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COVER SHEET

Responsible Agency: U.S. General Services Administration

Title: 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 expand and modernize the
existing Raul Hector Castro (RHC) Land Port of Entry (LPOE), including construction of a new
Commercial LPOE approximately 5 miles west of the existing RHC LPOE to address various operational,
capacity, and safety issues associated with the existing LPOE. The RHC LPOE is located at the
U.S.-Mexico border in Douglas, Arizona, located in the southeastern corner of the state and across from
Agua Prieta, Sonora in Mexico.

GSA has prepared this revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which examines the purpose
of and need for this project; alternatives considered; the existing environment that could be affected; the
potential impacts resulting from each of the alternatives; and proposed best management practices and/or
mitigation measures. This revised Draft EIS considers three action alternatives: 1) Alternative 1 (Sequential
Construction) would involve construction of a new Commercial LPOE first, followed by a phased
expansion and modernization of the existing RHC LPOE after the Commercial LPOE is operational; 2)
Alternative 2 (Concurrent Construction — Westward Expansion) would involve construction of the 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; and 3) Alternative 3 (Concurrent
Construction — Eastward Expansion), which would involve construction of the new Commercial LPOE and
phased expansion and modernization of the existing RHC LPOE at the same time, with expansion primarily
to the east of the existing RHC LPOE. Alternative 3 was identified through internal scoping following
issuance of the original Draft EIS in January 2023.

Due to the change in the analysis, GSA is re-issuing this revised Draft EIS to solicit comments from
interested persons and stakeholders during a 45-day comment period. Previously, GSA collected comments
from interested persons and stakeholders during a 45-day comment period beginning on January 27, 2023.
Comments received during this comment period have been addressed in this revised Draft EIS.

The public was notified of the public hearing for the revised Draft EIS 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. Comments received during the 45-day
comment period will be considered in preparation of the Final EIS and will be made part of the
Administrative Record.

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

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

For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document can be made available in alternate formats. To
obtain a copy in an alternate format, receive special assistance to attend and participate in the revised Draft
EIS public meeting, or for further information concerning this revised Draft EIS, 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 expand and modernize the
Raul Hector Castro (RHC) Land Port of Entry (LPOE) and construct a new Commercial LPOE in Douglas,
Arizona. 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. Due to steady increases in traffic, poor pedestrian infrastructure, lack of separations between
traffic types (COVs, POVs, and pedestrians), and undersized facilities at the end of their functional lives,
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 also 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.
The Proposed Action would address these varied concerns.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

GSA has prepared this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the purpose of analyzing the potential
environmental impacts of the Proposed Action, in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code 4321 et seq.), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508), 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.

A Notice of Intent (NOI) for the EIS was published in the Federal Register on July 14, 2022. The NOI
announced that a public scoping meeting would take place at the Douglas Visitor Center on August 11,
2022, from 4 p.m. to 6 p.m. and public comments were requested to be received within the 40-day scoping
period, no later than August 22, 2022. GSA also published advertisements in English and Spanish and
posted announcements on social media sites in the weeks preceding the public scoping meeting. The
advertisements were published in the Herald Review on July 20, August 3, and August 7, 2022.
Announcements were posted on GSA’s social media accounts on July 28, 2022. The advertisements and
announcements indicated GSA’s intent to prepare an EIS and conduct a scoping meeting; provided a brief
description of the project; identified the public scoping meeting date, time, and location; and included
instructions on submitting a comment.

A Notice of Availability for the Draft EIS (DEIS) was published in the Federal Register on January 27,
2023. GSA also announced a public meeting on the DEIS 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 February 1, 15, and 19, 2023. Announcements were posted on GSA’s
social media accounts on February 14 and 22, 2023. The City of Douglas also posted announcements of the
meeting on the city’s website starting on January 27, 2023, and the city’s social media accounts on February
15 and 17, 2023. 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 DEIS 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 March 13,
2023. Comments received during the 45-day comment period have been considered and addressed in this
document (see Appendix E).

Since publication of the DEIS, GSA has identified an additional viable alternative for consideration to
include expanding east of the RHC LPOE (Alternative 3). Therefore, GSA is re-issuing this revised DEIS
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for public review. GSA is soliciting comments from interested persons and stakeholders on this revised
DEIS during a 45-day comment period. Similar to the original DEIS, the public was notified of the public
meeting for the revised DEIS 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,
social media posts, and website postings. Comments received during the 45-day comment period will be
considered in preparation of the Final EIS and will be made part of the Administrative Record.

INTRODUCTION

The RHC LPOE is located in Douglas, Arizona, in the southeastern corner of the state in Cochise County.
The existing port is located on approximately 6 acres with facilities owned and managed by GSA and
operated by CBP. The RHC LPOE has been operating since 1914, while the construction of the current
facility began in the 1930s. The RHC LPOE consists of multiple buildings and structures and paved lots,
including the historic Main Building and Garage. The last facility renovations took place in 1993, which
included construction of the commercial building and docks. Existing facilities are undersized, at the end
of their functional lives, and no longer meet CBP’s mission requirements.

GSA is considering acquiring land adjacent to the RHC LPOE to support expansion and has identified a
separate site for the location of a proposed Commercial LPOE. The planned site for the proposed
Commercial LPOE is approximately 5 miles west of the existing RHC LPOE located off James Ranch
Road. The proposed site is undeveloped; the only major infrastructure nearby consists of a U.S. Border
Patrol Station built in 2003.

PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of this 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.

In order to bring the RHC LPOE operations in line with CBP’s design standards and operational
requirements, the project is needed to:

e Improve the capacity and functionality of the LPOE to meet future demand, while maintaining the
capability to meet border security initiatives;

o Ensure the safety and security for the employees and users of the RHC LPOE; and

o Reduce traffic congestion and increase safety for the City of Douglas.

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

GSA is proposing a two-port solution that would separate the processing of commercial and non-
commercial traffic to alleviate the inadequacies of the existing RHC LPOE. This Proposed Action would
consist of two main components:

1) Construction of a new Commercial LPOE — A new, dedicated LPOE would be constructed to
process only COVs. The proposed Commercial LPOE site is located 5 miles west of the RHC
LPOE; and

2) Expansion and Modernization of the Existing RHC LPOE to a Non-Commercial LPOE —The
existing RHC LPOE would be expanded and modernized. The expanded and modernized facility
would be dedicated to processing only POVs (i.e., cars, vans, and buses) and pedestrians.

In the original DEIS, GSA evaluated two action alternatives — Alternatives 1 and 2. Following issuance of
the original DEIS in January 2023, GSA identified a third action alternative — Alternative 3 — through
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internal scoping. Alternative 1 would involve sequential construction — construction of the new Commercial
LPOE first, then phased-construction at the existing RHC LPOE. Alternatives 2 and 3 would involve
concurrent construction — construction of the new Commercial LPOE and phased-construction at the
existing RHC LPOE at the same time. All three alternatives would require the acquisition of land near the
RHC LPOE and involve phased-construction; however, Alternatives 2 and 3 would require additional land
acquisition to allow for expansion and modernization activities to occur while the port remains operational.
Alternative 1 would acquire adjacent land north of the existing RHC LPOE for expansion. Alternative 2
would acquire the same land as Alternative 1 but would also acquire additional adjacent land to the west of
the existing RHC LPOE. Alternative 3 would acquire the same land as Alternative 1 but would also acquire
additional adjacent land to the east of the existing RHC LPOE.

Additionally, GSA evaluated sub-alternatives to manage the historic Main Building and Garage. These
historic structures, which were constructed in 1933, are listed on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). Due to the historic designation, any renovation work to the original buildings would require
compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 and the U.S. Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

GSA also evaluated the No Action Alternative in the EIS. Under the No Action Alternative, GSA would
not move forward with either alternative. The No Action Alternative is included and analyzed to provide a
baseline for comparison with impacts from the Proposed Action and to satisfy federal requirements for
analyzing the “no action” scenario under NEPA.

All new and modernization construction would seek to achieve Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) certification at the highest feasible level within reasonable cost, with Gold-level standards
at a minimum. The new and modernized facilities would be “net zero ready.” Renewable energy sources
would be planned for future installation and provided with minimum infrastructure to accommodate the
energy source (e.g., photovoltaics) if GSA decides to install such infrastructure. The new facilities would
also comply with the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA) of 2007. Between EISA 2007 and
LEED, the project would adhere to whichever requirements are higher. The project would also adhere to
the CEQ’s Guiding Principles for Sustainable Federal Buildings. The design team would utilize GSA’s
Guiding Principles Checklist to track and report compliance.

Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction
Commercial LPOE

Under Alternative 1, the first stage would be to construct a new Commercial LPOE at an 80.5-acre
undeveloped, vacant site. Currently, there are no paved access roads or associated utility infrastructure at
the proposed location. The only major infrastructure in the area consists of a U.S. Border Patrol Station.
The land is currently owned by the City of Douglas; however, the land would be transferred to GSA prior
to the implementation of Alternative 1.

The site layout of the proposed Commercial LPOE is currently in the conceptual phase. The environmental
analysis presented in the EIS is based on a theoretical representation of the layout. The exact layout of the
Commercial LPOE would be determined by the construction contractor but would be similar in scope to
what is described in the EIS. The main facilities of the Commercial LPOE would consist of the following:

e Main Building e Indoor Firing Range o Kennel

e Commercial Vehicle Inspection Outbound Support Building e Parking/Staging

Lanes e FMCSA Facility e Vault

o Commercial Inspection/Staging e Firearms Simulator Building

e Commercial Inspection Building e Emergency Power

e Qutbound Inspection
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Under Alternative 1, construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE is estimated to begin in 2025, with
substantial completion anticipated in 2028. Construction would be expected to take place over an
approximate 48- to 54-month period. Peak construction (up to 2 years) would require a potential maximum
of 100 construction workers; non-peak construction would require approximately 50 construction workers.
For operations, it is expected CBP would hire for approximately 100 positions to support the proposed
Commercial LPOE.

Under a separate project, the Arizona Department of Transportation would improve (i.e., widen and
resurface) and extend James Ranch Road to the project area. Additionally, Cochise County is planning to
construct new utility lines near the proposed Commercial LPOE site, also under a separate project. These
projects are not affiliated with GSA’s Proposed Action but are being planned to support regional future
development efforts, such as the proposed Commercial LPOE.

RHC LPOE

Under Alternative 1, expansion and modernization of the existing RHC LPOE would begin after the
proposed Commercial LPOE is complete and all commercial operations at the existing RHC LPOE are
transferred to the new facility. Following expansion and modernization, the existing RHC LPOE would be
dedicated to processing only non-commercial vehicles (cars, vans, and buses) and pedestrians. To the extent
practicable, Alternative 1 would be implemented using a phased-construction approach to alleviate potential
disruptions at the existing RHC LPOE. The following facilities would be constructed at the existing
RHC LPOE:

e A new Main Building, to include 6 e Public-Facing/Trusted Traveler
pedestrian inspection booths Enrollment Center

e Non-Commercial Vehicle Inspection, to e Family/UAC Processing Building —
include 10 primary lanes and 24 includes an outdoor area

secondary bays e Emergency Power

e Headhouse e Parking

e 3 Outbound Non-Commercial Vehicle
Inspection Lanes

e Outbound Support Building

e FMCSA Bus Inspection Facilities

Construction at the RHC LPOE is estimated to begin in 2028, with substantial completion anticipated in
2031. Construction would be expected to take place over an approximate 36- to 42-month period. Peak
construction (up to 2 years) would require a potential maximum of 100 construction workers; non-peak
construction would require approximately 50 construction workers. For operations, it is expected CBP
would hire for approximately 50 additional positions to support the expanded and modernized RHC LPOE.

The Alternative 1 Expansion Area is 2.7 acres of primarily developed area, comprising a small city park,
commercial facilities (duty-free store), and a Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA)
facility, which would be demolished, and new facilities would be constructed. The expansion area also
includes a segment of Customs Avenue between Pan American Avenue and 1% Street that would be
permanently closed. Similar to the Commercial LPOE, a conceptual site layout for the modernized existing
LPOE was used as a theoretical representation for discussion and environmental analysis for this EIS. The
exact layout of the LPOE would be determined by the construction contractor but would be similar in scope
to what is described in the EIS.

As portions of the project area fall within a floodplain, standard protocols for flood mitigation and
stormwater management would be incorporated into the final design to mitigate against impacts from
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flooding. GSA completed a Floodplain Assessment and issued a Statement of Findings for this EIS and is
included in Appendix D.

Alternatives la — 1d: Reuse, Relocate, or Demolish Historic Structures

Because the existing historic Main Building and Garage are listed on the NRHP, any modifications or
potential demolition associated with the historic Main Building and Garage would be required to follow
GSA’s Procedures for Historic Properties. Any changes to the buildings would also follow the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and applicable guidelines.

GSA would manage the historic structures through one of the following sub-alternatives, pending the
outcome of ongoing Section 106 consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and
consulting parties.

e Alternative 1la: Adaptive Reuse of Historic Structures — Under this sub-alternative, the historic
Main Building and Garage would be carefully integrated into the modernization plans of the RHC
LPOE and repurposed into a more current and useful structure. Any remodeling or renovation work
would be done in a manner that preserves the cultural and historic significance of these structures.

e Alternative 1b: Relocation of Historic Structures — Under this sub-alternative, the historic Main
Building and Garage would be relocated to another location. Relocating these structures would
most likely require lifting the whole structure intact and transporting it to a new location.

e Alternative 1c: Demolition of Historic Structures — Under this sub-alternative, the historic Main
Building and Garage would be demolished during the modernization of the RHC LPOE. GSA
would consult the SHPO and additional consulting parties to develop an agreement document and
appropriate mitigation measures, such as documentation of the structures prior to demolition.

e Alternative 1d: Combination of Alternative la through 1c — Under this sub-alternative, some
combination of adaptive reuse, relocation, or demolition would be selected for the historic Main
Building and Garage.

Alternative 2 — Concurrent Construction (Westward Expansion)

Under Alternative 2, GSA proposes to construct the commercial and non-commercial facilities concurrently
to expedite construction for the purpose of achieving cost and time efficiencies. The RHC LPOE would
continue to operate as usual — including the processing of COVs — while construction activities for the
proposed Commercial LPOE at the same location proposed in Alternative 1 and for the expansion and
modernization of the RHC LPOE would occur at the same time. As under Alternative 1, a phased-
construction plan would be implemented.

Under Alternative 2, construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE and at the RHC LPOE is estimated
to begin in 2025, with substantial completion anticipated in 2028. Construction would be expected to take
place over an approximate 48- to 54-month period. Peak construction (up to 2 years) would require a
potential maximum of 100 construction workers at each location (i.e., a total of 200 construction workers
at any given time during peak construction); non-peak construction would require approximately
50 construction workers at each location or a total of 100 construction workers total at both locations.

Because the existing RHC LPOE has limited opportunity for expansion within its current footprint, the
expansion area for Alternative 2 includes acquisition of up to approximately 13.9 acres of adjacent land
west of the RHC LPOE, in addition to the 2.7-acre expansion area identified under Alternative 1, to facilitate
concurrent construction. GSA may also consider acquiring temporary easements from the city for
construction laydown areas for portions of this expansion area. The additional area proposed for acquisition
is primarily undeveloped land owned by a combination of other federal landowners, the City of Douglas,
and private owners; it also includes roadways owned by the City of Douglas or State of Arizona.
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Standard protocols for flood mitigation and stormwater management would be incorporated to mitigate
against impacts from flooding. The alternative is addressed in Appendix D.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Reuse, Relocate, or Demolish Historic Structures

Management of the historic Main Building and Garage would be handled the same as the sub-alternatives
described under Alternatives 1a through 1d.

Alternative 3 — Concurrent Construction (Eastward Expansion)

Under Alternative 3, like Alternative 2, GSA proposes to construct the commercial and non-commercial
facilities concurrently to achieve cost and time efficiencies. As in the case of Alternative 2, the RHC LPOE
would continue to operate during expansion and modernization, and the new Commercial LPOE would be
constructed concurrently at the same location as in Alternative 1. A phased-construction plan would also
be implemented similar to Alternatives 1 and 2. However, the additional expansion area for Alternative 3
would be acquired adjacent to the east of the RHC LPOE instead of the west.

The construction timeframe under Alternative 3 would be the same as Alternative 2. Construction is
estimated to begin in 2025, with substantial completion by 2028. Construction would be expected to take
place over an approximate 48- to 54-month period. Peak construction (up to 2 years) would require a
potential maximum of 100 construction workers at each location (total of 200 construction workers during
peak construction); non-peak construction would require approximately 50 construction workers at each
location (total of 100 construction workers).

Similar to Alternative 2, the additional expansion area for Alternative 3 would be acquired because of the
limited opportunity for expansion within the current RHC LPOE footprint. The expansion area for
Alternative 3 includes approximately 4.4 acres of adjacent land east of the RHC LPOE, which would be
acquired in addition to the 2.7-acre expansion area identified under Alternative 1. The additional area
proposed for acquisition consists of seven privately owned parcels of commercially-zoned land that are
currently developed with approximately 13 buildings and structures that would be demolished, including at
least one active business and three residential occupants. The expansion area also includes the segment of
Customs Avenue south of 1% Street and International Avenue that would be permanently closed.

Standard protocols for flood mitigation and stormwater management would be incorporated to mitigate
against impacts from flooding. The alternative is addressed in Appendix D.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Reuse, Relocate, or Demolish Historic Structures

Management of the historic Main Building and Garage would be handled the same as the sub-alternatives
described under Alternatives 1a through 1d.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no construction of a new Commercial LPOE, and
expansion and modernization of the RHC LPOE would not occur. Any type of modification to the existing
port would be limited to minor repairs and maintenance, as needed. The operation of the RHC LPOE would
generally remain as it currently does, but the capacity and efficiency of the port would likely degrade over
time due to increased traffic demand. In general, this alternative would not meet the Purpose and Need of
the Proposed Action.

IMPACT COMPARISON MATRIX

This EIS evaluates the potential impacts on the environmental conditions from implementing the Proposed
Action’s Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, as well as the No Action Alternative. For each resource area analyzed in
this EIS, the expected consequences of the alternatives and impact reduction measures are summarized in
Table S-1.
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Table S-1. Summary Comparison of Alternatives

Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction

Alternative 2 — Concurrent
Construction (Westward Expansion)

Alternative 3 — Concurrent
Construction (Eastward Expansion)

No Action
Alternative

Construction: For both LPOE sites, adverse
effects under NHPA and direct, significant
adverse impacts could occur under NEPA to
cultural resources if unanticipated discoveries
are encountered during ground-disturbing
activities. Ground-disturbing activities would
occur within undeveloped, vacant 80.5 acres
at proposed Commercial LPOE and highly
developed 2.7-acre expansion area for RHC
LPOE. Implementation of archaeological
monitoring plan and impact reduction
measures would mitigate any potential
adverse effects and reduce impacts to less-
than-significant levels. Regarding architectural
properties, GSA recommended 2 buildings
located in the RHC LPOE Alternative 1
Expansion Area as not eligible for inclusion in
NRHP; SHPO concurred with GSA'’s finding
on one of two buildings. GSA is continuing
seeking concurrence with SHPO on GSA'’s
findings based on a revised cultural study.
Refer to Alternatives 1a — 1d for discussion of
adverse effects to historic Main Building and
Garage.

Operations: No adverse effects under NHPA
and no significant impacts to cultural
resources during the operational phase would
be expected.

Alternatives la — 1d: Alternative 1a — no
adverse effects under NHPA and direct,
negligible, adverse impacts under NEPA.
Alternative 1b — adverse effects under NHPA
and direct, significant, adverse, and
permanent impacts under NEPA. Alternative
1c — direct adverse effects under NHPA and
direct, significant, adverse, and permanent
impacts under NEPA. Alternative 1d — direct

Cultural Resources

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE and existing RHC LPOE (including
Alternative 1 Expansion Area), similar
impacts as Alternative 1. At Alternative 2
Expansion Area, ground-disturbing
activities would occur within an additional
13.9 acres of mainly undeveloped but
previously disturbed land. Implementation
of archaeological monitoring plan and
impact reduction measures would mitigate
any potential adverse effects and reduce
impacts to less-than-significant levels.
Regarding architectural properties, similar
impacts as discussed under Alternative 1;
additionally, GSA recommended another
building located in the RHC LPOE
Alternative 2 Expansion Area as not
eligible for inclusion in NRHP; SHPO
concurred with GSA’s finding for this
building.

Operations: Similar to Alternative 1, no
adverse effects under NHPA and no
impacts to cultural resources during the
operational phase would be expected.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Potential impacts
from sub-alternatives would be same as
Alternatives 1a — 1d.

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE and existing RHC LPOE (including
Alternative 1 Expansion Area), similar
impacts as Alternative 1. At RHC LPOE
Alternative 3 Expansion Area, ground-
disturbing activities would occur within an
additional 4.4 acres of previously disturbed
land containing 13 buildings, plus graded
and/or paved lots. Implementation of
archaeological monitoring plan and impact
reduction measures would mitigate any
potential adverse effects and reduce
impacts to less-than-significant levels.
Regarding architectural properties, similar
impacts as discussed under Alternative 1;
additionally, GSA is recommending
another six buildings located in the RHC
LPOE Alternative 3 Expansion Area as not
eligible for inclusion in NRHP and is
seeking concurrence with SHPO on GSA's
findings based on a revised cultural study.

Operations: Similar to Alternative 1, no
adverse effects under NHPA and no
impacts to cultural resources during the
operational phase would be expected.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Potential impacts
from sub-alternatives would be same as
Alternatives la — 1d.

No adverse
effects to historic
properties and no
adverse impacts
to cultural
resources would
be expected.
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. . . Alternative 2 — Concurrent Alternative 3 — Concurrent No Action
Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction Alternative

Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion)

adverse effects under NHPA and direct, minor
to significant, adverse, and permanent impacts
under NEPA. For Alternatives 1b, 1c and 1d,
GSA would be required to develop measures
to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects
on these historic properties, which would
result in less-than-significant impacts under
NEPA and would resolve effects under NHPA.

Impact Reduction Measures: Prior to construction, GSA would implement the following measures:
« Develop an archaeological 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 mitigation measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects on historic properties in consultation with SHPO and other
applicable consulting parties. At a minimum, Historic American Buildings Survey documentation for the historic Main Building and Garage would be considered.
Additional mitigation could include architectural artifact salvage. Appropriate mitigation would be determined in consultation between GSA, SHPO, and consulting

parties.

Construction: For both LPOE sites, short-
term, minor adverse 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.
Negligible increases in GHGs.

Operation: For both sites, long-term, minor
adverse impact on air quality due to emissions
from onsite equipment and increased
commuter vehicles; long-term, minor beneficial
impact to air quality from reduced POV wait
times; long-term, minor indirect adverse air
quality impact due to increased POVs from
increased efficiency of the RHC LPOE. Long-
term, minor adverse impacts to GHGs from
onsite equipment and increased commuter
traffic; however, adverse impacts offset by
modernized, more sustainable facilities.
Negligible air quality impacts at Commercial
LPOE from operation of firing range.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Construction: Potential impacts similar to
Alternative 1 but would occur over a
shorter period and be greater in intensity.
Impacts would be short-term, minor and
adverse; emissions would not exceed de
minimis thresholds for any criteria
pollutants. Negligible increases in GHGs.

Operations: Potential impacts would be
same as Alternative 1.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Construction: Potential impacts
comparable to Alternative 2. Impacts would
be short-term, minor and adverse;
emissions would not exceed de minimis
thresholds for any criteria pollutants.
Negligible increases in GHGs.

Operations: Potential impacts would be
same as Alternative 1.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Short-term, minor
adverse impacts
from ongoing
maintenance at
RHC LPOE.
Long-term, minor
adverse impacts
due to
degradation of
capacity and
efficiency of
operations,
resulting in longer
wait times and
congestion at the
RHC LPOE and
greater POV
emissions.
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. . . Alternative 2 — Concurrent Alternative 3 — Concurrent No Action
Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction Alternative

Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion)

Alternatives 1a — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered under Alternative 1
analysis. Compared to Alternatives 1la and 1b,
impacts under Alternatives 1c¢ and 1d would
be greater due to demolition activities and
additional trucks hauling debris.

Impact Reduction Measures: The following measures would be implemented during construction:
« Precautions to prevent PM from becoming airborne, such as using water on dirt roads or clearing land.
« Additional measures to control fugitive dust, such as installing wind fencing and operating water trucks for stabilization of surfaces under windy conditions.

» Source-specific controls to minimize emissions during construction activities, such as reducing unnecessary idling from heavy-duty equipment.
« Administrative controls, such as preparing an inventory of all equipment prior to construction and identifying the suitability of add-on emission controls for each

piece of equipment before groundbreaking.

To minimize impacts of climate change on human health and safety, implementation of climate change adaptation measures in the project design phase, such
as, incorporating shaded areas wherever possible.

To minimize impacts of climate change on energy resources, implementation of climate change adaptation measures in the project design phase, such as
implementing measures to maximize energy efficiency where possible.

To minimize impacts of climate change on water resources, design with a minimum of LEED Gold certification for the proposed facilities, which would incorporate

water conservation and efficiency measures.

Refer to Section 3.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions in the EIS for the full list of impact reduction measures that would be considered.

Construction: For both LPOE sites, short-
term, minor adverse impacts to adjacent land
uses due to construction activities from dust,
traffic, noise, road delays, and access
limitation. At the RHC LPOE, long-term,
moderate, adverse impacts for the businesses
on 1%t Street from permanent closure of
Customs Avenue between Pan American
Avenue and 1% Street requiring the relocation
of traffic access and relocation of an existing
bus stop. Long-term, minor adverse impacts
from permanent loss of a city park. Temporary
absence of a duty-free shop at the RHC
LPOE. At proposed Commercial LPOE, short-
term, moderate adverse impacts to visual
resources; at the RHC LPOE, short-term,
minor adverse impacts to visual resources.

Land Use and Visual Resources

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, similar impacts to land use
and visual resources as Alternative 1, but
to greater extent from larger additional
expansion area.

Operations: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, similar land use and visual
impacts as Alternative 1, but to greater
extent from larger additional expansion
area, including loss of trails from Paseo de
las Americas Linear Park (minor adverse
impact) and conversion of land with illicit
construction debris dumping (minor
beneficial impact).

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, similar impacts to land use
and visual resources as Alternative 1, but
to greater extent from larger additional
expansion area. Acquisition of 7 parcels
zoned commercial would permanently
displace at least one active business and 3
residential occupants, and eliminate
ongoing storage uses by other commercial
owners, which would cause long-term,
direct, moderate adverse impacts.

Operations: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, similar land use and visual
impacts as Alternative 1, but to greater
extent from larger additional expansion

Long-term minor
to moderate
adverse land use
impacts from COV
traffic remaining in
city and conflicting
with city’s long-
term revitalization
plans. Long-term,
minor adverse
visual resources
impacts from
continuation of
deterioration of
facilities at RHC
LPOE and
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DRAFT EIS SUMMARY
: . , Alternative 2 — Concurrent Alternative 3 — Concurrent No Action
Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction . . , . )
Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion) Alternative

' Operations: Permanent, moderate beneficial " Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub- "area and permanent loss of commercial ' increasing traffic
impacts to land use from aligning with long- alternatives would be same as Alternatives | and residential uses on the expansion congestion.
term land use planning goals at both LPOE la-1d. area.
sites; long-term, moderate, beneficial, indirect Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
impacts to land use at the RHC LPOE from alternatives would be same as Alternatives
potential future repurposing of existing 1a— 1d.

warehouse district by the city. Permanent,
minor to moderate adverse visual impacts
from distinct visual change and from lighting at
the proposed Commercial LPOE; permanent,
minor beneficial visual impacts from newly
constructed buildings at the RHC LPOE.

Alternatives l1a — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered in analysis for RHC LPOE
footprint. Long-term, negligible to moderate
beneficial visual impact from potential
remodeling or renovation work on the historic
structures under Alternatives 1a and 1b.

Impact Reduction Measures: Regarding land use, consideration of local zoning laws and all design requirements of state and local governments to the extent
practicable, including both the incorporation of exterior design elements to reflect the unique character of the area and the emphasis on pedestrian circulation
and amenities, to the extent practicable and consistent with GSA design standards.

Regarding visual resources, implementing the following measures:
« Consult with local officials, consider local requirements, and comply with building codes to the maximum extent practicable.
« Integrate its programs of design/architecture and construction excellence into the new facility in order to optimize building performance and aesthetics.

« Design exterior lighting to meet physical security requirements but controlled to minimize light trespass (e.g., direct light downward and minimize glare). Exterior
lighting would be consistent with the local ordinance code for outdoor lighting to the extent possible.

« Incorporate landscaping and screening into the exterior design consistent with GSA’s Urban Development/Good Neighbor Program.
Also refer to impact reduction measures under Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Transportation and Traffic, and Noise for measures to reduce
construction impacts on land use-related concerns related to fugitive dust, traffic, and noise.

Geology and Soils

Construction: For both LPOE sites, minor Construction: At proposed Commercial Construction: At proposed Commercial No impacts to
adverse impacts on geology and negligible LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At geology or
adverse impacts on topography. At proposed At RHC LPOE, similar impacts to geology | RHC LPOE, similar impacts to geology and | topography would
Commercial LPOE, permanent, moderate and soils as Alternative 1, but to greater soils as Alternative 1, but to greater extent | be expected.
adverse impacts to soils from disturbing 80.5 extent from larger expansion area (13.9 from larger expansion area (4.4 additional | Negligible impacts
acres; at RHC LPOE, permanent, minor additional acres), resulting in permanent, acres), resulting in permanent, minor to to soils could
minor to moderate adverse soil impacts. moderate adverse soil impacts. occur due to land
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DRAFT EIS SUMMARY
Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction Alternative 2 — Concurrent Alternative 3 — Concurrent No Action
Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion) Alternative

" adverse impacts to soils from disturbing 8.8
acres.

Operations: No impacts to geology or
topography. At proposed Commercial LPOE,
long-term, minor, adverse, and indirect
impacts to soils due to erosion. At the RHC
LPOE, potential addition of up to 0.4 acres of
impervious surfaces, resulting in long-term,
negligible, adverse, and indirect impacts due
to soil erosion.

Alternatives la — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered in analysis for RHC LPOE
footprint.

' Operations: At proposed Commercial

LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1.

At RHC LPOE, similar impacts to geology
and soils as Alternative 1 (from up to 0.4
acres of additional impervious surface
area). The larger expansion area would
result in a potential increase of up to 13.9
acres of additional impervious surfaces,
resulting in long-term, minor, adverse, and
indirect impacts due to soil erosion.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-—1d.

Operations: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, similar impacts to geology and
soils as Alternative 1 (up to 0.4 acres of
additional impervious surface area). The
larger expansion area would result in a
potential increase of up to 1.4 acres of
additional impervious surfaces (not already
developed, graded, or paved), resulting in
long-term, minor, adverse, and indirect
impacts from soil erosion.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-—1d.

' disturbance and

soil erosion from
ongoing
maintenance
activities.

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, grading and drainage plan, and the Arizona Stormwater CGP.

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, short-term, minor, direct adverse, and
indirect impacts to surface waters and
groundwater from sedimentation and
contamination, and from groundwater use of a
water well planned by the city.

At RHC LPOE, short-term, minor, adverse,
and indirect impacts to surface waters and
groundwater from sedimentation and
contamination, and from groundwater used
during construction. Long-term, minor,
adverse, direct and indirect impacts from
construction within floodplains: 0.07 acre of
100-year floodplain inside RHC LPOE
boundary; 4.98 acres of 500-year floodplain in
RHC LPOE and separate LPOE parking area;
and 2.04 acres of 500-year floodplain in
Alternative 1 Expansion Area. See Appendix
D.

Operations: At proposed Commercial LPOE,
long-term, minor, adverse, and indirect

Water Resources

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1.

At RHC LPOE, similar impacts to water
resources as Alternative 1, but to greater
extent from larger additional expansion
area: short-term, minor, adverse, and
indirect impacts from sedimentation and
contamination, and construction near
riverine feature (inside expansion area
boundary); and long-term, minor, adverse,
direct and indirect impacts from
construction within floodplain. In addition to
the acreages for Alternative 1, an increase
of 0.63 acre of 100-year floodplain and 1.1
acres of 500-year floodplain are located in
Alternative 2 Expansion Area. See
Appendix D.

Operations: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, similar water resources impact
as Alternative 1, but to greater extent from

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1.

