; would not realign a segment of the Rose Avenue channel; would not construct a new 
stormwater basin; would not replace or install electrical, sanitary sewer, fiber optic utilities, or any other 
associated supporting facilities; and would not provide sufficient water needed for construction of the 
proposed Commercial LPOE. In addition, no acquisition or establishment of land use agreements would 
occur on parcels of land proposed for the project. Long-term, moderate, adverse, and indirect impacts to 
human health and safety could result due to increased flood potential at the expanded and modernized RHC 
LPOE and surrounding area. Ongoing maintenance of existing infrastructure and utilities would continue, 
requiring minimal use of hazardous materials and generating negligible amounts of hazardous waste. In 
addition, impacts to human health and safety would also occur from construction and operations of the 2024 
Final EIS preferred alternative as described in Section 3.13.2.4 of the 2024 Final EIS, which is incorporated 
herein by reference. 

3.9.2.3 Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and Construction Water 
Supply 

Construction 
Alternative 1 would result in short-term, negligible to minor, adverse, and direct impacts on human health 
and safety during construction. Risks to the health and safety of personnel and patrons would be comparable 
to those described in Section 3.13.2.3 of the 2024 Final EIS, which is incorporated herein by reference. 
Risks would be minimized by adhering to occupational safety and health regulations, the use of protective 
gear and equipment, and the implementation of BMPs. Access to the construction site would be restricted 
to construction workers.  

There would be short-term, minor adverse impacts related to hazardous materials and waste handling during 
construction. During the Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (GSA 2025c), soil samples were collected 
in the project area to investigate potential contamination concerns with the former PD smelter site. Any soil 
removed from the project area during construction may require special handling and disposal based upon 
the arsenic concentrations observed. While none of the soil at the property would be considered hazardous 
waste under USEPA regulations, nor hazardous or special waste under ADEQ regulations, there may be 
limits on where the soil goes if removed from the property. Because the arsenic concentrations exceed both 
the Residential and Non-Residential SRL, it is likely the soil would need to be sent to a Municipal Solid 
Waste Landfill (MSWL). During construction, the construction contractor, in coordination with GSA, 
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would identify which facility(ies) can accept the soil. It is possible that the MSWL or other destinations 
receiving the soil may require additional testing and analysis of the soil prior to receipt. This approach is 
consistent with the approach discussed in the 2024 Final EIS for handling of soils within the 2024 Final 
EIS preferred alternative project area.  

East of the existing RHC LPOE, the former presence of a dry cleaner and historic detection of 
trichloroethylene at the RHC LPOE increases the potential to encounter contaminated soils during trenching 
and excavation for utility corridors. The need for further due diligence in the potential disturbance area for 
utilities both east and west of the RHC LPOE, as shown in Figure 2-1, would be considered prior to 
construction. As necessary, GSA and its contractors would adhere to appropriate handling and disposal 
procedures during construction in accordance with federal regulations to mitigate health risks to workers 
and the public.   

All hazardous materials used during construction would be managed in accordance with federal, state, and 
local regulations. All wastes including hazardous waste, construction debris, and other waste materials 
would be removed from the project area and disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations. 
Landfilled waste would be disposed of at permitted landfills with adequate capacity. In addition, any 
project-specific hazards affecting workers would be reduced based on strict adherence to Occupational 
Safety and Health Act standards and other relevant safety laws, rules, and regulations. Therefore, there 
would be a low likelihood of hazardous material spills or associated human health impacts as a result of 
hazardous materials or waste handling during construction activities.  

Treated wastewater to be used during construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE would meet the 
requirements of Class B reclaimed water as demonstrated by ongoing WWTP monitoring, which as per the 
Arizona Administrative Code, Title 18, Chapter 11, Article 3 - Table A allows for the use of reclaimed 
water for dust control and soil compaction. Therefore, no impacts to human health and safety are anticipated 
from use of treated wastewater. GSA would coordinate as necessary with ADEQ regarding the use of treated 
wastewater.   

Operations 
Operations of Alternative 1 would result in long-term, minor, beneficial, and direct impacts on human 
health and safety as a result of reduced flood risks in the area from the improved stormwater management 
facilities, which would enhance public safety during heavy precipitation events. Operations and 
maintenance activities would be conducted in accordance with applicable safety codes and standards. 

Scoping comments have also identified that there have been reported incidents of drownings in the existing 
Rose Avenue channel during major storm events (see Appendix A). These concerns would be addressed in 
the project area through proper design (e.g., gradual slopes, safety barriers as applicable); designation of 
the area as off-limits to the public, with appropriate signage posted indicating that entry is prohibited; and 
regular inspections and maintenance of the stormwater facilities to ensure its continued safe operation and 
structural integrity. Fencing on the north side of the proposed stormwater channel may be considered 
pending final design. 

There would be long-term, negligible adverse impacts related to hazardous materials and waste handling 
during operations. Routine maintenance activities may involve the use of small amounts of hazardous 
materials such as fuels for maintenance equipment, herbicides for vegetation control, and cleaning agents. 
These materials would be used in accordance with manufacturer instructions and applicable regulations, 
which would limit the potential for impacts. 

3.9.2.4 Impact Reduction Measures 
Human health and safety impact reduction measures for the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative were 
adopted in the May 2024 ROD and are incorporated herein by reference as they would also apply to this 
Proposed Action. In particular, this includes measures related to handling and disposal of soils.  
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GSA would take the following additional steps to reduce impacts from construction and operation of the 
Proposed Action: 

• Safety measures would be implemented around the stormwater basin, such as proper signage, safety 
barriers, and gradual slopes to minimize drowning risks. Fencing on the north side of the proposed 
stormwater channel may be considered pending final design. 

• Regular inspections and maintenance of the stormwater management facilities would be conducted 
to ensure its continued safe operation and structural integrity. 

• During removal and replacement of electrical lines, appropriate safety protocols, including de-
energizing lines as applicable, ensuring proper grounding, and using protective barriers, would be 
implemented to prevent electrical hazards. 

• Trenching safety measures such as shoring, trench boxes, and worker safety training would be 
implemented as applicable to minimize risks associated with excavation and confined space entry. 

• As necessary, the need for further due diligence would be considered within potential disturbance 
area for utilities as shown in Figure 2-1 prior to construction. This could include ground penetrating 
radar within the potential disturbance area for wet utilities west of Chino Road prior to construction 
to investigate for presence of subsurface objects associated with the former PD Smelter Site. 

• Construction workers, including utility providers, working in any potential disturbance areas for 
utilities would wear appropriate personal protective equipment during construction as necessary to 
avoid impacts from potentially contaminated soils, and would characterize any soils that are to be 
disposed of offsite to determine appropriate management and disposal requirements in accordance 
with federal, state, and local regulations. 
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CHAPTER 4 AND COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

4.1 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF MAN’S 
ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM 
PRODUCTIVITY  

Section 102(C)(iv) of NEPA [42 U.S.C. § 4332] requires an EIS to address “the relationship between local 
short-term uses of man’s environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity.” 
This involves the consideration of whether a Proposed Action is sacrificing a resource value that might 
benefit the environment in the long term, for some short-term value to the project proponent (GSA) or the 
public.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is described in Section 1.2 and is to support CBP’s mission by bringing 
the RHC LPOE operations in line with current land port design standards and operational requirements of 
CBP while addressing existing deficiencies identified with the ongoing port operations. In addition, the 
purpose of the Proposed Action is to address overall flood control and utility requirements, consider 
construction water demand and supply at the proposed Commercial LPOE, and improve port operational 
efficiency for the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project. 

The project area impacted under the Proposed Action is primarily vacant, undeveloped land, or land within 
existing rights-of-way; characterized by areas of desert scrub and semi-desert grasslands. The proposed 
realigned Rose Avenue channel would terminate at an unnamed wash (see Figure 2-1). The Proposed 
Action would develop up to approximately 33.2 acres of land for flood control and utility upgrades. The 
amount of impervious surfaces created from the Proposed Action would depend upon whether the proposed 
channel segment is made of concrete or rock riprap (see Section 3.6.2.3). Development of the project area 
would require removal of existing vegetation, which would result in the alteration of the existing ecological 
community. Development of the project area would also further contribute to habitat fragmentation; 
however, the vegetation does not represent high-quality native habitat for local species (see Section 3.7.2.3). 

The project area does not possess existing unique and enduring resources or environmental values whose 
long-term potential benefits would be sacrificed to provide short-term value to the project proponent (GSA). 
The short-term impacts on the environment would be offset by the benefits that the Proposed Action would 
generate in the long term. The Proposed Action would help address and improve stormwater management 
and flood controls and provide sufficient stormwater capacity for the expanded and modernized RHC 
LPOE; and would enhance the overall functionality and safety at the LPOE. 

4.2 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 
Section 102(C)(v) of NEPA [42 U.S.C. § 4332] requires EISs to address “any irreversible and irretrievable 
commitments of resources which would be involved in the proposed action should it be implemented.” 
“Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources” means losses to, or impacts on, natural resources 
that cannot be recovered or reversed.  

More specifically, “irreversible” implies the loss of future options. Irreversible commitments of resources 
are those that cannot be regained, such as permanent conversion of wetlands and loss of cultural resources, 
soils, wildlife, agricultural, and socioeconomic conditions. The losses are permanent and incapable of being 
reversed. “Irreversible” applies mainly to the effects from use or depletion of nonrenewable resources, such 
as fossil fuels or cultural resources, or to those factors, such as soil productivity, that are renewable only 
over long periods of time.  

“Irretrievable” commitments are those that are lost for a period of time, such as the temporary loss of timber 
productivity in forested areas that are kept clear for use as a right-of-way, road, or winter sports site. The 
lost forest production is irretrievable, but the action is not irreversible. If the use changes back again, it is 
possible to resume timber production. 
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4.2.1 Irreversible Commitments of Resources  
Under the Proposed Action, the following irreversible commitments of resources would occur:  

• Consumption of fossil fuels (primarily diesel) and lubricants by heavy construction equipment 
(e.g., bulldozers, graders, scrapers, excavators, loaders, trucks) used to excavate and develop the 
land for the Proposed Action; 

• Materials used to construct the proposed realigned Rose Avenue channel segment, new stormwater 
basin, and various utility lines, which could include cement/concrete, steel, iron, rock riprap, 
wooden poles, and fill material; 

• Land required for development of the Proposed Action; and 

• Water used for construction purposes. 

4.2.2 Irretrievable Commitments of Resources  
As noted above, “irretrievable” commitments of resources are those that are lost for a period of time, but 
not permanently. The Proposed Action would entail the long-term loss of minor amounts of vegetation at 
the project area (up to 33.2 acres).  
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Arizona-Nevada Office 
 
Arizona State Government 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
 
Tribal Consultation 
Fort Sill Apache Tribe 
Hopi Tribe 
Mescalero Apache Tribe 
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 
Pueblo of Zuni 
San Carlos Apache Tribe 
Tohono O’Odham Nation 
White Mountain Apache Tribe 
 
Local Government 
Cochise County 
City of Douglas 
 
Miscellaneous Organizations 
Southeastern Arizona Governments Organization 
Ramirez Advisors 
Osvil International 
Ministerios Palabra de Fe, Iglesia Vida de Fe 
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Other Interested Parties 
Craig Abbott 
John Eli Aboud  
Michael Aboud 
Frank Ambriz 
Alma Andrade 
Karen Armenta 
Elizabeth Barraza 
J.W. Bauer  
Roberta Bauer 
Grant Benson  
Jeannine Benson 
Carmen Bernal 
Harold Blank 
Ronald J. Borane 
Eric Braverman 
Patrick Brennan 
John Brooks 
Mieko Brown 
David Ivan Clark 
Jesus Cordova 
Juan de la Torre 
Iris de la Vega 
Ricardo Alfredo de la Vega 
Terry Dillman 
Ann Dion 

Wilfred Dion 
Douglas Storage Solutions, LLC 
Heidi Dove 
MJ Druckman 
Denis Fitzgibbons 
Joe Flynn 
Josie Gastelum 
Kathleen Gomez 
Michael Gomez 
Windy Gomez 
Eddie Gonzales  
Maico Gonzalez 
Kendel Griffin 
Dave Gosen 
Rudy Grijalva 
Tom Hanigan 
Sandra Heater  
Steven Helffrich 
Diane James 
Judy James 
Galindo Juan Trust 
Susan Kramer 
Ben La Forge 
Diana LaMar 
Kevin Lomeli 

Denisa Machado 
Margaret Morales 
Ernesto Muller 
Ray Novoa 
Raymond Ortiz 
Jason Oxios 
Luis Antonio Paredes 
Neil Petersen 
Dale Porter 
Joe Rendon 
Alberto Reyes 
Gabriel Rivera 
Jesus Alfredo Rivera 
Marco Antonio Salcido 
Melissa Salcido 
Janea Sanchez 
Michael Saremi 
Lucia Spikes 
Kurt Stickler 
Frank Tadeo 
John Trautmann 
Jamie Vance 
Kevin Walters 
Jack Wentz 

 

Nearby residences and parcels within the project area boundaries were also provided notices. 
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ADEQ Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
AZGFD Arizona Game and Fish Department 
BGEPA Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
CBC concrete box culvert 
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A.1 INTRODUCTION
This Public Scoping Report summarizes the United States (U.S.) General Services Administration’s (GSA) 
public scoping activities and public comments on the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) 
for the Expansion and Modernization of the Raul Hector Castro (RHC) Land Port of Entry (LPOE) and 
Proposed Commercial LPOE in Douglas, Arizona. GSA completed a Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Expansion and Modernization of the Raul Hector Castro Land Port of Entry and Proposed 
Commercial Land Port of Entry in Douglas, Arizona in April 2024 (herein referred to as the 2024 Final 
Environmental Impact Statement [EIS]) and signed a Record of Decision (ROD) for the 2024 Final EIS on 
May 14, 2024. In the ROD, GSA selected the preferred alternative, identified as Alternative 2 (Concurrent 
Construction – Westward Expansion), herein referred to as the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative, which 
would involve construction of a new Commercial LPOE and phased expansion and modernization of the 
existing RHC LPOE at the same time, with expansion primarily to the west of the existing RHC LPOE. 
During design of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project, GSA identified changes needed to 
the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative to address flood control issues and utility requirements. As a result 
of these proposed changes, GSA has determined that supplemental analysis under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required. 

