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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Proposed Action 
The Army proposes to sell two parcels on the periphery of the Fort Bliss Cantonment to provide 
land for private housing and light commercial development suited, but not exclusive, to Fort 
Bliss military personnel.  Proceeds of the sale would in turn be used to fund construction of 
additional military housing inside the Fort Bliss Cantonment. 

The Army would also execute a value-for-value exchange with the Texas General Land Office 
(TxGLO) for parcels along Fort Bliss’s southern boundary.  In the exchange, the Army would 
convey a parcel in the extreme southern part of the Fort Bliss Cantonment that has limited 
mission utility for a parcel of state land located along Fort Bliss’s southeast boundary.   

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to optimize the land use of certain areas on the margins of 
the Fort Bliss Cantonment to meet crucial Army needs in terms of additional military housing, 
buffer areas, and other uses.  The buildup of military personnel under Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) mandates and Army Transformation initiatives has resulted in a projected 
deficit of on-post housing for Soldiers and their families stationed at Fort Bliss.  There is also a 
shortage of suitable private housing near Fort Bliss in the City of El Paso.  A need exists to have 
land developed adjacent to Fort Bliss to be used for residential/light commercial construction for 
Soldiers and their families, and to help generate funding for additional on-post housing. 

Additionally, the Army has a need for additional land area in the South Training Area of Fort 
Bliss to protect the long-term viability of this region from development encroachment 
immediately outside the installation boundary.  The present TxGLO parcel proposed for 
exchange intrudes into the southern portions of Training Areas (TA) 1B and 2E.  This hinders 
military training use in the region.  Further, the parcel has the potential for future development 
that would be detrimental to the Fort Bliss mission.  Military vehicles sometimes cross through 
the TxGLO land, as it contains a tank trail that is the shortest route between TA 1B and 2E.  This 
is allowed under a “Visible and Apparent Easement Clause” in the conveyance document of the 
land to the State of Texas, but not in a separate formal easement of record.  If the TxGLO parcel 
were to be sold for development, Fort Bliss would almost certainly be required to establish a 1-
mile noise and dust buffer around the parcel, further reducing useable training land in this region.
Five alternatives were considered for analysis within this Environmental Assessment (EA).   

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, parcels A, B, and C would not be sold or exchanged.  Selection 
of this alternative would eliminate any potential impacts associated with the sale or exchange of 
Fort Bliss land.  However, this alternative would not satisfy the purpose and need of the 
Proposed Action. 

Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for Development (Southeast Bliss) 
Under Alternative 2, approximately 1,635 acres of Fort Bliss land (Parcel A) located on 
undeveloped former training lands in the southeastern part of the Fort Bliss Cantonment, north of 
Montana Avenue, and east of the El Paso International Airport, would be sold to a private 
developer.  Since the sale would change the status of the property from Federal to private 
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ownership, the property would be annexed by the City of El Paso concurrently with the land sale 
closing.  A 200 foot right-of-way along Montana Avenue would be dedicated to the City of El 
Paso prior to the closing.  To assess the greatest potential impacts of this alternative, it is 
assumed that the property would be developed as a combination of residential, retail, and 
community facilities and mixed-use buildings based on the City of El Paso’s SmartCode Growth 
Plan, which is the densest development allowed.  Additionally, as part of mitigation 
requirements, the development would be conducted in phases tied to the City of El Paso and 
Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) planned improvements of area roadways.  The 
City of El Paso permitting process would be the enforcing mechanism to ensure that the 
development would not create a substantial impact on area traffic or water and wastewater 
service.  Parcel A contains a historic feature in the form of a segment of the Butterfield Overland 
Mail Route.  This historic feature would require protection under a Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA) between Fort Bliss, Texas State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and the purchasing 
entity.

Proceeds from the land sale would be retained locally at Fort Bliss and would help pay for the 
construction of additional military housing within the Fort Bliss Cantonment.  Land use changes 
from training to facilities (housing/light industrial) inside the Texas Loop 375 (Loop 375) area of 
Fort Bliss were assessed in the Fort Bliss Texas and New Mexico Mission and Master Plan Final 
Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Statement (SEIS) for which a Record of Decision 
was signed on 30 April 2007.  Additional housing construction on Fort Bliss was also previously 
analyzed in the Fort Bliss Army Growth and Force Structure Realignment Final Environmental
Impact Statement (GFS EIS). 

Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and Development of Parcel B (Between Fort Bliss and 
TxGLO)
Under Alternative 3, approximately 683 acres of land currently owned by Fort Bliss (Parcel B) 
would be exchanged for approximately 2,880 acres of land currently owned by TxGLO that is 
located adjacent to TA 1B and 2E.  Fort Bliss has determined that Parcel B is not suited for 
training of heavy maneuver brigades due to its close proximity to city developments.  Parcel B is 
located east of Parcel A and consists of 683 acres, including 14.5 acres located on the northern 
side of Loop 375.  There are 44.5 acres within a 500-foot buffer adjacent to Loop 375 that would 
not be included with the exchange of Parcel B.  In addition, there is a Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) easement around a VHF Omnidirectional Range/Tactical Aircraft Control 
(VORTAC) antenna located near the property subject to height restrictions.  Although currently 
there are no future development uses planned by TxGLO for the land, for valuation purposes and 
cumulative impact analyses, it is assumed that mixed residential, light commercial development 
would eventually occur.  This type of future development is forecasted based on the surrounding 
land use and census data, with approximately one-third of the site being developed for 
commercial use and two-thirds for residential use.

Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for Development (Lower Beaumont) 
Under Alternative 4, approximately 91 acres of Fort Bliss land (Parcel C) located in the William 
Beaumont General Hospital Historic District, south of Fred Wilson Road, and east of the present 
hospital would be sold to a private developer.  This parcel would also be annexed by the City of 
El Paso concurrently with the closing of the land sale.  It is anticipated that Parcel C would be 
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developed as a combination of residential, retail, and community facilities and mixed-use 
buildings as described in Alternative 2.  Proceeds from the land sale would pay for the 
construction of additional military housing within the Fort Bliss Cantonment, which was 
previously analyzed in the SEIS and GFS EIS. 

The property is the site of the old William Beaumont General Hospital and contains two 
buildings and a feature that are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP).  A large building (7115) that is currently used for Army nurse training, a smaller 
building (T-7167) that is used as a blood donor facility near the northern access control point 
(Fred Wilson Gate) and contains a mural that needs to be protected, and a landscape feature 
(arroyo garden) are individually eligible for listing on the NRHP.  These buildings and feature 
would be included in the sale; however, the Army would retain use of these buildings, along with 
building T-7166, through approximately 2016, at which time the replacement hospital would be 
completed.  This would be accomplished through a leaseback or similar arrangement.  Reuse of 
existing older buildings on the property may be feasible or they can be demolished after 
undergoing Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering Record/Historic 
American Landscapes Survey (HABS/HAER/HALS) documentation.  The treatment of the 
historic properties would be addressed in a Programmatic Agreement (PA) developed between 
Fort Bliss and Texas SHPO.

Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C for Development (Preferred 
Alternative) 
Alternative 5 includes the implementation of alternatives 2, 3, and 4, or any combination thereof.  

Environmental Consequences 
Implementation of the Proposed Action and any alternatives with the incorporated design, 
construction, operation, and safety measures would have negligible or no impacts on airspace 
operations.  There would be minor direct and indirect impacts on surface water, groundwater, 
cultural resources, biological resources, air quality, noise, hazardous materials and waste, health 
and safety, socioeconomics, and environmental justice.  There would be moderate impacts on 
land use, soils, and utilities infrastructure; and on traffic and transportation once proposed 
mitigation strategies are implemented.  Proposed mitigation measures and best management 
practices would reduce or eliminate the potential short- and long-term effects on the environment 
caused by the construction and development of the proposed land sale and/or exchange parcels.  
In Table ES-1, the potential effects of the Proposed Action and action alternatives are 
summarized.  Minor, cumulative long-term impacts on the region would occur on land use, soils, 
biological resources, air quality, and noise.  Moderate, cumulative long-term impacts on 
transportation in the region would occur from the additional traffic expected as a result of the 
proposed developments near the Montana Avenue corridor once the proposed mitigation 
strategies are implemented.  For a detailed discussion of the potential impacts of the proposed 
alternatives in table format, please refer to Table 3-1 on Page 15 of the EA. 
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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 the Fort 
Bliss Cantonment, 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 Area in El Paso County, Texas; the Doña Ana Range-
North Training Area, in Doña Ana and Otero counties, New Mexico; and the McGregor Range, 
in Otero County, New Mexico.  The FBTC is further subdivided into numbered training areas to 
manage and schedule the different training missions (Figure 1-1). 

Fort Bliss has recently been expanding its mission due to Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) mandates and Army Transformation initiatives under the Army Campaign Plan.  Since 
2004, the Army Campaign Plan has guided and synchronized efforts to use Army resources more 
effectively and efficiently and to measure the progress and success of Army priorities.  The Fort 
Bliss mission is transitioning from supporting the Army’s Air Defense Artillery training to a 
major mounted training facility that supports Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs) under Forces 
Command (FORSCOM).  Fort Bliss is now the home of the U.S. Army 1st Armored Division and 
has become a training platform for multiple units deploying to Afghanistan.  It is also a focal 
point for the U.S. Army as a major installation for training Soldiers for combat readiness. 

The potential and cumulative impacts of the mission expansion have been discussed in the Fort
Bliss, Texas and New Mexico Mission and Master Plan Final Supplemental Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS), for which a Record of Decision (ROD) was signed 30 
April 2007, and the Fort Bliss Army Growth and Force Structure Realignment Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (GFS EIS), for which a ROD was signed 8 June 2010.   

Background
The decisions made under BRAC and other Army initiatives to station additional Soldiers at Fort 
Bliss have resulted in a projected shortage of military housing.  By the end of Fiscal Year (FY) 
2012, approximately 36,000 Soldiers will be housed at Fort Bliss due to recent and upcoming 
stationing of several BCTs, a Combat Aviation Brigade, and other units.  While approximately 
972 homes are proposed for construction on-post by the Residential Communities Initiative, 
there is a projected deficit of approximately 1,800 homes necessary to house the anticipated 
number of Soldiers.  The wait for on-post housing is currently over 1 year which will continue to 
be exacerbated by the increased housing shortage.  There is also a shortage of off-post housing.  
Currently, approximately 70 percent of the Soldiers reside off-post, and a deficit exists in the 
amount of adequate housing adjacent to the base. 
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1.2 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to optimize the land use of certain areas on the margins of 
the Fort Bliss Cantonment to meet crucial Army needs in terms of additional military housing, 
buffer areas, or other uses.  The Army has a need for additional housing and a way to fund that 
additional housing.  The Army proposes to do this by selling land adjacent to Fort Bliss that 
could be developed for residential and/or light commercial purposes, which would enhance the 
availability of off-post housing for Soldiers and their families and generate funding for additional 
on-post housing.  These lands are at the margins of the installation, isolated by major highways 
(Texas Spur 601 [Spur 601] and Texas Loop 375 [Loop 375]), and no longer useable for training 
which was their historic use.  Normally, marginal use lands no longer useable by the Army are 
declared surplus and turned over to the General Services Administration for disposal.  Funds 
generated by the sale would then be deposited in the U.S. Treasury General Fund.  However, 
under a Public Private Capital Venture (PPCV) program authorized under Title 10, Public Law 
(PL) 110-190, surplus Army land may be sold to a private party and the funds used locally for 
Soldier housing.  Funds generated would be used by Fort Bliss’ Residential Construction 
Initiative’s (RCI) partner to add additional on-post housing inventory. 

Additionally, the Army has a need for additional land area in the South Training Area of Fort 
Bliss to protect the long-term viability of this region from development encroachment 
immediately outside the installation boundary.  The present TxGLO parcel proposed for 
exchange forms a deep embayment into the southern portions of Training Areas (TA) 1B and 2E 
that hinders military training use in the region.  Further, the parcel has the potential for future 
development that would be detrimental to the Fort Bliss mission.  If the TxGLO parcel were sold 
for development, Fort Bliss would be required to establish a noise and dust buffer around the 
parcel, further reducing useable training land in this region.

1.3 Scope and Content of the Analysis 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) identifies, documents, and evaluates the potential 
environmental effects of the sale and/or exchange of Fort Bliss land.  It has been  prepared in 
accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 
(PL 91-190) and the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations outlined 
in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) parts 1500 – 1508, and 32 CFR Part 651 – 
Environmental Analysis of Army Actions.  NEPA is a Federal environmental law establishing 
procedural requirements for all Federal agency actions.  It directs the U.S. Army to disclose the 
environmental effects of its proposed activities at Fort Bliss to the public and officials who must 
make decisions regarding the proposal.

The proposed land conveyances and the direct consequences of development are the focus of this 
EA.  This EA provides a discussion of the affected environment and the potential impacts on 
physical, natural, and socioeconomic resources.  A Valued Environmental Components (VEC) 
analysis was used to determine the resources that could be affected by the alternatives, which 
will be the focus of this EA.  VECs are those components that are considered to be important by 
society and potentially at risk from human activity or natural hazards.   
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1.4 Decision(s) To Be Made 

The Proponent for the action is the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for 
Installations, Housing, and Partnerships.  The U.S. Army, Fort Bliss, and U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Tulsa District, are the lead agencies responsible for the completion of the EA.  The 
decision to be made is whether or not to sell the various described parcels to a private entity.  A 
direct result of the decision would be that these parcels would then have the potential to be 
developed for use as housing, commercial, and community facilities.  One or more of the 
alternatives analyzed in the EA will be selected.  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 Garrison Commander.  If it is determined that any of the action 
alternatives will have significant environmental impacts, the action will either not be undertaken, 
be mitigated to the point of insignificance, or a Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) will be published in the Federal Register.

1.5 Public Participation 

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 
to the public for a 30-day comment period, in accordance with NEPA.  The Notice of 
Availability for public review of the EA and draft FNSI was published in the El Paso Times and 
in Spanish in the El Diario newspaper on September 30, 2012 (Appendix A).  The distribution of 
the EA and draft FNSI included local libraries and any agencies, organizations, and individuals 
who expressed interest in the project.  Comments on the EA and draft FNSI were received from 
the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department and the Texas Historical Commission (THC).  Their 
comments and the Army’s responses are included in Appendix A.
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 Proposed Action  

The Army proposes to sell two parcels on the periphery of the Fort Bliss Cantonment to provide 
land under Title 10 of the United States Code (USC) for private housing and light commercial 
development suited, but not exclusive, to Fort Bliss military personnel.  Proceeds of the sale 
would in turn be used to fund construction of additional military housing inside the Fort Bliss 
Cantonment. 

The Army would also execute a value-for-value exchange with TxGLO for parcels along Fort 
Bliss’s southern boundary.  The Army would convey a parcel in the extreme southern part of the 
Fort Bliss Cantonment that has limited mission utility in exchange for a parcel of State land 
located along Fort Bliss’s southeast boundary that would protect Fort Bliss’s training 
capabilities.   

Per CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.14) and 32 CFR Part 651, the EA must identify and describe 
all reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action, including the No Action Alternative.  One or a 
combination of the alternatives listed below will be selected to meet the Proposed Action.   

2.2 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, parcels A, B, and C would not be sold or exchanged.  Selection 
of this alternative would necessarily eliminate any potential impacts associated with the sale or 
exchange of Fort Bliss land.  However, this alternative would not satisfy the need for adequate, 
affordable, quality housing for Soldiers and their families near the Fort Bliss Cantonment or the 
need to protect TA 1B and 2E from encroachment and future development.  

2.3 Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for Development (Southeast Bliss) 

Under Alternative 2, approximately 1,635 acres of Fort Bliss land (Parcel A) would be sold to a 
private developer and annexed by the City of El Paso concurrently with the closing of the land 
sale.  A 200 foot right-of-way along Montana Avenue would be dedicated to the City of El Paso 
prior to the closing.  Parcel A is located on undeveloped land formerly used for military training 
in the southeastern part of the Fort Bliss Cantonment, north of Montana Avenue and east of the 
El Paso International Airport (Figure 2-1).  A small, fence-enclosed cinderblock building that 
was formerly leased to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is located on the property and 
will be conveyed to the buyer.  It is anticipated that the parcel would be developed as a 
combination of residential, retail, community facilities, and mixed-use buildings based on the 
City of El Paso’s SmartCode Growth Plan.  SmartCode allows for the densest development 
possible.  Population and traffic numbers based on this type of development were used to assess 
direct and indirect impacts that may result from the Proposed Action.  The Army plans to use 
proceeds from the land sale to pay for construction of additional military housing within the Fort 
Bliss Cantonment.  Construction of these additional housing units has already been analyzed in 
the GFS EIS.  
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As part of the proposed land sale agreement, the acquiring developer would be required to phase 
the development so that the traffic level(s) of service (LOS) at the various intersections near the 
parcel would not deteriorate from pre-development conditions.  As such, phasing would be 
required to proceed in tandem with the City of El Paso and Texas Department of Transportation 
(TxDOT) improvement projects along Montana Avenue, Spur 601, and Loop 375.  The City of 
El Paso permitting process would be the enforcing mechanism to ensure that the development 
would not create substantial impacts on area traffic or water and wastewater service.  The 
acquiring entity would be required to complete a project-specific traffic impact analysis that 
would be submitted to the city for review.    

Parcel A contains a historic feature in the form of a segment of the Butterfield Overland Mail 
Route.  This historic feature would require protection under a Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA) between Fort Bliss, the Texas State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and the 
purchasing entity.  Stipulations reached under a typical agreement to protect this type of historic 
feature usually include interpretive trails and creation of buffer zones from development.  A 
requirement of the city codes for developments of this size mandates the setting aside of a 30-
acre natural area and 5 acres of open space, which would be designed to include the site.  This 
natural area set-aside could be used to help protect the trail from encroachment. 

Other requirements for developers that will be enforced under the city permitting process include 
providing onsite ponding for stormwater.  Onsite ponding should accommodate a typical 100-
year storm event.  A 1.5-acre tract would be made available for a firefighting station, and the 
private entity would need to enter negotiations with the proper school districts for sale(s) of 
tract(s) to construct the required schools.

2.4 Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and Development of Parcel B (Between Fort Bliss 
and TxGLO) 

Under Alternative 3, approximately 683 acres of land currently owned by Fort Bliss (Parcel B) 
would be exchanged for approximately 2,880 acres of land currently owned by TxGLO that is 
located adjacent to TA 1B and 2E (see Figure 2-1).  Fort Bliss has determined that Parcel B is 
not suited for training of heavy maneuver brigades due to its close proximity to city 
developments.  Parcel B is located east of Parcel A and consists of 683 acres, including 14.5 
acres located on the northern side of Loop 375.  There are 44.5 acres within a 500-foot buffer 
adjacent to Loop 375 that would not be included with the exchange of Parcel B.  In addition, 
there is an FAA easement around a VHF Omnidirectional Range/Tactical Aircraft Control 
(VORTAC) antenna located near the property that includes height restrictions on land use within 
1,500 feet of the VORTAC antenna and additional height restrictions up to 2,000 feet away from 
the antenna (see Figure 2-1).  The FAA easement would remain with the property.  Currently, 
TxGLO has not developed a land use plan for the portion of Parcel B that they would be 
acquiring from Fort Bliss, and no plans are expected in the foreseeable future.  However, for the 
purpose of real property appraisal and to assess potential cumulative impacts in this document, it 
is assumed that a mixed development would occur on the property, with approximately one-third 
of the site being developed for commercial use and two-thirds of the site being developed for 
residential use.    
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As part of Alternative 3, the Army has also decided to pursue the acquisition of the 2,880 acres 
of TxGLO land located adjacent to TA 1B and 2E to permanently protect it from encroachment.  
Military vehicles sometimes cross through the TxGLO land, as it contains a tank trail that is the 
shortest route between TA 1B and 2E.  This is allowed under a “Visible and Apparent Easement 
Clause” in the conveyance document of the land to the State of Texas, but not in a separate 
formal easement of record.  However, if TxGLO were to sell or develop the land, the easement 
would not be transferable and military training activities in the training areas would become 
impossible or severely restricted.  Fort Bliss would also be required to install a noise and dust 
generation buffer zone of 1 mile to the west, north, and east, thereby rendering that portion of the 
existing training areas unusable for tactical vehicle maneuvers.  For these reasons, Fort Bliss 
would acquire the 2,880 acres of TxGLO land, which would serve as buffer for encroachment 
and allow continued use of the tank trail for the foreseeable future once it is transferred to Fort 
Bliss.  The 2,880 acres of land would be included as part of the existing training areas and no 
long- or short-range construction is planned or programmed for the property.  

2.5 Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for Development (Lower Beaumont) 

Parcel C includes approximately 91 acres and is located in the former William Beaumont 
General Hospital Historic District south of Fred Wilson Road and east of the present hospital 
(see Figure 2-1).  It would be developed as a combination of residential, retail, community 
facilities, and mixed-use buildings based on the City of El Paso’s SmartCode Growth Plan.  As 
in the previous alternatives, proceeds from the land sale would pay for the construction of 
additional military housing within the Fort Bliss Cantonment, which has been previously 
analyzed in the SEIS and GFS EIS. 

The property is the site of the old William Beaumont General Hospital and contains two 
buildings and a feature that are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP).  A large building (7115) that is currently used for Army nurse training, a smaller 
building (T-7167) near the northern access control point (Fred Wilson Gate) that contains a 
mural that needs to be protected, and a landscape feature (arroyo garden) are individually eligible 
for listing on the NRHP.  These structures and feature would be included in the sale; however, 
the Army would retain use of these buildings, along with building T-7166, through 
approximately 2016, at which time a replacement hospital would be completed.  This would be 
accomplished through a leaseback or similar arrangement.  Reuse of existing older buildings on 
the property may be feasible, or they can be demolished after undergoing Historic American 
Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering Record/Historic American Landscapes Survey 
(HABS/HAER/HALS) documentation.  The treatment of the historic properties would be 
addressed in a Programmatic Agreement (PA) developed between Fort Bliss and Texas SHPO.      
The developer would be required to provide a demolition plan for dilapidated buildings located 
on the property.
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2.6 Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C for Development
(Preferred Alternative) 

Alternative 5 includes the implementation of alternatives 2, 3, and 4.  Under Alternative 5, 
parcels A and C would be sold to provide land and funding for additional housing as described in 
alternatives 2 and 4, respectively, and Parcel B would be exchanged with TxGLO for land 
adjacent to the South Training Area as described in Alternative 3.  Approximately 2,409 acres of 
land would be developed as a combination of residential, retail, community facilities, and mixed-
use buildings.  Also, approximately 2,880 acres of TxGLO land would be transferred to Fort 
Bliss.  This land would be included as part of the existing training areas and used as training 
land.  All requirements as outlined in the specific alternative descriptions would be imposed as 
part of Alternative 5.

2.7 Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Study 

There were no other sites that were considered for the land sale or land exchange.  The sites that 
will be analyzed in the EA were specifically chosen because they were lands on the margins of 
the Fort Bliss Cantonment that have been isolated by the growth of El Paso and are, therefore, 
not now feasible for the military mission.  
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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 alternatives as outlined in 
Section 2.0 of this document.  The effects from the Proposed Action include impacts from the 
sale and/or exchange of Army-owned land, including the potential development of that land.  In 
accordance with NEPA and the CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1501.7[3]) implementing NEPA, the 
analysis of environmental conditions only addresses those areas and environmental resources 
with the potential to be affected by any of the alternatives considered, including Alternative 1 
(No Action), Alternative 2 (Sale of Parcel A), Alternative 3 (Land Exchange of Parcel B), 
Alternative 4 (Sale of Parcel C), and Alternative 5 (Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C 
– Preferred Alternative).  More specifically, the EA will examine the potential for direct, 
indirect, adverse, or beneficial impacts.  The EA will also assess whether such impacts are likely 
to be long-term, short-term, permanent, or cumulative.  Locations and resources with no 
potential to be affected need not be analyzed.

Impacts on each resource can vary in degree or magnitude from a slightly noticeable change to a 
total change in the environment.  For the purpose of this analysis, the intensity of impacts will be 
classified as negligible, minor (minimal), moderate, or major.  The intensity thresholds are 
defined as follows: 

Negligible: A resource would not be affected or the effects would be at or below the level 
of detection, and changes would not result in any measurable or perceptible 
consequences.
Minor (Minimal): Effects on a resource would be detectable, although the effects would 
be localized, small, and of little consequence to the sustainability of the resource.  
Mitigation measures, if needed to offset adverse effects, would be simple and achievable. 
Moderate: Effects on a resource would be readily detectable, long-term, localized, and 
measurable.  Mitigation measures, if needed to offset adverse effects, would be extensive 
and likely achievable. 
Major: Effects on a resource would be obvious, long-term, and would have substantial 
consequences on a regional scale.  Extensive mitigation measures to offset the adverse 
effects would be required and success of the mitigation measures would not be 
guaranteed.

A VEC analysis was used to determine which resources would potentially be affected by the 
Proposed Action (Table 3-1).  These include land use and aesthetics, soils and geologic 
resources, water resources, biological resources, cultural resources, air quality, noise, traffic and 
transportation, health and safety, hazardous materials and waste, airspace, utilities infrastructure, 
socioeconomics, and environmental justice.  
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Table 3-1.  Summary of Valued Environmental Components Analysis 

Resource Alternative 1 – No 
Action Alternative  

Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for 
Development 

 (Southeast Bliss) 

Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and 
Development of Parcel B  

(Between Fort Bliss and TxGLO) 

Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for 
Development  

 (Lower Beaumont) 

Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of 
Parcels A, B, and C for Development 

(Preferred Alternative) 

Land Use and 
Aesthetics 

No impacts on land use or 
aesthetics would occur. 

Parcel A is located within the Fort Bliss 
Cantonment and is currently undeveloped and 
relatively undisturbed.  Land use was changed 
from training to light industrial in the SEIS.  The 
proposed development as part of the land sale 
would be similar to the surrounding 
developments near the parcel and would be 
compatible with the surrounding land use.  The 
additional residential areas within the parcel 
would be beneficial since there is a shortage of 
housing in the area.  Alternative 2 would have 
moderate impacts on land use and aesthetics. 

Parcel B is located within the Fort Bliss Cantonment 
and is currently undeveloped and relatively 
undisturbed.  Military land use changed from 
training to light industrial in the SEIS.  However, 
TxGLO has no plans for development of the parcel 
in the foreseeable future.  The approximately 2,880 
acres of land currently owned by TxGLO that is 
located adjacent to TA 1B and 2E is undeveloped 
and relatively undisturbed.  It is currently used as a 
tank trail by the Army under an apparent easement.  
This use would continue under this alternative.  
Alternative 3 would have no impacts on land use and 
aesthetics. 