At RHC LPOE, similar impacts to water
resources as Alternative 1, but to greater
extent from larger additional expansion
area: short-term, minor, adverse, and
indirect impacts from sedimentation and
contamination, and construction near
riverine feature (inside expansion area
boundary); and long-term, minor, adverse,
direct and indirect impacts from
construction within floodplain. In addition to
the acreages for Alternative 1, an increase
of 0.46 acre of 100-year floodplain and
3.91 acres of 500-year floodplain are
located in Alternative 3 Expansion Area.
See Appendix D.

Operations: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, similar water resources impact
as Alternative 1, but to greater extent from

Long-term,
negligible impacts
to surface waters
due to runoff
during ongoing
maintenance
activities. No
impacts to
groundwater,
floodplains, and
wetlands.
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Short-term, moderate, adverse, and indirect
impacts from increased level of human
activities. At RHC LPOE, short-term, minor,
adverse and indirect impacts to biological
resources from increased levels of human
activities in a currently developed area.

Operations: At proposed Commercial LPOE,
long-term, moderate, adverse, and indirect
effects to species from noise, lighting, spread
of non-native species, or accidental mortality
of species. At RHC LPOE, long-term,
negligible, beneficial, indirect impacts due to

direct impacts from ground disturbance
and grading/clearing activities on
undeveloped land (much of which has
been disturbed previously). Indirect
impacts would be greater than Alternative
1 due to concurrent construction —
temporary, moderate, indirect adverse
impacts regionally from increased levels of
human activities.

Operations: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, long-term, minor, adverse,
and indirect impacts from increased human

DRAFT EIS SUMMARY
: . . Alternative 2 — Concurrent Alternative 3 — Concurrent No Action
Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction . . , . )
Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion) Alternative
' impacts to water resources due to increases in ' larger additional expansion area; long- ' larger additional expansion area; long- '
stormwater runoff, decreases in groundwater term, minor, adverse, and indirect impacts | term, minor, adverse, and indirect impacts
recharge, potential sedimentation or to surface water from increase in runoff to surface water from increase in runoff
contamination, and from groundwater usage. and downstream water quality degradation. | and downstream water quality degradation.
Impacts would be similar at RHC LPOE, Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub- Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
although it would be long-term, negligible to alternatives would be same as Alternatives | alternatives would be same as Alternatives
minor, and adverse. la - 1d. la-1d.
Alternatives 1a — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered under Alternative 1
analysis.
Impact Reduction Measures:
¢ Obtaining a minimum LEED Gold certification may include WCMs, such as low-flow fixtures and installing a retention system to control stormwater.
« A minimum Sustainable Sites Initiative (SITES) silver rating is required for project design to manage stormwater and conserve water.
« Compliance with impact reduction measures and BMPs as outlined in the Arizona Stormwater CGP and the Cochise County Stormwater Ordinance.
* GSA would coordinate with USACE as applicable with respect to potential impacts to WOTUS, to include determining possible permitting requirements.
Biological Resources
Construction: Proposed Action is unlikely to Construction: Proposed Action is unlikely  Construction: Proposed Action is unlikely | Negligible,
adversely affect any listed species. At to adversely affect any listed species. At to adversely affect any listed species. At adverse, indirect
proposed Commercial LPOE, permanent, proposed Commercial LPOE, same proposed Commercial LPOE, same impacts on
moderate, adverse direct impacts to biological | impacts as Alternative 1. At RHC LPOE, impacts as Alternative 1. At RHC LPOE, biological
resources from ground disturbance, similar adverse impacts to biological similar adverse Impacts to _blologlcal_ _ resources due to
grading/clearing activities, and conversion of resources as Alternative 1, but to greater resources as Alternative 1 in an additional | ongoing
undeveloped land to new structures causing extent from larger additional expansion expansion area that has been mostly maintenance
habitat fragmentation and displacement. area — permanent, moderate, adverse, and | cleared/graded, paved, and/or developed activities.

with buildings and structures (i.e.,
permanent, minor, adverse, and direct
impacts). Indirect impacts would be greater
than Alternative 1 due to concurrent
construction (i.e., temporary, moderate,
indirect adverse impacts regionally from
increased levels of human activities).

Operations: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, long-term, negligible, adverse,
and indirect impacts from increased human
presence in previously disturbed and
developed land east of the RHC LPOE.
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DRAFT EIS

SUMMARY

Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction

Alternative 2 — Concurrent
Construction (Westward Expansion)

Alternative 3 — Concurrent

Construction (Eastward Expansion)

No Action
Alternative

' removal of COVs and associated noise and
traffic.

Alternatives 1a — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered under Alternative 1
analysis.

Impact Reduction Measures:

' presence in the previously disturbed but

undeveloped land west of the RHC LPOE.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

« Only approved, native species would be used for revegetation. These plant species would not be invasive or noxious species, and disturbed areas would be
restored or revegetated to the extent practicable following construction.

 Construction equipment would be washed before and after coming to the site to the extent practicable to limit the transport of invasive species.

Construction: Overall, short-term, minor
adverse impacts to transportation resources
(SR-80, US-191, and Pan American Avenue)
from increased construction-related traffic. At
the RHC LPOE, a long-term, negligible to
minor, adverse impact on local roadways from
permanent closure of Customs Avenue
between Pan American Avenue and 15 Street.
Temporary, minor adverse impacts to
pedestrian facilities from walkway closures.

Operations: Overall, long-term, minor adverse
impacts to transportation resources (SR-80
and US-191). For the City of Douglas, long-
term, beneficial direct impact from relocation
of COVs; long-term, minor to moderate,
adverse, and indirect impact from increased
efficiency of the RHC LPOE and an estimated
2% annual growth rate in POV traffic.

Alternatives la — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered under Alternative 1
analysis. Temporary, minor adverse impacts
under Alternatives 1c and 1d from additional
trucks hauling debris during construction.

Impact Reduction Measures:

Transportation and Traffic

Construction: Potential impacts similar to
Alternative 1 but overlap of construction
traffic from both LPOE sites would occur.
Overall, short-term, minor to moderate
adverse impacts to transportation
resources (SR-80, US-191, and Pan
American Avenue) from increased
construction-related traffic. Similar adverse
impacts to pedestrian facilities as
Alternative 1 would occur at the RHC
LPOE and additional expansion area.
Operations: Similar impacts as Alternative
1.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

« Minimize construction vehicle movement during peak traffic hours.
« Place construction staging areas where they would least interfere with local traffic and parking.

Construction: Potential impacts similar to
Alternative 2. Overall, short-term, minor to
moderate adverse impacts to
transportation resources (SR-80, US-191,
and Pan American Avenue) from increased
construction-related traffic. Permanent
closure of Customs Avenue east of the
RHC LPOE and International Avenue
south of the eastern expansion area would
not add substantially to the impacts of
Alternative 1 on local traffic. Similar
adverse impacts to pedestrian facilities as
Alternative 1 would occur at the RHC
LPOE and additional expansion area.

Operations: Similar impacts as Alternative
1. After the relocation of COV traffic to the
new Commercial LPOE, the closure of
additional road segments for Alternative 3
would not be expected to affect adjacent
roadways.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la - 1d.

Long-term, minor
to moderate
adverse impacts
to transportation
and traffic from
increased traffic
volumes, COV
traffic remaining
through the City of
Douglas, and
inefficient
operations at
RHC LPOE.
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DRAFT EIS SUMMARY
Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction Alternative 2 — Concurrent Alternative 3 — Concurrent No Action
Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion) Alternative

* Minimize construction detours and impacts to pedestrians.
« Develop a construction traffic and parking management plan in coordination with local officials and local business directly affected by street closures.
« Develop and implement Transportation Demand Management strategies.

« Implement traffic signhal coordination on arterial streets where practical.
« Coordinate with local, state, and federal transportation authorities when planning access to the RHC LPOE site.

Construction: At the proposed Commercial
LPOE, short-term, minor to moderate adverse
noise impacts from construction activities and
from COVs along transportation routes (SR-80
and US-191); closest three residential
properties to proposed site are approximately
2,500 feet (one property) and 5,500 feet (two
properties) to the north. At the RHC LPOE,
short-term, minor to moderate adverse noise
and vibration impacts from construction
activities and from trucks along transportation
routes (SR-80, US-191, and Pan American
Avenue). Outdoor intermittent noise levels at
closest residences on 1%t Street of 86 to 88
dBA, and 68 dBA for closest residences on 3™
Street. Inside intermittent noise levels of 71 to
73 dBA (1% Street) and 53 dBA (3" Street).

Operations: At the proposed Commercial
LPOE, permanent, moderate adverse noise
impacts to closest receptors (three residences
within 1 mile) and to receptors along SR-80
and US-191. At the RHC LPOE, long-term

beneficial noise impacts for receptors in City of

Douglas from removal of COVs; long-term,
minor indirect adverse noise impact from
increased efficiency of the RHC LPOE and an
estimated 2% annual growth in POV traffic.

Alternatives l1a — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered under Alternative 1
analysis. Type and intensity of noise impact
depends on sub-alternative but would range

Noise

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
the RHC LPOE, types of noise sources
similar to Alternative 1; however, intensity
of noise levels greater due to COV
processing remaining onsite during
construction at RHC LPOE, resulting in
short-term, intermittent, moderate adverse
noise impacts to same noise receptors
identified under Alternative 1.

Operations: Similar impacts as Alternative
1.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
the RHC LPOE, impacts would be similar
to Alternative 2 (including Alternative 1
impacts). However, demolition and
construction at the Alternative 3 Expansion
Area would occur closer to the downtown
area, affecting sensitive noise receptors
northeast of the RHC LPOE. Overall,
Alternative 3 would have short-term,
intermittent, moderate adverse noise
impacts to receptors identified under
Alternative 1, except for the commercial
and residential receptors that would be
displaced by acquisition of the Alternative 3
Expansion Area.

Operations: Similar impacts as Alternative
1.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Long-term, minor
to moderate
adverse impacts
to noise from
ongoing
maintenance
activities at the
RHC LPOE and
from COV traffic
remaining through
the City of
Douglas.
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DRAFT EIS SUMMARY
. . . Alternative 2 — Concurrent Alternative 3 — Concurrent No Action
Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction Alternative

Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion)

" from temporary negligible to temporary minor,
adverse impacts.

Impact Reduction Measures:

« Implementation of noise control measures, such as project scheduling, noise barriers, and using noise controls on equipment (e.g., mufflers).
« Conduct construction activities within hours that are in accordance with local noise ordinances to the extent practicable.

« If a variation from normal construction hours is required, a variance permit from the City of Douglas or Cochise County may be required.
« Provide notification to properties adjacent to the project boundary in advance of times of peak construction when the use of loudest equipment would be used

for longer periods of time.

Construction: At the proposed Commercial
LPOE, short-term, moderate adverse impacts
to West International Avenue from
construction activities at the site; and short-
term, negligible adverse impacts to public
utilities from increased demands for
construction. At the RHC LPOE, short-term,
moderate adverse impacts on facilities and
roadway network from construction activities;
short-term, negligible adverse impacts to
utilities from increased demand; and
intermittent, minor adverse impacts from
potential service disruptions.

Operations: At the proposed Commercial
LPOE, long-term, moderate beneficial impacts
to facilities from new infrastructure and
utilities; long-term negligible to minor adverse
impacts to public utilities from increased
demand. At the RHC LPOE, long-term
moderate beneficial impacts from new,
improved infrastructure and long-term,
negligible to minor adverse impacts to utilities
from increased demand.

Alternatives l1a — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered under Alternative 1
analysis. Type and extent of impacts

dependent on sub-alternative chosen; range of

impacts includes temporary, negligible to

Infrastructure and Utilities

Construction: Potential adverse impacts
similar as Alternative 1 at both LPOE
locations, but slightly greater due to greater
demand on utilities from concurrent
construction and additional utility
coordination due to natural gas utilities
located in the Alternative 2 Expansion
Area, resulting in short-term, negligible
adverse impacts to utilities. Impacts to
facilities would be similar to Alternative 1,
but only minor adverse due to shorter
construction period.

Operations: Potential beneficial impacts to
facilities comparable to Alternative 1.
Potential negligible to minor adverse
impacts similar as Alternative 1. At the
RHC LPOE, long-term, negligible to minor,
adverse impacts to water/wastewater
systems and stormwater system from
increased demand and runoff, respectively.
Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-

alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Construction: Potential adverse impacts
comparable to Alternative 2 at both LPOE
locations, but slightly greater at the RHC
LPOE because of need for additional
coordination with service providers during
demolition and construction of
infrastructure and utilities at the Alternative
3 Expansion Area. Overall, short-term,
minor, and adverse.

Operations: Potential beneficial impacts to
facilities comparable to Alternative 1.
Potential negligible to minor adverse
impacts to utilities similar to Alternative 1.
At the RHC LPOE, long-term, negligible to
minor, adverse impacts depending on the
extent of redevelopment and need for
stormwater structures and BMPs.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Long-term, minor
to moderate
adverse impacts
from ongoing
demand on and
degradation of
infrastructure and
utilities; increased
need for
maintenance as
building systems
continue to age.
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DRAFT EIS SUMMARY
. . . Alternative 2 — Concurrent Alternative 3 — Concurrent No Action
Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction Alternative

Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion)

minor adverse impacts on utilities from
potential service disruption to users.

Impact Reduction Measures:

« Adherence to GSA’s P100 Standards (Facilities Standards for the Public Buildings Service).
« Buildings would be “net zero” ready on a source energy basis with onsite renewables for future installation.
« Coordinating with utility providers in advance by implementing measures to protect utility lines or by arranging for their temporary or permanent relocation.

Construction: Overall, short-term, negligible
impacts on population and housing; up to 100
workers would be directly hired, but mostly not
expected to relocate to area. Short-term,
minor, beneficial, and direct impact on
unemployment and income from job creation.
Short-term, moderate to significant, beneficial,
and indirect impact from materials and
equipment purchases, as well as indirect and
induced job creation from wages spent in local
economy. Temporary, minor adverse impacts
on local businesses adjacent to RHC LPOE as
commercial operations relocate to proposed
Commercial LPOE. Long-term, minor, adverse
impact for the businesses on 1% Street from
the closure of Customs Avenue and the
relocation of a bus stop. Temporary, minor
adverse impacts to nearby neighborhoods
from decreased quality of life due to increased
noise levels, air pollutants, and traffic
associated with construction.

Operations: Long-term, negligible to minor,
beneficial, and direct impacts to population
and housing from an additional 150 workers
hired. Long-term, moderate to significant,
beneficial, and direct impacts to labor and
earnings from additional $10.8 to $20 million
to revenue per year to City of Douglas and
Cochise County. Long-term minor to
moderate, beneficial, direct and indirect impact
on unemployment in all industries in Cochise

Socioeconomics

Construction: Overall, similar
socioeconomic impacts as Alternative 1,
except up to 200 workers would be hired at
one time. Spending on labor and materials
would be similar but likely less than under
Alternative 1, due to decreased cost
escalation and inflationary pressures as a
result of the compressed project timeline.
Impacts would be greater in the near term,
but would occur for a shorter duration than
under Alternative 1.

Operations: Same impacts as Alternative
1.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Construction: Overall, similar
socioeconomic impacts as Alternative 2.
Acquisition of Alternative 3 Expansion Area
would displace at least one active
business, 3 residential occupants, and
various ongoing storage uses on properties
owned by other businesses, which would
have direct, short- to long-term, minor to
moderate adverse impacts. In addition to
impacts described for Alternative 1,
demolition and construction in the
Alternative 3 Expansion area could
intermittently impede access to logistics
businesses on the north side of 1% Street,
which would be short-term, minor to
moderate and adverse.

Operations: Same impacts as Alternative
1.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Long-term, minor
adverse
socioeconomic
impacts to
businesses and
regional economy
from loss of RHC
LPOE capacity
and efficiency
over time and
from COVs
remaining in the
City of Douglas,
hindering
revitalization
plans and
economic growth.
Potential short-
term and long-
term
socioeconomic
benefits from
direct, indirect,
and induced jobs
from the
Proposed Action
would not occur.
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DRAFT EIS SUMMARY
. . . Alternative 2 — Concurrent Alternative 3 — Concurrent No Action
Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction Alternative

Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion)

County. Long-term, moderate to significant,
beneficial, and indirect impacts from
commercial and industrial business growth
around the Commercial LPOE. Long-term,
minor to moderate, beneficial impacts to
quality of life in the City of Douglas from
removal of COVs. Long-term, minor adverse
impacts from increasing population and
contributing to unfavorable student-to-teacher
ratios.

Alternatives la — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered under Alternative 1
analysis.

Impact Reduction Measures: No specific impact reduction measures would be applicable to Socioeconomics.

Environmental Justice and Protection of Children’s Health and Safety

Construction: No disproportionately high and
adverse impacts to minority or low-income
populations. At the proposed Commercial
LPOE, potential adverse impacts to minority
populations from short-term, minor increases
in air pollutants, traffic congestion, and noise,
and short-term, minor beneficial impacts from
increased job opportunities. At the RHC
LPOE, potential adverse impacts to minority
and low-income populations from short-term,
minor increases in air pollutants, traffic
congestion, and noise, and short-term, minor
beneficial impacts from increased job
opportunities. Short-term, negligible to minor,
and short-term, minor to moderate adverse
impacts to child populations, respectively, at
the proposed Commercial LPOE and RHC
LPOE due to increased air pollutants, traffic
congestion, and noise.

Operations: No disproportionately high and
adverse impacts to minority or low-income
populations. At the proposed Commercial
LPOE site, adverse impacts to minority
populations from short-term, minor increased

Construction: Similar impacts as
Alternative 1 with respect to environmental
justice and child populations. No
disproportionately high and adverse
impacts to minority or low-income
populations. Impacts to environmental
justice and child populations would be
shorter duration than Alternative 1,
however, air pollutants, traffic, and noise
have greater intensity than Alternative 1.

Operations: Similar impacts as Alternative
1 with respect to environmental justice and
child populations. No disproportionately
high and adverse impacts to minority or
low-income populations. Alternative 2
Expansion Area is greater than for
Alternative 1, so extent of impacts would
be greater; additional loss of trails of Paseo
de Las Americas Linear Park.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Construction: Acquisition of three
residences in the Alternative 3 Expansion
Area would displace occupants in an area
characterized by high concentrations of
minority and low-income populations.
Although not significant at a population
level, environmental justice impacts may
be greater for Alternative 3 than for the
other alternatives. Similarly, the potential
displacement for Alternative 3 of families
with children living in the residences may
affect the health and safety of child
populations in the area more adversely
than would the other alternatives. GSA
would negotiate with private landowners as
applicable during the land acquisition
process to provide fair compensation.
Otherwise, impacts during construction of
Alternative 3 would be similar as described
for Alternative 1 both for the Commercial
LPOE and RHC LPOE.

Operations: Similar impacts as Alternative
1 with respect to environmental justice and
child populations. No disproportionately

No impacts to
environmental
justice or child
populations,
although potential
beneficial impacts
from removal of
COVs through the
city and from
increased job
opportunities
would not occur.
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. . . Alternative 2 — Concurrent Alternative 3 — Concurrent No Action
Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction Alternative

Construction (Westward Expansion)

Construction (Eastward Expansion)

air pollutants, COV traffic, and associated
noise. Long-term, negligible to moderate
beneficial impacts to low-income and minority
populations from increased job opportunities.
Overall negligible adverse impacts to child
populations. At the RHC LPOE, long-term,
minor beneficial impacts from removal of
COVs (improved air quality, congestion and
noise) and job opportunities; permanent, minor
adverse impacts to minority and low-income
populations from loss of recreational space;
negligible to minor beneficial and adverse
impacts to child populations from removal of
COvs.

Alternatives la — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered under Alternative 1
analysis.

high and adverse impacts to minority or
low-income populations. Alternative 3
Expansion Area is greater than for
Alternative 1, so extent of impacts would
be greater.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Impact Reduction Measures: Impact reduction measures for resources specific to environmental justice — i.e., air pollutants, traffic, and noise — are discussed
in the respective resource areas (Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Transportation and Traffic; and Noise).

Construction: At both LPOES, short-term,
negligible adverse impacts to worker safety
from construction activities; short-term,
negligible to minor adverse impacts from
hazardous materials and waste handling.

Operations: At proposed Commercial LPOE,
long-term, negligible adverse effects on
human health and safety from hazardous
materials and waste handling. At the RHC
LPOE, long-term, minor to moderate beneficial
impacts on human health and safety of CBP
workers and the public from the relocation of
COVs and reconfiguration of POV and
pedestrian routing within the RHC LPOE.
Negligible adverse effects on human health
and safety and from hazardous materials and
waste handling.

Human Health and Safety

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
the RHC LPOE, adverse impacts to human
health and safety from hazardous materials
and waste handling would be similar but
would be greater due to greater acreage of
expansion area and higher potential for
encountering potentially contaminated soils
and construction debris. There would also
be increased risk of traffic accidents due to
COVs remaining onsite at RHC LPOE
during construction.

Operations: Same impacts as Alternative
1.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
the RHC LPOE, adverse impacts to human
health and safety from hazardous materials
and waste handling would be similar, but
Alternative 3 would require the demolition
and removal of approximately 13 buildings
and structures east of Customs Avenue
with potential presence of asbestos and
lead paint throughout the interior of the
buildings due to their age. Also, the
presence of hazardous materials, waste
tires, automotive waste, and other waste
materials in buildings on the site would
create safety issues and require their
proper disposal and management. There
would also be increased risk of traffic

Negligible impacts
from ongoing
maintenance,
resulting in use of
hazardous
materials and
generation of
hazardous waste.
COV processing
would not be
relocated and
hazardous
materials would
continue to be
transported
through downtown
Douglas.
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Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction Alternative 2 — Concurrent Alternative 3 — Concurrent No Action
q Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion) Alternative
" Alternatives 1la — 1d: Potential impacts on ' " accidents due to COVs remaining onsite at '
human health and safety considered under RHC LPOE during construction.
Alternative 1 analysis would be short-term, Operations: Same impacts as Alternative
minor, and adverse during construction, and 1.
long-term, minor, and beneficial during . .
operations. Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-

alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Impact Reduction Measures:
« If PCB-containing materials are identified onsite, appropriate abatement actions would be implemented in accordance with regulatory requirements. If present
in underlying soils, appropriate abatement actions would be implemented in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.
« All spills or releases of POLs; hazardous materials; pollutants; or contaminants would be handled in accordance with measures outlined in a Spill Prevention
and Response Plan prepared for construction.
« As a BMP, a Soil Management Plan may be prepared to address the potential for encountering areas of environmental concern during subsurface disturbance.
« All personnel would follow standard operating procedures for hazardous waste and material handling, and all waste would be disposed of in accordance with
applicable federal, state, and local regulations.
* A USEPA Identification Number would be obtained if more than 100 pounds of hazardous waste is generated under any alternative.
« If Alternative 3 is selected, GSA would consider the need to conduct further investigations within the Alternative 3 Expansion Area related to VOCs associated
groundwater contamination underlying the parcel.
« If Alternative 3 is selected, GSA would consider the need to conduct a GPR and Electro Magnetic survey within the Alternative 3 Expansion Area to further
identify for the presence of any USTs at the site prior to construction.
« Construction workers would adhere to safety standards promulgated in 29 CFR Chapter 17 to protect against workplace hazards. To minimize potential
exposure or safety concerns to workers, appropriate personal protective equipment would be worn.
ACHP = Advisory Council on Historic Preservation; BMP = best management practice; CGP = Construction General Permit; COV = commercially owned vehicle; dBA = A-weighted
decibel; GSA = General Services Administration; GHG = greenhouse gas; LEED = Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design; LPOE = land port of entry; NEPA = National

Environmental Policy Act; NHPA = National Historic Preservation Act; PCB = polychlorinated biphenyl; PM = particulate matter; POV = personally owned vehicle; RHC = Raul Hector
Castro; SHPO = State Historic Preservation Officer; SR-80 = State Route 80; US-191 = U.S. Highway 191; VOC = volatile organic compound; WCM = water conservation measure
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Acronym Definition
ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
ACM asbestos-containing material
ADEQ Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
ADOT Arizona Department of Transportation
ADWR Arizona Department of Water Resources
AMA Active Management Area
APE Area of Potential Effect
APS Arizona Public Service Company
AR.S. Arizona Revised Statutes
ATSDR Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
AZPDES Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
BGEPA Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
BLM Bureau of Land Management
BMP best management practice
CAA Clean Air Act
CBP Customs and Border Protection
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality
CGP Construction General Permit
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CH. methane
CO carbon monoxide
CO, carbon dioxide
COq.¢q carbon dioxide equivalent
cov commercially owned vehicle
CWA Clean Water Act
dB decibels
dBA A-weighted decibel
DEIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement
EIS Environmental Impact Statement
EISA Energy Independence and Security Act
EO Executive Order
EJSCREEN Environmental Justice Screen
ESA Endangered Species Act
FAMU family unit
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FMCSA Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration
GHG greenhouse gas
GPR ground penetrating radar
GSA General Services Administration
GWP global warming potential
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Acronym Definition
IPaC Information, Planning, and Consultation System
INA Irrigation Non-Expansion Area
LBP lead-based paint
LEED Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
LOS level of service
LPOE Land Port of Entry
LUST leaking underground storage tank
MCDOT Maricopa County Department of Transportation
mg/kg milligrams per kilogram
MGP manufactured gas plant
MOU Memorandum of Understanding
MSWL Municipal Solid Waste Landfill
MS4 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
N2O nitrous oxide
NOI Notice of Intent
Non-MSWL Non-Municipal Solid Waste Landfill
NOX nitrogen oxides
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
NSPS New Source Performance Standards
Os ozone
OSHA Occupational Health and Safety Act
PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon
PCB polychlorinated biphenyl
PM particulate matter
PM2s particulate matter 2.5 micrometers or smaller
PM1o particulate matter 10 micrometers or smaller
POL petroleum, oils, or lubricants
POV privately owned vehicle
PPM parts per millions
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RHC LPOE Raul Hector Castro Land Port of Entry
ROI region of influence
ROW right-of-way
SC-GHG social cost of GHG
SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer
SO, sulfur dioxide
SITES Sustainable Sites Initiative

SR-80

State Route 80
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SRL Soil Remediation Levels
SWMP stormwater management plan
SVOC semi-volatile organic compound
SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
TPH total petroleum hydrocarbons
UAC unaccompanied juvenile
u.S. United States
uscC United States Code
USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
UST underground storage tank
VI/C volume-to-capacity
VOC volatile organic compound
VRP Voluntary Remediation Program
WOTUS Waters of the U.S.

WWTP

Wastewater Treatment Plant
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CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT

The General Services Administration (GSA) has prepared this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
the purpose of analyzing the potential environmental impacts resulting from the Proposed Action to expand
and modernize the Raul Hector Castro (RHC) Land Port of Entry (LPOE) and construct a new commercial
LPOE in Douglas, Arizona. GSA has prepared this EIS in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code [USC] 4321 et seq.), the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508), 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 EIS discloses the environmental impacts that would result from the Proposed Action
and alternatives.

1.1 INTRODUCTION

GSA's mission includes the custody and control of federal buildings, including United States (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 (COVs), privately owned vehicles (POVs), and pedestrians.

The RHC LPOE has operated since 1914, with existing facilities constructed in the 1930s. Historically, the
regional economy was driven by the local mining industry in nearby Bisbee, Arizona (approximately 27
miles to the west of the City of Douglas), which employed both U.S. and Mexican citizens. The City of
Douglas was founded as a smelter town to treat copper ore, with major copper smelters beginning operations
in 1902, owned and operated by the Phelps Dodge Corporation.

While there is no longer an active smelting operation in the City of Douglas, and mining operations in
Bisbee have been substantially reduced, heavy mining machinery is still regularly transported across the
border to facilitate mining operations in Mexico.

In recent years, Agua Prieta has experienced growth in several economic sectors. It is home to the first
integrated solar combined cycle power plant in Mexico and several large manufacturing operations.
Agricultural trade is also an economic driver in the region. Generally, the shipment of goods and equipment
from Agua Prieta to Douglas and beyond has a substantial economic impact on the region and the movement
of trucks carrying oversized equipment and materials through the port is common. With respect to
pedestrian traffic, a large portion of pedestrians from Mexico are shoppers taking advantage of the duty-
free goods available at the shops just north of the RHC LPOE.

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 lives, the facilities at
the RHC LPOE no longer function adequately and pose safety and security risks for CBP officers and the
general public (GSA 2019a). These issues include the following:

o Traffic volumes for all modalities at the RHC LPOE have seen a steady increase in recent years
and are expected to continue rising (GSA 2018).

e Currently, all vehicular traffic crossing through the RHC LPOE must cross through the existing
communities of Douglas and Agua Prieta. These high volumes create congestion and put a large
demand on the existing road infrastructure in the cities, which were not constructed for heavy
traffic. Additionally, the movement of oversized equipment and mining tools through the port
requires specialized coordination to cross the border, often further backing up commercial and non-
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commercial traffic. 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.

e The commingling of commercial, non-commercial, and pedestrian traffic moving through the port
also creates a safety and security risk for CBP officers and the general public. COV, POV, and
pedestrian traffic moving through the port is highly intertwined. The current configuration requires
pedestrians to cross both incoming and outgoing vehicle traffic at various points throughout the
port, including areas without proper traffic signals. The current configuration of the RHC LPOE
creates a burden on CBP officers as it requires them to dedicate a disproportionate amount of their
time monitoring traffic flows around the port to ensure pedestrian safety.

e The influx of family units (FAMUSs) and unaccompanied juveniles (UACs) have also put a strain
on the port facilities. These large groups require special care, such as timely and convenient access
to showers, food, and medical care. A large area of the CBP staff’s space is now utilized for family
holding, which does not contain the necessary segmentation for officer and detainees or proper
processing, detention, or storage space. In order to properly process and supervise these groups, the
RHC LPOE needs additional space in a segregated facility to ensure the safety and care of the
detainees.

The RHC LPOE is located on approximately 6 acres with facilities owned and managed by GSA and
operated by CBP. The existing port has limited opportunity for expansion within its current footprint. The
existing facilities have limited interior space for offices and processing, and port operations are being
negatively affected due to the lack of space. As a temporary solution, a standalone modular unit was recently
constructed in the existing parking lot behind the historic Main Building.

To address these varied concerns, GSA is proposing to expand and modernize the existing RHC LPOE and
construct a new Commercial LPOE to the west of the existing facilities. The proposed Commercial LPOE
is proposed on land that is currently owned by the City of Douglas. In 2000, the city purchased land in this
area as part of larger plans with Cochise County to develop the area and facilitate the development of a new
LPOE, so to move commercial traffic away from downtown Douglas and revitalize the area be a more
pedestrian-oriented community (City of Douglas et al. 2021). There are other ongoing planning efforts to
redevelop this area that are outside the scope of GSA’s control and not a part of the Proposed Action.

1.1.1 Description of the RHC LPOE and Proposed Commercial Port Area

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. Douglas 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. See Figure 1-1 for a regional
figure of the project area.

The RHC LPOE is located at the intersection of 1% Street and Pan American Avenue (see Figure 1-2).
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 Douglas. Adjacent land under consideration for acquisition 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 1% Street.

The planned site for the proposed Commercial LPOE is approximately 5 miles west of the existing RHC
LPOE located off James Ranch Road (see Figure 1-1). The site is primarily undeveloped; the only major
infrastructure consists of a U.S. Border Patrol Station built in 2003 at the intersection of SR-80 and Kings
Highway.
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The existing RHC LPOE facilities consist of POV inspection processing facilities on the western side,
pedestrian processing facilities through the center of the site, and commercial processing facilities on the
eastern side (see Figure 1-3). The current facility includes seven lanes for POVs, one lane for COVs, and
three stations for processing pedestrians (see Figure 1-4). Pedestrian processing activities occur in the
central area of the port, mainly at the historic Main Building. The non-commercial vehicles processing
facilities are located immediately west of the historic Main Building. Other non-commercial vehicular
facilities include the Headhouse and Secondary Inspection facilities located directly north of the POV
inspection lanes. The commercial portion of the port comprises an office building, two primary inspection
booths, a storage warehouse, a secure storage facility, canine kennels, and a canopy structure over the
booths and docks.

Pedestrian access from the south requires crossing traffic lanes where vehicles queue to enter the primary
inspection area of the RHC LPOE. Once across traffic, pedestrians enter into an outdoor mall/queuing area
and proceed to the historic Main Building pedestrian inspection area. Incoming commercial and non-
commercial vehicle traffic queues along the border on the Mexico side, moving east to west on Calle
Internacional, the street along the southern border in Mexico. The northernmost lane is dedicated to
commercial traffic only.