GSA has prepared a SEIS for the purpose of analyzing the potential environmental impacts resulting from 
the project, in accordance with the NEPA of 1969 (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 4321 et seq.) as amended 
by the Fiscal Responsibility Act of 2023 (Public Law 118-5), GSA Order ADM 1095.1F (Environmental 
Consideration in Decision Making), the GSA Public Building Service’s NEPA Desk Guide, and other 
relevant federal and state laws and regulations. 

This report describes the project (i.e., background, project location and facilities, Proposed Action and 
alternatives) and the public scoping meeting and also includes scoping materials used. The potential issues 
identified from the comments received during the public scoping period are summarized in Chapter 5. GSA 
took these issues into consideration when defining the scope and areas of emphasis (or focus) of the SEIS. 
This document also includes the following appendices:  

• Attachment A:  Federal Register Notice

• Attachment B:  Newspaper Affidavits

• Attachment C: Letter to Interested Parties

• Attachment D: Advertising on Social Media

• Attachment E: Scoping Meeting Poster Displays

• Attachment F: Scoping Comment Form

• Attachment G: Scoping Meeting Handouts

• Attachment H: Scoping Meeting Sign-In Sheets

• Attachment I: Original Comment Letters

• Attachment J: Index of Comments by Source and Date

The following discussion is reflective of the project description at the time of the Draft SEIS and does not 
include hauling of construction water from the City of Douglas Wastewater Treatment Plant to the proposed 
Commercial LPOE, or the revised project area to exclude potential historic resources, as described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final SEIS.  
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A.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The RHC LPOE is a port of entry for vehicles and pedestrians crossing the U.S. – Mexico border, between 
Douglas, Arizona and Agua Prieta, Sonora in Mexico. The port is operated by the U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security’s Customs and Border Protection (CBP), and is a full-service, multi-modal facility 
where CBP officers inspect commercially owned vehicles (COVs), privately owned vehicles (POVs), and 
pedestrians. The port has been operating since 1914, with existing facilities constructed in the 1930s. Due 
to steady increases in traffic, poor pedestrian infrastructure, lack of separations between traffic types (COV, 
POV, and pedestrian), and undersized facilities at the end of their functional life, the facilities at the RHC 
LPOE no longer function adequately and pose safety and security risks for CBP officers and the general 
public. The existing RHC LPOE has spatial constraints, with limited interior space for offices and 
processing and limited opportunity for expansion within its current footprint. The City of Douglas has also 
expressed concerns with hazardous materials utilized in the mining industry being transported across the 
border in commercial trucks and passing through the urban core of their community. To address these varied 
concerns, GSA previously considered a Proposed Actions to expand and modernize the existing RHC LPOE 
and construct a new Commercial LPOE to the west of the existing facilities, as analyzed in the 
2024 Final EIS. 

During design of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project, GSA determined that the existing 
alignment of the Rose Avenue channel, a regulatory floodway that runs directly west of the existing 
RHC LPOE and through the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area, could result in increased 
flood risk to the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and as well as additional engineering and 
construction costs. In addition, GSA determined additional utility work is required that was not evaluated 
in the 2024 Final EIS.  As such, GSA is proposing a project that includes realigning a segment of the Rose 
Avenue channel, constructing a new stormwater basin, and replacing or installing various utility lines. The 
project may also include acquiring additional land or obtaining appropriate land use agreements, as well as 
obtaining necessary permissions to implement these changes.  

A.2.1   Project Location 

The City of Douglas is the main urban border community encompassing the project area; it is located in 
southeastern Arizona, approximately 120 miles southeast of Tucson, in Cochise County. The city has a 
population of approximately 16,500. Agua Prieta, Sonora, Mexico is located south of the border, adjacent 
to the City of Douglas. It has a population of approximately 100,000 people. 

The RHC LPOE is located at the intersection of 1st Street and Pan American Avenue. Regional access to 
the port is by State Route 80 (SR-80) from the west and northeast and U.S. Highway 191 (US-191) from 
the north. The closest interstate is Interstate 10 (I-10), located approximately 63 miles northwest of the City 
of Douglas. Adjacent land within the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area includes a small city 
park, a cluster of small shops, and undeveloped land. Commercial and industrial warehouses exist along 
the eastern perimeter of the RHC LPOE, along Customs Avenue and 1st Street. 

The RHC LPOE is located on approximately 6 acres with facilities owned and managed by GSA and 
operated by CBP. The project area is located west of the existing RHC LPOE and Pan American Avenue, 
south of East 3rd Street, north of Border Road and the U.S. – Mexico border, and just west of Chino Road. 
See Figure A-1 for a regional figure of the RHC LPOE and proposed project area. 
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Figure A-1.  Location Map of the RHC LPOE and the Project Area
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A.2.2   Purpose and Need 

The purpose of this project considered within this supplemental analysis is to address overall flood control 
and utility requirements (i.e., stormwater, electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic), as well as improve 
port operational efficiency for the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project. The project is needed 
to avoid engineering conflicts between the current alignment of the Rose Avenue channel with the current 
proposed layout for the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE; to divert stormwater away from and reduce 
flooding risks at the RHC LPOE; to provide sufficient stormwater retention capacity for the expanded and 
modernized RHC LPOE; and to enhance overall functionality and safety. In addition, the project is needed 
to meet proposed utility requirements of the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and bring them in line 
with current land port design standards and operational requirements. Existing electrical lines are also 
located within the area proposed for realignment of a segment of the Rose Avenue channel and that power 
the city’s Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP), located west of the existing RHC LPOE. These lines need 
to be relocated to maintain electrical service to the WWTP as well as to satisfy CBP design requirements, 
which prohibit overhead lines within LPOE boundaries. 

A.2.3   Proposed Action and Alternatives 

As part of the decision-making process, GSA is carrying forward one action alternative (Alternative 1 – 
Flood Control and Utility Upgrades) and the No Action Alternative for analysis in this SEIS.   

Under Alternative 1, GSA proposes to construct flood control and utility upgrades in the vicinity of the 
RHC LPOE that were not included in the 2024 Final EIS (see Figure A-2). The proposed layout provided 
in Figure A-2 represents a preliminary concept site plan for development and is used as a basis for 
discussion and environmental analysis. This alternative would support and interconnect with design 
elements from 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative. The key components of Alternative 1 include:  

• Construction of an approximately 2,750-foot-long stormwater channel that is anticipated to be
primarily a riprap-lined open channel along the entire route. A small, approximately 50-foot
segment of the stormwater channel where it meets Border Road would be concrete-lined to
facilitate vehicle access. GSA is also considering construction of the entire proposed channel
segment as an open, concrete-lined channel, although the riprap-lined open channel is the current
preference. The proposed channel would originate at an extended culvert box crossing (CBC) near
the existing RHC LPOE and terminate at an unnamed wash west of Chino Road.

• Evaluation and improvement of the existing CBC beneath the LPOE, with potential partial
maintenance of the existing structure.

• Extension of the existing CBC to the west, terminating near the planned repatriation drop-off
location.

• Demolition of the existing stormwater channel along Pan American Avenue, with appropriate
grading and erosion control measures.

• Installation of a new manhole and connection to an existing sanitary sewer line east of Chino Road.

• Construction of a maintenance road on the north or south side of the proposed stormwater channel.

• Potential construction of security fencing on the north side of the proposed stormwater channel.

• Improvement of the Chino Road hydraulic structure, including installation of a new CBC and
associated road repairs.

• Construction of a 6.2-acre stormwater retention basin between the RHC LPOE and Chino Road.

• Construction of various electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic lines on the east and west sides
of the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area.
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Figure A-2.  Proposed Action Limits of Disturbance 
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• Acquisition of necessary land and right-of-way permissions, potentially totaling approximately 24
acres. Additional land area would be disturbed for utility work; however, all construction work for
proposed utility lines would be conducted within existing or newly established rights-of-way.

Refer to Chapter 2 of the SEIS for a full description of Alternative 1 and the No Action Alternative.  

The No Action Alternative serves as a baseline scenario for which potential environmental consequences 
can be compared to in the SEIS. Under the No Action Alternative, GSA would not move forward with the 
flood control and utility upgrades. Overall stormwater management and flood control needs for the 
expanded and modernized RHC LPOE would not be addressed; stormwater flow would not be diverted; 
electric, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic requirements would not be met; and engineering conflicts between 
the current alignment of the Rose Avenue channel and the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization 
Project layout would remain. 

A.3 NOTIFICATION OF PROJECT SCOPING
Notification of project scoping for this SEIS was accomplished using multiple channels of communication, 
including a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register, newspaper ads, letters to interested parties, and 
social media posts. 

A.3.1   Notice of Intent 

An NOI for the SEIS was published in the Federal Register on October 8, 2024, indicating the public 
scoping period would begin on October 11, 2024. The NOI was published under Docket ID No. 2024-0002 
Sequence No. 45, UNIQUE IDENTIFIER: SEIS-023-00-009-1727281974 (FR vol. 89, no. 195). The NOI 
announced GSA’s intent to prepare a SEIS and conduct a public scoping meeting; provided a brief 
description of the project; and included instructions on submitting a comment. The NOI also indicated the 
date, time, and location of the public scoping meeting and announced that public comments were requested 
to be received within the 30-day scoping period, no later than November 11, 2024. The Federal Register 
notice is included in Attachment A. 

A.3.2   Newspapers Advertisements 

GSA published three advertisements in English and Spanish, each, for a total of six advertisements in the 
local newspaper in the weeks preceding the October 24, 2024 public scoping meeting. The advertisements 
indicated GSA’s intent to prepare a SEIS and conduct a public scoping meeting; provided a brief description 
of the project1; identified the public scoping meeting date, time, and location; and included instructions on 
submitting a comment. The advertisements also requested that public comments be received within the 30-
day scoping period, no later than November 11, 2024. The advertisements were published in the Herald 
Review on October 11, 16, and 20, 2024. Affidavits of the legal notices are included in Attachment B. 

A.3.3   Interested Parties Letter 

A scoping letter dated October 11, 2024 was mailed to federal agencies, state and local agencies, tribal 
entities, elected officials, and other interested parties. The letter provided background information on the 
project, a description of the alternatives, public scoping meeting details, and instructions on submitting 
comments. A copy of the letter sent to interested parties is included in Attachment C. 

1 The need for electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic utility upgrades was identified after the scoping period and 
during preparation of the Draft SEIS and therefore was not included in any scoping materials.  
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A.3.4   Social Media 

In advance of the October 24, 2024 public scoping meeting, GSA posted announcements of the meeting on 
two social media accounts on October 15, 2024 and on the RHC LPOE website:  

• https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/gsa-regions/region-9-pacific-rim/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-
castro-land-port-of-entry

The social media posts briefly summarized the purpose of the public scoping meeting and detailed the time, 
date, and location of the meeting.  The City of Douglas also posted announcements of the public scoping 
meeting on the city’s social media accounts on October 15, 16 and 22, 2024 in English and Spanish. 
Screenshots of the social media postings can be found in Attachment D. 

A.4 PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
This section summarizes the public scoping meeting, including a description of the purpose; time, date, 
and location of the meeting; and meeting format. 

A.4.1   Purpose 

The purpose of the public scoping meeting was to provide the public with information regarding the 
proposed project, answer questions, identify concerns regarding the potential environmental impacts 
that may result from implementation of the proposed project, and gather information to determine the 
scope of issues to be addressed in the SEIS. 

A.4.2   Meeting Details and Location 

The public scoping meeting was held on Thursday, October 24, 2024 from 4 p.m. to 6 p.m. at the Douglas 
Visitor Center located at 345 16th Street, Douglas, Arizona, 85607. Approximately 29 people attended the 
public scoping meeting. 

A.4.3   Open House Format 

An open house format for the public scoping meeting was used to encourage discussion and information 
sharing and to ensure that the public had opportunities to speak with representatives of the GSA. 
Informational poster displays about the Proposed Action and alternatives, project background, NEPA 
timeline, and ways to provide scoping comments were provided at the meeting. Additional meeting 
materials available at the public scoping meeting included: 

• Sign-in sheets;

• Comment forms; and

• Meeting handouts (information on the project and NEPA process).

The posters, comment form, handouts, and sign-in sheets from the public scoping meeting are included in 
Attachment E, F, G, and H, respectively. 

A.5 PUBLIC SCOPING COMMENTS
GSA invited comments for scoping of this SEIS during the scoping period (October 11 – November 11, 
2024), including on the key topics that should be covered in the SEIS; examples of potential adverse and 
beneficial impacts from the proposed project; and any other additional, relevant information available.  

A.5.1   Collecting Comments 

Comments were submitted to GSA using comment forms, letters, and emails. Original copies of comments 
provided are included in Attachment I. 

https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/gsa-regions/region-9-pacific-rim/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-entry
https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/gsa-regions/region-9-pacific-rim/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-entry
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A.5.2   Summary of Commenters 

Comments were indexed based on the source, or commenter. Commenters included federal and state 
agencies (A) and members of the public (P). Each comment was cataloged with a code based on the source 
of the comment and the order in which it was received (e.g., P3 was the third comment received by a 
member of the public). A total of 6 unique commenters provided input during the scoping period. 
Attachment J includes an index of commenters by type (i.e., agency, public) and dates comments were 
received. 

A.5.3   Issues Identified During Scoping 

Each concern or question associated with a commenter was categorized by resource area. Table A-1 
provides a summary of the comments and location in the SEIS, if addressed and rationale, if not addressed. 
In addition to the comments captured in Table A-1, one commenter submitted a comment inquiring whether 
their land parcel would be acquired as part of the project and another commenter submitted a proposed 
layout for the project.   

A.6 LIST OF PREPARERS
GSA prepared the various scoping materials and report with contractual assistance from Potomac-Hudson 
Engineering, Inc. (PHE). The following individuals were primarily responsible for the development and 
review of the scoping materials and report: 

• Osmahn Kadri (GSA) – NEPA Program Manager and SEIS Project Manager

• Paul DiPaolo (PHE) – SEIS Project Manager/Reviewer

• Sean McCain (PHE) – Environmental Consultant/Author

• Mimi Drozdetski (PHE) – Environmental Analyst/Author

• Pam Lawson (PHE) – Editor
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Table A-1. Commenters and Comments by Category 
 Commentsa Addressed 

in SEIS? 
If yes, location in SEIS or 2024 Final EIS. 

If no, rationale. 
Consultation and Coordination (2 commenters; 3 comments) [Note: Comment letter received outside of scoping period.] 