Parcel C is located within the Fort Bliss 
Cantonment and portions of the parcel are already 
developed.  Land development would be compatible 
with the surrounding land use.  Alternative 4 would 
have minor impacts on land use and aesthetics. 

Impacts would be equivalent to the impacts 
discussed under alternatives 2, 3, and 4 and 
considered moderate.   

Soils  No impacts on soils would 
occur.

Moderate impacts on soils due to the direct loss 
of local soils through development and 
construction.  No prime or unique farmlands 
occur within Parcel A.    

No prime or unique farmlands occur within Parcel B.  
The land near TA 1B and 2E to be exchanged with  
TxGLO would likely continue to be used as a tank 
trail and an encroachment buffer once acquired by 
Fort Bliss, and thus, no changes to soils would occur 
with its use. 

Impacts similar to, but less than those under 
Alternative 2 since the total amount of acreage 
impacted is much less than the other parcels.  Minor 
impacts on soils due to the direct loss of soils.  No 
prime or unique farmlands occur within Parcel C.   

Impacts would be equivalent to the impacts 
discussed under alternatives 2, 3, and 4 and 
considered moderate.   

Surface Water No impacts on surface 
water would occur. None present, no impacts.  None present, no impacts. 

There would be minor impacts on approximately 
5,574 feet of arroyo within Parcel C.  The arroyo is 
a historic landscape and best management practices 
(BMP) implemented by the developer such as silt 
fencing and avoidance of the arroyo would be used 
to minimize impacts. 

There would be no surface water impacts within 
parcels A and B and minor impacts on the arroyo 
within Parcel C. 

Groundwater No impacts on groundwater 
would occur. 

Minor impacts during construction activities and 
once Parcel A is fully developed due to the 
increased demand in groundwater.   

Groundwater resources would not be affected by 
Alternative 3 for the foreseeable future.     

Impacts similar to those under Alternative 2 and 
considered minor.   

Impacts would be equivalent to the impacts 
discussed under alternatives 2, 3, and 4 and 
considered minor.   

Biological 
Resources 

No impacts on vegetation or 
wildlife would occur. 

Minimal impacts on approximately 1,635 acres of 
regionally common vegetation.  Two Federal 
species of concern, the western burrowing owl 
and the Texas horned lizard, have the potential to 
be minimally impacted by Alternative 2.  
Migratory bird species protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) may be 
minimally impacted by Alternative 2.  However, 
these bird species would be protected in 
accordance with the MBTA to include phasing 
construction around the nesting season, and 
implementing BMPs to avoid harassing or 
harming these species.  

No impacts on biological resources would occur in 
the foreseeable future.  Impacts similar to those 
under Alternative 2 if the property is developed 
sometime in the future.  At that time, minimal 
impacts on approximately 683 acres of regionally 
common vegetation could occur.  The two Species of 
Concern and bird species protected by the MBTA 
may be minimally affected.   

The TxGLO-owned land near TA 1B and 2E would 
be used as a tank trail and encroachment buffer once 
Fort Bliss acquires it, which is its current use, and 
there would be no impacts on biological resources 
within the proposed training land. 

Impacts similar to those under Alternative 2.  Since 
most of Parcel C has been previously developed, 
only a minimal amount of regionally common 
vegetation would be cleared as a result of the 
development of Parcel C.  The two species of 
concern and bird species protected by the MBTA 
may be minimally impacted.  

Impacts would be equivalent to the impacts 
discussed under alternatives 2, 3, and 4.  Minimal 
impacts on approximately 2,330 acres of 
regionally common vegetation as a result of the 
development of parcels A, B, and C.  The two 
species of concern and bird species protected by 
the MBTA may be minimally impacted. 
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Resource Alternative 1 – No 
Action Alternative  

Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for 
Development 

 (Southeast Bliss) 

Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and 
Development of Parcel B  

(Between Fort Bliss and TxGLO) 

Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for 
Development  

 (Lower Beaumont) 

Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of 
Parcels A, B, and C for Development 

(Preferred Alternative) 

Cultural 
Resources 

No impacts on cultural 
resources would occur. 

The Butterfield Overland Mail Route is the only 
site eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) located within Parcel A.  An 
MOA regarding the treatment, protection, and 
management of the Butterfield Overland Mail 
Route would be developed between the 
purchasing entity, the Texas SHPO, and Fort 
Bliss.  The MOA would set stipulations and time 
frames for resolution of any adverse effects on 
historic properties. 

Within Parcel B, there is one site that is eligible for 
inclusion on the NRHP and has the potential to be 
impacted by any future development within the 
parcel.  An MOA agreement between Fort Bliss, 
Texas SHPO, and TxGLO provides for TxGLO to be 
responsible for the management of the eligible site 
within the parcel and the mitigation of adverse 
effects on the site.   

In the land exchange tract near TA 1B and 2E, Fort 
Bliss would acquire a 2,880-acre parcel from 
TxGLO.  Fort Bliss will accept responsibility for all 
cultural resources located within the TxGLO-owned 
parcel to be acquired and will apply all management 
policies, guidelines and agreements.  As there are no 
foreseeable plans for development in this parcel, 
there would be no effects on cultural resources from 
implementation of Alternative 3 regarding the 2,880-
acre parcel.   

The William Beaumont General Hospital Historic 
District (WBGHHD) within Parcel C has been re-
evaluated and determined not to be eligible as a 
historic district.  Two structures (Buildings 7115 
and T-7167) and one landscape feature within 
Parcel C are individually eligible for listing on the 
NRHP.  A Programmatic Agreement (PA) regarding 
the treatment of these historic properties would be 
developed between the Texas SHPO and Fort Bliss.  
Reuse of existing older buildings on the property 
may be feasible or they can be demolished after 
undergoing HABS/HAER/HALS documentation.  
Thus, adverse effects on cultural resources in Parcel 
C related to the sale would be mitigated through the 
PA. 

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent 
to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4.  Adverse effects on cultural resources as a 
result of Alternative 5 would be mitigated 
through the stipulations contained within 
agreement documents between Fort Bliss, Texas 
SHPO, and the purchasing entity for the 
respective parcels.  

Air Quality No air quality impacts 
would occur. 

Air emissions from the proposed construction 
activities during development of Parcel A would 
not exceed Federal de minimis thresholds; 
however, the operational air emissions would 
exceed thresholds for volatile organic compounds 
(VOC), carbon monoxide (CO), and nitrous 
oxides (NOx).  Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) has implemented 
a state implementation plan (SIP) for CO and 
ozone that accounts for the increase in residential 
traffic.  The mitigation programs incorporated in 
the El Paso CO and ozone SIPs ensure that the 
new operational air emissions associated with 
Alternative 2 are in compliance with regulations.  
As there are no violations of air quality standards 
and no conflicts with the Texas SIPs, impacts on 
air quality in El Paso County due to Alternative 2 
would be minor.

No foreseeable future use of Parcel B was identified.  
Therefore, no impacts on air quality would occur 
under this alternative.   

Air emissions from the proposed construction 
activities or operational air emissions would not 
exceed Federal de minimis thresholds.  Therefore, 
the impacts on air quality in El Paso County from 
the implementation of Alternative 4 would be 
negligible. 

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent 
to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4 and considered minor.   

Noise No noise impacts would 
occur.

Long-term noise impacts would result from the 
increase of vehicle traffic due to the additional 
residents and businesses in the region.  The 
increase in the number of vehicle trips in the 
adjacent neighborhoods associated with 
Alternative 2 would be less than a 100 percent 
increase; therefore, the increase in noise 
generation would be barely perceptible above 
current levels, and the impacts on the noise 
environment would be minor.  Construction noise 
impacts would be intermittent, temporary, and 
minor after which noise levels would return to 
relative ambient levels.   

No foreseeable future use of Parcel B was identified.  
Therefore, no noise impacts would occur under this 
alternative.   

Impacts similar to those under Alternative 2 and 
considered minor.   

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent 
to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4 and considered minor.   

Table 3-1, continued 
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Resource Alternative 1 – No 
Action Alternative  

Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for 
Development 

 (Southeast Bliss) 

Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and 
Development of Parcel B  

(Between Fort Bliss and TxGLO) 

Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for 
Development  

 (Lower Beaumont) 

Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of 
Parcels A, B, and C for Development 

(Preferred Alternative) 

Traffic and 
Transportation 

No impacts on traffic and 
transportation would occur. 

The development of Parcel A, once sold to a 
private developer, would greatly increase traffic 
on Montana Avenue, Loop 375, and nearby 
intersections, some of which currently have low 
levels of service (LOS).  As a result, there would 
be long-term, moderate adverse impacts on traffic 
and roadway wear and tear as a result of 
additional vehicle traffic on the local roadways 
around Parcel A.  A pre-development traffic 
impact analysis (TIA) indicates that future traffic 
impacts can be mitigated, for the most part, by 
implementing at-grade solutions not involving 
major infrastructure investments.  A 
development-specific TIA would be required of 
the private developer when actual designs are 
completed.  The current TIA indicates that 
applying mitigation strategies would bring the 
LOS scores at most of the affected intersections 
into the “good” or “below average” operating 
conditions.  This, in most cases, is better than the 
existing LOS.  At-grade mitigation solutions 
including additional street connectivity, traffic 
control improvements, and modified street 
geometry and intersection design allow for 
acceptable LOS on the area roadways after the 
development of the parcel.  One intersection, the 
Montana-Yarborough intersection, may require 
above- grade improvements.  Therefore, the 
developer would be required to either construct 
these improvements or key the development to 
TxDOT plans on improving the traffic flow 
through this intersection.  Additionally, the City 
of El Paso and TxDOT are planning a series of 
above-grade improvements on Montana Avenue 
and other area streets that would further mitigate 
traffic impacts in this area. 

Although there are no plans for post land-exchange 
use of Parcel B, for the purposes of cumulative 
impact analysis under NEPA, it was assumed that 
Parcel B would be developed based on surrounding 
land use and census data.  Notional development of 
Parcel B was incorporated into the TIA performed 
for this EA as a stand-alone option.  The pre-
development TIA indicates that any future 
development of Parcel B would increase traffic on 
Montana Avenue, Loop 375, and nearby 
intersections, some of which already have poor LOS, 
and affect traffic similar to Alternative 2.  As in 
Alternative 2, mitigation strategies would bring the 
LOS scores at the impacted intersections into the 
“good” or “below average” operating conditions, 
which, in most cases, is better than the existing LOS.  
As opposed to Alternative A, development of Parcel 
B could be completed entirely with at-grade 
solutions for traffic impacts. Mitigation measures 
would be similar to Parcel A, but to a lesser extent, 
since not as much traffic would be generated by the 
development of Parcel B.  Additionally, the City of 
El Paso and TxDOT are planning a series of 
improvements on Spur 601 and Loop 375 that would 
further mitigate area traffic impacts from this 
alternative. 

The proposed sale of Parcel C would directly result 
in development that would increase traffic on Fred 
Wilson, Dyer, and nearby intersections.  Most 
intersections near Parcel C operate at acceptable 
LOS and have low traffic volumes, but some do 
have poor LOS.  As a result, there would be long-
term, minor adverse impacts on traffic and roadway 
wear and tear as a result of additional vehicle traffic 
on the local roadways around the proposed 
developed Parcel C.  The pre-development TIA 
indicates that future traffic impacts could be 
mitigated by implementing at-grade solutions that 
would not involve major infrastructure investments.  
A development-specific TIA submittal to the city 
would be required of the acquiring entity when 
project designs are completed.   

The development of parcels A, B, and C would 
increase traffic on Montana Avenue, Loop 375, 
Fred Wilson, Dyer, and nearby intersections, 
some of which already have poor LOS.  As a 
result, there would be long-term, moderate 
adverse impacts on traffic and roadway wear and 
tear as a result of additional vehicle traffic on the 
local roadways around the proposed developed 
parcels A, B, and C when the future traffic 
impacts are mitigated, for the most part, by 
implementing at-grade solutions that would not 
involve major infrastructure investments, with the 
exception of the Montana-Yarborough 
intersection.  This intersection would require 
above-grade improvements to handle the 
additional traffic.  Applying mitigation strategies 
would bring the 2015 LOS scores for parcels A 
and B (if developed) together at the other 
impacted intersections into the “good” or “below 
average” operating conditions, which in most 
cases is better than the existing LOS and for 
Parcel C at the impacted intersections into the 
“good” operating conditions.  Additionally, the 
City of El Paso and TxDOT are planning a series 
of above-grade improvements on Montana 
Avenue and other area streets that would further 
mitigate traffic impacts in the area.   

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

The sale of Parcel A would not affect the health 
and safety of the local populace.  There is a 
possibility for traffic accidents due to the 
increased traffic from the development of the 
parcel.  Minimal health and safety impacts as a 
result of the implementation of Alternative 2.  

No foreseeable future use of Parcel B was identified; 
therefore, no impacts on health and safety would 
occur with the exchange of Parcel B.   

The TxGLO-owned land to be acquired by Fort Bliss 
is located adjacent to military training areas and 
minimal impacts on health and safety would be 
expected as a result of the implementation of 
Alternative 3.         

Impacts similar to those under Alternative 2 and 
considered minimal.   

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent 
to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4 and considered minimal.   

Table 3-1, continued 
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Resource Alternative 1 – No 
Action Alternative  

Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for 
Development 

 (Southeast Bliss) 

Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and 
Development of Parcel B  

(Between Fort Bliss and TxGLO) 

Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for 
Development  

 (Lower Beaumont) 

Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of 
Parcels A, B, and C for Development 

(Preferred Alternative) 

Hazardous 
Materials and 

Waste 

No hazardous materials and 
waste impacts would occur. 

The proposed sale of Parcel A would not use or 
generate hazardous materials.  Subsequent to the 
sale, the parcel developer would work under 
current Federal, State, and local laws and 
regulations regarding hazardous material use, 
generation, and disposal.  Prior to the sale of 
Parcel A, the FAA will remove the building and 
concrete slab.  If any asbestos-containing 
material (ACM) is found, abatement would be 
performed per all applicable regulations. 
Hazardous material and wastes impacts would be 
minor as a result of the implementation of 
Alternative 2.    

Impacts under Alternative 3 would be considered 
minor.  The TxGLO-owned land contains illegal 
refuse piles.  If any piles containing ACM or lead-
based paint (LBP) are encountered during cleanup, 
removal should be conducted per all regulatory 
requirements.   

No changes in land use would occur in the land to be 
acquired by the Army since an implied easement has 
allowed training there for at least the past 50 years.  
Handling of waste petroleum products during 
training would continue per the Fort Bliss Hazardous 
Waste Management Plan. 

A closed landfill, FTBL-010 (SWMU-014), is 
located within the property and has been closed per 
Texas regulatory requirements with a stipulation 
that the landfill contents be left in-place.  The UST 
site, FTBL-082 (LPST ID No. 115412), was closed 
with a restriction from TCEQ that prior to soil 
excavation or construction activities the site must 
undergo evaluation of any remaining contaminant 
levels and potential exposure pathways.  These 
stipulations and restrictions should be adhered to 
and deed restrictions or land use controls, if not 
currently in place, would be documented and 
conveyed with the sale or exchange of the property.  
There are several older structures located 
throughout Parcel C and, due to the age of the 
buildings, it is likely that ACM and LBP are 
present.  Steam pipes and water and sewer lines that 
could contain ACM may still remain within the 
parcel, even in areas where the buildings have been 
torn down.  It is expected that the developer would 
perform all ACM and LBP management per 
regulatory requirements.  All other impacts under 
Alternative 4 would otherwise be similar to those 
under Alternative 2.   

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent 
to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4 and considered minor.   

Airspace
Operations 

No impacts on airspace 
operations would occur. 

The implementation of Alternative 2 would not 
require any change in designated airspace.  Due 
to the proximity to the El Paso International 
Airport, height restrictions on the building 
structures within the development may be 
necessary.  Negligible impacts on airspace 
operations would be expected as a result of the 
implementation of Alternative 2.   

No impacts on airspace operations would occur as a 
result of Alternative 3.   

Impacts similar to those under Alternative 2 and 
considered negligible.  

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent 
to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4 and considered negligible.   

Utilities
Infrastructure 

No impacts on utilities 
infrastructure would occur. 

The development of Parcel A as a combination of 
residential, retail, and commercial buildings 
would greatly increase overall utilities usage and 
require increases in utilities infrastructures.  The 
implementation of Alternative 2 would have 
moderate impacts on energy, communications, 
potable water, wastewater, stormwater, and solid 
waste; however, development utilizing “green” 
and sustainable building techniques would help 
to minimize these impacts on utilities.   

If and when Parcel B is developed, impacts would be 
similar to those under Alternative 2.  However, the 
overall magnitude of these impacts would be less 
than that of Alternative 2, as Parcel B is smaller than 
Parcel A, and would be considered to have minor 
impacts on energy, communications, potable water, 
wastewater, stormwater, and solid waste.   

Alternative 3 also includes the exchange of the 
TxGLO land (2,880 acres) into military jurisdiction 
and use.  This portion of Alternative 3 is not 
anticipated to cause any utilities or utilities 
infrastructure impacts, as the land for the foreseeable 
future is to remain undeveloped and used for training 
maneuvers.  

Impacts similar to those under Alternative 2.  
However, the Lower Beaumont Parcel was 
previously developed and used by the Army.  
Although upgrades on much of the utilities 
infrastructure would be required, these utilities 
already exist over much of the property.  
Additionally, although similar impacts would occur 
as discussed in Alternative 2, these impacts would 
be much smaller in magnitude since Parcel C is less 
than 100 acres in size.   Therefore, the 
implementation of Alternative 4 would have minor 
impacts on utilities.   

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent 
to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4.  However, the development of parcels A, B 
(if conducted), and C would inevitably cause 
greater increases in demand for overall utilities 
usage and would require additional utilities 
infrastructure.  Although there is a greater 
increase for the demand for utilities, the 
implementation of Alternative 5 would have 
moderate impacts on energy, communications, 
potable water, wastewater, stormwater, and solid 
waste.  However, it is imperative that SmartCode 
Growth principles for Parcel A, “green” and 
sustainable building plans, and energy efficient 
techniques are utilized for impacts to remain 
moderate.   

Table 3-1, continued 
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Resource Alternative 1 – No 
Action Alternative  

Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for 
Development 

 (Southeast Bliss) 

Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and 
Development of Parcel B  

(Between Fort Bliss and TxGLO) 

Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for 
Development  

 (Lower Beaumont) 

Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of 
Parcels A, B, and C for Development 

(Preferred Alternative) 

Socioeconomics  

Under the No Action 
Alternative, there would be 
minor impacts.  There 
would be no additional 
funds for construction of 
on-base housing, and 
additional off-base housing 
would be at the discretion 
of developers to find 
locations and construct the 
housing further away from 
Fort Bliss since available 
land is on the outskirts of 
the city.  The No Action 
Alternative will leave Fort 
Bliss and the region to 
identify additional options 
for housing the projected 
influx of people. 

There would be minor impacts with the 
implementation of Alternative 2.  The sale of 
Parcel A would make 1,635 acres available for 
residential and light commercial development 
adjacent to Fort Bliss.  This new development in 
Parcel A is expected to result in a number of 
benefits for the region including better housing 
options, more affordable housing, temporary 
construction-related jobs, revenues for local 
businesses as companies purchase materials and 
supplies locally, additional income for 
construction workers, and any increased property 
taxes paid by new residents. 

A potential negative impact may result from the 
increase in the number of school-age children in 
the El Paso school system.  It is expected that the 
system would need to build additional schools to 
accommodate the increase in students and that 
the developer would need to negotiate with the 
proper school districts for sale(s) of tract(s) to 
construct the required schools.     

For the foreseeable future, no impacts on 
socioeconomics would occur from the 
implementation of Alternative 3.  If Parcel B is ever 
developed, impacts would be similar to those under 
Alternative 2 and considered minor and beneficial.   

Impacts similar to those under Alternative 2 and 
considered minor.  However, since Parcel C has a 
much smaller land area impact, any negative 
impacts associated with construction, traffic, and 
additional children in schools would be relatively 
small.   The smaller increase in students would not 
be expected to create a need for additional school 
construction. 

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent 
to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4 and considered minor.  This new 
development in the three areas near Fort Bliss is 
expected to result in a number of benefits for the 
region.   

Environmental
Justice and 

Protection of 
Children

Under the No Action 
Alternative, there would 
minor impacts.  The No 
Action Alternative has the 
potential to negatively 
impact minority and low-
income populations.  
Homeowner and rental 
vacancy rates in El Paso 
County are very low 
compared to Texas and the 
Nation.  Additional military 
and civilian personnel 
projected for Fort Bliss 
have the potential to put 
additional pressure on the 
existing housing markets 
(both rental and 
homeowner), likely driving 
up rental rates and home 
prices.  The Proposed 
Action would not be 
expected to cause 
environmental health risks 
or safety risks that would 
disproportionately affect 
children.   

Under Alternative 2, there would be minor 
impacts on minority and low-income populations, 
since most of the County is minority and low-
income, but most of the impacts would be 
expected to be positive.  The implementation of 
Alternative 2 would not be expected to cause 
environmental health risks or safety risks that 
would disproportionately affect children.   

For the foreseeable future, no impacts on minority 
and low-income populations and children would 
occur from the land exchange of Parcel B.  If Parcel 
B is ever developed, impacts would be similar to 
those under Alternative 2 and considered minor; 
however, most of the permanent impacts would be 
positive.    

Impacts similar to those under Alternative 2 and 
considered minor.   

Under Alternative 5, impacts would be equivalent 
to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4 and considered minor.   

Table 3-1, continued 
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3.1 Land Use and Aesthetics 

3.1.1 Affected Environment 
The Fort Bliss land area consists primarily of undeveloped desert training ground, associated 
training ranges and support facilities, and a fully developed Fort Bliss Cantonment adjacent to El 
Paso, Texas.  This section of the EA addresses the existing pattern of land use for the proposed 
project sites and adjacent areas.  The Region of Influence (ROI) consist of the southern portion 
of Fort Bliss within Texas, including the Fort Bliss Cantonment, and also the portion of El Paso 
County south of TA 1B and 2E, north of Montana Avenue.  The Fort Bliss Cantonment consists 
of West Bliss (which includes a residential area, Logan Heights); East Bliss (which includes 
BAAF); and William Beaumont Army Medical Center (see Figure 2-1).  The developed Fort 
Bliss Cantonment is located next to the largely urban/suburban areas of the City and County of 
El Paso, Texas, having a mixture of residential, commercial, and industrial uses.  These existing 
developments detract somewhat from the aesthetic and visual qualities of the natural landscape.  
The undeveloped training areas are visible when traveling along roadways within Fort Bliss and 
surrounding areas and from overlooks at higher elevations (U.S. Army 2007a).  Overall land use 
within the Fort Bliss Cantonment has focused on accommodating a major build-up of Army units 
for training over the last decade, especially for military family housing (U.S. Army 2007a).     

Parcel A (Southeast Bliss) 
Parcel A includes approximately 1,635 acres of undeveloped land located in the southern part of 
East Bliss, designated as Cantonment/mixed land use (Figure 3-1).  Land use changes from 
training to facilities (light industrial) were assessed in the SEIS for which a Record of Decision 
was signed on 30 April 2007 (U.S. Army 2007a).  This change was made to expand the Fort 
Bliss Cantonment to accommodate the stationing of additional BCTs and allow development of 
land for housing, commercial, and community support purposes.   

Parcel A is located along US 62/180 (Montana Avenue) between Global Reach Drive and Loop 
375.  The western boundary of the parcel adjoins the El Paso International Airport.  Immediately 
north of Parcel A, new facilities, including an Army hospital complex and El Paso Community 
College campus, are planned.  The eastern portion of the parcel is within sight of Loop 375 and 
adjacent to the Armed Forces Reserve Center and the proposed Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement administrative facility.  Urban development in El Paso has occurred to the south of 
US 62/180 and includes residential, multi-family, retail, and commercial properties (U.S. Army 
2007a).

Parcel B (Fort Bliss-owned Land) 
Parcel B includes approximately 683 acres of undeveloped land in the southern part of East Bliss 
approximately one mile east of Parcel A.  Parcel B is designated as Cantonment/mixed land use 
with a small portion of Parcel B, north of Loop 375, designated as Land Use A with mission 
facilities (see Figure 3-1).  Parcel B is located near the intersection of Montana Avenue and Loop 
375, and a portion of the southern boundary line of the parcel abuts Montana Avenue.  The 
western boundary of the parcel is adjacent to the Armed Forces Reserve Center.  To the north are 
Loop 375 and the South Training Area.  The eastern portion of the parcel abuts Loop 375.  There 
is an FAA easement around the VORTAC antenna located near the parcel that would remain in 
place and includes height restrictions on land use within 1,500 feet of the antenna and additional
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height restrictions up to 2,000 feet away from the antenna (see Figure 2-1).  Within the 1,500-
foot distance from the antenna, no structural development is allowed and no vehicles or other 
mobile objects can be left in the clear zone.  Additionally, tree height, fences, and power and 
control lines have height restrictions.

Parcel B (TxGLO-owned Land) 
The proposed land that will be exchanged to Fort Bliss is currently owned by TxGLO.  It 
includes approximately 2,880 acres of undeveloped land located on the east side of El Paso, 
Texas (see Figure 3-1).  The TxGLO-owned land is located north of Montana Avenue, east of 
Loop 375, and approximately 0.5 mile northeast of Parcel B.  The TxGLO-owned land is 
surrounded on the north, east, and west by the South Training Area.

Parcel C (Lower Beaumont) 
Parcel C includes approximately 91 acres of previously developed land, including various 
buildings for military use, and is located in the westernmost part of West Bliss.  The City of El 
Paso bounds the parcel to the north and south.  The land use within Parcel C is designated as 
Cantonment/mixed land use (see Figure 3-1).  The William Beaumont Army Medical Center 
abuts the parcel on the western boundary, but it is to be relocated to East Bliss by 2016.  A 
portion of the eastern parcel boundary is adjacent to Dyer Street, the northern parcel boundary is 
adjacent to Fred Wilson Avenue, and the southern parcel boundary is adjacent to Hayes Avenue.  
Both Fred Wilson and Dyer are arterial roadways and Hayes is a residential street.  The 
neighborhood is a mixture of residential and commercially zoned properties.  Parcel C is within 1 
mile of two major transportation arteries, US Highway 54 and Spur 601.

3.1.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.1.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on land use or aesthetics would occur because no 
land sale or exchange of parcels would take place. 