Additional facilities within the RHC LPOE include a parking lot and the historic Garage, which is located
just north of the historic Main Building and is used for office and storage space. A Federal Motor Carrier
Safety Administration (FMCSA) facility is located to the northeast of the main processing areas but is not
a part of the RHC LPOE. The City of Douglas donated a small parking lot across from the FMCSA facility
for CBP to use.

The historic Main Building and Garage were built in 1933 and are listed on the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP). Due to the historic designation, any renovation work to the original 1933 buildings would
require compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 and the U.S. Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. See Figure 1-5 for a representative photo of the Main Building.

1.2 PuURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of this 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.

In order to bring the RHC LPOE operations in line with CBP’s design standards and operational
requirements, the project is needed to:

e Improve the capacity and functionality of the LPOE to meet future demand, while maintaining the
capability to meet border security initiatives;

o Ensure the safety and security for the employees and users of the RHC LPOE; and
e Improve traffic congestion and safety for the City of Douglas.

The existing RHC LPOE must remain operational in order to allow CBP to continue to meet its mission
requirements. The existing footprint of the RHC LPOE must expand to allow for GSA to meet the above
needs. After evaluating project design options and considering economic and market factors, GSA
concluded that expansion areas must be contiguous to the existing RHC LPOE to provide for a cohesive,
efficient final site plan.
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Figure 1-5. Historic Main Building — Facade

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:

e The project and its possible impacts on the natural and human environment;
e What should be addressed in the analysis and evaluation of the Proposed Action; and

e The adequacy of the NEPA analysis and documentation of potential impacts in the EIS.

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).

1.3.1 Scoping Phase

1.3.1.1 Notification of Public Scoping

A Notice of Intent (NOI) for the EIS was published in the Federal Register on July 14, 2022. 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 July 20, August 3, and August 7, 2022.
Announcements were posted on GSA’s social media accounts on July 28, 2022. The City of Douglas also
posted announcements of the meeting on the city’s social media accounts on July 27 and 28 and August 4,
5, and 10, 2022. Additionally, GSA mailed scoping letters dated July 14, 2022 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 an EIS 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
August 22, 2022.
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1.3.1.2 Public Scoping Meeting

A public meeting was held on Thursday, August 11, 2022 from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. at the Douglas Visitor
Center located at 345 16" Street, Douglas, Arizona, 85607. Approximately 42 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 for 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 to the public.

1.3.1.3 Summary of Public Scoping Comments

GSA invited written comments to be submitted via mail or email on this EIS. More specifically, GSA
invited comments on the key topics that should be covered in the EIS; examples of potential adverse and
beneficial impacts from the Proposed Action; and any other relevant information. Comments were
submitted using comment forms and emails.

A total of 22 unique commenters provided input during the scoping period. Comments were provided on a
range of topics as shown in Table 1-1, with the majority of comments received concerning potential truck
traffic routes and the former Phelps Dodge smelter site located approximately 0.7 mile west of the RHC
LPOE. GSA received a total of 46 comments.

Table 1-1. Commenters and Comments by Category

Category Number of Commenters Number of Comments
Purpose and Need 1 1
Public Scoping Process 1 4
Proposed Action 4 4
Alternatives 1 2
Cultural Resources 1 2
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 1 6
Water Resources 2 2
Biological Resources 2 4
Transportation and Traffic 7 7
Socioeconomics 1 1
Environmental Justice 1 3
Human Health and Safety 8 9
Cumulative Impacts 1 1

A Scoping Report was prepared for this EIS 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 EIS Phase
1.3.2.1 Notification of a Draft EIS Public Meeting

A Notice of Availability for the Draft EIS (DEIS) was published in the Federal Register on January 27,
2023. GSA also published advertisements in English and Spanish in the weeks preceding the public
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meeting. The advertisements were published in the Herald Review on February 1, 15, and 19, 2023.
Announcements were posted on GSA’s social media accounts on February 14 and 22, 2023. The City of
Douglas also posted announcements of the meeting on the city’s social media accounts on February 15 and
17, 2023 and on the city’s government website on February 21, 2023. 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 DEIS 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 March 13, 2023. Comments received during the
45-day comment period have been considered and are addressed in this document (see Appendix E).

1.3.2.2 Draft DEIS Public Meeting

A public meeting was held on Wednesday, February 22, 2023 from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. at the Douglas
Visitor Center located at 345 16" Street, Douglas, Arizona, 85607. Approximately 55 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 to the public.

1.3.2.3 Notification of a Revised DEIS Public Meeting

Since publication of the DEIS on January 27, 2023, GSA has identified an additional viable alternative for
consideration as described in Chapter 2. Therefore, GSA is re-issuing this DEIS for public review.

GSA is soliciting comments from interested persons and stakeholders on this revised DEIS during a 45-day
comment period. Similar to the original DEIS, the public was notified of the revised DEIS public meeting
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, social media posts, and website
postings. Comments received during the 45-day comment period will be considered in preparation of the
Final EIS and will be made part of the Administrative Record.

1.3.2.4 Revised DEIS Public Meeting

GSA invites public comment on the revised DEIS during an in-person public meeting to be held during the
revised DEIS public comment period. Similar to the original DEIS, the meeting will be an open-house
format where presentation boards will be provided and the public will have an opportunity to interface with
GSA representatives, as well as have the opportunity to provide comments on the revised DEIS.
Representatives from the City of Douglas will be available to provide translation services as needed to the
public. Information on attending the public meeting can be found at the following website:

e Proposed Commercial LPOE - https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/regions/welcome-to-the-pacific-
rim-region-9/land-ports-of-entry/douglas-commercial-land-port-of-entry

¢ RHC LPOE - 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

1.3.3 Agency Consultation

GSA has identified historic properties that could be adversely affected by the proposed project. The Section
106 process is currently underway to determine effects to these historic properties under the NHPA. An
update on the status of the Section 106 process will be included in the Final EIS. Interested parties are
invited to participate in the Section 106 process by contacting Natalie Loukianoff at
natalie.loukianoff@gsa.gov or 628-224-5682. See Section 3.2, Cultural Resources for additional
information on the NHPA and Section 106 process.
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GSA has identified potential suitable dispersal habitat for a federally protected species approximately 100
feet north of the project area. Per Section 7 consultation to determine effects to federally protected species
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), GSA sent a technical assistance letter to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) Arizona Ecological Services Field Office dated November 22, 2022 and
USFWS provided a response letter on December 16, 2022. In their response letter, USFWS provided
comments on GSA’s effect determinations under Section 7 of the ESA. GSA considered USFWS’s
comments in this revised Draft EIS and requested concurrence on their effect determination in September
2023, which includes concurrence of effect determination on Alternative 3 (Concurrent Construction -
Eastward Expansion). See Section 3.7, Biological Resources, for additional information on the ESA and
the Section 7 process. Results of GSA’s informal consultation will be included in the Final EIS.

Consultation letters with the agencies are included in Appendix B.
1.3.4 Tribal Consultation

GSA is seeking tribal input to help inform the analysis of the project. Affiliated tribes were sent letters in
January 2023, initiating government to government consultation and requesting input on the project (see
Appendix B).
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CHAPTER 2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND
ALTERNATIVES

GSA proposes to construct a new Commercial LPOE approximately 5 miles west of the existing RHC
LPOE, and expand and modernize the existing RHC LPOE to address various operational, capacity, and
safety issues associated with the existing LPOE. The Proposed Action is defined as the construction of a
new Commercial LPOE and expansion and modernization of the existing RHC LPOE.

Three action alternatives are being considered. Alternative 1 would include construction of a new
Commercial LPOE first, followed by a phased expansion and modernization of the existing RHC LPOE
after the Commercial LPOE is operational. Alternative 1 would involve expanding the LPOE on land to the
north and northeast. Alternative 2 would include construction of a new Commercial LPOE and phased
expansion and modernization of the existing RHC LPOE at the same time, with the RHC LPOE expanding
primarily to the west of the existing LPOE. Alternative 3 would also include construction of a new
Commercial LPOE and phased expansion and modernization of the existing RHC LPOE at the same time,
but with the RHC LPOE expanding primarily to the east of the existing LPOE. Both Alternatives 2 and 3
would also include the acquisition of land in the Alternative 1 Expansion Area to the north and northeast.
GSA has already entered into preliminary discussions and agreements with their Mexican counterparts on
siting the proposed Commercial LPOE and it is anticipated that the new facility would align with new
Mexican facilities in Agua Prieta.

All alternatives would require the acquisition of land near the RHC LPOE and phased construction (2.7
acres for the Alternative 1 Expansion Area, 13.9 acres for the Alternative 2 Expansion Area, and 4.4 acres
for the Alternative 3 Expansion Area); Alternatives 2 and 3 would require greater land acquisition so as to
allow for expansion and modernization activities to occur while the existing port remains operational.
Figure 2-1 illustrates the potential expansion area included for each alternative. GSA would negotiate with
private landowners as applicable during the land acquisition process to provide fair compensation.

Table 2-1. Land Area Requirements for Alternatives (acres)

Area Included No Action Alternative 1 = Alternative 2 = Alternative 3

Existing RHC LPOE (including parking) 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.1

Alternative 1 Expansion Area - 2.7 2.7 2.7
Alternative 2 Expansion Area - - 13.9

Alternative 3 Expansion Area - - - 4.4

Total New RHC LPOE 6.1 8.8 22.7 13.2

New Commercial LPOE 80.5 80.5 80.5

Total 6.1 89.3 103.2 93.7

Under the No Action Alternative, GSA would not move forward with either alternative, as described in
Section 2.4. The No Action Alternative serves as a baseline scenario for which potential environmental
consequences can be compared in this EIS.

2.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 — SEQUENTIAL CONSTRUCTION

Under Alternative 1, GSA proposes a two-port solution that would separate the processing of commercial
and non-commercial traffic to alleviate the inadequacies of the existing RHC LPOE. This alternative would
consist of two main components, which are described in greater detail below in Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2:

1) Construction of a new Commercial LPOE — A new, dedicated LPOE would be constructed to
process only COVs. The first stage of this alternative would be to construct a new Commercial
LPOE at a site located approximately 5 miles west of the RHC LPOE; and
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2) Expansion and Modernization of the Existing RHC LPOE to a Non-Commercial LPOE -
After construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE is complete, the existing RHC LPOE would
be expanded and modernized. The expanded and modernized facility would be dedicated to
processing only POVs and pedestrians.

All new and modernization construction would seek to achieve Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) certification at the highest feasible level within reasonable cost, with Gold-level standards
at a minimum. The new and modernized facilities would be “net zero ready.” Renewable energy sources
would be planned for future installation and provided with minimum infrastructure to accommodate the
energy source (e.g., photovoltaics), if GSA decides to install such infrastructure. The new facilities would
also comply with the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA) of 2007. Between EISA 2007 and
LEED, the project would adhere to whichever requirements are higher. Furthermore, the project would also
adhere to the CEQ’s Guiding Principles for Sustainable Federal Buildings. The design team would utilize
GSA’s Guiding Principles Checklist to track and report compliance.
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211 Proposed Commercial LPOE

The proposed Commercial LPOE site is approximately 80.5 acres and is located south of the current
terminus of James Ranch Road, accessed via SR-80 (see Figure 2-2). The only major infrastructure in the
area consists of a U.S. Border Patrol Station at the intersection of SR-80 and Kings Highway. The land is
currently owned by the City of Douglas; however, the land would be transferred to GSA prior to the
implementation of Alternative 1.

The following siting criteria were considered when evaluating a proposed location for the proposed
Commercial LPOE:

e Proximity to roadways — The proximity to major highways and transportation routes were
considered for the accommodation of truck transport.

o Availability of space — The amount of square footage of a site was evaluated against the CBP
requirements to process COVs.

e Proximity to sensitive receptors — Land use of adjacent properties were considered to evaluate
potential land use conflicts and impacts to sensitive receptors.

e Existing environmental constraints — Natural environmental features, such as wetlands and
floodplains, were considered to evaluate potential development issues.

e Coordination with local governments — Efforts to site the Commercial LPOE were coordinated
with and supported by the City of Douglas and Cochise County.

e Bi-national coordination — Efforts to evaluate best siting locations were also coordinated with
Mexico to ensure alignment of feasible sites and project schedules.

Figure 2-3 provides a conceptual site layout of the proposed Commercial LPOE. This site layout is a
theoretical representation used for discussion and environmental analysis and represents the 50 percent
design site plan for development of the Commercial LPOE. The exact layout of the Commercial LPOE
would be determined by the construction contractor but would be similar in scope to what is described in
the EIS. All new construction would obtain at a minimum LEED Gold certification. The main facilities of
the Commercial LPOE would consist of the following:

e Main Building Kennel
e Commercial Vehicle Inspection (three Indoor Firing Range
lanes and bypass lane) Vault

Commercial Inspection/Staging
Commercial Inspection Building
Outbound Inspection

Outbound Support Building

FMCSA Facility
Firearms Simulator Building
Emergency Power

A new right-of-way grant would be required from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for the road
between the Commercial LPOE and the U.S. — Mexico border, which would be located on BLM-managed
land in T. 24 S., R. 26 E., sec. 24. GSA would ensure coordination with the BLM Tucson Field Office,
which is the federal land manager.

GSA does not propose any direct change in the alignment of James Ranch Road for the proposed
Commercial LPOE as part of its Proposed Action. However, under a separate project not affiliated with
GSA’s Proposed Action, James Ranch Road would be improved (i.e., widened and resurfaced) and
extended to the project area by the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT). This project is being
planned by ADOT to support regional future planning efforts and would also support the proposed
Commercial LPOE. Any associated change in the right-of-way for James Ranch Road would require
coordination by ADOT with BLM.
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Figure 2-3. Conceptual Site Layout of the Proposed Commercial LPOE
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The extension of James Ranch Road is anticipated to provide existing right-of-way (ROW) for utility
connections to the proposed Commercial LPOE. Currently, there are no established electric, sewer, or water
utility systems in the project area. Electricity would be connected to the project area via the state’s public
utility, Arizona Public Service Company (APS), to a nearby power source along James Ranch Road. It is
expected that electricity lines would be placed along James Ranch Road within the ROW as part of ADOT’s
road widening action. For water and wastewater utilities, GSA may tie into existing service lines via the
James Ranch Road ROW, pending establishment of water and wastewater utility connections in the
surrounding area. The extension of these utilities to the project area would be part of larger development
planning efforts in the region by a consortium of partners (including Cochise County, the City of Douglas,
etc.) that are not a part of GSA’s action. The City of Douglas and Cochise County are in the planning stages
for the construction of water, wastewater, and broadband infrastructure to support utility needs of the
proposed Commercial LPOE, as well as for other potential users included in the planning area (Stantec
2022). The proposed infrastructure would ultimately be owned by the City of Douglas (refer to Chapter 4
for a discussion of cumulative impacts from the infrastructure utility connection project, as well as other
development near the proposed Commercial LPOE).

ADOT’s Mexican counterpart — Secretary of Infrastructure and Urban Development — is transferring land
immediately adjacent the border at the proposed Commercial LPOE site, plus the easement from the border
to Mexican Highway 2 to build the necessary inspection infrastructure and connector roads on the Mexican
side of the proposed Commercial LPOE (City of Douglas 2018). GSA understands potential project risks
if Mexico’s plans change or are terminated; however, this scenario is considered highly unlikely. In such a
scenario, GSA would revisit internal planning efforts, to include compliance with all applicable
environmental laws and regulations.

Construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE is estimated to begin in 2025, with substantial completion
anticipated in 2028. Construction would be expected to take place over an approximate 48- to 54-month
period and construction activities would occur within hours that are in accordance with local noise
ordinances. Peak construction (up to 2 years) would require a potential maximum of 100 construction
workers and 150 trucks per day for deliveries and waste removal. During non-peak construction,
approximately 50 workers would be onsite. All construction and demolition waste would be disposed and
recycled at authorized facilities. Anticipated operating hours for the proposed Commercial LPOE would be
from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. It is expected CBP would hire approximately 100 positions to support the
proposed Commercial LPOE.

Separating out commercial from non-commercial traffic would eliminate the commingling of trucks with
pedestrians and POVs and, therefore, would improve congestion and the safety to workers and the public.
Additionally, relocating truck routes away from the City of Douglas would minimize traffic congestion and
hazards in the community.

2.1.2 Expansion and Modernization of the RHC LPOE into a Non-Commercial
LPOE

Expansion and modernization of the existing RHC LPOE would begin after the proposed Commercial
LPOE is complete. Following expansion and modernization, the existing RHC LPOE would be dedicated
to processing only non-commercial vehicles (cars, vans, and buses) and pedestrians. Alternative 1 at the
existing RHC LPOE would include construction of the following facilities:

e A new Main Building, to include 6 e 3 Outbound Non-Commercial Vehicle
pedestrian inspection booths Inspections

¢ Non-Commercial Vehicle Inspection, to e Outbound Support Building
include 10 primary inspection lanes and e  Public-Facing/Trusted Traveler
24 secondary inspection bays Enrollment Center

e Headhouse e Family/UAC Processing Building —

e FMCSA Bus Inspection Facilities includes an outdoor area

e Parking e Emergency Power
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To the extent practicable, Alternative 1 would be implemented using a phased construction approach to
alleviate potential disruptions at the existing RHC LPOE. The exact construction phasing sequence and
layout of the LPOE would be determined by the construction contractor. Generally, after construction of
the proposed Commercial LPOE is complete, all commercial operations at the existing RHC LPOE would
be transferred to the new facility, including an impound lot directly north of the RHC LPOE and the
FMCSA facility. In the Alternative 1 Expansion Area, two parcels to the north of the existing RHC LPOE,
one park owned by the City of Douglas, and another privately owned with commercial facilities, would be
acquired and vacated (refer to Figures 1-3 and 2-1). The Alternative 1 Expansion Area would also include
the vacant lands on either side of the port-owned parking lot north of 1 Street and east of Customs Avenue.
Existing RHC LPOE facilities, stores, the city park, and FMCSA facility would be demolished, and new
facilities would be constructed, similar to as shown in the conceptual layout illustrated in Figure 2-4 (refer
to Section 2.1.2.1 for a discussion of management of historic structures). It is assumed that the duty-free
shopping would relocate to another nearby location. The conceptual layout of the expanded RHC LPOE
would also require the permanent closure of Customs Avenue between Pan American Avenue and 1% Street
as indicated in Figure 2-4.

Similar to the Commercial LPOE, the site layout for the modernized existing LPOE is a theoretical
representation used for discussion and environmental analysis. The exact layout of the LPOE would be
determined by the construction contractor but would be similar in scope to what is described in the EIS.
Following the transfer of all commercial activities to the proposed Commercial LPOE, all existing non-
commercial operations, including the processing of POVs and pedestrians, would be transferred to the new
non-commercial facilities. It is expected CBP would hire approximately 50 positions to support the
expanded and modernized RHC LPOE.

Construction at the RHC LPOE is estimated to begin in 2028, with substantial completion anticipated in
2031. Construction would be expected to take place over an approximate 36- to 42-month period and
demolition and construction activities would occur within hours that are in accordance with local noise
ordinances. Peak construction (up to 2 years) would require a potential maximum of 100 construction
workers and 150 trucks per day for deliveries and waste removal. During non-peak construction,
approximately 50 workers would be onsite. All construction and demolition waste would be handled in
accordance with federal, state, and local regulations and disposed or recycled at authorized facilities.

As portions of the project area fall within a floodplain, standard protocols for flood mitigation and
stormwater management would be incorporated into the final design to mitigate against impacts from
flooding. Measures may include minimizing the location of new facilities within the floodplain to the extent
practicable, designing appropriate stormwater management structures, or raising buildings to an elevation
above the floodplain.

A traffic study was conducted in July 2018 (Stantec 2018) as part of the port redesign planning process.
One goal of port redesign to reduce traffic volumes is to maintain an average waiting time of approximately
30 minutes during peak times. Table 2-2 provides wait times for inbound and outbound traffic, based on a
2018 baseline scenario. Based on vehicle wait times assessed in the study, under the Proposed Action,
vehicle wait times would be reduced up to 22 minutes and 35 seconds, for POV vehicles entering the U.S.
Other average and maximum vehicle wait times would be expected to see commensurate wait time
reductions. Notably, COV inbound traffic wait times (currently 42 minutes and 49 seconds) are expected
to improve substantially with establishment of a new Commercial LPOE.
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Table 2-2. Vehicle Wait Times at the RHC LPOE, 2018 Baseline Scenario

POV Ccov
INBOUND (Entry to U.S.)
Average Wait Time (before primary inspection) (min:sec) 34:12 26:27
Maximum Wait Time (before primary inspection) (min:sec) 52:35 42:49
OUTBOUND (Entry to Mexico)
Average Wait Time (before primary inspection) (min:sec) 01:19 19:41
Maximum Wait Time (before primary inspection) (min:sec) 01:25 21:47

COV = commercially owned vehicle; min = minutes; POV = privately owned vehicle; sec = seconds
Source: Stantec 2018

2.1.2.1 Alternatives la — 1d: Reuse, Relocate, or Demolish Historic Structures

As discussed in Section 1.1.3, the existing historic Main Building and Garage are listed on the NRHP. Due
to the designation, any modifications or potential demolition associated with the historic Main Building and
Garage would be required to follow GSA Procedures for Historic Properties. Any changes to the buildings
would also follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and
applicable guidelines.

GSA proposes the following sub-alternatives with respect to the historic Main Building and Garage,
described below. Under these sub-alternatives, GSA would proceed with the remainder of Alternative 1 as
described in Section 2.1.2, but would manage the historic structures through one of the following means,
pending the outcome of ongoing Section 106 consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) and consulting parties.

e Alternative 1a: Adaptive Reuse of Historic Structures — Under this sub-alternative, the historic
Main Building and Garage would be carefully integrated into the modernization plans of the RHC
LPOE and repurposed into a more current and useful structure. Any remodeling or renovation work
would be done in a manner that preserves the cultural and historic significance of these structures.
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Figure 2-4. Conceptual Diagram for a Final Phase During Expansion and Modernization of RHC LPOE

Note: This conceptual diagram is derived from the Feasibility Study (GSA 2019a) prepared for this project and does not include the FCMSA Bus Inspection Facility, which was
added as the Program of Requirements for the LPOE was assessed.
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e Alternative 1b: Relocation of Historic Structures — Under this sub-alternative, the historic Main
Building and Garage would be relocated to another location. Relocating these structures would
most likely require lifting the whole structure intact and transporting it to a new location. Careful
planning would be required to help facilitate transport of the whole structure and site preparation
for both the old and new locations.

e Alternative 1c: Demolition of Historic Structures — Under this sub-alternative, the historic Main
Building and Garage would be demolished during the modernization of the RHC LPOE. GSA
would consult the SHPO and additional consulting parties to develop an agreement document and
appropriate mitigation measures, such as documentation of the structures prior to demolition.

e Alternative 1d: Combination of Alternative la through 1c — Under this sub-alternative, some
combination of adaptive reuse, relocation, or demolition would be selected for the historic Main
Building and Garage.

2.2 ALTERNATIVE 2 — CONCURRENT CONSTRUCTION (WESTWARD EXPANSION)

To expedite construction for the purpose of achieving cost and time efficiencies, GSA proposes to construct
the commercial and non-commercial facilities concurrently. Under Alternative 2, the RHC LPOE would
continue to operate as usual, while construction activities for the proposed Commercial LPOE and for the
expansion and modernization of the RHC LPOE would occur at the same time, similar to as described in
Section 2.1.1 and Section 2.1.2, respectively. As under Alternative 1, a multi-phase construction plan would
be implemented to ensure minimal disruption to the port’s daily operations as well as safety to employees
and the public.

Because the existing RHC LPOE has limited opportunity for expansion within its current footprint,
Alternative 2 includes acquisition of additional adjacent land parcels to facilitate concurrent construction,
primarily west of the existing RHC LPOE. Under Alternative 2, GSA may acquire some or all of the land
shown as the Alternative 2 Expansion Area in Figure 2-1. GSA may also consider acquiring temporary
easements from the city for construction laydown areas for portions of this expansion area. Following
construction, land may be returned to the city or previous owner. Final plans for land acquisition would be
determined during the design process for the RHC LPOE. The area proposed for acquisition is primarily
undeveloped land owned by a combination of other federal landowners, the City of Douglas, and private
owners; and also includes roadways owned by the City of Douglas or State of Arizona. Alternative 2 would
also include the parcels directly north and northeast of the existing RHC LPOE that GSA proposes to
acquire under Alternative 1 (i.e., the Alternative 1 Expansion Area).

The newly acquired land would be utilized for staging and / or phased construction of new facilities for the
RHC LPOE, similar to as discussed in Section 2.1.2. Similarly, final phasing and configuration of the
facilities, including traffic flow, would be determined by the construction contractor but would remain
within the footprint as depicted in Figure 2-1 and would be similar to as described for Alternative 1. The
increased expansion area under the concurrent alternative could allow for larger, more expanded level of
operations at the RHC LPOE. As new facilities become operational, old facilities may be demolished or
repurposed, as necessary. Future growth or development not considered in this analysis would be
considered under future, separate NEPA analysis, where the public would have an opportunity to provide
public comments and weigh in on the planning process at that time.

Under Alternative 2, construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE and at the RHC LPOE is estimated
to begin in 2025, with substantial completion anticipated in 2028. Construction would be expected to take
place over an approximate 48- to 54-month period and construction activities would occur within hours that
are in accordance with local noise ordinances. Peak construction (up to 2 years) would require a potential
maximum of 100 construction workers and 150 trucks per day, per site, for deliveries and waste removal
(i.e., 200 construction workers and 300 trucks per day, at both the existing RHC LPOE and Commercial
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LPOE sites). During non-peak construction, approximately 50 workers would be onsite at each project
location (i.e., 100 construction workers at both sites). All construction and demolition waste would be
handled in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations and disposed or recycled at authorized
facilities.

2.2.1 Alternatives 2a — 2d: Reuse, Relocate, or Demolish Historic Structures

Management of the historic Main Building and Garage would be handled as described in Section 2.1.2
under the following sub-alternatives:

e Alternative 2a — Adaptive Reuse of Historic Structures
e Alternative 2b — Relocation of Historic Structures
e Alternative 2c — Demolition of Historic Structures

e Alternative 2d — Combination of Alternatives 2a through 2¢

2.3 ALTERNATIVE 3 — CONCURRENT CONSTRUCTION (EASTWARD EXPANSION)

Alternative 3 would be comparable to Alternative 2 except that the expansion would occur primarily to the
east of the existing RHC LPOE. To expedite construction for the purpose of achieving cost and time
efficiencies, GSA proposes to construct the commercial and hon-commercial facilities concurrently. Under
Alternative 3, the RHC LPOE would continue to operate as usual, while construction activities for the
proposed Commercial LPOE and for the expansion and modernization of the RHC LPOE would occur at
the same time as described in Section 2.1.1 and Section 2.1.2, respectively. As under Alternative 1 and 2,
a multi-phase construction plan would be implemented to ensure minimal disruption to the port’s daily
operations as well as safety to employees and the public.

Because of the limited opportunities for expansion at the existing RHC LPOE, Alternative 3 includes
acquisition of additional adjacent land parcels to facilitate concurrent construction, but primarily east of the
existing LPOE. Under Alternative 3, GSA may acquire some or all of the land shown as the Alternative 3
Expansion Area in Figure 2-1. Final plans for land acquisition would be determined during the design
process for the RHC LPOE. The area proposed for acquisition primarily consists of developed commercial
and residential parcels with private landowners, and also includes roadways owned by the City of Douglas
or State of Arizona. Alternative 3 would also include the parcels directly north and northeast of the existing
RHC LPOE that GSA proposes to acquire under Alternative 1 (i.e., the Alternative 1 Expansion Area).

The newly acquired land would be utilized for staging and/or phased construction of new facilities for the
RHC LPOE, as discussed in Section 2.1.2. Similarly, final phasing and configuration of the facilities,
including traffic flow, would be determined by the construction contractor but would remain within the
footprint as depicted in Figure 2-1 and would be similar to Alternative 1.

Construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE and at the RHC LPOE under Alternative 3 would occur
during a similar time frame, would be subject to the same requirements, and would require a similar amount
of construction workers and vehicles as described for Alternative 2.

2.3.1 Alternatives 3a — 3d: Reuse, Relocate, or Demolish Historic Structures

Management of the historic Main Building and Garage would be handled as described in Section 2.1.2
under the following sub-alternatives:

e Alternative 3a— Adaptive Reuse of Historic Structures

e Alternative 3b — Relocation of Historic Structures

e Alternative 3c — Demolition of Historic Structures

e Alternative 3d — Combination of Alternatives 3a through 3c
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2.4 NoO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No Action Alternative is included and analyzed to provide a baseline for comparison with impacts
from the Proposed Action and also to satisfy federal requirements for analyzing “no action” under NEPA
(40 CFR 1502.14(d)).

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no construction of a new Commercial LPOE, and
expansion and modernization of the RHC LPOE would not occur. Any type of modification to the existing
port would be limited to minor repairs and maintenance, as needed. The operation of the RHC LPOE would
generally remain as it currently does, but the capacity and efficiency of the port would likely degrade over
time due to increased traffic demand as discussed in Chapter 1. Additionally, concerns with the
commingling of COV, POV, and pedestrian traffic would remain. The City of Douglas would continue
experiencing a steady stream of truck traffic, some of which would continue to haul hazardous materials.
In general, this alternative would not meet the Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action, as identified in
Chapter 1.

2.5 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND DISMISSED FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS

251 Modernization of RHC LPOE Only

A Modernization-Only Alternative for the RHC LPOE was also considered as a potential alternative during
the project design process. This alternative would include modernization activities within the current RHC
LPOE footprint only. The Modernization-Only Alternative was evaluated against the following factors:

e Spatial constraints — The existing footprint of the RHC LPOE is limited in size. The
Modernization-Only Alternative would greatly limit options to improve capacity and functionality
of the LPOE. Without expansion, increasing traffic demand would result in continued deficiencies
in operational efficiency and safety. CBP staff would continue with inadequate space for
operations, especially from the influx of FAMUs and UACs. Additionally, the existing Agua Prieta
customs facilities directly across the RHC LPOE are restricted by infrastructure on all four sides
and may not be able to accommodate expansion, thereby limiting potential relief from the
increasing traffic demand.

e Commingling of traffic — The existing COV, POV, and pedestrian traffic is highly commingled at
the RHC LPOE, causing safety and congestion issues for the workers and the general public.
Although traffic flow could be improved under the Modernization-Only Alternative, the COV
traffic would not be separated out and vehicle and pedestrian traffic would still intersect, resulting
in traffic hazards similar to current conditions.

e Truck routing — Heavy trucks transporting equipment, supplies, and hazardous material travel
through the downtown area and pose safety concerns for the City of Douglas. Under the
Modernization-Only Alternative, COV processing would remain at the RHC LPOE and, therefore,
truck travel through the city would also remain, maintaining the same safety concerns as current
conditions.

Based on these factors, the Modernization-Only Alternative would not allow GSA to fully support CBP’s
mission by bringing the RHC LPOE operations in line with current land port design standards and
operational requirements. As a result, the Modernization-Only Alternative would not meet GSA’s Purpose
and Need for the Proposed Action and, therefore, this alternative was not carried forward for further analysis
in this EIS.