• One commenter (A) recommended for GSA to consult with ADEQ regarding all stormwater • Yes • GSA has coordinated with the ADEQ 
channeling and discharge design, and any state permit requirements. regarding stormwater permitting 

 requirements. Section 3.6 of the SEIS 
reflects the results of the discussion with 
the ADEQ regarding stormwater related 
permits anticipated to be required during 
construction. 

• 

• 

One commenter (A) encouraged GSA to coordinate project planning with potentially 
interested tribes that may have cultural affiliations in the area of project implementation, as 
tribal consultation is vital to the preservation of tribal culture. 

The commenter recommended that GSA seek additional information and coordinate the 
project with the AZGFD. Information on known species detections, special status species, 
and Arizona species of greatest conservation need can be found by using their Online 
Environmental Review Tool, administered through the Heritage Data Management System 
and Project Evaluation Program (https://www.azgfd.com/wildlife/planning/projevalprogram/) 

• 
 

• 

Yes 

Yes 

• 

• 

See Sections 1.3.5 and 3.2.1.3 of the 
SEIS. 

See Section 3.7.1.3 of the SEIS.  

Biological Resources (2 commenters; 9 comments) 

• One commenter (A) noted that per the Endangered Species Act and its implementing • Yes • See Sections 3.7.1.3 and 3.7.2.3 of the 
regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), GSA is required to consult with the USFWS about 
potential effects to listed species from project activities and recommended that a complete 
list of species and critical habitats that may occur within the project area should be obtained 

 
  

SEIS. 

from the IPaC website and that important considerations should be given to international 
species whose distributions occur in both Mexico and the U.S. and could experience effects 
on both sides of the international border. The same commenter noted that direct and 
indirect effects (including effects of interdependent and interrelated actions) and cumulative 
effects (as described under 50 CFR 402) to listed species should be clearly addressed in 
the SEIS. 

 
 
 
 

 

• The commenter referred the GSA to their submitted comments for the Draft EIS, which 
considers species protected under the MBTA (16 U.S.C. 703-712) and the BGEPA (16 
U.S.C. 668 et seq.). The commenter noted that if a bald eagle or golden eagle nest occurs 
in or near the proposed project area, the Arizona Ecological Services Office (with the 
USFWS) should be contacted and an evaluation must be performed to determine if the 
project is likely to disturb or harm eagles and if an Eagle Act permit may be needed. The 
commenter recommended to seek additional information and coordinate the project with the 

• Yes • 

 
 
 
 

See Sections 3.7.1.3, 3.7.2.3, and 
3.7.2.4 of the SEIS. 
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 Commentsa Addressed 
in SEIS? 

If yes, location in SEIS or 2024 Final EIS. 
If no, rationale. 

• 

• 

• 

AZGFD and noted that information on known species detections, special status species, 
and Arizona species of greatest conservation need can be found by using their Online 
Environmental Review Tool, administered through the Heritage Data Management System 
and Project Evaluation Program (https://www.azgfd.com/wildlife/planning/projevalprogram/). 

The commenter noted that implementation of the project is likely to alter components of 
habitat through vegetation removal, dust creation, and altered hydrology as ground and soil 
would be disturbed. The commenter indicated that these components may alter foraging, 
nesting, roosting, or prey availability for federally listed species. 

The commenter expressed that project implementation is likely to increase the ambient 
noise levels from construction activities and equipment. The commenter noted that several 
species that could occur within the action area are sensitive to anthropogenic disturbance 
and could experience adverse effects. 

The commenter noted concerns related to sedimentation and water diversion, pointing to 
water as a critical component in shaping habitats in arid environments. The commenter 
explained that quantify and timing of water often determines the floral and faunal 
communities of an area, and that altering flow and increasing sedimentation could adversely 
affect local ecosystem processes upon which listed species rely. 

• 

• 

• 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

 
 

• 
 

• 

• 
 

See Section 3.7.2.3 of the SEIS. 

See Section 3.7.2.3 of the SEIS. 

See Section 3.7.2.3 of the SEIS. 

• One commenter (A) submitted a report for the proposed supplemental action site using the 
Arizona Online Environmental Review Tool. The report indicates that western burrowing 
owl, a special status species that is regulated under the MBTA, could occur within the 
project footprint. The commenter recommends conducting an occupancy survey to 
determine if this species occurs within this project footprint if suitable habitat for this species 
is present within or adjacent to the project area. The commenter indicated that if an active 
burrowing owl burrow is detected, the AZGFD and USFWS should be contacted for 
direction. 

• 
 

Yes • 

 

See Sections 3.7.1.3, 3.7.2.3, and 
3.7.2.4 of the SEIS. 

• 

• 

The commenter noted that vegetation within the project area may provide nesting 
opportunities for avian species regulated under the MBTA and protected under state law. 
The commenter indicated that breeding season for birds, including raptors, in the project 
vicinity is generally January through the end of June. The commenter recommends a 
qualified biologist conduct surveys for nesting birds within the project area prior to removal 
or trimming of vegetation, if necessary during the breeding season. If nesting birds are 
present, the commenter recommends to delay implementing the project until after the 
nesting season, and contacting USFWS for technical assistance if this option is not possible 

The commenter recommended that trenching/digging and backfilling crews work together to 
minimize the amount of open trenches at any given time. Where trenches/holes cannot be 

• 

• 

Yes 

Yes 

• 

• 

See Sections 3.7.2.3 and 3.7.2.4 of the 
SEIS. 

See Sections 3.7.2.3 and 3.7.2.4 of the 
SEIS. 

https://www.azgfd.com/wildlife/planning/projevalprogram/
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 Commentsa Addressed 
in SEIS? 

If yes, location in SEIS or 2024 Final EIS. 
If no, rationale. 

• 

backfilled immediately, the commenter recommended escape ramps be constructed in each 
hole and at least every 90 meters in trenches. Escape ramps can be short lateral trenches 
or wooden planks sloping to the surface. The commenter recommended that slopes be less 
than 45 degrees (1:1) and trenches and holes that have been left open be inspected to 
remove animals prior to backfilling. 

The commenter brought up concerns regarding invasive plant species and their detrimental 
effect on local ecosystems and fire regimes. The commenter noted that as construction 
efforts will cause ground disturbance in which many invasive plant species could thrive, it is 
encouraged to minimize the potential introduction or spread of exotic invasive species by 
taking precautions such as washing and/or decontaminating all equipment utilized in the 
project activities before entering and leaving the site. The commenter also recommended 
GSA to employ invasive vegetation monitoring and treatment post construction. This would 
include reviewing the Arizona Department of Agriculture’s website for a list of prohibited and 
restricted noxious weeds and the Arizona Native Plant Society for recommendations on 
control methods. The commenter referred to iMapInvasives – a national cloud-based 
application for tracking and managing invasive species. 

• Yes • See Section 3.7.2.3 and 3.7.2.4 of the 
SEIS. 

Human Health and Safety (1 commenter; 1 comment) 

• One commenter (P) expressed concerns over the open stormwater channel creating a 
safety hazard during flooding events to anyone in the stormwater channel and referenced 
an incident in prior years where individuals drowned in the stormwater channel.  

• Yes • See Section 3.9.2.3 of the SEIS. 

a Commenters included federal or state agencies (A) and members of the public (P) 
ADEQ = Arizona Department of Environmental Quality; Arizona Game and Fish Department (AZGFD); BGEPA = Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act; CFR = Code of Federal Regulations; 
GSA = U.S. General Services Administration; MBTA = Migratory Bird Treaty Act; SEIS = Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement; USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service
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Herald Review newspaper advertisements (English) – October 11, October 16, and October 20, 2024 
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Herald Review newspaper advertisements (Spanish) – October 11, October 16, and October 20, 2024 
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Social Media Posts by GSA 

Facebook 

 
 

Twitter 
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GSA Website 
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Social Media Posts by the City of Douglas 

Facebook 
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Twitter 
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A1: United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
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A2: Arizona Game and Fish Department 
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ID 

Total 
Comments Date Name Affiliation (if any) Comment Method 

Agency 

A1 7 11/1/2024 Julie McIntyre U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service  

Email / Letter 

A2 4 11/4/2024 Raul Vega Arizona Game & Fish 
Department 

Email / Letter 

A3 1 11/12/2024 Zacharia Appleton, 
Environmental 
Review Branch 

U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency  

Email / Letter 

Public 

P1 1 10/24/2024 Michael Gomez Scoping Meeting 

P2 1 10/28/2024 Sandra Heater Email 

P3 1 10/30/2024 Steven Helffrich studioARCHITECTURE Email 
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B.1.2 USFWS Response Letter to GSA Informal Consultation (Section 7 of ESA) 
– February 3, 2025 
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B.1.3 USFWS Response Letter to GSA Commercial LPOE Consultation (Section 
7 of ESA) – May 28, 2025 
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B.1.4 USFWS Amended Concurrence Letter to 2024 Final EIS (Section 7 of ESA) 
– June 2, 2025 
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B.2 ARIZONA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 
B.2.1 GSA Letter to Arizona SHPO regarding Effect Determination for Proposed 

Commercial LPOE (May 28, 2024) and SHPO response (June 21, 2024) 
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B.2.2 GSA Letter to Arizona SHPO regarding updated Area of Potential Effect 
for Undertaking at the RHC LPOE (November 8, 2024) and SHPO response 
(December 6, 2024) 
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B.2.3 GSA Letter to Arizona SHPO regarding updated Area of Potential Effect 
for Undertaking at the RHC LPOE (January 7, 2025) 
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B.3 TRIBAL ORGANIZATIONS
The following tribes were sent interested party letters for the scoping period on October 11, 2024 (see 

Appendix A) and Draft SEIS on April 4, 2025 (see Appendix E):  

• L. Michael Darrow, Historian, Fort Sill Apache Tribe

• Stewart Koyiyumptewa, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Hopi Tribe Preservation Office

• Holly Houghten, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Mescalero Apache Tribe

• Karl A. Hoerig, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Pascua Yaqui Tribe

• Kurt Dongoske, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Pueblo of Zuni

• Vernelda Grant, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, San Carlos Apache Tribe

• Jefford Francisco and Peter Steere, Cultural Resource Specialist and Tribal Historic Preservation

Officer, Tohono O’Odham Nation

• Mark Altaha, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, White Mountain Apache Tribe
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B.3.1 White Mountain Apache Tribe Office of Historic Preservation No Adverse
Effect Letter (October 17, 2024) 
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B.3.2 White Mountain Apache Tribe Office of Historic Preservation No Adverse 
Effect Letter (April 4, 2025) 
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C.1 INTRODUCTION
The General Conformity Rule (GCR) was established to ensure that federal activities do not hamper local 
efforts to control air pollution. In particular, the GCR implements Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act 
(CAA), which prohibits federal agencies from engaging in, supporting, licensing, or approving any action 
that does not conform to an approved state or federal implementation plan. The purpose of the GCR 
Applicability Analysis is to determine whether any alternative for the Proposed Action is subject to the 
federal GCR. The United States (U.S.) General Services Administration’s (GSA) 2024 Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Expansion and Modernization of the Raul Hector Castro Land 
Port of Entry and Proposed Commercial Land Port of Entry (herein referred to as the 2024 Final 
Environmental Impact Statement [EIS]) evaluated multiple alternatives for the expansion and 
modernization of the land port of entry (LPOE) facility. GSA signed a Record of Decision (ROD) for the 
2024 Final EIS on May 14, 2024. In the ROD, GSA selected the preferred alternative, identified as 
Alternative 2 (Concurrent Construction – Westward Expansion), herein referred to as the 2024 Final EIS 
preferred alternative, which would involve construction of a new Commercial LPOE and phased expansion 
and modernization of the existing Raul Hector Castro (RHC) LPOE at the same time, with expansion 
primarily to the west of the existing RHC LPOE.  

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) focuses on specific, newly identified 
components of the overall project: the realignment of a segment of the Rose Avenue channel, construction 
of a new stormwater basin, utility upgrades, and to consider additional construction water supply needs at 
the proposed Commercial LPOE. Under the Proposed Action, a segment of the existing stormwater channel 
segment would be realigned from directly west of the existing RHC LPOE to run parallel to Border Road 
before discharging to an unnamed wash west of Chino Road, a new stormwater basin would be constructed 
to improve stormwater management capabilities for the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE, utilities 
would be replaced or installed in the vicinity of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project Area, 
and treated wastewater would be hauled from the City of Douglas Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) 
to the proposed Commercial LPOE during construction. GSA evaluated one action alternative for the 
Proposed Action, Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and Construction Water Supply. The 
Proposed Action would result in emissions from the use of construction equipment, passenger vehicles, and 
trucks during construction and land preparation activities, as well as fugitive dust emissions. Emissions of 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter of 10 micrometers or smaller (PM10), 
particulate matter of 2.5 micrometers or smaller (PM2.5), and sulfur dioxide (SO2) were calculated. These 
calculations demonstrate that the emissions resulting from the Proposed Action would be below the de 
minimis levels defined for those pollutants in the Applicability Section of the GCR and would not be 
regionally significant. Therefore, the GCR is not applicable to the Proposed Action. 

C.2 GENERAL CONFORMITY RULE APPLICABILITY ANALYSIS
The purpose of this analysis is to determine whether the Proposed Action is subject to the federal GCR 
established in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 93, Determining Conformity of Federal Actions 
to State or Federal Implementation Plans. This analysis will determine whether the Proposed Action: 

• Is not subject to the rule – The action does not emit criteria pollutants or precursors for which the
area is designated as a nonattainment or maintenance area; all procurement actions are excluded
from the GCR;

• Is exempt or does not exceed de minimis levels – Emissions from the action are below de minimis
levels and are not regionally significant, or the action is exempt; or

• Exceeds de minimis levels or is regionally significant – Emissions from the action exceed
de minimis levels; a Conformity Determination must be prepared for such actions.
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This analysis is organized into the following sections:  

• Background (Section C.3) – Information on applicable air emission programs and limitations, 
including de minimis levels; 

• Description of Alternatives (Section C.4) – A description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives; 

• Methodology and Emissions Calculations (Section C.5) – Procedures and results for estimating 
emissions associated with the Proposed Action; and  

• Conclusion (Section C.6) – Determination of whether the GCR is applicable to the Proposed Action. 