3.1.2.2  Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for Development (Southeast Bliss) 
Under Alternative 2, approximately 1,635 acres of Fort Bliss land would be sold and annexed by 
the City of El Paso and would likely be developed as a combination of retail, residential, 
community facilities, and mixed-use buildings based on the City of El Paso’s SmartCode Growth 
Plan.  The buyer of the property would be required to comply and conform to the SmartCode 
requirements.  SmartCode requires streets that are safe and comfortable for pedestrians, ample 
public spaces, walkable block sizes, urban format buildings, and a mix of housing types and 
uses.  Applying the SmartCode Growth Plan within Parcel A would allow for a very high density 
of households, compared to the existing land use within the project area.  Approximately 19,000 
households and 200 businesses have the potential to be located within Parcel A with SmartCode 
principles applied (ICRC 2012).  Open space and recreational areas such as parks, civic spaces, 
and trails would also be required with the development of the parcel.  A requirement of the city 
codes for developments of this size mandates the setting aside of a 30-acre natural area and 5 
acres of open space.  The proposed development would be consistent with developments that are 
already in place near the parcel and would be compatible with the surrounding land use.  The 
additional residential areas and high density of households within the parcel would be beneficial 
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since there is a shortage of housing in the area.   Alternative 2 would have moderate impacts on 
land use and aesthetics. 

3.1.2.3  Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and Development of Parcel B (Between Fort Bliss 
and TxGLO) 

Parcel B is located within the Fort Bliss Cantonment and is currently undeveloped and relatively 
undisturbed.  TxGLO has no plans for development of Parcel B in the foreseeable future; 
however, if Parcel B would ever be developed, then approximately 683 acres of former Fort 
Bliss land could be turned into a combination of retail, residential, community facilities, and 
mixed-use buildings based on the surrounding development and urban pattern.  Approximately 
6,500 households and 100 businesses have the potential to be located within Parcel B (ICRC 
2012).  The proposed development would be consistent with adjacent developments and 
compatible with the surrounding land use.   

The approximately 2,880 acres of land currently owned by TxGLO that is located adjacent to TA 
1B and 2E is undeveloped and relatively undisturbed.  This land is currently used as a tank trail 
by the Army under an apparent easement.  This use would continue under this alternative.  
Alternative 3 would have negligible impacts on land use and aesthetics. 

3.1.2.4 Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for Development (Lower Beaumont) 
Approximately 91 acres of Fort Bliss land would be sold and annexed into the City of El Paso 
and developed as a combination of residential and light retail/commercial mixed-use buildings 
based on the surrounding development and urban pattern.  Parcel C is located within the Fort 
Bliss Cantonment and portions of Parcel C are already developed.  Approximately 300 
households and 10 businesses have the potential to be located within Parcel C (ICRC 2012).  In 
addition, the nursing school (Building 7115) and Blood Donor Facilities (Buildings T-7166 and 
T-7167) will be retained by the U.S. Army through approximately 2016.  Those buildings, along 
with an access control point, will be reserved.  Also, ingress and egress would need to be made 
available to the adjacent housing area.  Land development would be compatible with the 
surrounding land use.  Alternative 4 would have minor impacts on land use and aesthetics. 

3.1.2.5 Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C for Development 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4.  Approximately 2,409 total acres of land currently owned by Fort Bliss would be sold 
and/or exchanged.  Since the development of the parcels would be similar to and compatible with 
the surrounding land use, Alternative 5 would have moderate impacts on land use and aesthetics. 

3.2 Soils 

3.2.1 Affected Environment 
Soils on or near the surface in parcels A and B are predominantly sands and loamy sands that 
form expanses of coppice dunes, with each dune typically anchored by a mesquite shrub 
(Prosopis glandulosa).  Dunes in these two areas range from approximately 4 to 6 feet in height, 
often with a mantle of wind-deposited sand sheets between dunes.  The dune and sand sheet 
landforms are young, formed in the latest Holocene (approximately 100-200 years before 
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present).  Older soils (mid-Holocene to Pleistocene and earlier) underlie the coppice dunes, often 
containing white, calcium carbonate-bearing soil horizons (calcic or petrocalcic horizons). 

Parcel C soils have been extensively disturbed due to previous construction and activities from 
the former hospital facilities.  The soils formed on the piedmont slope of the Franklin Mountains 
and are relatively coarse, containing large amounts of gravels, pebbles, and boulders.  These soils 
are typically heavily cemented with soil carbonate and are difficult to excavate.  The sections 
below provide summary information for each parcel, obtained from the Soil Survey of Fort Bliss 
Military Reservation, New Mexico and Texas (U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA] 2003).  

The wind erosion hazard on Fort Bliss is high due to the dominance of highly erodible soils and 
low soil moisture content.  The soil surface is dry, sandy, and sparsely vegetated, especially in 
areas that have already been impacted by military vehicle traffic.  The soils are susceptible to 
dust generation and dune formation.  The Fort Bliss Soil Survey (USDA 2003) provides details 
on the potential uses and traffic tolerance ratings of each soil based on the physical 
characteristics.

Soil management at Fort Bliss is coordinated through the Fort Bliss Directorate of Public Works-
Environmental Division (DPW-E) and Integrated Training Area Management - Directorate of 
Plans, Training, Mobilization, and Security (ITAM-DPTMS).  Soil management is used to 
control or mitigate for water or wind erosion, and includes cost-effective soil stabilization 
techniques such as revegetation, erosion control structures, site hardening, blockades, and dust 
palliatives to prevent soil degradation, soil erosion, and excessive road damage.  Fort Bliss 
resource management objectives include preventing the deterioration of highly erodible soil 
resources (U.S. Army 2008b).  

Parcel A (Southeast Bliss) 
The soils within Parcel A are mapped as Copia-Nations Complex, 1 to 3 percent slopes; Elizario-
Copia complex, 2 to 5 percent slopes; Hueco loamy fine sand, 1 to 3 percent slopes; Mcnew-
Copia-Foxtrot complex, 1 to 5 percent slopes; Pendero-Copia-Nations complex, 2 to 5 percent 
slopes; and Wessly-Copia complex, 1 to 3 percent slopes (Figure 3-2).  The dominant soil types 
are Elizario-Copia complex, 2 to 5 percent slopes (39 percent), Copia-Nations complex, 1 to 3 
percent slopes (26 percent), and Mcnew-Copia-Foxtrot complex, 1 to 5 percent slopes (29 
percent) (USDA 2003).   

Elizario-Copia complex, 2 to 5 percent slopes soils are loamy fine sands and occur at elevations 
3,900 to 4,200 feet.  They are well to excessively drained, with moderately slow to moderately 
rapid permeability (USDA 2003). Copia-Nations complex soils, 1 to 3 percent slopes, occur at 
elevations of 3,900 to 4,200 feet mean sea level (MSL), and are fine loamy sands. They are well 
to excessively drained, with low available water capacity (USDA 2003).  Mcnew-Copia-Foxtrot 
complex, 1 to 5 percent slopes are loamy fine sand or sandy clay loam soils that occur at 3,900 to 
4,200 feet MSL, are well to excessively drained, and have very slow to moderately rapid 
permeability (USDA 2003). 
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Parcel B (Fort Bliss-owned Land)
The soils found within Parcel B include Copia-Mcnew-Pendero complex, 1 to 5 percent slopes; 
Copia-Nations complex, 1 to 3 percent slopes; Hueco loamy fine sand, 1 to 3 percent slopes; and 
Pendero fine sand, 2 to 5 percent slopes, with the dominant soil type, Copia-Nations complex, 1 
to 3 percent slopes, comprising 79 percent of the total parcel (USDA 2003). 

Parcel B (TxGLO-owned Land) 
The dominant soil located in the land currently owned by TxGLO is Copia-Nations complex, 1 
to 3 percent slopes (60 percent); other soils are mapped as Copia-Mcnew-Pendero complex, 1 to 
5 percent slopes; Elizario-Copia complex, 2 to 5 percent slopes; Pendero fine sand, 2 to 5 percent 
slopes; and Pendero-Copia-Nations complex, 2 to 5 percent slopes (USDA 2003). 

Parcel C (Lower Beaumont) 
The entirety of Parcel C is mapped as Delnorte-Canutio complex, 8 to 15 percent slopes soils 
that occur at elevations of 3,900 to 4,200 feet MSL and are well-drained, gravelly alluvium, 
loamy-skeletal mixed soils that are about 50 percent gravel and have moderately rapid 
permeability (USDA 2003).  The soils also frequently contain a hard petrocalcic horizon 
(caliche) at depths of approximately 6 to 20 inches (USDA 2003). 

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.2.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on soils would occur because no land sale or 
exchange of parcels would take place. 

3.2.2.2 Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for Development (Southeast Bliss) 
Under Alternative 2, approximately 1,635 acres of local soils would be permanently disturbed 
and developed.  No prime or unique farmland soils would be impacted because none occur 
within the parcel.  The potential for fugitive dust impacts would occur during construction.  
Direct post-construction impacts on soils include the physical disturbance of upper soil layers, 
including biological crusts, 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 exposed bare ground.  Development may increase the 
potential for soil erosion (water and wind).  Indirect effects (e.g., soil compaction) include 
reduced surface water infiltration, increased surface water runoff, increased wind erosion due to 
loss of vegetation, and poor plant growth and seed germination.  A stormwater pollution 
prevention plan (SWPPP) would be required and best management practices (BMP) per the 
SWPPP would be followed to minimize temporary fugitive dust and erosion during construction.  
Applicable BMPs include silt fencing, structural wind breaks, erosion control mats, and 
application of water during construction.  Alternative 2 would have moderate impacts on soils 
with the implementation of the SWPPP and BMPs.    
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3.2.2.3 Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and Development of Parcel B (Between Fort Bliss 
and TxGLO) 

Under Alternative 3, there would be no foreseeable impacts on soils.  No prime or unique 
farmland soils would be impacted because none occur within the parcel.  The land to be 
exchanged by TxGLO would continue to be used as a tank trail and encroachment buffer once 
acquired by Fort Bliss, and thus no changes to soils would occur with its use.

3.2.2.4 Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for Development (Lower Beaumont) 
Under Alternative 4, impacts on soils would be similar to, but less than, those listed under 
Alternative 2.  There would be minor impacts on soils with the implementation of the SWPPP 
and BMPs.  Approximately 91 acres of soils would be permanently disturbed and developed.  No 
prime or unique farmland soils would be impacted, as none occur within Parcel C.

3.2.2.5 Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C for Development 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Impacts on soils under Alternative 5 would be considered moderate since approximately 2,409 
acres would be permanently disturbed with the development of parcels A, B, and C.  No prime or 
unique farmland soils would be impacted, as none occur within any of the parcels.

3.3 Surface Water  

3.3.1 Affected Environment 
No Federally regulated wetlands, as defined by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1972 (CWA), are located within any of the parcels.  
The vast majority of arroyo-riparian drainages on Fort Bliss do not qualify as jurisdictional 
wetlands as defined by USACE (U.S. Army 2009).  However, a large arroyo landscaped with 
rock structures and a cactus garden bisects the northern part of the property in Parcel C.  
Although the arroyo is normally dry except during major rain events, it is considered potential 
waters of the U.S. because there is evidence of a hydrologic connection to the Rio Grande 
(Figure 3-3) (U.S. Army 2009).  No other surface water is located within the project area, except 
during large rainstorms when ephemeral streams and ponds may form. 

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.3.2.1  Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative  
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on surface water would occur because no land sale 
or exchange of parcels would take place. 

3.3.2.2 Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for Development (Southeast Bliss) 
Under Alternative 2, there would be no impacts on surface water because none is present within 
Parcel A.   

3.3.2.3 Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and Development of Parcel B (Between Fort Bliss 
and TxGLO) 

Under Alternative 3, there would be no impacts on surface water because none is present within 
Parcel B or the TxGLO land to be acquired by Fort Bliss. 
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3.3.2.4 Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for Development (Lower Beaumont) 
Under Alternative 4, there would be minor impacts on approximately 5,574 feet of arroyo within 
Parcel C.  The land would be sold and developed, and construction-related impacts on the arroyo 
due to the development of the parcel would occur.  Impacts on surface water under Alternative 4 
may include the following: increased sedimentation within the arroyo; temporary erosion during 
construction; and decreased surface water quality from nonpoint source sediment loading, 
increased runoff, and accidental spills and contamination.  In addition, an increase in the amount 
of bare ground may reduce the quantity of water held within the upland areas and increase 
overland flow, thus increasing discharge from peak flows and decreasing the duration of flood 
flows.  However, the arroyo is a historic landscape and BMPs implemented by the developer 
such as silt fencing and avoidance of the arroyo would be used to minimize impacts. 

3.3.2.5 Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C for Development 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4.  There would be no surface water impacts within parcels A and B and minor impacts on 
the arroyo within Parcel C. 

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.  The Hueco Bolson (the basin underlying the Fort Bliss Cantonment) 
provides groundwater to the City of El Paso, the Fort Bliss Cantonment (including the project 
area), and Cuidad Juarez.  The Hueco Bolson is an intermontane basin incised by the Rio Grande 
Valley and is replenished by mountain front recharge, seepage from the Rio Grande, canals and 
agricultural drains, and deep well injection (U.S. Army 2010a).  The primary area of recharge 
occurs along the eastern edge of the Franklin and Organ Mountains, where runoff infiltrates the 
alluvial fans.  The total annual recharge of the upper Hueco Bolson is approximately 8,560 acre-
feet per year, of which 5,600 acre-feet per year occurs via natural recharge from infiltration 
(U.S. Army 2010a).   

Estimates of groundwater availability representing the amount of usable water in the Hueco 
Bolson aquifer in Texas varies and range from 3 million to 10.6 million acre-feet.  El Paso Water 
Utilities (EPWU) estimates that fresh water in the Hueco Bolson is approximately 9.4 million 
acre-feet.  The depth to groundwater near El Paso ranges from 259 to 400 feet below the surface.  
Potable water to support Fort Bliss operations comes from three sources: on-post wells operated 
by Fort Bliss, water purchased from the EPWU, and the Kay Bailey Hutchison Desalination 
Plant.  The Kay Bailey Hutchison Desalination Plant was constructed in 2007 as a joint effort 
between the EPWU and Fort Bliss to treat brackish water from the Hueco Bolson aquifer 
(EPWU 2012b).  It is projected that due to expansions of Fort Bliss, EPWU would increase as a 
water supplier to Fort Bliss populations, and much of this increased need will also be met by the 
new El Paso-Fort Bliss Kay Bailey Hutchison Desalination Facility (TWDB 2011).   
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3.4.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.4.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on groundwater would occur because no land sale 
or exchange of parcels would take place. 

3.4.2.2 Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for Development (Southeast Bliss) 
Under Alternative 2, Parcel A would be sold for development, which would result in further 
groundwater resource depletion due to increased pumping required to meet water demand from 
the new development.  However, it is anticipated that a portion of the water made available to the 
developed Parcel A would come from the Kay Bailey Hutchison Desalination Plant.  Under 
Alternative 2, impacts on groundwater resources would be minor during construction activities 
and once Parcel A is fully developed due to the increased demand for groundwater.

3.4.2.3 Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and Development of Parcel B (Between Fort Bliss 
and TxGLO) 

No foreseeable impacts on groundwater would occur as a result of Alternative 3.   

3.4.2.4 Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for Development (Lower Beaumont) 
Under Alternative 4, impacts on groundwater would be similar to those listed under Alternative 
2.  The impacts on groundwater resources would be minor during construction activities and 
once Parcel B is fully developed.

3.4.2.5 Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C for Development 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4.  The impacts on groundwater resources would be minor during construction activities and 
with the development of all three parcels.   

3.5 Biological Resources 

3.5.1 Affected Environment 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 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 that 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. 
A listing of these resources and information on habitat and occurrences can be found in the SEIS,
the GFS EIS, and the Fort Bliss Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan, November 
2009 (INRMP) (U.S. Army 2009).  

Threatened and Endangered Species, Species of Concern, and LINRs 
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 are listed 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 
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the Fort Bliss Cantonment and/or within parcels A, B, C or the proposed training land is low due 
to the lack of suitable habitat.  However, the following Federal species of concern have the 
potential to occur within the project area: Texas horned lizard (Phrynosoma hernandezii) and 
western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia).  The western burrowing owl occurs in all desert 
shrubland communities and grassland vegetative communities on Fort Bliss, and the Texas 
horned lizard (also a Texas threatened species) is widespread throughout Fort Bliss in grassland 
and shrubland communities (U.S. Army 2010a).  Currently, species of concern do not receive 
legal protection under the ESA, but Fort Bliss treats them as LINRs.  The project area also has 
habitat that could be utilized by bird species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) of 1918. 

Parcel A (Southeast Bliss) 
Parcel A is undeveloped land situated on the sparsely vegetated basin floor of the Hueco Bolson 
in the Chihuahuan Desert.  Elevations range from approximately 3,970 feet to 4,005 feet MSL, 
and mean annual precipitation is approximately 8 to 10 inches.  The parcel consists of large 
expanses of coppice sand dunes anchored by honey mesquite shrubs (Prosopis glandulosa).
Other common plants include broom snakeweed (Gutierrezia sarothrae) and dropseed grasses 
(Sporobolus flexuosus).  Approximately 31 percent of Fort Bliss land (348,847 acres) is 
characterized as coppice dunes (U.S. Army 2009).  Common wildlife species in the area include 
the black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), desert cottontail (Silvilagus audubonii), coyote 
(Canis latrans), and red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis). 

Parcel B (Fort Bliss and TxGLO-owned Land) 
Parcel B is undeveloped land located east of Parcel A.  The land currently owned by TxGLO is 
also undeveloped and located just northeast of Parcel B.  Parcel B and the land currently owned 
by TxGLO consist of large expanses of coppice sand dunes anchored by honey mesquite shrubs.  
Other common plants include broom snakeweed and dropseed grasses.  The black-tailed 
jackrabbit, desert cottontail, coyote, and red-tailed hawk inhabit the area. 

Parcel C (Lower Beaumont) 
Parcel C is previously developed land situated on a piedmont alluvial fan on the eastern flanks of 
the Franklin Mountains.  Elevations range from approximately 3,950 feet to 4,125 feet MSL, 
sloping toward the east at more than eight percent.  The area near Parcel C contains native desert 
plant species typical of northern Chihuahuan Desert mountain piedmont areas such as 
creosotebush (Larrea tridentata), ocotillo (Fouquieria splendens), and lechuguilla (Agave
lechuguilla).  Desert grasses include bush muhly (Muhlenbergia porteri) and tridens (Tridens
flavus).  Tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus altissima), giant reed (Arundo donax), and saltcedar 
(Tamarix spp.) are a few exotic species found within Parcel C.  Wildlife found in the area 
includes the black-tailed jackrabbit, desert cottontail, and numerous birds and reptiles.   

3.5.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.5.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative  
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on biological resources would occur because no 
land sale or exchange of parcels would take place. 
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3.5.2.2 Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for Development (Southeast Bliss) 
Parcel A encompasses approximately 0.5 percent of coppice dune vegetation found throughout 
Fort Bliss.  Approximately 1,635 acres of this vegetation type would be cleared and lost but there 
would be minimal impacts since it is regionally common and abundant.  Two Federal species of 
concern, the western burrowing owl and the Texas horned lizard, may be minimally impacted by 
Alternative 2.  Preconstruction biological surveys for the Texas horned lizard and burrowing owl 
are recommended to detect their presence and provide for reducing impacts to these species.  
Migratory bird species protected under the MBTA may be minimally impacted by Alternative 2.  
However, these bird species would be protected in accordance with the MBTA to include 
phasing construction around the nesting season, and implementing BMPs to avoid harassing or 
harming these species.  No other LINRs described in the SEIS, the GFS EIS, or the INRMP 
would be affected. 

3.5.2.3 Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and Development of Parcel B (Between Fort Bliss 
and TxGLO) 

Since the current TxGLO plans are to leave Parcel B as open land, no impacts on biological 
resources would occur in the foreseeable future.  However, if Parcel B were to be developed at 
some time in the future, impacts would need to be reassessed given the changes occurring within 
the area and the region as a whole.  It is anticipated that any development impacts of Parcel B 
would be similar to those under Alternative 2.  Parcel B encompasses approximately 0.2 percent 
of coppice dune vegetation found throughout Fort Bliss.  Approximately 683 acres of this 
regionally common vegetation would be cleared and lost but impacts would be minimal. The
two Species of Concern and bird species protected by the MBTA may be minimally impacted.   

The currently owned TxGLO land would serve as a buffer from encroachment once Fort Bliss 
acquires it, and there would be no impacts on biological resources.  To prevent the spread of 
noxious weeds from activities in the proposed training land parcel, a noxious weed monitoring 
and treatment program would be established by Fort Bliss with guidance from DPW-E 
biologists.  Additionally, equipment would be cleaned of all dirt, mud, and plant debris prior to 
moving onto or off of the area.   

3.5.2.4 Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for Development (Lower Beaumont) 
Impacts under Alternative 4 would be similar to those under Alternative 2.  Since most of Parcel 
C has been previously developed, only a minimal amount of regionally common vegetation 
would be cleared as a result of the development of Parcel C.  The two species of concern and 
bird species protected by the MBTA may be minimally impacted.  

3.5.2.5 Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C for Development 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4.  Approximately 2,330 acres of vegetation would be cleared as a result of the development 
of parcels A, B, and C; however, the vegetation that would be removed is common throughout 
the region and can be found in abundance.  Therefore, the impacts on vegetation would be 
minimal.  The two species of concern and bird species protected by the MBTA may be 
minimally impacted. 
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3.6 Cultural Resources 

3.6.1 Affected Environment 
Cultural resources are regulated at Fort Bliss per the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, 
the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990, the 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, and other statutes.  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.  
Fort Bliss manages cultural resources associated with all prehistoric and historic periods 
recognized in southwest Texas.  The SEIS (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.  Both documents are incorporated herein by 
reference.  Pursuant to Army Regulation (AR) 200-1, the Fort Bliss Garrison Command is 
responsible for managing the cultural resources on the installation in compliance with all Federal 
laws, regulations, and standards.  Additionally, a Programmatic Agreement (PA) between the 
Fort Bliss Garrison Command, the Texas SHPO, the New Mexico SHPO, and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) for the Management of Historic Properties on Fort 
Bliss was signed into effect on September 19, 2006 and serves to guide cultural resources related 
compliance on Fort Bliss managed lands.  This PA was recently amended in August 2011 to be 
effective for an additional six years. 

Parcel A (Southeast Bliss) 
Parcel A has been the subject of numerous cultural resources surveys, the most recent and 
comprehensive of which was conducted by Geo-Marine in 2006 (Stowe et al. 2007) and 2008 
(Russell and Arford 2008).  The Stowe et al. (2007) survey covered 920 acres that included a 
small portion of the upper western arm of Parcel A and the area adjacent to the northwest of 
Parcel A.  Fourteen archaeological sites were documented, including a segment of the Butterfield 
Overland Mail Route, which runs through Parcel A.  Four prehistoric sites were recommended as 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), as was the Butterfield Overland 
Mail Route.  The Butterfield Overland Mail Route is the only eligible site within Parcel A 
documented in the Stowe et al. (2007) study.  The Russell and Arford (2008) investigation
consisted of an intensive archaeological pedestrian survey that covered 3,087 acres within the 
Inner Loop 375 area, including the remainder and majority of the Parcel A area not surveyed by 
Stowe et al. 2007 and beyond.  Five of the sites recommended eligible by Russell and Arford 
(2008) are located within Parcel A.

A follow-up investigation by Fort Bliss (Burt 2011) re-evaluated seven archaeological sites 
previously recommended eligible for the NRHP and located between Inner Loop 375 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 2009).  
The investigation resulted in the previous eligibility recommendations for the seven sites being 
re-evaluated as not eligible for the NRHP (Burt 2011).  Included among the re-evaluated sites are 
all five of the previously recommended eligible sites by Russell and Arford (2008) located within 
Parcel A.   
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Parcel B (Fort Bliss and TxGLO-owned Land) 
In the course of four archaeological investigations, four prehistoric sites within Parcel B were 
deemed potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP.  These sites were formally evaluated in 
2010 (U.S. Army 2010b).  Only one site, FB 6971/41EP1473, was determined to meet the 
necessary requirements to qualify for listing under Criterion D, as it is likely to yield information 
important in the understanding of prehistory. 

A total of 226 archaeological sites, including the Butterfield Overland Trail, have been noted 
within the parcel north of Loop 376 which is presently owned by TxGLO (Sitton 2012).   

Parcel C (Lower Beaumont) 
Parcel C is located within the William Beaumont General Hospital Historic District (WBGHHD) 
and is east of the current hospital.  The WBGHHD was developed in the 1920s as the William 
Beaumont General Hospital.  Originally consisting of 48 buildings with connecting corridors that 
were constructed of hollow tile and stucco, many buildings have been added through the years, 
and several of the buildings at the site have been demolished.  An EA for the WBGHHD was 
conducted in 1999 to analyze the demolition, rehabilitation, and re-use of the buildings in order 
to improve safety and decrease the operating costs.  Also in 1999, an archaeological survey was 
conducted at the WBGHHD and determined that there were no archaeological features or sites at 
this location.  One landscape feature is considered worthy of preservation: a drainage channel 
(arroyo) that includes rock bridges, culverts, and landscaping elements.    

A recent investigation into the integrity of the historic district has determined that it is no longer 
eligible as a district for NRHP listing.  This determination has received concurrence from Texas 
SHPO as of May 2012 (THC 2012).

Two structures (Buildings T-7115 and T-7167) and one landscape area within Parcel C are 
considered eligible for inclusion on the NRHP.  The current nursing school (Building 7115) was 
initially the Neuropsychiatry Building at the William Beaumont General Hospital and was 
constructed during World War II in an Italian Renaissance style.  It is potentially eligible under 
Criterion A, as it is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history, and under Criterion C for architecture.

The Blood Donor Facilities (Building T-7167), originally the Medical Detachment Kitchen and 
Main Library for William Beaumont General Hospital, contains a wall mural painted by Captain 
Rudolph Von Ripper, a prominent artist and well-decorated World War II hero.  This structure is 
considered eligible for the NRHP under Criterion B, as it is associated with a famous individual, 
and under Criterion C as art produced by a master. 

The portion of the parcel that features a rock-lined arroyo with associated footpaths, bridges, and 
garden areas is the only surviving component of what had been the carefully tended grounds of 
the William Beaumont General Hospital.  The landscaping was considered remarkable by the 
community from 1925 to 1952, when it was under the care of the gardener W.H. Reeves.  This 
area is considered eligible under Criterion C for landscape architecture with historic significance. 
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3.6.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.6.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on cultural resources would occur because no land 
sale or exchange would take place. 

3.6.2.2 Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for Development (Southeast Bliss)
The Butterfield Overland Mail Route is the only eligible site located within Parcel A.  The Texas 
SHPO has indicated that the trail should be made accessible to the public, but also appropriately 
protected and managed. A requirement of the city for development of an area as large as Parcel 
A mandates the setting aside of a 30-acre natural area, which, in this case, would be designed to 
include the site.  The most viable solution would be a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
developed between Fort Bliss, Texas SHPO, and the purchasing entity.  The MOA would 
provide details on conveyance of the property upon sale, and any encumbrances to the 
purchasing entity, to ensure continued preservation of the site.  Stipulations reached under a 
typical agreement to protect this type of historic feature usually include use of interpretive signs 
and creation of buffer zones from development.  The MOA would set stipulations and 
timeframes for resolution of any adverse effects on historic properties.