2.5.2 Alternative Locations for the Commercial LPOE

The following alternative locations for the proposed Commercial LPOE were considered but dismissed as
they did not meet the purposed and need for the Proposed Action described in Section 1.2 or the siting
criteria for the Commercial LPOE listed in Section 2.1.1:
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e Two alternative locations for the proposed Commercial LPOE site were considered but dismissed
during the project feasibility study development process. One proposed site was considered on
Kings Highway adjacent to the U.S. Border Patrol Station. This location was considered but
dismissed as it lacked consensus with local governments and bi-national coordination with the
Mexican government. A second location was considered on the west side of Pan American Avenue,
directly west of the existing RHC LPOE (near the current Alternative 2 Expansion Area). This
location was considered but dismissed because it would not improve traffic congestion and safety
for the City of Douglas, lacks sufficient space, and lacked bi-national consensus with the Mexican
government and local government cooperation.

e During the scoping period, a commenter suggested GSA consider developing the Commercial
LPOE to the east of the City of Douglas near the Douglas Municipal Airport. This location was
considered but dismissed as it was determined to be significantly further from major highways and
transportation routes, particularly the primary commercial transport route in the region, US-191.
Development of a commercial LPOE in this area would require substantially greater road
improvements by ADOT to connect the Commercial LPOE with SR-80 (at least approximately 3.5
miles of road improvements) compared to the location under consideration near James Ranch Road,
which would require only approximately 1.5 miles of road improvements. This location also lacks
bi-national consensus with the Mexican government and local government cooperation.

e The same commenter also suggested development of a third LPOE for mining and hazardous
materials transport near Cattleman Road. This location was considered but dismissed as it would
result in significant inefficiencies for commercial inspection and processing by splitting mining
and hazardous material transport from other commercial traffic, which would not meet the Purpose
and Need of the Proposed Action to improve functionality of the LPOEs. This option for a third
LPOE also would result in significant cost increases and lacks bi-national consensus with the
Mexican government and local governments.

e During the DEIS public review process, a commenter suggested locating the Commercial LPOE
near the Brooks Road alignment. This location was considered but dismissed as it lacked consensus
with local governments and bi-national coordination with the Mexican government.

Table 2-3 summarizes the adherence of each of these alternative locations against the siting criteria for the
Commercial LPOE.

Table 2-3. Alternative Locations Commercial LPOE Adherence to Siting Criteria

Siting Criteria !(ings WesF of Pan East of Third LPOE on | Brooks
Highway | American Ave Douglas Cattleman Rd Road
Proximity to roadways X X X
Availability of space X X X X
Proximity to sensitive receptors X X X X
Existing environmental constraints X X X X X

Coordination with local governments
Bi-national coordination

2.6 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Table 2-4 compares the potential environmental impacts resulting from the alternatives. Potential impacts
are summarized for each resource area affected by the alternatives. Chapter 3 of this EIS contains a detailed
discussion of these potential impacts by resource area.
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Table 2-4. Summary Comparison of Alternatives

Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction

Alternative 2 — Concurrent
Construction (Westward Expansion)

Alternative 3 — Concurrent
Construction (Eastward Expansion)

No Action
Alternative

Construction: For both LPOE sites, adverse
effects under NHPA and direct, significant
adverse impacts could occur under NEPA to
cultural resources if unanticipated discoveries
are encountered during ground-disturbing
activities. Ground-disturbing activities would
occur within undeveloped, vacant 80.5 acres
at proposed Commercial LPOE and highly
developed 2.7-acre expansion area for RHC
LPOE. Implementation of archaeological
monitoring plan and impact reduction
measures would mitigate any potential
adverse effects and reduce impacts to less-
than-significant levels. Regarding architectural
properties, GSA recommended 2 buildings
located in the RHC LPOE Alternative 1
Expansion Area as not eligible for inclusion in
NRHP; SHPO concurred with GSA'’s finding
on one of two buildings. GSA is continuing
seeking concurrence with SHPO on GSA'’s
findings based on a revised cultural study.
Refer to Alternatives 1a — 1d for discussion of
adverse effects to historic Main Building and
Garage.

Operations: No adverse effects under NHPA
and no significant impacts to cultural
resources during the operational phase would
be expected.

Alternatives la — 1d: Alternative 1a — no
adverse effects under NHPA and direct,
negligible, adverse impacts under NEPA.
Alternative 1b — adverse effects under NHPA
and direct, significant, adverse, and
permanent impacts under NEPA. Alternative
1c — direct adverse effects under NHPA and
direct, significant, adverse, and permanent
impacts under NEPA. Alternative 1d — direct

Cultural Resources

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE and existing RHC LPOE (including
Alternative 1 Expansion Area), similar
impacts as Alternative 1. At Alternative 2
Expansion Area, ground-disturbing
activities would occur within an additional
13.9 acres of mainly undeveloped but
previously disturbed land. Implementation
of archaeological monitoring plan and
impact reduction measures would mitigate
any potential adverse effects and reduce
impacts to less-than-significant levels.
Regarding architectural properties, similar
impacts as discussed under Alternative 1;
additionally, GSA recommended another
building located in the RHC LPOE
Alternative 2 Expansion Area as not
eligible for inclusion in NRHP; SHPO
concurred with GSA’s finding for this
building.

Operations: Similar to Alternative 1, no
adverse effects under NHPA and no
impacts to cultural resources during the
operational phase would be expected.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Potential impacts
from sub-alternatives would be same as
Alternatives 1a — 1d.

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE and existing RHC LPOE (including
Alternative 1 Expansion Area), similar
impacts as Alternative 1. At RHC LPOE
Alternative 3 Expansion Area, ground-
disturbing activities would occur within an
additional 4.4 acres of previously disturbed
land containing 13 buildings, plus graded
and/or paved lots. Implementation of
archaeological monitoring plan and impact
reduction measures would mitigate any
potential adverse effects and reduce
impacts to less-than-significant levels.
Regarding architectural properties, similar
impacts as discussed under Alternative 1;
additionally, GSA is recommending
another six buildings located in the RHC
LPOE Alternative 3 Expansion Area as not
eligible for inclusion in NRHP and is
seeking concurrence with SHPO on GSA'’s
findings based on a revised cultural study.

Operations: Similar to Alternative 1, no
adverse effects under NHPA and no
impacts to cultural resources during the
operational phase would be expected.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Potential impacts
from sub-alternatives would be same as
Alternatives la — 1d.

No adverse
effects to historic
properties and no
adverse impacts
to cultural
resources would
be expected.
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Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction

Alternative 2 — Concurrent

Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion)

Alternative 3 — Concurrent

No Action
Alternative

adverse effects under NHPA and direct, minor
to significant, adverse, and permanent impacts
under NEPA. For Alternatives 1b, 1c and 1d,
GSA would be required to develop measures
to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects
on these historic properties, which would
result in less-than-significant impacts under
NEPA and would resolve effects under NHPA.

Impact Reduction Measures: Prior to construction, GSA would implement the following measures:
« Develop an archaeological 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 mitigation measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects on historic properties in consultation with SHPO and other
applicable consulting parties. At a minimum, Historic American Buildings Survey documentation for the historic Main Building and Garage would be considered.
Additional mitigation could include architectural artifact salvage. Appropriate mitigation would be determined in consultation between GSA, SHPO, and consulting

parties.

Construction: For both LPOE sites, short-
term, minor adverse 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.
Negligible increases in GHGs.

Operation: For both sites, long-term, minor
adverse impact on air quality due to emissions
from onsite equipment and increased
commuter vehicles; long-term, minor beneficial
impact to air quality from reduced POV wait
times; long-term, minor indirect adverse air
quality impact due to increased POVs from
increased efficiency of the RHC LPOE. Long-
term, minor adverse impacts to GHGs from
onsite equipment and increased commuter
traffic; however, adverse impacts offset by
modernized, more sustainable facilities.
Negligible air quality impacts at Commercial
LPOE from operation of firing range.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Construction: Potential impacts similar to
Alternative 1 but would occur over a
shorter period and be greater in intensity.
Impacts would be short-term, minor and
adverse; emissions would not exceed de
minimis thresholds for any criteria
pollutants. Negligible increases in GHGs.

Operations: Potential impacts would be
same as Alternative 1.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Construction: Potential impacts
comparable to Alternative 2. Impacts would
be short-term, minor and adverse;
emissions would not exceed de minimis
thresholds for any criteria pollutants.
Negligible increases in GHGs.

Operations: Potential impacts would be
same as Alternative 1.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Short-term, minor
adverse impacts
from ongoing
maintenance at
RHC LPOE.
Long-term, minor
adverse impacts
due to
degradation of
capacity and
efficiency of
operations,
resulting in longer
wait times and
congestion at the
RHC LPOE and
greater POV
emissions.
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Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction

Alternative 2 — Concurrent

Alternative 3 — Concurrent

Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion)

No Action
Alternative

Alternatives 1a — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered under Alternative 1
analysis. Compared to Alternatives 1la and 1b,
impacts under Alternatives 1¢ and 1d would
be greater due to demolition activities and
additional trucks hauling debris.

Impact Reduction Measures: The following measures would be implemented during construction:
« Precautions to prevent PM from becoming airborne, such as using water on dirt roads or clearing land.
« Additional measures to control fugitive dust, such as installing wind fencing and operating water trucks for stabilization of surfaces under windy conditions.

« Source-specific controls to minimize emissions during construction activities, such as reducing unnecessary idling from heavy-duty equipment.
« Administrative controls, such as preparing an inventory of all equipment prior to construction and identifying the suitability of add-on emission controls for each

piece of equipment before groundbreaking.

To minimize impacts of climate change on human health and safety, implementation of climate change adaptation measures in the project design phase, such
as, incorporating shaded areas wherever possible.

To minimize impacts of climate change on energy resources, implementation of climate change adaptation measures in the project design phase, such as
implementing measures to maximize energy efficiency where possible.

To minimize impacts of climate change on water resources, design with a minimum of LEED Gold certification for the proposed facilities, which would incorporate

water conservation and efficiency measures.

Refer to Section 3.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions in the EIS for the full list of impact reduction measures that would be considered.

Construction: For both LPOE sites, short-
term, minor adverse impacts to adjacent land
uses due to construction activities from dust,
traffic, noise, road delays, and access
limitation. At the RHC LPOE, long-term,
moderate, adverse impacts for the businesses
on 1%t Street from permanent closure of
Customs Avenue between Pan American
Avenue and 1% Street requiring the relocation
of traffic access and relocation of an existing
bus stop. Long-term, minor adverse impacts
from permanent loss of a city park. Temporary
absence of a duty-free shop at the RHC
LPOE. At proposed Commercial LPOE, short-
term, moderate adverse impacts to visual
resources; at the RHC LPOE, short-term,
minor adverse impacts to visual resources.

Land Use and Visual Resources

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, similar impacts to land use
and visual resources as Alternative 1, but
to greater extent from larger additional
expansion area.

Operations: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, similar land use and visual
impacts as Alternative 1, but to greater
extent from larger additional expansion
area, including loss of trails from Paseo de
las Americas Linear Park (minor adverse
impact) and conversion of land with illicit
construction debris dumping (minor
beneficial impact).

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, similar impacts to land use
and visual resources as Alternative 1, but
to greater extent from larger additional
expansion area. Acquisition of 7 parcels
zoned commercial would permanently
displace at least one active business and 3
residential occupants, and eliminate
ongoing storage uses by other commercial
owners, which would cause long-term,
direct, moderate adverse impacts.

Operations: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, similar land use and visual
impacts as Alternative 1, but to greater
extent from larger additional expansion

Long-term minor
to moderate
adverse land use
impacts from COV
traffic remaining in
city and conflicting
with city’s long-
term revitalization
plans. Long-term,
minor adverse
visual resources
impacts from
continuation of
deterioration of
facilities at RHC
LPOE and
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: . , Alternative 2 — Concurrent Alternative 3 — Concurrent No Action
Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction . . , . )
Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion) Alternative

' Operations: Permanent, moderate beneficial " Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub- "area and permanent loss of commercial ' increasing traffic
impacts to land use from aligning with long- alternatives would be same as Alternatives | and residential uses on the expansion congestion.
term land use planning goals at both LPOE la-1d. area.
sites; long-term, moderate, beneficial, indirect Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
impacts to land use at the RHC LPOE from alternatives would be same as Alternatives
potential future repurposing of existing 1a— 1d.

warehouse district by the city. Permanent,
minor to moderate adverse visual impacts
from distinct visual change and from lighting at
the proposed Commercial LPOE; permanent,
minor beneficial visual impacts from newly
constructed buildings at the RHC LPOE.

Alternatives l1a — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered in analysis for RHC LPOE
footprint. Long-term, negligible to moderate
beneficial visual impact from potential
remodeling or renovation work on the historic
structures under Alternatives 1a and 1b.

Impact Reduction Measures: Regarding land use, consideration of local zoning laws and all design requirements of state and local governments to the extent
practicable, including both the incorporation of exterior design elements to reflect the unique character of the area and the emphasis on pedestrian circulation
and amenities, to the extent practicable and consistent with GSA design standards.

Regarding visual resources, implementing the following measures:
« Consult with local officials, consider local requirements, and comply with building codes to the maximum extent practicable.
« Integrate its programs of design/architecture and construction excellence into the new facility in order to optimize building performance and aesthetics.

« Design exterior lighting to meet physical security requirements but controlled to minimize light trespass (e.g., direct light downward and minimize glare). Exterior
lighting would be consistent with the local ordinance code for outdoor lighting to the extent possible.

« Incorporate landscaping and screening into the exterior design consistent with GSA’s Urban Development/Good Neighbor Program.
Also refer to impact reduction measures under Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Transportation and Traffic, and Noise for measures to reduce
construction impacts on land use-related concerns related to fugitive dust, traffic, and noise.

Geology and Soils

Construction: For both LPOE sites, minor Construction: At proposed Commercial Construction: At proposed Commercial No impacts to
adverse impacts on geology and negligible LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At geology or
adverse impacts on topography. At proposed At RHC LPOE, similar impacts to geology | RHC LPOE, similar impacts to geology and | topography would
Commercial LPOE, permanent, moderate and soils as Alternative 1, but to greater soils as Alternative 1, but to greater extent | be expected.
adverse impacts to soils from disturbing 80.5 extent from larger expansion area (13.9 from larger expansion area (4.4 additional | Negligible impacts
acres; at RHC LPOE, permanent, minor additional acres), resulting in permanent, acres), resulting in permanent, minor to to soils could
minor to moderate adverse soil impacts. moderate adverse soil impacts. occur due to land
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Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction

Alternative 2 — Concurrent
Construction (Westward Expansion)

Alternative 3 — Concurrent
Construction (Eastward Expansion)

No Action
Alternative

" adverse impacts to soils from disturbing 8.8
acres.

Operations: No impacts to geology or
topography. At proposed Commercial LPOE,
long-term, minor, adverse, and indirect
impacts to soils due to erosion. At the RHC
LPOE, potential addition of up to 0.4 acres of
impervious surfaces, resulting in long-term,
negligible, adverse, and indirect impacts due
to soil erosion.

Alternatives la — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered in analysis for RHC LPOE
footprint.

' Operations: At proposed Commercial

LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1.

At RHC LPOE, similar impacts to geology
and soils as Alternative 1 (from up to 0.4
acres of additional impervious surface
area). The larger expansion area would
result in a potential increase of up to 13.9
acres of additional impervious surfaces,
resulting in long-term, minor, adverse, and
indirect impacts due to soil erosion.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Operations: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, similar impacts to geology and
soils as Alternative 1 (up to 0.4 acres of
additional impervious surface area). The
larger expansion area would result in a
potential increase of up to 1.4 acres of
additional impervious surfaces (not already
developed, graded, or paved), resulting in
long-term, minor, adverse, and indirect
impacts from soil erosion.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

disturbance and
soil erosion from
ongoing
maintenance
activities.

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, grading and drainage plan, and the Arizona Stormwater CGP.

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, short-term, minor, direct adverse, and
indirect impacts to surface waters and
groundwater from sedimentation and
contamination, and from groundwater use of a
water well planned by the city.

At RHC LPOE, short-term, minor, adverse,
and indirect impacts to surface waters and
groundwater from sedimentation and
contamination, and from groundwater used
during construction. Long-term, minor,
adverse, direct and indirect impacts from
construction within floodplains: 0.07 acre of
100-year floodplain inside RHC LPOE
boundary; 4.98 acres of 500-year floodplain in
RHC LPOE and separate LPOE parking area;
and 2.04 acres of 500-year floodplain in
Alternative 1 Expansion Area. See Appendix
D.

Operations: At proposed Commercial LPOE,
long-term, minor, adverse, and indirect

Water Resources

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1.

At RHC LPOE, similar impacts to water
resources as Alternative 1, but to greater
extent from larger additional expansion
area: short-term, minor, adverse, and
indirect impacts from sedimentation and
contamination, and construction near
riverine feature (inside expansion area
boundary); and long-term, minor, adverse,
direct and indirect impacts from
construction within floodplain. In addition to
the acreages for Alternative 1, an increase
of 0.63 acre of 100-year floodplain and 1.1
acres of 500-year floodplain are located in
Alternative 2 Expansion Area. See
Appendix D.

Operations: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, similar water resources impact
as Alternative 1, but to greater extent from

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1.

At RHC LPOE, similar impacts to water
resources as Alternative 1, but to greater
extent from larger additional expansion
area: short-term, minor, adverse, and
indirect impacts from sedimentation and
contamination, and construction near
riverine feature (inside expansion area
boundary); and long-term, minor, adverse,
direct and indirect impacts from
construction within floodplain. In addition to
the acreages for Alternative 1, an increase
of 0.46 acre of 100-year floodplain and
3.91 acres of 500-year floodplain are
located in Alternative 3 Expansion Area.
See Appendix D.

Operations: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, similar water resources impact
as Alternative 1, but to greater extent from

Long-term,
negligible impacts
to surface waters
due to runoff
during ongoing
maintenance
activities. No
impacts to
groundwater,
floodplains, and
wetlands.
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Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction

Alternative 2 — Concurrent

Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion)

No Action
Alternative

Alternative 3 — Concurrent

impacts to water resources due to increases in
stormwater runoff, decreases in groundwater
recharge, potential sedimentation or
contamination, and from groundwater usage.

Impacts would be similar at RHC LPOE,
although it would be long-term, negligible to
minor, and adverse.

Alternatives 1a — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered under Alternative 1
analysis.

Impact Reduction Measures:

larger additional expansion area; long-
term, minor, adverse, and indirect impacts
to surface water from increase in runoff
and downstream water quality degradation.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

larger additional expansion area; long-
term, minor, adverse, and indirect impacts
to surface water from increase in runoff
and downstream water quality degradation.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

¢ Obtaining a minimum LEED Gold certification may include WCMs, such as low-flow fixtures and installing a retention system to control stormwater.

« A minimum Sustainable Sites Initiative (SITES) silver rating is required for project design to manage stormwater and conserve water.

« Compliance with impact reduction measures and BMPs as outlined in the Arizona Stormwater CGP and the Cochise County Stormwater Ordinance.

* GSA would coordinate with USACE as applicable with respect to potential impacts to WOTUS, to include determining possible permitting requirements.

Construction: Proposed Action is unlikely to
adversely affect any listed species. At
proposed Commercial LPOE, permanent,
moderate, adverse direct impacts to biological
resources from ground disturbance,
grading/clearing activities, and conversion of
undeveloped land to new structures causing
habitat fragmentation and displacement.
Short-term, moderate, adverse, and indirect
impacts from increased level of human
activities. At RHC LPOE, short-term, minor,
adverse and indirect impacts to biological
resources from increased levels of human
activities in a currently developed area.

Operations: At proposed Commercial LPOE,
long-term, moderate, adverse, and indirect
effects to species from noise, lighting, spread
of non-native species, or accidental mortality
of species. At RHC LPOE, long-term,
negligible, beneficial, indirect impacts due to

Biological Resources

Construction: Proposed Action is unlikely
to adversely affect any listed species. At
proposed Commercial LPOE, same
impacts as Alternative 1. At RHC LPOE,
similar adverse impacts to biological
resources as Alternative 1, but to greater
extent from larger additional expansion
area — permanent, moderate, adverse, and
direct impacts from ground disturbance
and grading/clearing activities on
undeveloped land (much of which has
been disturbed previously). Indirect
impacts would be greater than Alternative
1 due to concurrent construction —
temporary, moderate, indirect adverse
impacts regionally from increased levels of
human activities.

Operations: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, long-term, minor, adverse,
and indirect impacts from increased human

Construction: Proposed Action is unlikely | Negligible,

to adversely affect any listed species. At adverse, indirect
proposed Commercial LPOE, same impacts on
impacts as Alternative 1. At RHC LPOE, biological

similar adverse impacts to biological resources due to
resources as Alternative 1 in an additional | ongoing
expansion area that has been mostly maintenance
cleared/graded, paved, and/or developed activities.

with buildings and structures (i.e.,
permanent, minor, adverse, and direct
impacts). Indirect impacts would be greater
than Alternative 1 due to concurrent
construction (i.e., temporary, moderate,
indirect adverse impacts regionally from
increased levels of human activities).

Operations: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
RHC LPOE, long-term, negligible, adverse,
and indirect impacts from increased human
presence in previously disturbed and
developed land east of the RHC LPOE.
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Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction

Alternative 2 — Concurrent
Construction (Westward Expansion)

Alternative 3 — Concurrent

Construction (Eastward Expansion)

No Action
Alternative

' removal of COVs and associated noise and
traffic.

Alternatives 1a — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered under Alternative 1
analysis.

Impact Reduction Measures:

' presence in the previously disturbed but

undeveloped land west of the RHC LPOE.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

« Only approved, native species would be used for revegetation. These plant species would not be invasive or noxious species, and disturbed areas would be
restored or revegetated to the extent practicable following construction.

 Construction equipment would be washed before and after coming to the site to the extent practicable to limit the transport of invasive species.

Construction: Overall, short-term, minor
adverse impacts to transportation resources
(SR-80, US-191, and Pan American Avenue)
from increased construction-related traffic. At
the RHC LPOE, a long-term, negligible to
minor, adverse impact on local roadways from
permanent closure of Customs Avenue
between Pan American Avenue and 15 Street.
Temporary, minor adverse impacts to
pedestrian facilities from walkway closures.

Operations: Overall, long-term, minor adverse
impacts to transportation resources (SR-80
and US-191). For the City of Douglas, long-
term, beneficial direct impact from relocation
of COVs; long-term, minor to moderate,
adverse, and indirect impact from increased
efficiency of the RHC LPOE and an estimated
2% annual growth rate in POV traffic.

Alternatives la — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered under Alternative 1
analysis. Temporary, minor adverse impacts
under Alternatives 1c and 1d from additional
trucks hauling debris during construction.

Impact Reduction Measures:

Transportation and Traffic

Construction: Potential impacts similar to
Alternative 1 but overlap of construction
traffic from both LPOE sites would occur.
Overall, short-term, minor to moderate
adverse impacts to transportation
resources (SR-80, US-191, and Pan
American Avenue) from increased
construction-related traffic. Similar adverse
impacts to pedestrian facilities as
Alternative 1 would occur at the RHC
LPOE and additional expansion area.

Operations: Similar impacts as Alternative
1.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

« Minimize construction vehicle movement during peak traffic hours.
« Place construction staging areas where they would least interfere with local traffic and parking.

Construction: Potential impacts similar to
Alternative 2. Overall, short-term, minor to
moderate adverse impacts to
transportation resources (SR-80, US-191,
and Pan American Avenue) from increased
construction-related traffic. Permanent
closure of Customs Avenue east of the
RHC LPOE and International Avenue
south of the eastern expansion area would
not add substantially to the impacts of
Alternative 1 on local traffic. Similar
adverse impacts to pedestrian facilities as
Alternative 1 would occur at the RHC
LPOE and additional expansion area.

Operations: Similar impacts as Alternative
1. After the relocation of COV traffic to the
new Commercial LPOE, the closure of
additional road segments for Alternative 3
would not be expected to affect adjacent
roadways.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la - 1d.

Long-term, minor
to moderate
adverse impacts
to transportation
and traffic from
increased traffic
volumes, COV
traffic remaining
through the City of
Douglas, and
inefficient
operations at
RHC LPOE.
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Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction

Alternative 2 — Concurrent

Construction (Westward Expansion)

Alternative 3 — Concurrent
Construction (Eastward Expansion)

No Action
Alternative

* Minimize construction detours and impacts to pedestrians.
« Develop a construction traffic and parking management plan in coordination with local officials and local business directly affected by street closures.
« Develop and implement Transportation Demand Management strategies.

« Implement traffic signal coordination on arterial streets where practical.
« Coordinate with local, state, and federal transportation authorities when planning access to the RHC LPOE site.

Construction: At the proposed Commercial
LPOE, short-term, minor to moderate adverse
noise impacts from construction activities and
from COVs along transportation routes (SR-80
and US-191); closest three residential
properties to proposed site are approximately
2,500 feet (one property) and 5,500 feet (two
properties) to the north. At the RHC LPOE,
short-term, minor to moderate adverse noise
and vibration impacts from construction
activities and from trucks along transportation
routes (SR-80, US-191, and Pan American
Avenue). Outdoor intermittent noise levels at
closest residences on 1%t Street of 86 to 88
dBA, and 68 dBA for closest residences on 3™
Street. Inside intermittent noise levels of 71 to
73 dBA (1% Street) and 53 dBA (3" Street).

Operations: At the proposed Commercial
LPOE, permanent, moderate adverse noise
impacts to closest receptors (three residences
within 1 mile) and to receptors along SR-80
and US-191. At the RHC LPOE, long-term

beneficial noise impacts for receptors in City of

Douglas from removal of COVs; long-term,
minor indirect adverse noise impact from
increased efficiency of the RHC LPOE and an
estimated 2% annual growth in POV traffic.

Alternatives la — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered under Alternative 1
analysis. Type and intensity of noise impact
depends on sub-alternative but would range

Noise

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
the RHC LPOE, types of noise sources
similar to Alternative 1; however, intensity
of noise levels greater due to COV
processing remaining onsite during
construction at RHC LPOE, resulting in
short-term, intermittent, moderate adverse
noise impacts to same noise receptors
identified under Alternative 1.

Operations: Similar impacts as Alternative
1.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
the RHC LPOE, impacts would be similar
to Alternative 2 (including Alternative 1
impacts). However, demolition and
construction at the Alternative 3 Expansion
Area would occur closer to the downtown
area, affecting sensitive noise receptors
northeast of the RHC LPOE. Overall,
Alternative 3 would have short-term,
intermittent, moderate adverse noise
impacts to receptors identified under
Alternative 1, except for the commercial
and residential receptors that would be
displaced by acquisition of the Alternative 3
Expansion Area.

Operations: Similar impacts as Alternative
1.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Long-term, minor
to moderate
adverse impacts
to noise from
ongoing
maintenance
activities at the
RHC LPOE and
from COV traffic
remaining through
the City of
Douglas.
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Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction

Alternative 2 — Concurrent

Alternative 3 — Concurrent

Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion)

No Action
Alternative

" from temporary negligible to temporary minor,
adverse impacts.

Impact Reduction Measures:

« Implementation of noise control measures, such as project scheduling, noise barriers, and using noise controls on equipment (e.g., mufflers).
« Conduct construction activities within hours that are in accordance with local noise ordinances to the extent practicable.

« If a variation from normal construction hours is required, a variance permit from the City of Douglas or Cochise County may be required.
« Provide notification to properties adjacent to the project boundary in advance of times of peak construction when the use of loudest equipment would be used

for longer periods of time.

Construction: At the proposed Commercial
LPOE, short-term, moderate adverse impacts
to West International Avenue from
construction activities at the site; and short-
term, negligible adverse impacts to public
utilities from increased demands for
construction. At the RHC LPOE, short-term,
moderate adverse impacts on facilities and
roadway network from construction activities;
short-term, negligible adverse impacts to
utilities from increased demand; and
intermittent, minor adverse impacts from
potential service disruptions.

Operations: At the proposed Commercial
LPOE, long-term, moderate beneficial impacts
to facilities from new infrastructure and
utilities; long-term negligible to minor adverse
impacts to public utilities from increased
demand. At the RHC LPOE, long-term
moderate beneficial impacts from new,
improved infrastructure and long-term,
negligible to minor adverse impacts to utilities
from increased demand.

Alternatives l1a — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered under Alternative 1
analysis. Type and extent of impacts

dependent on sub-alternative chosen; range of

impacts includes temporary, negligible to

Infrastructure and Utilities

Construction: Potential adverse impacts
similar as Alternative 1 at both LPOE
locations, but slightly greater due to greater
demand on utilities from concurrent
construction and additional utility
coordination due to natural gas utilities
located in the Alternative 2 Expansion
Area, resulting in short-term, negligible
adverse impacts to utilities. Impacts to
facilities would be similar to Alternative 1,
but only minor adverse due to shorter
construction period.

Operations: Potential beneficial impacts to
facilities comparable to Alternative 1.
Potential negligible to minor adverse
impacts similar as Alternative 1. At the
RHC LPOE, long-term, negligible to minor,
adverse impacts to water/wastewater
systems and stormwater system from
increased demand and runoff, respectively.
Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-

alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Construction: Potential adverse impacts
comparable to Alternative 2 at both LPOE
locations, but slightly greater at the RHC
LPOE because of need for additional
coordination with service providers during
demolition and construction of
infrastructure and utilities at the Alternative
3 Expansion Area. Overall, short-term,
minor, and adverse.

Operations: Potential beneficial impacts to
facilities comparable to Alternative 1.
Potential negligible to minor adverse
impacts to utilities similar to Alternative 1.
At the RHC LPOE, long-term, negligible to
minor, adverse impacts depending on the
extent of redevelopment and need for
stormwater structures and BMPs.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Long-term, minor
to moderate
adverse impacts
from ongoing
demand on and
degradation of
infrastructure and
utilities; increased
need for
maintenance as
building systems
continue to age.
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Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction

Alternative 2 — Concurrent

Alternative 3 — Concurrent

Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion)

No Action
Alternative

minor adverse impacts on utilities from
potential service disruption to users.

Impact Reduction Measures:

« Adherence to GSA’s P100 Standards (Facilities Standards for the Public Buildings Service).
« Buildings would be “net zero” ready on a source energy basis with onsite renewables for future installation.
« Coordinating with utility providers in advance by implementing measures to protect utility lines or by arranging for their temporary or permanent relocation.

Construction: Overall, short-term, negligible
impacts on population and housing; up to 100
workers would be directly hired, but mostly not
expected to relocate to area. Short-term,
minor, beneficial, and direct impact on
unemployment and income from job creation.
Short-term, moderate to significant, beneficial,
and indirect impact from materials and
equipment purchases, as well as indirect and
induced job creation from wages spent in local
economy. Temporary, minor adverse impacts
on local businesses adjacent to RHC LPOE as
commercial operations relocate to proposed
Commercial LPOE. Long-term, minor, adverse
impact for the businesses on 1% Street from
the closure of Customs Avenue and the
relocation of a bus stop. Temporary, minor
adverse impacts to nearby neighborhoods
from decreased quality of life due to increased
noise levels, air pollutants, and traffic
associated with construction.

Operations: Long-term, negligible to minor,
beneficial, and direct impacts to population
and housing from an additional 150 workers
hired. Long-term, moderate to significant,
beneficial, and direct impacts to labor and
earnings from additional $10.8 to $20 million
to revenue per year to City of Douglas and
Cochise County. Long-term minor to
moderate, beneficial, direct and indirect impact
on unemployment in all industries in Cochise

Socioeconomics

Construction: Overall, similar
socioeconomic impacts as Alternative 1,
except up to 200 workers would be hired at
one time. Spending on labor and materials
would be similar but likely less than under
Alternative 1, due to decreased cost
escalation and inflationary pressures as a
result of the compressed project timeline.
Impacts would be greater in the near term,
but would occur for a shorter duration than
under Alternative 1.

Operations: Same impacts as Alternative
1.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Construction: Overall, similar
socioeconomic impacts as Alternative 2.
Acquisition of Alternative 3 Expansion Area
would displace at least one active
business, 3 residential occupants, and
various ongoing storage uses on properties
owned by other businesses, which would
have direct, short- to long-term, minor to
moderate adverse impacts. In addition to
impacts described for Alternative 1,
demolition and construction in the
Alternative 3 Expansion area could
intermittently impede access to logistics
businesses on the north side of 1% Street,
which would be short-term, minor to
moderate and adverse.

Operations: Same impacts as Alternative
1.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Long-term, minor
adverse
socioeconomic
impacts to
businesses and
regional economy
from loss of RHC
LPOE capacity
and efficiency
over time and
from COVs
remaining in the
City of Douglas,
hindering
revitalization
plans and
economic growth.
Potential short-
term and long-
term
socioeconomic
benefits from
direct, indirect,
and induced jobs
from the
Proposed Action
would not occur.
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Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction

Alternative 2 — Concurrent

Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion)

Alternative 3 — Concurrent

No Action
Alternative

County. Long-term, moderate to significant,
beneficial, and indirect impacts from
commercial and industrial business growth
around the Commercial LPOE. Long-term,
minor to moderate, beneficial impacts to
quality of life in the City of Douglas from
removal of COVs. Long-term, minor adverse
impacts from increasing population and
contributing to unfavorable student-to-teacher
ratios.

