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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Proposed Action
The Proposed Action is for Fort Bliss to issue a renewable permit (i.e., a long-term lease) to 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) and for ICE to construct, operate, and maintain 
one or more buildings totaling approximately 90,000 square feet on an approximately 19-acre 
site within Fort Bliss, Texas.  The site fronts Montana Avenue and is located along the west side 
of the Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC).  The proposed facility would house approximately 
500 employees currently working in seven facilities around El Paso, Texas.  The leases on the 
seven facilities currently used by ICE would be terminated.   

The facility would be a design/build project that would qualify for Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) certification at the Silver level.  Approximately 550 parking 
spaces would be constructed to accommodate visitors, employees, and government vehicles.  
Three stormwater detention basins would be constructed around the perimeter of the site to 
control runoff.  Water, sewer, and electric utilities would be connected to the facility from the 
existing utility corridor along Montana Avenue, and secure fiber-optic lines would be installed.  
A perimeter security fence with a minimum height of 8 feet and K-12 strength would be 
constructed around the facility, and appropriate lighting would be installed.

Two secure vehicular access entrances would be built to provide ingress and egress for the new 
facility from Montana Avenue.  The site is set back 200 feet from Montana Avenue, providing 
the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) space for road widening planned for the near 
future.  An acceleration/deceleration lane would be built along Montana Avenue to improve 
traffic flow and safety.

The facility would be designed primarily to handle ICE administrative functions; however, there 
would also be short-term holding facilities for detainees.  There would be a secure, controlled 
entrance for detainees, who would be processed and may be held up to 24 hours before being 
moved to longer-term detention facilities or deported.  This short-term ICE detention facility 
would replace an existing ICE short-term detention facility currently in use in the El Paso area, 
and would not alter ICE operations in the area. 

The facility would operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, although most activity would be 
expected during weekday business hours.  ICE employees would work staggered 8.5-hour shifts, 
with approximately 100 to 125 employees arriving hourly between 6:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m.  
Approximately 10 percent of employees would be expected to work nights or weekends. 

No fueling, vehicle maintenance, or vehicle washing would be done on the site, and there would 
be no dog kennels.  There would be no firing range and no communications tower or high 
structures.  ICE would not be using training areas at Fort Bliss, and all ICE operations would be 
limited to the secure, fenced 19-acre parcel. 
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No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would preclude the issuance of a renewable permit and the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of a new facility to house the existing ICE employees 
in the El Paso area.  All seven property leases would be maintained by ICE, and there would be 
no change in the location of El Paso area operations or facilities.  The No Action Alternative 
does not meet the purpose and need for the proposed project but will be carried forward for 
analysis, as required by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations.  The No 
Action Alternative describes the existing conditions in the absence of the Proposed Action.

Environmental Consequences 
Implementation of the Proposed Action, with the incorporated design, construction, operation, 
and safety measures, would have minimal impacts on land use, soils, biological resources, 
cultural resources, water resources, air quality, climate, noise, hazardous materials and waste, 
utilities, and health and safety on Fort Bliss and the surrounding area.  There would be moderate 
impacts on transportation and traffic on Montana Avenue as a result of the 500 ICE employees 
commuting to the new facility.  Traffic management strategies, such as the addition of U-turn 
lanes, a planned acceleration/deceleration lane, staggered work shifts, and the encouragement of 
commuting, would minimize adverse impacts on traffic on Montana Avenue.  Table ES-1 
describes the potential effects of the Proposed Action. 

A major cumulative long-term impact on the region would occur from the additional traffic 
expected as a result of development of areas along Montana Avenue.  In addition to the proposed 
ICE facility, there would be a mixture of residential and commercial development.  The 
additional vehicles from this development would further reduce the level of service on Montana 
Avenue and cause additional traffic delays during commute hours.  However, proposed 
mitigation strategies incorporated into the project developments would minimize these impacts.  
There would be minor permanent cumulative impacts on land use and aesthetics, soils, and 
biological resources. 
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Table ES-1.  Potential Impacts of the Proposed Action 

Resource No Action Alternative Proposed Action

Land Use and Aesthetics No impacts on land use or 
aesthetics would occur.

Approximately 19 acres of Fort Bliss land that is currently undeveloped and relatively undisturbed would be used for the ICE facility.  An additional area of land measuring 
approximately 0.25 acre would be impacted by construction of the proposed acceleration/deceleration lane.  However, the site is along the highly developed Montana Avenue 
corridor, and the proposed land use is consistent with land use and zoning in the area.  The loss or degradation of this land is minimal in comparison to the amount of similar 
land available in the region and on Fort Bliss.  Minimal impacts on land use and aesthetics would occur. 

Soils No impacts on soils would 
occur.

Approximately 19 acres of soils would be disturbed by the Proposed Action.  Soils on an additional area of land measuring approximately 0.25 acre would be impacted by 
construction of the proposed acceleration/deceleration lane.  Best Management Practices (BMPs) as described in a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would 
minimize soil loss during and after construction, so there would be minor impacts on soils.  

Surface Water No impacts on surface water 
would occur.

No impacts on surface water would occur, because no surface water is present in the area.  Three detention basins would be constructed around the perimeter of the site to 
control stormwater runoff from at least a 100-year storm event.  No stormwater would flow onto Montana Avenue from the proposed facility. Construction stormwater 
permitting would be obtained through the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality National Pollution Discharge Elimination System process as required under the 
Clean Water Act.  A SWPPP would be developed and implemented to prevent stormwater runoff during and following construction. 

Groundwater No impacts on groundwater 
would occur.

There would be no activities associated with the proposed ICE facility that could threaten Hueco Bolson groundwater quality.  With the relocation of employees from offices 
around the city to the proposed new location on Fort Bliss, no net increase in groundwater demand would be expected.  Minor impacts on groundwater resources related to 
construction activities would occur due to water needed for construction and dust suppression.

Biological Resources No impacts on biological 
resources would occur.

No Federally listed species would be affected.  Potential impacts on biological resources as a result of the loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat would be considered long-term 
but minor because of the vast amounts of similar habitat and vegetation communities throughout Fort Bliss and the region.  Some sensitive species such as Texas horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma cornutum), western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), and migratory birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act may be minimally impacted.  To 
minimize impacts on migratory birds, the Texas horned lizard, and the western burrowing owl, all site preparation and utility installation would require either a 
preconstruction survey for nesting birds and lizard activity, and avoidance if discovered, or that the work be carried out in the fall and winter months to coincide with the non-
breeding season for these species. 

Cultural Resources No impacts on cultural 
resources would occur.

No adverse impacts on cultural resources are anticipated.  Any unanticipated subsurface cultural resources encountered during the construction of the proposed ICE facility 
would be properly mitigated under Fort Bliss supervision in accordance with the procedures set forth in the Programmatic Agreement between Fort Bliss and the Texas State 
Historic Preservation Officer. 

Air Quality No impacts on air quality would 
occur.

During construction, the Proposed Action would result in temporary, minor increases in vehicle emissions from worker commutes, equipment transfer and use, and fugitive 
dust emissions.  Temporary dust emissions would be minimized through BMPs such as dust suppression methods.  During construction, proper routine maintenance of all 
vehicles and other construction equipment would be implemented to ensure that emissions are within design standards of all construction equipment.    

Climate No impacts on climate would 
occur.

Construction-related air emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2) and CO2 equivalents would be temporary and minor.  No permanent impacts on climate would occur, as there would 
be no net change in commute for workers. 

Noise No impacts on noise would 
occur.

Noise generated by the construction activities would be intermittent and last for approximately 1 year, after which noise levels would return to ambient levels.  To minimize 
this impact, construction activities should be limited to daylight hours.  Noise impacts would be minor if these timing restrictions are implemented during construction.  
Therefore, the noise impacts from construction activities would be considered negligible.   

Traffic and Transportation No impacts on traffic would 
occur.

There would be long-term, moderate adverse impacts on traffic and roadway wear and tear as a result of additional vehicle traffic on Montana Avenue.  Additional traffic and 
large numbers of vehicles making U-turns would add traffic to already congested intersections.  An acceleration/deceleration lane would be built along Montana Avenue to 
improve traffic flow and safety.  Additional traffic management measures, such as U-turn lanes on Montana Avenue, could be added to minimize impacts, pending approval 
from TxDOT and the City of El Paso.  Project construction activities would cause temporary, minor impacts on traffic and wear and tear on area roads.
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Resource No Action Alternative Proposed Action

Health and Safety No impacts on health and safety 
would occur. 

During construction, all applicable Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) rules and regulations would be followed by project contractors.  Heavy equipment 
operation areas and trenching locations would be secured to prevent inadvertent public access.  Under the Proposed Action, health impacts would be minimal.  Safety impacts 
would be minimal with OSHA rules and regulations and BMPs in place.  Minor, long-term traffic safety impacts could result from vehicles turning into the facility, as well as 
vehicles merging into traffic as they exit the facility; however, a planned acceleration/deceleration lane along Montana Avenue would minimize the impacts.   

Hazardous Materials and 
Waste

No impacts from hazardous 
materials would occur.

The potential adverse effects of hazardous materials would be minor and minimized through the implementation of BMPs.  Construction of the Proposed Action would require 
machinery and the use of petroleum, oil, and lubricants (POL).  Secondary containment would be used to capture POL.  A limited amount of hazardous materials and waste 
would be used or generated during routine maintenance and operation of facilities and equipment.  All hazardous and regulated wastes and substances generated during 
construction would be collected, characterized, labeled, stored, transported, and disposed of in accordance with all Federal, state, and local regulations, including proper waste 
manifesting procedures through the Fort Bliss Hazardous Waste Curbside service.  Access for the Curbside service would be required as a design feature of the facility.  Solid 
waste would be separated into appropriate containers and disposed of at a waste facility.  Fort Bliss has a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP) and 
Installation Spill Contingency Plan (ISCP) in place that would be followed during operations.  Building materials used in the construction of the facility would be free of 
asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint.  All building materials used would be verified as asbestos-free based on the manufacturer's technical specification sheet or 
material safety data sheet. 

Utilities Infrastructure No impacts on utilities 
infrastructure would occur.

The Proposed Action would have negligible impacts on utilities infrastructure.  The facility would obtain water, sewer, natural gas, and electric power services from city and 
private providers, as appropriate.  These services are available along Montana Avenue.  Secure fiber-optic lines would be obtained from a private contractor.  Three stormwater 
detention basins are planned around the proposed administrative facility to capture runoff. 

Socioeconomics 
No impacts on population, 
housing, income, or 
employment would occur.

The Proposed Action would consolidate seven ICE offices around El Paso into one facility. This shift in office locations would have negligible temporary and permanent 
impacts on population, housing, income, and employment.  

Environmental Justice No environmental justice 
impacts would occur.

The Proposed Action would result in a transfer of employees from seven offices across the city into one facility.  While El Paso County has a high minority and low-income 
population and Census Tract 103.22, which is immediately south of the proposed administrative facility, is high minority, neither construction activities nor shifting employees 
from the seven locations to one would be expected to result in disproportionate negative impacts on minority or low-income populations in the region or the area around the 
proposed facility.  The implementation of the Proposed Action would not be expected to cause environmental health risks or safety risks that would disproportionately affect 
children.   
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 

1.1 Introduction 

Fort Bliss Army Reservation is an active training facility located near El Paso, Texas, and covers 
areas in the extreme western part of Texas and south-central New Mexico.  It consists of a 
cantonment area, Biggs Army Airfield (BAAF), and the Fort Bliss Training Complex (FBTC), 
which contains approximately 1.1 million acres and is used for training and maneuvers by the 
United States (U.S.) Army and other military units.  The FBTC is generally separated into three 
operational regions: the South Training Areas in El Paso County, Texas; the Doña Ana Range-
North Training Areas, in Doña Ana and Otero counties, New Mexico; and the McGregor Range, 
in Otero County, New Mexico (Figure 1-1). 

The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) was formed following the terrorist attacks of 
September 11, 2001.  Included among the agencies comprising the DHS is U.S. Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement (ICE).  ICE is responsible for protecting National security and upholding 
public safety by targeting criminal networks and terrorist organizations that seek to exploit 
vulnerabilities in the Nation’s immigration system and financial networks along the borders, at 
Federal facilities, and elsewhere. Strengthening the Nation’s capacity to detain and remove 
criminal and other deportable aliens is a key component of ICE’s strategy to deter illegal 
immigration and protect public safety.  ICE maintains four operational divisions that will be 
involved in this facility, each comprising a number of law enforcement, intelligence, or mission 
support positions: Enforcement and Removal Operations (ERO), Homeland Security 
Investigations (HSI), Office of Principal Legal Advisors (OPLA), and Office of Chief 
Information Officer (OCIO). 

The Proposed Action is for Fort Bliss to issue a renewable permit (i.e., a long-term lease) to ICE 
and for ICE to construct, operate, and maintain one or more buildings totaling approximately 
90,000 square feet on an approximately 19-acre site within Fort Bliss in El Paso, Texas.  The site 
fronts Montana Avenue and is located along the west side of the Armed Forces Reserve Center 
(AFRC) (Figure 1-2).  The proposed facility would house approximately 500 employees 
currently working in seven facilities around El Paso.  The leases on the seven facilities currently 
used by ICE would be terminated.   

1.2 Purpose and Need  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to allow ICE to consolidate seven existing offices at a 
single location on Fort Bliss land to house all of ICE’s El Paso area operations.  The need for the 
project is to provide secure and easily accessible space for ICE agents, staff, and vehicles; reduce 
facility redundancy; eliminate seven separate building leases in the El Paso area for ICE 
operations; and increase operational effectiveness and cost-effectiveness.  The consolidated 
facility would advance more efficient and effective ICE operations in the El Paso area and 
provide a modern functioning facility in response to added ICE responsibilities with protection 
of the U.S. border.  
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1.3 Scope and Content of the Analysis  

The scope of the Environmental Assessment (EA) includes the analysis of effects resulting from 
the construction, operation, and maintenance of a new ICE administrative facility on Fort Bliss.  
Construction of the facility would include development of previously undisturbed lands on Fort 
Bliss.  Closure of the seven leased offices in the El Paso area would result in the relocation of 
existing staff, equipment, and materials to the new location.  The potentially affected natural and 
human environment would be limited to resources within the City of El Paso and El Paso 
County, Texas; however, most potential effects would be limited to the construction site and 
immediately adjacent resources.   

The EA has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969 (42 U.S. Code [USC] 4321-4347), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations for implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508), 32 
CFR Part 651 – Environmental Analysis of Army Actions, and other pertinent environmental 
statutes, regulations, and compliance requirements. 

1.4 Decision to Be Made  

The U.S. Army, Fort Bliss, is responsible for the completion of the EA that will be used to guide 
the decision about whether to issue a permit to ICE for construction and operation of an 
administrative facility on Fort Bliss property.  If no significant environmental impacts are 
determined based on the evaluation of impacts in the EA, a Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FNSI) will be signed by the Fort Bliss Garrison Commander and DHS ICE.  If it is determined 
that the Proposed Action will have significant environmental impacts, the action will either not 
be undertaken, or a Notice of Intent will be published to inform the public that an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) is being prepared.   

1.5 Public Participation  

Consultation and coordination with Federal, state, and local agencies was ongoing during 
preparation of the EA.  Contacts made during the development of the action alternatives and 
preparation of the EA included:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 
Texas State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) 
Native American Tribes 
El Paso County, Texas 
City of El Paso  
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The U.S. Army invites public participation in the NEPA process to promote open 
communication and enable better decision making.  The EA and draft FNSI were made available 
for public review for 30 days, and the Notice of Availability (NOA) was published in the El Paso 
Times and in Spanish in the El Diario de El Paso on September 30, 2012 (Appendix A).  The EA 
and draft FNSI were also available electronically on Fort Bliss’ website at www.bliss.army.mil
(click on “Environmental”) and at http://ecso.swf.usace.army.mil/Pages/Publicreview.cfm.  The 
EA was distributed to local libraries and agencies, organizations, and individuals who had 
expressed interest in the project.  The distribution list is included in Appendix A.  Comments on 
the EA and draft FNSI were received from the TPWD.  Their comments and the Army’s 
responses are included in Appendix A.  No other comments from agencies or the general public 
were received. 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action is for Fort Bliss to issue a renewable permit (i.e., a long-term lease) to ICE 
and for ICE to construct, operate, and maintain one or more buildings totaling approximately 
90,000 square feet on an approximately 19-acre site within Fort Bliss in El Paso, Texas.  This 
site fronts Montana Avenue just west of the AFRC (see Figure 1-2).  The proposed facility 
would house approximately 500 employees currently working in seven facilities around El Paso.  
The leases on the seven facilities currently used by ICE would be terminated.   

The facility would be a design/build project that would qualify for Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) certification at the Silver level.  Approximately 550 parking 
spaces would be constructed to accommodate visitors, employees, and government vehicles 
(Figure 2-1).  Three detention basins would be constructed around the perimeter of the site to 
control stormwater runoff from at least a 100-year storm event.  No stormwater would flow onto 
Montana Avenue from the proposed facility.  Water, sewer, and electric utilities would be 
connected to the facility from the existing utility corridor along Montana Avenue, and secure 
fiber-optic lines would be installed.  A perimeter security fence with a minimum height of 8 feet 
and K-12 strength would be constructed around the facility, and appropriate lighting would be 
installed.   