3.6.2.3 Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and Development of Parcel B (Between Fort Bliss 
and TxGLO)

Within Parcel B, there is one site that is eligible for inclusion on the NRHP and has the potential 
to be impacted by development within the parcel.  An MOA agreement between Fort Bliss, 
Texas SHPO, and TxGLO provides for TxGLO to be responsible for the management of this site 
within the parcel and the mitigation of adverse effects on the site (Appendix A).   

In the land exchange, Fort Bliss would acquire a 2,880-acre parcel from TxGLO.  This parcel 
would serve as a tank trail and buffer from encroachment, and no development is planned.  Fort 
Bliss would accept responsibility for all cultural resources located within the parcel and apply all 
management policies, guidelines, and agreements detailed in its Mission and Master Plan SEIS, 
ICRMP, and PA (U.S. Army 2000; U.S. Army 2008a).  As there are no foreseeable plans for 
development in this parcel to be acquired by the Army, there would be no effects on cultural 
resources from implementation of Alternative 3 regarding the 2,880-acre parcel.

3.6.2.4 Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for Development (Lower Beaumont)
The WBGHHD within Parcel C has been re-evaluated and determined to not be eligible as a 
historic district.  Two structures (Buildings 7115 and T-7167) and one landscape feature within 
Parcel C are considered individually eligible for inclusion on the NRHP.  Like Alternative 2, a 
PA regarding the treatment of these historic properties would be developed between Fort Bliss 
and Texas SHPO.  Reuse of existing older buildings on the property, though desirable, may not 
be financially feasible, and these structures may be demolished after undergoing Historic 
American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering Record/Historic American 
Landscapes Survey (HABS/HAER/HALS) documentation.  Thus, adverse effects on cultural 
resources in Parcel C related to the sale would be mitigated through the PA.  
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3.6.2.5 Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C for Development 
(Preferred Alternative)

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent to the impacts discussed under Alternatives 2, 
3, and 4.  Adverse effects on cultural resources as a result of Alternative 5 would be mitigated 
through the stipulations contained within agreement documents between Fort Bliss, Texas 
SHPO, and the purchasing entity developed for the respective parcels. 

3.7 Air Quality 

3.7.1 Affected Environment 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (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 (Pb).  
NAAQS represent the maximum levels of background pollution that are considered safe, with an 
adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health and welfare (USEPA 2010a).  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 (USEPA 2010b).  The USEPA 
and Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (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 (TCEQ 2012a and USEPA 
2010b).

Greenhouse gases (GHG) have properties that promote the trapping of heat in the atmosphere 
and are a concern as a major factor in global warming.  These gases include water vapor, carbon 
dioxide (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).  Some gases have a greater global warming 
potential than others.  Nitrogen oxides (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.

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.7.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on air quality would occur because no land sale or 
exchange of parcels would take place. 

3.7.2.2  Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for Development (Southeast Bliss) 
Temporary and minor increases in air pollution would occur from the use of construction 
equipment (combustion and GHG emissions) and the disturbance of soils (fugitive dust) during 
development of Parcel A.  Construction workers would temporarily increase the combustion 
emissions in the airshed during their commute to and from the project area.  Emissions from 
delivery trucks would also contribute to the overall air emission budget. 
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Operational air emissions refer to air emissions that may occur after the parcel is developed and 
would include emissions from residential auto trips and delivery vehicles servicing the 
commercial tenants.  The calculations for air emissions from construction and operational 
sources are presented in Appendix B.

Based upon the calculations, air emissions from the proposed construction activities would not 
exceed Federal de minimis thresholds; however, the operational air emissions would exceed 
thresholds for volatile organic compounds (VOC), CO, and NOx.  TCEQ has implemented a state 
implementation plan (SIP) for CO and ozone that accounts for the increase in residential traffic 
(TCEQ 2012b).  The maintenance plan includes the use of oxygenated fuels in El Paso County 
during the winter months, new-source-review provisions for major CO stationary sources, and 
corrections to the existing vehicle inspection and maintenance program (TCEQ 2008).  Similarly, 
the ozone SIP requires modified fuels in El Paso County during the summer months.  The fuel is 
modified to lower its evaporation rate (TCEQ 2012c).  The mitigation programs incorporated in 
the El Paso CO and ozone SIPs ensure that the new operational air emissions associated with 
Alternative 2 are in compliance with regulations.  

As there are no violations of air quality standards and no conflicts with the Texas SIPs, the 
impacts on air quality in El Paso County from the implementation of the Alternative 2 would be 
minor.  Dust suppression BMPs should be implemented to minimize fugitive dust, including 
wetting solutions applied to construction areas. 

3.7.2.3 Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and Development of Parcel B (Between Fort Bliss 
and TxGLO) 

For the foreseeable future, no impacts on air quality from the exchange of Parcel B would occur.  
If development of Parcel B were to occur sometime in the future, then impacts on air quality 
would be similar to those under Alternative 2.  Based upon the calculations, air emissions from 
the proposed construction activities would not exceed Federal de minimis thresholds; however, 
the operational air emissions would exceed thresholds for volatile organic compounds (VOC), 
CO, and NOx.  As there are no violations of air quality standards and no conflicts with the Texas 
SIPs, the impacts on air quality in El Paso County from the implementation of Alternative 3 
would be minor.   

3.7.2.4 Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for Development (Lower Beaumont) 
Based upon the calculations, neither air emissions from the proposed construction activities nor 
operational air emissions would exceed Federal de minimis thresholds.  Therefore, the impacts 
on air quality in El Paso County from the implementation of Alternative 4 would be negligible. 

3.7.2.5 Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C for Development 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4.  The impacts on air quality in El Paso County from the implementation of Alternative 5 
would be minor. 
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3.8 Noise 

3.8.1 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 on 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 3 dB, and the threshold of discomfort or pain is around 130 dB.  The A-
weighted decibel (dBA) is a measure of sound pressure adjusted (weighted) to conform to 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 the same noise 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 also about 10 dBA lower than those during 
the day.

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.

U.S. Army noise abatement policy is implemented through AR 200-1, Environmental Protection 
and Enhancement (U.S. Army 2007b), which defines land use recommendations based on noise 
exposure levels resulting from Army activities.  Three noise zones are presented in Table 3-2.

Table 3-2.  Noise Limits and Zones for Land Use Planning 
Noise
Zone DNL Land Use Recommendations 

I < 65 dBA Recommended: Housing, schools, medical facilities, and other noise-sensitive 
land uses are recommended as compatible with noise levels in the zone. 

II 65–75 dBA Normally not recommended:  Noise-sensitive land uses (e.g., housing, schools, 
and medical facilities) are normally not recommended in this zone. 

III > 75 dBA Not recommended:  Noise-sensitive land uses (e.g., housing, schools, and 
medical facilities) are not recommended in this zone. 

Source: U.S. Army 2007b
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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. 

Parcels A and B are located on the north side of Montana Avenue, which is a four-lane highway.  
The south side of Montana Avenue is occupied by commercial, industrial, and residential land 
uses.  The distance between parcels A and B and the civilian businesses and residences across 
the street is approximately 260 feet.  Parcel C is located in a residential neighborhood between 
Fred Wilson Avenue and Hayes Avenue, and there are a number of single- and multi-family 
homes nearby. The Travis Elementary School is located approximately 370 feet from the 
southeast corner of Parcel C.

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.8.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative   
Under the No Action Alternative, sensitive noise receptors would not experience construction 
noise emissions or additional traffic noise because no land sale or exchange of parcels would 
take place. 

3.8.2.2 Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for Development (Southeast Bliss) 
The development of Parcel A would require the use of common construction equipment.  Table 
3-3 presents noise emission levels for construction equipment expected to be used during the 
proposed construction activities during the development of the parcel.  Anticipated sound levels 
at 50 feet from various types of construction equipment range from 76 dBA to 84 dBA, based on 
data from the Federal Highway Administration ([FHWA] 2007).  

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

Noise Source 50 feet 100 feet 200 feet 500 feet 1,000 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. 

Depending upon the number of construction hours, as well as the number, type, and distribution 
of construction equipment being used, the noise levels near the project area could temporarily 
exceed 65 dBA up to 450 feet from the project area.  A Geographic Information Systems (GIS) 
database was used to determine the number of sensitive noise receptors within 450 feet of the 
edge of the project corridor.  Approximately 89 residential receptors and one church may 
experience temporary noise intrusions equal to or greater than 65 dBA from construction 
equipment.  Noise generated by the construction activities would be intermittent and last for 
several years, after which noise levels would return to relative ambient levels.  To minimize the 
impact potential, the developer may be required to limit construction activities to daylight hours 
during the workweek.  Construction noise impacts would be minor if work hour restrictions are 
implemented during construction.   

Long-term noise impacts would result from the increase of vehicle traffic due to the additional 
residents and businesses in the region.  Generally, a project may have a significant effect on the 
environment if it would substantially increase the ambient noise levels or would conflict with 
local planning criteria or ordinances.  For the proposed project, the significance of anticipated 
noise effects is based on a comparison between existing and predicted noise levels.  It is known 
that doubling the traffic volume, or increasing it by 100 percent, could increase the “Equivalent 
Continuous Noise Level,” or Leq, by about 3 dBA, which is the smallest change in noise level a 
person can detect.  A 3 dBA change in Leq noise levels is not typically perceived by persons 
with average hearing.  Some people can detect a change in noise levels between 3 dBA and 5 
dBA Leq, and changes greater than 5 dBA Leq are readily perceived by people with average 
hearing (FHWA 1996).  The increase in the number of vehicle trips in the adjacent 
neighborhoods associated with the Proposed Action would be less than 100 percent; therefore, 
the increase in noise generation would be barely perceptible above current levels, and the 
impacts on the noise environment would be minor.  

3.8.2.3 Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and Development of Parcel B (Between Fort Bliss 
and TxGLO) 

For the foreseeable future, no noise impacts from the exchange of Parcel B would occur.  If 
development of Parcel B were to occur sometime in the future, approximately 104 single-family 
homes, 106 multi-family homes, one church, and two schools may experience temporary noise 
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intrusions equal to or greater than 65 dBA from construction equipment.  Long-term noise 
impacts would be similar to those described in Alternative 2 and would be considered minor.  

3.8.2.4 Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for Development (Lower Beaumont)
Approximately 41 single-family homes and 9 multi-family homes may experience temporary 
noise intrusions equal to or greater than 65 dBA from construction equipment.  Noise generated 
by the construction activities would be intermittent and last for several years, after which noise 
levels would return to relative ambient levels.  To minimize the impact potential, the developer 
may be required to limit construction activities to daylight hours during the workweek.  
Construction noise impacts would be minor if these timing restrictions are implemented during 
construction.  Long-term noise impacts would be similar to those described in Alternative 2 and 
would be considered minor.  

3.8.2.5 Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C for Development 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4.  Construction noise impacts would be considered temporary and minor, and long-term 
noise impacts would be considered minor. 

3.9 Traffic and Transportation 

3.9.1 Affected Environment 
Several highways provide regional access in the El Paso area (Figure 3-4).  The major east-west 
access is provided by Interstate 10 (I-10), which runs through downtown El Paso and passes just 
south of the Fort Bliss Cantonment.  I-10 is the most heavily traveled roadway in El Paso and 
connects the region to western and central Texas to the east and southern New Mexico and 
Arizona to the west.  US 54 (Patriot Freeway) is the major north-south divided highway in the 
area.  Another key regional roadway is Montana Avenue (US 62/180), which is located 
immediately south of Fort Bliss and provides access to locations east of El Paso. 

Loop 375, also an important regional traffic corridor, connects the northeast and eastern portions 
of the city and helps reduce traffic congestion along US 54.  Loop 375 crosses the Fort Bliss 
installation between Montana Avenue and US 54.  Spur 601 provides a 7.4-mile connection 
between US 54 on the west and Loop 375 on the east.

The El Paso International Airport located west of parcels A and B, provides airline passenger 
services, air cargo, and general aviation services to West Texas and New Mexico.  The airport is 
located 6 miles east of downtown El Paso and 1.7 miles north of I-10.  

Public transportation is available along the project corridors by the Sun Metro Public 
Transportation System.  There are several bus routes and stops located near all of the parcels.  
Rapid transit systems, light rail systems, and bicycle routes are also planned in the vicinity of the 
parcels.
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Several projects are in the queue by the El Paso Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and 
TxDOT to increase the traffic movement and the level(s) of service (LOS) in the area of parcels 
A and B.  These area projects include constructing an interchange at Loop 375 and Sergeant 
Major Boulevard and widening Montana Avenue to six lanes, both scheduled for year 2015.  In 
2021, plans are to widen Loop 375 to six lanes (El Paso MPO 2010).  Additionally, TxDOT is 
beginning preliminary plans to construct above-grade improvements at all intersections along 
Montana Boulevard (Leos 2012). 

Parcels A and B are located on the north side of Montana Avenue, between Global Reach 
(Yarbrough) Drive and Loop 375.  At this location, Montana Avenue is a divided highway.  The 
proposed training land parcel currently owned by TxGLO is located just north of Montana 
Avenue and east of Loop 375.  Parcel C is located along Fred Wilson Avenue near Spur 601 (see 
Figure 3-4). 

Existing traffic volumes were obtained for AM and PM peak periods (0700 – 0900 and 1600 – 
1800 hours) during the weekday for 23 critical intersections in the project area around the parcels 
proposed for development (ICRC 2012).  From the traffic volumes, the existing LOS for AM and 
PM peak hours were obtained.  LOS (on a scale from A to F) provides a qualitative rating of the 
traffic operational conditions experienced by the users of a transportation facility and is a 
measure of the capacity of a roadway to handle the volume of traffic anticipated.  Table 3-4 
defines the six LOS ratings used for capacity analysis. 

Table 3-4.  Level of Service Description
LOS Description

A
(Best) 

Free-flow conditions. Drivers maintain their speed.  Minimum or 
no delay. 

B
(Very Good) 

Reasonable free-flow conditions. Driver has some flexibility to 
select his speed.  Minimum delay. 

C
 (Good) 

At or near free-flow conditions. Driver experiences some 
movement restrictions. 

D
(Below Average) 

Decreasing free-flow conditions. Driver has little freedom of 
movement.  Recommended design LOS in urban areas. 

E
 (Unacceptable) 

Operating conditions at or near capacity. Substantial movement 
restriction and delay. 

F
(Worst) 

Stop and go conditions. Breakdown in vehicular flow. Long delays.  
Drivers will seek alternative routes. 

The existing LOS (peak hour) for intersections near the proposed parcels are shown in Table 3-5.  
The table shows that for parcels A and B the existing LOS for AM peak hour traffic is 
“unacceptable” at four nearby intersections (Loop 375 southbound [SB] and Spur 601, Loop 375 
northbound [NB] and Spur 601, Global Reach (Yarbrough) Drive and Montana Avenue, Pebble 
Hills Boulevard and Yarbrough Drive).  The LOS scores for the PM peak hour are better, with 
two intersections (Global Reach (Yarbrough) Drive and Montana Avenue, Pebble Hills 
Boulevard and Yarborough Drive) having “unacceptable” operating conditions.  For Parcel C 
none of the intersections have a LOS rating of “unacceptable” in the AM peak hour, while two 
intersections (Fred Wilson Avenue and Gateway Boulevard SB, Dyer Street and Broaddus 
Avenue) have a LOS rating of “unacceptable” in the PM peak hour.
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Table 3-5.  Existing Levels of Service (Peak Hour) for Intersections near the Parcels 

Intersection 
Parcels A and B  Parcel C 

Existing LOS Existing LOS 
AM PM AM PM 

Loop 375 (SB) and Liberty Expressway (Spur 601)  E  D 
Loop 375 (NB) and Liberty Expressway (Spur 601) F B
Loop 375 (SB) and Montana Avenue B C
Loop 375 (NB) and Montana Avenue B B
Saul Kleinfeld Drive and Montana Avenue C B
George Dieter Drive and Montana Avenue D B
Lee Trevino Drive and Montana Avenue D D
Global Reach (Yarbrough) Drive and Montana Avenue F F
Lee Boulevard and Montana Avenue C B
Edgemere Boulevard and Yarbrough Drive B C
Edgemere Boulevard and Lee Trevino Drive B C
Edgemere Boulevard and George Dieter Drive C C
Pebble Hills Boulevard and Yarbrough Drive F F
Pebble Hills Boulevard and Lee Trevino Drive C D
Pebble Hills Boulevard and George Dieter Drive C C
Turner Road and Lee Boulevard B A
Fred Wilson Avenue and Gateway Boulevard (NB) C C
Fred Wilson Avenue and Gateway Boulevard (SB) D F
Dyer Street and Hayes Avenue B A
Dyer Street and Broaddus Avenue  A E
Fred Wilson Avenue and Pipes (Russell) Drive  D B
Fred Wilson Avenue and Dyer Street D C
Fred Wilson Avenue and Alabama Street B B
Source: ICRC 2012 
Green – LOS A or B; Yellow – LOS C or D; Red – LOS E or F 

3.9.2 Environmental Consequences 
A pre-development traffic impact analysis (TIA) was prepared to determine the traffic impacts as 
a result of the sale and/or exchange of the parcels and the anticipated development of those 
parcels (ICRC 2012, Appendix C).  In order to assess impacts, the TIA analyzed a development 
scenario based on a combination of retail, residential, community facilities, and mixed-use 
buildings and assumed that the parcels would be fully developed by 2015.  Future infrastructure 
proposed by the City of El Paso and the Texas Department of Transportation includes the 
widening of Montana Avenue by adding one lane in each direction and the construction of an 
overpass at Sergeant Major Boulevard and Loop 375.  This infrastructure was included in the 
analysis of the 2015 full build-out scenario.  Projected city growth in 2015 was also considered 
in the analysis.  

As part of the TIA, trips generated to and from the proposed developed parcels were forecast to 
determine traffic flow.  In order to obtain trip generation from the developed parcels, the 
following assumptions were used: 
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Parcel A residential development was based on the City of El Paso’s SmartCode Growth 
and a Smart Growth Density Table, which was provided by the City of El Paso; 
commercial and industrial development was based on the surrounding urban land use 
patterns and U.S. Census data. 
Development in parcels B and C was based on the surrounding land use urban patterns 
and U.S. Census data. 
Future population and jobs scenarios for the city were verified by the El Paso 
Metropolitan Planning organization and Texas State Data Center. 
65 percent of trips would exit the parcels and 35 percent would enter the parcels during 
the AM peak hour.  The directionality proportion would reverse for the PM peak hour.   
Access to Parcel A would be available at two points: 1) from the north via a connecting 
road near the El Paso Community College (EPCC) campus and the William Beaumont 
hospital to a new interchange on Loop 375; and 2) from the south along a road 
connecting to Montana Avenue opposite George Dieter Drive. 
Access to Parcel C would be available at several points: from the north via Fred Wilson 
Avenue, from the west through the William Beaumont Army Medical Center, and from 
the south along Hayes Avenue. 

The traffic analysis determined the existing traffic volumes and estimated future traffic volumes 
once the parcels were developed for various intersections within the project area.  From these 
volumes, the LOS could be evaluated.  Table 3-6 shows the existing AM and PM peak hour LOS 
scores and the full build-out 2015 LOS scores for intersections in the area around the parcels 
proposed for development.  Also shown in Table 3-6 are the LOS scores for the nearby 
intersections after mitigation strategies were applied to improve the LOS to acceptable levels. 

Proposed mitigation measures include:  

redesigning traffic light phasing and timing for optimization 
improving street geometry and signalization  
lengthening of left lane capacity in order to absorb demand 
adding a new left turn lane in median 
adding a left turn sign in existing lane
adding a right turn lane in existing shoulder 
opening new thoroughfares and turns in order to redistribute traffic access to parcels A, 
B, and C 
adding new connections to the city grid using existing streets that are currently 
interrupted 
substituting left turns by indirect trajectories at Montana Avenue and Yarbrough Drive, 
Montana Avenue and Lee Trevino Drive, and partially at Montana Avenue and George 
Dieter Drive 
adding new traffic lights 

Appendix C details the mitigation measures needed at each specific intersection to reduce traffic 
impacts and achieve acceptable LOS.
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Table 3-6.  Levels of Service for Nearby Intersections within the Project Area 

Intersection 

Parcel A alone Parcel B alone Parcels A and B together Parcel C alone 

Existing
LOS 2015 LOS 

Future
Mitigation
(2015) LOS 

Existing
LOS 2015 LOS 

Future
Mitigation
(2015) LOS 

Existing
LOS 2015 LOS 

Future
Mitigation
(2015) LOS 

Existing
LOS 2015 LOS 

Future
Mitigation
(2015) LOS 

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

Loop 375 (SB) and Liberty Expressway (Spur 601) E D E F D A E D E F B A E D E F E A

Loop 375 (NB) and Liberty Expressway (Spur 601) F B F B F B F B F B C B F B F B F B

Loop 375 (SB) and Montana Avenue B C C D B C B C C D B C B C C D C C

Loop 375 (NB) and Montana Avenue B B C B B B B B C B B C B B C B B B

Saul Kleinfeld Drive and Montana Avenue C B C B C C C B C C C B C B C B C C

George Dieter Drive and Montana Avenue D B F F C D D B E B D B D B F F D D

Lee Trevino Drive and Montana Avenue D D F F D B D D D D D B D D F F D B

Global Reach (Yarbrough) Drive and Montana Avenue F F F F B F F F F F D E F F F F C F

Lee Boulevard and Montana Avenue C B D C B B C B C B B B C B D C C B

Edgemere Boulevard and Yarbrough Drive B C C C C B B C B C B B B C C C C B

Edgemere Boulevard and Lee Trevino Drive B C B C B C B C B C B B B C B C B C

Edgemere Boulevard and George Dieter Drive C C D D D C C C C C C C C C D D C C

Pebble Hills Boulevard and Yarbrough Drive F F F F C C F F F F D D F F F F C C

Pebble Hills Boulevard and Lee Trevino Drive C D C D C D C D C D C C C D C D C C

Pebble Hills Boulevard and George Dieter Drive C C D F C C C C C C C C C C D F C C

Turner Road and Lee Boulevard B A B A B A B A B A B A B A B A B A

New Avenue (A) @ Oasis Drive and Montana Avenue C B C B

New Avenue (B) @ Smoke Signal Drive and Montana Avenue C C D C

Loop 375 (EB) and George Dieter Drive (new) A A A A B A A A A A A A

Loop 375 (WB) and George Dieter Drive (new) A A A A B A A A A A A A

Fred Wilson Avenue and Gateway Boulevard (NB) C C C C B C

Fred Wilson Avenue and Gateway Boulevard (SB) D F E F B C

Dyer Street and Hayes Avenue B A B A A A

Dyer Street and Broaddus Avenue A E A F A B

Fred Wilson Avenue and Pipes (Russell) Drive D B D C B B

Fred Wilson Avenue and Dyer Street D C C C C C

Fred Wilson Avenue and Alabama Street B B C B B B

Fred Wilson Avenue and Lackland Street (new) A A

Hayes Avenue and Eastman Street (new) A A

Source: ICRC 2012                     Green – LOS A or B; Yellow – LOS C or D; Red – LOS E or F 
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3.9.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on transportation and supporting infrastructure 
would occur because no land sale or exchange of the parcels would take place. 

3.9.2.2 Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for Development (Southeast Bliss)  
The proposed sale of Parcel A would directly result in development that would increase traffic 
on Montana Avenue, Loop 375, and nearby intersections, some of which currently have a poor 
LOS.  With the development of Parcel A, approximately 102,000 vehicle trips per day to and 
from Parcel A would occur.  Overall, 33 percent (six intersections) of the analyzed intersections 
would have an AM and PM LOS of E or F.  As a result, there would be long-term adverse 
impacts on traffic and roadway wear and tear as a result of additional vehicle traffic on the local 
roadways around the proposed developed Parcel A. 

The pre-development TIA indicates that future traffic impacts could be mitigated to moderate 
impacts for the most part by implementing at-grade solutions that would not involve major 
infrastructure investments.  A development-specific TIA would be required of the private 
developer when actual project designs are completed and submitted to the city for review.  As 
shown in Table 3-6, applying mitigation strategies would bring the 2015 LOS scores at the 
impacted intersections into the “good” or “below average” operating conditions, which in most 
cases is better than the existing LOS.  After the proposed mitigation is implemented, 8 percent 
(one intersection) of the analyzed intersections would have an AM LOS of E or F and 4 percent 
would have a PM LOS of E or F.  At-grade mitigation solutions including additional street 
connectivity, traffic control improvements, and modified street geometry and intersection design 
provide acceptable LOS on the area roadways after the development of the parcel.   

Congestion would be mostly concentrated along Montana Avenue, particularly at Yarbrough 
Drive, Lee Trevino Drive, and George Dieter Drive.  Timing and phasing optimization and 
additional left and right turn lanes were not sufficient enough to achieve acceptable LOS.  
Additional connections would be essential to distribute traffic to Parcel A.  New connections to 
Parcel A would be proposed at Lee Boulevard, and at existing turns near Oasis Drive and 
Montana Avenue (new Avenue A) and Smoke Signal Street and Montana Avenue (new Avenue 
B).  The existing traffic signal at Lee Boulevard would be optimized, and new traffic signals 
would be required at the two other connections. 

Extra lanes would be necessary at the northern George Dieter Drive planned extension, as well as 
in segments of Montana Avenue between Yarbrough Drive and Lee Trevino Drive, and their 
respective U-turns.  Left turn management using indirect trajectories and reducing the number of 
phases at the intersections would provide a complementary at-grade solution to Lee Trevino 
Drive and George Dieter Drive.  Signalized, two-way U-turns would allow for indirect left turn 
movements, managing accumulation and delays, and giving more capacity to the traffic control 
system.  The signalized intersections would also be beneficial to pedestrians by allowing 
protected pedestrian crossings at appropriate distances.  Mitigation for the intersection at 
Montana Avenue and Yarborough (Global Reach) Drive can only be accomplished by 
constructing above-grade infrastructure (overpass) for through traffic, which is planned for the 
near future.
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Additionally, the City of El Paso and TxDOT are planning a series of at-grade and above-grade 
improvements on Montana Avenue and other area streets that would further mitigate traffic 
impacts in this area (Leos 2012).  The developer would either phase the development of Parcel A 
to coincide with the above-grade improvements being planned by TxDOT, or pay to construct 
the infrastructure as part of the development.  The pre-development TIA analyzed other 
mitigation alternatives for Parcels A and B including the overpasses on Montana Avenue, 
overpasses on Montana Avenue with additional connectivity, and the option of a viaduct 
extending the Montana Avenue/Loop 375 underpass.  While these other mitigation alternatives 
would successfully improve the LOS at the analyzed intersections, they would be considered as 
more long-term and expensive mitigation solutions that the developer could use.  Detailed 
mitigation measures for each of the intersections can be found in Appendix C.   