Alternatives la — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered under Alternative 1
analysis.

Impact Reduction Measures: No specific impact reduction measures would be applicable to Socioeconomics.

Environmental Justice and Protection of Children’s Health and Safety

Construction: No disproportionately high and
adverse impacts to minority or low-income
populations. At the proposed Commercial
LPOE, potential adverse impacts to minority
populations from short-term, minor increases
in air pollutants, traffic congestion, and noise,
and short-term, minor beneficial impacts from
increased job opportunities. At the RHC
LPOE, potential adverse impacts to minority
and low-income populations from short-term,
minor increases in air pollutants, traffic
congestion, and noise, and short-term, minor
beneficial impacts from increased job
opportunities. Short-term, negligible to minor,
and short-term, minor to moderate adverse
impacts to child populations, respectively, at
the proposed Commercial LPOE and RHC
LPOE due to increased air pollutants, traffic
congestion, and noise.

Operations: No disproportionately high and
adverse impacts to minority or low-income
populations. At the proposed Commercial
LPOE site, adverse impacts to minority
populations from short-term, minor increased

Construction: Similar impacts as
Alternative 1 with respect to environmental
justice and child populations. No
disproportionately high and adverse
impacts to minority or low-income
populations. Impacts to environmental
justice and child populations would be
shorter duration than Alternative 1,
however, air pollutants, traffic, and noise
have greater intensity than Alternative 1.

Operations: Similar impacts as Alternative
1 with respect to environmental justice and
child populations. No disproportionately
high and adverse impacts to minority or
low-income populations. Alternative 2
Expansion Area is greater than for
Alternative 1, so extent of impacts would
be greater; additional loss of trails of Paseo
de Las Americas Linear Park.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Construction: Acquisition of three
residences in the Alternative 3 Expansion
Area would displace occupants in an area
characterized by high concentrations of
minority and low-income populations.
Although not significant at a population
level, environmental justice impacts may
be greater for Alternative 3 than for the
other alternatives. Similarly, the potential
displacement for Alternative 3 of families
with children living in the residences may
affect the health and safety of child
populations in the area more adversely
than would the other alternatives. GSA
would negotiate with private landowners as
applicable during the land acquisition
process to provide fair compensation.
Otherwise, impacts during construction of
Alternative 3 would be similar as described
for Alternative 1 both for the Commercial
LPOE and RHC LPOE.

Operations: Similar impacts as Alternative
1 with respect to environmental justice and
child populations. No disproportionately

No impacts to
environmental
justice or child
populations,
although potential
beneficial impacts
from removal of
COVs through the
city and from
increased job
opportunities
would not occur.
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Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction

Alternative 2 — Concurrent

Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion)

Alternative 3 — Concurrent

No Action
Alternative

air pollutants, COV traffic, and associated
noise. Long-term, negligible to moderate
beneficial impacts to low-income and minority
populations from increased job opportunities.
Overall negligible adverse impacts to child
populations. At the RHC LPOE, long-term,
minor beneficial impacts from removal of
COVs (improved air quality, congestion and
noise) and job opportunities; permanent, minor
adverse impacts to minority and low-income
populations from loss of recreational space;
negligible to minor beneficial and adverse
impacts to child populations from removal of
COvs.

Alternatives la — 1d: Potential impacts
already considered under Alternative 1
analysis.

high and adverse impacts to minority or
low-income populations. Alternative 3
Expansion Area is greater than for
Alternative 1, so extent of impacts would
be greater.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Impact Reduction Measures: Impact reduction measures for resources specific to environmental justice — i.e., air pollutants, traffic, and noise — are discussed
in the respective resource areas (Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Transportation and Traffic; and Noise).

Construction: At both LPOES, short-term,
negligible adverse impacts to worker safety
from construction activities; short-term,
negligible to minor adverse impacts from
hazardous materials and waste handling.

Operations: At proposed Commercial LPOE,
long-term, negligible adverse effects on
human health and safety from hazardous
materials and waste handling. At the RHC
LPOE, long-term, minor to moderate beneficial
impacts on human health and safety of CBP
workers and the public from the relocation of
COVs and reconfiguration of POV and
pedestrian routing within the RHC LPOE.
Negligible adverse effects on human health
and safety and from hazardous materials and
waste handling.

Human Health and Safety

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
the RHC LPOE, adverse impacts to human
health and safety from hazardous materials
and waste handling would be similar but
would be greater due to greater acreage of
expansion area and higher potential for
encountering potentially contaminated soils
and construction debris. There would also
be increased risk of traffic accidents due to
COVs remaining onsite at RHC LPOE
during construction.

Operations: Same impacts as Alternative
1.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Impacts from sub-
alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Construction: At proposed Commercial
LPOE, same impacts as Alternative 1. At
the RHC LPOE, adverse impacts to human
health and safety from hazardous materials
and waste handling would be similar, but
Alternative 3 would require the demolition
and removal of approximately 13 buildings
and structures east of Customs Avenue
with potential presence of asbestos and
lead paint throughout the interior of the
buildings due to their age. Also, the
presence of hazardous materials, waste
tires, automotive waste, and other waste
materials in buildings on the site would
create safety issues and require their
proper disposal and management. There
would also be increased risk of traffic

Negligible impacts
from ongoing
maintenance,
resulting in use of
hazardous
materials and
generation of
hazardous waste.
COV processing
would not be
relocated and
hazardous
materials would
continue to be
transported
through downtown
Douglas.
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: . , Alternative 2 — Concurrent Alternative 3 — Concurrent No Action
Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction . . , . )
Construction (Westward Expansion) | Construction (Eastward Expansion) Alternative
" Alternatives 1la — 1d: Potential impacts on ' " accidents due to COVs remaining onsite at '
human health and safety considered under RHC LPOE during construction.
Alternative 1 analysis would be short-term, Operations: Same impacts as Alternative
minor, and adverse during construction, and 1.
long-term, minor, and beneficial during . .
operations. Alternatives 3a — 3d: Impacts from sub-

alternatives would be same as Alternatives
la-1d.

Impact Reduction Measures:
« If PCB-containing materials are identified onsite, appropriate abatement actions would be implemented in accordance with regulatory requirements. If present
in underlying soils, appropriate abatement actions would be implemented in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.
« All spills or releases of POLs; hazardous materials; pollutants; or contaminants would be handled in accordance with measures outlined in a Spill Prevention
and Response Plan prepared for construction.
« As a BMP, a Soil Management Plan may be prepared to address the potential for encountering areas of environmental concern during subsurface disturbance.
« All personnel would follow standard operating procedures for hazardous waste and material handling, and all waste would be disposed of in accordance with
applicable federal, state, and local regulations.
* A USEPA |dentification Number would be obtained if more than 100 pounds of hazardous waste is generated under any alternative.
« If Alternative 3 is selected, GSA would consider the need to conduct further investigations within the Alternative 3 Expansion Area related to VOCs associated
groundwater contamination underlying the parcel.
« If Alternative 3 is selected, GSA would consider the need to conduct a GPR and Electro Magnetic survey within the Alternative 3 Expansion Area to further
identify for the presence of any USTs at the site prior to construction.
« Construction workers would adhere to safety standards promulgated in 29 CFR Chapter 17 to protect against workplace hazards. To minimize potential
exposure or safety concerns to workers, appropriate personal protective equipment would be worn.
ACHP = Advisory Council on Historic Preservation; BMP = best management practice; CGP = Construction General Permit; COV = commercially owned vehicle; dBA = A-weighted
decibel; GSA = General Services Administration; GHG = greenhouse gas; LEED = Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design; LPOE = land port of entry; NEPA = National

Environmental Policy Act; NHPA = National Historic Preservation Act; PCB = polychlorinated biphenyl; PM = particulate matter; POV = personally owned vehicle; RHC = Raul Hector
Castro; SHPO = State Historic Preservation Officer; SR-80 = State Route 80; US-191 = U.S. Highway 191; VOC = volatile organic compound; WCM = water conservation measure
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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, to include near the RHC LPOE and proposed Commercial LPOE site. This chapter also
identifies the potential environmental consequences of the Proposed Action, including Alternative 1,
Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and the No Action Alternative, as detailed in Chapter 2. Resource areas
analyzed in this EIS include: cultural resources; air quality and greenhouse gas emissions; land use and
visual resources; geology and soils; water resources; biological resources; transportation and traffic; noise;
infrastructure and utilities; socioeconomics; environmental justice and protection of children’s health and
safety; and human health and safety.

3.1 METHODOLOGIES
3.1.1 Affected Environment Methodology

The affected environment summarizes the current physical, biological, social, and economic environments
of the area within the ROI of the Proposed Action, to include near the RHC LPOE and proposed
Commercial LPOE site, located about 5 miles west of the existing port. The ROI defines the extent of the
area where direct effects from project-related construction and operation may be experienced and also
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 alternatives (i.e., site-specific versus regional baseline conditions). For
example, the geographic area of analysis for some environmental resources extends beyond the property
line of the RHC LPOE to encompass a city- or county-level analysis (e.g., air quality); however, the ROI
for the majority of the resource areas in this EIS are generally contained within the footprint of the project
boundaries (e.g., geology and soils).

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 used interchangeably in this chapter. According to the CEQ NEPA
Regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1508, direct and indirect effects are defined as:

o Direct effects — Effects, which are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place
(1508.1(g)(1)). In other words, direct impacts are those that are caused directly and immediately
from project-related activities, such as excavation of land to construct the proposed Commercial
LPOE that could cause soil erosion. Most direct effects are confined to the project footprint, but
some may extend beyond the project boundary (e.g., noise).

o 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
(1508.1(g)(2)). 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 impacts tend to be diffuse, resource-specific, and less amenable to quantification or
mapping than direct effects.
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Identified impacts may be either adverse or beneficial. For the purposes of this EIS, the following
definitions are used in the impacts analyses:

e 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.

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

Impact would not be constant or continuous but rather recurring or periodic. Intermittent impacts could

LU occur temporarily or in the short or long-term.
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3.2 CULTURAL RESOURCES

This section describes the baseline conditions for cultural resources at or near the project areas and assesses
historic and archaeological resources within the project areas to affect, or be affected by, implementing the
Proposed Action, including the alternatives as discussed in Chapter 2. This EIS uses the following terms
related to cultural resources:

o Historic properties are defined as: any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or
object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the 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.

o Traditional cultural properties 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.

e Cultural resources include the remains and sites associated with human activities, such as
prehistoric and ethno-historic Indian archaeological sites, historic archaeological 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 directly or indirectly cause alterations in the character or
use of historic properties if such properties exist. The APE for this project includes the area within the
proposed site boundary of the Commercial LPOE (as shown in Figure 2-2) and the areas within the RHC
LPOE property boundary and associated expansion area boundaries for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 (as shown
in Figure 2-1). 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 historic properties can include direct or indirect effects. Adverse effects to archaeological
and paleontological resources are generally the result of direct impacts from ground-disturbing activities.
The APE for such resources therefore coincides with those areas where direct impacts from the construction
and operation of a proposed facility would occur (i.e., the project footprint). Adverse effects to architectural
resources may occur through direct 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 may be subject to both direct and
indirect impacts. As such, the APE could also include areas outside of the project footprint. In this case, the
APE does not include any areas outside of the project footprint, as there were no known historic properties
adjacent to the project areas.

3.2.1.2 Regulatory Setting and Requirements

National Environmental Policy Act. NEPA establishes guidelines to “preserve important historic, cultural,
and natural aspects of our national heritage, and to maintain, wherever possible, an environment that
supports diversity and a variety of individual choice” [42 U.S.C. 4331 (b)(4)]. Impacts considered under
NEPA include those on cultural and historic resources (40 CFR 1508.8).
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National Historic Preservation Act. The NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470), as amended, establishes a program for
the preservation of historic properties throughout the nation and sets forth guidelines to determine the
eligibility of historic properties for inclusion in the NRHP. Under the law, federal agencies must approach
historic properties in the spirit of stewardship and must appropriately involve the public. The two portions
of the law most often applied to projects on GSA properties are: Section 110, which mandates proactive
identification and management of cultural resources actions; and Section 106, which requires agencies to
consider the effects of their actions on historic properties.

National Register of Historic Places. The NRHP is authorized by the NHPA and is the nation’s official list
of buildings, structures, objects, sites, and districts worthy of preservation because of their significance in
American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture. The NRHP recognizes resources of
local, state, and national significance that have been documented and evaluated according to uniform
standards and criteria. The NRHP is part of a national program managed by the National Park Service to
coordinate and support public and private efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect America’s historic and
archaeological resources.

The following criteria are used to identify resources that qualify for listing in the NRHP. The quality of
significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture is present in districts,
sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity and:

e Criterion A — Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history; or

o Criterion B — Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

e Criterion C — Embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction,
or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

e Criterion D — Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.

Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces, or graves of historical figures; properties owned by religious institutions
or used for religious purposes; structures that have been moved from their original locations; reconstructed
historic buildings; properties primarily commemorative in nature; and properties that have achieved
significance within the past 50 years are not considered eligible for the NRHP. However, such properties
will qualify if they are integral parts of districts that do meet the criteria or if they fall within the following
categories:

e A religious property deriving primary significance from architectural or artistic distinction or
historical importance; or

e A building or structure removed from its original location, but which is significant primarily
for architectural value, or which is the surviving structure most importantly associated with a
historic person or event; or

e A birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding importance if there is no appropriate
site or building directly associated with his productive life; or

e A cemetery which derives its primary significance from graves of persons of transcendent
importance, from age, from distinctive design features, or from association with historic events;
or

e A reconstructed building when accurately executed in a suitable environment and presented in
a dignified manner as part of a restoration master plan, and when no other building or structure
with the same association has survived; or
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e A property primarily commemorative in intent, if design, age, tradition, or symbolic value has
invested it with its own exceptional significance; or

e A property achieving significance within the past 50 years if it is of exceptional importance.

In order to be eligible for listing in the NRHP, a property must retain sufficient integrity to convey its
significance. The NRHP publication How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation establishes
how to evaluate the integrity of a property: “Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance”
(NPS 1995). The evaluation of integrity must be grounded in an understanding of a property’s physical
features and how they relate to the concept of integrity. Determining which of these aspects are most
important to a property requires knowing why, where, and when a property is significant. To retain historic
integrity, a property must possess several, and usually most, aspects of integrity:

e Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the historic
event occurred.

o Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style of
a property.

e Setting is the physical environment of a historic property and refers to the character of the site
and the relationship to surrounding features and open space. Setting often refers to the basic
physical conditions under which a property was built and the functions it was intended to serve.
These features can be either natural or manmade, including vegetation, paths, fences, and
relationships between other features or open space.

e Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period
or time, and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property.

o Workmanship is the physical evidence of crafts of a particular culture or people during any
given period of history or prehistory and can be applied to the property as a whole or to
individual components.

e Feeling is a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of
time. It results from the presence of physical features that, when taken together, convey the
property’s historic character.

e Association is the direct link between the important historic event or person and a historic
property.

Section 106 Consultation. Section 106 of the NHPA (36 CFR 800) requires GSA to consult with the SHPO
on the determination of eligibility on any property within the APE and on any determination of effect on
historic properties. Further, it allows the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) an opportunity
to comment on any finding of effects on historic properties. If Native American properties have been
identified, Section 106 also requires that GSA consult with interested tribes who might attach religious or
cultural significance to such properties. In the state of Arizona, the SHPO is a division of Arizona State
Parks. The role and function of the Arizona SHPO is defined in both the State Historic Preservation Act
and NHPA.

Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974. The purpose of the Archaeological and Historic
Preservation Act (54 U.S.C 312501-312508) is to preserve significant historical and archeological data
which might otherwise be irreparably lost or destroyed as a result of a number of incidents or developments,
including federal construction projects. This data may include sites, buildings, objects, and antiquities of
national significance. Protection of these resources may include surveys and recovery efforts when deemed
appropriate.
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Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979. The Archaeological Resources Protection Act (16 U.S.C.
470aa-mm) governs the excavation of archaeological sites on federal and tribal lands and the removal and
disposition of archaeological collections from those sites. This Act provides legal penalties and establishes
a permitting system to authorize excavation or removal of archaeological resources by qualified applicants.

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990. The Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) (25 U.S.C. 3001 et seq.) provides for ownership and control
of Native American cultural items which are excavated or discovered on federal or tribal lands since the
passage of the Act. The Act provides a process for museums and federal agencies to return certain Native
American cultural items to lineal descendants and culturally affiliated Indian tribes.

3.2.1.3 Existing Conditions

In compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA a cultural resources study for this project was conducted to
determine the presence or absence of potentially significant prehistoric and historical resources within the
project APE and to determine the project’s potential impacts on identified cultural resources. The study
comprised a records search and field surveys conducted in September 2022, including archaeological and
architectural surveys within the project APE (ASMA 2023). An additional records search and field survey
were conducted for this revised DEIS in June 2023 for the Alternative 3 Expansion Area as shown in Figure
2-1, to analyze the Alternative 3 footprint. Findings from the studies 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 archaeological 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 on-site archival research conducted at the
Douglas Public Library and research from miscellaneous background materials, such as aerial photos and
historic maps, and online newspaper archives.

The archaeological survey area consisted of pedestrian surveys at the proposed Commercial LPOE site and
the undeveloped areas of the proposed expansion areas near the RHC LPOE. The architectural survey
comprised areas at and adjacent to the RHC LPOE.

GSA did not identify any known or previously recorded traditional cultural properties during the archival
records research. To date, the recognized Indian tribes have not identified any traditional cultural properties
within the APE. GSA distributed letters on January 19, 2023, to eight federally recognized Indian tribes
that may have an interest in the region in compliance with NHPA requirements (see Appendix B).
Responses were received from the Pascua Yaqui Tribe on January 23, 2023; the San Carlos Apache Tribe
on February 7, 2023; and the White Mountain Apache Tribe on February 8, 2023 and March 2, 2023. The
Pascua Yaqui Tribe provided clarifications on the cultural and historic overview of the region but indicated
they did not have information that suggests unreported heritage resources of importance to the tribe. The
San Carlos Apache Tribe and the White Mountain Apache Tribe concurred with GSA’s finding of no
adverse effects to historic properties. Refer to Appendix B for copies of consultation with federally
recognized Indian tribes.

Commercial LPOE

An archaeological survey was conducted in September 2022 at the 80.5-acre proposed site for the
Commercial LPOE. The site is generally an undeveloped, vacant site with clusters of dense desert
vegetation, with a similar desert landscape surrounding the site on all sides. During the archaeological
survey, tire tracks, most likely from CBP activity, were evident throughout the site. Additionally, evidence
of human migration in the form of abandoned backpacks, clothing, and plastic bottles was present
throughout the site. One new archaeological resource site and 16 isolated finds within the proposed
Commercial LPOE site were identified and documented during the survey.

3.2-4



RAUL HECTOR CASTRO & DOUGLAS COMMERCIAL LPOES
DRAFT EIS CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The one newly identified archaeological site was characterized as a historic refuse scatter, representing the
remains of a short-term camp or a previously discrete domestic refuse site located at the northeast corner
of the project site. The site may have been associated with past ranching activity likely related to cattle
trade that occurred between Sonora, Mexico and the U.S. in the early and mid-20" century in and around
Douglas. Based on the archaeological survey and background research, this newly identified archaeological
site is recommended not eligible under any NRHP criteria.

The isolated finds were mainly historic period refuse comprising beverage containers, glass electrical
insulator fragments, and other miscellaneous items. Based on their constituency and distribution, historic
period isolated finds were likely spread across the project site by both natural wind and hydrological events,
as well as by various human activities and disturbances such as historic period ranching, public recreational
activity, CBP activity, and movement of migrants. Isolated finds are considered not NRHP-eligible.

RHC LPOE

An archaeological survey was conducted in September 2022 at all accessible areas of exposed ground
surface within the APE for the RHC LPOE and Alternative 1 and 2 Expansion Areas. The entirety of the
survey area was found to be heavily modified over time, and no evidence of any original ground surfaces
was observed within the survey area. The southern portion of the survey area, which was partially
surrounded by a wooden and wire fence, was largely inaccessible and could not be surveyed due to
extremely dense vegetation with virtually no ground surface visibility; however, it was observed that this
area had also been heavily modified during the historic ranching period. Past aerial photographs show a
series of troughs aligned north-south near the center of the fenced area, and a building, identified later in
this section as the Cattle Operation Building, is located just west of the RHC LPOE, near the southeast
corner of the survey area.

An archaeological survey was conducted in June 2023 at all accessible areas of exposed ground surface
within the APE for the RHC LPOE and Alternative 3 Expansion Area. Accessible areas of exposed ground
surface within the expanded APE to the east of the RHC LPOE were very limited, and all were heavily
modified by the commercial and residential uses of the parcels over time. A large vacant portion of parcel
409-09-001A at the eastern edge of the Alternative 3 Expansion Area appeared to have been scraped and
compacted with a gravel covering, leaving virtually no vegetation or surface soils remaining. Other open-
land portions of the expansion area in parcel 409-09-006 and between buildings in other parcels were
heavily modified and cleared or overgrown with vegetation. No cultural resources were identified.

An architectural survey was conducted in September 2022 at the RHC LPOE and the Alternative 1 and 2
Expansion Areas. Two previously identified architectural historic properties are located within the RHC
LPOE property boundary — the historic Main Building and Garage. Additionally, two commercial
buildings and one agricultural building that are more than 50 years old were identified in the Alternative 1
and 2 Expansion Areas, north and west of the RHC LPOE, respectively.

An architectural survey was conducted in June 2023 for the Alternative 3 Expansion Area. The survey
identified six buildings in the expansion area east of the RHC LPOE that are more than 50 years old,
including a privately owned residence and a commercial building located on 1% Street, a commercial
building on the corner of 1% Street and Customs Avenue, two commercial buildings facing Customs
Avenue, and a commercial building facing International Avenue. The survey determined that all other
buildings in the eastern expansion area are less than 50 years old and not considered further as potential
historic properties.

The buildings are discussed briefly below (refer to Figure 3.4-5 in Section 3.4 for parcel locations).

Historic Main Building (at the RHC LPOE, parcel 409-09-007). The historic Main Building was
previously evaluated as a historic property in 2009 and listed individually in the NRHP in 2014 under
Criterion A under the theme of Government as developed in the U.S. Border Inspection Stations Multiple
Property Documentation Form, where a property must have been used by the U.S. government as a customs
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and immigration border inspection facility and must represent the government’s response to the important
chain of events related to customs, immigration law, and the increased use of motor vehicles at border
crossings (ASMA 2023). The Main Building was constructed in 1933 along Railroad Avenue, now called
Pan American Avenue, in an “L” shape. It features elements of the Spanish Colonial Revival design in its
exterior details. Currently, a mural that is glazed onto porcelain tiles runs along the western wall of the
Main Building. The mural consists of colorful artistic depictions of travelers walking into the United States.
Pedestrian processing activities take place at the historic Main Building.

Southern entrance Eastern facade
Figure 3.2-1. Images of the Historic Main Building at the RHC LPOE

Historic Garage (at the RHC LPOE, parcel 409-09-007). The historic Garage was previously evaluated
as a historic property in 2009 and was listed in the NRHP as part of the U.S.—Inspection Station - Douglas
property in 2014 under Criterion A under the themes of Government as developed in the Multiple Property
Documentation Form (ASMA 2023). The Garage was constructed simultaneously with the Historic Main
Building in 1933. Its design in both exterior color and detailing match the Main Building, also featuring
elements of the Spanish Colonial Revival design. The historic Garage is currently used as office and storage
space and as a tool shop.

Northern fagade Eastern facade
Figure 3.2-2. Images of the Historic Garage at the RHC LPOE
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Commercial Store (100 Pan American Avenue, in Alternative 1 Expansion Area, parcel 409-09-010).
The commercial store on the corner of 1% Street and Pan American Avenue has not previously been
evaluated. It is part of an irregularly shaped commercial block with multiple store fronts. Together, these
store fronts are part of a strip mall called Gaytan Plaza. Assessor information from Cochise County listed
the date of construction for the original building as 1926, 1927, and 1929, although on digitized information
the accepted date of construction appears to be 1927. The layout of the original building includes the entirety
of the southern facade, and half of the eastern and western facades. Because of the addition of the new
commercial space to the north of the building, the original northern fagade is no longer extant. The original
building is clad in stylistic reference to the Spanish Colonial Revival style. A new building was constructed
adjacent to 100 Pan American Avenue in the 1990s, though the two buildings are not interconnected.

The building’s location places it within a historic ethnic enclave called “Oro y Plata,” identified within the
Douglas Historic Resources Survey. This enclave was composed primarily of Mexicans and Mexican
American business owners, the majority of whom owned and operated grocery stores, reflecting a time in
Douglas’ history when the boundary of the border was blurred, and Mexican merchants ran successful
shops and businesses for both the people of Douglas and international travelers. This historic ethnic enclave
was prominent during the development and initial years of prosperity of the city between 1900 and 1920.
Because 100 Pan American Avenue was a grocery store that was owned and operated by Jeorge Gaytan, a
Mexican-born Mexican American, it has the potential to be eligible under NRHP Criterion A as an example
of a grocery store owned by a Mexican-born family within the described boundary of the historic ethnic
enclave. Accordingly, the cultural resources study concluded that an assessment of integrity is warranted.

The findings of the cultural resources study concluded that 100 Pan American Avenue retains low integrity
of setting, materials, feeling, and association (four of the essential aspects of integrity under NRHP
Criterion A); therefore, it is recommended not eligible under NRHP Criterion A. Because research did not
reveal that the building is associated with any historically significant individuals, it is recommended not
eligible under NRHP Criterion B. Because the building does not embody the distinctive characteristics of
a style, period, region, method of construction, nor the work of a master it is recommended not eligible
under NRHP Criterion C. Because the building is a common property type that does not have the potential
to provide information about history or prehistory that is not available through historic research, it is
recommended not eligible under NRHP Criterion D. Therefore, the cultural resources study concluded that
100 Pan American Avenue is recommended not eligible under any NRHP criteria (ASMA 2023).

Facade facing parking lot Eastern facade
Figure 3.2-3. Images of Commercial Building (100 Pan American Avenue)

3.2-7



RAUL HECTOR CASTRO & DOUGLAS COMMERCIAL LPOES
DRAFT EIS CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

City Park Bathroom Building (Pan American Avenue/Customs Avenue, in Alternative 1 Expansion
Area, parcel 409-09-011A). The bathroom building on the corner of Pan American Avenue and Customs
Avenue has not previously been evaluated. It is located within a small city park with a gazebo picnic area
and a park bathroom. The City of Douglas owns this parcel of land, and the structures constructed on it are
city property. The bathroom building is a vernacular building void of stylistic references and is a common
architectural form. Due to limited availability of data, it is estimated that the construction of the bathroom
building occurred between 1969 and 1996 or possibly between 1984 and 1996. Based on the architectural
survey and background research, the cultural resources study concluded that the bathroom building located
at the corner of Pan American Avenue and Customs Avenue is recommended not eligible under any NRHP
criteria (ASMA 2023).

Front and southern facade Rear and northern fagade

Figure 3.2-4. Images of City Park Bathroom Building
(Pan American Avenue/Customs Avenue)

Cattle Operation Building (in Alternative 2 Expansion Area, parcel 409-09-070A). The Cattle Operation
Building is constructed in a shed form, with wooden roof planks, wood-framed windows, and a single wood
recessed-panel door. The building is a vernacular building void of stylistic reference or design. It was
constructed in 1961 as one of three buildings constructed to support a local cattle trade business. Cochise
County Assessor’s Information reveals that the brick that is visible along the interior and exterior is burnt
adobe. In 1991, one of the buildings surrounding the Cattle Operation Building burned and was lost, and
the other building was demolished in 1995. The land was sold in 1997, and it is likely that it was at this
time that the Cattle Operation Building was fully abandoned. The exterior is surrounded by overgrown
vegetation on all sides, contributing to its poor condition. A few feet from the entrance to the Cattle
Operation Building are the remnants of metal fencing as well as a concrete water trough. Based on the
architectural survey and background research, the cultural resources study concluded that the Cattle
Operation Building is recommended not eligible under any NRHP criteria (ASMA 2023).

3.2-8



RAUL HECTOR CASTRO & DOUGLAS COMMERCIAL LPOES
DRAFT EIS CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Northern facade Interior of Cattle Operation Building
Figure 3.2-5. Images of the Cattle Operation Building

Single Family Residence (239 E. 1% Street in Alternative 3 Expansion Area, parcel 409-09-004). The
property was constructed as a single-family residence in 1960 by the Musgrave Development Company. It
is square in form and laid on a poured concrete foundation. The primary facade faces north and is
asymmetrical. It features medium-width extending eaves with exposed rafters found along the entirety of
the facade. On the eastern side of the facade is an extending wing recessed from the primary facade wall
where the front-facing windows are located (Figure 3.2-6). City directories, census lists, and voter
registration revealed no information about past occupants of the residence. Newspaper archives and
searches revealed no connection between the property or prior owners within the era of significance.
Although the property falls within the boundaries of the Douglas Residential Historic District identified in
1996, its construction in 1960 is outside the period of significance (1900 to 1935) of the district. The cultural
resources study also considered the residence as an individually eligible potential historic resource. Based
on the architectural survey and background research, the cultural resources study concluded that the
residence is recommended not eligible under any NRHP criteria (ASMA 2023).
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Commercial Building, 201 E. 1st Street

Building 2, Customs Avenue
Figure 3.2-6. Images of Buildings in Alternative 3 Expansion Area
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Commercial Building (231 E. 1% Street in Alternative 3 Expansion Area, parcel 409-09-003). The
property is occupied by a commercial building facing the street with an attached living area in the rear
(Figure 3.2-6). It is horizontally massed, rectangular in form, and is laid on a poured concrete foundation.
It features stucco exterior cladding, an asphalt-shingle, side-gable roof with an attic vent, two primary
facade door entrances, and replaced windows. It exhibits no reference to any specific architectural style.
The building was constructed in 1947. From at least 1961 until 1987 it was operated as a grocery store,
called “Mi Tienda™. It was sold in 1987 and operated until 1990 as a shop called “Mario’s Mini-Store”. It
later became an auto parts store and is currently in use as a business called “Sergio’s Shuttle Service”. The
addition of residential space at the rear of the building is believed to have occurred in the 1970s. A separate
residential building was constructed in 2000 on the property adjacent to the commercial building and
described in city permits as a guest house. Because the commercial building is located within the Oro y
Plata historic ethnic enclave, the cultural resources study considered the building as an eligible potential
historic resource both within the historic enclave and individually. Based on the architectural survey and
background research pertaining to Criteria A, B, C, and D, the cultural resources study concluded that the
commercial building is recommended not eligible under any NRHP criteria (ASMA 2023).

Commercial Building (201 E. 1% Street in Alternative 3 Expansion Area, parcel 409-09-002). The
property consists of a one-story commercial building with a north-facing primary fagade (Figure 3.2-6). It
is rectangular in form and laid on a poured concrete foundation. It features rough stucco and brick exterior
cladding, and a low-rise, front-gabled, asphalt shingle roof. The main architectural feature to note along the
primary facade of the building is its square-shaped, parapeted roof, hiding the actual gable of the building.
Although visually it appears to connect to the building on its eastern side (203-205 E. 1% Street), there is a
gap between the buildings and no interior connections. The building at 201 E. 1% Street was constructed in
1949 as a commercial building and was renovated in 1974 when the building directly to the east (203-205
E. 1% Street) and the warehouse directly to the south were constructed. The primary facade of 201 was likely
altered at that time to visually connect the building aesthetically with 203-205. From at least 1960, the
parcel was owned by an inspector for U.S. Customs, whose son, Ray Borane Jr., would become mayor of
Douglas in 1995. The building operated in various capacities, including a mini mart, a secondhand store, a
furnishing store, and an auto parts store. The building is presently no longer in use and is currently housing
storage and various items of the owners of the property. The cultural resources study considered the building
as an eligible potential historic resource both within the Douglas Historic District and individually. Based
on the architectural survey and background research pertaining to Criteria A, B, C, and D, the cultural
resources study concluded that the buildings are recommended not eligible under any NRHP criteria
(ASMA 2023).

3 Commercial Buildings (Customs Avenue in Alternative 3 Expansion Area, parcel 409-09-001B). This
property consists of three commercial buildings older than 50 years old.