Two secure vehicular access entrances would be built to provide ingress and egress for the new 
facility directly from Montana Avenue.  The facility is set back 200 feet from Montana Avenue, 
providing the TxDOT space for road widening planned for the near future.  An 
acceleration/deceleration lane would be built along Montana Avenue to improve traffic flow and 
safety.  A final decision on ingress and egress designs would be determined during the 
design/build phase of the project.  All designs would be reviewed by TxDOT and the City 
Traffic Engineer to assure that the facility would have the least impacts possible on Montana 
Avenue traffic levels of service (LOS).

The facility would be designed primarily to handle ICE administrative functions; however, there 
would also be short-term holding facilities for detainees.  There would be a secure, controlled 
entrance for detainees, who would be processed and may be held up to 24 hours before being 
moved to longer-term detention facilities or deported.  This short-term ICE detention facility 
would replace an existing ICE short-term detention facility currently in use in the El Paso area, 
and would not alter ICE operations in the area. 

The ICE facility would operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, although most activity would be 
expected during weekday business hours.  ICE employees would work staggered 8.5-hour shifts, 
with approximately 100 to 125 employees arriving hourly between 6:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m.  
Approximately 10 percent of employees would be expected to work nights or weekends. 

No fueling, vehicle maintenance, or vehicle washing would be done on the site, and there would 
be no dog kennels.  There would be no firing range and no communications tower or high 
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structures.  ICE would not be using training areas at Fort Bliss, and all ICE operations would be 
limited to the secure, fenced 19-acre parcel.  

2.2 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would preclude the construction, operation, and maintenance of a 
new facility to house the existing ICE employees in the El Paso area.  All seven leased properties 
currently being used would continue to be maintained by ICE, and there would be no change in 
the location of El Paso area operations or facilities.  The No Action Alternative does not meet the 
purpose and need for the proposed project but will be carried forward for analysis, as required by 
the CEQ regulations.  The No Action Alternative describes the existing conditions in the absence 
of the Proposed Action.

2.3 Other Action Alternatives Considered  

In assessing alternatives, ICE, through the General Services Administration (GSA), first 
evaluated options for acquiring a suitable building to lease in the El Paso area (i.e., 
approximately 90,000 square feet of building space, approximately 550 parking spaces, and 
meeting the secure facility access requirements of ICE).  GSA did not find options for lease in 
the region that met ICE’s facility criteria. 

ICE contacted Fort Bliss regarding leasing an existing facility or new construction alternatives in 
the cantonment area at Fort Bliss.  ICE and Fort Bliss staff evaluated potential sites for the 
proposed facility and determined that no sites in the cantonment area met ICE’s security and 
access requirements, primarily because all ICE employees would have to travel through Fort 
Bliss’ gated access before being able to reach the ICE facility.   

Further evaluation of Fort Bliss land that met ICE’s mission and need limited the evaluation of 
potential sites on Fort Bliss to land along Montana Avenue.  The Fort Bliss land along Montana 
Avenue is the only area where secure access could be obtained for ICE without having to first 
travel through the Fort Bliss security gates.  The only Fort Bliss property available along 
Montana Avenue that met ICE’s size requirements was the parcel located west of the AFRC.

2.4 Summary 

The No Action Alternative and Proposed Action have been carried forward for analysis.  No 
other viable siting alternatives for the new El Paso area ICE facility were identified.  The 
Proposed Action fully meets the project’s purpose and need. 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This section of the EA describes the natural and human environment that exists within the 
project area and the potential impacts of the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative 
outlined in Section 2.0 of this document.  Only those resources that have the potential to be 
affected by any of the alternatives considered are described, as per CEQ guidance (40 CFR 
1501.7[3]).  The effects from the Proposed Action include impacts from the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of an administrative facility for ICE in El Paso.  The EA examines 
the potential for direct, indirect, adverse, or beneficial impacts.  The EA also assesses whether 
such impacts are likely to be long-term, short-term, temporary, permanent, or cumulative. 

A Table of Valued Environmental Components (VEC) (Table 3-1) was used to determine which 
resources would potentially be affected by the Proposed Action.  VECs are those components 
that are considered to be important by society and potentially at risk from human activity or 
natural hazards.  These include land use and aesthetics, soils, surface water, groundwater, 
biological resources, cultural resources, air quality, climate, noise, traffic and transportation, 
health and safety, hazardous materials and waste, utilities infrastructure, socioeconomics, and 
environmental justice.   

Approximately 19 acres of land would be impacted by the proposed ICE facility, and the facility 
is set back 200 feet from Montana Avenue.  An additional area of land measuring approximately 
0.25 acre would be impacted by construction of the proposed acceleration/deceleration lane. 

3.1 Land Use and Aesthetics 

3.1.1 Affected Environment 
Fort Bliss is located in the Chihuahuan Desert of western Texas and southern New Mexico.  The 
installation consists of two major components, as described in the Fort Bliss Texas and New 
Mexico Mission and Master Plan, Final Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement (SEIS) (U.S. Army 2007).  The first is the main cantonment area within 
urban/suburban areas of the City of El Paso and adjacent communities.  Urban and suburban 
areas have a mixture of residential, commercial, and industrial uses.  The second is comprised of 
extensive open training areas.  These areas are visible when traveling along roadways within Fort 
Bliss and surrounding areas and from overlooks at higher elevations.

The proposed ICE facility site is currently undeveloped.  Areas to the east and south of the 
proposed ICE facility site are developed and are readily visible from Montana Avenue.  Major 
development has occurred to the south of Montana Avenue in a corridor that includes residential, 
multi-family, retail, and large commercial developments.  These developments have spread along 
the Texas Loop 375 corridor south to Interstate 10 (I-10) and along U.S. Highway 62/180 
(Montana Avenue).  In addition, parcels to the west and north of the proposed ICE facility are 
currently being considered for sale and a land exchange deal between Fort Bliss and the Texas 
General Land Office (TxGLO), respectively.  Although these developments detract from the 
aesthetic and visual qualities of the desert landscape, this area has become an important 
commercial corridor in El Paso. 
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Table 3-1.  Summary of Valued Environmental Components Analysis

Resource No Action Alternative Proposed Action

Land Use and Aesthetics No impacts on land use or 
aesthetics would occur.

Approximately 19 acres of Fort Bliss land that is currently undeveloped and relatively undisturbed would be used for the ICE facility.  An additional area of land measuring 
approximately 0.25 acre would be impacted by construction of the proposed acceleration/deceleration lane.  However, the site is along the highly developed Montana Avenue 
corridor, and the proposed land use is consistent with land use and zoning in the area.  The loss or degradation of this land is minimal in comparison to the amount of similar 
land available in the region and on Fort Bliss.  Minimal impacts on land use and aesthetics would occur.

Soils No impacts on soils would 
occur.

Approximately 19 acres of soils would be disturbed by the Proposed Action.  Soils on an additional area of land measuring approximately 0.25 acre would be impacted by 
construction of the proposed acceleration/deceleration lane.  Best Management Practices (BMPs) as described in a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would 
minimize soil loss during and after construction, so there would be minor impacts on soils.

Surface Water No impacts on surface water 
would occur.

No impacts on surface water would occur, because no surface water is present in the area.  Three detention basins would be constructed around the perimeter of the site to 
control stormwater runoff from at least a 100-year storm event.  No stormwater would flow onto Montana Avenue from the proposed facility.  Construction stormwater 
permitting would be obtained through the TCEQ National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) process as required under the Clean Water Act (CWA).  A 
SWPPP would be developed and implemented to prevent stormwater runoff during and following construction.

Groundwater No impacts on groundwater 
would occur.

There would be no activities associated with the proposed ICE facility that could threaten Hueco Bolson groundwater quality.  With the relocation of employees from offices 
around the city to the proposed new location on Fort Bliss, no net increase in groundwater demand would be expected.  Minor impacts on groundwater resources related to 
construction activities would occur due to water needed for construction and dust suppression.

Biological Resources No impacts on biological 
resources would occur.

No Federally listed species would be affected.  Potential impacts on biological resources as a result of the loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat would be considered long-term 
but minor because of the vast amounts of similar habitat and vegetation communities throughout Fort Bliss and the region.  Some sensitive species such as Texas horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma cornutum), western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), and migratory birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) may be minimally 
impacted.  To minimize impacts on migratory birds, the Texas horned lizard, and the western burrowing owl, all site preparation and utility installation would require 
either a preconstruction survey for nesting birds and lizard activity, and avoidance if discovered, or that the work be carried out in the fall and winter months to coincide with 
the non-breeding season for these species.

Cultural Resources No impacts on cultural 
resources would occur.

No adverse impacts on cultural resources are anticipated.  Any unanticipated subsurface cultural resources encountered during the construction of the proposed ICE facility 
would be properly mitigated under Fort Bliss supervision in accordance with the procedures set forth in the Programmatic Agreement (PA) between Fort Bliss and the Texas 
SHPO.

Air Quality No impacts on air quality would 
occur.

During construction, the Proposed Action would result in temporary, minor increases in vehicle emissions from worker commutes, equipment transfer and use, and fugitive 
dust emissions.  Temporary dust emissions would be minimized through BMPs such as dust suppression methods.  During construction, proper routine maintenance of all 
vehicles and other construction equipment would be implemented to ensure that emissions are within design standards of all construction equipment.   

Climate No impacts on climate would 
occur.

Construction-related air emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2) and CO2 equivalents would be temporary and minor.  No permanent impacts on climate would occur, as there would 
be no net change in commute for workers.

Noise No impacts on noise would 
occur.

Noise generated by the construction activities would be intermittent and last for approximately 1 year, after which noise levels would return to ambient levels.  To minimize 
this impact, construction activities should be limited to daylight hours.  Noise impacts would be minor if these timing restrictions are implemented during construction.  
Therefore, the noise impacts from construction activities would be considered negligible.  

Traffic and Transportation No impacts on traffic would 
occur.

There would be long-term, moderate adverse impacts on traffic and roadway wear and tear as a result of additional vehicle traffic on Montana Avenue.   Additional traffic and 
large numbers of vehicles making U-turns would add traffic to already congested intersections.  An acceleration/deceleration lane along Montana Avenue would be built to 
improve traffic flow and safety.  Additional traffic management measures, such as U-turn lanes on Montana Avenue, could be added to minimize impacts, pending approval 
from the TxDOT and the City of El Paso.  Project construction activities would cause temporary, minor impacts on traffic and wear and tear on area roads.  
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Resource No Action Alternative Proposed Action

Health and Safety No impacts on health and safety 
would occur.

During construction, all applicable Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) rules and regulations would be followed by project contractors.  Heavy equipment 
operation areas and trenching locations would be secured to prevent inadvertent public access.  Under the Proposed Action, health impacts would be minimal.  Safety impacts 
would be minimal with OSHA rules and regulations and BMPs in place.  Minor, long-term traffic safety impacts could result from vehicles turning into the facility, as well as 
vehicles merging into traffic as they exit the facility; however, a planned acceleration/deceleration lane along Montana Avenue would minimize the impacts.  

Hazardous Materials and 
Waste

No impacts from hazardous 
materials would occur.

The potential adverse effects of hazardous materials would be minor and minimized through the implementation of BMPs.  Construction of the Proposed Action would require 
machinery and the use of petroleum, oil, and lubricants (POL).  A limited amount of hazardous materials and waste would be used or generated during routine maintenance and 
operation of facilities and equipment.  Secondary containment would be used to capture POL.  All hazardous and regulated wastes and substances generated during 
construction would be collected, characterized, labeled, stored, transported, and disposed of in accordance with all Federal, state, and local regulations, including proper waste 
manifesting procedures through the Fort Bliss Hazardous Waste Curbside service.  Access for the Curbside service would be required as a design feature of the facility.  Solid 
waste would be separated into appropriate containers and disposed of at a waste facility.  Fort Bliss has a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP) and 
Installation Spill Contingency Plan (ISCP) in place that would be followed during operations. Building materials used in the construction of the facility would be free of 
asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint.  All building materials used would be verified as asbestos-free based on the manufacturer's technical specification sheet or 
material safety data sheet.

Utilities Infrastructure No impacts on utilities 
infrastructure would occur.

The Proposed Action would have negligible impacts on utilities infrastructure.  The facility would obtain water, sewer, natural gas, and electric power services from city and 
private providers, as appropriate.  These services are available along Montana Avenue.  Secure fiber-optic lines would be obtained from a private contractor.  Three stormwater 
detention basins are planned around the proposed administrative facility to capture runoff.

Socioeconomics
No impacts on population, 
housing, income, or 
employment would occur.

The Proposed Action would consolidate seven ICE offices around El Paso into one facility. This shift in office locations would have negligible temporary and permanent 
impacts on population, housing, income, and employment. 

Environmental Justice No environmental justice 
impacts would occur.

The Proposed Action would result in a transfer of employees from seven offices across the city into one facility.  While El Paso County has a high minority and low-income 
population and Census Tract 103.22, which is immediately south of the proposed administrative facility, is high minority, neither construction activities nor shifting employees 
from the seven locations to one would be expected to result in disproportionate negative impacts on minority or low-income populations in the region or the area around the 
proposed facility.  The implementation of the Proposed Action would not be expected to cause environmental health risks or safety risks that would disproportionately affect 
children.
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3.1.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.1.2.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on land use or aesthetics would occur because no 
construction or other changes in land use would take place. 

3.1.2.2 Proposed Action  
The proposed ICE facility site is currently undeveloped and relatively undisturbed, but the 
proposed land use is consistent with the land use and zoning in the area.  The loss or degradation 
of this undeveloped land is minimal in comparison to the amount of similar lands available in the 
region and on Fort Bliss.  Approximately 19 acres of land would be impacted.  An additional 
area of land measuring approximately 0.25 acre would be impacted by construction of the 
proposed acceleration/deceleration lane.  The Proposed Action would have minor impacts on 
land use.

Development is currently located to the east of the site and future development is also planned 
along Montana Avenue in the vicinity of the site; therefore, the proposed ICE facility would have 
a negligible impact on aesthetics and visual resources of the area.    

3.2 Soils 

3.2.1 Affected Environment 
Soils within the proposed ICE facility area are mapped as Copia-Nations complex, 1 to 3 percent 
slopes (U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA] 2003).  Wind action has formed the soils into 
coppice dunes (sand dunes up to approximately 15 feet high, anchored by mesquite shrubs) 
across the region.  Soil texture is predominantly loamy fine sand.  A “caliche” (petrocalcic) 
horizon of soil calcium carbonate is sometimes present beneath the coppice dunes or is exposed 
between the dunes in places.

The Fort Bliss Soil Survey (USDA 2003) provides details on the usability and trafficability 
ratings of these and other soils on Fort Bliss.  Soils in the project area are susceptible to wind 
erosion and dust generation, but are less prone to water erosion (sheets wash and rill erosion).  
Fort Bliss resource management objectives include preventing the deterioration of highly 
erodible soil resources (U.S. Army 2008b). 

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.2.2.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on soils would occur because no construction or 
other changes to the land would take place. 

3.2.2.2 Proposed Action  
Under the Proposed Action, approximately 19 acres of soils would be permanently disturbed and 
developed.  Soils on an additional area of land measuring approximately 0.25 acre would be 
impacted by construction of the proposed acceleration/deceleration lane.  

The potential for fugitive dust would occur during construction.  Direct post-construction 
impacts on soils include the physical disturbance of upper soil layers, including biological crusts, 
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and the disruption of soil processes caused by activities that alter the natural soil layers or result 
in accelerated erosion, increased soil compaction, loss of protective vegetation, and loss of soil 
productivity.  Impacts would depend on the frequency, intensity, total area of disturbance, and 
amount of bare ground created.  Development could increase the potential for soil erosion (water 
and wind).  BMPs described by a SWPPP would minimize soil loss during and after 
construction, so there would be minor impacts on soils.  Indirect effects (e.g., soil compaction), 
including reduced surface water infiltration, increased surface water runoff, increased wind 
erosion due to loss of vegetation, and poor plant growth and seed germination, would also be 
minor.   

3.3 Surface Water   

3.3.1 Affected Environment 
No Federally regulated wetlands, arroyo-riparian drainages, or playas, as defined by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under Section 404 of the CWA of 1972, occur in the parcel 
that would be leased to ICE. 

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.3.2.1 No Action Alternative  
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on surface water would occur because no 
construction or other change to the land would take place, and no surface water is present in the 
area. 

3.3.2.2 Proposed Action  
There would be no direct impacts on surface water because there is none present in the area of 
the Proposed Action.  Stormwater runoff would be collected in three detention basins constructed 
around the perimeter of the site.  Construction stormwater permitting would be obtained through 
the TCEQ NPDES process, as required under the CWA.  Construction would be subject to 
SWPPP and Section 438 of the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA). 

3.4 Groundwater  

3.4.1 Affected Environment 
Fort Bliss is located primarily in the Tularosa-Hueco Basin of the Basin and Range 
Physiographic Province, with small portions in the Mesilla Basin and the Salt Basin.  Hueco 
Bolson provides groundwater to the City of El Paso, the Fort Bliss cantonment (including the 
project area), and Cuidad Juarez, Mexico (U.S. Army 2010).  Estimates of groundwater 
availability representing the amount of usable water in the Hueco Bolson aquifer in Texas are 
varied, ranging from 3 million to 10.6 million acre-feet.  El Paso Water Utilities (EPWU) 
estimates that fresh water in the Hueco Bolson totals approximately 9.4 million acre-feet.  The 
depth to groundwater near El Paso ranges from 259 to 400 feet below the surface (U.S. Army 
2010).
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3.4.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.4.2.1 No Action Alternative  
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on groundwater would occur because no 
construction or other change to the land would take place. 