C.3 BACKGROUND 
As part of the implementation of the CAA Amendments, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) issued National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six criteria air pollutants: CO, SO2, 
particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), ozone (O3), NO2, and lead (Pb). USEPA defines ambient air in 
guidelines established in 40 CFR Part 50 as “that portion of the atmosphere, external to buildings, to which 
the general public has access.” 

The CAA divides the U.S. into geographic areas called “air quality control regions” (AQCRs). These 
AQCRs are established areas such as counties, urbanized areas, and consolidated metropolitan statistical 
areas. An AQCR in which levels of a criteria air pollutant meet the health-based NAAQS is defined as an 
attainment area for the pollutant, while an area that does not meet the NAAQS is designated a nonattainment 
area for the pollutant. An AQCR that was once designated a nonattainment area but was later reclassified 
as an attainment area is known as a maintenance area. Nonattainment and maintenance areas can be further 
classified as extreme, severe, serious, moderate, or marginal. 

An AQCR may have an acceptable level for one criteria air pollutant but may have unacceptable levels for 
other criteria air pollutants. Thus, an area could be attainment, maintenance, and/or nonattainment at the 
same time for different pollutants. Each state that contains at least one nonattainment air quality control 
region is responsible for submitting a State Implementation Plan (SIP), which specifies the manner in which 
NAAQS will be achieved and maintained. Maintenance areas must adhere to a maintenance plan for the 
specific pollutant for which the area was initially designated nonattainment. 

The project area of the Proposed Action is located in Cochise County, Arizona. Within Arizona, air quality 
is managed by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ), which administers air quality 
rules and programs for the state. USEPA has designated the Paul Spur/Douglas Planning Area as a 
nonattainment area for PM10. In addition, the Paul Spur/Douglas Planning Area has been designated a 
maintenance area for SO2 (USEPA 2024a). The Arizona SIP was initially approved in 1972 and is revised 
as needed to comply with new federal or state requirements when new data improves modeling techniques, 
when a specific area’s attainment status changes, or when an area fails to reach attainment (ADEQ 2024a).  
ADEQ is developing a nonattainment SIP to improve the air quality in this area. The plan will include an 
updated emissions inventory, modeling demonstration, strategy for exceptional events and rules for PM10 
controls (ADEQ 2024b). 

Because the Proposed Action is located within a nonattainment area for PM10 and a maintenance area for 
SO2, an applicability analysis is required using the criteria for a nonattainment and maintenance area. 
Therefore, potential emissions for these criteria pollutants were calculated and compared to the 
corresponding de minimis rates.  For purposes of analysis and completeness, potential CO, PM2.5, and 
nitrous oxides (NOx) emissions were also calculated. Note that ozone is a secondary pollutant that is not 
emitted directly but is created when NO2 reacts with volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and oxygen in 
the presence of sunlight. Therefore, direct ozone emissions were not estimated; VOC emissions were 
estimated instead of ozone. Emissions of lead were also not analyzed because no project activity would 
result in lead emissions. 
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The criteria used in the GCR applicability analysis are listed in the Applicability Section of the GCR, 
40 CFR 93.153(b), which defines de minimis emission rates for criteria pollutants based on the degree of 
nonattainment. Table C-1 lists the de minimis levels that were used in this analysis (USEPA 2017). 
40 CFR 51.853(i) stipulates that a project is considered regionally significant when total emissions from 
the project exceed a nonattainment or maintenance area’s total emission budget for each applicable 
pollutant by 10 percent or more. 

Table C-1. De Minimis Levels for the Proposed Action 

Criteria Pollutant CAA Designation for the Project Area De Minimis Emission Rate 
(tons/year) 

CO Attainment 100 

NO2 Attainment 100 

O3 Attainment 100 

SO2 Maintenance 100 

PM10 Nonattainment (moderate) 100 

PM2.5 Attainment 70 

Source: USEPA 2024a; USEPA 2024b 
CO = carbon dioxide; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; O3 = ozone; PM2.5 = particulate matter of 2.5 micrometers or smaller; PM10 =  particulate 
matter of 10 microns or smaller; SO2 = sulfur dioxide 

C.4 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 
Alternative 1 – Flood Control, Utility Upgrades, and Construction Water Supply  
For the purposes of this SEIS, GSA is evaluating one action alternative to the Proposed Action 
(i.e., Alternative 1) and the No Action Alternative. Under Alternative 1, GSA proposes to construct flood 
controls and utility upgrades in the vicinity of the RHC LPOE, and to consider additional construction water 
supply needs at the proposed Commercial LPOE, that were not included in the 2024 Final EIS. This 
alternative would support and interconnect with design elements from 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative. 
The key components of Alternative 1 include: 

• Construct an approximately 2,750-foot-long stormwater channel that is anticipated to be a primarily 
a riprap-lined open channel along the entire route. A small, approximately 50-foot segment of the 
stormwater channel where it meets Border Road would be concrete-lined to facilitate vehicle 
access. GSA is also considering construction of the entire proposed channel segment as an open, 
concrete-lined channel, although the riprap-lined open channel design is the current preference. 
The proposed stormwater channel would originate at an extended concrete box culvert (CBC) 
located beneath the existing POV lanes south of the RHC LPOE inspection area and generally 
travel west, north of Border Road, and terminate at the unnamed wash west of Chino Road. Water 
flowing out of this proposed channel would proceed south along the unnamed wash across the U.S. 
– Mexico border as it does under existing conditions. The proposed alignment of the channel 
segment would avoid, as much as possible, existing utility components such as utility poles, sewer 
manholes, utility vault, the Border Road and sewer mains. 

• Evaluate and improve the existing CBC beneath the LPOE. A portion of the existing CBC may be 
maintained in place. 

• Extend the existing CBC to the west and terminate it immediately west of the planned repatriation 
drop off location at the southern end of the expanded and modernized LPOE. Demolition of existing 
structures would be limited to only a portion of the existing CBC that needs to be removed. 
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• Demolish the existing stormwater channel segment that parallels the western side of Pan American 
Avenue between East 3rd Street and the southern end of the existing RHC LPOE. The upstream 
end of the existing channel would then be transitioned to the surrounding adjacent grade and rock 
riprap would be placed on the exposed surface. Alternatively, the existing stormwater channel 
segment may be reused as conduit or other purposes during the expansion and modernization of 
the RHC LPOE.  

• Install a new CBC where the proposed stormwater channel crosses Chino Road. This would also 
include repairing the portions of Chino Road that are impacted by improving the CBC in that area, 
and may require lowering a segment of an existing 8-inch water line that is located in close 
proximity to this CBC. A portion of Chino Road south of East 3rd Street may have to be partially 
or completely closed during construction of the CBC. 

• As necessary, construct a maintenance road on either the north or south side of the proposed 
stormwater channel for maintenance access. This could also include a crossing or bridge over the 
proposed stormwater channel, as well as installation of guard rails as needed.  

• Potentially construct security fencing on the north side of the proposed stormwater channel. 

• Construct a new approximately 6.2-acre stormwater basin between the RHC LPOE and Chino Road 
and north of the proposed stormwater channel. The stormwater basin would be designed for 
temporary water storage with a 36-hour drain time, in compliance with City regulations, rather than 
a retention basin for permanent water storage. 

• Obtain all necessary land and right-of-way permissions as applicable for the realigned stormwater 
channel segment and new stormwater basin. This could include acquiring, obtaining easements, or 
obtaining similar land use agreements on portions of land within a proposed additional expansion 
area totaling approximately 24 acres currently owned by the City of Douglas and a private 
landowner. This may also include a new right-of-way grant from the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) if any portions of Border Road are required for construction. 

• Replace or install approximately 6,500 feet of electrical lines, 4,700 feet of sanitary sewer line, and 
1,400 feet of fiber optic lines in the vicinity of the RHC LPOE: 

o West of Pan American Avenue, existing aboveground electrical lines would be removed 
and re-routed to tie into existing service lines. The exact route of the electrical line west of 
Pan American Avenue is not known at this time and would be determined during design; 
however, the alignment would occur within some section of the potential disturbance area 
for electrical utilities identified in Figure 2-1 in the SEIS. Newly installed electrical lines 
may consist of either aboveground pole-mounted lines, buried lines, or a combination of 
both. Burial of lines would require trenching. GSA has estimated that less than one acre of 
land would be disturbed during installation of this segment.  

o West of Pan American Avenue, an existing sanitary sewer line would need to be 
temporarily extended and realigned to Chino Road, south of 3rd Street so as to maintain 
service during construction and temporarily avoid conflicts with the realigned Rose 
Avenue channel segment construction footprint. This would include construction of a new 
manhole and establishing a new connection to an existing manhole at a sanitary sewer line 
east of Chino Road. Permanent sanitary sewer service for the expanded and modernized 
RHC LPOE is expected to tie into the existing alignment along East 3rd Street near the 
intersection with Pan American Avenue. At the western terminus of East 3rd Street with 
the intersection of Chino Road, the sanitary sewer line would need to be extended west 
towards the WWTP, due to engineering conflicts between the proposed stormwater channel 
and existing sanitary sewer line along the Chino Road alignment south of East 3rd Street. 
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The exact alignment of the new sanitary sewer connection west of Chino Road is unknown 
but would occur somewhere within the potential disturbance area for wet utilities as shown 
in Figure 2-1 of the SEIS, and is expected to temporarily disturb no more than 4.4 acres. 
In the long term, it is expected that the existing sanitary sewer lateral within the Chino 
Road alignment south of East 3rd Street, as well as portions of the existing sanitary sewer 
lines within the project area west of the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE, would be 
abandoned or removed. 

o East of Pan American Avenue, electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic lines would be 
installed around the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area. Similar to utility 
work occurring west of Pan American Avenue, newly installed electrical lines may consist 
of either aboveground pole-mounted lines, buried lines, or a combination of both. Burial 
of lines would require trenching. Sanitary sewer and fiber optic lines are anticipated to 
require trenching. Sanitary sewer line work may be conducted in conjunction with 
abandonment of the existing line west of Pan American Avenue. Electrical lines would be 
installed in a combination of overhead and underground lines; sanitary sewer and fiber 
optic lines are anticipated to require trenching. 

o All construction work for these proposed utility lines would be conducted within existing 
or newly established rights-of-way (estimated at approximately 25 feet wide for electric 
and sanitary sewer and approximately 15 feet wide for fiber optics) and would connect to 
utility lines owned and operated by the City of Douglas or local utility providers. No 
additional land acquisition would be required for the replacement and installation of these 
utility lines beyond what is already being considered for the realigned stormwater channel 
segment and new stormwater basin. GSA would obtain all necessary land use and right-of-
way permissions, as required. Electrical work may ultimately be conducted by the local 
utility provider rather than GSA. 

• Supply construction water to the proposed Commercial LPOE through trucking treated wastewater 
from the City of Douglas WWTP over a period of 9 months. Water would be utilized for dust 
suppression and soil compaction. Treated wastewater would meet the requirements of Class B 
reclaimed water as demonstrated by ongoing WWTP monitoring, which as per the Arizona 
Administrative Code, Title 18, Chapter 11, Article 3 - Table A allows for the use of reclaimed water 
for dust control and soil compaction. Peak water demand of up to 250,000 gallons per day (gpd) 
would be required for approximately 4.5 months; the remaining 4.5 months would require less 
water. This would be the equivalent of up to approximately 63 additional trucks per day during 
peak periods assuming a truck capacity of 4,000 gallons. Trucks would travel between the City of 
Douglas WWTP and the proposed Commercial LPOE via International Avenue. As necessary, 
water would be utilized for dust suppression along International Avenue during truck transit. Use 
of treated wastewater would require appropriate coordination with the City of Douglas and Mexico 
relative to existing agreements for wastewater transfer, as well as coordination with U.S. Border 
Patrol regarding the use of International Avenue. The City of Douglas provided notification to 
ADEQ of the intent to supply Class B effluent for construction purposes in May 2025 (City of 
Douglas 2025).   

Stormwater would still flow through the segment of the unnamed wash from the existing discharge point 
and proposed new discharge point of the Rose Avenue channel as shown in Figure 2-1 of the SEIS from 
properties located to the north, northeast, and east; however, the amount of stormwater flowing through the 
wash in this segment would be reduced due to flow being diverted from the realigned Rose Avenue channel. 
GSA is in the process of conducting hydrology studies to confirm overall changes in flow through the 
existing and proposed stormwater channels as well as into the unnamed wash and will provide available 
updates in the ROD.  
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The timeframe for agency coordination and construction is tentative and is subject to change. However, for 
the purpose of this SEIS, design and agency coordination for Alternative 1 is anticipated to take 
approximately one year to complete, and construction activities at the RHC LPOE are anticipated to take 
approximately 6 months in total to complete. Construction of the utility upgrades (i.e., stormwater, 
electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic) is expected to occur during the construction of the RHC LPOE 
Expansion and Modernization Project as considered in the 2024 Final EIS. Construction of the realigned 
Rose Avenue channel segment is expected to occur prior to construction of the RHC LPOE Expansion and 
Modernization Project as considered in the 2024 Final EIS. During construction of the realigned Rose 
Avenue channel segment, it is estimated there could be approximately 20 worker vehicles, 20 delivery 
vehicles for construction supplies, and 10 haul trucks per day to the project area for deliveries and waste 
removal near the RHC LPOE. The number of workers and vehicle trips for construction of utility upgrades 
would be consistent with levels evaluated in the 2024 Final EIS for the RHC LPOE. All construction and 
demolition waste would be disposed of and recycled at authorized facilities. Hauling of construction water 
between the City of Douglas WWTP and the proposed Commercial LPOE would be required for a period 
of up to 9 months and would result in an additional 63 truck trips beyond the levels analyzed in the 2024 
Final EIS for the Commercial LPOE (i.e., up to 150 trucks/day during peak construction). GSA would 
implement appropriate traffic control measures and install signage on local roadways during construction 
to manage construction vehicle traffic.  

During operations, maintenance procedures would be put in place in accordance with industry standard 
protocol to ensure the proper functioning of the realigned Rose Avenue channel, new stormwater basin, and 
other utility upgrades. The channel would be operated and maintained in coordination with other 
governmental entities. 