Although not analyzed as part of the traffic study, additional thoroughfares, including the 
planned extension of Lee Trevino Drive and an east-west thoroughfare between Global Reach 
and Loop 375, would likely be necessary in the future beyond 2020.  In addition, the planned 
overpass improvement at Loop 375 and Spur 601 and the planned underpass at Loop 375 and 
Montana Avenue are likely to improve the LOS at these intersections.  Alternative transportation 
modes, such as public transportation and non-motorized alternatives, are being planned by the 
city and would be necessary for any future SmartCode Growth applications.  The implementation 
of these public transportation projects would need to be coordinated with the developer to ensure 
that proper right-of-way designs are incorporated.

3.9.2.3 Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and Development of Parcel B (Between Fort Bliss 
and TxGLO)

The proposed exchange of Parcel B would not result in development for the foreseeable future 
since the TxGLO has no plans for the property other than to manage it as is.  However, for the 
purposes of cumulative impact analysis, it was assumed that the parcel could be developed as 
mixed residential, light commercial based on surrounding land use and census data.  Using this 
data, the TIA modeling showed an increase in traffic on Montana Avenue, Loop 375, and nearby 
intersections, some of which currently have a poor LOS.  Approximately 21,000 vehicle trips per 
day to and from Parcel B could presumably occur.  Overall, 28 percent (five intersections) of the 
analyzed intersections would have an AM LOS of E or F and 17 percent (three intersections) 
would have a PM LOS of E or F.  As a result, there could be long-term adverse impacts on traffic 
and roadway wear and tear as a result of additional vehicle traffic on the local roadways if 
Parcel B were to be developed.

The TIA analysis for Parcel B indicates that future traffic impacts could be mitigated to moderate 
impacts by implementing at-grade solutions that would not involve major infrastructure 
investments.  A project-specific TIA would be required of the private developer when actual 
project designs are completed and the City of El Paso permits acquired prior to any development.  
As shown in Table 3-6, applying mitigation strategies if development occurred, would bring the 
2015 LOS scores at the impacted intersections into the “good” or “below average” operating 
conditions, which in most cases is better than the existing LOS.  After the proposed mitigation is 
implemented, none of the analyzed intersections would have an AM LOS of E or F and 6 percent 
(one intersection) would have a PM LOS of E or F.  Mitigation measures would be similar to 
Parcel A, but not as many measures would be needed, since less traffic would be generated by 
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the development of Parcel B.  The impacts on Parcel B could be mitigated by adding right and 
left turn lanes, extending the accumulation space for left and right turns, and optimizing traffic 
light timing and phasing.  One extra lane would be necessary in a segment of Yarborough Drive 
between Montana Avenue and Edgemere Boulevard.  Detailed mitigation measures can be found 
in Appendix C.  Additionally, the City of El Paso and TxDOT are planning a series of at-grade 
and above-grade improvements on Montana Avenue, Loop 375, Spur 601, and other area streets 
that would further mitigate traffic impacts in this area.   

3.9.2.4 Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for Development (Lower Beaumont)
The proposed sale of Parcel C would directly result in development that would increase traffic on 
Fred Wilson Avenue, Dyer Street, and nearby intersections.  Most intersections near Parcel C 
operate at acceptable LOS and have low traffic volumes, but some do have poor LOS.  
Approximately 1,700 vehicle trips per day to and from Parcel C would occur.  Overall, 14 
percent (one intersection) of the analyzed intersections would have an AM LOS of E or F and 28 
percent (two intersections) would have a PM LOS of E or F.  As a result, there would be long-
term adverse impacts on traffic and roadway wear and tear as a result of additional vehicle traffic 
on the local roadways around the proposed developed Parcel C.

The pre-development TIA indicates that future traffic impacts could be mitigated to minor 
impacts by implementing at-grade solutions that would not involve major infrastructure 
investments.  A development-specific TIA would be required of the private developer when 
actual project designs are completed and submitted to the city for review.  As shown in Table 3-
6, applying mitigation strategies would bring the 2015 LOS scores at the impacted intersections 
into the “good” operating conditions, which in most cases is better than the existing LOS.  After 
the proposed mitigation is implemented, none of the analyzed intersections would have an AM 
or PM LOS of E or F.  Mitigation actions would eliminate E and F LOS levels and would 
increase the A and B LOS levels at the intersections.  Traffic light timing and phasing 
optimization would be able to improve traffic light operation and LOS.  To reduce the traffic 
volume at the Fred Wilson Avenue and Pipes Drive access, new entrances to Parcel C are 
proposed at the Fred Wilson Avenue and Lackland Street intersection and at the Hayes Avenue 
and Eastman Street intersection.  A new traffic signal would be necessary at the intersection of 
Fred Wilson Avenue and Lackland Street, along with left turn lanes for vehicles traveling 
eastbound and westbound.  A non-signalized intersection would be sufficient for the intersection 
of Hayes Avenue and Eastman Street.  Detailed mitigation measures can be found in 
Appendix C. 

3.9.2.5 Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C for Development 
(Preferred Alternative) 

The proposed sale and/or exchange of parcels A, B, and C would directly result in development 
that would increase traffic on Montana Avenue, Loop 375, Fred Wilson Avenue, Dyer Street, 
and nearby intersections, some of which currently have a poor LOS.  However, it is important to 
note that no development is anticipated within Parcel B for the foreseeable future.  All 
discussions on traffic impacts from the three parcels are based on development scenarios to 
generate potential impacts to transportation resources.  If developments of parcels A, B, and C 
were to occur, approximately 125,000 vehicle trips per day to and from the parcels could be 
generated.  Overall, 33 percent (six intersections) of the analyzed intersections for parcels A and 
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B would have an AM or PM LOS of E or F.  Also, 14 percent (one intersection) of the analyzed 
intersections for Parcel C would have an AM LOS of E or F and 28 percent (two intersections) 
would have a PM LOS of E or F.  As a result, there would be long-term adverse impacts on 
traffic and roadway wear and tear as a result of additional vehicle traffic on the local roadways 
around the proposed developed parcels A, B, and C.

The pre-development TIA indicates that future traffic impacts could be mitigated to minor or 
moderate impacts by implementing, for the most part, at-grade solutions that would not involve 
major infrastructure investments, with the exception of the Montana-Yarborough intersection.  A 
development-specific TIA would be required of the private developer when actual project 
designs are completed for each parcel.  As shown in Table 3-6, applying mitigation strategies 
would bring the 2015 LOS scores for parcels A and B at the impacted intersections into the 
“good” or “below average” operating conditions, which in most cases is better than the existing 
LOS, and for Parcel C at the impacted intersections, LOS would improve into the “good” 
operating conditions.  After the proposed mitigation is implemented, 8 percent (one intersection) 
of the analyzed intersections at parcels A and B would have an AM LOS of E or F, and 4 percent 
(one intersection) would have a PM LOS of E or F; none of the intersections at Parcel C would 
have an AM or PM LOS of E or F.  Mitigation measures would be equivalent to those for 
alternatives 2, 3, and 4, and detailed mitigation measures can be found in Appendix C.  
Additionally, the City of El Paso and TxDOT are planning a series of above-grade improvements 
on Montana Avenue and other area streets that would further mitigate traffic impacts in this area.   

3.10 Health and Safety 

3.10.1 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 SEIS (U.S. Army 
2000) 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 areas would likely occur during construction and could 
include exposure to unexploded ordnance (UXO), dehydration and heat illness, contact with 
venomous animals and spiny vegetation, and vehicle accidents.   

3.10.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.10.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on health and safety would occur because no land 
sale or exchange of the parcels would occur. 

3.10.2.2 Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for Development (Southeast Bliss) 
The sale and development of Parcel A would not affect the health and safety of the local 
populace. During development 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.  There is a possibility for traffic accidents due to the increased traffic from the 
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development of the parcel.  The accidents would be minimized by the implementation of the 
mitigation measures developed to ease traffic conditions.  Minimal health and safety impacts 
with OSHA rules and regulations and BMPs in place would be expected as result of the 
implementation of Alternative 2.   

3.10.2.3 Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and Development of Parcel B (Between Fort Bliss 
and TxGLO) 

Impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to those under Alternative 2.  The TxGLO-owned 
land is located adjacent to military training areas; as such, there is a potential for encountering 
UXO during any use of this land after acquisition.  Safety briefings on the recognition and 
avoidance of UXO would be conducted prior to land clearing.  Any detected UXO would be 
handled by explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) personnel, as per approved procedures at Fort 
Bliss.  Minimal impacts on health and safety would be expected as a result of the implementation 
of Alternative 3.

3.10.2.4 Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C or Development (Lower Beaumont) 
Impacts under Alternative 4 would be similar to those under Alternative 2 and considered 
minimal.   

3.10.2.5 Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C for Development 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4.  Minimal impacts on health and safety would be expected as a result of the 
implementation of Alternative 5.    

3.11 Hazardous Materials and Waste  

3.11.1 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, and 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 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).   
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Department of Defense (DoD) guidance defines seven categories for describing the 
Environmental Condition of Property (ECP), based on the extent of environmental contamination 
on the property and on the status of any associated restoration activities.  These categories are 
defined with respect to Comprehensive, Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability 
Act (CERCLA) hazardous substances and are found in AR 200-1 (U.S. Army 2007b):  

Category 1: Areas where no release or disposal of hazardous substances or petroleum 
products has occurred (including no migration of these substances from adjacent areas). 
Category 2: Areas where only release or disposal of petroleum products has occurred. 
Category 3: Areas where release, disposal, and/or migration of hazardous substances has 
occurred, but at concentrations that do not require a removal or remedial response. 
Category 4: Areas where release, disposal, and/or migration of hazardous substances has 
occurred, and all removal or remedial actions to protect human health and the 
environment have been taken. 
Category 5: Areas where release, disposal, and/or migration of hazardous substances has 
occurred, and removal or remedial actions are under way, but all required remedial 
actions have not yet been taken. 
Category 6: Areas where release, disposal, and/or migration of hazardous substances has 
occurred, but where required actions have not yet been implemented. 
Category 7: Areas that are not evaluated or that require additional evaluation.

The following describes the environmental conditions found at the properties discussed in this 
EA:

Parcel A (Southeast Bliss) 
An ECP report was done for Parcel A in October 2011 to document the environmental conditions 
on the subject property (U.S. Army 2011).  The property has been under military jurisdiction 
since 1939.  Most of the property has been used for military training maneuvers, with a small 
portion of it (approximately 8.5 acres) leased and used as an FAA facility.  The ECP concluded 
that there were two noteworthy sites on the parcel described as follows (Figure 3-5):

A 138-acre Defense Environment Restoration Program (DERP or DERA) site located 
along the power line right-of-way, known as the Rubble Dump Spill Site near Site 
Monitor SWMU-16 FTBL-028.  The site was discovered in 1983 and had been used 
repeatedly for illegal dumping activities.  Subsequent sampling revealed the presence of 
semi-volatile organic compounds, volatile organic compounds, total petroleum 
hydrocarbons, and asbestos-containing material (ACM).  Remediation actions were taken 
in 2001.  All hazardous materials were removed, and the site met Texas Risk Reduction 
Program Remedy Standard A for Residential Protective Concentration levels.  Based on 
AR 200-1, the site is considered a Category 4 site, which characterizes it as a site where 
release, disposal, and/or migration of hazardous substances has occurred, and all removal 
or remedial actions to protect human health and the environment have been taken.  The 
parcel was fenced to prevent further illegal dumping activities. 
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An inspection of the old FAA facility indicated that ACM may be present in the flooring, 
interior and exterior walls, and the roof.  Per AR 200-1, the site is considered a Category 
7 site, which is a site that either has not been evaluated or requires additional evaluation 
(actual sampling for ACM and lead).  The FAA will remove the building and concrete 
slab in 2012 and will follow all surveys and testing required per 40 CFR 61 Subpart M.  
No presence of lead-based paint (LBP) was indicated in the FAA facility.  

Although some household refuse has been illegally dumped along some of the two-track roads in 
the western portion of the property, the remainder of the Southeast Bliss Parcel does not have a 
history of contamination by hazardous chemicals or from other sources and, as such, is 
considered to be a Category 1 area, in which the area has had no release of hazardous substances 
or petroleum products, and no migration of these substances from adjacent properties has 
occurred (U.S. Army 2007b).  

Parcel B (Fort Bliss-owned Land)  
An ECP report was done for Parcel B in July 2012 to document the environmental conditions on 
the subject property (U.S. Army 2012a).  The property has been under military jurisdiction since 
1939 and is undeveloped land primarily used for military training maneuvers.  Near the property, 
but not within the parcel, is the FAA VORTAC antenna.  The ECP concluded that there are no 
recognized environmental concerns located on the property.  Some household refuse has been 
illegally dumped within or directly adjacent to the property; however, the parcel does not have a 
history of contamination by hazardous chemicals or from other sources.  As such, the majority of 
the parcel is considered to be a Category 1 area (U.S. Army 2007b).   

Parcel B (TxGLO-owned Land)  
The TxGLO-owned property was formerly part of Fort Bliss and is relatively lightly developed. 
Petroleum pipelines and power lines traverse the property within utility right-of-ways.  Military 
vehicles sometimes cross through the TxGLO land, as it has a tank trail and is the shortest route 
between TA 1B and 2E in the South Training Area.  A bulk gasoline terminal storage site called 
the El Paso Refined Products Terminal is located approximately 350 feet from the TxGLO 
parcel’s southern boundary.  There are no records of any DERA sites in the area, and the parcel 
does not have a history of contamination by hazardous chemicals or from other sources.  Some 
refuse has been illegally dumped within the property, and there is a possibility that the refuse 
could contain ACM or LBP.

Parcel C (Lower Beaumont) 
An ECP report was done for Parcel C in July 2012 to document the environmental conditions on 
the subject property (U.S. Army 2012b).  The property has been under military jurisdiction since 
1919 and was the site of William Beaumont General Hospital.  The structures, which became the 
core of the hospital complex, were built in the 1920s, and the facility was expanded and 
improved in the 1930s and 1940s.  Most of the buildings within the parcel were abandoned and 
demolished upon the completion of the William Beaumont Army Medical Center, which was 
opened in 1972 and is located west of the old hospital complex.  Some of the buildings that still 
remain on the Lower Beaumont site include a chapel, theatre, gymnasium, barracks, and a 
number of small residential structures.  The ECP concluded there were three primary areas of 
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concern on the parcel, including two of three DERA sites on the Lower Beaumont Parcel (see 
Figure 3-5): 

A closed landfill, designated as DERA Site FTBL-010 (SWMU-014), contains the ash 
and other hospital waste residuals burned in an incinerator, as well as material from the 
old hospital complex demolished buildings.  The landfill was operated primarily from 
1946 to 1950, but the building materials were probably added in the 1970s and may 
contain ACM and LBP.  In January 1990, the site was closed by agreement with the 
Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC), now known as the TCEQ, 
with the stipulation that the landfill contents be left in place.  The landfill site is 
characterized as a Category 7 area per AR 200-1, which is an area that either has not been 
evaluated or requires additional evaluation.   

Two underground storage tanks (UST) (Tanks 6 and 7), which were installed in 1921 and 
stored Number 2 heating oil for use in the neighboring steam plant for the William 
Beaumont Army Hospital, leaked.  Soil samples collected from around the tanks in 1999 
revealed polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) at concentrations above TNRCC 
action levels and Total Recoverable Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TRPH) above TNRCC 
screening levels.  A Release Determination Report was submitted to the TNRCC on 
November 22, 1999, and the site was listed as a Leaking Petroleum Storage Tank (LPST) 
facility (LPST Identification Number 115412), DERA Site FTBL-082.  The tanks were 
removed in 2002, and the site was capped with an 8-foot layer of concrete screening 
material to reduce the risk of accidental exposure.  In the site closure request form, it was 
stated that Fort Bliss had planned to build “a green belt area covering the former Building 
No. 7146 and surrounding areas” in order to further limit long-term exposure.  The site 
was closed by the TCEQ in March 2003 with the restriction that “...any remaining 
contaminant levels and potential exposure pathways should be evaluated when 
conducting any future soil excavation or construction activities at site.”  The UST site is 
considered to be a Category 2 site (AR 200-1), which is an area where only the release or 
disposal of petroleum products has occurred.

The potential site of what may be a petroleum UST is located where there once a gas 
station.  This was indicated in a December 1952 document, which stated that the vessel 
was of steel construction and was built in 1946, and the vessel was also identified in a 
Fort Bliss map dated October 1961.  In February 2012, an inspection of the site using a 
metal detector resulted in the identification of an anomaly that may be a petroleum UST.  
Another inspection of the site using a metal detector was performed in July 2012, and the 
UST was not found.  There have been no recorded spills of petroleum products in the 
area.  This area is classified within AR 200-1 as a Category 7 site. 

Other sites of concern that were mentioned in the ECP include other aboveground storage tanks 
(AST), USTs, a Pathology Incinerator, and the remaining buildings within the subject property 
described as follows. 
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ASTs and USTs 
Two ASTs for emergency generators are located near the large water tank (Building 7090) on the 
subject property easement; however, no reports of inadvertent release from these tanks were 
found.  One 300-gallon, steel UST was located on the southeast side of the nursing school and 
held Number 2 heating oil.  The tank and the associated fuel lines were removed in November 
1998.  Since the UST appeared to be in good shape with no sign of leaking, no soil samples were 
collected, and the site was backfilled with clean fill material.   

Seven petroleum storage tanks were associated with the steam boiler plant that provided steam to 
the William Beaumont General Hospital complex through an underground distribution system 
for heating, sterilizing, and cooking.  Tanks 1, 2, 3, 6, and 7 were USTs that contained gasoline, 
diesel, or fuel oil, while Tanks 4 and 5 were ASTs that contained fuel oil and diesel.  Tanks 6 
and 7 were discussed above and are known as FTBL-082 (LPST ID NO. 115412).  Tanks 1 
through 5, which were steel tanks, were removed in August 1995.  A total of 18 soil samples 
were collected and analyzed from around Tanks 1 through 4 for benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, 
and total xylene (BTEX) concentrations.  Results indicated that the BTEX concentrations were 
below State Plan A Groundwater Protective Soil Concentrations.  A soil sample collected from 
the north wall of the area excavated for the removal of Tank 2 contained TRPH at a maximum 
concentration of 460 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg), while the remaining soil samples had 
concentrations of TRPH ranging from 10 mg/kg to 240 mg/kg.  The holes in the ground that 
remained after the USTs were removed were backfilled with stockpiled material from the initial 
excavation and backfill that was imported.  Soil samples analyzed from the stockpile yielded 
low-level concentrations of toluene, ethylbenzene, total xylenes, and TRPH.  Prior to site closure 
for Tanks 1 through 4, soil samples were collected for analysis from soil borings that extended 
14 feet below the ground surface.  Concentrations for BTEX, metyl-tert-butyl-ether (MTBE), 
TRPH, and PAH were below State Plan A Category III Target Concentrations.  In April 2003, 
the TCEQ concurred with the site closure recommendations, which stated that no further action 
was required.

Pathology Incinerator (FTBL-020) 
A small natural gas incinerator designated as DERA Site FTBL-020 (SWMU-040) was built in 
1943 and torn down in 1990.  The materials burned in the incinerator originated from the 
pathology department and reportedly consisted of animal carcasses and human body parts, plus 
solid waste that included glass items.  Approximately 20 pounds of residual refuse, mostly ash 
and bone fragments, were produced daily and presumably disposed of in a landfill.  The site was 
closed by the TNRCC in January 1991, and it was determined that there was little potential that 
any hazardous materials were released at the site due to the nature of the materials incinerated. 

Remaining Hospital Complex Buildings and Utility Lines 
Although limited ACM surveys and inspections were performed in 1990 and 2009, the remaining 
buildings from the old hospital complex within the Lower Beaumont Parcel have not been fully 
evaluated for the presence of ACM or LBP and, as such, are considered to be within Category 7 
(per AR 200-1).  Steam pipes and water and sewer lines, which could contain asbestos, may still 
remain within the parcel, even in areas where the buildings have been torn down.  Surveys and 
testing for the presence of ACM and LBP, per 40 CFR 61 Subpart M, is required prior to the 
renovation or demolition.  The remainder of the Lower Beaumont Parcel does not have a history 
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of contamination by hazardous chemicals or from other sources and is considered a Category 1 
area per AR 200-1. 

3.11.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.11.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on hazardous materials and waste would occur 
because no land sale or exchange of the parcels would take place. 

3.11.2.2 Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for Development (Southeast Bliss)  
Prior to the sale of Parcel A, the FAA will remove the building and concrete slab and conduct all 
surveys and testing required per 40 CFR 61 Subpart M.  If any materials contain ACM, 
abatement will be performed by a licensed asbestos contractor and per all applicable regulations.  
Additionally, an Environmental Due Diligence Audit of the facility will be performed by the 
FAA prior to the sale of the land.

Under Alternative 2, the potential development of Parcel A would require heavy machinery and 
the use of petroleum, oil, and lubricants (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 implementation of Alternative 2 would be collected, characterized, labeled, 
stored, transported, and disposed of in accordance with all Federal, state, and local regulations, 
including proper waste manifesting procedures.  All other hazardous and regulated materials or 
substances would be handled according to materials safety data sheet instructions.  Several debris 
piles from illegal dumping can be found throughout the parcel, and the buyer of the property 
would remove all household refuse and have the material placed in an approved landfill.  This 
material is comprised mostly of construction and demolition materials and does not pose a long-
term environmental risk. 

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 general environment.  BMPs would be 
implemented as standard operating procedures during all construction activities, including proper 
handling, storage, and/or disposal of hazardous and/or regulated materials.  To minimize 
potential impacts from hazardous and regulated materials, all fuels, waste oils, and solvents 
would be collected and stored in tanks or drums within a secondary containment system that 
consists of an impervious floor and bermed sidewalls capable of containing the volume of the 
largest container stored therein.  The refueling of machinery would be completed following 
accepted guidelines, and all vehicles would have drip pans during storage to contain minor spills 
and drips.  Although it would be unlikely for a major spill to occur, any spill of a reportable 
quantity would be contained immediately within an earthen dike, and an absorbent (e.g., 
granular, pillow, sock) would be used to absorb and contain the spill.  Any major reportable spill 
of a hazardous or regulated substance would be reported immediately to on-site environmental 
personnel, who would notify appropriate Federal and state agencies.
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3.11.2.3 Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and Development of Parcel B (Between Fort Bliss 
and TxGLO)

Impacts under Alternative 3 would be considered minor.  Although Parcel B has never been 
developed as a firing range and no military ranges are located adjacent to it, it has been under 
military jurisdiction for the last 73 years.  Safety briefings on the recognition and avoidance of 
UXO would be recommended prior to any land clearing.

The TxGLO-owned land to be acquired by Fort Bliss contains illegal refuse piles, and if any 
materials containing ACM or LBP are encountered during cleanup of the piles, removal would 
be conducted per all regulatory requirements.  No changes in land use would occur in the Army 
acquired land since an implied easement has allowed training there for at least the past 50 years.  
Handling of waste petroleum products during training would continue per the Fort Bliss 
Hazardous Waste Management Plan.  With the use of BMPs, hazardous materials and waste 
impacts would be minor as a result of the implementation of Alternative 3.  

3.11.2.4 Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for Development (Lower Beaumont)
There are several older structures located throughout Parcel C, and due to the age of the 
buildings, it is likely that ACM and LBP are present.  The buyer would be required to perform 
ACM and LBP surveys and testing as required per 40 CFR 61 Subpart M prior to any building 
renovation or demolition. Underground steam pipes and water and sewer lines that could contain 
ACM may still be present within the parcel property, even in areas where the buildings have 
been torn down.  It is expected that the developer would perform all ACM and LBP management 
per regulatory requirements.

The closed landfill, FTBL-010 (SWMU-014), is located within the property that has been closed 
per Texas regulatory requirements with a stipulation that the landfill contents be left in place.  
The USTs site, FTBL-082 (LPST ID No. 115412), was closed with a restriction from TCEQ that 
prior to soil excavation or construction activities the site would undergo evaluation of any 
remaining contaminant levels and potential exposure pathways.  These stipulations and 
restrictions should be adhered to, and deed restrictions or land use controls, if not currently in 
place, would be documented and conveyed with the sale of the property.  

With these land use controls in place, the adherence to 40 CFR 61 Subpart M, and the use of 
construction BMPs, the impacts under Alternative 4 would be similar to those under 
Alternative 2.  Hazardous materials and waste impacts would be minor as a result of the 
implementation of Alternative 4. 

3.11.2.5 Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C for Development 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4.  Hazardous materials and waste impacts would be minor as a result of the implementation 
of Alternative 5. 
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3.12 Airspace Operations 

3.12.1 Affected Environment 
The U.S. Army manages airspace on Fort Bliss designated by the FAA in accordance with DoD 
Directive 5030.19, Responsibilities on Federal Aviation and National Airspace System Matters.
The Army implements these requirements through AR 95-2, Air Traffic Control, Airspace, 
Airfields, Flight Activities, and Navigational Aids.  Airspace has defined designations assigned 
by the FAA and adopted from international norms to control flights of all aircraft, especially 
around airports.  The controlled airspace is designed to provide aircraft separation for approach, 
landing, takeoff, and transit from the airports in the El Paso area.  Airspace in the vicinity of Fort 
Bliss consists of a combination of Class C and Class E airspace around the El Paso International 
Airport and Class D airspace around BAAF (Figure 3-6). 

3.12.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.12.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on airspace operations would occur because no 
land sale or exchange would take place. 

3.12.2.2 Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for Development (Southeast Bliss) 
The implementation of Alternative 2 would not require any change in designated airspace.  
Because of the proximity to the El Paso International Airport, coordination with the FAA would 
be necessary regarding building height maximums.  Since the development of Parcel A would be 
based on the City of El Paso’s SmartCode, a higher density of households would be located 
within the parcel.  This could create the potential for some high-rise residential buildings, and 
some height restrictions on the building structures within the development may be necessary.  
Negligible impacts on airspace operations would be expected as a result of the implementation of 
Alternative 2.   

3.12.2.3 Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and Development of Parcel B (Between Fort Bliss 
and TxGLO) 

No impacts on airspace operations would be expected as a result of the implementation of 
Alternative 3.   

3.12.2.4 Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for Development (Lower Beaumont)  
Impacts under Alternative 4 would be similar to those under Alternative 2.  Negligible impacts 
on airspace operations would be expected as a result of the implementation of Alternative 4. 