3.4.2.2 Proposed Action  
Under the Proposed Action, ICE employees would be relocated from offices around the city to 
the proposed new location on Fort Bliss.  As a result, no net increase in groundwater demand 
would be expected.  Once operational, there would be no activities associated with the proposed 
ICE facility that could threaten Hueco Bolson groundwater quality.  Permanent impacts on 
groundwater resources, if any, would be negligible.  Minor impacts on groundwater resources 
related to construction activities would occur under the Proposed Action due to water needed for 
construction and dust suppression.  Stormwater detention basins around the parking lots at the 
new ICE facility would allow for continued percolation of rainwater for groundwater recharge.

3.5 Biological Resources 

3.5.1 Affected Environment 
The USFWS, under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, and the State of Texas list 
various species of flora and fauna that are known to occur or have the potential to occur on Fort 
Bliss as Threatened, Endangered, or Species of Concern.  Additionally, Locally Important 
Natural Resources (LINRs) have been identified for protection by Fort Bliss.  These include 
black grama grasslands, sand sagebrush communities, shinnery oak islands, arroyo-riparian 
drainages, and playa lakes (U.S. Army 2010).  A description of biological resources and 
information on habitat and occurrences can be found in the SEIS (U.S. Army 2007), the Growth
and Force Structure Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement (GFS EIS) (U.S. Army 
2010), and the Fort Bliss Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan, November 2009 (U.S. 
Army 2009).  These documents are incorporated herein by reference and can be found at 
https://www.bliss.army.mil.   

On Fort Bliss, 61 sensitive species of flora and fauna are known to occur or have the potential to 
occur, of which 31 have Federal special status.  Seven are listed as threatened or endangered 
under the ESA, and one is a candidate for listing.  The remaining 23 are listed as species of 
concern.  In addition to those Federally listed and special status species, seven are listed as Texas 
threatened animals, and five as endangered animals in the state.  While most of these species are 
known to occur on Fort Bliss land, the probability of these species occurring within the 19-acre 
site proposed for development is low due to the lack of suitable habitat.  However, the state-
listed Texas horned lizard (Phrynosoma cornutum) and western burrowing owl (Athene
cunicularia) have the potential to occur within the project area.  In addition, the Proposed Action 
is located in habitat that could be utilized by bird species protected under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA) (US Army 2009). 

The proposed ICE administration building would be located on approximately 19 acres of 
mesquite coppice dune habitat, typical of the northern Chihuahuan Desert. The parcel is 
dominated by honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa).  Other vegetation found on the parcel are 
four-wing saltbush (Atriplex canescens), broom snakeweed (Gutierrezia sarothrae), and various 
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annual forbs.  Wildlife that may be found within the area includes Merriam’s kangaroo-rat 
(Dipodomys merriami), black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), desert cottontail (Sylvilagus
audubonii), coyote (Canus latrans), Gambel’s quail (Callipepla gambelii), red-tailed hawk 
(Buteo jamaicensis), and Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni).

3.5.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.5.2.1 No Action Alternative  
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on biological resources would occur because no 
construction or other changes to the land would take place. 

3.5.2.2 Proposed Action 
No Federally listed species would be affected.  The potential impact on biological resources as a 
result of the loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat would be considered long-term but minor 
because of the vast amounts of similar habitat and vegetation communities throughout Fort Bliss 
and the region.  Approximately 31 percent of Fort Bliss land (348,847 acres) is characterized as 
coppice dunes (U.S. Army 2009).  The 19 acres impacted by the Proposed Action represents 
much less than 1 percent of the available habitat.  Some sensitive species, such as Texas horned 
lizard, western burrowing owl, and migratory birds protected under the MBTA, may be 
minimally impacted.  To minimize impacts on migratory birds and the Texas horned lizard, all 
site preparation and utility installation would require either a preconstruction survey for nesting 
birds and lizard activity, and avoidance if discovered, or that all clearing, grubbing, and ground 
disturbance be carried out in the fall and winter months to coincide with the non-breeding season 
for these species. 

3.6 Cultural Resources 

3.6.1 Affected Environment 
Cultural resources are important because of their association or linkage to past events, 
historically important persons, design and construction values, and their ability to yield important 
information about history.  The project area for the Proposed Action is on Fort Bliss property.  
Cultural resources are regulated at Fort Bliss per the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 
of 1966, the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990, the 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979, and other statutes.  Pursuant to Army 
Regulation AR 200-1, the Garrison Commander at Fort Bliss is responsible for managing the 
cultural resources on the installation in compliance with all Federal laws, regulations, and 
standards.  Fort Bliss manages cultural resources associated with all prehistoric and historic 
periods recognized in west Texas and south-central New Mexico.  The Fort Bliss Texas and New 
Mexico, Mission and Master Plan, Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (MMP EIS) 
(U.S. Army 2000) describes in detail the cultural history of Native Americans and post-contact 
inhabitants in the region.  The Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP) for 
Fort Bliss (U.S. Army 2008a) also contains detailed information about the history of Fort Bliss 
and its lands.  Both documents are incorporated herein by reference and can be found at 
https://www.bliss.army.mil.   

The project area associated with the Proposed Action has been included in three previous 
surveys.  One investigation was conducted by the University of Texas El Paso (UTEP) in the late 



Environmental Assessment 
ICE El Paso City Administrative Facility, Fort Bliss, Texas

Page 19 

1970s and covered 500 square kilometers (193 square miles) (Whalen et al. 1978).  A second  
investigation covering 3,097 acres and National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) evaluation 
of 20 sites was conducted by Geo-Marine, Incorporated (GMI) and reported in 2008 (Russell and 
Arford 2008), and the third investigation was conducted by Fort Bliss staff and involved the re-
evaluation of seven archaeological sites inside Texas Loop 375 and Montana Avenue (Burt 
2011).

The UTEP survey consisted of an intensive archaeological pedestrian survey and historical and 
architectural evaluation of historic buildings.  The investigation resulted in the recording of 
1,844 archaeological sites and 187 buildings over 50 years of age as of 1978 (Whalen et al. 
1978).  The investigation provided an extensive cultural characterization and settlement system 
analysis over a large portion of Fort Bliss managed lands.   

The later GMI investigation also included an intensive archaeological pedestrian survey that 
covered 3,047 acres and overlapped considerable portions of the earlier UTEP study.  The GMI 
investigation revisited 273 previously documented sites.  Of the previously documented sites, 
140 could not be relocated, 44 no longer met criteria defining them as sites, and 89 were 
incorporated within new site boundaries.  In the case of 38 sites, the newly defined boundaries 
resulted in the combination of one or more previously recorded sites.  The GMI investigation 
also recorded 26 newly identified sites (Russell and Arford 2008).

The Fort Bliss investigation (Burt 2011) re-evaluated seven archaeological sites previously 
recommended eligible for the NRHP and located between Texas Loop 375 (also known as Purple 
Heart Boulevard) and Montana Avenue.  The sites were tested and evaluated against standards 
developed in Significance and Research Standards for Prehistoric Archaeological Sites at Fort 
Bliss: A Design for the Evaluation, Management and Treatment of Cultural Resources (Miller
and Landreth 2009).  The investigation resulted in the previous eligibility recommendations for 
the seven sites being re-evaluated as not eligible for the NRHP (Burt 2011). Between the UTEP, 
GMI, and Fort Bliss investigations, the entire Proposed Action area has been subject to previous 
cultural resources investigation. 

3.6.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.6.2.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the ICE facility would not be constructed and the consolidation 
of ICE’s seven offices would not take place at this location; therefore, no impacts on cultural 
resources would occur. 

3.6.2.2 Proposed Action 
ICE, operating on Fort Bliss property, would follow the cultural resources management plan 
outlined in the Fort Bliss ICRMP (U.S. Army 2008) developed for compliance with all Federal 
laws, regulations, and standards, including NHPA, NAGPRA, ARPA, and other statutes.  The 
entire area encompassing the proposed ICE facility has been subject to previous cultural 
resources surveys, and no eligible cultural resources have been reported.  Therefore, no adverse 
impacts on cultural resources are anticipated through implementation of the Proposed Action.  
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It should be stipulated that if any subsurface cultural resources are encountered during the 
construction of the proposed ICE facility, they would be properly mitigated under Fort Bliss 
supervision in accordance with the procedures set forth in the PA between Fort Bliss and the 
Texas SHPO.  Any discovery of possible human remains would be treated in accordance with the 
NAGPRA and the Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) set out in the ICRMP.   

3.7 Air Quality  

3.7.1 Affected Environment 
The USEPA established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for specific 
pollutants determined to be of concern with respect to the health and welfare of the general 
public.  Ambient air quality standards are classified as either "primary" or "secondary."  The 
major pollutants of concern, or criteria pollutants, are carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide 
(SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM-10), 
particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM-2.5), and lead.  NAAQS represent the maximum 
levels of background pollution that are considered safe, with an adequate margin of safety, to 
protect the public health and welfare. The NAAQS are included in Appendix B.

Areas that do not meet these NAAQS standards are called non-attainment areas; areas that meet 
both primary and secondary standards are known as attainment areas.  The Federal Conformity 
Final Rule (40 CFR Parts 51 and 93) specifies criteria and requirements for conformity 
determinations for Federal projects.  The Federal Conformity Rule was first promulgated in 1993 
by the USEPA, following the passage of Amendments to the Clean Air Act in 1990.  The rule 
mandates that a conformity analysis be performed when a Federal action generates air pollutants 
in a region that has been designated as a non-attainment or maintenance area for one or more 
pollutants covered by NAAQS. 

A conformity analysis is the process used to determine whether a Federal action meets the 
requirements of the General Conformity Rule.  It requires the responsible Federal agency to 
evaluate the nature of a Proposed Action and associated air pollutant emissions and calculate 
emissions that may result from the implementation of the Proposed Action.  If the emissions 
exceed established limits, known as de minimis thresholds, the proponent is required to perform a 
conformity determination and implement appropriate mitigation measures to reduce air 
emissions.   

The USEPA and TCEQ have designated the City of El Paso as a non-attainment area for all PM-
10, a portion of the city as a maintenance area for CO, and El Paso County as a maintenance area 
for the 8-hour ozone standard (USEPA 2012 and TCEQ 2012).

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.7.2.1 No Action Alternative   
The No Action Alternative would not result in any direct impacts on air quality because there 
would be no construction or operational activities. 
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3.7.2.2 Proposed Action 
3.7.2.2.1 Construction-Related Air Emissions 
Temporary and minor increases in air pollution would occur from the use of construction 
equipment (combustion emissions) and the disturbance of soils (fugitive dust).  Several sources 
of air pollutants would contribute to the overall air impacts, including:  

Combustion engines of construction equipment; 
Construction workers commuting to and from work; 
Supply trucks delivering materials to construction site; and 
Job site ground disturbances.

Fugitive dust emissions were calculated using USEPA’s preferred emission factor of 0.19 ton per 
acre per month (Midwest Research Institute 1996), which is a more current standard than the 
1985 PM-10 emission factor of 1.2 tons per acre-month presented in AP-42 Section 13 
Miscellaneous Sources 13.2.3.3 (USEPA 2001).

NONROAD2008a model was used to estimate air emissions from construction equipment.  It is 
the USEPA’s preferred model for estimating emissions from non-road sources (USEPA 2009a).  
Combustion emission calculations were made for standard construction equipment, such as a 
backhoe, bulldozer, dump truck, crane, and cement truck.  Assumptions were made regarding the 
total number of days and hours each piece of equipment would be used.   

Construction workers would temporarily increase the combustion emissions in the airshed during 
their commute to and from the project area.  Emissions from trucks delivering materials such as 
cement, fill, and supplies would also contribute to the overall air emissions budget.  Emissions 
from delivery trucks and construction workers traveling to the job site were calculated using 
USEPA’s preferred on-road vehicle emission model MOVES2010a (USEPA 2009b).   

The total air quality emissions from the construction activities were calculated to compare to the 
de minimis thresholds of the General Conformity Rule.  Summaries of the total emissions for 
construction activities are presented in Table 3-2.  Details of the conformity analyses are 
presented in Appendix B.

Table 3-2.  Total Air Emissions (tons/year) from Construction Activities  
versus the de minimis Threshold Levels 

Pollutant Total
(tons/year)

de minimis Thresholds 
(tons/year) 1

CO 21.21 100 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)  15.48 100 
Nitrous Oxides (NOx) 43.56 100 
PM-10 26.63 100 
PM-2.5 5.87 100 
SO2 4.39 100 
Source: 40 CFR 51.853 and Gulf South Research Corporation (GSRC) model projections (Appendix B) 
1 Note that the City of El Paso is in non-attainment area for all PM-10, a portion of the city is a maintenance area for CO, 

and El Paso County is a maintenance area for the 8-hour ozone standard (USEPA 2012). 
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As can be seen in Table 3-2, air emissions from construction of the Proposed Action do not 
exceed Federal de minimis thresholds.  As there are no violations of air quality standards and no 
conflicts with the state implementation plans, the impacts on air quality in El Paso County from 
the implementation of the Proposed Action would be negligible.  During construction, proper 
and routine maintenance of all vehicles and other construction equipment would be implemented 
to ensure that emissions are within the design standards of all construction equipment.  Dust 
suppression methods should be implemented to minimize fugitive dust, including wetting 
solutions applied to construction areas. 

3.7.2.2.2 Operational Air Emissions 
Operational air emissions refer to air emissions that may occur after the Proposed Action has 
been constructed and implemented. Seven existing ICE offices would be closed and employees 
moved to the new facility, so there would be no net increase in operational air emissions as a 
result of the Proposed Action. 

3.8 Climate 

3.8.1 Affected Environment 
Nicknamed “The Sun City,” El Paso has a dry desert climate.  Average rainfall is 8.65 inches per 
year (30-year average), mostly in the summer and often from thunderstorms that cause flash 
flooding.  Wind and dust storms are common in the spring, with high winds picking up sand and 
causing loss of visibility.  At an approximate elevation of 4,000 feet above mean sea level, the 
city also receives winter snow.  Temperatures range from a mean low of 50.6 degrees Fahrenheit 
to a mean high of 76.8 degrees Fahrenheit (City of El Paso 2012). 

3.8.1.1 Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change 
Global climate change refers to a change in the average weather on the earth.  Greenhouse gases 
(GHG) are gases that trap heat in the atmosphere.  They include water vapor, CO2, methane 
(CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), fluorinated gases including chlorofluorocarbons (CFC) and 
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HFC), and halons, as well as ground-level O3 (California Energy 
Commission 2007). 

The major GHG-producing sectors in society include transportation, utilities (e.g., coal and gas 
power plants), industry/manufacturing, agriculture, and residential.  End-use sector sources of 
GHG emissions include transportation (40.7 percent), electricity generation (22.2 percent), 
industry (20.5 percent), agriculture and forestry (8.3 percent), and other (8.3 percent).  The main 
sources of increased concentrations of GHG due to human activity include the combustion of 
fossil fuels and deforestation (CO2), livestock and rice farming, land use and wetland depletions, 
landfill emissions (CH4), refrigeration system and fire suppression system use and manufacturing 
(CFC), and agricultural activities, including the use of fertilizers (California Energy Commission 
2007).

3.8.1.2 GHG Threshold of Significance  
The CEQ drafted guidelines for determining meaningful GHG decision-making analysis.  The 
CEQ guidance states that if the project would be reasonably anticipated to cause direct emissions 
of 25,000 metric tons (27,557 U.S. tons) or more of CO2 GHG emissions on an annual basis, 
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agencies should consider this a threshold for decision makers and the public.  CEQ does not 
propose this as an indicator of a threshold of significant effects, but rather as an indicator of a 
minimum level of GHG emissions that may warrant some description in the appropriate NEPA 
analysis for agency actions involving direct emissions of GHG (CEQ 2010). 

The GHG covered by Executive Order (EO) 13514 are CO2, CH4, N2O, HFC, perfluorocarbons, 
and sulfur hexafluoride.  These GHG have varying heat-trapping abilities and atmospheric 
lifetimes.  CO2 equivalency (CO2e) is a measuring methodology used to compare the heat-
trapping impact from various GHG relative to CO2.  Some gases have a greater global warming 
potential than others.  NOx, for instance, have a global warming potential that is 310 times 
greater than an equivalent amount of CO2, and CH4 is 21 times greater than an equivalent 
amount of CO2.

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.8.2.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on climate would occur because no construction or 
other changes to the land would take place.   

3.8.2.2 Proposed Action 
Under the Proposed Action, temporary construction-related air emissions of CO2 and CO2
equivalents are estimated to be 13,774 tons during the estimated one-year construction period. 
These emissions do not exceed the Federal de minimis threshold of 27,557 tons per year, and 
impacts would be minor. 

The 500 ICE employees would be relocated from the seven existing ICE offices within the same 
airshed.  As a result, there would be no net increases in air emissions related to operations. 