C.5 METHODOLOGY AND EMISSIONS CALCULATIONS 
USEPA has designated the Paul Spur/Douglas Planning Area as a nonattainment area for PM10. In addition, 
the Paul Spur/Douglas Planning Area has been designated a maintenance area for SO2 (USEPA 2024a, 
ADEQ 2024b). This applicability analysis developed estimates of potential emissions of PM10 and SO2 

from Alternative 1; for completeness, potential CO, NOx , PM2.5, and VOC emissions were also estimated. 
Emissions were estimated for construction activities that would occur within the project boundary.   
Construction  
Construction activities would cause temporary air emissions from the following sources: 

• Fuel combustion in construction equipment, worker vehicles, and delivery and disposal trucks; and 

• Fugitive dust emissions from ground-disturbing activities. 
Construction emissions were estimated for on-road and nonroad vehicles. The emissions from on-road 
vehicles such as POVs were estimated using industry standard emission rates (Argonne National 
Laboratory 2013). Emission rates for nonroad vehicles such as excavators, cranes, graders, backhoes, and 
bulldozers were estimated using USEPA’s MOVES 2014b model (USEPA 2015). Fugitive dust emissions 
were estimated using USEPA’s AP-42 emissions factors. See Table C-2 for the emission factors used in 
the analysis.  
To provide a worst case (i.e., conservative) estimate of construction emissions, it was assumed that all 
required nonroad vehicles would be operating full-time (i.e., eight hours per day and five days per week).  
The types and quantities of construction equipment for and the number of operating days as well as the 
number of workers (i.e., 20 workers) and equipment deliveries (i.e., 20 vehicles) were derived from other, 
similar projects and in coordination with GSA. An estimate of haul trucks per day (i.e., 10 trucks) was 
derived based on a conservative estimate of excavated sediment that would be required. Table C-2 provides 
an overview of the non-road construction equipment that may be used and served as a basis for calculating 
air emissions for construction. 
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Table C-2. Construction Equipment for Alternative 1 
Construction Phase Equipment Type Quantity 

Demolition 
Bulldozer 2 

Excavator 3 

Site Preparation Grader 1 

Grading 

Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 2 

Grader 1 

Excavator 2 

Scraper 2 

Construction 

Crane 1 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 

Generator Set 1 

Cement and Mortar Mixer 1 

Roller 2 

Paving Equipment 2 

Construction emissions were estimated for on-road and nonroad vehicles. The emissions from on-road 
vehicles such as POVs were estimated using industry standard emission rates (Argonne National 
Laboratory 2013). Emission rates for nonroad vehicles such as excavators, cranes, graders, backhoes, and 
bulldozers were estimated using USEPA’s MOVES 2014b model (USEPA 2015). Fugitive dust emissions 
were estimated using USEPA’s AP-42 emissions factors. See Table C-3 for the emission factors used in 
the analysis.  

Table C-3. Nonroad and On-Road Emissions Factors 

Source Emission 
Factor Units 

Pollutant  
CO NOx SO2 PM10 PM2.5 VOC 

Non-road Construction Equipment 

Construction equipment, 
gasoline g/day/unit 795.0 7.44 0.019 6.21 5.72 0.035 

Construction equipment, 
diesel g/day/unit 160.0 300.0 0.507 23.1 22.4 − 

On-road Vehicles 

Passenger cars, gasoline g/mile 2.866 0.121 0.006 0.034 0.019 0.170 

Passenger trucks, gasoline g/mile 5.019 0.313 0.007 0.053 0.032 0.283 

Commercial trucks, diesel g/mile 1.036 1.019 0.008 0.107 0.054 0.079 
Source: Argonne National Laboratory 2013; USEPA 2015 
CO = carbon dioxide; g = grams; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PM2.5 =  particulate matter of 2.5 micrometers or smaller; PM10 =  particulate 
matter of 10 micrometers or smaller; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; VOC = volatile organic compounds 
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Additionally, it was assumed that workers would commute an approximate total of 20 miles each day, and 
each worker would be driving their own vehicle (i.e., no carpooling). Vendor and waste trucks were 
assumed to travel 50 miles per day. Trucks traveling from the City of Douglas WWTP were assumed to 
travel 10 miles per day. WWTP trips would occur for a period of 4.5 months, with fewer trucks anticipated 
for another 4.5 months. To present a conservative analysis, it was assumed that all construction emission 
would occur within a 6-month period. To estimate fugitive dust emissions, it was assumed that no area 
would be continuously disturbed for more than 2 months.  In practice, some areas would be disturbed for 
longer periods of time while others would experience much less disturbance. Tables C-4 presents estimated 
construction emissions under Alternative 1. 

Table C-4. Construction Emissions Under Alternative 1 

Source 
Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons) 

CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 SO2 VOC 

Construction Equipment 0.10 0.18 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.02 

Worker Vehicles 0.19 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 

Delivery and Waste Trucks 0.71 0.70 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.05 

Fugitive Dust −− −− 2.30 1.23 −− −− 

Alternative 1 Total 1.00 0.90 2.41 1.30 0.01 0.09 

2024 Final EIS – 
Preferred Alternative 
Total (worst case – 2026) 

9.47 4.35 41.91 22.50 0.03 0.67 

Total 10.47 5.25 41.91 23.80 0.04 0.76 

De minimis Threshold 
(tons/year) 

100 100 100 70 100 10 

Source: USEPA 2024a, USEPA 2024b, GSA 2024 
CO = carbon dioxide; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PM2.5 =  particulate matter of 2.5 micrometers or smaller; PM10 =  particulate matter of 
10 micrometers or smaller; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; VOC = volatile organic compounds 

Operations  
The emissions from operations of Alternative 1 would differ substantially from those described in the 2024 
Final EIS for the Commercial LPOE and expanded and modernized RHC LPOE operations.  

Unlike the LPOE expansion and modernization projects, the stormwater management facilities would not 
require an increase in permanent employees, nor would it affect vehicle wait times or traffic patterns. The 
project would not include buildings requiring heating systems or emergency generators, eliminating these 
sources of emissions entirely. Furthermore, the improved stormwater management could potentially lead 
to fewer flood events, which might indirectly reduce emissions associated with flood cleanup and repair 
activities. The primary sources of emissions during operation would likely be limited to occasional 
maintenance activities, such as the use of mowers or small vehicles for debris removal, and potential 
fugitive dust from dry portions of the channel or stormwater basin during windy conditions. These 
emissions sources are expected to be infrequent and produce negligible impacts on air quality compared to 
the LPOE operations analyzed in the 2024 Final EIS. Proper design and regular maintenance of the 
stormwater management facilities should further minimize the potential for fugitive dust emissions. 
Considering these factors, a detailed quantitative analysis of operational emissions for this stormwater 
infrastructure project is not warranted, as the emissions would be de minimis in comparison to the RHC 
LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project, and would not significantly impact regional air quality. 
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C.6 CONCLUSION 
As shown in Table C-4 and the discussion throughout Section C.5, none of the criteria pollutant emissions 
estimated for Alternative 1 would exceed their respective de minimis thresholds. Therefore, the General 
Conformity Rule is not applicable to the Proposed Action.  
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D.1 INTRODUCTION 
In accordance with 44 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 9 (Floodplain Management and Protection 
of Wetlands), Executive Order (EO) 11988 (Floodplain Management), and the United States (U.S.) General 
Services Administration’s (GSA’s) Floodplain Management Desk Guide, November 2023 (GSA 2023) 
(Companion to GSA Order PBS 1095.8A), GSA is required to take action to reduce the risk of flood loss 
and to avoid, to the extent possible, the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy 
and modification of floodplains and the direct or indirect support of floodplain development wherever there 
is a practicable alternative. As required under EO 11988, GSA is following the 8-Step Decision-Making 
Process for Actions and Federally Funded Projects, which includes the following steps: 1) determining the 
floodplain; 2) involving the public in the decision-making process; 3) identifying and evaluating practicable 
alternatives to locating in the floodplain; 4) assessing the floodplain impacts; 5) mitigating adverse impacts; 
6) re-evaluating the alternatives; 7) announcing and explaining the decision to the public; and  
8) implementing the Proposed Action.   

If there is no practicable alternative to locating within the floodplain of concern, then as part of the 8-step 
decision-making process, GSA is required to provide justification for no practicable alternatives, evaluate 
the potential impacts on floodplains, and provide the public an opportunity to review and comment on a 
statement of findings.  

GSA completed a Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Expansion and Modernization of the Raul 
Hector Castro Land Port of Entry and Proposed Commercial Land Port of Entry in Douglas, Arizona in 
April 2024 (herein referred to as the 2024 Final Environmental Impact Statement [EIS]). GSA signed a 
Record of Decision (ROD) for the 2024 Final EIS on May 14, 2024. In the ROD, GSA selected the preferred 
alternative, identified as Alternative 2 (Concurrent Construction – Westward Expansion), herein referred 
to as the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative, which would involve construction of a new Commercial 
LPOE and phased expansion and modernization of the existing Raul Hector Castro (RHC) Land Port of 
Entry (LPOE) at the same time, with expansion primarily to the west of the existing RHC LPOE. GSA also 
approved sub-alternative 2d (combination of adaptive reuse, relocation, and demolition), identified as the 
preferred alternative for the management of historic structures at the RHC LPOE. As planning for this 
undertaking has continued, in Section 106 consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer and 
consulting parties, GSA has identified demolition of the historic Main Building and Garage as the preferred 
approach to the historic structures at the RHC LPOE. The 2024 Final EIS and GSA’s signed ROD can be 
viewed on the GSA project website at: https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/gsa-regions/region-9-pacific-
rim/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-entry/environmental-review. The 2024 Final EIS 
included a floodplain assessment and statement of findings for the Proposed Action considered within that 
EIS in Appendix D. 

During design of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project, GSA determined that the existing 
Rose Avenue channel alignment, which runs through the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area, 
could result in increased flood risk to the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE as well as additional 
engineering and construction costs. To address these issues, GSA is proposing a project that includes 
realigning a segment of the Rose Avenue channel (sometimes also referred to as the Rose Avenue Canal or 
International Canal) and extending and improving the existing concrete box culvert (CBC). GSA also 
determined that the necessary area to manage stormwater flows from the expanded and modernized RHC 
LPOE could not be accommodated within the project area originally considered in the 2024 Final EIS and 
that additional land area is required for stormwater management. To address this issue, GSA is considering 
constructing a new stormwater basin to the west of the RHC LPOE to accommodate stormwater flow from 
the proposed RHC LPOE. Lastly, GSA also determined that additional utility lines need to be replaced or 
installed that were not evaluated in the 2024 Final EIS. To address this issue, GSA is proposing to replace 
and install various utility lines (i.e., electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic lines) in the vicinity of the 
RHC LPOE. Following publication of the Draft SEIS, GSA determined that additional construction water 

https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/gsa-regions/region-9-pacific-rim/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-entry/environmental-review
https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/gsa-regions/region-9-pacific-rim/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-entry/environmental-review


RAUL HECTOR CASTRO & DOUGLAS COMMERCIAL LPOES  
FINAL SEIS APPENDIX D. FLOODPLAIN ASSESSMENT AND STATEMENT OF FINDINGS 

 D-2 
 

was required at the proposed Commercial LPOE, beyond the water that is to be supplied from a temporary 
groundwater well constructed by the City of Douglas in 2023 near the southeast corner of the proposed 
Commercial LPOE. To address this issue, GSA is proposing to truck treated wastewater from the City of 
Douglas Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) to the Commercial LPOE. The project also involves 
acquiring additional land or obtaining appropriate land use agreements, as well as obtaining necessary 
permissions to implement these changes. As a result of these proposed changes to the 2024 Final EIS 
preferred alternative, GSA determined that supplemental analysis under the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) is required.  

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Expansion and Modernization of the Raul 
Hector Castro Land Port of Entry and Proposed Commercial Land Port of Entry in Douglas, Arizona.  
evaluates the potential adverse impacts to floodplains (see Section 3.6 of the Supplement EIS [SEIS]). A 
review of Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) mapping was conducted to determine that a 
portion of the Proposed Action project area would be within and/or encroach on floodplains. As such, GSA 
prepared this Floodplain Assessment and Statement of Findings as part of the 8-step decision-making 
process for floodplain compliance under EO 11988.  

This document is also prepared as part of a NEPA review process for the project and incorporates analysis 
and results from the SEIS. This assessment was included in the Draft SEIS and distributed to appropriate 
government agencies and other interested parties for review and comment. 

D.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
GSA’s mission includes the custody and control of federal buildings, including U.S. LPOEs.  As part of 
this mission, GSA designs, constructs, manages, maintains, and retains custody and control of 122 of the 
167 U.S. LPOEs, including the RHC LPOE. The RHC LPOE is a port of entry for vehicles and pedestrians 
crossing the U.S. – Mexico border between Douglas, Arizona and Agua Prieta, Sonora in Mexico. The port 
is operated by the U.S. Department of Homeland Security’s Customs and Border Protection (CBP), and is 
a full-service, multi-modal facility where CBP officers inspect commercially owned vehicles, privately 
owned vehicles, and pedestrians. The 2024 Final EIS evaluated the expansion and modernization of the 
RHC LPOE and construction of a Commercial LPOE. As described in the 2024 Final EIS, the purpose of 
the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project was for GSA to support CBP’s mission by bringing 
the RHC LPOE operations in line with current land port design standards and operational requirements of 
CBP while addressing existing deficiencies identified with the ongoing port operations. The need for the 
RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project was to bring the RHC LPOE operations in line with 
CBP’s design standards and operational requirements; improve the capacity and functionality of the LPOE 
to meet future demand, while maintaining the capability to meet border security initiatives; ensure the safety 
and security of employees and users of the RHC LPOE; and improve traffic congestion and safety for the 
City of Douglas. 