Building one is a one-story commercial building with west-facing fagade, constructed without reference to
a specific architectural style. It is rectangular in form and laid on a poured concrete foundation. It features
brick stucco exterior cladding and a low-rise, side-gabled, asphalt-shingled roof. Along its symmetrical,
street-facing facade are a series of doors and windows. It was constructed in 1960 as a commercial building
and operated as a bar and café. By the 1980s, it hosted an auto parts store. Ray Borane, Sr. was listed as the
owner in 1969 and remained the owner until at least 1984. In 1974, when Mr. Borane made improvements
to the majority of the buildings under his ownership in this area, a utility storage addition was constructed
in the rear of the building. The building is now vacant and in a deteriorating condition.

The second building is a prefabricated one-story commercial building with a west-facing primary fagade,
constructed without reference to a specific architectural style. It is square in form and was constructed on a
poured concrete foundation. It features vertically oriented corrugated metal exterior cladding, and a low-
rise, side-gable roof with metal sheeting. Along its street-facing primary facade are a series of windows and
a single door. It was constructed in 1968 as a commercial building. By the 1980s, ownership of the property
was taken over by Ray Borane, Sr. who owned the majority of parcels in the immediate vicinity of the
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building. By 2010, the building was described as a storage building and no longer operated in a commercial
capacity.

Building three is a one-story commercial building located in the far northeast corner of the parcel with a
facade facing south. It was constructed in 1942. Available records from the Cochise County Assessor’s
Office reveal that the building once had a concrete foundation, wood floor, and asbestos siding. It has been
described variously as a utility building, a storage building, and a shed. In 1969, it was referred to as the
“shed” building. The building is currently in deteriorating condition with a collapsed roof, and it is
surrounded by refuse and overgrown vegetation, limiting views of the building. As a result, no
determination of style was made.

Based on the architectural survey and background research pertaining to Criteria A, B, C, and D, the cultural
resources study concluded that the buildings are recommended not eligible under any NRHP criteria
(ASMA 2023).

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 (40
CFR 1508.8).

Per NHPA and 36 CFR 800 of its implementing regulations, adverse effects to historic properties occur
when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, 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.
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For purposes of distinguishing between effects under NEPA and NHPA, references to “impacts” and
“architectural cultural resources” in Sections 3.2.2.4 through 3.2.2.6 refer to effects under NEPA; references
to “effects” and “architectural historic properties” refer to effects under the NHPA.

3.2.2.2 Section 106 Consultation

GSA is in the process of conducting formal consultation with the SHPO and consulting parties under
Section 106 of the NHPA. GSA submitted results of the cultural resources study, which considered the
Alternative 1 and 2 Expansion Areas on January 19, 2023. SHPO provided comments on February 21,
2023. SHPO concurred with GSA’s findings that the Pan American and Customs Avenues Public Park
Bathroom Building and the Cattle Operation Building are ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP. SHPO did
not concur with GSA’s conclusion that 100 Pan American Avenue is ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP
(see Appendix B). As part of the revised cultural resources study, 100 Pan American was resurveyed in
June 2023 and reevaluated the building’s eligibility for inclusion in the NRHP, and again concluded it was
ineligible for reasons as described in Section 3.2.1.3. GSA will continue consultation with the SHPO and
the consulting parties. Results of this consultation process, as well as any applicable mitigation measures,
will be included in the Final EIS.

3.2.2.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, GSA would not construct a new Commercial LPOE or expand and
modernize the RHC LPOE. GSA would retain the historic Main Building and Garage without alterations
and would be responsible for continued stewardship of the structures’ exteriors. Therefore, there would be
no adverse effects to historic properties under NHPA and no adverse impacts to cultural resources under
NEPA.

3.2.2.4 Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction

Alternative 1 could result in overall adverse effects under NHPA and direct, significant adverse impacts
under NEPA to cultural resources if unanticipated discoveries are encountered during ground-disturbing
activities at either the proposed Commercial LPOE or the RHC LPOE project sites. Alternative 1a would
result in no adverse effects under NHPA to architectural historic properties and negligible adverse impacts
under NEPA to architectural cultural resources. Alternatives 1b, 1c and 1d would result in adverse effects
under NHPA to architectural historic properties and direct, minor to significant, adverse, and permanent
impacts to architectural cultural resources under NEPA.

Operations of Alternative 1 would not result in adverse effects or significant impacts to cultural resources
at either the proposed Commercial LPOE or RHC LPOE.

Construction
Commercial LPOE

Under Alternative 1, proposed construction activities would result in ground disturbance at the Commercial
LPOE site, which is largely vacant and undeveloped. One newly discovered archaeological site was
identified during the archaeological survey as previously discussed; however, based on findings from the
cultural study, this site is recommended not eligible under any NRHP criteria (ASMA 2023). Potential
direct adverse effects under NHPA and direct, significant, adverse impacts under NEPA to cultural
resources could occur during construction if previously unknown archaeological resources are encountered.
To reduce the risk of damage to known and unknown archaeological sites, GSA would implement 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. Implementation of these
measures would mitigate any potential adverse effects under NHPA and would reduce impacts to less-than-
significant under NEPA.
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RHC LPOE

Under Alternative 1, proposed construction activities would result in ground disturbance at the Alternative
1 Expansion Area (2.7 acres) and within the RHC LPOE footprint; these are highly developed areas, and
no archaeological resources were identified during the archaeological survey previously discussed in
Section 3.2.1.3. Regardless, the potential for adverse effects to previously unknown archaeological
resources (i.e., unanticipated discoveries) would be similar to that described for the Commercial LPOE site;
therefore, GSA would implement an archaeological monitoring plan, similar to that described for the
Commercial LPOE site.

With respect to architectural properties, two buildings located within the Alternative 1 Expansion Area
were identified in the cultural study as being more than 50 years old — a commercial store (at 100 Pan
American Avenue) and a bathroom building (located in the city park at the corner of Pan American Avenue
and Customs Avenue). In their February 21, 2023 letter, SHPO concurred with GSA’s finding that the
bathroom building is not considered eligible for inclusion in the NRHP (see Appendix B). However, SHPO
did not concur with GSA’s finding that the commercial store is not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.
Based on a revised cultural resources study, GSA again concluded that the commercial store is ineligible
for the NRHP (ASMA 2023) and is continuing consultation with SHPO on this determination. If this
building is determined not eligible, there would be no adverse effect to architectural historic properties
under NHPA and no adverse impacts under NEPA to architectural cultural resources. If the buildings are
ultimately determined eligible, there would be an adverse effect to architectural historic properties under
NHPA and significant adverse impacts under NEPA to architectural cultural resources. GSA would
continue consultation with SHPO to determine appropriate mitigation measures to reduce adverse effects
and impacts to less-than-significant.

Historic properties located within the RHC LPOE (i.e., the historic Main Building and Garage) are
discussed under the section Alternatives 1a — 1d: Reuse, Relocate, or Demolish Structures.

Operations

During operations of the Commercial LPOE and RHC LPOE, 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 to cultural resources during the operational phase would be expected. Impact reduction
measures would be implemented as necessary during maintenance activities, including inadvertent
discovery procedures.

Alternatives 1la — 1d: Reuse, Relocate, or Demolish Historic Structures

Alternatives 1a through 1d relate to the sub-alternatives for the management of the historic Main Building
and Garage, as described in Section 2.1.2.1. Under these sub-alternatives, GSA would manage the historic
structures through one of the following means, pending the outcome of ongoing Section 106 consultation
with the SHPO and consulting parties. The type and intensity of adverse effects and impacts to cultural
resources would depend on the sub-alternative chosen:

e Alternative 1a would involve reusing the existing historic structures and mainly entail renovation
work. This sub-alternative would involve maintaining the structural integrity and preserving the
facade of the historic Main Building and Garage. Any remodeling or renovation work would be
done in a manner that preserves the cultural and historic significance of these structures. Under this
sub-alternative, rehabilitation of the historic properties would follow the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and GSA’s Procedures for Historic Properties.
Therefore, no adverse effects under NHPA to architectural historic properties and direct, negligible,
adverse impacts under NEPA to architectural cultural resources would be expected.
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Alternative 1b would involve the relocation of the historic structures and preparation and
construction of a new foundation and new utility connections. Relocation would cause the historic
Main Building and Garage to lose its integrity of location, setting, feeling, and association. As such,
these structures would no longer be eligible for the NRHP and, therefore, would result in an adverse
effect under NHPA to architectural historic properties and direct, significant, and permanent
adverse impacts under NEPA to architectural cultural resources. Relocating these structures would
most likely require lifting the whole structure intact and transporting it to a new location. Careful
planning would be required to help facilitate transport of these structures and site preparation for
both the old and new locations. Under this sub-alternative, relocation of the historic properties
would follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties,
GSA'’s Procedures for Historic Properties, and guidance on moving buildings from the NPS and
American Association for State and Local History to ensure that the buildings and their character-
defining features are minimally impacted before, during, and after the move. Consistent with the
requirements under Section 106 of NHPA, GSA would be required to develop measures to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate the adverse effect on these historic properties, which would result in less-
than-significant impacts under NEPA and would resolve effects under NHPA. GSA is in the
process of formal consultation with the SHPO and consulting parties to follow coordination
procedures as required under Section 106 of the NHPA and would consult with the Arizona SHPO
to develop an agreement document under this sub-alternative to reduce potential adverse cultural
resources impacts.

Alternative 1c would involve the demolition of the historic Main Building and Garage. This sub-
alternative would result in loss of NRHP eligibility for the RHC LPOE’s historic properties. Under
this sub-alternative, demolition of the historic Main Building and Garage would not follow the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Therefore, an adverse
effect under NHPA to architectural historic properties and direct, significant, adverse, and
permanent impacts under NEPA on architectural cultural resources would occur. Consistent with
the requirements under Section 106 of NHPA, GSA would be required to develop measures to
avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effect on these historic properties, which would result in
less-than-significant impacts under NEPA and would resolve effects under NHPA. GSA is in the
process of formal consultation with the SHPO and consulting parties to follow coordination
procedures as required under Section 106 of the NHPA and would consult with the Arizona SHPO
to develop an agreement document under this sub-alternative to reduce potential adverse cultural
resources impacts.

Alternative 1d would involve a combination of Alternatives 1a through 1c. The type and extent of
adverse impacts depends on the combination of sub-alternatives chosen to manage the historic Main
Building and Garage. Partial demolition of one or both of the historic buildings and/or full
demolition of one of the historic buildings could occur. Under this sub-alternative, any demolition
of historic properties would not follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment
of Historic Properties, resulting in the loss of NRHP eligibility. Therefore, adverse effects under
NHPA to architectural historic properties and direct, minor to significant, adverse, and permanent
impacts under NEPA on architectural cultural resources would occur. Consistent with the
requirements under Section 106 of NHPA, GSA would be required to develop measures to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate adverse effects on these historic properties, which would result in less-than-
significant impacts under NEPA and would resolve effects under NHPA. GSA is in the process of
formal consultation with the SHPO and consulting parties to follow coordination procedures as
required under Section 106 of the NHPA and would consult with the Arizona SHPO to develop an
agreement document under this sub-alternative to reduce potential adverse cultural resources
impacts.
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3.2.2.5 Alternative 2 — Concurrent Construction (Westward Expansion)

Alternative 2 could have adverse effects under NHPA and direct, significant adverse impacts under NEPA
to cultural resources if unanticipated discoveries are encountered during ground-disturbing activities at
either the proposed Commercial LPOE or the RHC LPOE project sites. Alternative 2a would result in no
adverse effects under NHPA to architectural historic properties and negligible to minor adverse impacts
under NEPA to architectural cultural resources; Alternatives 2b, 2c and 2d would result in adverse effects
under NHPA to architectural historic properties and direct, minor to significant, adverse, and permanent
impacts to architectural cultural resources under NEPA.

Operations for Alternative 2 would not result in adverse effects or significant impacts to cultural resources
at either the proposed Commercial LPOE or RHC LPOE.

Construction

Under Alternative 2, effects and impacts to cultural resources during construction of the Commercial LPOE
would be the same as those discussed under Alternative 1.

Under Alternative 2, construction at the RHC LPOE, including the Alternative 1 Expansion Area, would
result in similar effects and impacts to archaeological resources as described under Alternative 1. However,
the Alternative 2 Expansion Area encompasses a larger land area (an additional 13.9 acres) in addition to
the Alternative 1 Expansion Area. This area, although mostly undeveloped and vacant, was heavily
disturbed over time and no evidence of any original ground surfaces was observed during the archaeological
survey. No archaeological resources were identified during the archaeological survey (ASMA 2023). GSA
would implement similar impact reduction measures under Alternative 2 as described for Alternative 1.

With respect to architectural historic properties, construction at the RHC LPOE and Alternative 1
Expansion Area would have similar effects and impacts as described under Alternative 1. Additionally, a
building located within the Alternative 2 Expansion Area just west of the RHC LPOE was identified in the
cultural study as being more than 50 years old (referred to as the Cattle Operation Building in the cultural
study). In their February 21, 2023 letter, SHPO concurred with GSA’s finding that this building is not
considered eligible for inclusion in the NRHP (see Appendix B). As such, there would be no adverse effect
to architectural historic properties under NHPA and no adverse impacts under NEPA to architectural
cultural resources with respect to the Cattle Operation Building.

Operations

Under Alternative 2, effects and impacts to cultural resources during operation of the Commercial LPOE
and the RHC LPOE would be the same as those discussed under Alternative 1.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Reuse, Relocate, or Demolish Historic Structures

Under Alternatives 2a through 2d, effects and impacts to the management of the historic properties at the
RHC LPOE (i.e., the historic Main Building and Garage) would be the same as those discussed under
Alternatives 1a through 1d.

3.2.2.6 Alternative 3 — Concurrent Construction (Eastward Expansion)

Alternative 3 could have adverse effects under NHPA and direct, significant adverse impacts under NEPA
to cultural resources if unanticipated discoveries are encountered during ground-disturbing activities at
either the proposed Commercial LPOE or the RHC LPOE project sites. Alternative 3a would result in no
adverse effects under NHPA to architectural historic properties and negligible to minor adverse impacts
under NEPA to architectural cultural resources; Alternatives 3b, 3c, and 3d would result in adverse effects
under NHPA to architectural historic properties and direct, minor to significant, adverse, and permanent
impacts to architectural cultural resources under NEPA.
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Operations for Alternative 3 would not result in adverse effects or significant impacts to cultural resources
at either the proposed Commercial LPOE or RHC LPOE.

Construction

Under Alternative 3, effects and impacts to cultural resources during construction of the Commercial LPOE
would be the same as those discussed under Alternative 1.

Under Alternative 3, construction at the RHC LPOE, including the Alternative 1 Expansion Area, would
result in similar effects and impacts to archaeological resources as described under Alternative 1. However,
the Alternative 3 Expansion Area encompasses a larger land area (an additional 4.4 acres) in addition to
Alternative 1 Expansion Area. This area has been developed with approximately 13 buildings and
structures. Remaining open lands were heavily disturbed over time, and areas between buildings are
overgrown with vegetation. No archaeological resources were identified during the archaeological survey
(ASMA 2023). GSA would implement similar impact reduction measures under Alternative 3 as described
for Alternative 1.

With respect to architectural historic properties, construction at the RHC LPOE and Alternative 1
Expansion Area would have similar effects and impacts as described under Alternative 1. Additionally, six
buildings located within the Alternative 3 Expansion Area were identified in the cultural study as being
more than 50 years old (ASMA 2023). GSA is recommending these buildings as not eligible under any
NRHP criteria and is seeking concurrence with SHPO on this determination. If the buildings are determined
not eligible, there would be no adverse effect to architectural historic properties under NHPA and no
adverse impacts under NEPA to architectural cultural resources. If the buildings are ultimately determined
eligible, there would be an adverse effect to architectural historic properties under NHPA and significant
adverse impacts under NEPA to architectural cultural resources. GSA would continue consultation with
SHPO to determine appropriate mitigation measures to reduce adverse effects and impacts to less-than-
significant.

Operations

Under Alternative 3, effects and impacts to cultural resources during operation of the Commercial LPOE
and the RHC LPOE would be the same as those discussed under Alternative 1.

Alternatives 3a — 3d: Reuse, Relocate, or Demolish Historic Structures

Under Alternatives 3a through 3d, effects and impacts to the management of the historic properties at the
RHC LPOE (i.e., the historic Main Building and Garage) would be the same as those discussed under
Alternatives la through 1d.

3.2.2.7 Impact Reduction Measures

To reduce the risk of damage to known and unknown archaeological sites, GSA would develop an
archaeological monitoring plan in 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
and would identify and develop appropriate mitigation measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse
effects on historic properties prior to publication of the Final EIS. At a minimum, Historic American
Buildings Survey documentation for the historic Main Building and Garage would be considered.
Additional mitigation could include architectural artifact salvage. Appropriate mitigation would be
determined in consultation between GSA, SHPO, and consulting parties.
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3.3  AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

This section describes the baseline conditions for air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions within
the region and assesses the potential for local and regional air quality or climate change to affect, or be
affected by, implementing the Proposed Action, including the alternatives 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.

GHG emissions released into the atmosphere as a result of human-induced fossil fuel combustion are widely
believed to be contributing to changes in global climate. GHGs, which include carbon dioxide (CO,),
methane (CH.), nitrous oxide (N-O), water vapor, and several trace gases, trap radiant heat reflected from
the Earth in the atmosphere, causing the Earth’s average surface temperature to rise. The predominant
GHGs are CO,, CHa, N0, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. In the U.S.,
anthropogenic GHG emissions come primarily from burning fossil fuels. Although GHG levels have varied
for millennia (along with corresponding variations in climate conditions), increases driven by human
activity have contributed significantly to recent climatic changes.

3.3.1 Affected Environment

3.3.1.1 Region of Influence

Air Quality. Because air quality is measured and regulated on a regional level, the air quality analysis in
this EIS utilizes air quality data from the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ). The
Proposed Action would take place within Cochise County. For purposes of this analysis, and because air
pollution dissipates throughout the atmosphere, the ROI for air quality is defined as Cochise County.

Greenhouse Gases. The ROI for GHGs differs from other resource areas considered in this EIS since the
concerns about GHG emissions are primarily related to climate change, which is global and cumulative in
nature. Therefore, the affected environment is discussed broadly using a global, national, and regional
framework to provide context for the analysis of potential GHG impacts from the Proposed Action. Recent
scientific evidence indicates a correlation between increasing global temperatures over the past century and
the worldwide increase in anthropogenic (human) GHG emissions (IPCC 2018). Climate change associated
with global warming is predicted to produce negative environmental, economic, and social consequences
across the globe in the coming years.

3.3.1.2 Regulatory Setting and Requirements

Air Quality

The Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended in 1990, mandates that states develop a State Implementation Plan
that explains how the state will comply with the CAA and achieve and maintain attainment of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The Arizona State Implementation Plan 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 2022a). The Arizona State Implementation Plan applies to industrial sources,
commercial facilities, and residential development activities. Regulation occurs primarily through a process
of reviewing engineering documents and other technical information, applying emission standards and
regulations in the issuance of permits, performing field inspections, and assisting industries in determining
their compliance status.
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ADEQ has the authority to issue permits for the construction and operation of new or modified stationary
source air emissions in Arizona. ADEQ air permits are required for any facility that will emit or currently
emits regulated pollutants and must comply with the following regulations of the CAA: New Source
Review, Prevention of Significant Deterioration, Title V Permitting, National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants, and New Source Performance Standards. These regulations typically apply to
major sources, i.e., sources that have the potential to emit more than 100 tons per year of any criteria
pollutant, more than 10 tons per year of any hazardous air pollutant, or more than 25 tons per year of all
hazardous air pollutants combined.

There are also Arizona state regulations that could potentially apply to activities that could occur during
construction. These regulations are outlined in Arizona Administrative Code Title 18, Chapter 2 and include
the following:

e Emissions from Open Areas, Dry Washes, or Riverbeds (Title 18.2.604);
e Open Burning Permits (Title 18.2.602);

e Air Pollution from Motor Vehicle (Title 18.2.1001); and

e Classes of Air Permits for Construction Projects (Title 18.2.302).

Greenhouse Gases

GHGs are regulated under the CAA, via regulations discussed above for air quality. New sources or
modifications to existing sources that have the potential to increase GHG emissions by more than 100,000
tons CO- equivalent per year may be subject to New Source Review or Prevention of Significant
Deterioration requirements, as well as Title V requirements for operational permits, provided they are also
otherwise subject to these requirements. Additionally, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
(USEPA) Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule (40 CFR 98) requires sources in specific industrial
sectors to report their GHG emissions, if they emit more than 25,000 metric tons CO; equivalent per year.
The Proposed Action would not likely be subject to these permitting and reporting requirements.

Several Executive Orders (EO) also require federal agencies to estimate and report their GHG emissions
and set goals to reducing these emissions. These EOs include:

e EO 13990, Protecting Public Health and the Environment and Restoring Science to Tackle the
Climate Crisis

e EO 14008, Tackling the Climate Crisis at Home and Abroad
e EO 14030, Climate-Related Financial Risk
3.3.1.3 Existing Conditions

Due to the proximity of the proposed Commercial LPOE and the RHC LPOE and the physical nature of air
guality, the ROI is defined as Cochise County. As such, this section discusses the general affected
environment for Cochise County. Where there are differences between the sites requiring distinction
between the two project areas, these are highlighted in the text as appropriate.

Air Quality

USEPA Region 9 and the ADEQ regulate air quality in Arizona. The CAA (42 U.S.C. 7401-7671q), as
amended, gives USEPA the responsibility to establish the primary and secondary NAAQS (40 CFR 50)
that set acceptable concentration levels for six criteria pollutants, compounds that cause or contribute to air
pollution and which could endanger public health and the environment. The six criteria pollutants are
particulate matter (fine particulate matter [10 micrometers or smaller, PM1o] and very fine particulate matter
[2.5 micrometers or smaller, PM;s]), sulfur dioxide (SO-), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOy),
ozone (Os), and lead. Oz is a strong photochemical oxidant that is formed when nitric oxide reacts with
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volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and oxygen in the presence of sunlight. Os is considered a secondary
pollutant because it is not directly emitted from pollution sources but is formed in the ambient air.

Short-term standards (1-, 8-, and 24-hour periods) have been established for criteria pollutants that
contribute to acute health effects, while long-term standards (annual averages) have been established for
pollutants that contribute to chronic health effects. Areas that exceed the NAAQS are designated as
nonattainment areas, and those in accordance with the standards are designated as attainment areas. Air
quality control regions that have been redesignated from nonattainment to attainment are called
maintenance areas.

USEPA has designated the Paul Spur/Douglas Planning Area, part of Cochise County, as a nonattainment
area for PMyo (USEPA 2022a). Additionally, Douglas is an USEPA-designated maintenance area for SO..
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).

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 PM1 and Os. Cochise County
does not have a monitoring station for other criteria pollutants (USEPA 2022b). Therefore, PM25, CO, and
NO; data were taken from monitoring stations located in Pima County and lead monitoring data were taken
from Pinal County. Table 3.3-1 shows the NAAQS, monitored concentrations, and air monitor location for
each criteria pollutant. As shown in Table 3.3-1, the Paul Spur/Douglas Planning Area met the PMyg 24-
hour standard in 2022. 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

Monitoring Data

Pollutant Averaging Time NAAQS (2022) Monitor Location
1-hour 35 ppm 1.4 Tucson, AZ (Pima County)
o 8-hour 9 ppm 0.8 Tucson, AZ (Pima County)
1-hour 100 ppb 38 Tucson, AZ (Pima County)
Noz Annual arithmetic mean 53 ppb 8 Tucson, AZ (Pima County)
Os 8-hour 0.070 ppm 0.065 Chi”Ca(hé‘(‘;"c'r\"ggogimi’/;‘“mem
SOz 1-hour 75 ppb 3.5 Tucson, AZ (Pima County)
24-hour 35 ug/m?® 28 Nogales, AZ (Santa Cruz County)
Pes Annual arithmetic mean 12 pg/m?3 10 Nogales, AZ (Santa Cruz County)
PMaio 24-hour 150 pg/m?3 130 Douglas, AZ (Cochise County)
Pb2 3-month average 0.15 pg/m? -- --

Source: USEPA 2022b; USEPA 2022c

Hg = micrograms; CO = carbon monoxide; m® = cubic meter; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; Oz = 0zone; Pb = lead; PM2s = particulate matter
of diameter 2.5 microns or less; PM1o = particulate matter of diameter 10 microns or less; ppb = parts per billion; SOz = sulfur trioxide
Notes: 1 — Only the primary NAAQS are listed.

2 — If multiple monitors are present in a county, the monitor with the highest recorded pollutant concentrations is listed.

3 — Lead is not considered further in this analysis because none of the project activities would generate lead emissions.
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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
location 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 RHC LPOE are listed in Table 3.3-2.

Table 3.3-2. Sensitive Receptor Locations for Air Pollutants Within 1 Mile of the RHC LPOE
Direction from

Receptor Type Receptor Distance (feet)

RHC LPOE

Hospital Copper QueenHC;(;rI\:rzn(L:JIri]ri]ti)éHospital Rural North 1,100
Hospital Copper Queen Community Hospital Northwest 1,500
School Center for Academic Success Northeast 1,800
Preschool Headstart Douglas Northeast 1,900
School Sara Marley Elementary School Northeast 3,100
School Center for Academic Success Northeast 3,500
Hospital Pima Heart Northeast 4,000
Daycare Coqui Children's Center Northeast 4,100
Assisted Living Facility Cypress Inn Assisted Living Facility Northeast 4,500
School Ray Borane Middle School Northeast 4,800
School Clawson Elementary School Northeast 4,900
School Center for Academic Success Northeast 5,000

RHC LPOE = Raul Hector Castro Land Port of Entry

The proposed Commercial LPOE site is located within a largely undeveloped portion of Cochise County.
No sensitive receptors were identified within one mile of the proposed Commercial LPOE site.

Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change

GHGs are gases that trap heat in the atmosphere by absorbing outgoing infrared radiation (USEPA 2022d).
GHG emissions occur from both natural processes as well as human activities. Water vapor is the most
important and abundant GHG in the atmosphere; however, human activities produce only a small amount
of the total atmospheric water vapor. The most common GHGs emitted from natural processes and human
activities include CO,, CH., and N2O. The main source of GHGs from human activities is the combustion
of fossil fuels such as oil, coal, and natural gas. Other examples of GHGs created and emitted primarily
through human activities include fluorinated gases (e.g., perfluorocarbons) and sulfur hexafluoride. The
main sources of these man-made GHGs are refrigerants and electrical transformers.

Numerous studies document the recent trend of rising atmospheric concentrations of CO,. The longest
continuous record of atmospheric carbon dioxide monitoring extends back to 1958 (Keeling 1960; Scripps
2020). These data show that atmospheric CO- levels have risen an average of 1.5 parts per million (ppm)
per year over the last 60 years, with the growth rate accelerating from around 1 ppm per year in the 1960s
to 2 ppm per year in the 2000s (NOAA 2020). The global atmospheric CO- concentration has now passed
400 ppm, a level that last occurred about 3 million years ago when both global average temperature and sea
level were significantly higher than today (USGCRP 2017). Rising atmospheric concentrations of CO- and
other GHGs have been identified as the primary driver behind significant changes to global climate patterns.
Observed changes to global climate include rising average temperatures, shrinking glaciers and sea ice,
rising sea levels, increased drought and wildfires, increased flooding and other severe weather events,
thawing permafrost, a lengthened growing season, and shifts in plant and animal ranges. International and
national organizations independently confirm these findings and predict that these trends are likely to
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continue into the foreseeable future unless action is taken to reduce global GHG emissions (IPCC 2018;
USGCRP 2017).

Each GHG has been assigned a global warming potential (GWP) by the USEPA (USEPA 2022d). The
GWP is the ability of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere. The GWP rating system is standardized
to CO;,, which is given a value of one. For example, CH4 has a GWP of 25, which means that it has a global
warming effect 25 times greater than CO; on an equal-mass basis. To simplify GHG analyses, total GHG
emissions from a source are often expressed as a CO; equivalent, which is calculated by multiplying the
emissions of each GHG by its GWP and adding the results together to produce a single, combined emission
rate representing all GHGs. While CH4 and N,O have much higher GWPs than CO,, CO; is emitted in such
large quantities that it is the predominant contributor to global CO; equivalent emissions from both natural
processes and human activities.

Increasing GHG concentrations in the atmosphere have been linked to a range of ongoing and potential
changes to global climate including rising surface temperatures, changes in precipitation, rising sea levels
and an increase in extreme weather events. However, these changes are not geographically uniform across
the planet, and some regions are likely to experience greater change than others (IPCC 2018). Further,
projections of future climate change are strongly related to predicted trends in GHG emissions, which in
turn depend on policy and other actions to reduce GHG emissions.

The Southwest region of the U.S. has already experienced a number of climate change-related impacts and
these trends are likely to continue in the foreseeable future, as described below (USGCRP 2018):

e Increased temperatures have significantly altered the water cycle in the Southwest region. These
changes include decreases in snowpack and its water content, earlier peak of snow-fed streamflow,
and increases in the proportion of rain to snow. These changes, attributed mainly to climate change,
exacerbate conditions of drought. With continued GHG emissions, higher temperatures are likely
to cause more frequent and severe droughts in the Southwest.

o Climate change has impacted ecosystems across the Southwest. In addition to rising temperatures
and drought, wildfires have significantly expanded. Studies estimate that the area burned by
wildfires between 1984 and 2015 nearly doubled because of climate change. Climate change is also
leading to increase forest pest and disease infestations and geographic shifts in the historical ranges
of several plant and animal species.

¢ Indigenous communities have been significantly impacted by climate change, including effects on
the availability of traditional foods, natural resource-based livelihoods, and cultural resources.
These impacts are being worsened by drought, wildfires, and other aspects of climate change.

o Rising temperatures and increasing drought are adversely affecting the ability to generate electricity
from hydropower and fossil energy resources. Years of drought have lowered water levels in
reservoirs used to generate hydroelectricity to historic lows. Fossil fuel power generation is also
affected by climate change. These power plants are typically water-cooled, and their efficiency
depends on ambient temperatures. Rising temperatures could reduce energy efficiency by up to 15
percent across the Southwest, while simultaneously increasing transmission losses. At the same
time, water demand for power generation is projected to increase as temperatures rise, potentially
conflicting with other demands for limited water resources.

o Food production across the Southwest is vulnerable to drought and rising temperatures. As surface
water supplies decline, increased reliance on groundwater can lead to higher energy costs for
pumping the water. Farmers may need to shift to more drought-tolerant crops and may experience
reduced vyields or quality in some cases. Higher winter temperatures also have the potential to
adversely affect the cultivation of many fruits and nuts currently grown in the Southwest.
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o Finally, climate change has the potential to adversely affect human health. Higher temperatures
increase the risk of illnesses related to heat exposure, especially during episodes of extreme heat.
Other environmental factors that contribute to adverse health outcomes, such as ground-level
ozone, particulate pollution, airborne allergens, and decreasing water availability, are likely to be
exacerbated by the higher temperatures and dry conditions projected to become more common in
the future as a result of climate change.

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences
3.3.2.1 Methodology

To evaluate air quality impacts and GHG emissions, GSA reviewed the project alternatives to determine
whether any activities have the potential to cause the following:

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

e Increase in indirect offsite GHG emissions associated with electricity generation.
GSA also estimated the social cost of GHG (SC-GHG) associated with potential project emissions.

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

e Result in emissions of criteria pollutants or HAPs that would exceed relevant air quality or health
standards including the NAAQS;

o Violate any federal or state permits; or

e 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 below, and in Section 3.3.2.7.

3.3.2.2 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, GSA would not construct a new Commercial LPOE or expand and
modernize the RHC LPOE. Ongoing maintenance at the RHC LPOE would occur, which could generate
minor, short-term air emissions depending on the activity. Inspection of COVs would remain at the RHC
LPOE and elevated air emissions associated with COVs entering and exiting the port and traveling through
the City of Douglas on Pan American Avenue would continue. The capacity and efficiency of operations
at the RHC LPOE would degrade over time, resulting in longer delays and traffic congestion. POVs idling
while awaiting inspection would continue to contribute to air emissions in the region.

3.3.2.3 Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction

Alternative 1 would have overall short-term, minor adverse impacts on air quality and GHGs during
construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE and expansion of the RHC LPOE. Alternative 1 would
have long-term, minor adverse and long-term, minor beneficial impacts on air quality and GHGs from
operations of the proposed facilities.