3.9 Noise  

3.9.1 Affected Environment 
Noise is generally described as unwanted sound, which can be based either on objective effects 
(i.e., hearing loss, damage to structures, etc.) or subjective judgments (e.g., community 
annoyance).  Sound is usually represented on a logarithmic scale with a unit called the decibel 
(dB).  Sound on the decibel scale is referred to as sound level.  The threshold of human hearing 
is approximately 0 dB, and the threshold of discomfort or pain is around 130 dB.  The A-
weighted decibel (dBA) is a measurement of sound pressure adjusted to conform with the 
frequency response of the human ear. The dBA metric is most commonly used for the 
measurement of environmental and industrial noise.  

Noise levels occurring at night generally produce a greater annoyance than do the same levels 
occurring during the day.  It is generally agreed that people perceive intrusive noise at night as 
being 10 dBA louder than the same level of intrusive noise during the day, at least in terms of its 
potential for causing community annoyance.  This perception is largely because background 
environmental sound levels at night in most areas are about 10 dBA lower than those during the 
day.
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Long-term noise levels are computed over a 24-hour period and adjusted for nighttime 
annoyances to produce the day-night average sound level (DNL).  DNL is the community noise 
metric recommended by the USEPA and has been adopted by most Federal agencies (USEPA 
1974).  A DNL of 65 dBA is the level most commonly used for noise planning purposes and 
represents a compromise between community impact and the need for activities like 
construction.

3.9.1.1 Residential Neighborhoods 
Acceptable noise levels have been established by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) for construction activities in residential areas (HUD 1984):

Acceptable (not exceeding 65 dBA) – The noise exposure may be of some concern, but 
common building construction would make the indoor environment acceptable, and the 
outdoor environment would be reasonably pleasant for recreation and play. 

Normally Unacceptable (above 65 but not greater than 75 dBA) – The noise exposure is 
significantly more severe; barriers may be necessary between the site and prominent 
noise sources to make the outdoor environment acceptable; special building construction 
may be necessary to ensure that people indoors are sufficiently protected from outdoor 
noise.

Unacceptable (greater than 75 dBA) – The noise exposure at the site is so severe that the 
construction costs to make the indoor noise environment acceptable may be prohibitive, 
and the outdoor environment would still be unacceptable. 

3.9.1.2 Outdoor Construction 
Noise emission abatement criteria for construction activities have been adopted by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA).  The FHWA noise abatement criteria specify outdoor noise 
levels (dBA) for various land use activity categories.  The criteria thresholds are used to assess 
the impacts from short-term noise emissions associated with construction.  Table 3-3 presents the 
FHWA outdoor noise abatement criteria for construction noise emissions. 

Table 3-3.  FHWA Outdoor Construction Noise Abatement Criteria 
Activity

Category
Hourly

dBA Description of Activity Category Type of Land Uses 

A 57 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary 
significance and serve an important public need and 
where the preservation of those qualities is essential if 
the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose. 

National Wilderness Areas, 
National Parks, State and 
Federal Wildlife Refuges 

B 67 
Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports 
areas, parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, 
churches, libraries, and hospitals.  

National Forests, public 
beaches, city parks, 
community commons areas 

C 72 Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in 
categories A or B above. 

Industrial parks, commercial 
areas 

Source: 23 CFR 772 Table 1
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3.9.1.3 Noise Attenuation 
As a general rule of thumb, noise generated by a stationary noise source, or “point source,” will 
decrease by approximately 6 dBA over hard surfaces and 9 dBA over soft surfaces for each 
doubling of the distance.  For example, if a noise source produces a noise level of 85 dBA at a 
reference distance of 50 feet over a hard surface, then the noise level would be 79 dBA at a 
distance of 100 feet from the noise source, 73 dBA at a distance of 200 feet, and so on.  To 
estimate the attenuation of the noise over a given distance, the following relationship is utilized: 

   Equation 1: dBA2 = dBA1 – 20 log (d2/d1)

Where:
dBA2 = dBA at distance 2 from source (predicted) 
dBA1 = dBA at distance 1 from source (measured) 
d2 = Distance to location 2 from the source 
d1 = Distance to location 1 from the source 

Source: California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 1998 

Montana Avenue is immediately south of the project site, and residential neighborhoods are 
located south of Montana Avenue.  The residential homes are approximately 210 feet south of 
the project site (across Montana Avenue).  Immediately to the east of the project site is the 
AFRC.  There are storage and maintenance buildings approximately 310 feet from the eastern 
boundary and office buildings approximately 750 feet from the eastern boundary.   

3.9.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.9.2.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the sensitive noise receptors near the proposed project site 
would not experience construction-related or operational noise events.

3.9.2.2 Proposed Action 
The proposed construction activities would require the use of common construction equipment.  
Table 3-4 presents noise emission levels for construction equipment expected to be used during 
the proposed construction activities.  Anticipated sound levels at 50 feet from various types of 
construction equipment range from 76 dBA to 84 dBA, based on data from the FHWA (2007).

Table 3-4.  A-Weighted (dBA) Sound Levels of Construction Equipment 
and Modeled Attenuation at Various Distances1

Noise Source 50 feet 100 feet 200 feet 500 feet 1000 feet
Backhoe 78 72 66 58 51 
Crane 81 75 69 61 54 
Dump Truck 76 70 64 56 49 
Excavator 81 75 69 61 54 
Concrete mixer truck 79 73 67 59 52 
Bulldozer 84 78 72 64 57 
Front-end loader 82 76 70 62 55 
Source: FHWA 2007 
1 The dBA at 50 feet is a measured noise emission. The 100- to 1,000-foot results are GSRC modeled estimates.  
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Construction would involve the use of a bulldozer, which has a noise emission level of 84 dBA 
at 50 feet from the source.  Assuming the worst case scenario, the noise model (Caltrans 1998) 
estimates that noise emissions of 84 dBA would have to travel 450 feet before they would 
attenuate to an acceptable level of 65 dBA.  To achieve an attenuation of 84 dBA to a normally 
unacceptable level of 75 dBA, the distance from the noise source to the receptor would need to 
be 140 feet. 

Depending upon the number of construction hours, and the number, type, and distribution of 
construction equipment being used, the noise levels near the project area could temporarily 
exceed 65 dBA up to 433 feet from the project area.  Geographic Information Systems (GIS) was 
used to determine the number of sensitive noise receptors within 433 feet from the edge of the 
project corridor.  Approximately 47 sensitive noise receptors (residential homes) may experience 
temporary noise intrusion equal to or greater than 65 dBA from construction equipment.  The 
AFRC building is approximately 750 feet to the east of the project site and should not experience 
noise emissions greater than 65 dBA.  

Noise generated by the construction activities would be intermittent and last for approximately 1 
year, after which noise levels would return to ambient levels, including noise on Montana 
Avenue.  To minimize this impact, potential construction activities should be limited to daylight 
hours.  Noise impacts would be minor if these timing restrictions are implemented during 
construction.

3.10 Traffic and Transportation  

3.10.1 Affected Environment  
Major transportation arteries in the area around the proposed ICE facility are shown in Figure 3-
1.  The proposed ICE facility would be located on the north side of Montana Avenue between 
Lee Boulevard and Saul Kleinfeld Drive, just west of the AFRC.  The AFRC is located directly 
across Montana Avenue from the Saul Kleinfeld Drive intersection.  At this location, Montana 
Avenue is a divided highway.  Two secure vehicular access entrances would be built to provide 
ingress and egress for the new facility from Montana Avenue.  The ICE facility is set back 200 
feet from Montana Avenue, providing TxDOT an area for road widening planned in the near 
future.  An acceleration/deceleration lane would be built along Montana Avenue to improve 
traffic flow and safety.  Final ingress and egress design would be determined during the 
design/build phase of the project.  All designs would be submitted to TxDOT and the El Paso 
Traffic Engineer’s Office for review and approval. 

Other transportation arteries in the region include US 54, locally referred to as the Patriot 
Freeway, which is a major non-Interstate divided highway west of Fort Bliss providing access to 
areas to the north. Texas Loop 375 (Purple Heart Highway), also an important regional traffic 
corridor, connects the northeast and eastern portions of the city and helps reduce traffic 
congestion along US 54.  Texas Loop 375 crosses the Fort Bliss installation between Montana 
Avenue and US 54.  To meet the corresponding demand of significant projected background 
traffic growth throughout El Paso, Texas Spur 601 was completed to provide a 7.4-mile 
connection between US 54 on the west and Texas Loop 375 on the east.
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Figure 3-1. Major Transportation Arteries in the Vicinity of the
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Traffic counts and LOS scores for intersections in the area around the proposed ICE facility are 
shown in Table 3-5.  LOS is a measure of the capacity of a roadway to handle the volume of 
traffic anticipated.  The LOS scale ranges from A to F, where A is the best (free-flow conditions) 
and F is the worst (stop-and-go conditions).  LOS A, B, and C are considered good operating 
conditions, while LOS D is considered below average, and LOS E and F are considered 
unacceptable.  The table shows that the intersections on Montana Avenue near the proposed ICE 
facility have existing LOS ratings of B and C (Huitt-Zollars 2011). 

Table 3-5.  Traffic Counts and Level of Service for Nearby Intersections 

Intersection

Average Daily 
Traffic on Montana 

Avenue
(VPD)

Average Daily 
Traffic on Cross 

Street
(VPD)

LOS for 
AM Peak 

Hour

LOS for 
PM Peak 

Hour

Montana Avenue at Saul Kleinfeld Dr. 36,215 5,112 C C 
Montana Avenue at Lee Boulevard 38,591 2,639 B B 
Sources:  El Paso Department of Transportation and Huitt-Zollars 2011 
VPD – vehicles per day 
Note: Traffic counts for the Montana-Saul Kleinfeld intersection are from February 2011 and for the Montana-Lee Boulevard intersection are 
from March 2011 (El Paso Department of Transportation).

Roadway improvements planned for the near future by the City of El Paso and TxDOT include 
the addition of one lane in each direction on Montana Avenue.  The additional capacity provided 
would be expected to improve LOS ratings for these intersections. 

3.10.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.10.2.1 No Action Alternative  
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on traffic and transportation would occur because 
no construction or other changes to the land would take place. 

3.10.2.2 Proposed Action 
The addition of approximately 500 employees working in the proposed ICE facility would 
increase traffic on Montana Avenue. A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) for the proposed ICE 
facility, prepared by Huitt-Zollars, was completed in October 2011.  The TIA is based on a 
phased build-out of the facility, which is no longer planned.  The assumptions used in the TIA 
are considered the worse-case scenario, with facility impacts expected to be less than estimated 
in the report.   The TIA main report is included in Appendix C, with the full report (including 
appendices) available on the Fort Bliss (www.bliss.army.mil) and USACE 
(http://ecso.swf.usace.army.mil/Pages/Publicreview.cfm) websites. 

The ICE facility would be operational 24 hours daily.  Assumptions for this analysis include: 

Two entrances providing access to and from Montana Avenue (as the worst case 
scenario)
500 employees 
90 percent of the traffic associated with the facility expected between 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 
p.m. 
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Staggered 8.5-hour shifts:  20 percent begin work at 6:00 a.m., 25 percent at 7:00 a.m., 25 
percent at 8:00 a.m., and 20 percent at 9:00 a.m. 
53 percent of vehicles arrive from the west on Montana Avenue; 47 percent arrive from 
the east on Montana Avenue (Huitt-Zollars 2011) 

Tables 3-6 and 3-7 present projected increases in peak hour traffic in the morning and afternoon, 
respectively, resulting from the employees at the proposed ICE facility using two entrances 
connecting to Montana Avenue in the year 2018.  These projections show that morning peak 
hour traffic would increase 5 percent at the Montana/Saul Kleinfeld intersection, which would be 
estimated to result in an LOS rating of D, and 6 percent at the Montana/Lee Boulevard 
intersection, which would be estimated to result in an LOS rating of C.  At morning peak hour, 
there would be an estimated 117 vehicles traveling eastbound and making a U-turn at the 
Montana/Saul Kleinfeld intersection. 

Table 3-6.  2018 Morning Peak Hour Increase in Traffic for Nearby Intersections
Proposed ICE Facility 

Intersection
LOS for 

AM Peak 
Hour

Without
Project

Peak Hour 
VPH

With Project 
Additional*

VPH

With
Project

Increase in 
VPH

Number of 
Vehicles 

Making a 
U-turn

Montana Avenue at Saul 
Kleinfeld Dr. (westbound) D 2,479 125** 5% 117*** 

Montana Avenue at Lee 
Boulevard (eastbound) C 1,058 66 6% NA 

Source: Huitt-Zollars Inc. 2011 and GSRC    
VPH – Vehicles per hour NA – Not applicable 
* Assumes that no more than 25 percent of the employees would be arriving/departing during any one hour 
** 125 is the total of 59 vehicles coming from the east on Montana plus the 66 vehicles coming from the west that must make a U-turn at this 
intersection to access the ICE facility 
*** 51 vehicles making a U-turn without the project plus 66 vehicles (with project) coming from the west and making a U-turn to go back to the 
ICE facility  

Table 3-7.  2018 Afternoon Peak Hour Increase in Traffic for 
Nearby Intersections Proposed ICE Facility 

Intersection
LOS for 
PM Peak 

Hour

Without
Project

Peak Hour 
VPH

With
Project

Additional*
VPH

With
Project

Increase in 
VPH

Number of 
Vehicles

Making a 
U-turn

Montana Avenue at Saul 
Kleinfeld Drive (eastbound) C 2,043 59 3% NA 

Montana Avenue at Lee 
Boulevard (westbound) C 1,490 125** 8% 100*** 

Source: Huitt-Zollars Inc. 2011 and GSRC   
VPH – Vehicles per hour NA – Not applicable 
* Assumes that no more than 25 percent of the employees would be arriving/departing during any one hour 
**125 is the total number of vehicles going west on Montana after exiting the facility; it is assumed that 59 would make a U-turn
at this intersection to turn back to the east 
*** 41 vehicles making a U-turn without the project plus 59 vehicles (with project) leaving the facility and making a U-turn to go 
east 
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Projections for the afternoon show an 8 percent increase in traffic at the Montana/Lee Boulevard 
intersection, resulting in an LOS rating of C and a 3 percent increase in traffic at the Montana 
Avenue-Saul Kleinfeld Drive intersection (LOS of C).  Projections for the afternoon show 100 
westbound vehicles making a U-turn at the Montana Avenue/Lee Boulevard intersection. 

There would be long-term, moderate adverse impacts on traffic and roadway wear and tear as a 
result of additional vehicle traffic on Montana Avenue.  An acceleration/deceleration lane on 
westbound Montana Avenue would be built to promote traffic flow.  However, additional traffic 
leaving the facility and the large numbers of vehicles making U-turns at the Saul Kleinfeld 
intersection in the morning and the Lee Boulevard intersection in the afternoon would add 
congestion to those intersections.  In addition, project construction activities would cause 
temporary, minor impacts on traffic and wear and tear on area roads.  

Traffic management strategies, such as the addition of U-turn lanes, could minimize the 
moderate adverse impacts on traffic on Montana Avenue.  The addition of U-turn lanes to 
provide for additional vehicle turning capacity on eastbound Montana Avenue at Saul Kleinfeld 
and westbound at Lee Boulevard would improve traffic flow.  However, the use of U-turn lanes 
or other traffic management measures would be contingent upon approval from the TxDOT and 
the City of El Paso (Stevenson 2012). 

TxDOT will be granted 200 feet of additional right-of-way (ROW) on the north side of Montana 
Avenue.  This additional ROW would be used to widen Montana Avenue and provide an 
acceleration/deceleration lane.  TxDOT estimates that the widening would be started in 2015.  
The widening of Montana Avenue with the additional ingress/egress lanes would return the LOS 
to an acceptable level.  

3.11 Health and Safety  

3.11.1 Affected Environment 
Federal, state, and Fort Bliss guidelines, rules, and regulations are in place to protect personnel 
throughout the installation.  Safety information and analysis is found in the MMP EIS, and Fort 
Bliss Regulation 385-63.  Health programs are promoted through U.S. Army Public Health 
Command and Medical Command.  Various Fort Bliss procedures have also been established to 
meet health and safety requirements.   

Health and safety hazards in the project area would likely occur during construction and could 
include exposure to dehydration and heat illness, contact with venomous animals and spiny 
vegetation, and vehicle accidents.  In the long-term, safety could be impacted by vehicles turning 
in and out of the facilities from Montana Avenue. 

3.11.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.11.2.1 No Action Alternative  
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on health and safety would occur because no 
construction or other changes to the land would take place. 
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3.11.2.2 Proposed Action  
During construction, all applicable OSHA rules and regulations would be followed by project 
contractors.  Heavy equipment operation areas and trenching locations would be secured to 
prevent inadvertent public access.  Under the Proposed Action, health impacts would be minimal 
and would be minimized by measures to ensure proper hydration and avoidance of dangerous 
animals and plants.  Safety impacts would be minimal with OSHA rules and regulations and 
BMPs in place.  Minor impacts on long-term safety could result from vehicles turning into the 
facility, as well as vehicles merging into traffic as they exit the facility; however, a planned 
acceleration/deceleration lane along Montana Avenue would minimize the impacts.   

3.12 Hazardous Materials and Waste  

3.12.1 Affected Environment 
Hazardous materials are substances that cause human physical or health hazards (29 CFR 
1910.1200).  Materials that are physically hazardous include combustible and flammable 
substances, compressed gases, and oxidizers.  Health hazards are associated with materials that 
cause acute or chronic reactions, including toxic agents, carcinogens, and irritants. 