The Proposed Action is defined as constructing flood control and utility upgrades in support of the RHC 
LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project, along with considering construction water demand and supply 
at the proposed Commercial LPOE. The Proposed Action would support and interconnect with design 
elements from the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative as described above. The Proposed Action would 
include site preparation, including partial demolition of the existing stormwater channel segment (west of 
the existing site), and portion of the CBC within the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area; 
potential land acquisition or establishment of applicable land use agreements in the vicinity of the Proposed 
Action; realignment of a segment of the Rose Avenue channel and associated stormwater channel system 
components; repair of CBC and road systems impacted by the Proposed Action; and other various utility 
or ancillary facilities constructed in support of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project. The 
Proposed Action also includes consideration of trucking water from the City of Douglas WWTP to support 
construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE. 
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As part of the decision-making process, GSA evaluated one action alternative (Alternative 1) and the No 
Action Alternative in the Draft and Final SEIS. Under Alternative 1, GSA proposes to construct flood 
control and utility updates in the vicinity of the RHC LPOE that were not included in the 2024 Final EIS 
(see Figure D-1), and haul construction water from the City of Douglas WWTP to the proposed Commercial 
LPOE. The proposed layout provided in Figure D-1 represents a preliminary concept site plan for 
development and is used as a basis for discussion and environmental analysis. Alternative 1 would consist 
of the following: 

o Construct an approximately 2,750-foot-long stormwater channel that is anticipated to be a primarily 
a riprap-lined open channel along the entire route. A small approximately 50-foot segment of the 
stormwater channel where it meets Border Road would be concrete-lined to facilitate vehicle 
access. GSA is also considering construction of the entire proposed channel segment as an open, 
concrete-lined channel, although the riprap-lined open channel design is the current preference. 
The proposed stormwater channel would originate at an extended CBC located beneath the existing 
POV lanes south of the RHC LPOE inspection area and generally travel west, north of Border 
Road, and terminate at the unnamed wash west of Chino Road at the U.S. – Mexico border. Water 
flowing out of this proposed channel would proceed south along the unnamed wash across the U.S. 
– Mexico border as it does under existing conditions. The proposed alignment of the channel 
segment would avoid, as much as possible, existing utility components such as utility poles, sewer 
manholes, utility vault, the Border Road and sewer mains. 

o Evaluate and improve the existing CBC beneath the LPOE. A portion of the existing CBC may be 
maintained in place. 

o Extend the existing CBC to the west and terminate it immediately west of the planned repatriation 
drop off location at the southern end of the expanded and modernized LPOE. Demolition of existing 
structures would be limited to only a portion of the existing CBC that needs to be removed. 

o Demolish the existing stormwater channel segment that parallels the western side of Pan American 
Avenue between East 3rd Street and the southern end of the existing RHC LPOE. The upstream 
end of the existing channel would then be transitioned to the surrounding adjacent grade and rock 
riprap would be placed on the exposed surface. Alternatively, the existing stormwater channel 
segment may be reused as conduit or other purposes during the expansion and modernization of 
the RHC LPOE.  

o Install a new CBC where the proposed stormwater channel crosses Chino Road. This would also 
include repairing the portions of Chino Road that are impacted by improving the CBC in that area, 
and may require lowering a segment of an existing 8-inch water line that is located in close 
proximity to this CBC. A portion of Chino Road south of East 3rd Street may have to be partially 
or completely closed during construction of the CBC. 

o As necessary, construct a maintenance road on either the north or south side of the proposed 
stormwater channel for maintenance access. This could also include a crossing or bridge over the 
proposed stormwater channel, as well as installation of guard rails as needed.  

o Potentially construct security fencing on the north side of the proposed stormwater channel. 

o Construct a new approximately 6.2-acre stormwater basin between the RHC LPOE and Chino Road 
and north of the proposed stormwater channel. The stormwater basin would be designed for 
temporary water storage with a 36-hour drain time, in compliance with City regulations, rather than 
a retention basin for permanent water storage. 
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Figure D-1. Proposed Action Limits of Disturbance
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o Obtain all necessary land and right-of-way permissions as applicable for the realigned stormwater 
channel segment and new stormwater basin. This could include acquiring, obtaining easements, or 
obtaining similar land use agreements on portions of land within a proposed additional expansion 
area totaling approximately 24 acres currently owned by the City of Douglas and a private 
landowner. This may also include a new right-of-way grant from the Bureau of Land Management 
if any portions of Border Road are required for construction. 

o Replace or install approximately 6,500 feet of electrical lines, 4,700 feet of sanitary sewer line, and 
1,400 feet of fiber optic lines in the vicinity of the RHC LPOE: 

o West of Pan American Avenue, existing aboveground electrical lines would be removed 
and re-routed to tie into existing service lines. The exact route of the electrical line west of 
Pan American Avenue is not known at this time and would be determined during design; 
however, the alignment would occur within some section of the potential disturbance area 
for electrical utilities identified in Figure D-1. Newly installed electrical lines may consist 
of either aboveground pole-mounted lines, buried lines, or a combination of both. Burial 
of lines would require trenching. GSA has estimated that less than one acre of land would 
be disturbed during installation of this segment.  

o West of Pan American Avenue, an existing sanitary sewer line would need to be 
temporarily extended and realigned to Chino Road, south of East 3rd Street so as to 
maintain service during construction and temporarily avoid conflicts with the realigned 
Rose Avenue channel segment construction footprint. This would include construction of 
a new manhole and establishing a new connection to an existing manhole at a sanitary 
sewer line east of Chino Road.  Permanent sanitary sewer service for the expanded and 
modernized RHC LPOE is expected to tie into the existing alignment along East 3rd Street 
near the intersection with Pan American Avenue. At the western terminus of East 3rd Street 
with the intersection of Chino Road, the sanitary sewer line would need to be extended 
west towards the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP), due to engineering conflicts 
between the proposed stormwater channel and existing sanitary sewer line along the Chino 
Road alignment south of East 3rd Street. The exact alignment of the new sanitary sewer 
connection west of Chino Road is unknown but would occur somewhere within the 
potential disturbance area for wet utilities as shown in Figure D-1, and is expected to 
temporarily disturb no more than 4.4 acres. In the long term, it is expected the existing 
sanitary sewer lateral within the Chino Road alignment south of East 3rd Street, as well as 
portions of the existing sanitary sewer lines within the project area west of the expanded 
and modernized RHC LPOE, would be abandoned or removed. 

o East of Pan American Avenue, electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic lines would be 
installed around the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area. Similar to utility 
work occurring west of Pan American Avenue, newly installed electrical lines may consist 
of either aboveground pole-mounted lines, buried lines, or a combination of both. Burial 
of lines would require trenching. Electrical lines would be installed in a combination of 
overhead and underground lines; sanitary sewer and fiber optic lines are anticipated to 
require trenching. Sanitary sewer line work would be conducted in conjunction with 
abandonment of the existing line west of Pan American Avenue. 

o All construction work for these proposed utility lines would be conducted within existing 
or newly established rights-of-way (estimated at approximately 25 feet wide for electrical 
and sanitary sewer and approximately 15 feet wide for fiber optics) and would connect to 
utility lines owned and operated by the City of Douglas or local utility providers. No 
additional land acquisition would be required for the replacement and installation of these 
utility lines beyond what is already being considered for the realigned stormwater channel 
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segment and new stormwater basin. GSA would obtain all necessary land use and right-of-
way permissions, as required. Electrical work may ultimately be conducted by the local 
utility provider rather than GSA. 

o Supply construction water to the proposed Commercial LPOE through trucking treated wastewater 
from the City of Douglas WWTP over a period of 9 months. Water would be utilized for dust 
suppression and soil compaction. Treated wastewater would meet the requirements of Class B 
reclaimed water as demonstrated by ongoing WWTP monitoring, which as per the Arizona 
Administrative Code, Title 18, Chapter 11, Article 3 - Table A allows for the use of reclaimed water 
for dust control and soil compaction. Peak water demand of up to 250,000 gallons per day (gpd) 
would be required for approximately 4.5 months; the remaining 4.5 months would require less 
water. This would be the equivalent of up to approximately 63 additional trucks per day during 
peak periods assuming a truck capacity of 4,000 gallons. Trucks would travel between the City of 
Douglas WWTP and the proposed Commercial LPOE via International Avenue. As necessary, 
water would be utilized for dust suppression along International Avenue during truck transit. Use 
of treated wastewater would require appropriate coordination with the City of Douglas and Mexico 
relative to existing agreements for wastewater transfer, as well as coordination with U.S. Border 
Patrol regarding the use of International Avenue. The City of Douglas provided notification to 
ADEQ of the intent to supply Class B effluent for construction purposes in May 2025 (City of 
Douglas 2025).   

Stormwater would still flow through the segment of the unnamed wash from the existing discharge point 
and proposed new discharge point of the Rose Avenue channel as shown in Figure D-1 from properties 
located to the north, northeast, and east; however, the amount of stormwater flowing through the wash in 
this segment would be reduced due to flow being diverted from the realigned Rose Avenue channel. GSA 
is in the process of conducting hydrology studies to confirm overall changes in flow through the existing 
and proposed stormwater channels as well as into the unnamed wash and will provide available updates in 
the Final ROD.  

The timeframe for agency coordination and construction is tentative and is subject to change. However, for 
the purpose of the SEIS, design and agency coordination for Alternative 1 is anticipated to take 
approximately one year to complete, and construction activities at the RHC LPOE are anticipated to take 
approximately 6 months in total to complete. Construction of the utility upgrades (i.e., stormwater, 
electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic) is expected to occur during the construction of the RHC LPOE 
Expansion and Modernization Project as considered in the 2024 Final EIS. Construction of the realigned 
Rose Avenue channel segment is expected to occur prior to construction of the RHC LPOE Expansion and 
Modernization Project as considered in the 2024 Final EIS. During construction of the realigned Rose 
Avenue channel segment, it is estimated there could be approximately 20 worker vehicles, 20 delivery 
vehicles for construction supplies, and 10 haul trucks per day to the project area for deliveries and waste 
removal near the RHC LPOE. The number of workers and vehicle trips for construction of utility upgrades 
would be consistent with levels evaluated in the 2024 Final EIS for the RHC LPOE. All construction and 
demolition waste would be disposed of and recycled at authorized facilities. Hauling of construction water 
between the City of Douglas WWTP and the proposed Commercial LPOE would be required for a period 
of up to 9 months and would result in an additional 63 truck trips beyond the levels analyzed in the 2024 
Final EIS for the Commercial LPOE (i.e., up to 150 trucks/day during peak construction). GSA would 
implement appropriate traffic control measures and install signage on local roadways during construction 
to manage construction vehicle traffic.  

During operations, maintenance procedures would be put in place in accordance with industry standard 
protocol to ensure the proper functioning of the realigned Rose Avenue channel, new stormwater basin, and 
other utility upgrades. The channel would be operated and maintained in coordination with other 
governmental entities. 
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The purpose of the project considered within this supplemental analysis is to address overall flood control 
and utility requirements (i.e., stormwater, electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic), as well as improve 
port operational efficiency for the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project. The project is needed 
to avoid engineering conflicts between the current alignment of the Rose Avenue channel with the current 
proposed layout for the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE; to divert stormwater away from and reduce 
flooding risks at the RHC LPOE; to provide sufficient stormwater capacity for the expanded and 
modernized RHC LPOE; and to enhance overall functionality and safety. In addition, the project is needed 
to meet proposed utility requirements of the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and bring them in line 
with current land port design standards and operational requirements. Existing electrical lines are also 
located within the area proposed for realignment of a segment of the Rose Avenue channel and that power 
the city’s WWTP, located west of the existing RHC LPOE. These lines need to be relocated to maintain 
electrical service to the WWTP as well as to satisfy CBP design requirements, which prohibit overhead 
lines within LPOE boundaries. Finally, this project is needed to consider construction water demand and 
supply at the proposed Commercial LPOE. 

As defined in 44 CFR Part 9A, a “critical action” is any activity or action for which even a slight chance of 
flooding would be too great. As described in Appendix D of the 2024 Final EIS, the 2024 Final EIS 
preferred alternative qualifies as a critical action as damage or disruption from a local flooding event at the 
RHC LPOE could lead to regional or national catastrophic impacts (e.g., the LPOE being closed for a period 
following a storm event would have an impact on transportation of goods nationally). A critical action 
determination letter is provided in Section D.7 of Appendix D in the 2024 Final EIS. The Proposed Action 
under consideration is an extension to the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative and as noted would integrate 
with that action as described above.   

D.3 DESCRIPTION OF FLOODPLAIN 
Figure D-2 illustrates the primary hydrologic features in the vicinity of the project area. An unnamed 
intermittent wash is located to the north and along the western and eastern edges of the project area (see 
Figure D-3). Approximately 2,400 linear feet of this unnamed wash crosses the project area. The unnamed 
wash originates just east of Pan American Avenue near East 3rd Street, flows east-west just south of East 
3rd Street and then turns south before crossing the border into Mexico and draining into the Whitewater 
Draw. 

Currently, stormwater runoff from the existing RHC LPOE drains to this unnamed wash via drain inlets 
that discharge into the Rose Avenue channel. A segment of the existing Rose Avenue channel runs through 
the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area (as described in Section 2.2 of the 2024 Final EIS), 
parallel to Pan American Avenue directly west of the RHC LPOE. The Rose Avenue channel currently 
discharges into this unnamed wash just south of the intersection of East 3rd Street and Pan American 
Avenue.  

The existing stormwater channel proposed for demolition, portions of the proposed utility upgrades, the 
existing RHC LPOE, and much of the City of Douglas are located within a low point of a regional drainage 
field and are within Special Hazard Flood Areas designated as 1-percent-annual-chance (100-year 
floodplain) or 0.2-percent-annual-chance floodplains (500-year floodplain) (FEMA map number 
04003C2883G) (FEMA 2016). The existing stormwater channel segment proposed for demolition contains 
0.44 acre of 1-percent-annual-chance and 0.02 acre of 0.2-percent-annual-chance floodplains (see Figure 
D-3). Potential disturbance to this area was considered in the 2024 Final EIS, although specific demolition 
of the existing stormwater channel was not considered. Segments of the proposed utility upgrades 
(electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optics) on the eastern portion of the project area are located within the 
1-percent-annual-chance and 0.2-percent-annual-chance floodplains (0.31 acres and 2.94 acres, 
respectively). The disturbance from the eastern segments of the proposed utility upgrade were also not 
evaluated in the 2024 Final EIS. 
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 Figure D-2. Hydrologic Features in the Vicinity of the Project Area 
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Figure D-3. Water Resources Near the Project Area
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The existing stormwater channel segment is designated as a regulatory floodway, which is defined as “the 
channel of a river or other watercourse and the adjacent land areas that must be reserved in order to 
discharge the base flood without cumulatively increasing the water surface elevation more than a designated 
height” (FEMA 2020). Historically, areas near the project area along 1st Street and the entry to the Cargo 
Lot from Mexico have been particularly vulnerable to flooding (GSA 2019); however, a drainage correction 
project at the RHC LPOE was implemented within the last 5 years that improved flooding issues (Luttrell 
2022). Flooding has remained an issue in the vicinity of the project area; there are known capacity issues 
with the unnamed wash’s ability to handle existing stormwater flows from the existing Rose Avenue 
channel and other stormwater flows from the north and east. During high flow events, stormwater is known 
to overflow the unnamed wash and spread overland in the immediate area, causing ponding and muddy 
conditions in the adjacent areas, including the 2024 Final EIS preferred alternative project area and 
additional project area considered under this Proposed Action (GSA 2024). Flooding issues are also known 
to occur near where the unnamed wash crosses the U.S. – Mexico border, although this is due to flood gates 
within the border barrier infrastructure remaining closed during rain events. The remainder of the project 
area does not contain any 1-percent-annual chance or 0.2-percent-annual chance floodplains (FEMA map 
number 04003C2879F); however, a segment of the proposed sanitary sewer line upgrade would be located 
adjacent to a 1-percent-annual-chance floodplain area near the City of Douglas WWTP (see Figure D-3). 