Construction (Commercial and RHC LPOES)
Air Quality

As explained in Section 3.3.1.3, 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
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Area, a designated nonattainment area for PM1 and a maintenance area for SO, 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, VOCs [as a precursor for Oz], NO2, SO2, PMg, and
PM2s) 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 PMsg
and PM.s were derived from USEPA’s AP-42.

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

o 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.

e Fugitive dust emissions were primarily assumed to occur during demolition, grading, and site
preparation activities.

e 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.

The results of the conformity analysis for construction of the Commercial LPOE and the expansion and
modernization of the RHC LPOE are presented in Table 3.3-3 and Table 3.3-4, respectively. Air conformity
analysis results for the Commercial LPOE and the RHC LPOE are presented separately because these
activities would occur sequentially under Alternative 1. 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 the Commercial LPOE

Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons)

Source co NO» PMo PMos SO, VOCs
Construction Equipment 0.80 1.45 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.14
Worker Vehicles 9.59 0.53 0.11 0.06 0.02 0.55
Delivery and Waste Trucks 6.30 6.20 0.65 0.33 0.05 0.48
Fugitive Dust 59.11 31.70
Total 16.69 8.18 59.98 32.20 0.06 1.18
De minimis Threshold 100 100 100 70 100 10

Source: USEPA 2020e
Note: Individual numbers may not sum to totals due to rounding.

CO = carbon monoxide; NO: = nitrogen dioxide; PM:s = particulate matter of diameter 2.5 microns or less; PM1o = particulate matter of
diameter 10 microns or less; SOz = sulfur dioxide; VOC = volatile organic compounds
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Table 3.3-4. Estimated Construction Air Emissions for RHC LPOE Expansion and Modernization

Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons)

Source co NO2 PMo PMzs SO, VOCs
Construction Equipment 0.44 0.81 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.44
Worker Vehicles 7.99 0.44 0.09 0.05 0.01 7.99
Delivery and Waste Trucks 6.30 6.20 0.65 0.33 0.05 6.30
Fugitive Dust 12.00 6.44
Total 14.74 7.45 12.80 6.88 0.06 14.74
De minimis Threshold 100 100 100 70 100 10

Source: USEPA 2020e
Note: Individual numbers may not sum to totals due to rounding.

CO = carbon monoxide; NOz = nitrogen dioxide; PM2s = particulate matter of diameter 2.5 microns or less; PMio = particulate matter of
diameter 10 microns or less; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; VOC = volatile organic compounds

As shown in Tables 3.3-3 and 3.3-4, 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. Also note that the emissions presented in Table
3.3-3 would occur over the full 48- to 54-month construction period and emissions shown in Table 3.3-4
would occur over a 36- to 42-month period; emissions during any single year within the full Alternative 1
construction period would be lower. Therefore, further analysis under the General Conformity Rule is not
required. In addition, the PM1o emissions estimates presented in Table 3.3-4 assume uncontrolled emissions
of fugitive dust; in practice, PMio emissions would likely be lower because GSA would take steps to
minimize fugitive dust, as discussed in Section 3.3.2.7.

Overall, the construction/demolition activities would cause short-term, minor adverse impacts to air quality.
Individuals living or working in close proximity to the Commercial LPOE or RHC LPOE sites would be
most affected. These impacts would occur during the estimated 48 to 54 months of construction at the
Commercial LPOE and 36 to 42 months at the RHC LPOE and would end once construction is completed.

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 3.3-5 provides an overview of
the applicability of the federal CAA air regulations to Alternative 1.
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Table 3.3-5. CAA Regulatory Review for Alternative 1

CAA Regulation

Description of the Regulation

Applicability to Alternative 1

New Source Review

PSD

Title V permitting
requirements

NESHAP

NSPS

New Source Review permitting protects air
quality when air emissions sources are built
or modified.

PSD applies to new major sources or
modifications at existing sources of air
pollutants where the area the source is
located is in attainment or unclassifiable.

A Title V Permit requires sources of air
pollutants to obtain and operate in
compliance with an operating permit. A
permit is required if a source has actual or
potential emissions greater than or equal to
100 tons per year.

NESHAP are stationary source standards
for HAPs. HAPs are those pollutants that are
known or suspected to cause cancer or
other serious health effects.

NSPS are technology-based emission
standards which apply to new, modified, and
reconstructed facilities in specific source
categories such as manufacturers of glass,
cement, rubber tires, and wool fiberglass.

If new emergency generators are installed
under Alternative 1, they would need to
undergo the New Source Review
permitting process.

PSD review would be required if new
emergency generators are installed under
Alternative 1.

A Title V Permit would likely not be
required because any new emergency
generators installed under Alternative 1
would be below the 100 tons per year
threshold.

The use of Maximum Available Control
Technology would not be required
because the potential HAP emissions
would likely not exceed NESHAP
thresholds under Alternative 1.

The project would be exempt from NSPS
permitting requirements because
Alternative 1 would not involve
construction or operation of any of these
types of facilities.

Source: USEPA 2020f
CAA = Clean Air Act; HAP = Hazardous Air Pollutants; NESHAP = National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants;
NSPS = New Source Performance Standards; PSD = Prevention of Significant Deterioration

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Alternative 1 would generate GHG emissions during construction activities, and would represent a
negligible, incremental contribution to global GHG emissions and climate change. Short-term GHG
emissions associated with Alternative 1 would primarily result from the use of fuel in construction
equipment, worker vehicles, and delivery and refuse trucks. GHG emissions were estimated using USEPA
emission factors (USEPA 2021) and are presented in Table 3.3-6. Even though Commercial LPOE and
RHC LPOE construction would occur sequentially under this alternative, GHG emissions remain in the
atmosphere for long periods of time and have a cumulative effect on climate change; therefore, these
emissions are presented as totals under Alternative 1. Overall impacts from increased GHGs would be
negligible.

In addition, GSA estimated annual SC-GHG (see Table 3.3-7) associated with the GHG emissions that
could occur as a result of construction activities under Alternative 1. Estimates of SC-GHG provide an
aggregated monetary measure (in U.S. dollars) of the net harm to society associated with an incremental
metric ton of emissions in a given year. These estimates include, but are not limited to, climate change
impacts associated with net agricultural productivity, human health effects, property damage from increased
risk of natural disasters, disruption of energy systems, risk of conflict, environmental migration, and the
value of ecosystem services. SC-GHG estimates can help the public and federal agencies understand or
contextualize the potential impacts of GHG emissions and, along with information on other potential
environmental impacts, can inform the comparison of alternatives. GSA followed the recommendations of
the “Technical Support Document: Social Cost of Carbon, Methane, and Nitrous Oxide Interim Estimates
under Executive Order 13990” released in February 2021 (IWG 2021) to estimate SC-GHG values.
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Table 3.3-6. Estimated Construction GHG Emissions under Alternative 1

GHG Emissions (metric tons)
Source

CO2 CHa4 N20 CO2-eq
Commercial LPOE
Construction Equipment 659.82 0.04 0.02 665.75
Worker Vehicles 953.12 0.04 0.01 957.37
Delivery and Waste Trucks 7,554.02 0.18 0.07 7,580.44
Total - Commercial LPOE 9,166.96 0.26 0.10 9,203.56
RHC Expansion and Modernization
Construction Equipment 407.65 0.02 0.01 411.31
Worker Vehicles 794.27 0.04 0.01 798.52
Delivery and Waste Trucks 7,554.02 0.18 0.07 7,580.44
Total - RHC LPOE 8,755.94 0.24 0.09 8,790.27
Total — Alternative 1 17,922.90 0.50 0.20 17,993.83

CH4 = methane, CO2 = carbon dioxide; CO2-eq = carbon dioxide equivalent; N2O = nitrous oxide

Table 3.3-7. SC-GHG (in $) for Construction of Alternative 1, for Various Discount Rates

Discount Rate

vear 3% 2.5% 5% 3% (951 percentile)
2025 73,476 108,879 22,320 221,617
2026 143,081 210,817 42,705 434,069
2027 148,083 215,838 45,212 441,598
2028 150,610 218,364 45,217 451,628
2029 163,111 220,872 47,724 459,163
2030 155,638 223,302 47,730 469,193
2031 82,657 119,381 26,259 250,484

Note: Individual numbers may not sum to totals due to rounding. SC-GHG values (in $) were calculated by multiplying annual emissions
by the SC-GHG cost ($/metric ton) provided in IWG (2021).
CH4 = methane, CO2 = carbon dioxide; CO2.eq = carbon dioxide equivalent; N2O = nitrous oxide

Operations (Commercial and RHC LPOES)
Air Quality

Even though the Commercial LPOE would begin operations before the expanded RHC LPOE, once the
RHC LPOE is operational air emissions from both facilities would occur concurrently. Therefore,
operational impacts to air quality are discussed together for the two facilities to present a conservative
assessment of impacts.

Under Alternative 1, operations of the proposed Commercial LPOE and the expanded RHC LPOE would
have a long-term, minor adverse impact on air quality. Direct (onsite) source of air emissions would include:

o Onsite emergency generators, which would likely be fired by diesel or natural gas. The RHC LPOE
currently has two emergency generators onsite. Per the 2019 Feasibility Study, the proposed
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Commercial LPOE would likely have one emergency generator for the Main Building, and a second
emergency generator for the Commercial Inspection/Staging area (GSA 2019a). The expanded
RHC LPOE would include an Emergency Generator Yard with likely two generators onsite to
provide backup power. The increase in number of emergency generators across the two facilities
under Alternative 1 would likely contribute to a negligible increase in air emissions, both during
emergency situations as well as from periodic testing and maintenance.

Boilers for building heat and domestic hot water, either oil or gas fired depending on final design.
The new facilities taken together, including the Commercial LPOE and the expanded RHC LPOE,
would consist of approximately 306,000 gross square feet of building space, which is considerably
larger than the existing RHC LPOE. Therefore, fuel use and air emissions from onsite boilers
would likely increase. However, GSA intends to design the new facilities to meet sustainable
building standards including a minimum of LEED Gold; therefore, some of the increase in fuel use
for heating would be offset by improved building efficiency. The LEED rating system allows for
flexibility in how projects choose to meet the number of points required to obtain a given
certification level. Therefore, the actual energy performance of the new building would likely not
be known until building design is substantially completed.

Some air emissions associated with operations of the Commercial LPOE and the expanded RHC LPOE
would occur offsite. Sources of indirect air emissions include:

Offsite generation of electricity used at the Commercial LPOE and the expanded RHC LPOE,
would likely be higher than the emissions associated with the existing RHC LPOE facility due to
increased facility size. As discussed above, some of this increase would likely be offset by
improved building efficiency. Further, GSA intends to design the building to be “net zero” ready.
While renewable energy is not currently proposed at either facility, both facilities would be
designed to accommodate future renewable energy projects with minimum changes to onsite
infrastructure.

Employee commuting would result in tailpipe emissions from employee POVs. GSA anticipates
that approximately 150 additional employees may be needed to operate the Commercial LPOE and
the expanded RHC LPOE. To present a conservative analysis in the event additional staff are hired,
this analysis assumes up to 180 additional employees could be hired. Table 3.3-8 presents the
estimated increase in air emissions that would occur as a result of employee commuting.

Table 3.3-8. Estimated Annual Air Emissions from Employee Commuting

Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per year)

Source co NO2 PMo PMzs SO, VOCs
Commercial LPOE 6.65 0.37 0.07 0.04 0.01 0.38
RHC LPOE 5.12 0.28 0.06 0.03 0.01 0.29
Total 11.77 0.65 0.13 0.08 0.02 0.68

CO = carbon monoxide; NOz = nitrogen dioxide; PM2s = particulate matter of diameter 2.5 microns or less; PMio = particulate matter of
diameter 10 microns or less; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; VOC = volatile organic compounds

Operations under Alternative 1 would also likely have some beneficial impacts on air quality from a
reduction in the wait time for vehicles to be processed by a CBP officer. Table 2-2 shows current average
and maximum vehicle wait times for POVs and COVs travelling inbound and outbound to the U.S., based
on the 2018 baseline scenario. Currently, the highest wait times are for POVs traveling inbound to the U.S.,
which can be 34 minutes on average and as high as 52 minutes during peak times. The expanded RHC
LPOE would be designed to reduce average wait times during peak hours to 30 minutes or less (Stantec
2018), which would lead to lower idling emissions from POVs. For purposes of analysis, an approximate
4-minute reduction in average vehicle wait times was used to calculate emission reductions. The estimated
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reduction in idling emissions is presented in Table 3.3-9 and would more than offset any increase in
emissions from employee commuting. Maximum vehicle wait time reductions could be much greater (as
much as 22 minutes and 35 seconds) as shown in Table 2-2. Notably, COV inbound traffic wait times
(currently 42 minutes and 49 seconds) are expected to improve substantially with establishment of a new
Commercial LPOE. Therefore, emissions reductions could actually be greater in the long term.

Table 3.3-9. Estimated Average Annual Reduction in POV Idling Air Emissions

Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per year)

Source
CcO NO:2 PMz1o PMz2s SOz VOCs
Current Conditions
(34 minutes average wait time) cleele L SRes 2 i i
Alternative 1
(30 minutes or lower wait time)2 767.05 38.08 12.92 11.62 i i
Reduction in Idling Emissions  102.27 5.08 1.72 1.55 - -

1. Representative average wait time during peak traffic, for POVs traveling inbound to the U.S.

2. Port redesign goals at the RHC LPOE are to limit maximum wait times to 30 minutes or less.

Note: Emissions factors for SOz and VOCs were not available.

CO = carbon monoxide; NO: = nitrogen dioxide; PM2s = particulate matter of diameter 2.5 microns or less; PMio = particulate matter of
diameter 10 microns or less; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; VOC = volatile organic compounds

In addition, routing truck traffic away from the city of Douglas would reduce air pollution exposure to city
residents. Although overall emissions within the ROl would not change, there would be a minor benefit to
air quality in the vicinity of the RHC LPOE. As shown in Table 3.3-2, there are several sensitive receptors
located within 1 mile of the RHC LPOE, as compared to the Commercial LPOE which has no sensitive
receptors located within a 1-mile radius.

There would be negligible impacts to air quality from operations of a new indoor small arms range to be
constructed as part of the Commercial LPOE facility. CBP officials and others would be able to use the
new range to complete required firearms qualifications. Many common munitions include lead rounds and
lead primer; the firing of these munitions contributes to lead emissions. The indoor range would mitigate
the environmental impacts of range operations; lead emissions would be captured by the indoor range’s air
filtration system instead of being directly vented to the atmosphere.

Greenhouse Gases

Under Alternative 1, operations of the Commercial LPOE and the expanded RHC LPOE would have long-
term, minor adverse impacts on GHG emissions. Similar to air emissions, onsite sources of GHGs include
fuel use for building operations and emergency generators. Compared to the existing RHC LPOE, the new
buildings would likely result in increased fossil fuel related GHG emissions due to their larger footprint.
Additional sources of GHGs include fugitive leaks of refrigerants from cooling and refrigeration equipment.
Because of their larger size, the new buildings would likely require a larger-sized cooling system; therefore,
fugitive GHG emissions could increase.

Operations of the new building would also require more purchased electricity since there would be
considerably more gross square feet of building space. Therefore, offsite GHG emissions are likely to
increase compared to current conditions. GHG emissions would also likely increase as a result of employee
commuting, due to an increase in the number of onsite personnel, as shown in Table 3.3-10. All of these
increases would be offset to some extent by increased energy efficiency of the new facilities. Similar to air
emissions, a decrease in POV idling times at the RHC LPOE would lead to a lowering of GHG emissions
associated with Alternative 1 operations.
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Table 3.3-10. Estimated Annual GHG Emissions from Employee Commuting

GHG Emissions (metric tons per year)

Source COos CHa N20 COz-eq
Commercial LPOE 660.83 0.03 0.01 663.78
RHC LPOE 508.33 0.03 0.01 511.28
Total 1,169.16 0.05 0.02 1,175.05

CH4 = methane; CO2 = carbon dioxide; CO2-eq = carbon dioxide equivalent; N2O = nitrous oxide

Table 3.3-11 presents annual SC-GHG values for Alternative 1 operations, for select years through 2050.

Table 3.3-11. SC-GHG (in $) for Operation of Alternative 1, for Various Discount Rates

Discount Rate

Year

3% 2.5% 5% 3% (95" percentile)
2035 6,693 9,588 2,202 20,551
2040 7,295 10,289 2,502 22,450
2045 7,895 10,990 2,805 24,151
2050 8,496 11,592 3,204 25,951

Note: Individual numbers may not sum to totals due to rounding. SC-GHG values (in $) were calculated by multiplying annual emissions
by the SC-GHG cost ($/metric ton) provided in IWG (2021).
CH4 = methane, CO2 = carbon dioxide; COz-eq = carbon dioxide equivalent; N2O = nitrous oxide

Alternatives 1a — 1d: Reuse, Relocate, or Demolish Historic Structures

Alternatives 1a through 1d relate to the sub-alternatives for the management of the historic Main Building
and Garage, as described in Section 2.1.2.1. The potential impacts to air quality from each of these sub-
alternatives would be similar and would not differ significantly from the impacts discussed above. The prior
discussion of impacts includes air emissions and GHG emissions associated with demolition of existing
structures at the RHC LPOE; impacts from the other sub-alternatives would likely be lower.

3.3.2.4 Alternative 2 — Concurrent Construction (Westward Expansion)

Alternative 2 would have overall short-term, minor adverse impacts on air quality and GHGs during
construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE and expansion of the RHC LPOE. Alternative 2 would
have long-term, minor adverse and long-term, minor beneficial impacts on air quality and GHGs from
operations of the proposed facilities.

Construction (Commercial and RHC LPOES)
Air Quality

Under Alternative 2, impacts from construction of the Commercial LPOE and expansion and modernization
of the RHC LPOE would individually be similar to those discussed under Alternative 1. However, because
construction activities would occur simultaneously, the overall period of impact would be shortened but air
emissions during the period of construction would potentially be higher. Additionally, Alternative 2 would
include a greater area of land disturbance within the Alternative 2 Expansion Area near the RHC LPOE.
Table 3.3-12 summarizes potential impacts to air quality from construction activities under Alternative 2.
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Table 3.3-12. Estimated Construction Air Emissions under Alternative 2

Source Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons)
CO NO2 PMio PM2.s SOz VOCs
Commercial LPOE 16.69 8.18 59.98 32.20 0.06 1.18
RHC LPOE 14.74 7.45 12.80 6.88 0.06 14.74
Total 31.43 15.63 72.78 39.09 0.13 1.17
De minimis Threshold 100 100 100 70 100 10

Source: USEPA 2020e

CO = carbon monoxide; NO: = nitrogen dioxide; PM2s = particulate matter of diameter 2.5 microns or less; PMio = particulate matter of
diameter 10 microns or less; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; VOC = volatile organic compounds

As shown in Table 3.3-12, the total annual direct and indirect emissions associated with the construction of
Alternative 2 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. Also note that the emissions presented in Table 3.3-12 would
occur over the full 48- to 54-month construction period; emissions during any single year within the
construction period would be lower. Therefore, further analysis under the General Conformity Rule is not
required.

Overall, the construction and demolition activities would cause short-term, minor adverse impacts to air
quality and could affect individuals living or working in close proximity to the Commercial LPOE and
RHC LPOE. These impacts would end once construction is completed. In addition, the PM;, emissions
estimates presented in Table 3.3-12 assume uncontrolled emissions of fugitive dust; in practice, PM1o
emissions would likely be lower because GSA would take steps to minimize fugitive dust, as discussed in
Section 3.3.2.7.

Activities under Alternative 2 would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations relating
to air quality, including any permitting and registration requirements. The applicability of federal CAA air
regulations to Alternative 2 would be similar to that presented in Table 3.3-5 for Alternative 1.

Greenhouse Gases

Alternative 2 would generate GHG emissions during construction activities, and would represent a
negligible, incremental contribution to global GHG emissions and climate change. Short-term GHG
emissions associated with construction activities under Alternative 2 would be similar to those under
Alternative 1.

Operations (Commercial and RHC LPOESs)
Air Quality

Under Alternative 2, impacts to air quality during operations of the Commercial LPOE and the RHC LPOE
would be the same as those discussed under Alternative 1.

Greenhouse Gases

Under Alternative 2, GHG emissions during operations of the Commercial LPOE and the RHC LPOE
would be the same as those discussed under Alternative 1.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Reuse, Relocate, or Demolish Historic Structures

Alternatives 2a through 2d relate to the sub-alternatives for the management of the historic Main Building
and Garage, as described in Section 2.1.2.1. The potential impacts to air quality from each of these sub-
alternatives would be similar and would not differ significantly from the impacts discussed above. The prior
discussion of impacts includes air emissions and GHG emissions associated with demolition of existing
structures at the RHC LPOE; impacts from the other sub-alternatives would likely be lower.
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3.3.2.5 Alternative 3 — Concurrent Construction (Eastward Expansion)

Alternative 3 would have overall short-term, minor adverse impacts on air quality and GHGs during
construction of the proposed Commercial LPOE and expansion of the RHC LPOE. Alternative 3 would
have long-term, minor adverse and long-term, minor beneficial impacts on air quality and GHGs from
operations of the proposed facilities.

Construction (Commercial and RHC LPOESs)
Air Quality

Under Alternative 3, impacts from construction of the Commercial LPOE would be the same as described
for Alternative 1, and impacts from expansion and modernization of the RHC LPOE would be comparable
to those discussed under Alternative 2. Because the Alternative 3 Expansion Area contains existing
buildings that would be demolished and require debris removal, there would be a slight increase in
construction-related emissions attributable to those activities. However, Alternative 3 would have a smaller
footprint for land disturbance in the expansion area than Alternative 2, which would cause a slight decrease
in PM1o emissions following demolition.

Otherwise, construction would be comparable for both Alternatives 2 and 3, which would result in
conditions not substantially different than emissions parameters listed in Table 3.3-12 for Alternative 2.
Even if emissions from construction for the RHC LPOE in Alternative 3 would be somewhat greater than
the estimates for Alternative 2 in Table 3.3-12, the total annual direct and indirect emissions associated
with the construction of Alternative 3 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. Also, as in the case of Alternative 2, the
emissions presented in Table 3.3-12 would occur over the full 48- to 54-month construction period, and
emissions during any single year within the construction period would be lower. Therefore, further analysis
under the General Conformity Rule is not required.

Overall, the construction and demolition activities would cause short-term, minor adverse impacts to air
quality and could affect individuals living or working in close proximity to the Commercial LPOE and
RHC LPOE. These impacts would end once construction is completed. In addition, the PMio emissions
estimates presented in Table 3.3-12 assume uncontrolled emissions of fugitive dust; in practice, PM1o
emissions would likely be lower because GSA would take steps to minimize fugitive dust, as discussed in
Section 3.3.2.7.

Activities under Alternative 3 would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations relating
to air quality, including any permitting and registration requirements. The applicability of federal CAA air
regulations to Alternative 3 would be similar to that presented in Table 3.3-5 for Alternative 1.

Greenhouse Gases

Alternative 3 would generate GHG emissions during construction activities, and would represent a
negligible, incremental contribution to global GHG emissions and climate change. Short-term GHG
emissions associated with construction activities under Alternative 3 would be similar to those under
Alternative 1.

Operations (Commercial and RHC LPOES)
Air Quality

Under Alternative 3, impacts to air quality during operations of the Commercial LPOE and the RHC LPOE
would be the same as those discussed under Alternative 1.

Greenhouse Gases

Under Alternative 3, GHG emissions during operations of the Commercial LPOE and the RHC LPOE
would be the same as those discussed under Alternative 1.
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Alternatives 3a — 3d: Reuse, Relocate, or Demolish Historic Structures

Alternatives 3a through 3d relate to the sub-alternatives for the management of the historic Main Building
and Garage, as described in Section 2.1.2.1. The potential impacts to air quality from each of these sub-
alternatives would be similar and would not differ significantly from the impacts discussed above. The prior
discussion of impacts includes air emissions and GHG emissions associated with demolition of existing
structures at the RHC LPOE; impacts from the other sub-alternatives would likely be lower.

3.3.2.6 Impacts of Climate Change on the Proposed Action

CEQ requires federal agencies to consider the potential impacts of climate change on proposed projects
as part of NEPA analysis (CEQ 2016). Accordingly, this section discusses the potential for projected
climate change impacts to affect Commercial LPOE and the expanded RHC LPOE operations over the
next several decades. Section 3.3.1.3 discusses the potential impacts of climate change in the
Southwest. Of those impacts, the ones that have a reasonably foreseeable potential to affect operations
at the Commercial LPOE and the expanded RHC LPOE are discussed below in Table 3.3-13. Proposed
mitigation measures to reduce these impacts are discussed under Section 3.3.2.7.

Table 3.3-13. Potential Impacts of Climate Change on the Proposed Action

Climate Change Impact Description of Impact

Climate change has the potential to adversely affect human health, through increased
risk of exposure to extreme heat and by contributing to an increase in ground-level
ozone, particulate pollution, airborne allergens. Personnel working at the Commercial
LPOE and the RHC LPOE, as well as with individuals crossing the border, would be
exposed to these conditions. Individuals crossing through the RHC LPOE on foot may
be more exposed to higher temperatures and other adverse conditions, when compared
to individuals inside vehicles and LPOE personnel working primarily within buildings.

Human Health and
Safety

Climate change is likely to lead to decreasing water availability and makes droughts more
Water Resources likely in the future. Drought conditions could affect the availability of water for personnel
(domestic) uses and for building operations.

Rising temperatures and increasing drought are adversely affecting the ability to
Energy generate electricity from hydropower and decreasing the efficiency of fossil fuel energy
generation.

Climate change has likely led to an increase in the area burned by wildfires in the
Southwest, and this trend is projected to continue. However, the proposed facilities are
located in areas that are currently rated either Low or Very Low for wildfire risk by the
Arizona Department of Forestry and Fire Management.

Wildfires

Source: USGCRP 2018; Arizona Department of Forestry and Fire Management 2022
3.3.2.7 Impact Reduction Measures
Air Quality

Construction activities at the proposed Commercial LPOE and RHC LPOE would generate fugitive dust
(non-toxic particulate matter) emissions. Emissions from Open Areas, Dry Washes, or Riverbeds (Title
18.2.604) requires reasonable precautions to prevent PM from becoming airborne. Such precautions can
include:

e using water for dust control when grading roads or clearing land
o applying water on dirt roads, materials stockpiles, and other surfaces that could create airborne dust
e paving roadways and maintaining them in a clean condition

e covering open equipment when conveying or transporting material likely to create objectionable
air pollution when airborne, and
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e promptly removing spilled or tracked dirt or other materials from paved streets.
Additional measures to control fugitive dust would include the following:

e Stabilize open storage piles and disturbed areas by covering and/or applying water or
chemical/organic dust palliative where appropriate. This applies to both active and inactive sites
during workdays, weekends, holidays, and windy conditions.

o Install wind fencing and phase grading operations where appropriate and operate water trucks for
stabilization of surfaces under windy conditions.

e When hauling material and operating non-earthmoving equipment, prevent spillage and limit
speeds to 15 miles per hour (mph). Limit speed of earth-moving equipment to 10 mph.

The following source-specific controls would be implemented to minimize emissions during construction
activities:

¢ Reduce unnecessary idling from heavy equipment.

e Prohibit engine tampering to increase horsepower, except when meeting manufacturer’s
recommendations.

e Lease or buy newer, cleaner equipment using the best available emissions control technologies.

0 Use lower-emitting engines and fuels, including electric, liquified gas, hydrogen fuel cells,
and/or alternative diesel formulations, if feasible.

0 On-Highway Vehicles - On-highway vehicles would meet, or exceed, the USEPA exhaust
emissions standards for model year 2010 and newer heavy-duty on-highway compression-
ignition engines (e.g., drayage trucks, long haul trucks, refuse haulers, shuttle buses, etc.).

0 Nonroad Vehicles & Equipment - Nonroad vehicles and equipment would meet, or exceed,
the USEPA Tier 4 exhaust emissions standards for heavy-duty nonroad compression-
ignition engines (e.g., nonroad trucks, construction equipment, cargo handlers, etc.).

Finally, the following administrative controls would be implemented during construction:

e Coordinate with appropriate air quality agencies to identify a construction schedule that minimizes
cumulative impacts from other planned projects in the region, if feasible.

e Locate diesel engines, motors, and equipment staging areas as far as possible from residential areas
and other sensitive receptors (e.g., schools, daycare centers, hospitals, senior centers, etc.).

e Avoid routing truck traffic near sensitive land uses to the fullest extent feasible.

e Prepare an inventory of all equipment prior to construction and identify the suitability of add-on
emission controls for each piece of equipment before groundbreaking.

e Reduce construction-related trips of workers and equipment, including trucks.

e Develop a construction traffic and parking management plan that minimizes traffic interference
and maintains traffic flow.

Greenhouse Gases

Many of the mitigation measures for air quality identified above would also serve to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. GSA would take the following additional steps to minimize greenhouse gases:

e Design both the Commercial LPOE and the RHC LPOE to be energy-efficient facilities, including
achieving a minimum of LEED Gold certification, which would reduce energy use and the
associated greenhouse gas emissions.
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Construct both the Commercial LPOE and the expanded RHC LPOE to be net-zero ready, to
accommodate future onsite renewable energy generation.

Continue to evaluate options for on-site renewable energy generation (e.g., solar photovoltaic) for
both the Commercial and the RHC LPOE, and install such systems if feasible and depending on
funding availability.

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

Recycle construction debris to the maximum extent feasible.

Climate Change Adaptation Measures

To minimize impacts of climate change on human health and safety, GSA would:

Incorporate shaded areas wherever possible, particularly along pedestrian routes through the RHC
LPOE.

Provide indoor cooling stations or waiting areas where pedestrians passing through the RHC LPOE
can seek relief from heat and other adverse conditions such as poor air quality.

Provide indoor areas where individuals can wait, if required, while they are being processed by
CBP officials.

Provide hydration stations that are readily accessible to pedestrians and individuals traveling in
POVs and COVs, at both the Commercial and RHC LPOEs.

Implement design strategies to reduce urban heat islands, including using lighter-colored pavement
where feasible, planting trees, and maintaining green spaces with native vegetation.

To minimize impacts of climate change on energy resources, GSA would:

Seek a minimum of LEED Gold certification for the proposed facilities, which would include
energy conservation and efficiency measures.

Implement measures to maximize energy efficiency where possible, such as through automated
building controls and the use of energy-efficient equipment.

Construct both the Commercial LPOE and the expanded RHC LPOE to be “net-zero” ready, to
accommodate future onsite renewable energy generation.

Evaluate options for on-site renewable energy generation (e.g., solar photovoltaic) for both the
Commercial and the RHC LPOE, and install such systems if feasible and depending on funding
availability.

To minimize impacts of climate change on water resources, GSA would seek a minimum of LEED Gold
certification for the proposed facilities, which would incorporate water conservation and efficiency
measures. GSA would implement measures to maximize water efficiency where possible, such as through
xeriscaping and the use of water-efficient fixtures and appliances.

No specific mitigation measures are currently proposed to reduce potential wildfire impacts to the facility.
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3.4 LAND USE AND VISUAL RESOURCES

This section describes the baseline conditions for land use and visual resources surrounding the project
areas 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 the alternatives 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. This section also describes
the visual landscape within the project area ROI. 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.

3.4.1 Affected Environment
3.4.1.1 Region of Influence

The ROI for land use and visual resources focuses on the RHC LPOE, the proposed Commercial LPOE
site, and adjacent areas surrounding both sites, including the Alternative 1, 2, and 3 Expansion Areas at the
RHC LPOE.

3.4.1.2 Regulatory Setting and Requirements

City and County Zoning. Arizona’s state laws require that all cities prepare a General Plan, which is a
document that provides a policy framework for land development and for the refinement of existing
implementation tools such as zoning regulations (The Planning Center 2002). As such, the City of
Douglas’s General Plan 2002 outlines the goals, objectives, and policies that pertain to land development
and infrastructure projects in Douglas, including development projects at the existing RHC LPOE. The
city’s Planning and Zoning Division is responsible for implementing the General Plan 2002, zoning
ordinances, and subdivision regulations.