3.12.2.5 Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C for Development 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4.  Negligible impacts on airspace operations would be expected as a result of the 
implementation of Alternative 5.   
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3.13 Utilities Infrastructure  

The City of El Paso is committed to sustainable growth and has defined an integrated, strategic 
framework for sustainability that is documented in their Livable City Sustainability Plan (City of 
El Paso na).  Through the wise use of energy and other renewable and non-renewable resources, 
energy conservation and sustainability can be achieved.  The City of El Paso’s mission statement 
for achieving sustainability, as listed by the Office of Sustainability, is that …“by 2014, El Paso 
will be a model of sustainability and smart growth by building on its roots as an international 
hub, promoting sustainable enterprises and wisely using natural resources” (City of El Paso 
2012a).  Fort Bliss is also committed to sustainable practices, as outlined in the Energy 
Independence and Security Act Section 438, and the use of Low Impact Development/Green 
Infrastructure design options (such as Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design [LEED]). 

3.13.1  Affected Environment 
Energy
Electricity  
Electrical power is supplied to Fort Bliss by El Paso Electric Company (EPE) through a 115- 
kilovolt (kV) high voltage transmission line and distributed to Fort Bliss by Rio Grande Electric 
Cooperative.  This line has a loading capacity of 150 megavolt amperes, serves Fort Bliss, the 
City of El Paso, and military reservations to the north, and is part of a loop that can supply Fort 
Bliss from two directions.  EPE has a net dependable generating capacity of 1,795 megawatts 
(MW) (EPE 2012).  As of 2010, the peak electricity usage within the EPE service area is 
estimated to be approximately 75 percent of available power (EPCC 2010).  Utilizing the 
standard rates detailed in Army Technical Manual TM-5-811, the average power consumption is 
approximately 0.3 kilowatt per person, or 10 MW (U.S. Army 2007a).  As of 2010, the Fort Bliss 
Cantonment consumes approximately 1 percent of power available from EPE (1.4 percent of 
peak electricity use) (EPCC 2010).  Off-site military dependents consume considerably less than 
this amount (U.S. Army 2007a).  

In the next 10 years, in order to accommodate future load increases from growth of the El Paso 
area, EPE has proposed the placement of additional and/or larger transformers at new and 
existing substations throughout the system and upgrades to transmission lines for these 
transformers.  EPE is anticipating a 38 MW average growth in demand in its service area.  The 
10-year proposed system expansion by EPE includes a projected load growth increase at Fort 
Bliss (EPE 2010).

Natural Gas 
Natural gas is supplied to Fort Bliss by the El Paso Natural Gas Company and is delivered 
through a looped gas distribution network owned and maintained by Texas Gas Services.  
Natural gas is the primary heating fuel in the Fort Bliss Cantonment, and the average annual gas 
consumption of the post is estimated to be approximately 0.88 million cubic feet per hour (cfh).  
There are a number of distribution points, with an estimated total capacity of 2.5 million cfh 
(EPCC 2010). The Texas Gas Service provides 25.9 billion cubic feet of natural gas per year to 
28 cities in Texas, including El Paso, with an annual average consumption of 47,000 cubic feet 
per customer (U.S. Army 2007a).  
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Parcel A (Southeast Bliss) 
Electric power enters the property from the northeast near Loop 375 along an east-west 
traversing, high-tension transmission line.  Towards the center of the property, the transmission 
line turns south and continues beyond the center of the property in a north-south direction over 
US 62/180.  A 6-inch natural gas main runs along the south side of Montana Avenue.  Easements 
for energy systems will be reserved in the conveyance document for Parcel A. 

Parcel B (Fort Bliss-owned Land) 
Electrical transmission lines lie within the parcel, and the nearest natural gas line to the parcel is 
located within the proposed Parcel A. 

Parcel B (TxGLO-owned Land)  
Main trunk electrical power transmission and natural gas lines currently traverse north and south 
through the TxGLO-owned Parcel. 

Parcel C 
Electrical transmission lines are primarily located aboveground along the surrounding streets.  In 
addition, natural gas lines currently exist along the main access roads within the parcel.  
Easements for energy transmission systems will be reserved in future parcel conveyance 
documents.   

Communications 
Fort Bliss communication systems include telephone, optical cable, automated digital network 
(AUTODIN), microwave, and television systems.  Telephones on Fort Bliss are linked to a 
commercial telephone network, the Integrated Switch Digital Network (ISDN), and the Defense 
Switched Network (DSN).  In addition, Fort Bliss has 12 secure phone systems (U.S. Army 
2007a).  Cell phone coverage exists through a tower in the Franklin Mountains.  The AUTODIN 
is supported by a Worldwide Area Network, and diskettes containing organizational messages 
are hand-carried to the network center for transmittal to virtually any place on earth (U.S. Army 
2007a).  The microwave system allows communication within the entire installation, and radio 
systems include amplitude modulation (AM), very high frequency (VHF), and trunking radios.  
The microwave system is used for communications among military units, between aircraft and 
controllers, and with the Military Police and fire department using the radio frequencies managed 
by two frequency managers assigned to Fort Bliss (U.S. Army 2007a).  The use of radio 
frequencies has the potential to interfere with the many radio astronomy telescopes that operate 
in Socorro, New Mexico.  Four television networks operate on-post and include two closed- 
circuit systems used for training, one cable network provided to the military housing units, and 
the William Beaumont Army Medical Center which has its own television network (U.S. Army 
2007a).  A number of large and small communications companies providing telephone, cable, 
television, and fiber-optic Internet service serve clients in and around El Paso.   

Parcel A (Southeast Bliss) 
Currently, on Parcel A there are existing fiber-optic lines.  Easements for these communication 
systems will be reserved in the conveyance document.  
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Parcel B (Fort Bliss-owned Land) 
Currently, on Parcel B there are no known communication system networks in place. 

Parcel B (TxGLO-owned Land)  
Currently, on the TxGLO-owned parcel there are no known communication system networks in 
place. 

Parcel C (Lower Beaumont) 
Currently, on Parcel C there are existing fiber-optic lines.  Easements for this communication 
system network will be reserved in future conveyance documents.   

Potable Water 
Potable water is provided to Fort Bliss from three sources: on-post wells, interconnection with 
the existing EPWU system, and the Kay Bailey Hutchison Desalination Plant.  The water is 
distributed to Fort Bliss by Fort Bliss Water Service, which is privatized.  Water sources include 
groundwater and surface water from the Rio Grande.  During the winter, groundwater is used to 
meet the city’s water needs.  The Fort Bliss water wells and the EPWU system primarily obtain 
freshwater from the Hueco Bolson and Mesilla Bolson aquifers.  Capacity from the wells is 
approximately 193 million gallons per day (MGD).  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 for some areas that are further from the Rio Grande and to augment summer needs, 
particularly in drought years.  Surface water capacity is approximately 100 MGD, with 60 MGD 
treated at the Jonathon Rogers Plant and 40 MGD treated at the Canal Street Water Treatment 
Plant (EPWU 2012a).  The Kay Bailey Hutchison Desalination Plant was constructed in 2007 as 
a joint effort between the EPWU and Fort Bliss to treat brackish water from the Hueco Bolson 
aquifer.  This facility produces 27.5 MGD of potable water and minimizes freshwater use in 
order to address water demand in the area (EPWU 2012b).   

Together the surface and groundwater sources bring summer capacity to approximately 300 
MGD.   Daily average water demand in 2011 was 106 MGD, with maximum daily demand of 
163.5 MGD (EPWU 2012a).  In spite of a steadily increasing population, water use in the El 
Paso area has remained relatively constant or has declined since 1994 through water 
conservation programs.  In Texas Water Development Board’s (TWDB) 2011 Far West Texas 
Regional Water Plan, it is projected that, due to expansions of Fort Bliss, EPWU would increase 
as a water supplier to Fort Bliss populations, with an increase in service from 10 percent to 60 
percent of old Fort Bliss in 2020 to 2060, with water supplies for new Fort Bliss populations at 
100 percent from 2010 on into the future (EPWU 2012b, TWDB 2011).  The plan further states 
that approximately 4,000 acre-feet of water will be used by Fort Bliss in the year 2020.  The 
TWDB anticipates that much of this increased need will be met by the new El Paso-Fort Bliss 
Kay Bailey Hutchison Desalination Facility (TWDB 2011).   

Parcel A (Southeast Bliss) 
The EPWU operates and maintains a 30-inch diameter water main that extends along the south 
side of Montana Avenue.  Although some EPWU waterlines exist near the southeastern 
boundary of Parcel A, large scale waterline connections for all proposed development would be 
required.
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Parcel B (Fort Bliss-owned Land) 
Currently, there are no known water wells located on the property, and no water distribution 
lines are known to exist on the parcel. 

Parcel B (TxGLO-owned Land) 
Buildings in the South Training Area near the TxGLO land parcel currently obtain water from an 
on-site well.  The water is chlorinated and stored in a 30,000-gallon tank (U.S. Army 2010a). 

Parcel C (Lower Beaumont) 
Currently, connections to EPWU water main systems do not exist within the parcel; however, 
water distribution lines exist along the main access roads.  There are several water tanks that 
appear to be located within Parcel C.

Wastewater
Wastewater generated at Fort Bliss flows through five connections to the EPWU’s sanitary sewer 
system for treatment at the Haskell Street Wastewater Treatment Plant approximately 3 miles 
from Fort Bliss.  The treatment capacity at the EPWU plant is 27.7 MGD (EPWU 2012c).  In 
2004, Fort Bliss used approximately 10.5 percent of the wastewater treatment plant’s treatment 
capacity with an average wastewater generation rate of 2.9 MGD (U.S. Army 2007a).  EPWU 
has a total of four wastewater treatment facilities, and as of 2011, had a total treatment capacity 
of 93.5 MGD.  The average use in 2011 was 61.5 MGD, with maximum daily use of 68.1 MGD 
(EPWU 2012a). 

Parcel A (Southeast Bliss) 
Currently there are plans for a wastewater sewer line to be installed near the central portion of 
Parcel A. 

Parcel B (Fort Bliss-owned Land) 
Connections to EPWU wastewater system mains currently do not exist within the parcel; 
however, sewer lines are located near U.S. 62/180 and Loop 375.

Parcel B (TxGLO-owned Land)  
Wastewater is currently generated at buildings in the South Training Area near the TxGLO land 
parcel and is collected in septic tanks that flow to drain fields (U.S. Army 2007a). 

Parcel C (Lower Beaumont) 
Currently, connections to EPWU wastewater system mains do not exist within Parcel C; 
however, wastewater distribution lines exist along the main access roads. 

Stormwater 
At Fort Bliss, due to low precipitation, undulating topography, and low vegetated state, most of 
the precipitation becomes stormwater runoff.  Much of the stormwater runoff within the Fort 
Bliss Cantonment flows through a series of storm drainage channels, pipes, and stormwater 
pump stations into stormwater retention ponds (U.S. Army 2007a).  Stormwater collected in the 
retention ponds is lost through evaporation and infiltration.  Several connections with the City of 
El Paso’s stormwater collection system occur near the Fort Bliss boundary, primarily along the 
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Fort Bliss Cantonment access roads.  A large portion of the collected stormwater flows into the 
2.23-acre-foot main stormwater retention pond located north of Fred Wilson Road and east of the 
Union Pacific/Southern Pacific rail lines.  This retention pond is a CWA Section 404 
jurisdictional wetland with the capacity to store runoff generated by a 100-year storm (U.S. 
Army 2007a).  A smaller retention basin located northwest of the Pershing Street Gate collects 
stormwater runoff from Landfill Road, housing on Sheridan Road, and off-post areas.  If this 
retention basin is overtopped, stormwater would typically flow into a drainage way southward to 
the Rio Grande.  All stormwater discharges at Fort Bliss are permitted through a National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Stormwater Permit.  

Solid Waste Management 
Domestic solid waste is collected and disposed of by a private contractor at a government-
owned, 102-acre landfill (MSW ID No. 1422).  The landfill is located 3 miles north of the 
intersection of Fred Wilson Avenue and Chaffee Road, and handles Type I waste (refuse) and 
Type IV waste (construction and demolition wastes) (U.S. Army 2010a).  Fort Bliss has a waste 
recycling program that has reduced the post’s reliance on the on-site landfill.  In 2005, as on-post 
landfill capacities decreased, Fort Bliss began to dispose of residential waste (approximately 8.8 
tons per day) in the City of El Paso’s Clint Landfill (a Type I Landfill).  The Clint Landfill 
receives waste from residents and businesses in the city, as well as residential waste from Fort 
Bliss.  It is located in southeast El Paso County and permitted new cells which began operating 
in 2005, and intends to utilize new cells in the future.  Approximately 1,500 tons of municipal 
solid waste is disposed annually at the Clint Landfill by the City of El Paso’s residential garbage 
collection operations, private haulers, surrounding communities, and the general public.  Current 
projections estimate that permitted cells will be filled by the year 2030 (City of El Paso 2012b).  

3.13.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.13.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on utilities or utilities infrastructure would occur 
because no land sale or exchange of parcels would take place. 

3.13.2.2 Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for Development (Southeast Bliss) 
Under the implementation of Alternative 2, the sale of Parcel A and the subsequent development 
of the land for residential, retail, and commercial uses would greatly increase overall utilities 
usage and require increases and upgrades in utilities infrastructure.  The overall development 
plans would be developed in concert with current City of El Paso sustainability and expansion 
plans.  At this time, it is expected that the development of the Southeast Parcel would follow 
SmartCode Growth principles and be “green” and sustainable, and energy efficient, and most 
retail and commercial buildings would be LEED certified.  The mixed-use development would 
increase the electrical and natural gas consumption levels, and power and natural gas lines would 
be routed to areas of new construction.  Electricity would be supplied and distributed to the 
proposed development by EPE.  Depending upon the density of the new development, the 
addition of one or more new substations would be required.  However, the EPE’s 10-year 
expansion plan has considered further expansions, and developments in the El Paso area and the 
subsequent development of the property should not exceed the planned load capacities in the 
area.  Communications and fiber-optic lines would be obtained from a private contractor 
provider.  Water would be supplied and distributed to the proposed development by EPWU. 
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Some EPWU waterlines exist near the southeastern boundary of Parcel A near Montana Avenue, 
but large-scale waterline connections for the proposed development would be required.   

The existing wastewater system would require upgrades to handle the increase in capacity 
required for a high-density mixed-use development, and may also require the City of El Paso to 
upgrade the Haskell Street Wastewater Treatment Plant in the future.  A new 33 inch wastewater 
line would need to be installed for Parcel A.  Once detailed development plans are available, 
water and sanitary sewer analyses would be required by EPWU to determine the exact 
infrastructure improvements/upgrades required to provide service to the property based on the 
large amount of acreage and proposed density.  Sanitary sewer and water impact fees will likely 
be assessed.  A private sanitary sewer lift station and force main for the future EPCC site and 
William Beaumont Hospital has been proposed to be located through Parcel A to connect to a 
public sewer main on Montana Avenue.  The annexation of Parcel A to the City of El Paso may 
alter the plans for the private sewer main to be located within city right-of-way, and coordination 
would be necessary between the developers of the parcels.

The high-density, mixed-use development of the parcel would cause an increase in impervious 
surfaces in the area, and stormwater conveyances would need to be constructed within the parcel.  
Under the city permitting process, the developer would be required to provide onsite ponding for 
stormwater, which should accommodate a typical 100-year storm event.  The use of drainage 
swales and other low-impact building techniques throughout the property (i.e., recessed 
landscaping, rainwater harvesting, and porous pavements) would minimize the impacts on 
stormwater capacity.  

As the area of disturbance would exceed 1 acre, construction stormwater permitting through the 
TCEQ NPDES would be obtained as required under the CWA.  A SWPPP would be developed 
outlining the BMPs and other measures to be implemented to prevent excess stormwater runoff 
during and following construction.  The construction of the proposed mixed-use development 
would temporarily result in increased sedimentation within surrounding ephemeral drainage 
areas during construction activities.   

The implementation of Alternative 2 would have moderate impacts on energy, communications, 
potable water, wastewater, stormwater, and solid waste; however, development utilizing 
SmartCode Growth principles, “green” and sustainable building, low-impact development, and 
energy-efficient techniques would minimize the impacts on utilities.   

3.13.2.3 Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and Development of Parcel B (Between Fort Bliss 
and TxGLO) 

No development of Parcel B is anticipated for the foreseeable future.  However, if and when 
Parcel B is developed, it would result in construction and permanent impacts on utilities and 
utility infrastructure similar to those discussed for Alternative 2.  However, the overall 
magnitude of these impacts would be less than that of Alternative 2, as Parcel B is smaller than 
Parcel A, and would be considered to have minor impacts on energy, potable water, wastewater, 
stormwater, and solid waste.  The development of this parcel utilizing “green” and sustainable 
building techniques would minimize impacts on utilities.   
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The implementation of Alternative 3 also includes the exchange of the TxGLO land (2,880 
acres) into military jurisdiction and use.  This portion of Alternative 3 is not anticipated to cause 
any utilities or utility infrastructure impacts, as the land for the foreseeable future would remain 
undeveloped and continue to be used as a tank trail.  Therefore, no impacts on utilities and utility 
infrastructures would occur.  In the future, should construction of any facilities with a footprint 
exceeding 5,000 square feet occur, Fort Bliss would require the design of the operational 
stormwater drainage aspects of these facilities to comply with the Energy Independence and 
Security Act Section 438, and Low Impact Development/Green Infrastructure design options 
(such as LEED) would be utilized. 

3.13.2.4 Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for Development (Lower Beaumont) 
Under the implementation of Alternative 4, the development of Parcel C by non-military 
developers would result in similar construction and permanent impacts on utilities and utilities 
infrastructure as discussed for Alternative 2.  However, the Lower Beaumont Parcel was 
previously developed and used by the military, so although upgrades on much of the utilities 
infrastructure would be required, these utilities already exist over much of the property.  
Additionally, although impacts would occur similar to those discussed for Alternative 2, these 
impacts would be much smaller in magnitude, as Parcel C is less than 100 acres in size (as 
compared to Parcel A ~1,600 acres).  Therefore, the implementation of Alternative 4 would have 
minor impacts on energy, potable water, wastewater, stormwater, and solid waste.  The 
development of this parcel utilizing “green,” low-impact development, and sustainable building 
techniques would minimize impacts on utilities.   

3.13.2.5 Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C for Development 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be equivalent to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4.  However, the development of parcels A, B (if conducted), and C would inevitably cause 
greater increases in demand for overall utilities usage and would require additional utilities 
infrastructure.  Although there is a greater increase for the demand for utilities, the 
implementation of Alternative 5 would have moderate impacts on energy, communications, 
potable water, wastewater, stormwater, and solid waste.  However, it is imperative that 
SmartCode Growth principles, “green” and sustainable building plans, and energy-efficient 
techniques are utilized for impacts to remain moderate.   

3.14 Socioeconomics  

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

Population
Population data for the Fort Bliss region are shown in Table 3-7.  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 U.S. as a whole experienced a 
much lower growth rate of 9.7 percent from 2000-2010. 
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Table 3-7.  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. 

According to the 2010 U.S. 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 3-8, the U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey estimates 
show that El Paso County also has a lower percentage of high school and college graduates than 
the State of Texas and the Nation.

Table 3-8.  Educational Attainment 
Percent of 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   

According to the Fort Bliss GFS EIS, the 2005 population directly associated with Fort Bliss was 
approximately 140,100.  The expected increase in population as a result of Army growth 
initiatives is about 41,700 over the next several years. 

Income and Poverty 
Income and poverty data are shown in Table 3-9.  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 3-9.  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% 97.4% 
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 U.S. BEA 2009. 

Housing 
Data on housing units in El Paso County, the State of Texas, and the Nation are presented in 
Table 3-10.  El Paso has a higher rate of renter-occupied housing (37 percent) than Texas (36.3 
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percent) and noticeably higher than the National rate of 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). 

Table 3-10.  Housing Units

Geographic
Area 

Total
Housing

Units 

Occupied  
Homeowner 

Vacancy
Rate*

Rental
Vacancy
Rate**

Vacant
Units for 

Rent Units 
Percent 
Owner 

Occupied 

Percent 
Renter 

Occupied
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." 

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 a decrease from the 10.9 percent in El Paso County for 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, as shown in Table 3-11.  Together, they account 
for approximately 45 percent of employment in El Paso County, compared to 37 percent for 
Texas and 38 percent for the U.S.

Table 3-11.  Employment by Industry Sector (Percent of Total) 
El Paso 
County Texas U.S. 

Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agricultural support <1% <1% <1% 
Mining, quarrying, and oil and gas extraction <1% 2% 1% 
Utilities NA 1% 1% 
Construction 5% 7% 5% 
Manufacturing 7% 9% 10% 
Wholesale trade 5% 5% 5% 
Retail trade 16% 13% 13% 
Transportation and warehousing 6% 4% 4% 
Information 4% 3% 3% 
Finance and insurance 3% 5% 5% 
Real estate, rental, and leasing 2% 2% 2% 
Professional, scientific, and technical services 5% 6% 7% 
Management of companies and enterprises 1% 3% 2% 
Admin & support; Waste management & remediation  services 10% 9% 8% 
Educational services 1% 2% 3% 
Health care and social assistance 17% 14% 15% 
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Table 3-11, continued 

El Paso 
County Texas U.S. 

Arts, entertainment, and recreation 1% 1% 2% 
Accommodation and food services 12% 10% 10% 
Other services (except public administration) 4% 5% 5% 
Industries not classified NA <1% NA 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 2009 

Schools
Nine school districts surround Fort Bliss, with four independent school districts (ISD) in the area 
around the Proposed Action:  El Paso, Socorro, Ysleta, and Clint ISDs.  Fort Bliss reports that 70 
percent of students from Fort Bliss attend El Paso ISD schools, with 15 percent attending 
Socorro ISD schools and 12 percent attending schools in the Ysleta ISD (Fort Bliss 2012).  
School districts in the region report that planning for future school needs is a challenge given the 
uncertainty of troop movements into and out of Fort Bliss.  The school districts work closely 
with Fort Bliss, but report that it is sometimes difficult to get mutual agreement on the number of 
students expected in the future, making planning a challenge. 

Table 3-12 shows enrollment by school district for those immediately around Fort Bliss.  Overall 
enrollment in the four districts increased almost 5 percent from the 2006-07 academic year 
through 2011-12.  The Clint ISD, which has relatively few Fort Bliss students, grew the fastest at 
over 18 percent, while the El Paso ISD, which is the region’s largest ISD and educates a majority 
of Fort Bliss students, grew by only 2 percent.  The Socorro ISD has also grown substantially. 

Table 3-12.  Enrollment by ISD 

Academic
Year 

Clint
ISD

Growth
Rate 

El Paso 
ISD

Growth
Rate 

Socorro 
ISD

Growt
h Rate 

Ysleta 
ISD

Growth
Rate Total 

Total 
Growth

Rate 
2006-07 10,061  62,857  38,357  45,242  156,517  
2007-08 10,522 4.6% 62,123 -1.2% 38,878 1.4% 45,049 -0.4% 156,572 0.0% 
2008-09 10,899 3.6% 62,244 0.2% 39,775 2.3% 44,556 -1.1% 157,474 0.6% 
2009-10 11,295 3.6% 63,378 1.8% 41,363 4.0% 44,620 0.1% 160,656 2.0% 
2010-11 11,675 3.4% 64,330 1.5% 42,569 2.9% 44,746 0.3% 163,320 1.7% 
2011-12 11,889 1.8% 64,227 -0.2% 43,669 2.6% 44,373 -0.8% 164,158 0.5% 
2006-12  18.2%  2.2%  13.8%  -1.9%  4.9% 
Source:  Education Service Center 2012  

3.14.2 Environmental Consequences  
Projected increases in military and civilian personnel associated with Fort Bliss would result in 
additional demand for housing and schools.  This demand would be expected to put pressure on 
the already tight housing market.  Increased demand for the limited supply would be expected to 
lead to higher rents and increased prices for homes.  The lack of affordable housing in close 
proximity to Fort Bliss can also lead to longer drive times for on-base personnel.  The 
alternatives being considered are designed to address a projected shortage of military housing. 
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3.14.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be minor socioeconomics impacts.  Under the No 
Action Alternative, where parcels A, B, and C would not be sold or exchanged, there would be 
no additional funds for construction of on-base housing, and additional off-base housing would 
be at the discretion of developers to find locations and construct the housing, further away from 
Fort Bliss.  With the projected additional military personnel, civilian employees, and dependents, 
the demand for housing will increase.  Military and civilian employees would have to find 
housing, much of which might be farther away from the base and/or more expensive as added 
demand pushes prices higher.   

Data provided in Table 3-10 indicate that even before the projected population increases, there is 
relatively little housing available in the area. Homeowner and rental vacancy rates of 1.6 and 4.4 
percent, respectively, for El Paso County are well below rates for the State of Texas (2.1 and 
10.8 percent) and the Nation (2.4 and 9.2 percent).  Anecdotal information confirms the housing 
issues in the area.  The No Action Alternative will leave Fort Bliss and the region to identify 
additional options for housing the projected influx of people. 

3.14.2.2 Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for Development (Southeast Bliss) 
There would be minor impacts on socioeconomics with the implementation of Alternative 2.  
The sale of Parcel A would make 1,635 acres available for residential and mixed commercial 
development adjacent to Fort Bliss.  This new development in Parcel A would be expected to 
result in a number of benefits for the region.  Benefits would include better housing options, 
more affordable housing, temporary construction-related jobs, revenues for local businesses as 
companies purchase materials and supplies locally, additional income for construction workers, 
new jobs created by commercial development, and any increased property taxes paid by new 
residents. 

A potential negative impact could be caused by the increase in the number of school-aged 
children.  The El Paso ISD covers the Fort Bliss area and provides schools to the installation.  
However, parcels A and B fall within the boundaries of three school systems: the El Paso ISD, 
the Ysleta ISD, and the Socorro ISD.  All three districts could provide schools for the anticipated 
developments.  Estimates project that approximately 19,000 residential units (single- and multi-
family) could be built within Parcel A.  Approximately 6,300 school-aged children would be 
expected to live in those units, adding approximately 6,300 students to El Paso schools.  Given 
the current (2011-12 school year) enrollment of 64,227 students, the projected increase would 
lead to a 10 percent increase over current enrollment. The impact on the El Paso school districts 
would occur over several years.  However, if spread over eight years, there would be almost 800 
additional children added in the school system each year.  It is expected that the school system 
would need to build additional schools to accommodate these students and that the developer 
would need to negotiate with the proper school districts for sale(s) of tract(s) to construct the 
required schools.  A school study would be incorporated into the master planning effort by the 
developer.  The ISD affected would receive additional revenues from residents paying property 
taxes, but the planning, construction, and overall stress on the system could be a challenge. 
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3.14.2.3 Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and Development of Parcel B (Between Fort Bliss 
and TxGLO) 

For the foreseeable future, no impacts on socioeconomics would occur from the land exchange 
of Parcel B.  If Parcel B is ever developed, impacts would be similar to those under Alternative 2 
and considered minor and beneficial.   