D.4 FLOODPLAIN IMPACTS 
Alternative 1 would result in long-term, minor, beneficial, direct and indirect impacts to floodplains. The 
project area contains approximately 0.75 acre within the 1-percent-annual-chance floodplain and 2.96 acre 
within the 0.2-percent-annual-chance floodplain associated with the existing stormwater channel segment 
(i.e., the regulatory floodway) and segments of the proposed utility upgrades. The existing segment of the 
stormwater channel would be removed, and the Rose Avenue channel would be realigned to flow directly 
to the west rather than turning north before discharging into the unnamed wash, as shown in Figure D-3. 
This could result in the removal of existing Special Hazard Flood Areas associated with the existing 
stormwater channel segment to be removed, and the establishment of new Special Hazard Flood Areas 
associated with the proposed stormwater channel. GSA would evaluate the project during design to 
determine if the project would result in a change to the base-flood elevations or floodways and would 
prepare a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) for the City of Douglas and FEMA to review and 
approve, as applicable. Final design of the proposed realigned Rose Avenue channel segment and new 
stormwater basin would be conducted in accordance with GSA Interim Core Building Standards as well as 
by the authority having jurisdiction and would consider local floodplain ordinance requirements as outlined 
in the City of Douglas’s ordinance (Section 15.20, Floodplain Management Plan) (City of Douglas 2024). 
The proposed stormwater channel would be designed to accommodate the 1-percent-annual chance base 
flood but would consider the 0.2-percent-annual-chance base flood during design. Realignment of the 
segment of the Rose Avenue channel is expected to address capacity issues within the unnamed wash which 
receives discharge from the regulatory floodway, as well as points from the north and east, such that 
flooding issues in this area and at the RHC LPOE would be improved. Therefore, realignment of the Rose 
Avenue channel segment is not anticipated to affect the floodplain’s capacity to store water, or result in the 
potential to further expand the floodplain or increase the spread or intensity of a flood event.   
Final design of the new stormwater basin would also incorporate standard measures, including those 
specified in the GSA Interim Core Building Standards as well as the authority having jurisdiction. This 
would reduce or manage stormwater flows and thus impacts to the floodplain and from flooding on the 
expanded and modernized RHC LPOE as well as surrounding buildings. In accordance with Section 438 
of the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA), GSA would use site planning, design, construction, 
and maintenance strategies for the property to maintain or restore, to the maximum extent technically 
feasible, the predevelopment hydrology of the property with regard to the temperature, rate, volume, and 
duration of flow.  
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Construction associated with electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic line upgrades would consist of either 
buried utility lines or, for electrical, aboveground pole-mounted lines within existing or newly established 
rights-of-way. Buried utilities would not decrease flood storage capacity or otherwise increase flood risk; 
aboveground electrical lines would only result in negligible adverse impacts to the floodplain which would 
be expected to be offset by the other flood control and stormwater management improvements associated 
with the project. 

Operations of Alternative 1 would result in long-term, minor, beneficial, and direct impacts as a result of 
altered hydrology in the segment of the unnamed wash north of the project area between the existing and 
proposed discharge location (see Figure D-3) due to diversion of stormwater flows. As previously 
discussed, realignment of the Rose Avenue channel segment is expected to address capacity issues within 
the unnamed wash which receives discharge from the regulatory floodway, as well as points from the north 
and east, such that flooding issues in this area and at the RHC LPOE would be improved. Diversion of flow 
would reduce some, although not all of the periodic flow into this segment of the unnamed wash, as flow 
would continue to periodically discharge into the wash segment from stormwater channels from the north 
and east following rain events. During a 100-year storm event, approximately 600 cubic feet per second 
would be conveyed in the realigned Rose Avenue channel segment; during the 500-year storm event, 
approximately 789 cubic feet per second would be conveyed in the realigned Rose Avenue channel 
segment. These flow amounts would also represent the approximate decrease in flow through in the segment 
of the unnamed wash north of the project area between the existing and proposed discharge location. 
Further, realignment of the Rose Avenue channel segment could slightly reduce the intensity of flooding 
occurring where the unnamed wash crosses into Mexico as a result of closed flood gates along the border 
barrier infrastructure. This would be due to the diversion of existing stormwater contributing to a greater 
dissipation of flows throughout the wash and slightly reducing the potential for flooding in the surrounding 
area. 

GSA is in the process of conducting hydrology studies to confirm overall changes in flow through the 
existing and proposed stormwater channels as well as into the unnamed wash and will provide available 
updates in the ROD. Further, GSA would coordinate with the International Boundary and Water 
Commission prior to construction, as necessary, regarding the extent of any diversion of stormwater flows.   

Operations of Alternative 1 would also result in long-term, moderate, beneficial, and indirect impacts due 
to improved stormwater management within and near the project area. While Alternative 1 would result in 
an increase of up to 4 acres of impervious surfaces if the realigned Rose Avenue channel is concrete-lined, 
the improved stormwater management facilities would divert stormwater away from and reduce flooding 
risks at the RHC LPOE, would provide additional stormwater management capacity for the expanded and 
modernized RHC LPOE, and would be designed to optimize stormwater flow and drainage in the project 
area. If the proposed channel segment is constructed with rock riprap, which may allow for greater 
infiltration of stormwater flows and runoff, the only surfaces consisting of impervious materials would be 
for the CBC stormwater features and a small, approximately 50-foot segment of the stormwater channel 
where it meets Border Road. This segment of the channel would be concrete-lined to facilitate vehicle 
access and would result in 0.4 acres of new impervious surfaces. While the demolition of the existing 
stormwater channel segment would remove approximately 0.5 acres of impervious surfaces; it is anticipated 
this area would be developed as part of the larger expansion and modernization of the RHC LPOE. The 
new stormwater basin, other utility upgrades, or provisions for adequate construction water would not create 
additional impervious surfaces.   

There would be no additional subsurface disturbance activities required for operations, other than for 
occasional repair and maintenance activities. Negligible adverse impacts are expected from maintenance 
activities. The remainder of the project area is not located in the 1-percent-annual-chance or 0.2-percent-
annual-chance floodplains. 
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D.5 CONCLUSIONS AND FINDINGS 
As noted in the 2024 Final EIS, the existing RHC LPOE must remain operational in order to allow CBP to 
continue to meet its mission to screen all foreign visitors, returning American citizens, and imported cargo. 
The existing footprint of the RHC LPOE must expand to allow for GSA to meet the following project needs, 
as described further in the 2024 Final EIS:  

1) improve the capacity and functionality of the LPOE to meet future demand, while maintaining the 
capability to meet border security initiatives;  

2) ensuring the safety and security of employees and users of the RHC LPOE; and  

3) improving traffic congestion and safety for the City of Douglas.  

For these conditions to be met, the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE must have sufficient stormwater 
management and flood control systems in place, such that allows for an efficient port design that facilitates 
CBP operations. In addition, the proposed utility upgrades (electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optics) 
would need to be installed to provide sufficient power, sanitary sewer, and communications service to the 
expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and to comply with existing CBP design requirements.  

In addition to the alternative discussed in Section D.2, GSA considered realigning the Rose Avenue channel 
using an eastern alignment in the vicinity of the RHC LPOE in anticipation of future improvements to the 
existing RHC LPOE. The eastern alignment would start by connecting to the existing Rose Avenue channel 
near International Avenue, east of the existing RHC LPOE; proceeding north curving along North Customs 
Avenue; and terminating at an existing CBC on the eastern side of Pan American Avenue to go under the 
road allowing the water to flow into an unnamed wash. This alternative also considered improvements to 
the CBCs from International Avenue to the existing intersection of Customs Avenue and 1st Street as well 
at the CBC at Pan American Avenue. The proposed channel segment would have consisted of an open 
channel and be concrete-lined along the entire route. This alternative would also require demolition of the 
existing Special Hazard Flood Areas associated with the regulatory foodway located to the west of the 
existing RHC LPOE, and would have potentially established new Special Hazard Flood Areas associated 
with the realigned stormwater channel. This alternative was dismissed because of the additional engineering 
and costs required to move the stormwater to the north around the RHC LPOE prior to it flowing into the 
unnamed wash, physical conflicts with facilities within the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE, changes 
of traffic patterns required on Customs Avenue from a standard two-way street to a one-way street, and 
concerns over increased flow and water surface elevation at upstream areas where the channel crosses under 
Pan American Avenue. Further, the realigned stormwater channel segment would be substantially closer to 
adjacent structures located to the east of the RHC LPOE. Therefore, this alternative was not carried forward 
for further analysis in the SEIS. 

The No Action Alternative was also considered, under which GSA would not realign the Rose Avenue 
channel; would not construct a new stormwater basin; would not replace or install electrical, sanitary sewer, 
fiber optic utility upgrades, or any other associated supporting facilities; and would not provide sufficient 
water needed for construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE.  The RHC LPOE Expansion and 
Modernization Project would be constructed as described in the 2024 Final EIS. The overall stormwater 
management and flood control needs for the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE would not be addressed; 
stormwater flow would not be diverted; electrical, sanitary sewer, and fiber optic requirements would not 
be met; and engineering conflicts between the current alignment of the Rose Avenue channel and the RHC 
LPOE Expansion and Modernization Project layout would remain. The No Action Alternative would also 
increase flood potential at the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and surrounding area, increasing risks 
that the RHC LPOE could be partially shutdown or impacted during a storm event, impeding the LPOE’s 
functionality, and jeopardizing the security and safety at the RHC LPOE. In addition, the utility 
requirements for the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE would not be met, lessening the port’s 
operational efficiency and its ability to support the CBP mission. Further, water requirements for 



RAUL HECTOR CASTRO & DOUGLAS COMMERCIAL LPOES  
FINAL SEIS APPENDIX D. FLOODPLAIN ASSESSMENT AND STATEMENT OF FINDINGS 

  D-13 
 

construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE would not be fully met, resulting in increased fugitive dust 
generation during construction. Although the No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and need 
for the project, this alternative was carried forward to provide a baseline for comparison of effects from 
implementing Alternative 1. 

After evaluating project design options and considering economic and market factors, GSA concluded that 
the Proposed Action is required to provide essential flood control and utility needs, as well as improve port 
operational efficiency at the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE. The Proposed Action is also necessary 
to avoid engineering conflicts between the current alignment of the Rose Avenue channel with the proposed 
layout for the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE; divert stormwater away from and reduce flooding 
risks at the RHC LPOE; provide sufficient stormwater capacity for the expanded and modernized RHC 
LPOE; and enhance overall functionality and safety of the RHC LPOE. In addition, the project is needed 
to meet proposed utility requirements of the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE and bring them in line 
with current land port design standards and operational requirements. Existing electrical lines are also 
located within the area proposed for realignment of a segment of the Rose Avenue channel and that power 
the city’s WWTP, located west of the existing RHC LPOE. These lines need to be relocated to maintain 
electrical service to the WWTP as well as to satisfy CBP design requirements, which prohibit overhead 
lines within LPOE boundaries. Finally, this project is needed to provide essential construction water supply 
to the proposed Commercial LPOE. Therefore, there is no practicable alternative to demolishing the 
existing stormwater channel segment (i.e., the regulatory floodway) located within the 1-percent-annual-
chance and 0.2-percent-annual-chance floodplains or constructing utilities within these areas (see Figure 
D-3), or potentially establishing new Special Hazard Flood Areas, pending completion of the CLOMR and 
coordination with the City of Douglas and FEMA, as applicable. 

In accordance with EO 11988, GSA is required to follow the 8-step decision-making process for floodplain 
management outlined in GSA’s Floodplain Management Desk Guide (GSA 2023). As described in Section 
D.4, it is anticipated that the Proposed Action would not result in significant adverse impacts from the 
removal of existing Special Hazard Flood Areas that correspond with the regulatory floodway, or from any 
potential establishment of new Special Hazard Flood Areas. Long-term, minor, beneficial, direct and 
indirect impacts are anticipated from an improvement in stormwater management and flood control. GSA 
would incorporate applicable design and permitting requirements, including GSA Interim Core Building 
Standards as well as the authority having jurisdiction, city ordinances, and applicable federal regulations as 
described in Section D.4. 

D.6 NOTICE OF FLOODPLAIN ACTION AND COMMENT PERIOD  
In accordance with the 8-step floodplain decision-making process as outlined in GSA’s floodplain desk 
guide, GSA provided this floodplain assessment as part of the Draft SEIS public review process and notified 
appropriate government agencies and other interested parties for review and comments via a Notice of 
Availability in the Federal Register, postings in the Herald Review, and letters sent to interested parties. 
Comments received during the 45-day wait period for the Draft SEIS were considered in preparation of the 
Final SEIS. The Final SEIS is available electronically on the GSA project website at: 
https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/regions/welcome-to-the-pacific-rim-region-9/land-ports-of-entry/raul-
hector-castro-land-port-of-entry 

  

https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/regions/welcome-to-the-pacific-rim-region-9/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-entry
https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/regions/welcome-to-the-pacific-rim-region-9/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-entry
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Table E-1. Comments-Responses on the April 2025 SEIS 

ID: 1 Name: Marco Salcido Affiliation: Private Citizen Date: April 8, 2025 
Comment Response 

1-1 Hi this is Marco and Melissa we had the property on 1st and Customs 
ave we meet with you and some of your team members ,i wanted to 
reach out about the Alternative 1 is a great choice as you know we have 
been following the port of entry project since 2021 we have lived at 330 , 
and 400 3rd street Douglas Arizona for as long as I can remember I have 
attached one of the videos that I took last year on monsoon season and 
the port being flooded with water, we are very excited about the project 
getting started hope we get an opportunity to be part of one of the 
biggest projects here in my hometown Douglas it will help lots of people 
get back on there feet with all the work this will create 

Thank you for your comment. 