Hazardous waste is produced from various equipment maintenance processes and is composed of 
any material listed in 40 CFR 261 Subpart D, or those that exhibit characteristics of toxicity, 
corrosivity, ignitability, or reactivity.  Hazardous materials are regulated in Texas by a 
combination of mandated laws promulgated by the USEPA and TCEQ.  In addition, hazardous 
wastes are managed on Fort Bliss under the Installation Hazardous Waste Management Plan, 
which provides detailed information on training; hazardous waste management roles and 
responsibilities; and hazardous waste identification, storage, transportation, and spill control, 
consistent with Federal and state regulations (U.S. Army 2011).   

A survey of the proposed site found solid waste located on approximately 5 percent of the parcel, 
mostly along the southern and western edges of the dirt road parallel to Montana Avenue and an 
old dirt road that intersects the parcel. Most of the waste was typical household discarded 
material, although some construction material such as wood panels, shingles, possible asphalt 
remnants, and tires were found.  Most of the waste does not pose a long-term environmental risk, 
with the only potential issue being asbestos-containing materials in the shingles.

3.12.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.12.2.1 No Action Alternative  
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on hazardous materials and waste would occur 
because no construction or other change to the land would take place. 

3.12.2.2 Proposed Action  
Minimal hazardous materials and waste impacts could occur as a result of the Proposed Action.  
Building materials used in the construction of the facility would be free of asbestos-containing 
materials and lead-based paint.  All building materials used would be verified as asbestos-free 
based on the manufacturer's technical specification sheet or material safety data sheet. 
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Construction of the ICE facility would require heavy machinery and the use of POL.  A limited 
amount of hazardous materials and waste, including POL, would be used or generated during 
routine maintenance and operation of any facilities constructed on the site.  All hazardous and 
regulated wastes and substances generated during construction would be collected, characterized, 
labeled, stored, transported, and disposed of in accordance with all Federal, state, and local 
regulations, including proper waste manifesting procedures through the Fort Bliss Hazardous 
Waste Management Program, known as Curbside.  Use of Curbside would be required as a 
design feature of the facility.  All other hazardous and regulated materials or substances would 
be handled according to materials safety data sheet instructions.  The potential impacts of the 
handling and disposal of hazardous and regulated materials and substances during project 
implementation would be minor when BMPs are implemented and would not impact the public, 
groundwater, or the general environment.   

3.13 Utilities Infrastructure    

3.13.1 Affected Environment 
Potable water.  Potable water would be provided by the EPWU.  Water sources include 
groundwater and surface water from the Rio Grande.  During the winter, groundwater is used to 
meet the city’s water needs.  Surface water from the Rio Grande is the primary water source in 
the spring, summer, and early fall, although groundwater is used to meet water needs in some 
areas that are further from the Rio Grande and to augment summer needs, particularly in drought 
years.  Together the surface and groundwater sources bring summer capacity to approximately 
300 million gallons per day (MGD).   Daily average water demand in 2011 was 106 MGD, with 
maximum daily demand of 163.5 MGD (EPWU 2012).  The EPWU operates and maintains a 30-
inch diameter water main that extends along the south side of Montana Avenue. 

Wastewater.  EPWU has four wastewater treatment facilities and in 2011 had total treatment 
capacity of 93.5 MGD.  Average use in 2011 was 61.5 MGD, with maximum daily use of 68.1 
MGD (EPWU 2012).  Wastewater would be handled by EPWU by tying into mains located 
across Montana Avenue.  

Stormwater.  Stormwater is water on the land surface that originates from precipitation.  Due to 
low precipitation, undulating topography, and exposed soils, most of the precipitation in the 
region becomes stormwater runoff.  Stormwater that does not soak into the ground runs off the 
land to adjacent lower areas, most of which are undeveloped.  Stormwater detention basins will 
be constructed around the ICE facility to capture runoff from the development. 

Solid Waste Management.  The City of El Paso’s Environmental Services Department provides 
weekly residential garbage and recycling collection, landfill disposal services, and special 
collection services for households in the city.  Commercial entities are required to contract for 
garbage services through a private contractor.

Electricity and Natural Gas.  Electrical power is supplied by El Paso Electric (EPE) through a 
115-kilovolt (kV) line that services Fort Bliss, the City of El Paso, and military reservations and 
the public to the north.  Electrical distribution lines run along the north side of Montana Avenue 
and an EPE easement extends along the eastern side of the proposed ICE facility.  Natural gas is 
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supplied by the El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG) through lines owned and maintained by 
Texas Gas Services (U.S. Army 2010).  A 6-inch natural gas main runs along the south side of 
Montana Avenue. 

Communications.  A number of large and small fiber-optic Internet service providers serve 
clients in and around El Paso.  Fiber-optic cable communications would be obtained through a 
private contractor.

3.13.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.13.2.1 No Action Alternative  
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on utilities infrastructure would occur because no 
construction or other changes to the land would take place. 

3.13.2.2 Proposed Action 
The ICE facility would obtain water, sewer, natural gas, and electric power services from city 
and private providers, as appropriate.  These services are available along Montana Avenue.  
Impacts would be within the existing utility servitudes.  Secure fiber-optic lines would be 
obtained from a private contractor.  Three detention basins would be constructed around the 
perimeter of the site to control stormwater runoff from at least a 100-year storm event.  No 
stormwater would flow onto Montana Avenue from the proposed facility  (see Figure 2-1).  All 
stormwater would be subject to Section 438 of the EISA. 

All of these utilities are currently being provided at the seven existing ICE locations in El Paso, 
and the number of personnel in the El Paso area would remain the same.  As a result, the 
consolidation of ICE functions at the new facility would not cause a net change in demand for 
utilities.  

3.14 Socioeconomics  

3.14.1 Affected Environment 
This socioeconomics section outlines the basic attributes of population and economic activity 
within in the Fort Bliss region, El Paso County, Texas. 

3.14.1.1 Population  
Population data for El Paso County, Texas, are shown in Table 3-8.  El Paso County is the only 
county in the El Paso Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA).  El Paso County, like the state of 
Texas, grew rapidly (almost 18 percent) over the last decade.  The Nation as a whole experienced 
a much lower growth rate of 9.7 percent from 2000-2010. 

Table 3-8.  Population for El Paso, Texas 
El Paso County Texas 

2010 Population 800,647 25,145,561 
2000 Population 679,622 20,851,820 
Percent Change 17.8 20.6 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010a 
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According to the 2010 Census, more than 82 percent of El Paso County’s population reports 
being of Hispanic or Latino origin, with 13 percent reporting “white, not Hispanic,” and 3 
percent black.   More than 26 percent of the population of El Paso County is foreign born, and 
almost 75 percent of persons age 5 and above report speaking a language other than English at 
home.  As shown in Table 3-9, American Community Survey (ACS) estimates (2006-2010) 
show that El Paso County has a lower percentage of high school and college graduates than the 
State of Texas and the Nation.  

Table 3-9.  Educational Attainment 

Persons Age 25+ El Paso 
County Texas U.S.

High school graduates 71.0% 80.0% 85.0% 
Bachelor's degree or higher 19.3% 25.8% 27.9% 

      Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 2010b

3.14.1.2 Income and Poverty 
Income and poverty data are shown in Table 3-10.  Per capita income for El Paso County is well 
below the U.S. average per capita income.  Median household incomes are also below the U.S. 
average (U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis [BEA] 2009).  The poverty rate for El Paso County 
is estimated to be 25.6 percent, almost double the National poverty rate of 13.8 percent (U.S. 
Census Bureau 2010b). 

Table 3-10.  Income and Poverty 

El Paso 
County

City of 
El Paso Texas U.S.

Per capita personal income (dollars), 2009 $29,381 NA $38,601 $39,635 

Per capita income as a percent of U.S., 2009 74.1% NA 97.4% 100% 

Median Household Income (2006-2010) $36,333 $37,428 $49,646 $51,914 

Persons of all ages below poverty level, percent, 2006-2010 25.6% 24.1% 16.8% 13.8% 

Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau 2010b and BEA 2009 
NA – Not available 

3.14.1.3 Housing 
Data on housing units in El Paso County, the State of Texas, and the Nation are presented in 
Table 3-11.   These data indicate that housing is in high demand in El Paso County.   El Paso has 
a rate of renter-occupied housing (37 percent) that is higher than Texas (36.3 percent) and 
noticeably higher than the Nation (34.9 percent).  The homeowner and rental vacancy rates for El 
Paso County are well below the rates for Texas and the Nation, with the rental vacancy rate of 
4.4 percent being less than half of those rates for Texas (10.8 percent) and the Nation (9.2 
percent). 
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Table 3-11.  Housing Units

Geographic
Area

Total
Housing

Units

Occupied Homeowner 
Vacancy

Rate*
(Percent)

Rental
Vacancy
Rate**

(Percent)

Vacant
Units for 

RentUnits
Owner- 

Occupied
(Percent)

Renter- 
Occupied
(Percent)

El Paso County 270,307 256,557 63.0 37.0 1.6 4.4 4,361 

State of Texas 9,977,436 8,922,933 63.7 36.3 2.1 10.8 394,310 

U.S. 131,704,730 116,716,292 65.1 34.9 2.4 9.2 4,137,567

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 2010a 
*Homeowner vacancy rate is the proportion of the homeowner inventory that is vacant "for sale." 
** Rental vacancy rate is the proportion of the rental inventory that is vacant "for rent." 

3.14.1.4 Labor Force and Employment 
The estimated civilian labor force in El Paso County in October 2011 was 326,400.  The 
unemployment rate was 10.2 percent, which is well above the 8.4 percent unemployment rate for 
the State of Texas but is a decrease from the 10.9 percent in El Paso County reported in June and 
July (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 2011).  County Business Patterns data show that 
employment in El Paso County is concentrated in the “retail,” “healthcare and social assistance,” 
and “accommodation and food services” categories.  Together they account for approximately 45 
percent of employment in El Paso County, compared to 37 percent for Texas and 38 percent for 
the Nation.

3.14.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.14.2.1 No Action Alternative  
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on socioeconomics would occur because no 
construction or other change to the land would take place. 

3.14.2.2 Proposed Action 
The ICE administration building would consolidate seven ICE offices around El Paso into one 
facility.  This shift in office locations would have negligible permanent impacts on population, 
income, employment, and housing.  However, short-term indirect adverse impacts would occur 
as a result of the seven leased facilities no longer being occupied by the ICE employees.  Income 
to the lessors and taxes paid by the lessors would be adversely impacted until the new leases 
could be acquired.  Temporary beneficial impacts in the form of construction jobs and from the 
local purchase of construction materials would be expected from construction expenditures.

3.15  Environmental Justice and Protection of Children 

3.15.1 Affected Environment 
3.15.1.1 Environmental Justice 
EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations, was issued by President Clinton on February 11, 1994.  It was intended to 
ensure that proposed Federal actions do not have disproportionately high and adverse human 
health and environmental effects on minority and low-income populations and to ensure greater 



Environmental Assessment 
ICE El Paso City Administrative Facility, Fort Bliss, Texas

Page 36 

public participation by minority and low-income populations.  It requires each agency to develop 
an agency-wide environmental justice strategy.  A Presidential Transmittal Memorandum issued 
with the EO states that “each Federal agency shall analyze the environmental effects, including 
human health, economic and social effects, of Federal actions, including effects on minority 
communities and low-income communities, when such analysis is required by the NEPA 42 
USC section 4321, et seq.”

EO 12898 does not provide guidelines as to how to determine concentrations of minority or low-
income populations.  However, analysis of demographic data on race and ethnicity and poverty 
provides information on minority and low-income populations that could be affected by 
proposed actions.  The 2010 Census reports numbers of minority individuals, and the ACS 
provides the most recent poverty estimates available.  Minority populations are those persons 
who identify themselves as Black, Hispanic, Asian American, American Indian/Alaskan Native, 
Pacific Islander, or Other.  Poverty status is used to define low-income.  Poverty is defined as the 
number of people with income below poverty level, which was $22,314 for a family of four in 
2010, according to the U.S. Census Bureau.  A potential disproportionate impact may occur 
when the percent minority in the study area exceeds 50 percent and/or the percent low-income 
exceeds 20 percent of the population.  Additionally, a disproportionate impact may occur when 
the percentage of minority and/or low-income in the study area is meaningfully greater than 
those in the region. 

The population of El Paso County and the City of El Paso is largely minority (primarily 
Hispanic) and low-income, as shown in Table 3-12.  According to the 2010 Census, El Paso 
County is approximately 86.9 percent minority and has 25.6 percent of the population living 
below the poverty level.  Census Tract 103.22, immediately south of the location of the proposed 
ICE administrative facility, is also primarily minority (Hispanic), and as of the 2010 Census, 
19.5 percent of the population was living below the poverty level.

Table 3-12.  Minority and Poverty 

Location Minority Population 
(Percent)

All Ages in Poverty 
(Percent)

El Paso County  86.9 25.6 

City of El Paso  85.8 24.1 

Census Tract 103.22 82.1 19.5 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 2010a and 2010b 

3.15.1.2 Protection of Children 
EO 13045 requires each Federal agency “to identify and assess environmental health risks and 
safety risks that may disproportionately affect children” and “ensure that its policies, programs, 
activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental 
health risks or safety risks.”  This EO was prompted by the recognition that children, still 
undergoing physiological growth and development, are more sensitive to adverse environmental 
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health and safety risks than adults.  The potential for impacts on the health and safety of children 
is greater where projects are located near residential areas.   

3.15.2 Environmental Consequences 
The Proposed Action would be located in El Paso County, which has a population that is more 
than 86 percent minority and more than 25 percent low-income.  Approximately 30 percent of 
the population consists of persons under 18 years of age, and 8.1 percent consists of persons 
under age 5 (U.S. Census Bureau 2010a and 2010b). 

3.15.2.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on minority or low-income populations or children 
would occur because no construction or other changes to the land would take place. 

3.15.2.2 Proposed Action  
While the El Paso County population is high minority and low-income and Census Tract 103.22, 
which is immediately south of the proposed administrative facility, is high minority, shifting 
employees from the seven locations to one is not expected to result in disproportionate adverse 
impacts on minority or low-income populations in the region or the area around the proposed 
facility.  Current ICE facilities are located nearby and commuting distances would not be 
disproportionately changed.  Further, ICE is a law enforcement branch of the Federal 
government and provides improved security for all residents.  However, there could be a 
temporary loss of income to minority businesses if any of the seven leased properties were 
minority-owned.  These properties are expected to be on the lease market shortly after ICE 
vacates the structures.   

The implementation of the Proposed Action would not cause environmental health risks or safety 
risks that would disproportionately affect children.  
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4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative impacts are defined as the impacts on the environment that result from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions.  Cumulative impacts of recent U.S. Army initiatives for mandated expansion and 
construction activities at Fort Bliss are discussed in the SEIS (U.S. Army 2007) and the GFS EIS 
(U.S. Army 2010). 

The issuance of a renewable permit and development of the 19-acre parcel by ICE has the 
potential for cumulative impacts on land use, biological resources, air quality, noise, and 
transportation.  A number of areas in the region around the proposed ICE facility area are 
proposed for development.  These areas include parcels to the west, north, and east of the 
proposed ICE facility that are currently being considered for sale and a land swap deal between 
Fort Bliss and the TxGLO, as well as an area being considered for a gun range on Fort Bliss.  
These impacts were assessed in the 2007 SEIS and 2010 GFS EIS that changed land use of Army 
land north of Montana Avenue from open training to development of facilities including housing, 
light industrial, and commercial type uses (U.S. Army 2007, 2010).  Cumulative impacts from 
the proposed developments in the region include permanent, minor impacts on land use and 
aesthetics, soils, and biological resources.

There would be long-term, minor cumulative impacts on land use and aesthetics as undeveloped 
and undisturbed lands north of Montana Avenue would be developed.  However, the proposed 
land uses are consistent with land use zoning in the area, and the loss or degradation of this land 
is minimal in comparison to the amount of similar lands available in the region and on Fort Bliss.
The planned developments would also detract from the aesthetic and visual qualities of the 
landscape.  As a result, minor cumulative impacts would occur on land use and aesthetics.  
BMPs, as described in a SWPPP that would be developed for all of the proposed projects in the 
area, would minimize soil loss during and after construction, so there would be minimal 
cumulative impacts on soils. 

Potential cumulative impacts on biological resources as a result of the loss of vegetation and 
wildlife habitat would be considered permanent but minor because of the low quality of the 
habitat for wildlife and similar vegetation communities at and near the proposed site and 
throughout Fort Bliss and the region.  Some sensitive species may be minimally impacted.  
Private development on adjacent parcels could potentially impact Texas horned lizards and 
nesting migratory birds, which could lead to a minor cumulative impact on sensitive species. 

A major cumulative long-term adverse impact in the region would occur from the additional 
traffic expected as a result of development of areas along Montana Avenue that, in addition to 
the proposed ICE facility, are expected to be developed as a mixture of residential and mixed-use 
commercial development.  The additional vehicles from this development would further reduce 
the LOS on Montana Avenue and cause additional traffic delays during commute hours.  
However, mitigation strategies are proposed as part of the development to minimize the impacts, 
including but not limited to redesigning traffic light phasing and timing for optimization, adding 
new traffic lights, adding turn lanes, and opening new thoroughfares to redistribute traffic.
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If the ICE facility were under construction at the same time construction is under way on parcels 
in the immediate vicinity, there could also be additional construction-related cumulative impacts 
on traffic, wear and tear on Montana Avenue and other area roadways, noise, and fugitive dust.  
However, these impacts would be temporary and minor.
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5.0 SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES

The following is a summary of the mitigation measures identified under the Proposed Action:  

To minimize impacts on migratory birds, all site preparation between February 15th and 
September 15th would require a preconstruction survey for bird activity and avoidance of 
any active nests of migratory birds until all chicks have fledged.  Alternatively, all 
clearing, grubbing, and ground disturbance would be carried out in the fall and winter 
months to coincide with the non-breeding season for these species.