3.14.2.4 Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for Development (Lower Beaumont) 
Under Alternative 4, impacts would be similar to those under Alternative 2 and considered 
minor; however, since Parcel C has a much smaller land area impacted, any negative impacts 
associated with construction and additional children in schools would be relatively small.  Only 
about 300 residences would be expected to be constructed in this area, and an estimated 370 
students would be added to the rolls in El Paso ISD schools.   Over an 8-year period, about 50 
students per year would be added to El Paso ISD schools.  This smaller number would not be 
expected to create a need for additional school construction.  

3.14.2.5 Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C for Development 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Under Alternative 5, impacts would be equivalent to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 
3, and 4 and considered minor.  The sale and/or exchange of parcels A, B, and C would provide 
approximately 2,409 acres of land that could be used for private housing and light commercial 
development suited to Fort Bliss military personnel.  This new development in the three areas 
near Fort Bliss would be expected to result in a number of benefits for the region.  Benefits 
would include better housing options, more affordable housing, temporary construction-related 
jobs, revenues for local businesses as companies purchase materials and supplies locally, 
additional income for construction workers, and any increased property taxes paid by new 
residents of the three parcels. 

A potential negative impact could be caused by the increase in the number of school-aged 
children in the El Paso school systems.  All three of the parcels are traditionally within the El 
Paso ISD; however, the Ysleta ISD is directly south and across Montana Avenue, and the 
Socorro ISD covers the area directly east of the Monitor area of Fort Bliss.  When fully built out, 
there could be an estimated 19,000 additional housing units (single- and multi-family) adding an 
estimated 9,700 school children to El Paso district schools over the next six to eight years.  
Given the current (2011-12 school year) enrollment of 64,227 students, the projected increase 
would lead to a 15 percent increase over current enrollment.  Although that growth would occur 
over several years, new schools would be needed to support the increased student population.  
The ISDs would receive additional revenues from residents paying property taxes, but the 
planning, construction, and overall stress on the system could be a challenge. 

3.15  Environmental Justice and Protection of Children 

3.15.1 Affected Environment 
Environmental Justice 
Executive Order (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 
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high and adverse human health and environmental effects on minority and low-income 
populations and to ensure greater public participation by minority and low-income populations.  
It required 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.”  The DoD has directed that 
NEPA will be used to implement the provisions of the EO. 

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 the 
proposed actions.  The 2010 Census reports numbers of minority individuals and the American 
Community Survey 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 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 percent minority and/or low-income in the study area are meaningfully greater than 
those in the region.  El Paso County’s population is largely minority (primarily Hispanic) and 
low-income.  According to the 2010 Census, El Paso County is approximately 86.9 percent 
minority, and 25.6 percent of the population have incomes below the poverty level.  

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 
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 and alternatives 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.    

3.15.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be minor impacts.  The No Action Alternative has 
the potential to negatively impact minority and low-income populations.  Homeowner and rental 
vacancy rates in El Paso County are very low compared to Texas and the Nation.  Additional 
military and civilian personnel projected for Fort Bliss will have the potential to put additional 
pressure on the existing housing markets (both rental and homeowner), likely driving up rental 
rates and home prices.  The No Action Alternative would not be expected to cause environmental 
health risks or safety risks that would disproportionately affect children.
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3.15.2.2 Alternative 2 – Sale of Parcel A for Development (Southeast Bliss) 
Under Alternative 2, there would be minor impacts on minority and low-income populations, 
since most of the County is minority and low-income, but most of the impacts would be expected 
to be positive.  The implementation of Alternative 2 would allow the development of affordable 
housing that could meet the needs of the existing minority and low-income populations, as well 
as expected military personnel and dependents.   There could also be negative impacts from 
additional traffic.  Some of these impacts would be temporary, during construction, but some 
could be more long-term.  However, long-term traffic impacts would be mitigated as described in 
Section 3.9.  The positive financial benefits and available affordable housing would be expected 
to outweigh the traffic impacts, some of which would be temporary and most of which would be 
mitigated over time.  The implementation of Alternative 2 would not be expected to cause 
environmental health risks or safety risks that would disproportionately affect children.   

3.15.2.3 Alternative 3 – Land Exchange and Development of Parcel B (Between Fort Bliss 
and TxGLO) 

For the foreseeable future, no impacts on minority and low-income populations would occur 
from the land exchange of Parcel B.  If Parcel B is ever developed, impacts would be similar to 
those under Alternative 2 and considered minor; however, most of the permanent impacts would 
be positive.   The implementation of Alternative 3 would not be expected to cause environmental 
health risks or safety risks that would disproportionately affect children.

3.15.2.4 Alternative 4 – Sale of Parcel C for Development (Lower Beaumont) 
Under Alternative 4, impacts would be similar to those under Alternative 2 and considered 
minor; however, most of the permanent impacts would be positive.  Alternative 4 would not be 
expected to cause environmental health risks or safety risks that would disproportionately affect 
children. 

3.15.2.5 Alternative 5 – Sale and/or Exchange of Parcels A, B, and C for Development 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Under Alternative 5, impacts would be equivalent to the impacts discussed under alternatives 2, 
3, and 4 and considered minor; however, most of the impacts would be expected to be positive.  
Alternative 5 would not be expected to 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 Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico 
Mission and Master Plan Final Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement,
for which a Record of Decision (ROD) was signed 30 April 2007, and the Fort Bliss Army 
Growth and Force Structure Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement, for which a 
ROD was signed 8 June 2010.

The development of the proposed land sale and/or exchange parcels has the potential for 
cumulative impacts on land use, soils, biological resources, air quality, noise, and transportation.  
Several areas in the region around the proposed land sale and/or exchange parcels are proposed 
for development.  These areas include parcels to the west, north, and east of parcels A and B 
currently being considered for or in the process of being developed.  These include the proposed 
ICE facility that would be located between parcels A and B, the EPCC campus and William 
Beaumont Army Hospital just to the north of Parcel A, an area being considered for a gun range 
by Fort Bliss along Loop 375 northwest of the parcels, as well as several expansion and 
development plans on the El Paso International Airport property.  Other development is also 
expected to occur along the US 62/180, Loop 375, and US 54 corridors.

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 within 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.  Therefore, minor cumulative 
impacts on soils would occur. 

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 parcels.  Some 
sensitive species may be minimally impacted.  Private development on adjacent, undeveloped 
parcels could impact the Texas horned lizard, western burrowing owl, and nesting migratory 
birds, which could lead to a minor cumulative impact on sensitive species. 

A cumulative long-term adverse impact in the region would occur from the additional traffic 
expected to result from the development of areas along Montana Avenue near parcels A and B.  
In addition to the proposed parcels, facilities such as the EPCC campus and William Beaumont 
Hospital are expected to bring in a large amount of additional traffic to the area.  The additional 
vehicles from these developments would further reduce the LOS on Montana Avenue and 
surrounding corridors, and cause additional traffic delays during commute hours.  However, 
mitigation strategies are proposed to mitigate the impacts, including but not limited to, 
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redesigning traffic light phasing and timing for optimization, adding new traffic signals, adding 
turn lanes, and opening new thoroughfares to redistribute traffic.  Once mitigation strategies are 
implemented, the cumulative impacts would be considered minor to moderate. 

The development of the other projects being considered in the area could also cause minor, 
cumulative adverse impacts on air quality and noise.  The ongoing construction and additional 
traffic in the area could impact overall air quality.  However, the TCEQ has implemented a SIP 
for CO and ozone that accounts for the future increase in population and traffic.  The 
maintenance plan includes the use of oxygenated fuels in El Paso County during the winter 
months, new-source-review provisions for major CO stationary sources, and corrections to the 
existing vehicle inspection and maintenance program.  Similarly, the ozone SIP requires 
modified fuels in El Paso County during the summer months.  These mitigation programs 
incorporated in the El Paso CO and ozone SIPs ensure that the new operational air emissions 
would be in compliance with regulations.  The construction-related air quality and noise impacts 
would be temporary until construction is complete.  The additional traffic associated with the 
operation of the new developments would increase the noise in the area.  However, most of the 
traffic would be expected to remain on the major highways and thoroughfares which already 
have a large amount of traffic-related noise.  Therefore, the additional traffic would only cause 
minor, cumulative noise impacts in the region.  
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5.0 SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES

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

Per State of Texas mandated construction requirements, a SWPPP would be generated by 
the developer, and BMPs per the SWPPP would be followed to control temporary 
fugitive dust and erosion during construction.  These BMPs include silt fencing, 
structural windbreaks, erosion control mats, and application of water during construction.   

Avoidance of the arroyo located within Parcel C and BMPs such as silt fencing would be 
used to minimize impacts on surface water and protect this small amount of riparian 
habitat. 

Native vegetation would be preserved to the greatest extent possible 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 to these species.  

Migratory bird species would be protected in accordance with the MBTA to include 
phasing construction around the nesting season, and implementing BMPs to avoid 
harassing or harming these species.   

Required setting aside of at least a 30-acre natural area that is distinct and apart from 
required community parks and 5 acres of open space.  This 30-acre set-aside would be 
designed to include the Butterfield Overland Mail Route within Parcel A to help protect 
and preserve the site.

An MOA/PA regarding the treatment of the historic properties would be developed 
between the purchasing entity, Texas SHPO, and Fort Bliss for protection and 
management of the properties.  Existing historic buildings within Parcel C may be 
demolished after undergoing HABS/HAER/HALS documentation and mitigation. The 
landscape feature would be left intact and preserved and this requirement would be 
included as a term of the sale in the PA. 

TCEQ mitigation programs incorporated in the El Paso CO and ozone SIPs would be 
followed as standard practice to ensure that the operational air quality emissions are in 
compliance. These include the use of oxygenated fuels in El Paso County during the 
winter months, new-source-review provisions for major CO stationary sources, and 
corrections to the existing vehicle inspection and maintenance program.  The ozone SIP 
requires modified fuels in El Paso County during the summer months.  
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The area of disturbance would exceed 1 acre, and construction stormwater permitting 
through the TCEQ NPDES would be obtained as required under the CWA.  A SWPPP 
would be developed outlining the BMPs and other measures to be implemented to 
prevent excess stormwater runoff during and following construction.

As part of the proposed land sale agreement, the acquiring developer would be required 
to phase the development so that the traffic LOS at the various intersections near the 
parcel would not deteriorate from pre-development conditions.  As such, phasing would 
be required to proceed in tandem with the City of El Paso and TxDOT improvement 
projects along Montana Avenue, Spur 601, and Loop 375.  The City of El Paso 
permitting process would be the enforcing mechanism to ensure that the development 
would not create substantial impacts on area traffic or water and wastewater service.  The 
acquiring entity would be required to complete a project-specific traffic impact analysis 
that would be submitted to the city for review.    

According to a pre-development, non-project-specific TIA, future traffic impacts could 
be mitigated, for the most part, by implementing at-grade solutions that would not 
involve major infrastructure investments.  Detailed mitigation measures for each of the 
intersections can be found in Appendix C.  Listed below are some of the proposed 
mitigation measures that would be necessary at various intersections near the parcels:  

o redesigning traffic light phasing and timing for optimization 
o improving street geometry and signalization  
o lengthening of left lane capacity in order to absorb demand 
o adding a new left turn lane in median 
o adding a left turn sign in existing lane
o adding a right turn lane in existing shoulder 
o opening new thoroughfares and turns in order to redistribute traffic access to 

parcels A, B, and C 
o adding new connections to the city grid by using mainly existing streets that are 

currently interrupted 
o substituting left turns by indirect trajectories at Montana Avenue and Lee Trevino 

Drive, and partially at Montana Avenue and George Dieter Drive 
o adding new traffic lights 
o constructing above-grade thoroughfares on Montana Avenue at the Yarborough 

(Global Reach) Drive intersection. 

Implementation of these proposed traffic mitigation measures would reduce traffic 
impacts and achieve acceptable LOS for a development scenario based on a combination 
of residential, retail, and community facilities and mixed-use buildings.  A project-
specific TIA for a less dense development could potentially result in even better LOS 
scores for the intersections.
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SECTION 8.0
ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
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8.0 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

ACHP   Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
ACM   Asbestos-Containing Material 
AM   Amplitude Modulation 
AR   Army Regulation 
AST   Aboveground Storage Tank 
AUTODIN  Automated Digital Network 
BAAF   Biggs Army Airfield 
BCT   Brigade Combat Team 
BMP   Best Management Practice 
BRAC   Base Realignment and Closure 
BTEX   Benzene, Toluene, Ethlybenzene, Xylene 
Caltrans  California Department of Transportation 
CERCLA Comprehensive, Environmental Response, Compensation, 

and Liability Act 
CEQ   Council on Environmental Quality 
CFC   Chlorofluorocarbons 
CFH   Cubic Feet per Hour 
CFR   Code of Federal Regulations 
CH4   Methane 
CO   Carbon Monoxide  
CO2

   Carbon Dioxide 
CWA   Clean Water Act 
dB   Decibel 
dBA   A-weighted Decibel 
DERP/DERA  Defense Environment Restoration Program 
DNL   Day-Night Average Sound Level 
DoD   Department of Defense 
DPTMS  Directorate of Plans, Training, Mobilization and Security 
DPW-E  Directorate of Public Works-Environmental Division 
DSN   Defense Switched Network 
EA   Environmental Assessment 
ECP   Environmental Condition of Property 
EIS   Environmental Impact Statement 
EO   Executive Order 
EOD   Explosive Ordnance Disposal 
EPCC   El Paso Community College 
EPE   El Paso Electric Company 
EPWU   El Paso Water Utilities 
ESA   Endangered Species Act 
FAA   Federal Aviation Administration 
FBTC   Fort Bliss Training Complex 
FHWA   Federal Highway Administration 
FNSI   Finding of No Significant Impact 
FORSCOM  Forces Command 



Environmental Assessment for the 
Sale, Development, and Exchange of Army-Owned Land, Fort Bliss, Texas

Page 96 

FY   Fiscal Year 
GFS EIS  Army Growth and Force Structure Realignment FEIS 
GHG   Greenhouse Gases 
GIS   Geographic Information Systems 
HABS    Historic American Buildings Survey 
HAER    Historic American Engineering Record 
HALS    Historic American Landscapes Survey 
HFC   Hydrochlorofluorocarbons 
ICRMP  Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan 
INRMP  Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 
I-10   Interstate 10 
ISD   Independent School District 
ISDN   Integrated Switch Digital Network 
ITAM   Integrated Training Area Management  
kV   Kilovolt 
LBP   Lead-Based Paint 
LEED   Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
Leq   Equivalent Continuous Noise Level 
LINRs   Locally Important Natural Resources 
LOS   Level(s) of Service 
LPST   Leaking Petroleum Storage Tank 
MBTA   Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
Mg/m3   Milligrams per Cubic Meter 
Mg/kg   Milligrams per Kilogram  
MGD   Million Gallons Per Day 
MPO   Metropolitan Planning Organization 
MSA   Metropolitan Statistical Area 
MSL   Mean Sea Level 
MTBE   Metyl-Tert-Butyl-Ether 
MW   Megawatts 
N2O   Nitrous Oxide 
N/A   Not Applicable 
NAAQS  National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAGPRA  Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
NB   Northbound 
NEPA   National Environmental Policy Act 
NO2   Nitrogen Dioxide 
NOx   Nitrogen Oxides 
NPDES  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NRHP   National Register of Historic Places 
O3   Ozone
OSHA   Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
PA   Programmatic Agreement 
PAH   Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons 
Pb   Lead 
PL   Public Law 
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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 
PPCV   Public Private Capital Venture 
RCI   Residential Construction Initiative 
ROD   Record of Decision 
ROI   Region of Influence 
SB   Southbound 
SEIS   Mission and Master Plan Supplemental Programmatic EIS 
SHPO   State Historic Preservation Officer 
SIP   State Implementation Plan 
SO2   Sulfur dioxide 
SWPPP  Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
T   Threatened 
TA   Training Area 
TCEQ   Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
THC   Texas Historical Commission 
TIA   Traffic Impact Analysis 
TNRCC  Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission 
TRPH   Total Recoverable Petroleum Hydrocarbons 
TWDB   Texas Water Development Board 
TxDOT  Texas Department of Transportation 
TxGLO  Texas General Land Office 
U.S.   United States 
USACE  United States Army Corps of Engineers 
USC   United States Code 
USDA   United States Department of Agriculture 
USEPA  United States Environmental Protection Agency 
USFWS  United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
UST   Underground Storage Tank 
UXO   Unexploded Ordnance 
VEC   Valued Environmental Component 
VHF   Very High Frequency 
VOC   Volatile Organic Compounds 
VORTAC  VHF Omnidirectional Range/Tactical Aircraft Control  
WBGHHD  William Beaumont General Hospital Historic District 
µg/m3   Micrograms per Cubic Meter  
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APPENDIX A

INTERAGENCY AND PUBLIC CORRESPONDENCE













DISTRIBUTION LIST 

Libraries

El Paso Main Library 
501 N. Oregon St.
El Paso, Texas 79901 

UTEP Library
500 West University 
El Paso, Texas 79968 

Irving Schwartz Branch Library 
1865 Dean Martin Dr. 
El Paso Texas 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 

Tribes

Ysleta del Sur Pueblo 
Javier Loera, War Captain 
P.O. Box 17579 
El Paso, Texas  79917-7579 

State Agencies –Texas 

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

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



Jerry Patterson, Commissioner 
Texas General Land Office 
1700 N. Congress Ave, Suite 840 
Austin, Texas 78701-1495 

Eddie Arellano 
TxDOT-APD Section 
13301 Gateway Boulevard W. 
El Paso, Texas 79928 

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

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

City of El Paso 

The  Hon. John Cook, Mayor 
City of El Paso 
2 Civic Center Plaza 
El Paso, Texas 79901-1196 

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

El Paso County 

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

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



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

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

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















Responses to letter received from Texas Parks and Wildlife Department dated 23 October 2012:

Fort Bliss appreciates the comments received from TPWD regarding the Environmental Assessment for
the Sale, Development, and Exchange of Army owned Land, Fort Bliss, Texas. These comments have
been conscientiously 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 and burrowing owl would include the
recommendation for pre construction 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.

With the exception of potential habitat for burrowing owls and Texas horned lizards, none of the parcels
contain habitat for the listed or sensitive species included in the TPWD letter. Sneeds’ pincushion cactus
is found only on specific limestone substrates, which do not exist on any of the parcels. A population of
this cactus is known to exist on state owned land close to, but not part of, Parcel C. Despite numerous
surveys, this cactus species is not known to exist on the Texas portions of Fort Bliss.

Like the Sneed’s pincushion cactus, no habitat exists in any of the three parcels for the four species
listed on page six of the TPWD letter. None of these species are known from the Texas portion of Fort
Bliss despite many surveys. Surveys in deep sand substrates have not found Wheeler’s spurge or sand
prickly pear on Fort Bliss. However, not all of this specific type of substrate has been surveyed to date.
Nevertheless, none of the three parcels contain this particular substrate.

Neither the black tailed prairie dog nor the New Mexico garter snake are known in the areas being
evaluated. There is no habitat for black tailed prairie dogs 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.
Likewise, there are no sufficiently moist habitats associated with the landscaped arroyo in Parcel C that
could be expected to maintain a population of New Mexico garter snakes. This arroyo will continue to
exist as a historic feature per agreement with Texas SHPO, and will not be negatively impacted by the
proposed action.













































































APPENDIX B

AIR EMISSIONS CALCULATIONS
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS





Transportation Impact Analysis
Potential Development Sites at El Paso,Texas:

Southeast Bliss (Parcel A)
Texas General Land Office (Parcel B)
Lower Beaumont (Parcel C)

September 2012



Contents

I. Study objectives and Executive Summary
I.1. Study objectives
I.2. Studies undertaken

II. Sites development description
II.1. Development description
II.2. Site location and study area

III. Area of Influence. Conditions and Plans
III.1. Area of influence Land use
III.2. Offsite projected facilities and

land use
III.3. Transportation safety
III.4. Existing traffic lanes
III.5. 2025 City of El Paso
proposed thoroughfare system
III.6. Public transportation service
III.7. City of El Paso proposed BRT/LRT
III.8. City of El Paso future bicycle
routes

IV. Current traffic conditions
IV.1. Gathering of field
information
IV.2. Existing peak–hour volumes
IV.3. Current conditions principal
observations
IV.4. Level of service description
IV.5. Current conditions summary
IV.6. Arterial Capacity Analysis

V. Future sites development parameters
V.1. Scenarios and projection
criteria

VI. Trip generation and distribution
VI.1.Trip generation
VI.2. Trip distribution
VI.3. Trip assignment turning movements for each
intersection
VI.4 No build peak hour volumes
VI.5. Full build peak–hour volumes

VII. Full build scenario 2015
VII.1. Summary of 2015 Full build scenario. Parcels A and B
VII.2. Summary of 2015 Full build scenario. Parcel C
VII.3. Levels of Service Summary. Full build scenario.
VII.4. Arterial Levels of Service. Full build scenario

VIII. Mitigation and improvements
VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario. Parcels A and B
VIII.1.1. Alternative I. At grade solution
VIII.1.2. Alternative II. Overpasses on Montana
VIII.1.3. Alternative III. Overpasses on Montana plus more
connectivity
VIII.1.4. Alternative IV. Viaduct under Montana Avenue
VIII.1.5. Evaluation of alternatives I IV

VIII.2. 2015 Mitigation scenario. Parcel C

IX. Compared results and conclusion
IX.1. Compared results for intersections in Parcels A and B:
Current, Full build (do nothing) and Mitigation alternatives I, II,
III and IV
IX.2. Roadway analysis. Compared results for arterials in
Parcels A and B: Current, Full build (do nothing) and
Mitigation alternatives I, II, III and IV
IX.3. Infrastructure plans for scenarios 2020 2030



I. STUDY OBJECTIVES AND EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY



I.1.  Study objectives

The purpose of this Study is to determine existing and future transportation conditions,
in view of the potential sale and/or exchange of land in order to facilitate military needs in two
different parts of Fort Bliss:

1. Parcels A and B
2. Parcel C

Analysis have included current and forecasted post development traffic volumes in 2015.

Parcel development was evaluated under two future conditions:

1) A Full build development do nothing scenario, which adds development impacts,
projected city growth in 2015 and planned infrastructure, keeping the present network and
intersections configuration,

2) A mitigation scenario, which should allow acceptable levels of service. In this case, we
added traffic control improvements that match traffic demand, and new infrastructure, in
order to mitigate the transportation impacts generated by the proposed development
project.



Gathering of field information
• Analysis of existing information
• Traffic counts on 23 critical intersections in the study area. Selection reviewed by The Department of
Transportation of the City of El Paso.
•Traffic volumes obtained for AM and PM peak periods (0700 0900 and 1600 1800 hours) during weekdays.

Coding of base network and micro simulation of current traffic conditions
•Computer micro simulations for current situation

Determining Future Land Occupation parameters
•Based on 1) Smart growth density table provided by El Paso Planning Dept.), 2) Existing surrounding land
use (with US Census Info) and 3) Future population and jobs scenarios for the city by MPO and the City of El
Paso.

Trip generation and distribution estimation
Relied on "The Mission“ parameters for travel demand modeling (TDM) in a Transcad platform, calculated
2015 demographics, person trips, vehicle trips and person daily trips; Used a gravity model calibration
process to obtain Trip Distribution. Resulting daily trips were converted into 2015 peak hour trips.

Future traffic evaluation.
Traffic results from the travel demand modeling (TDM) were used to simulate future conditions, under a do
nothing alternative that keeps the current network operation.

Mitigation and improvement scenario
Mitigation proposals were evaluated with Synchro software in order to obtain acceptable LOS according to
ITE Standards and City of El Paso Code of Ordinances, Title 19, Article 2, Chapter 19.18 .

I.2. Studies Undertaken



II. SITES DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION



The Army proposes to sell the Southeast Bliss property, located in the southeastern part of the Fort
Bliss Cantonment, north of Montana Avenue and east of the El Paso International Airport to a private
developer, and will participate in land exchange with the Texas General Land Office (TxGLO),
involving a parcel located in the southern portion of the installation, abutting Texas State Highway
Loop 375 and Montana Avenue to the south. In addition, Fort Bliss will sell and annex into the City
the Lower Beaumont parcel, located in the William Beaumont General Hospital Historic District.

The parcels are on the margins of the Fort Bliss Cantonment, on excess land not required for the
military mission. The areas of each parcel are:

1. Southeast Bliss (Parcel A approximately 1,540 acres),
2. The TxGLO land exchange property (Parcel B approximately 685 acres)
3. Lower Beaumont (Parcel C approximately 94 acres)

II.1. Development description

Southeast Bliss 
Parcel ALower

Beaumont
Parcel C

Texas General Land 
Office
Parcel B

Fig.1. Location of land parcels A, B and C



Southeast Bliss Parcel A
Located on undeveloped land in the southeastern part of the Fort Bliss
Cantonment north of Montana Avenue and east of the El Paso
International Airport. The parcel would be offered for sale to a private
developer and then annexed into the City of El Paso. It is likely that a
combination of residential, retail, light industrial, and mixed use
construction would take place. A park and public school would also
possibly be included. A potential development and unit mix density
based on what is reasonably foreseeable was prepared by the Planning
Department of the City of El Paso.

The Texas General Land Office (TxGLO) land exchange property (Parcel
B)
Located in the southern portion of the installation, abutting Texas State
Highway Loop 375 and US 62/180 to the south. The City of El Paso is
expected to annex all of the acreage involved and zone accordingly for
residential, commercial and light industrial development.

Lower Beaumont Parcel C
Consists of approximately 94 acres and is located in the William
Beaumont General Hospital Historic District (WBGHHD). This area, south
of Fred Wilson Road and east of the present hospital. It is likely that a
combination of residential, retail and mixed use construction would
occur. Reuse of existing older buildings on the property will most likely
occur.

Site development includes 3 parcels of 
land:

II.1. Development description
Fig.2. Preliminary Draft, Fort Bliss & El Paso, Commercial Real 
Estate
Development Opportunity.  