Additionally, under Arizona law, counties are required to adopt a comprehensive plan that provides
guidance for where and how development should occur. The Cochise County Comprehensive Plan and its
accompanying land use map set forth policies that guide growth, including the protection of scenic
viewsheds, outside of incorporated cities (Cochise County 2015) and, thus, pertains to the proposed
Commercial LPOE site. The county’s zoning regulations, subdivision regulations, light pollution code and
building codes are the tools for implementation of the policies outlined in the comprehensive plan. The
entire area of Cochise County, with the exception of incorporated cities, is divided into the following four
categories of growth areas, based on each area’s existing or foreseeable infrastructure, character and
capacity for growth (Cochise County 2015):

e Category A — Urban Growth Areas: This category includes those areas adjacent to or surrounded
by incorporated cities and having the necessary facilities and services to support it.

e Category B — Community Growth Areas: This category includes those areas adjacent to Category
A Urban Growth Areas, as well as the larger unincorporated communities of the county, which are
experiencing growth. These are areas in transition from a traditional rural environment to
something more urbanized.

e Category C — Rural Community Areas: This category includes less populated rural communities
that are characterized by a slow rate of growth and the desire to maintain the existing neighborhood
or rural atmosphere.

e Category D — Rural Areas: This category includes the outlying rural areas between cities and
unincorporated communities and characterized by a low rate of growth; unimproved roads; low
density, large lot rural residential development; agricultural production; and large tracts of
undeveloped private and public lands.
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Within these four growth categories, there are seven potential plan designations. These designations more
specifically identify the existing character of smaller areas within each growth area. The plan designations
include: Neighborhood Conservation; Enterprise; Developing; Neighborhood Rehabilitation; Enterprise
Redevelopment; Rural Residential; and Rural (Cochise County 2015).

Clean Air Act. In 1977, Congress amended the CAA to include provisions to protect the scenic vistas of
Class | federal lands, including national parks, national wilderness areas, and national monuments. These
areas are granted special air quality protections under Section 162(a) of the CAA (ADEQ 2022b) to protect
visibility. As such, states are required to implement a regional haze plan to address visibility impairment
resulting from manmade pollution, including vehicle emissions.

National Scenic Byways Program. The Federal National Scenic Byways Program establishes All-
American Roads and National Scenic Byways. Additionally, Arizona enacted state laws to provide for the
establishment of parkways and scenic roads. ADOT is the agency responsible to implement these laws. In
Arizona, "scenic road" is a general term that is often used to identify state- and federally designated scenic
roads (ADOT 2022a).

GSA Facilities Standard. GSA has a series of policy guides that address a variety of planning issues for
federal facilities, including site security, site selection, project planning, and facility design standards. This
includes GSA’s mandatory facilities standard, Public Building Service P100 Facility Standards (P100
Standards), which applies to the design and construction of new federal facilities (as well as major repairs
and alterations of existing buildings) (GSA 2021), the Whole Building Design Guide (GSA 2022a), and the
LPOE Design Guide, which applies to LPOE design specifically. In addition, GSA has programs in place
related to community planning to help create federal facilities that are consistent with good neighbor
principles and that support positive community development and neighborhood urban design goals. Key
principles of GSA’s Urban Development/Good Neighbor Program (GSA 2020) include:

e Locate new owned and leased federal facilities in places that support public plans;

e Design new facilities to create outstanding federal workplaces and support neighborhood urban
design goals;

e Renovate existing federal properties to improve their public spaces, create positive first
impressions, and encourage stakeholders to improve neighborhood conditions;

o Manage federal properties to encourage public use and openness; and
e Participate in neighborhood physical and management improvement efforts around federal
properties.
3.4.1.3 Existing Conditions
Commercial LPOE

The proposed Commercial LPOE site is owned by the City of Douglas and is located about 5 miles west of
the RHC LPOE. The site consists of approximately 80.5 acres of undeveloped, vacant land with no paved
access road or associated utility infrastructure (see Figure 2-2).

James Ranch Road is a dirt road that connects the site to SR-80, located approximately a mile north of the
site. As shown in Figure 3.4-1, the site can be characterized as rural, desert land with clusters of desert
vegetation. The surrounding areas also consist of a similar open, undeveloped landscape, although some
buildings, structures, and debris exist on nearby parcels, and three residential properties are located
approximately 2,500 feet (1 property) and 5,500 feet (two properties) to the north of the project area along
James Ranch Road. The only major infrastructure in the area consists of a U.S. Border Patrol Station built
in 2003, located approximately 1.5 miles northeast of the site.
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Figure 3.4-1. Site Photos of the Proposed Commercial LPOE Site

With respect to the natural environment surrounding the City of Douglas and the proposed Commercial
LPOE site, the region’s semi-arid climate and mountainous vistas draw tourists and outdoor recreation
enthusiasts to the region, especially during the winter season. Regional natural features include the
neighboring mountains to the west (the Dragoon and Mule Mountains), to the east (the Chiricahua,
Swisshelm, Pedrogosa, and Perilla Mountains), and to the southeast (the Sierra Madre Occidental in
Mexico). Regional parks managed by federal or state entities near the proposed Commercial LPOE site
include the Leslie Canyon National Wildlife Refuge (18 miles), San Bernardino National Wildlife Refuge
(23 miles), Coronado National Memorial (35 miles), and Chiricahua National Monument (48 miles)
(UA 2008).

Class I areas located within the county and protected by the Regional Haze Program include Chiricahua
Wilderness and Chiricahua National Monument Wilderness Area, located 40 miles and 47 miles from the
proposed Commercial LPOE site, respectively. There are no federally or state-designated scenic roads
located in Cochise County (ADOT 2022).

In response to the proposed Commercial LPOE and RHC LPOE projects, Cochise County anticipates a
potential increase in truck freight along US-191 and an opportunity to provide goods and services for an
emerging international trading hub (Cochise County 2015). As such, the county has designated land use
areas along SR-80 as a Category B Growth Area to help facilitate future development in anticipation of the
LPOE projects.

In 2021, Cochise County and the City of Douglas entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
agreement that details the services and activities each entity will provide to support potential construction
of a new Commercial LPOE (Cochise County and City of Douglas 2020). Under this MOU various roles
and responsibilities are defined, including the analysis of infrastructure by Cochise County and updates to
the city water and wastewater master plans and zone planning areas by the city.

In 2022, Cochise County amended the land use designation for the proposed Commercial LPOE site and
surrounding 45 parcels in its comprehensive land map (Cochise County 2022a). The land use designations
for these parcels were changed from Rural to Developing, Category B Community Growth Area (see
Section 3.4.1.2 for designation descriptions). The project area and immediate parcels do not border any
properties zoned for residences. The amended land use areas are shown in Figure 3.4-2. These amended
areas extend east along SR-80, towards the City of Douglas. As detailed in the MOU, studies are currently
underway to evaluate the improvements necessary to serve the SR-80 corridor for future development.
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Figure 3.4-2. Land Use Amendment at the Proposed Commercial LPOE Site and Surrounding Areas
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RHC LPOE

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 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. Due to the proximity
of these sister cities, industrial development and population growth in Agua Prieta influences the economy
of Douglas (USEPA 2001). Many of the manufacturing plants in Agua Prieta operate under the twin-plant
(maquiladoras) concept in which Douglas serves as the warehouse distribution center and Agua Prieta the
manufacturing epicenter (AZ Border Roadmap 2013). Agua Prieta has manufacturing plants with multiple
warehouse operations in Douglas, some of them located just east of the RHC LPOE on 1% Street. 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.

The RHC LPOE is located at 1% 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 Douglas from shopping and commercial complexes on the east side
of the city. The city has expressed pedestrian safety concerns regarding the traffic on US-191. Downtown
Douglas is located approximately eight city blocks north of the RHC LPOE.

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, 1% Street to the north, Pan
American Avenue to the west, and the U.S.-Mexico border to the south. In 2019, the City of Douglas
donated an approximately 1.5-acre lot for the RHC LPOE operations, and it has served as a parking area
for port employees since. The RHC LPOE has been operating since 1914, while the construction of the
current facility began in the 1930s, including the historic Main Building and Garage. As illustrated in Figure
1-3, the RHC LPOE consists of multiple buildings and structures and paved lots. The last facility
renovations took place in 1993, which included construction of the commercial building and docks. Many
of the facilities and structures are undersized, at the end of their functional lives, and no longer meet CBP’s
mission requirements. Figure 3.4-3 provides an aerial image of the existing port and adjacent areas (GSA
2019a).

Figure 3.4-3. RHC LPOE — Aerial Image Looking South

The visual landscape surrounding the northern and eastern borders of the RHC LPOE could be characterized
as generally industrial or commercial. The property adjacent to the existing port’s eastern boundary is
occupied by commercial buildings, warehouses, and small storefronts, some of them vacant and/or for sale.
An industrial and commercial park complex is located to the north and east of the port-owned parking lot.
Though adjacent areas east of the RHC LPOE are zoned as commercial and industrial, there are a couple
of residential properties located on 1% Street, less than 200 feet from the port’s main facilities and directly
across the port-owned parking lot. Warehouses are located along 1% Street that are accessed by trucks
entering and exiting the RHC LPOE. Figures 3.4-4 and 3.4-5 illustrate the zoning map for the City of
Douglas and a land ownership map for the RHC LPOE and adjacent properties, respectively.
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Figure 3.4-5. Land Ownership Map of RHC LPOE and Expansion Areas
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Table 3.4-1 lists the parcels shown in Figure 3.4-5 and provides details on landowners and current land uses
for each parcel.

Table 3.4-1. Land Use and Ownership of Areas Surrounding the RHC LPOE

Parcel Number? b Owner Zoning Current Land Use
40909007 Federal N/A RHC LPOE
40909060D Federal N/A RHC LPOE
409090718 Federal N/A RHC LPOE; portion of Pan American Avenue;

stormwater drainage feature

Port-owned parking lot (donated by city); unpaved

40909013B Federal Light Industrial lot used by adjacent businesses

40909009 Federal General Commercial FMCSA facility; parking lot; stormwater drainage
feature; Customs Avenue

40909011B Federal General Commercial Paved I.Ot; “’.‘pa"ed lot; stormwater drainage
feature; portion of Customs Avenue

40909010 Private General Commercial Developed site, including shops and paved lot

City of . . : .
40909011A Douglas General Commercial City park (includes a washroom facility)

City of . . . . .
40909012B Douglas Light Industrial Paved lot; portion of Customs Avenue; bus stop
40909013A City of Light Industrial Paved lot; unpaved lot

Douglas
40937008 Federal . T Unpaved road; vacant land

(not within city limits) ’

Citv of Light Industrial; Unpaved road/lot; park; paved sidewalk;
40909071G y portions not within city | landscaping; former site of railroad tracks; stream

Douglas L

limits feature
. Light Industrial; . . . .
40909070A el portions not within city Unpaved_roe-ldllot, par_k, paveq sidewalk;

Douglas limit landscaping; former site of railroad tracks
40909069A Private N/A S Vacant, unpaved roads, vegetation; former site of
(not within city limits) | cattle pens
409090698 Private Light Industrial Vacant, unpaved roads, vegetation; former site of

cattle pens
40909067 City of Light Industrial Vacant, unpaved roads, vegetation; former site of

Douglas APS manufactured gas plant
409090688 City of Light Industrial Vacant, unpaved roads, vegetation; former site of

Douglas APS manufactured gas plant
40909002 Private General Commercial 3 inactive commercial concrete buildings; 1

inactive warehouse

1 active commercial storefront; attached active
40909003 Private General Commercial | residential property; 1 adjacent active residential
building; open yard space

40909004 Private General Commercial 1 active residential building; open yard space
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Parcel Number? b Owner Zoning Current Land Use

40909005 Private General Commercial Inactive commercial building

40909006 Private General Commercial Undeveloped commercial lot with 2 shipping

containers

Mainly open undeveloped lot; 1 warehouse and

40909001A Private General Commercial .
adjacent canopy

4 inactive commercial building structures; shared
40909001B Private General Commercial | yard; 2 buildings intact; outdoor loading dock; 1
collapsed structure; 1 unkept structure.

Sources: GSA 2022b, GSA 2023a

APS = Arizona Public Service; BLM = Bureau of Land Management; FMCSA = Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration; N/A = not
applicable; RHC LPOE = Raul Hector Castro Land Port of Entry

2 Refer to Figure 3.4-5 for parcel locations.

b Records for unmarked parcels are unavailable; these parcels are primarily roadways owned by either the City or State.

The Alternative 1 Expansion Area (see Figure 2-1) includes approximately 2.7 acres of land located directly
north of the existing port which contains a FMCSA facility, a small park (with a washroom facility) and a
cluster of small commercial businesses, including a duty-free store. The Alternative 1 Expansion Area also
includes vacant land east of Customs Avenue and north of 1% Street adjacent to the port-owned parking lot
and a bus stop on Customs Avenue. Lands in the Alternative 1 Expansion Area are zoned as General
Commercial and Light Industrial.

The Alternative 2 Expansion Area (see Figure 2-1) located west of Pan American Avenue is mostly open,
undeveloped land located directly west of the existing port. As shown in Figure 3.4-5 and described in
Table 3.4-1, this area encompasses several parcels of various sizes and ownerships, and primarily includes
unpaved areas, vegetation, piles of construction debris, paved sidewalks, a stream feature, and
miscellaneous man-made structures, including a stormwater drainage feature. The Paseo de las Americas
Linear Park is partially located within the Alternative 2 Expansion Area and provides a trail connection to
the RHC LPOE that extends approximately a mile north, along Pan American Avenue. The expansion area
also includes a parcel that previously was the site of a manufactured gas plant (MGP) from 1905 to 1947
and was recently remediated by APS in 2019 (see Section 3.13.1.3). One of the parcels was historically a
cattle pen area but is now vacant. The areas west of Pan American Avenue within the Alternative 2
Expansion Area are mainly zoned as industrial. Alternative 2 also includes all of the Alternative 1
Expansion Area as described above. The Douglas Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) and the former
Phelps Dodge smelter site are located approximately 2,600 feet and 3,500 feet from the western edge of the
Alternative 2 Expansion Area, respectively, and outside of the city limits.

The Alternative 3 Expansion Area (see Figure 2-1) includes seven parcels zoned General Commercial
between 1° Street and International Avenue east of Customs Avenue. The commercial parcels are currently
occupied by approximately 13 buildings. In total, these include one active commercial shuttle service; three
occupied residential domiciles; and several commercial buildings, some of which are vacant, some being
used for storage, and others in various stages of deterioration, as listed for parcels 40909002 through
40909001B in Table 3.4-1. The area includes paved surfaces and bare vacant land, all of which has been
disturbed during prior uses. Alternative 3 also includes all of the Alternative 1 Expansion Area as described
above.

GSA partnered with USEPA’s Office of Community Revitalization to provide planning assistance to the
City of Douglas and technical support specifically in anticipation for the LPOE projects. This collaboration
with the city led to the development of the Douglas Infill and Downtown Revitalization Strategy, a planning
document that outlines the city’s strategies for leveraging the LPOE projects for economic development
consistent with the city’s vision for future growth (City of Douglas et al. 2021).
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3.4.2 Environmental Consequences
3.4.2.1 Methodology

To evaluate the impacts to land use and visual resources, GSA reviewed the project alternatives to determine
whether any activities have the potential to cause the following within the ROI:

e Changes in land use and zoning;

e Changes in land ownership;

e Changes in public use of recreational areas or special interest areas;
e Changes in the scenic view or character of the landscape; or

e Changes in the amount of open space in an undeveloped area.

A significant adverse impact to land use would occur if the Proposed Action would result in:

e A conflict with land use or a land use restriction on adjacent properties, including the expansion
areas for Alternatives 1, 2 and 3;

e Conflicts with regional or local land use plans and zoning;
e A major alteration of the aesthetic character and use of the land in relation to surrounding uses;

o Degradation of the visual appeal of an area, especially an area that most observers would consider
a scenic view; or

e Elimination of a large area of undeveloped open space.

3.4.2.2 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, GSA would not construct a new Commercial LPOE or expand and
modernize the RHC LPOE. Therefore, land acquisition would not be needed and the processing of COVs
would be retained at the existing RHC LPOE. COVs would continue to drive through the city, which would
inhibit land development that promotes safe pedestrian, bicycle, and automobile access in the city and
would conflict with the city’s long-term land use goals of revitalizing the city, especially its downtown
district, thus, resulting in long-term, minor to moderate adverse impacts to land use throughout the city’s
urban center. Long-term, minor adverse impacts on visual resources would be expected as the existing
buildings would continue to deteriorate and traffic congestion related to the RHC LPOE would continue to
degrade the aesthetic quality of the city.

3.4.2.3 Alternative 1 — Sequential Construction

Alternative 1 would have overall short-term, minor adverse impacts on land use during construction of the
proposed Commercial LPOE and expansion of the RHC LPOE. There would be short-term, moderate
adverse impacts to visual resources at the Commercial LPOE; and short-term, minor adverse impacts at the
RHC LPOE during construction.

Operations of Alternative 1 would result in overall permanent, moderate beneficial impacts on land use at
the proposed Commercial LPOE. Operational impacts at the RHC LPOE would range from long-term,
minor to moderate, and adverse to permanent, moderate and beneficial at the RHC LPOE.

Operations of Alternative 1 would result in permanent, minor to moderate adverse impacts to visual
resources at the proposed Commercial LPOE. There would be permanent, minor beneficial impacts to
visual resources at the RHC LPOE.
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Construction
Commercial LPOE

Under Alternative 1, the City of Douglas would donate the site for the proposed Commercial LPOE to GSA
for development. As stated in Section 3.4.1.3, Cochise County amended the land use designation of the
project area and surrounding properties from Rural to Developing, Category B, in preparation for this
project. Therefore, no land use zoning conflicts would occur, and the Commercial LPOE would be
consistent with Cochise County’s and City of Douglas’s land use plans.

Construction at the proposed Commercial LPOE site could cause temporary disturbances to adjacent land
uses and users, such as from increased fugitive dust, traffic, or noise from construction activities (see
Sections 3.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions; 3.8, Transportation and Traffic; and 3.9, Noise).
Construction is estimated to occur over a period of approximately 48 to 54 months. The closest residential
properties are located approximately 2,500 feet (1 property) and 5,500 feet (two properties) to the north of
the project area along James Ranch Road. Vehicles traveling and residences and local businesses located
on SR-80, between James Ranch Road and US-191, could notice additional truck and commuter traffic
along this corridor. The intensity of any adverse impact would depend on the extent and duration of the
access limitation or extent of detour but would be expected to be intermittent and minor. Overall, adverse
impacts to land uses would be short-term and minor.

Construction at the proposed Commercial LPOE site would result in a distinct visual contrast with its
natural surroundings. The three residential properties located north of the project area on James Ranch Road
would likely be able to detect construction activities and detect the additional construction-related traffic.
The closest state and federal parks include Leslie Canyon National Wildlife Refuge (18 miles), San
Bernardino National Wildlife Refuge (23 miles), Coronado National Memorial (35 miles), and Chiricahua
National Monument (48 miles). Due to the flat topography of the area near the proposed Commercial LPOE
site, visitors at these parks could potentially detect construction activities, depending on their viewpoint
within the parks and visibility conditions. Adverse visual impacts are expected to be short-term and
moderate during the construction phase.

RHC LPOE

Under Alternative 1, existing buildings and structures at the RHC LPOE and the expansion area would be
demolished and replaced with new buildings and structures. After the proposed Commercial LPOE opens
and COV operations relocate to the new facility, construction at the RHC LPOE is estimated to occur over
a period of approximately 36 to 42 months. Construction at the RHC LPOE could cause temporary
disturbances to adjacent land uses and users, such as from increased fugitive dust, traffic, or noise from
construction activities (see Sections 3.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions; 3.8, Transportation
and Traffic; and 3.9, Noise). Additionally, access to adjacent commercial businesses and warehouses on
Pan American Avenue, Customs Avenue, and 1% Street could be impeded from construction activities
and/or from traffic congestion related to the project. The intensity of any adverse impact would depend on
the extent and duration of the access limitation or extent of potential traffic detours but is expected to be
intermittent and minor.

Permanent closure of Customs Avenue between Pan American Avenue and 1% Street in the conceptual
layout for the expanded RHC LPOE (see Figure 2-4) would require rerouting of vehicular access to the
businesses on 1% Street via G and H Avenues. This would have a long-term, moderate, adverse impact for
the businesses on 1% Street. The closure of this segment of Customs Avenue would also require the
relocation of an existing bus stop. The impacts on traffic from this closure are discussed in Section 3.8.2.3.
Otherwise, adverse impacts to adjacent land uses would be short-term and minor.

The properties to the north and east of the RHC LPOE and Alternative 1 Expansion Area have the features
of typical commercial- and industrial-type facilities and, therefore, construction activities would not result
in a substantial contrast to the surrounding viewshed. Users of the Paseo de las Americas Linear Park and
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residences on 1% Street could notice adverse visual impacts from the visual contrast during construction.
Adverse impacts to visual resources would be short-term and minor during construction at the RHC LPOE.

Operations
Commercial LPOE

Operation of the Commercial LPOE would not result in any land use conflict because the land use
designation of the surrounding region is the same as the Commercial LPOE site (i.e., Developing, Category
B) and is in line with Cochise County’s and City of Douglas’s long-term goal of economic growth along
SR-80, extending west from the city. The city and county envision this corridor becoming an industrial and
commercial hub, filled with land uses that are more appropriate and function more efficiently outside of the
city’s downtown district (City of Douglas et al. 2021). The Commercial LPOE would also be consistent
with the City of Douglas’s long-term vision of revitalizing its downtown district and making the city more
pedestrian- and biker-friendly. Development of the Commercial LPOE would result in permanent, moderate
beneficial impacts to land use.

Operation of the proposed Commercial LPOE would result in a distinct visual contrast with its natural
surroundings. The three residential properties located approximately 2,500 feet (1 property) and 5,500 feet
(two properties) to the north of the proposed site would be able to detect the new facility and would detect
the new traffic resulting from the COVs and commuter traffic from the CBP workers. This would result in
a permanent, moderate adverse visual impact.

Although the site is relatively isolated, recreational users of regional federal and state parks could
potentially detect the new facilities, especially during nighttime hours when exterior lighting at the LPOE
would be more noticeable. The closest state and federal parks include Leslie Canyon National Wildlife
Refuge (18 miles), San Bernardino National Wildlife Refuge (23 miles), Coronado National Memorial (35
miles), and Chiricahua National Monument (48 miles). Adverse visual impacts are expected to be
permanent and minor during operation of the Commercial LPOE. Although the design of the Commercial
LPOE is in its conceptual stage, outdoor lighting design would follow the LPOE Design Guide for federal
inspection facilities. Outdoor lighting would conform to lighting requirements as stipulated in Cochise
County’s zoning regulations and light pollution code to the extent possible to minimize visual impacts.

RHC LPOE

Under Alternative 1, the replacement of the current buildings and structures would continue as the current
land use at the RHC LPOE. The land use conversion of the 2.7-acre expansion area would represent a
permanent loss of a city park and temporary absence of a duty-free shop (see Figure 2-1). This would result
in long-term, minor adverse land use impacts in the city, as there are other park spaces throughout the city,
including Paseo de las Americas Linear Park and the 3" Street Park (including a public washroom facility),
which are both located within 0.1 mile of the RHC LPOE. Further, it is anticipated that the duty-free shop
would relocate elsewhere in the city. Development of the Alternative 1 Expansion Area would be consistent
with the City of Douglas’s long-term vision of revitalizing its downtown district.

The relocation of trucks to the proposed Commercial LPOE would potentially result in permanent, moderate
beneficial impacts to land use as the removal of COVs traveling through the middle of the city would
support the city’s revitalization plans to make Douglas more pedestrian- and bike-friendly, and facilitate
the city’s objective to increase economic development and foot-traffic downtown.

The impacts from permanent closure of Customs Avenue between Pan American Avenue and 1% Street
would be the same as described above for construction. The closure of this segment of Customs Avenue
would also require the relocation of an existing bus stop.

Warehouses are located near the existing port that are sometimes accessed by COVs going to/from the port.
It is possible that in the long term, owners of these warehouses may consider relocating as processing of
COVs would move to the proposed Commercial LPOE. This could result in a long term, moderate, indirect
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beneficial impact on the local land use as potential opportunities for a new warehouse district or repurposed
facilities would be consistent with the City of Douglas’s long-term vision of revitalizing its city.

At the RHC LPOE, new building and structure heights would not vary greatly from the current buildings,
and the newly constructed buildings would be aligned with the general style of buildings in the immediate
vicinity of the LPOE. Older buildings and structures would be replaced with new buildings and structures
and, therefore, permanent, minor beneficial impacts on visual resources would be expected.

Alternatives la — 1d: Reuse, Relocate, or Demolish Historic Structures

Alternatives 1a through 1d relate to the sub-alternatives for the management of the historic Main Building
and Garage, as described in Section 2.1.2.1. As these sub-alternatives would take place within the footprint
of the RHC LPOE, the potential impacts to land use as already identified under Alternative 1 would not
change. Negligible to moderate beneficial impacts to the viewshed may occur under these sub-alternatives,
depending on the extent of any potential remodeling and renovation work for these historic structures.
Warehouses could be re-purposed to align with the city’s revitalization plans.

3.4.2.4 Alternative 2 — Concurrent Construction (Westward Expansion)

Alternative 2 would have overall short-term, minor adverse impacts on land use during construction of the
proposed Commercial LPOE and expansion of the RHC LPOE. There would be short-term, moderate
adverse impacts to visual resources at the Commercial LPOE; and short-term, minor adverse impacts to
visual resources at the RHC LPOE during construction.

Operations of Alternative 2 would result in overall permanent, moderate beneficial impacts on land use at
the proposed Commercial LPOE. Operational impacts at the RHC LPOE would range from long-term,
minor to moderate, adverse to permanent, moderate, beneficial at the RHC LPOE.

Operations of Alternative 2 would result in permanent, minor to moderate adverse impacts to visual
resources at the proposed Commercial LPOE. There would be permanent, minor beneficial impacts to
visual resources at the RHC LPOE during operations.

Construction

Under Alternative 2, impacts to land use and visual resources during construction of the Commercial LPOE
would be the same as those discussed under Alternative 1.

Under Alternative 2, construction at the RHC LPOE and Alternative 1 Expansion Area would result in
similar land use and visual impacts to those described under Alternative 1. However, Alternative 2 also
includes the Alternative 2 Expansion Area which consists of undeveloped, open land area. The Alternative
2 Expansion Area represents the maximum build-out that GSA would consider. GSA may, instead, acquire
temporary easements from the city for construction laydown areas. Following construction, land may be
returned to the city or previous owner. Final plans for land acquisition would be determined during the
design process for the RHC LPOE.

In addition to land uses adjacent to the Alternative 1 Expansion Area, the Alternative 2 Expansion Area’s
neighboring properties also include the shopping areas located on 3™ Street and Chiricahua Road. Access
to these areas could be impeded from construction activities and/or from traffic congestion related to the
project. The intensity of any adverse impact would depend on the extent and duration of the access
limitation or extent of potential traffic detours but is expected to be intermittent and minor. Overall, the
extent of impacts to land use and visual resources would be greater under Alternative 2 but is expected to
be short-term, minor and adverse during construction.

Operations

Under Alternative 2, impacts to land use and visual resources during operation of the Commercial LPOE
would be the same as those discussed under Alternative 1.
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Under Alternative 2, impacts to land use and visual resources during operations of the modernized RHC
LPOE would be similar to those described under Alternative 1; however, because the Alternative 2
Expansion Area is greater than under Alternative 1, the extent of these impacts would be greater. The
Alternative 2 Expansion Area to the west of Pan American Avenue would extend west and north to
properties along 3" Street and Chiricahua Road but would be consistent with the commercial and industrial
land uses in this area.

In addition to the loss of the city park, a public washroom facility, and duty-free shop (also discussed in the
Alternative 1 Expansion Area), there could potentially be the loss of trails of Paseo de las Americas Linear
Park. Loss of park area in this western portion would be partially offset by development of the Alternative 2
Expansion Area to a beneficial use, as the area is largely underutilized and has been the site of illicit
dumping of construction debris. This would result in net long-term, minor adverse land use impacts.

The relocation of trucks to the proposed Commercial LPOE would also occur under this alternative and
permanent, moderate beneficial impacts from the removal of COVs would be expected as this would be
consistent with the city’s revitalization plans for the downtown district and to support the plan for a
pedestrian-friendly community, similar as discussed under Alternative 1.

Alternatives 2a — 2d: Reuse, Relocate, or Demolish Historic Structures

Alternatives 2a through 2d relate to the sub-alternatives for the management of the historic Main Building
and Garage, as described in Section 2.2.1. As these sub-alternatives would take place within the footprint
of the RHC LPOE, the potential impacts to land use as already identified under Alternative 2 would not
change. Negligible to moderate beneficial impacts to the viewshed may occur under these sub-alternatives,
depending on the extent of any potential remodeling and renovation work for these historic structures.

3.4.2.5 Alternative 3 — Concurrent Construction (Eastward Expansion)

Alternative 3 would have overall short-term, minor adverse impacts on land use during construction of the
proposed Commercial LPOE and permanent, minor to moderate, adverse impacts on land use in the
Alternative 3 Expansion Area for the RHC LPOE. There would be short-term, moderate adverse impacts
to visual resources at the Commercial LPOE; and short-term, minor adverse impacts to visual resources at
the RHC LPOE during construction.

Operations of Alternative 3 would result in overall permanent, moderate beneficial impacts on land use at
the proposed Commercial LPOE. Operational impacts at the RHC LPOE would range from long-term,
minor, adverse to permanent, moderate, beneficial.

Operations of Alternative 3 would result in permanent, minor to moderate, adverse impacts to visual
resources at the proposed Commercial LPOE. There would be permanent, minor beneficial impacts to
visual resources at the RHC LPOE during operations.

Construction

Under Alternative 3, impacts to land use and visual resources during construction of the Commercial LPOE
would be the same as those discussed under Alternative 1.

Under Alternative 3, construction at the RHC LPOE and Alternative 1 Expansion Area would result in
similar land use and visual impacts as those described under Alternative 1. However, Alternative 3 also
includes the Alternative 3 Expansion Area which consists of developed land area zoned general commercial
with 13 buildings that would require demolition and removal.

The Alternative 3 Expansion Area includes seven privately owned parcels zoned general commercial. The
acquisition of these parcels would permanently displace one active business and three residential occupants
and would eliminate various ongoing storage uses on the properties, which may affect other businesses.
Final plans for land acquisition would be determined during the design process for the RHC LPOE.
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In addition to land uses adjacent to the Alternative 1 Expansion Area, the Alternative 3 Expansion Area
adjoins neighboring properties with commercial logistics businesses to the north along East 1% Street,
including three large warehouse buildings used by medical products and machinery businesses. The parcels
north of 1% Street are zoned light industrial. Access to these businesses could be temporarily impeded by
construction activities and/or traffic congestion related to the project. The intensity of any adverse impact
would depend on the extent and duration of the access limitation or extent of potential traffic detours and
is expected to be minor to moderate. These businesses would also experience long-term, moderate, adverse
impacts from permanent closure of Customs Avenue to Pan American Avenue as described for Alternative
1. Overall, the impacts to land use and visual resources would be greater than Alternatives 1 or 2 but are
expected to be minor to moderate and adverse during construction.

Operations

Under Alternative 3, impacts to land use and visual resources during operation of the Commercial LPOE
would be the same as those discussed under Alternative 1.

Under Alternative 3, impacts to land use and visual resources during operations of the modernized RHC
LPOE would be similar to those described under Alternative 1; however, because the Alternative 3
Expansion Area is greater than under Alternative 1, the extent of these impacts would be greater. The
Alternative 3 Expansion Area to the east of Customs Avenue would extend along the south side of East 1%
Street replacing mostly inactive commercial uses, an active business, and three residences; however, the
expanded LPOE would be consistent with the commercial and industrial land uses in this area.

In addition to the loss of the city park, a public washroom facility, duty-free shop, and the permanent closure
of Customs Avenue north of 1% Street (also discussed for the Alternative 1 Expansion Area), Alternative 3
would close Customs Avenue from 1 Street to International Avenue and close International Avenue east
of Customs Avenue to the eastern boundary of the Alternative 3 Expansion Area. Customs Avenue would
be incorporated into the expanded footprint of the RHC LPOE after acquisition of the Alternative 3
Expansion Area. The closure of International Avenue east of Customs Avenue would have a negligible to
minor adverse impact after demolition of the businesses in the Alternative 3 Expansion Area and relocation
of COVs to the Commercial LPOE.

The relocation of trucks to the proposed Commercial LPOE would also occur under this alternative, and
permanent, moderate beneficial impacts from the removal of COVs would be expected as this would 