Native vegetation would be preserved to the greatest extent practicable when planning 
and implementing the Proposed Action.

Preconstruction biological surveys for the Texas horned lizard and burrowing owl are 
recommended to detect their presence and provide for reducing impacts on these species.

If any subsurface cultural resources are encountered during the construction of the 
proposed buildings, they would be properly mitigated in accordance with the PA between 
Fort Bliss and the Texas SHPO.  Any discovery of possible human remains would be 
treated in accordance with the NAGPRA and the SOPs set forth in the Fort Bliss ICRMP.

Drip pans would be provided for stationary construction equipment to capture any POL 
accidentally spilled during construction activities. The SPCCP and ISCP would be 
followed for any POL spills.  All hazardous and regulated wastes and substances 
generated during construction would be collected, characterized, labeled, stored, 
transported, and disposed of in accordance with all Federal, state, and local regulations, 
including proper waste manifesting procedures through the Fort Bliss Hazardous Waste 
Management Program’s Curbside service.  Access for the Curbside service would be 
required as a design feature of the facility.  Solid waste would be separated into 
recyclable and non-recyclable, collected on-site in appropriate containers, and disposed 
of at an approved disposal facility for the type of waste.

Construction stormwater permitting would be obtained through the TCEQ NPDES 
process as required under the CWA.  A SWPPP would be developed and implemented to 
prevent stormwater runoff during and following construction.  BMPs following Fort Bliss 
SWPPP guidance would be utilized to control temporary fugitive dust and erosion during 
construction.  All stormwater would be subject to Section 438 of the EISA. 
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8.0 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

ACS   American Community Survey 
AFRC   Armed Forces Reserve Center 
ARPA   Archeological Resources Protection Act 
BAAF   Biggs Army Airfield 
BEA   Bureau of Economic Analysis 
BMP   Best Management Practice 
Caltrans  California Department of Transportation 
CEQ   Council on Environmental Quality 
CFC   Chlorofluorocarbons 
CFR   Code of Federal Regulations 
CH4   Methane 
CO   Carbon monoxide  
CO2

   Carbon dioxide 
CO2e   Carbon dioxide equivalency 
CWA   Clean Water Act 
dB   Decibel 
dBA   A-weighted decibel 
DHS   Department of Homeland Security 
DNL   Day-night average sound level 
DPW-E  Directorate of Public Works-Environmental Division 
DRO   Detention and Removal Operations 
EA   Environmental Assessment 
EIS   Environmental Impact Statement 
EISA   Energy Independence and Security Act  
EO   Executive order 
EPE   El Paso Electric 
EPNG   El Paso Natural Gas 
EPWU   El Paso Water Utilities 
ESA   Endangered Species Act 
FBTC   Fort Bliss Training Complex 
FHWA   Federal Highway Administration 
FNSI   Finding of No Significant Impact 
GFS EIS  Growth and Force Structure Realignment Final EIS 
GHG   Greenhouse gases 
GIS   Geographic Information System 
GMI   Geo-Marine Incorporated 
GSA   General Services Administration 
GSRC   Gulf South Research Corporation 
HFC   Hydrochlorofluorocarbons 
HUD    U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
I-10   Interstate 10 
ICE   Immigration and Customs Enforcement  
ICRMP  Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan 
ISCP   Installation Spill Contingency Plan 
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kV   Kilovolt 
LEED   Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design  
LINRs   Locally Important Natural Resources 
LOS   Level(s) of service 
MBTA   Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
Mg/m3   Milligrams per cubic meter 
MGD   Million gallons per day 
MMP EIS  Mission and Master Plan, Programmatic EIS 
MSA   Metropolitan Statistical Area 
N2O   Nitrous oxide 
NA   Not available 
NAAQS  National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAGPRA  Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
NEPA   National Environmental Policy Act 
NHPA   National Historic Preservation Act 
NOA   Notice of availability 
NO2   Nitrogen dioxide 
NOx   Nitrogen oxides 
NPDES  National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
NRHP   National Register of Historic Places 
O3   Ozone
OSHA   Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
PA   Programmatic Agreement 
PL   Public Law 
PM   Particulate matter 
PM-2.5  Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns 
PM-10   Particulate matter less than 10 microns 
POL   Petroleum, oil, and lubricants 
ppb   Parts per billion 
ppm   Parts per million 
ROW   Right-of-way 
SEIS   Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
SHPO   State Historic Preservation Officer 
SO2   Sulfur dioxide 
SOP   Standard operation procedures 
SPCCP  Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan 
SWPPP  Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
TCEQ   Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
THC   Texas Historical Commission 
TPWD   Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
TxGLO  Texas General Land Office 
U.S.   United States 
USACE  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USC   U.S. Code  
USDA   United States Department of Agriculture 
USEPA  United States Environmental Protection Agency 
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USFWS  United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
UTEP   University of Texas El Paso 
VOC   Volatile organic compounds 
VPD   Vehicles per day 
VPH   Vehicles per hour 
μg/m3   Micrograms per cubic meter  
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DISTRIBUTION LIST 

Libraries

William Lockhart 
Head of Reference 
El Paso Main Library 
501 N. Oregon St.
El Paso, TX  79901 

Charles Gaunce 
Government Documents Librarian 
UTEP Library
500 West University Avenue 
El Paso, TX  79968 

Martha Herrera 
Branch Manager 
Irving Schwartz Branch Library 
1865 Dean Martin Dr. 
El Paso, TX  79936 

Federal Agencies 

Adam Zerrenner 
Field Supervisor 
Austin Ecological Services Field Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
10711 Burnet Road, Suite 200 
Austin, Texas 78758 

City of El Paso 

The Honorable John Cook, Mayor 
City of El Paso 
2 Civic Center Plaza 
El Paso, TX 79901-1196 

Joyce A. Wilson, City Manager 
City of El Paso
2 Civic Center Plaza 
El Paso, TX 79901-1196 



Anthony T. Do 
Traffic Engineer 
City of El Paso 
7968 San Paulo Dr. 
El Paso, TX 79907 

Ann Morgan Lilly 
El Paso City Representative, District #1 
2 Civic Center Plaza 
El Paso, TX 79901-1196 

Susie Byrd 
El Paso City Representative, District #2 
2 Civic Center Plaza 
El Paso, TX 79901-1196 

Emma Acosta 
El Paso City Representative, District #3 
2 Civic Center Plaza 
El Paso, TX 79901-1196 

Carl. L. Robinson 
El Paso City Representative, District #4 
2 Civic Center Plaza 
El Paso, TX 79901-1196 

Dr. Michiel Noe 
El Paso City Representative, District #5 
2 Civic Center Plaza 
El Paso, TX 79901-1196 

Eddie Holguin Jr. 
El Paso City Representative, District #6 
2 Civic Center Plaza 
El Paso, TX 79901-1196 

Steve Ortega 
El Paso City Representative, District #7 
2 Civic Center Plaza 
El Paso, TX 79901-1196 

Cortney Niland 
El Paso City Representative, District #8 
2 Civic Center Plaza 
El Paso, TX 79901-1196 



Edmund G. Archuleta 
El Paso Water Utilities 
1154 Hawkins Boulevard 
PO Box 511 
El Paso, TX 79961-0001 

State Agencies –Texas 

Mark Wolfe, Executive Director 
Texas Historical Commission 
P.O. Box 12276 
Austin, TX 78711-2276 

Stan Graves, Architect 
Texas Historical Commission 
P.O. Box 12276 
Austin, TX 78711-2276 

Lorinda Gardner, Regional Director 
Texas Commission of Environmental Quality 
401 E. Franklin Ave Ste 560 
El Paso, TX 79901-1206 

Carter Smith, Executive Director 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
4200 Smith School Road 
Austin, TX 78744 

Eddie Arellano 
Texas Department of Transportation, APD Section 
13301 Gateway Boulevard W. 
El Paso, TX 79928 

El Paso County 

The Hon. Veronica Escobar 
County Judge 
500 E. San Antonio, Suite 301 
El Paso, TX 79901 

Anna Perez 
Commissioner, Precinct #1 
500 E. San Antonio, Suite 301 
El Paso, TX 79901 



Sergio Lewis 
Commissioner, Precinct #2 
500 E. San Antonio, Suite 301 
El Paso, TX 79901 

Tania M. Chozet 
Commissioner, Precinct #3 
500 E. San Antonio, Suite 301 
El Paso, TX 79901 

Daniel Haggerty 
Commissioner, Precinct #4 
500 E. San Antonio, Suite 301 
El Paso, TX 79901 



NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY 
Draft Finding Of No Significant Impact 

Environmental Assessment for the 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement  

El Paso City Administrative Facility 
Fort Bliss, Texas 

 
The Army and the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) - Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE) announce the availability of an Environmental Assessment (EA) that 
analyzes the construction and operation of an administrative facility on 19-acres fronting 
Montana Avenue, west of the existing Armed Forces Reserve Center within Fort Bliss, Texas.    
The Army intends to issue a long term lease to the DHS for the facility.    The EA has resulted in 
a Draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI), as ICE will consult with the City of El Paso 
and the Texas Department of Transportation during the design phase to address potential traffic 
impacts in the area.   The proposed facility would house approximately 500 employees currently 
working at seven different facilities located throughout El Paso, Texas.  The leases on the seven 
facilities currently used by ICE would be terminated and those functions consolidated at the new 
facility.   No high risk activities would occur at the new facility.  Both the EA and Draft FNSI 
are available for public review and comment at the El Paso Main Public Library, the Irving 
Schwartz Branch Library, and the UTEP Library. They can also be viewed on the following 
websites: www.bliss.army.mil; 
http://ecso.swf.usace.army.mil/Pages/Publicreview.cfm.  
 
The public is encouraged to review and comment on these documents.  Submittal of public 
comments must be received no later than 30 days from today and can be submitted by e-mail at 
john.f.barrera.civ@mail.mil, or mailed to: Mr. John F. Barrera, NEPA Program Manager, IMBL-
PWE, B624 Pleasonton Avenue, Fort Bliss, Texas 79916-6812. 



NOTIFICACION  DE  DISPONIBILIDAD 
Borrador de la Declaratoria de  

Impacto No Significativo del Estudio Ambiental para las  
Instalaciones Administrativas de Inmigración y Aduanas de la 

Ciudad de El Paso en Fort Bliss, Texas 

El Ejército y el Department of Homeland Security (DHS) - Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE) están anunciando la disponibilidad de un Estudio Ambiental que analiza la 
construcción y operación de una instalación administrativa en un lote de 19 acres  frente a la 
Avenida Montana, al oeste del existente Centro de las Reservas de las Fuerzas Armadas dentro 
de Fort Bliss, Texas. El Ejercito intenta emitir un documento de renta a largo plazo a favor de la 
DHS para esta instalación. El análisis del Estudio Ambiental ha resultado en la preparación de un 
borrador de declaratoria de Impacto no Significativo (FNSI, por sus siglas en inglés), mientras 
que ICE consultará con la Ciudad de El Paso y el Departamento de Transportes de Texas durante 
la fase de diseño para abordar impactos potenciales de tráfico en el área. La instalación propuesta 
albergara aproximadamente a 500 empleados, quienes en el presente se encuentran trabajando en 
siete diferentes localidades de la Ciudad de El Paso, Texas. Las rentas en esas siete instalaciones 
actualmente usadas por ICE serían terminadas y esas funciones serian consolidadas en la nueva 
instalación. Se anticipa que no ocurrirán actividades de alto riesgo en esa nueva instalación. 
Ambos documentos, el Estudio Ambiental y el borrador del FNSI están disponibles para su 
revisión y comentarios del público en El Paso Main Public Library, Irving Schwartz Branch 
Library y UTEP Library.  También se pueden consultar en los sitios:  www.bliss.army.mil 

http://ecso.swf.usace.army.mil/Pages/Publicreview.cfm 

Se invita al público a que revise los documentos y proporcione comentarios. La Recepción  de 
comentarios tiene que ser antes de 30 días a partir de esta fecha  y pueden enviarse por correo 
electrónico a:  john.f.barrera.civ@mail.mil  o por correo normal a: John J. Barrera, NEPA 
Program Manager, IMBL-PWE, B624 Pleasonton Avenue, Fort Bliss, Texas 79916-6812.  















































Responses to letter received from Texas Parks and Wildlife Department dated 24 October 2012: 

 

Fort Bliss appreciates the comments received from TPWD regarding the Environmental Assessment for 

Immigration and Customs Enforcement El Paso City Administrative Facility, Fort Bliss, Texas.  These 

comments have been thoroughly examined and evaluated by Fort Bliss DPW-E personnel and changes 

made to the document as indicated: 

Fort Bliss concurs with the recommendation to avoid impacts to native vegetation to the greatest extent 

possible, and wording that effect will be added to the mitigations listed in Chapter 5.0.  Likewise, 

mitigation to minimize impacts to the Texas horned lizard, mountain short-horned lizard,  and burrowing 

owl would include the recommendation for pre-construction biological surveys to confirm their 

presence or absence.  Migratory birds would be protected in accordance with the Migratory Bird Treaty 

Act to include phasing construction around nesting season, and implementing best management 

practices to avoid harassing or harming these species. 

The proposed ICE facility site does not contain habitat for Wheeler’s spurge.  Furthermore, surveys 

completed to date elsewhere on the Texas portion of Fort Bliss in deep sand substrates have not found 

this plant species.   

The black-tailed prairie dog is not known to be present in the proposed construction area as there is no 

habitat for this animal in the Texas portion of Fort Bliss.  The only known population of prairie dogs 

exists on the Otero Mesa portion of Fort Bliss in New Mexico.   
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National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant 
Primary Standards Secondary Standards 

Level Averaging Time Level Averaging Times 
Carbon 
Monoxide 

9 ppm (10 mg/m3) 8-hour (1) None 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) 1-hour (1) 

Lead 0.15 μg/m3 (2) Rolling 3-Month 
Average Same as Primary 

1.5 μg/m3 Quarterly Average Same as Primary 

Nitrogen Dioxide 53 ppb (3) Annual 
(Arithmetic Average) Same as Primary 

100 ppb 1-hour (4) None 
Particulate 
Matter (PM-10) 150 μg/m3 24-hour (5) Same as Primary 

Particulate 
Matter (PM-2.5) 

15.0 μg/m3 Annual (6) 
(Arithmetic Average) Same as Primary 

35 μg/m3 24-hour (7) Same as Primary 

Ozone 

0.075 ppm  
(2008 std) 8-hour (8) Same as Primary 

0.08 ppm  
(1997 std) 8-hour (9) Same as Primary 

0.12 ppm 1-hour (10) Same as Primary 

Sulfur Dioxide 
0.03 ppm Annual  

(Arithmetic Average) 0.5 ppm 3-hour (1) 
0.14 ppm 24-hour (1) 
75 ppb (11) 1-hour None 

Source: USEPA 2011 at http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html 
Units of measure for the standards are parts per million (ppm) by volume, parts per billion (ppb - 1 part in 1,000,000,000) by 
volume, milligrams per cubic meter of air (mg/m3), and micrograms per cubic meter of air (μg/m3). 
(1) Not to be exceeded more than once per year. 
(2) Final rule signed October 15, 2008. 
(3) The official level of the annual NO2 standard is 0.053 ppm, equal to 53 ppb, which is shown here for the purpose of clearer 
comparison to the 1-hour standard 
(4) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average at each monitor within 
an area must not exceed 100 ppb (effective January 22, 2010). 
(5) Not to be exceeded more than once per year on average over 3 years. 
(6) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the weighted annual mean PM2.5 concentrations from single or multiple 
community-oriented monitors must not exceed 15.0 μg/m3. 
(7) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hour concentrations at each population-oriented monitor 
within an area must not exceed 35 μg/m3 (effective December 17, 2006). 
(8) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone concentrations measured 
at each monitor within an area over each year must not exceed 0.075 ppm.  (effective May 27, 2008)  
(9) (a) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone concentrations 
measured at each monitor within an area over each year must not exceed 0.08 ppm.  
    (b) The 1997 standard and the implementation rules for that standard will remain in place for implementation purposes as 
USEPA undertakes rulemaking to address the transition from the 1997 ozone standard to the 2008 ozone standard. 
    (c)USEPA is in the process of reconsidering these standards (set in March 2008). 
(10) (a)USEPA revoked the 1-hour ozone standard in all areas, although some areas have continuing obligations under that 
standard ("anti-backsliding"). 
      (b) The standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with maximum hourly average 
concentrations above 0.12 ppm is < 1. 
(11) (a) Final rule signed June 2, 2010. To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 99th percentile of the daily maximum 1-
hour average at each monitor within an area must not exceed 75 ppb. 
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Introduction

The U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) has proposed a site for their 
future facility on the north side of Montana Ave. between Lee Blvd. and Saul 
Kleinfeld Blvd. adjacent to the Texas Army National Guard facility.  Refer to 
Exhibit 1 for the project location. This traffic study was prepared in order to 
determine the impacts of the generated traffic of the proposed facility to Montana 
Ave. and nearby intersections and to hold discussions with TxDOT regarding access 
to Montana Ave. 