ID: 2 Name: Trevor Maxwell Affiliation: Private Citizen Date: April 21, 2025 
Comment Response 

2-1 I am submitting these comments as a concerned stakeholder with an 
interest in sustainable ecosystem management and the protection of 
cultural and ecological resources in Douglas, Arizona. I appreciate the 
opportunity to provide input on the Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement (SEIS) for the Expansion and Modernization of the 
Raul Hector Castro Land Port of Entry (RHC LPOE).  

What drew me to this project was the unique ecological and historical 
context of the Douglas–Agua Prieta region. The scale of the project, 
coupled with the sensitive Sonoran Desert ecosystem and the cultural 
significance of Douglas as a historic border community, makes this a 
particularly impactful undertaking. From an ecosystem management 
perspective, thoughtful integration of environmental stewardship 
principles into the project’s design and operation is crucial. 

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 3.7 of the EIS, the 
region of influence for biological resources is previously disturbed, is located 
near developed areas, and consists of low-quality habitat. Section 3.7.2.4 of 
the SEIS and Section 3.7.2.7 of the 2024 Final EIS detail measures that GSA 
would implement as part of the project. This includes use of native species to 
the extent practicable throughout the disturbed areas. Periodic maintenance 
of the stormwater basin and realigned stormwater channel would be 
necessary in the long term to ensure proper functioning. As stated in Section 
3.7.2.7 of the 2024 Final EIS, the measures included in the 2024 Final EIS 
were developed in coordination with the USFWS. Measures included in the 
Draft SEIS have also been coordinated with USFWS and considered 
comments provided during the SEIS scoping period from the Arizona 
Department of Game and Fish. Any updates from coordination with USFWS 
will be included the Record of Decision.  

The SEIS acknowledges that construction activities will result in 
permanent, moderate, adverse, and direct impacts on biological 
resources, including ground disturbance and habitat fragmentation. 
While measures such as surveys for burrowing owls and migratory birds 
are commendable, I encourage GSA to go further by developing a full 
ecosystem management plan that includes the following: 

• Long-term habitat connectivity strategies to prevent fragmentation
impacts from the stormwater basin and utility corridors.

• Use of native, drought tolerant vegetation around the new stormwater
basin, not just for landscaping, but to actively restore ecological function.
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• Use adaptive ecosystem management strategies to monitor and
maintain the ecosystem established post-construction, especially along
the disturbed flood control and utility corridors.

2-2 Additionally, from a cultural stewardship standpoint, the proposed 
demolition of the historic Main Building and Garage at the RHC LPOE is 
a significant loss. I urge GSA to seek ways to memorialize or interpret 
the historical significance of these structures through public art, signage, 
or other educational installations integrated into the new port design. 

The City of Douglas and its surrounding landscape represent a unique 

GSA has been coordinating closely with the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) throughout the project as required under Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) regarding effects to 
historic properties, including the historic Main Building and Garage at the RHC 
LPOE (see Section 1.3.4 of the SEIS). GSA will continue coordination with the 
SHPO throughout the Section 106 process and would implement all required 
mitigation measures related to potential demolition of historic properties.  

intersection of human history, desert ecology, and binational culture. 
Projects of this scale present both a risk and an opportunity. A robust 
commitment to ecological resilience, cultural sensitivity, and community 
engagement would mitigate impacts and enhance the project’s legacy for 
decades to come. 

Thank you for considering these comments as part of the public record. I 
look forward to a final plan that carefully integrates these values into the 
completed project. 

ID: 3 Name: Buddy Lindsey Affiliation: Private Citizen Date: April 28, 2025 
Comment Response 

3-1 I am writing to you regarding the Raul Hector Castro Expansion project, 
as a stakeholder for migratory birds in the area, and the ecology of the 
Arizona desert. My main concern can be highlighted by table 3.7-3 in the 
EIS, that shows the species that may occur/ migrate in the ROI. Based 
off this information alone, I believe more research needs to be done into 
how many of these species would be effected, specifically the species of 
conservation concern such as the Yellow-Billed Cuckoo. The EIS states 

Thank you for your comment. GSA has been closely coordinating with the 
USFWS in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
regarding potential effects to federally protected species, including the yellow-
billed cuckoo. GSA will continue to coordinate with USFWS in seeking 
concurrence with GSA’s determination of effects and will implement any 
additional requirements, as applicable.  

the bird is not likely to nest there, but it is possible for it to migrate 
through and use the area for foraging. I believe it would be worth doing 
more surveys during the appropriate seasons, as well as gathering 
information from locals on these species. 

ID: 4 Name: Jesse Hecksel Affiliation: Private Citizen Date: April 28, 2025 
Comment Response 

4-1 My name is Jesse Hecksel, and I am the Facilities Manager for Aspen 
Surgical Products, and I am contacting you to ask some questions about 
the Raul H. Castro border crossing project, the upcoming public meeting, 
and how it relates to the buildings and property Aspen leases at 300 1st 
St, and 500 1st St. 

Thank you for your comments. Please see the below responses. 

APPENDIX E. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE SEIS (APRIL 2025) 
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I would like to provide you with some background about Aspen’s 
situation in Douglas AZ and Agua Prieda, Mexico so you might better 
understand the questions that will follow.   

Currently, Aspen is in a long-term lease of the 300 1st St building with 
the city of Douglas and the Douglas Industrial Development Authority. 
Through extensions built into the lease we are able to stay at the site into 
2034. This building is our transfer point for material going to and from our 
Auga Prieda manufacturing facility as well as our western US Distribution 
Center for finished product sold by Aspen. The building sits on 4 lots on 
the north side of 1st St directly to the east of the Border Patrol parking 
lot. 

Over the last year, Aspen has been considering making some 
improvements to the property over the next totaling around $1,000,000. 
As part of our due diligence for the project we spoke with the city about 
our plans and were informed planned changes to the border crossing 
just to the west of our building were moving forward soon. Along with this 
we were directed to the GSA site for information and sent a notice of the 
public meeting coming up on May 7, 2025.  

We are headquartered in Caledonia Michigan, just outside Grand 
Rapids, so though we had heard rumblings of potential changes in 
Douglas, so it came as a surprise the project was so close to 

breaking ground. As you can imagine, we are now wondering how this 
project will affect the 300 1St St property (less so the 500 1st St property) 
and concerned the property could be sold to the federal government or 
claimed through eminent domain. 

1-2 years ago, the city transferred ownership of approximately half of the
parking lot on the east side of our building to the US Government for use
by the Border Patrol as extra parking for the site. Though this took away
some of the truck parking for our building, it was not an exceptional
hardship, so we did not resist the change.

This brings me to our questions. 

4-2 1. There is a public meeting coming up on May 7, 2025, but it appears
that the two of us working on our Aspen project will not be able to travel
to Douglas to attend in person. Is there a way to attend the meeting
online? If not, is there another way to get in contact with the team
running the project to get detailed information on the project plan and
answer questions about how it will affect the property and our business
operations?

There is no version of the meeting online. GSA has provided responses to 
your questions below and has indicated to you directly they are available to 
answer any future questions.  

APPENDIX E. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE SEIS (APRIL 2025) 
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4-3 2. Where can we get copies of the most up to date plans, maps, and any
other material that will help us know what we should expect the effect to
be on the property?

Project plans are at the below link and they will be updated throughout the 
project. All documents can be found under the Environmental Review tab on 
the left side:  https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/gsa-regions/region-9-pacific-
rim/land-ports-of-entry/raul-hector-castro-land-port-of-entry  

4-4 3. When will the plan for the crossing and border patrol update be
complete and official?

The Record of Decision for the 2024 Final EIS was signed in May 2024 and is 
available at the link provided in the response to Comment 4-3; this document 
details the development at the RHC LPOE. This subsequent Supplemental 
EIS (SEIS) primarily considers the rerouting of floodwaters and additional land 
acquisition to the west of the current port for the purposes of an additional 
retention basin. The SEIS also considers additional utility upgrades near the 
RHC LPOE and hauling of water to the proposed Commercial LPOE for 
construction.  

4-5 4. When is the project expected to break ground? Construction is expected to begin in 2026. 

4-6 5. When should we expect the project to be completed? Construction is expected to end in 2031, although is subject to change. 

4-7 6. Should we expect to see disruptions on 1st St due to construction
traffic, utility changes, etc.

Yes. These impacts are detailed in Section 3.8 and 3.10 of the 2024 Final 
EIS.  

4-8 7. In the plan we saw for the project (provided by the city of Douglas city
manager’s office), it appears that the current expansion of the crossing
will be primarily to the west of the 300 1st St building. What is the
likelihood the expansion of the border crossing and border patrol facility
will need to encroach onto the 300 1st St property and/or building other
than what we see now?

Please refer to the Record of Decision. At this time, GSA is not contemplating 
encroachment onto the 300 1st St property.  

4-9 8. In the plan, it appears a power service that will run through our parking
lot to the west of the 300 1st St building. This is our parking area for
storage and transfer trucks as well as only ground level dock/ramp for
the building. The map notes about half of the distance across our lot
from south to north the service transitions from underground to above
ground. It also shows the utility 12 KV Primary Switch (red arrow 2) in
the middle of the drive into the lot. Can this electrical service be wholly
located underground to the north end of the lot (red arrow 1), and move
the switch (red arrow 3) so it is out of the middle of the entry allowing us
to continue to use the property for truck/trailer parking and ground level
loading and unloading? Putting the switch in the entry to the lot and an
above ground power pole in the middle of the lot will severely limit how

This is a question for Arizona Public Service (APS) as they would be 
completing the work. The APS contact is omar.mancinas@aps.com 
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we can utilize the space and change its functionality for our business.


4-10 9. We were told 1st St won’t go through to Pan American drive after the
crossing changes are made. It appears the road will stop being a road to
west edge of our buildings property and become a drive into the facility.
Our outgoing shipping docks are on 1st St. so we are somewhat
concerned how this will affect our trucks using the docks on 1st St.
Where along the road will the public traffic be required to stop and only
be traffic entering the facility?

First Street will terminate at Customs Avenue and you will 
your docks at First Street. 

still have access to 

4-11 10. Will semi-trucks have trouble turning around or accessing our docks
off 1st St after the change to 1st St?

Access on First Street will not be changed 
question 9 (see comment 4-10).  

except as detailed in response to 

4-12 11. Is there anything about our building or business that could cause
concerns to those at the border crossing site that we will be required to
address as a part of the changes in the area (Security concerns due to
semi-trucks or trailers too close to the fences, gates, employee
entrances/exits, etc.)?

I think this covers the questions we have at this point. Our responsibility 
relating to our building update project is to make sure we understand any 
risks associated with our investment in the property and make 
adjustments to reflect what is the best use of Aspen resources. Any help 
you can offer in getting these questions answered and helping us obtain 
an updated copy of the project plan and maps would be greatly 
appreciated. 

Thank you in advance for your attention to and assistance with this 
matter. 

No. 
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ID: 5 Name: Zice Sun Affiliation: Private Citizen Date: April 29, 2025 
Comment Response 

5-1 Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the SEIS for the 
Expansion and Modernization of the Raul Hector Castro Land Port of 
Entry (LPOE) in Douglas, Arizona. As a resident in Arizona, I support the 
proposed plan and believe addressing flood control is crucial for the 
safety of our community and the long-term development of the port. 
Upgrades like the construction of the new 6.2-acre stormwater basin will 
reduce the flood risk in the area and improve stormwater management 
(SEIS p. S-6). The SEIS notes that this upgrade would bring long-term, 
beneficial impacts to surface waters and reduce overall flood potential 

Thank you for your comment. Please see the response to comment 2-1 
regarding the use of native species. Section 3.8.2.6 of the 2024 Final EIS 
details measures that would reduce impacts related to transportation during 
construction and operation of the RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization 
project, and would also apply to the Proposed Action considered in this SEIS. 
These include closely coordinating with the city and local residents regarding 
managing traffic related impacts.  

(SEIS p. S-8). 

I respectfully recommend strengthening the plan in the following ways: 

1. Limit habitat loss and support local ecology: The SEIS points
out that building the channel could remove plants and break up
some habitat (SEIS p. S-9). To help with that, I suggest using
native, drought-resistant vegetation around the new basin. It’s
better for local wildlife and will also mean less maintenance
over time.

2. Reduce disruption to residents: During utility trenching and road
work, road closures and increased traffic will be expected (SEIS
p. S-6). Thus, I urge GSA to work closely with the City of
Douglas and provide notice to residents to avoid traffic
disruption.

In conclusion, I support Alternative 1 in the douc. I think the updates in 
this SEIS help move the project in the right direction — with safer 
infrastructure, better flood protection, and fewer long-term impacts on the 
surrounding area. Thanks for considering these comments. 

ID: 6 Name: Belen M Durazo Affiliation: Private Citizen Date: May 7, 2025 
Comment Response 

6-1 This comment is mainly to state that we are looking forward to these new 
changes happening to our town. Meeting is very informative and we 
hope this will better our town.  

Thank you for your comment. 

ID: 7 Name: Francisco Donez Affiliation: EPA Region 9 Date: May 13, 2025 
Comment Response 

7-1 The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the General 
Services Administration’s Notice of Intent to prepare the above-
referenced document pursuant to the National Environmental Policy  

Thank you for your comment. 

E-6
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Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. The CAA Section 309 
role is unique to EPA. It requires EPA to review and comment on the 
environmental impact on any proposed federal action subject to  

NEPA’s environmental impact statement requirements and to make its 
comments public. 

EPA 309 Review Summary 

EPA did not identify significant public health, welfare, or environmental 
quality concerns to be addressed in the Supplemental Draft EIS. The 
lead agency signed the Record of Decision for the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Raul Hector Castro Land Port of Entry 
expansion and modernization project on May 6th, 2024. The General 
Services Administration prepared this Supplemental Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement to address and improve overall stormwater 
management and flood control needs for the project, specifically related 
to the modernization of the existing Land Port of Entry. The Build 
Alternative will include acquiring land and right-of-way permissions for a 
stormwater channel of 2,500 feet of length between the Land Port and a 
desert wash west of Chino Road, and a 5-acre retention pond between 
the Land Port and Chino Road, north of the new channel. 
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