Traffic impact studies are commonly based on intersection Level of Service (LOS). 
LOS is a measure of driving conditions and vehicle delay and is calculated using 
principles in the Highway Capacity Manual published by the Transportation 
Research Board. LOS allows discussion and comparison of traffic operations on 
roadway facilities. It ranges from A (best) to F (poorest). A, B, and C indicate 
conditions where traffic can move freely.  D describes conditions where delay is 
noticeable.  E and F indicate conditions where traffic volumes are close to capacity 
or beyond capacity, experiencing significant delays, slow speeds, stop-and-go 
conditions, and queuing at signalized intersections.  

Table 1 lists the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections as 
defined in the Highway Capacity Manual.

Table 1 - Level of Service Standards 
LOS Signalized 

Intersection 
Delay (sec) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 
Delay (sec) 

Traffic Flow Characteristics 

A <10 0-10 Virtually free flow, completely unimpeded 

B >10-20 >10-15 Stable Flow with slight delays, less freedom 
to maneuver 

C >20-35 >15-25 Stable flow with delays, less freedom to 
maneuver

D >35-55 >25-35 High density, but stable flow 

E >55-80 >35-50 Operating conditions at or near capacity, 
unstable flow 

F >80 >50 Forced flow, breakdown conditions 

     < = less than   > = greater than 

The City of El Paso’s ordinance defines the traffic study requirements including 
radius and analysis periods.  For a site that generates more than 100 trips in the 
peak hour, the City requests a 1-mile radius for the analysis of the proposed site. 

The major intersections along Montana Ave. within a 1-mile radius were selected 
for the study area. These intersections are signalized unless otherwise noted: 

Montana Ave. and George Dieter Dr. 
Montana Ave. and Saul Kleinfeld Dr. 
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Montana Ave. and Lee Blvd. 
Montana Ave. and Leticia St. – unsignalized  

These intersections were analyzed to determine the LOS for the AM and PM peak-
hours. Synchro 7 software, produced by Trafficware, was used to automate the 
calculation of LOS, intersection delay, and queue length. The City’s ordinance 
requires analysis of the following periods: 

Existing conditions – 2011 
Background growth – 2013 
Opening year (Phase I) – 2013 
Background growth – 2018 
Build-out year (Phase II) - 2018 
Background growth - 2023 
5 years after build-out – 2023 

The Phase II opening date of 2018 is an assumed date; timeframe or funds have not 
been identified for any construction beyond Phase I. The City of El Paso’s traffic 
ordinance requests analyses at 5 years and 10 year after build-out. Since the build 
out years are unknown, only the 2023 analysis was included for the 5 years after 
build out. 

Existing Conditions & Volumes 

The proposed site location consists of undeveloped land adjacent to Montana 
Avenue with the Texas Army National Guard facility to the east.  The undeveloped 
land, including areas north and west of the proposed site, belongs to Fort Bliss. 

Traffic to and from the proposed facility is anticipated to use major nearby 
roadways which include Montana Ave., Loop 375, Spur 601 and Global Reach Dr.  
Montana Ave. is a four lane divided major arterial with two lanes in both the 
eastbound and westbound directions. Loop 375 (Purple Heart Memorial Freeway) 
lies east of the project site and is a state freeway with access from Montana Ave.  
Spur 601 (Liberty Expressway) lies northwest of the project site and is also a state 
freeway with a connection to Global Reach.  Global Reach Dr. is a divided minor 
arterial with two lanes in the northbound and southbound directions.  Global Reach 
Dr. connects to Montana Ave.  Refer to Exhibit 6 for the surrounding roadways. 

Historic turning movement counts for the following intersections were provided by 
the City of El Paso Department of Transportation.  The years of the available count 
data are indicated next to each intersection. 

Montana Ave. and George Dieter Dr. 2006, 2009, 2011 
Montana Ave. and Saul Kleinfeld Dr. 2007, 2009, 2011 
Montana Ave. and Lee Blvd.  2006, 2011 



ICE El Paso Co-Location Facility                                                  Traffic Impact Analysis 
El Paso, Texas                                                                      Huitt-Zollars, Inc. 

10/25/2011                                                                           5   

A review of these counts indicated that after 2009 the traffic volume along 
Montana Ave. decreased.  This decrease occurred at the same time that Spur 601, 
which serves as a parallel route to Montana Ave., was opened to traffic. Before the 
opening of Spur 601, Montana Ave. experienced a growth rate of 15% per year 
(measured from 2006 to 2009 counts at the intersection of Montana Ave. and 
George Dieter Dr.)  Traffic growth on Montana Ave. after the opening of Spur 601 is 
unknown since additional data is not yet available.   

On September 22, 2011, peak hour traffic counts at the study area intersections 
were performed by GRAM Traffic (as a subcontractor to Huitt-Zollars).  The traffic 
counts provided existing peak hour volumes for each direction of traffic.  The AM 
peak hour was identified between 7 to 8 AM and the PM peak hour between 4:30 to 
5:30 PM. The turning movement counts are illustrated on Exhibit 2 and included in 
Appendix A.   

The existing turning movement data was entered into Synchro 7 software to create 
a traffic model to study LOS (level of service), delays, and queuing.  Existing LOS 
results for the AM and PM peak hours are provided in the following table. 

Table 2 – Existing Conditions LOS 2011 

Int.
No. Intersection Peak

Hour

Int.
Delay
(sec)

Overall
LOS

AM 73 E 1 Montana Ave. and George 
Dieter Dr. PM 26 C 

AM 18 B 2 Montana Ave. and Lee Blvd. 
PM 17 B 
AM 34 C 3 Montana Ave. and Saul 

Kleinfeld Dr. PM 21 C 
AM 23 C* 4 Montana Ave. and Leticia St. 
PM 67 F* 

*Note: Represents side street approach LOS at intersection 

The City of El Paso strives to maintain a LOS C at major intersections. Intersections 
that operate below a LOS C are defined as “deficient”. One of the signalized 
intersections fits this definition by experiencing a LOS D or worse in the existing 
conditions AM peak hour: 

Intersection 1 - Montana Ave. and George Dieter Dr.  

The conditions are due to the high westbound through volumes on Montana Ave. 
competing for the available green time with the northbound volumes at these 
arterial streets. The conditions are an existing concern, not associated with the 
proposed project. The City may choose to participate in any mitigation or 
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improvements to restore these intersections to a minimum LOS C. The possibility of 
City participation has not been discussed as part of this study. 

Background Traffic Growth 

The existing volumes for 2011 were increased to represent background growth for 
the 2013, 2018, and 2023 time periods.  Traffic volume growth along Montana Ave. 
is anticipated to be slower than in the past due to Spur 601 which serves as a 
parallel route. On the south side, much of the area along Montana Ave. is fully 
developed.  On the north side, development is likely to occur during the next 10 to 
20 years as Fort Bliss releases land to private developers. Based on this 
information, a low-to-moderate growth rate of 1.5% per year was selected to 
estimate future traffic volumes. The estimated volumes for 2013 are illustrated on 
Exhibit 3.  The models were updated with the background traffic volumes.

At the time of this study, construction of the Texas Army National Guard was nearly 
complete adjacent to the proposed ICE project. The main driveway for the Texas 
Army National Guard aligns with Intersection 3, Montana Ave. and Saul Kleinfeld Dr. 
The driveway was under construction at the time of the counts. Plans were 
reviewed in order to understand the proposed signal modifications for the 
driveway. Nominal volumes were assumed and applied to this intersection to 
represent the peak hour traffic at this proposed driveway. The volumes are low 
since the weekday workforce at the Texas Army National Guard is small. Refer to 
Exhibits 3, 4, and 5 for background turning movement counts for 2013, 2018, and 
2023.

The following table provides the LOS and delay for the background growth. 

Table 3 –Background Growth - 2013 

Int.
No. Intersection Peak

Hour

Int.
Delay
(sec)

Overall
LOS

AM 81 F 1 Montana Ave. and George 
Dieter Dr. PM 28 C 

AM 19 B 2 Montana Ave. and Lee Blvd. 
PM 18 B 
AM 40 D 3 Montana Ave. and Saul 

Kleinfeld Dr. PM 24 C 
AM 25 C* 4 Montana Ave. and Leticia St. 
PM 80 F* 

*Note: Represents side street approach LOS at intersection 

The 2013 results have slightly higher delays than the 2011 results. Two of the 
signalized intersections are deficient and experience a LOS D or worse in the 2013 
background conditions: 



ICE El Paso Co-Location Facility                                                  Traffic Impact Analysis 
El Paso, Texas                                                                      Huitt-Zollars, Inc. 

10/25/2011                                                                           7   

Intersection 1 - Montana Ave. and George Dieter Dr.  
Intersection 3 - Montana Ave. and Saul Kleinfeld Dr. 

Again, the City may choose to participate in any recommended mitigation or 
improvements to restore these intersections to a minimum LOS C. The possibility of 
City participation has not been discussed. 

There has been an ongoing effort to improve capacity on Montana Ave. Several 
alternatives have been considered during the past decades. In early 2011, TxDOT 
TxDOT began a widening project to increase Montana to 6 lanes. The project 
consisted of resurfacing and restriping. Several weeks into the project, it was 
stopped by the FHWA since the widening was not included in the MPO’s conformity 
analysis for this non-attainment zone. TxDOT and the MPO are working to gain 
approval and reopen the additional lanes to improve traffic circulation on this 
highway. It is likely that this project will be approved and implemented in the next 
several years. Therefore the background conditions were reanalyzed with Montana 
Ave. widened to 6 lanes. The results are listed in the following table. 

Table 4 –Background Growth – 2013 with Montana Ave. Widening 

Int.
No. Intersection Peak

Hour

Int.
Delay
(sec)

Overall
LOS

AM 47 D 1 Montana Ave. and George 
Dieter Dr. PM 28 C 

AM 15 B 2 Montana Ave. and Lee Blvd. 
PM 13 B 
AM 34 C 3 Montana Ave. and Saul 

Kleinfeld Dr. PM 21 C 
AM 20 C* 4 Montana Ave. and Leticia St. 
PM 53 F* 

*Note: Represents side street approach LOS at intersection 

The LOS and delay improve significantly.  One of the signalized intersections is 
deficient and experiences a LOS D or worse in 2013 with the widening of Montana 
Ave:

Intersection 1 – Montana Ave and George Dieter Dr. 

The background growth calculations were performed again for 2018 and 2023.  The 
widening of Montana Ave. was expected to have occurred.  The results are listed in 
the following tables. 
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Table 5 –Background Growth – 2018 with Montana Ave. Widening 

Int.
No. Intersection Peak

Hour

Int.
Delay
(sec)

Overall
LOS

AM 53 D 1 Montana Ave. and George 
Dieter Dr. PM 35 C 

AM 16 B 2 Montana Ave. and Lee Blvd. 
PM 15 B 
AM 36 D 3 Montana Ave. and Saul 

Kleinfeld Dr. PM 25 C 
AM 23 C* 4 Montana Ave. and Leticia St. 
PM 85 F* 

*Note: Represents side street approach LOS at intersection 

The delay increased slightly at each intersection as a result of the background 
growth.  One of the signalized intersections is deficient and experiences decrease 
in LOS from a C to a D in 2018 during the AM peak hour with the widening of 
Montana Ave:  

Intersection 3 – Montana Ave. and Saul Kleinfeld Dr. 

The background growth results were compared with the proposed conditions results 
to determine whether the project impacts the traffic circulation at the 
intersections.

Table 6 –Background Growth – 2023 with Montana Ave. Widening 

Int.
No. Intersection Peak

Hour

Int.
Delay
(sec)

Overall
LOS

AM 60 E 1 Montana Ave. and George 
Dieter Dr. PM 45 D 

AM 17 B 2 Montana Ave. and Lee Blvd. 
PM 17 B 
AM 38 D 3 Montana Ave. and Saul 

Kleinfeld Dr. PM 27 C 
AM 26 D* 4 Montana Ave. and Leticia St. 
PM 153 F* 

*Note: Represents side street approach LOS at intersection 

The delay again increased slightly at each intersection as a result of the 
background growth.  One of the signalized intersections is deficient and 
experiences decrease in LOS from a D to an E in 2023 during the AM peak hour with 
the widening of Montana Ave:  

Intersection 1 – Montana Ave. and George Dieter Dr. 
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The background growth results were compared with the proposed conditions results 
to determine whether the project impacts the traffic circulation at the 
intersections.

Proposed Conditions 

The proposed facility will be located on a 15 acre site and will be developed in two 
phases:

Phase I will include an office-type building with approximately 70,000 square 
foot area serving 409 employees.  Phase I of the development is anticipated to 
be completed in 2013. The facility will be accessible from two proposed 
driveways on Montana Ave. between Lee Blvd. and the existing Texas Army 
National Guard facility.

Phase II will provide additional office space and 110,000 square feet to serve an 
additional 441 employees.  The combined office space for Phases I and II is 
approximately 180,000 square feet and 850 employees.  The timeframe for 
Phase II has not been determined, therefore a completion date in 2018 was 
assumed.

Driveway Coordination with TxDOT 

Montana Ave. is a U.S. highway maintained by TxDOT. The proposed driveways will 
need to be approved by TxDOT’s El Paso District. TxDOT’s 2011 Access Management 
Manual sets criteria for driveway spacing and auxiliary lanes (deceleration and 
acceleration). The manual states that a right turn deceleration lane is required 
when the speed is greater than 45 mph and the turn volume is greater than 50 vph 
(vehicles per hour).  These values are exceeded with the proposed project and the 
need for deceleration lanes is anticipated. 

TxDOT’s Access Review Committee meets periodically to provide approval, 
disapproval or recommendations to the design. Initial sketches of the proposed 
driveways (similar to Exhibit 1) were submitted to the Committee as part of this 
project. Follow-up discussions will be required. The final approval can only be 
obtained with final engineering drawings. 

Trip Generation

Estimated trip generation was determined by using the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 
8th Edition.  The generated trips were estimated using the general office building 
land use based on the number of employees.  The associated land use fitted curve 
equation was used to determine the number of trips.  The following tables provide 
the AM and PM peak hour trip generation results.  These trips represent the highest 
hourly volumes generated by the site during the weekday AM and PM peak hours. 



ICE El Paso Co-Location Facility                                                  Traffic Impact Analysis 
El Paso, Texas                                                                      Huitt-Zollars, Inc. 

10/25/2011                                                                           10   

Table 7 – Phase I Peak Hour Trip Generation Data 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Land Use 

(ITE Code) Quantity Rate(Fitted
Curve Equation) 

Total
Trips IN OUT Rate(Fitted

Curve Equation) 
Total
Trips IN OUT 

General
Office 

Building 
(710)

409 
Employees 

Ln(T)=0.86Ln(X)
+0.24 224 197 27 Ln(T)=0.37(X)

+60.08 211 36 175 

Table 8 – Phase II Peak Hour Trip Generation Data 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Land Use 

(ITE Code) Quantity Rate(Fitted
Curve Equation) 

Total
Trips IN OUT Rate(Fitted

Curve Equation) 
Total
Trips IN OUT 

General
Office 

Building 
(710)

850 
Employees 

Ln(T)=0.86Ln(X)
+0.24 420 370 50 Ln(T)=0.37(X)

+60.08 375 64 311 

Trip Distribution & Assignment

Trip distribution patterns were determined by first identifying where trips are most 
likely to originate. Data on where employees live was not available so assumptions 
based on El Paso’s layout and growth were used. Due to the rapidly growing east 
side of El Paso, it is expected that the majority of employees (60 percent) are 
expected to live on El Paso’s East Side. These employees will travel to and from 
the south and east of the proposed facility. The remaining 40 percent are expected 
to live in the central, west and northeast areas of El Paso. Montana Ave., Loop 375, 
and Spur 601 are the primary highways which provide access to the project.  
Several north-south arterial streets – Saul Kleinfeld Dr., Lee Blvd., George Dieter 
Dr. – will be used by employees who live closer to the project. Exhibit 6 illustrates 
the detailed distribution values used for the analysis. 

Analysis & Impacts (Phase I) 

These generated and distributed trips were added to the background volumes for 
the 2013 time period. The analysis first assumed that Montana Ave. would not be 
widened prior to the Phase I opening year.  Phase I turning movement volumes are 
illustrated in Exhibit 7.  Cycle lengths were held constant and signal timings were 
adjusted to represent normal changes due to traffic growth. The LOS and 
intersection delay for the 2013 AM and PM peak hours are provided in the following 
table:
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Table 9 - LOS Results – Opening Year Phase I - 2013

Int.
No. Intersection Peak

Hour

Int.
Delay
(sec)

Overall
LOS

AM 80 E 1 Montana Ave. and George 
Dieter Dr. PM 38 D 

AM 20 C 2 Montana Ave. and Lee Blvd. 
PM 25 C 
AM 59 E 3 Montana Ave. and Saul 

Kleinfeld Dr. PM 25 C 
AM 27 D* 4 Montana Ave. and Leticia St. 
PM 94 F* 

*Note: Represents side street approach LOS at intersection 

All four intersections were impacted by the trips and are discussed below. The City 
of El Paso criteria were used to evaluate impacts, though City permits and 
approvals are not anticipated for this project outside the City’s jurisdiction. 

Intersection 1 – Montana Ave. & George Dieter Dr.

Once the timing is optimized, no additional delay occurs for the AM peak hour, 
however the LOS decreases from C to D for the PM peak hour. The City requires 
improvements to return the intersection to LOS C. The westbound left turn 
movement accommodates 164 vehicles and has the highest delay with 507 
seconds, possibly due to the limited green time of 12 seconds for this phase. An 
additional left turn lane would improve delay to 128 seconds and return the 
intersection to LOS C with a total intersection delay of 27 seconds.  
Constructing these improvements would be beyond the scope of this project. 

The PM background 2013 westbound left movement results state a LOS F with a 
delay of 171 seconds and a v/c (volume to capacity) ratio of 1.15.  The 
proposed ICE facility generated an additional 37 vehicles to the westbound left 
turn approach during the PM peak hour.  As a result the LOS remained an F with 
a delay of 179 seconds and a v/c ratio of 1.19.  The generated trips appeared to 
only have a minor impact to the existing poor operating conditions of this 
movement.

Intersection 2 – Montana Ave. & Lee Blvd.

The LOS C is acceptable during the AM peak hour. 

During the PM peak hour Intersection 2 experiences a high volume of westbound 
u-turns.  Vehicles exiting the facility traveling towards the east side have to 
make a westbound u-turn at this intersection.  The amount of u-turns is nearly 
triple of the 2013 background volume.  The LOS at this intersection is 



ICE El Paso Co-Location Facility                                                  Traffic Impact Analysis 
El Paso, Texas                                                                      Huitt-Zollars, Inc. 

10/25/2011                                                                           12   

acceptable but the queue length extends past the existing storage length.  The 
extension of the storage length is recommended to accommodate the additional 
traffic volumes.  Illustrations of the extended storage lengths are provided in 
Exhibit 8. 

Intersection 3 – Montana Ave. & Saul Kleinfeld Dr.

The LOS decreases from D to E for the AM peak hour. The City requires 
improvements to return the intersection to LOS D. The northbound left 
approach has the highest delay with 130 seconds and has a volume of 558 
vehicles in the AM peak hour. Left turn volumes of 300 per hour are considered 
appropriate for dual left turns, and this approach has nearly twice that volume. 
Additional left turn capacity is required. 

Per the design plans for the Texas National Guard facility, this approach will 
have a dedicated left turn lane and a through lane with the option to turn left. 
An additional dedicated left turn lane would improve the LOS to a D with 56 
seconds of delay.  This would create a triple left turn, which is unconventional 
in El Paso. An acceleration lane to Montana Ave. west of the intersection will be 
required as part of the improvements to allow for the additional left turn 
movement. Constructing these improvements would be beyond the scope of this 
project. 

During the AM peak hour intersection 3 experiences a high volume of eastbound 
left u-turns (nearly triple the 2013 background volumes).  According to the trip 
distribution, the vehicles arriving from the west have to make this u-turn to 
access the proposed facility.  The LOS at this intersection is acceptable but the 
queue length extends past the existing storage length.  Extension of the storage 
length is recommended to accommodate the additional traffic volumes. 
Illustrations of the extended storage lengths are provided in Exhibit 8. 

Intersection 4 – Montana Ave. & Leticia St.

This unsignalized intersection consists of a northbound approach at a median 
opening along Montana Ave. The LOS for the northbound approach decreases 
from C to D in the AM peak hour. The City requires improvements to return the 
intersection to LOS C. The roadway is wide enough to accommodate three lanes 
-- a southbound through lane, a northbound left and a northbound right lane. 
Restriping of this approach would return the LOS to C with 20 seconds of delay. 

In the PM peak hour, the northbound approach has a LOS F. The City requires 
that the project does not to increase the delay beyond the 80 seconds from the 
2013 background growth. The restriping improvements considered for the AM 
peak hour would improve the PM peak hour LOS from an F to an E with 38 
seconds of delay. 
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During the AM peak hour the generated trips increased the delay by only 2 seconds.  
This resulted in a decrease in LOS from a C to a D.  There are no generated trips in 
or out of Leticia St.  The only generated trips at this intersection travel east and 
west on Montana Ave.  During the AM peak hour the eastbound traffic increased by 
1% and westbound traffic increased by 4%.  The small increased percentages 
indicate that the generated trips did not have a significant impact on the exiting 
northbound traffic on Leticia St. The delays on Leticia St. are an existing 
operational condition.  Similar results exist during the PM peak hour conditions. 

These mitigations or improvements (illustrated on Exhibit 8) would only be required 
under the following conditions: 

City of El Paso impact criteria were applied to the project 
Montana Ave. remained as a 4 lane roadway 

The widening of Montana Ave. is likely to be approved and implemented in the next 
several years. The project impacts were reanalyzed using the widened conditions 
on Montana Ave. The following table compares the City’s requirements and project 
impacts with and without the widening of Montana Ave. 

Table 10 – Comparison of Impacts with and without Montana Ave. Widening

Intersection City
Requirement Project Impacts 

Project Impacts + 
Montana Ave. 

Widening 
1 PM LOS C PM LOS D PM LOS C 
3 AM LOS D AM LOS E AM LOS D 

AM LOS C AM LOS D AM LOS C 
4 PM LOS F

(80 sec delay) 
PM LOS F 

(80 sec delay) 
PM LOS D 

(38 sec delay) 

Improvements to Intersections 1, 3, and 4 would not be necessary to meet the 
City’s requirements if TxDOT completes the widening of Montana Ave. The queue 
lengths and additional u-turns at Intersections 2 and 3 are still a concern due to 
this project. Extensions to the storage length are recommended.

Analysis & Impacts (Phase II) 

The generated trips were added to the background volumes for the 2018 time 
period and distribution patterns remained the same.  Phase II trip distribution is 
illustrated in Exhibit 10. The analysis assumed that TxDOT would have completed 
the Montana Ave. widening. Phase II turning movement volumes are illustrated in 
Exhibit 11. Cycle lengths were held constant and signal timings were adjusted to 
represent normal changes due to traffic growth. The LOS and intersection delay for 
the 2018 AM and PM peak hours are provided in the following table: 
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Table 11 - Phase II 2018 Build-Out and Montana Ave. Widening

Int.
No. Intersection Peak

Hour

Int.
Delay
(sec)

Overall
LOS

AM 52 D 1 Montana Ave. and George 
Dieter Dr. PM 40 D 

AM 20 C 2 Montana Ave. and Lee Blvd. 
PM 22 C 
AM 51 D 3 Montana Ave. and Saul 

Kleinfeld Dr. PM 28 C 
AM 23 C* 4 Montana Ave. and Leticia St. 
PM 115 F* 

*Note: Represents side street approach LOS at intersection 

When compared to Phase I opening year, the Phase II LOS and delay showed a 
significant improvement due to the widening of Montana Ave. The City of El Paso 
criteria were used to evaluate impacts. When compared to the 2018 background 
LOS, Intersection 1 showed a decrease in LOS from a C to a D during the PM peak 
hour and Intersection 2 showed a decrease in LOS from a B to a C during the AM 
and PM peak hours.   

Intersection 1 – Montana Ave. and George Dieter Dr.

During the AM peak hour the LOS remained a D.   

During the PM peak hour the LOS decreased from a C to a D.  The delay increased 
by only 5 seconds indicating the intersection had approached its threshold for LOS 
C and the addition of a few vehicles reduced the LOS to a D.  This appears to be an 
existing operational condition not directly attributed to the project. 

Intersection 2 – Montana Ave. and Lee Blvd.

During the AM and PM peak hours the LOS decreased from a B to a C.  This 
intersection experiences a high volume of westbound left turns during the PM peak 
hour.  Trips exiting the site traveling toward the east side will be required to make 
a u-turn at this intersection as shown in Exhibits 10 and 11.  This movement saw a 
56 percent increase in volume from Phase I.  According to the City, a LOS of C is 
acceptable however; the delays experienced by this movement are at 69 seconds 
during the PM peak hour showing this movement is almost at capacity. 

Intersection 3 – Montana Ave. and Saul Kleinfeld Dr.

During the AM and PM peak hours the LOS remained a D and a C.  During the AM 
peak hour the eastbound left turn movement experiences a high volume.  Trips 
entering from the west have to make a u-turn at this intersection to access the site 
as shown in Exhibits 10 and 11.  This movement saw a 56 percent increase in 
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volume from phase I.  According to the City, the LOS is acceptable however; the 
delays experienced by this movement are at 67 seconds during the AM peak hour 
showing this movement is almost at capacity. 

Intersection 4 – Montana Ave. and Leticia St.

LOS remained an F.  The City requires the delay not to exceed 85 seconds.  As 
mentioned in Phase I impacts, the delays at this intersection are due to the existing 
operational conditions and are not significantly impacted by this project. 

Driveway at Lee Blvd. 

A potential measure to reduce the delays at Intersection 2 (westbound left 
movement) and Intersection 3 (eastbound left movement) would be to construct a 
panhandle driveway from the proposed site, creating a fourth leg at Lee Blvd.  
Refer to Exhibit 9 for Phase II site plan with driveway at Lee Blvd.  This driveway 
would accommodate trips entering the site in the AM peak hour and leaving the site 
in the PM peak hour. U-turns would be minimized and the left turn movement 
delays would decrease. The trip distribution changes at Intersections 2 and 3 as a 
result.  The vehicles previously making a u-turn at Intersection 3 to enter the site 
in the AM peak hour will now turn left at Lee Blvd.  The vehicles previously making 
a u-turn at Intersection 2 to exit the site in the PM peak hour will now exit left 
from the Lee Blvd. driveway.  Refer to Exhibit 12 for the trip distribution and 
assignment associated with the driveway at Lee Blvd. Exhibit 13 illustrates the 
turning movement volumes with the driveway at Lee Blvd. The following table 
provides LOS results with the driveway. 

Table 12 - Phase II 2018 Build-Out with Lee Blvd. Driveway and Montana Ave. 
Widening

Int.
No. Intersection Peak

Hour

Int.
Delay
(sec)

Overall
LOS

AM 55 E 1 Montana Ave. and George 
Dieter Dr. PM 40 D 

AM 44 D 2 Montana Ave. and Lee Blvd. 
PM 29 C 
AM 38 D 3 Montana Ave. and Saul 

Kleinfeld Dr. PM 27 C 
AM 23 C* 4 Montana Ave. and Leticia St. 
PM 115 F* 

*Note: Represents side street approach LOS at intersection 

The Phase II impacts were compared against the 2018 Build-out with Montana Ave. 
widening delay and LOS.  Intersections 1 and 2 showed the greatest impact by the 
trips and are discussed below. The City of El Paso criteria were used to evaluate 
impacts.
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Intersection 1 – Montana Ave. and George Dieter Dr.

During the AM peak hour the LOS decreased from a D to an E.  The City requires the 
LOS to be returned to a D.  The delay increased by only 3 seconds indicating the 
intersection had reached its threshold for LOS D.  This appears to be an existing 
operational condition not directly attributed to the proposed trip generation.   

Intersection 2 – Montana Ave. and Lee Blvd.

During the AM peak hour the LOS decreased from a C to a D. This can be attributed 
to the fourth leg at the intersection.  The extension requires green time for the 
southbound movement at the expense of the eastbound and westbound 
movements.  Green time for the eastbound westbound movements was reduced to 
provide green time for the southbound movement. 

The City requires the LOS to be returned to a C, however the safety benefits 
associated with the reduced u-turns may be an acceptable trade-off for the level of 
service. When the Phase II project is implemented, the analysis should be updated 
and the detailed results should be discussed with the City to reach a suitable 
compromise. 

Intersection 3 – Montana Ave. and Saul Kleinfeld Dr.

LOS C remained the same and is acceptable. 

Intersection 4 – Montana Ave. and Leticia St.

LOS remained an F.  The City requires the delay not to exceed 85 seconds.  As 
mentioned in phase I impacts, the delays at this intersection are due to the existing 
operational conditions and are not significantly impacted by this project.

Analysis & Impacts (2023) 

The generated trips were added to the background volumes for the 2023 time 
period five years after build out. The distribution patterns remained the same as 
Phase II with Lee Blvd. driveway.  The analysis assumed that TxDOT would have 
completed the Montana Ave. widening.  Cycle lengths were held constant and 
signal timings were adjusted to represent normal changes due to traffic growth. 
The LOS and intersection delay for the 2023 AM and PM peak hours are provided in 
the following table: 
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Table 13 – 2023 with Lee Blvd. Driveway and Montana Ave. Widening

Int.
No. Intersection Peak

Hour

Int.
Delay
(sec)

Overall
LOS

AM 62 E 1 Montana Ave. and George 
Dieter Dr. PM 52 D 

AM 62 E 2 Montana Ave. and Lee Blvd. 
PM 38 D 
AM 40 D 3 Montana Ave. and Saul 

Kleinfeld Dr. PM 31 C 
AM 28 D* 4 Montana Ave. and Leticia St. 
PM 213 F* 

*Note: Represents side street approach LOS at intersection 

The 2023 impacts were compared against the 2023 background delay and LOS. All 
the intersections showed a decrease in delay associated with the added generated 
movements. Intersection 2 showed the greatest impact by the trips and is discussed 
below. The City of El Paso criteria were used to evaluate impacts. Refer to Exhibit 
14 for 2023 project turning movement counts. 

Intersection 1 – Montana Ave. and George Dieter Dr.

During the AM and PM peak hour the LOS remained an E and a D.  The LOS is 
acceptable according the City criteria.  As mentioned in Phase I and II this 
intersection appears to have an existing poor operational condition not directly 
attributed to the proposed trip generation.   

Intersection 2 – Montana Ave. and Lee Blvd.

During the AM peak hour the LOS decreased from a B to an E. During the PM peak 
hour the LOS decreased from a B to a D. This can be attributed to the fourth leg at 
the intersection.  The extension requires green time for the southbound movement 
at the expense of the eastbound and westbound movements.  Green time for the 
eastbound westbound movements was reduced to provide green time for the 
southbound movement. 

The City requires the LOS to be returned to a C, however the safety benefits 
associated with the reduced u-turns may be an acceptable trade-off for the level of 
service. When the Phase II project is implemented, the analysis should be updated 
and the detailed results should be discussed with the City to reach a suitable 
compromise. 

Intersection 3 – Montana Ave. and Saul Kleinfeld Dr.

During the AM and PM peak hours the LOS remained a D and a C, and is acceptable. 
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Intersection 4 – Montana Ave. and Leticia St.

LOS remained an F.  The City requires the delay not to exceed 85 seconds.  As 
mentioned in phase I impacts, the delays at this intersection are due to the existing 
operational conditions and are not significantly impacted by this project.

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Existing, background and project conditions were analyzed for 2011, 2013, 2018, 
and 2023. The 2011 existing conditions were analyzed and it was determined that 
Intersections #1 and #4 were already experiencing a LOS D or worse and should not 
require mitigation improvements.

The traffic counts were compared to the 2009 historic counts and a decrease in 
traffic volume on Montana Ave. was noticed.  This decrease was attributed to the 
opening of Spur 601 which provides a direct route from Loop 375 to US-54.  As a 
result the traffic volume growth rate will increase at a much slower rate than 
before.  Based on the available area for development along Montana Ave. and 
opening of Spur 601, a low to moderate growth rate of 1.5 percent per year was 
applied to estimate future traffic volumes for the 2013, 2018, and 2023 background 
models.

The widening of Montana Ave. from four lanes to six lanes is likely to be approved 
and implemented over the next several years.  The 2013 background model was 
analyzed with and without the Montana Ave. widening.  The widening has a 
significant improvement on the LOS and delay at the study area intersections.  The 
analysis of the 2013 project conditions assumed the widening would not be 
completed by that time; while the 2018 and 2023 analysis assume the widening to 
be completed. 

The project generated trips were added to the background volumes for 2013, 2018, 
2023 and analyzed to determine the deficient intersections. Impacts were 
evaluated using the City of El Paso criteria, though City permits and approvals are 
not needed.   

The 2013 Phase I project condition analysis determined the following improvements 
should be considered at Intersections #1, #2, #3 and #4:

Intersection #1 improvements
An additional westbound left turn lane 

Intersection #2 improvements
Extend westbound left storage length 



ICE El Paso Co-Location Facility                                                  Traffic Impact Analysis 
El Paso, Texas                                                                      Huitt-Zollars, Inc. 

10/25/2011                                                                           19   

Intersection #3 improvements 
Widen Saul Kleinfeld Dr. to accommodate an additional left turn lane 
Provide a 12 ft acceleration lane on north side of intersection on Montana 
Ave.

Intersection #4 improvements 
Extend westbound left storage length 
Restriping the northbound approach to accommodate both northbound right 
and northbound through lanes 

If the Montana Ave. widening is implemented before 2013 Phase I, the conditions 
will improve and the only the following improvements should be considered for 
Intersections #1, #2, and #3: 

Intersection #1 improvements
Extend westbound left storage length 

Intersection #2 improvements 
Extend westbound left storage length 

Intersection #3 improvements 
Extend eastbound left storage length 

The 2018 Phase II project condition analysis determined the following 
improvements should be considered at Intersection #2: 

Intersection #2 improvements 
Driveway at Lee Blvd. 

In 2018, in addition to the improvements at Intersection #2, additional items 
include updating the traffic study, and discussing the results with the City of El 
Paso to reach a suitable compromise.

All driveways onto Montana Ave. require approvals from TxDOT. 






