Fig. 3. Parcel C “Lower Beaumont” 
Source: Fort Bliss

Source:  Forum held at 
Wyndham El Paso Airport 
Hotel, March 24, 2011,  
Source: National Association 
of Home Builders (NAHB) 
Research Center
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II.2. Site location and study area

Fig.4. Location of parcels  A and B 



Critical signalized intersection

II.2. Site location and study area
Lower Beaumont
Parcel C:94 acres

Parcel C
94 acres

Fig.5. Location of Parcel C



Intersection

Si
gn
al
iz
ed

U
ns
ig
na

liz
ed

Loop 375 North Liberty Expressway (spur 601) x
Loop 375 South Liberty Expressway (spur 601) x
Loop 375 North Montana Ave x
Loop 375 South Montana Ave x
Saul Kleinfeld Montana Ave x
George Dieter Montana Ave x
Lee Trevino Montana Ave x

Global Reach 
(Yarbrough) Montana Ave x

Fred Wilson Pipes (Russell) x
Fred Wilson Dyer x
Fred Wilson Alabama x

Lee Blvd Montana Ave x
Lee Blvd Turner x

Edgemere Yarbrough x
Edgemere Lee Trevino x
Edgemere George Dieter x

Pebble Hills Yarbrough x
Pebble Hills Lee Trevino x
Pebble Hills George Dieter x
Fred Wilson Gateway North x
Fred Wilson Gateway South x

Dyer Hayes x
Dyer Broaddus x

Signalized (22 Intersection)

Unsignalized (1 Intersection)

Intersections included in traffic study

II.2. Site location and study area

Fig.6. Location of intersections included in traffic studyTable 1.  List of intersections for traffic study



III. AREA OF INFLUENCE. 
CONDITIONS AND PLANS 



Source:  City of El Paso, Planning and Economic Development, 
Planning Division - Plans, Studies & Maps, at 
http://www.elpasotexas.gov/econdev/plans_studies_maps.asp

Fort Bliss

Northeast area

Central area

East area

El Paso Planning Areas

III.1. Area of influence Land use
Fig.7. Existing land use plans  for  development’s area of influence



III.2.  Offsite projected facilities and land use 

Offsite development includes the
future operation of a proposed Waste
to Energy Plant and Landfill in far east
Fort Bliss. These two facilities are
proposed for far east Fort Bliss in
Training Area 2E, north of Montana,
east of the county prison, with
possible access between the Magellan
Tank farm property and Flager Road.

A draft for potential development at El Paso International Airport and Southeast Fort Bliss was
presented as part of Plan El Paso, by Dover, Kohl & Partners, Lead Consultant. A SmartCode
Rezoning Application was prepared by the City of El Paso Planning and Economic Development
Department for El Paso International Airport. Source: http://planelpaso.org/wp
content/uploads/2012/03/DRAFT%202%20ELP%2012%20Fort%20Bliss_web.pdf

Fig. 9 and10.  Projected  Development  near to El paso International Airport

Fig.8. Projected waste to power 
plant

Source: Department of Planning, Research & Development (El Paso)



III.3. Transportation safety

Fatal accident location in the area took place along US
Highway 54 in the Parcel C area and along Montana,
Lee Trevino, G. Dieter and Loop 375. According to the
Texas Department of Transportation, most collisions
are a result of speeding, failure to yield, driving under
the influence of alcohol, following too closely, and
running red lights and stop signs. In fatal accident
count per 100,000 population, El Paso has since 1994 a
lower average rate than the Texas average.

Fig.11. Parcel C area: Accident  location in 2009
Source: City-data.com

Fig.12. Parcel  A and B area fatal car crashes location in 2009
Source: City-data.com 
http://www.city-data.com/accidents/acc-El-Paso-Texas.html



Intersection
SB NB SB NB WB EB WB EB

MONTANA LOOP 375 (South) 2 4 3 4 3 3
MONTANA LOOP 375 (North) 4 2 3 3 4 3
MONTANA LEE BLVD 2 3 2 4 3 3
MONTANA S KLEINFELD 2 3 3 2 2 4 4 2
MONTANA G. DIETER 2 3 2 1 2 4 4 2
MONTANA LEE TREVINO 3 3 3 4 4 2
MONTANA YARBROUGH 2 4 4 3 3 4 5 3
DIETER PEBLE HILLS 2 4 5 2 2 4 4 2
TUERNER LEE 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
DIETER EDGEMERE 3 3 3 3 2 3 4 2
YARBROUGH EDGEMERE 2 3 3 3 2 3 3 2
LEE TREVINO EDGEMERE 3 4 4 3 2 3 3 2
YABROUGH PEBBLE HILLS 2 4 3 2 1 1 3 2
LEE TREVINO PEBBLE HILLS 3 5 4 3 2 4 3 2
LOOP 375 LIBERTY EXPRESSWAY (south) 2 4 2 4 3 3
LOOP 375 LIBERTY EXPRESSWAY (north) 4 2 3 3 4 2
DYER BROADDUS 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1
DYER WILSON 2 3 3 2 2 4 4 3
DYER HAYES 2 3 3 2 1 1 1 1
WILSON RUSSELL 2 2 1 1 2 3 3 2
WILSON ALABAMA 1 2 1 1 2 2
WILSON GWY (South) 3 5 3 3 4 4
WILSON GWY (North) 5 3 4 4 4 3

Pa
rc
el
C

Lanes east
Orientation/# Lanes

Pa
rc
el
AB

Lanes south Lanes north Lanes west

III.4.  Existing traffic lanes
Table .2. Number of  traffic lanes at each intersection



III.5. 2025 City of El Paso proposed thoroughfare system

2025 projects related to Site development:
•Extension of Lee Trevino
•Extension of Liberty Expressway (built)

Fig.13. Parcel C area: Accident  location in 2009
Source: Department of Planning, Research & Development (El Paso)



Route 51
Route 52
Route 58
Route 67 
Route 69

Parcels A and B

III.6. Public transportation service

Source:  City Of El Paso, Sun Metro Public Transportation System, 2012

Fig.14. Public  transportation routes adjoining site (Parcels A and B)



Parcel C

Route 7
Route 35
Route 36
Route 41 

Parcel C

III.6. Public transportation service

Source:  City Of El Paso, Sun Metro Public Transportation System, 2012

Fig.15. Public  transportation routes adjoining site (Parcel C)



III.7.  City of El Paso proposed BRT/LRT

Future lines projects related to Site development:

PARCELS A AND B:
•Montana Line

Parcel C
•Gateway N/S (Patriot Freeway) Line

Fig.16.
Proposed
public 
transportation 
system

Source: City of El Paso Planning 
Division 
http://www.elpasotexas.gov/econde
v/_documents/CompPlan/map-
bikeways.pdf?view=fitH



III.7.  City of El Paso proposed BRT/LRT

Fig.17. Main BRT alignments by 2025

Source: City of El Paso Metropolitan 
Planning Organization

Main BRT alignments by 2025

International
link (1 mi)

5 corridors
3 under evaluation
Transborder connectivity
Phased implementation

UTEP
Thomason

Airport

Future lines projects
related to Site
development:

PARCELS A AND B:
•Montana Line



III.8.  City of El Paso future bicycle routes

Future bikeway projects related to Site development

PARCELS A AND B AREA:
•Montana
•Pebble Hills
• Edgemere
• Yarbrough
•George Dieter

Source: City of el Paso Planning Division 
http://www.elpasotexas.gov/econdev/_d
ocuments/CompPlan/map-
bikeways.pdf?view=fitHParcel C AREA:

•Fred Wilson
•Alabama
•Dyer
•Gateway S/N

Fig.18.
Proposed
Bikeways



IV. CURRENT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS
Coding of base network and micro simulation of current traffic conditions took place for each
intersection and results are shown in the following pages. We are attaching traffic counts for
AM and PM peak periods (Attachment 1) and Synchro files which show detailed intersections
results (Attachment 2).



•Extent of work was agreed with the City of El Paso
Department of Transportation
•Phasing and timing for the current network was
provided by the City of El Paso
•Traffic counts took place on 23 critical intersections in
the study area.
•Traffic volumes were obtained for AM and PM peak
periods (07:00 09:00 and 16:00 18:00 hours) during
weekdays (Attachment 1).

IV.1. Gathering of field information

Fig.20. Example of data provided by the 
Transportation Department, City of El Paso, 2012

Fig.19. Title 
page of 
gathering and 
field 
information 
study, March 
2012
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IV.2.  Existing Peak–hour volumes
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IV.3. Current conditions principal observations

In Parcel AB network area, low levels of service are present
in the following intersections:

At Loop 375 and Spur 601 (Liberty Expressway)
Queues are observed in NBL, generating conflict with
through vehicles (AM).

Montana and Yarbrough
Queues in EBL (AM). Delays in southbound lanes (PM).

Yarbrough and Pebble Hills
Delays in NBL (AM and PM).

Fig.24. Delays in Yarbrough and Montana

Fig.23. Delays in Loop 375 and Spur 601

Fig.25. Delays in Yarbrough and Pebble Hills

AM-E and F 
Levels

PM-F levelAM-F level

AM-F level PM- F Level



IV.3. Current conditions principal observations
In Parcel C area, lower levels of service are located on Wilson
avenue in AM peak hour and on Dyer in PM.

Wilson and Pipes (D): in AM, queues in vehicles trying to go
west when mixing with vehicles trying to turn left.

Wilson and Dyer (D): in AM, delays on Gateway affect Wilson’s
eastbound trough lanes; westbound vehicles going left, slow
down through vehicles.

Wilson and Gateway (D) southbound: in AM, eastbound lanes
have similar traffic volumes than westbound, but fewer seconds
on green. As a result, queues are formed; right turn queues
affect throughout the next intersection (Wilson and Dyer).

Wilson and Gateway (F) southbound: in PM, timing and phasing
should better match traffic volumes. Eastbound traffic needs
more time on green; extra space for right turn in eastbound
lanes could help reduce delays in eastbound lanes.

Dyer and Broaddus (E): in PM, timing doesn’t match traffic
volume: Broaddus has fewer vehicles than Dyer, but equal time
on green.

The remaining intersections operate at acceptable levels of
service and have lower traffic volumes, but can also be
improved.

Fig.26. Wilson and Pipes- Delay in westbound 
lanes 

Fig.27. Delays in Dyer  and 
Wilson  (AM)

Fig.29. Gateway delay  on eastbound  lanes (AM and PM) 

Fig.28. Dyer and Broaddus-timing



IV.4. Level of service description

Fig.30. Levels of service
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IV.5. Current conditions summary. 
Fig.31. Summary of AM Levels of service 

Peak Hour - AM
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IV.5. Current conditions summary
Fig.32. Summary of PM Levels of service Southeast Bliss 
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Summary Current AM
A - B   (5)

C - D   (7)

E - F   (4)

Total     (16)

31%
54%
25%

100%

31%

44%

25%

Current conditions

A B

C D

E F

A - B   (6)

C - D   (8)

E - F   (2)

Total     (16)

37%
50%
13%

100%

37%

50%

13%
Current  conditions

A B

C D

E F

Summary Current PM

IV.5. Current conditions summary

Fig.33. Summary of AM and PM Levels of 
service 
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IV.5. Current conditions summary

Fig.34. Summary of AM Levels of service 

Peak Hour - AMA - B C - D E - F 
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IV.5. Current conditions summary

Fig.35. Summary of PM Levels of service 

Peak Hour - PM

Lower Beaumont- Parcel C
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IV.5. Current conditions summary

Fig.36. Summary of AM and PM Levels of 
service 



CURRENT CONDITION

(AM - LOS and Delay)

Intersection
Scenario 3

Parcels A and B
Scenario 4
Parcel C 

LOS Delay LOS Delay

Pa
rc
el
AB

Loop 375 (Southbound) Liberty Expressway (spur 601) E 57.5

Loop 375 (Northbound) Liberty Expressway (spur 601) F 150.8

Loop 375 (Southbound) Montana Ave B 16.3

Loop 375 (Northbound) Montana Ave B 19.7

Saul Kleinfeld Montana Ave C 28.7

George Dieter Montana Ave D 44.8

Lee Trevino Montana Ave D 36.6

Global Reach (Yarbrough) Montana Ave F 88.4

Lee Blvd Montana Ave C 28.9

Edgemere Yarbrough B 18.1

Edgemere Lee Trevino B 16.4

Edgemere George Dieter C 23.1

Pebble Hills Yarbrough F 539.9

Pebble Hills Lee Trevino C 32.6

Pebble Hills George Dieter C 30.9

Turner Lee B 10.5

New avenue (A) Montana Ave NOT APPLICABLE NOT APPLICABLE
New avenue (B) Montana Ave
Loop 375  (Eastbound)

NOT APPLICABLE NOT APPLICABLE
Loop 375  (Westbound)

Pa
rc
el
C

Fred Wilson Gateway (Northbound) C 21.2

Fred Wilson Gateway (Southbound) D 45.4

Dyer Hayes B 11.3

Dyer Broaddus A 5.9

Fred Wilson Pipes (Russell) D 39

Fred Wilson Dyer D 35.5

Fred Wilson Alabama B 18.7

Fred Wilson Lackland
NOT APPLICABLE

Hayes Eastman

IV.5. Current conditions summary

Table.3. Summary of 
AM levels of service  
and delays



CURRENT CONDITION
(PM - LOS and Delay)

Intersection
Scenario 3

Parcels A and 
B

Scenario 4
Parcel C 

LOS Delay LOS Delay

Pa
rc
el
AB

Loop 375 (Southbound) Liberty Expressway (spur 601)
D

37.7

Loop 375 (Northbound) Liberty Expressway (spur 601)
B

15.1

Loop 375 (Southbound) Montana Ave C 34.2

Loop 375 (Northbound) Montana Ave B 17.3

Saul Kleinfeld Montana Ave B 19.8

George Dieter Montana Ave B 15.7

Lee Trevino Montana Ave D 43.7

Global Reach (Yarbrough) Montana Ave F 101.6

Lee Blvd Montana Ave B 11.9

Edgemere Yarbrough C 22.9

Edgemere Lee Trevino C 28.9

Edgemere George Dieter C 28.0

Pebble Hills Yarbrough F 407.7

Pebble Hills Lee Trevino D 35.8

Pebble Hills George Dieter C 28.0

Turner Lee A 8.3

New avenue (A) Montana Ave
NOT APPLICABLE NOT APPLICABLE

New avenue (B) Montana Ave
Loop 375  (Eastbound)

NOT APPLICABLE NOT APPLICABLE

Loop 375  (Westbound)

Pa
rc
el
C

Fred Wilson Gateway (Northbound) C 24.1.
Fred Wilson Gateway (Southbound) F 101.2
Dayer Hayes A 7.9
Dayer Broaddus E 63.5
Fred Wilson Pipes (Russell) B 19.4
Fred Wilson Dyer C 33.3
Fred Wilson Alabama B 13.3
Fred Wilson Lackland 

NOT APPLICABLE

Hayes Eastman 

IV.5. Current conditions summary

Table.4. Summary of 
PM levels of service  
and delays



IV.6. Arterial Capacity Analysis

Table.5. Arterial levels of service for Current Condition.  Parcels A 
and B

Current Condition AM Current Condition PM



Table 6. Arterial levels of service for Current Condition. Parcel C

Current Condition AM Current Condition PM

IV.6. Arterial Capacity Analysis



V. FUTURE SITES DEVELOPMENT 
PARAMETERS



Full build scenario was prepared for 2015 only, concerning two sites:

1. Parcel A and B
2. Parcel C

Parcels A and B are part of the same network, whereas Parcel C relates to a different one.

Future land use was estimated from different sources. For Parcel A, we applied a Smart Growth Table, elaborated by
The El Paso Planning & Economic Development Department to calculate residential use; to estimate commercial and
industrial jobs, the surrounding pattern was used, particularly Zip Code 79936. For parcels B and C we used the
surrounding urban pattern (codes 79936 and 79930 respectively), to estimate future population and jobs. We verified
the results with population and job projections from Texas State Data Center (2010 SED update, 2011 MTP update) and
the El Paso Metropolitan Planning Organization (2011 Demographic Update Technical Memorandum).

The source of information came from the US Census Bureau for population (2010 Demographic Profile Data) and
activities (2009 Business Patterns), which use the American Industry Classification System (NAICS) Codes 11 through
813990. The potential development was calculated considering only the urbanized land. Existing households,
businesses and jobs were considered to be distributed only in the developed land, in order to obtain densities for each
element .

Parcel A accounts for 23% of total County population growth in 2040, given the use of the Smart Code Table. Jobs, based
in the surrounding pattern, represent approximately 10% of total additional city jobs in the same year. Parcel B
represents 2% of future added population and 4% of new jobs in 2040.

Future scenarios needed to address city’s own growth and the increase in transportation needs, as a result of the
proposed developments. Infrastructure projected by The City was included in the 2015 scenario:

1) Street widening of Montana avenue by adding one lane by direction and
2) George Dieter and Loop 375 overpass

V.1. Scenarios and projection criteria 



Employment
Forecast

Compounded
Annual
Growth Rate

Employmen
t Forecast

Compounde
d Annual
Growth Rate

2007 N/A N/A 288,118.00 __ N/A 0
2010 299,795.00 __ 301,429.00 1.52% 6,232.00 0.00
2012 306,934.00 1.18% 308,282.00 1.13% 3,254.00 0.00
2014 314,243.00 1.18% 315,361.00 1.14% 5,939.00 2,685.00
2017 325,534.00 1.18% 322,520.00 0.75% 10,656.00 7,402.00
2020 337,231.00 1.18% 333,352.00 1.11% 16,026.00 12,772.00
2030 350,927.00 0.40% 371,725.00 1.10% 15,086.00 18,340.00
2040 363,923.00 0.36% 415,581.00 1.12% 40,990.00 44,244.00

Base 2012
employment
change (2011

update)

EL PASO COUNTY

Year

2010 SED UPDATE 2011MTP UPDATE
Forecast

employment
change

Source:  Texas State Data Center, 2007

Population
Forecast

Compounded
Annual Growth
Rate Population Forecast

Compounded
Annual
Growth Rate

2007 N/A N/A 747,478.00 __ N/A 0
2010 781,913.00 __ 788,145.00 1.78% 6,232.00 0.00
2012 804,929.00 1.46% 801,675.00 0.85% 3,254.00 0.00
2014 828,622.00 1.46% 822,683.00 1.30% 5,939.00 21,008.00
2017 865,476.00 1.46% 854,820.00 1.29% 10,656.00 53,145.00
2020 903,969.00 1.46% 887,943.00 1.28% 16,026.00 86,268.00
2030 971,845.00 0.73% 986,931.00 1.06% 15,086.00 185,256.00
2040 1,031,572.00 0.60% 1,072,562.00 0.84% 40,990.00 270,887.00

EL PASO COUNTY

Year

2010 SED UPDATE 2011MTP UPDATE
Forecast

population
change

Base 2012
population
change (2011

update)

V.1. Scenarios and projection criteria 
Table.7. Employment and population forecast  2010-2040



US CENSUS DATA

ZIP CODE REFERENCE 79936 79925 79935

Observations

Similar
commercial/res
distribution.
More
commercial
share expected.

Stronger
relationship to
DW, + comm
share

More residential share

2010 Pop 111,086 40,975 18,262
% Tot Pop change 2000 2010 20.63% 0.89% 7.25%
Households 34,452 15,583 6,663
% Tot Households change 2000
2010 28.07% 2.10% 0.24%
Persons per Household 3.22 2.54 2.67
Number of Businesses (2009) 1669 1595 488
# of Employees 32,990 26,923 9,199
Tot Land Area 26.739 sq mi 16.919 sq mi 3.494 sq mi
Tot Land Area (Acres) 17,112.96 10,828.16 2,236.16
Urbanized land (acres). 11,618.00 5,690.26 2,236.16
Households per acre Tot 2.01 1.44 2.98
Households per acre in occupied
land 2.97 2.74 2.98
Business per acre Tot 0.10 0.15 0.22
Business per acre in occupied
land 0.14 0.28 0.22
# of Employees per acre in occ
land 2.84 4.73 4.11
*Only terminal and hangars of EPIA included in developped area

EXISTING LAND USE SURROUNDING PARCELS A AND B

Sources:  US Census Bureau, Texas State Data Center

V.1. Scenarios and projection criteria 

Table.8. Existing land use surrounding parcels A and B Fig.37. El Paso City map by zip code areas for parcels A and B



FUTURE DEVELOPED LAND

PARCEL A
Potential

Development
acc to

Share of total
growth (2040)
with existing
land use

PARCEL A (Smart Code
Density Table)

PARCEL A Smart Code
(households)+Surrounding

pattern (commercial)

PARCEL A Share of
total growth (2040)

PARCEL B
Surrounding pattern

(housing +
commercial)

Share of total
growth (2040)

Observations
Very high density,
compared to existing
land use

Future Population 14,685.72 0.05 62,326.94 62,326.94 0.23 6,540.78 0.02
Households 4,561 19,356 19,356 2,031
Median household income (est.
2010 ) $48,491 $48,491
Persons per Household 3.22 3.22 3.22
Number of Businesses 220.94 Not established 221 98.40
Total # of Employees 4,367.24 0.10 4,367.24 0.10 1,945.10 0.04
Employees in BASIC sector 909.55 405.10
Employees in RETAIL sector 1,441.06 641.82
Employees in SERVICES sector 2,016.64 898.18
Tot Land Area (Acres) 1538 1538 1538 685
Urbanized land (acres). 1538 1538 1538 685
Households per acre Tot 2.97 12.59 12.59 2.97
Business per acre Tot 0.14 0.14 0.14
# of Employees per acre in occ
land 2.84 2.84 2.84

TOTAL POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PARCELS A AND B

Alternatives analysis

Sources:  US Census Bureau, Texas State Data Center and Smart Growth Table (The El Paso 
Planning & Economic Development Department  

V.1. Scenarios and projection criteria 

Table.9. Total potential development for parcels A and B 



ZIP CODE REFERENCE 79930 79904 FUTURE DEVELOPED LAND
PARCEL C surrounding
pattern
(housing+commercial)

Observations
Similar
commercial/res
distribution

Mostly
unurbanized

Observations

2010 Pop 28,129 36,917 Future Population 716.05
Households 10,229 11,574 Households 259
% Tot Households change 2000
2010 9.21% 7.12%

Median household
income (est. 2010 ) $33,750

Persons per Household 2.76 3.03 Persons per Household 2.76

Number of Businesses (2009) 222 279 Number of Businesses 10.02
# of Employees 2,322 3,091 Total # of Employees 104.84

Tot Land Area 10.969 sq mi 8.804 sq m
Employees in BASIC
sector 20.19

Tot Land Area (Acres) 7020.16 5634.56
Employees in RETAIL
sector 29.53

Urbanized land (acres) 2082 2289
Employees in SERVICES
sector 55.11

Households per acre Tot 1.46 2.05 Tot Land Area (Acres) 94
Households per acre in occupied
land 4.91 5.06 Urbanized land (acres). 94
Business per acre Tot 0.11 0.05 Households per acre Tot 2.76
Business per acre in occupied
land 0.11 0.12 Business per acre Tot 0.11
# of Employees per acre in occ
land 1.12 1.35

Business per acre in
occupied land 0.11
# of Employees per acre
in occ land 1.12

EXISTING LAND USE SURROUNDING PARCEL C TOTAL POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Sources:  US Census Bureau, Texas State Data Center

V.1. Scenarios and projection criteria 

Table.10. Total potential development  for Parcel C Fig.38. El Paso City map by zip code areas for Parcel C



FUTURE DEVELOPED LAND
PARCEL A Smart Code

(households)+Surrounding
pattern (commercial)

PARCEL B Surrounding
pattern (housing +

commercial)

PARCEL C surrounding
pattern

(housing+commercial)
Observations
Future Population 62,326.94 6,540.78 716.05
Households 19,356.19 2,031.30 259.44
Median household income (est. 2010 ) $48,491 $48,491 $33,750
Persons per Household 3.22 3.22 2.76
Number of Businesses 220.94 98.40 10.02
Total # of Employees 4,367.24 1,945.10 104.84
Employees in BASIC sector 909.55 405.10 20.19
Employees in RETAIL sector 1,441.06 641.82 29.53
Employees in SERVICES sector 2,016.64 898.18 55.11
Tot Land Area (Acres) 1,538.00 685.00 94.00
Urbanized land (acres). 1,538.00 685.00 94.00
Households per acre Tot 12.59 2.97 2.76
Business per acre Tot 0.14 0.14 0.11
# of Employees per acre in occ land 2.84 2.84 1.12

TOTAL POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

V.1. Scenarios and projection criteria 

Table 11. Total potential development for parcels A, B and C

Sources:  US Census Bureau, Texas State Data Center and Smart Growth Table (The El Paso 
Planning & Economic Development Department  



VI. TRIP GENERATION AND 
DISTRIBUTION



Summary of Methodology to forecast
2015 peak hour flows at critical
intersections

Overview
In order to forecast 2015 traffic flows
generated by the potential development
of Fort Bliss parcels A, B and C, ICRC
relied on "The Mission" MTP
parameters for travel demand modeling
(TDM), the official tool used by the El
Paso MPO. Its calibrated parameters
and other TDM algorithms estimated by
the MPO are currently available to ICRC
for its research on bi national traffic
models.

TDM platform

The official TDM is based on a
Geographic Information System (GIS) in
TransCAD, with traffic zone and roadway
network layers. Figures 39 and 40 show
images of each of these layers.

VI.1. Trip generation

Fig.39. Traffic Analysis Zone GIS layer for El Paso TDM



The official TDM has demographics and network information
for years 2002, 2010, 2020, 2025, and 2035. Under the current
traffic impact study, intermediate year 2015 demographics
were estimated through interpolation from years 2010 and
2020. Furthermore, in order to better capture the impact of
the Fort Bliss parcels under study, special TAZs were configured
for each of the parcels, as well as their access links to and from
the network, as depicted by Figure 40. All the critical
intersections identified for evaluation under this study are
represented in the network.

Trip Purposes
The official TDM for El Paso has categorized internal trips under the following purposes:

1. Home Based Work trips (HBW)
2. Home Based Non work trips (HBNW)
3. Non home Based trips (NHB)
4. Commercial Truck/Taxi trips (TRTX)
5. NHB local trips from external residents (NHB EXLO)
6. External trips (EXT)

Such differentiation of trip purposes allow for a better characterization of travel patterns for the El
Paso area. The TDM parameters have been calibrated under these trip purpose categories.

VI.1. Trip generation
Fig.40. Roadway network GIS layer 

for El Paso TDM



Trip Generation TDM component

Trip Generation is the step within the TDM process,
which calculates Trip Productions and Trip Attractions for
each Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ). Of the trip purposes
used in the El Paso TDM, only HBW, HBNW and NHB trips
are generated as person trips. All other trip purposes are
generated as vehicle trips. Person trips for HBW, HBNW,
and NHB are later converted to vehicle trips by applying
mode shares and vehicle occupancy rates obtained from
surveys.

Internal Trip Generation for the El Paso was performed
by using Tripcal5. This is a multi functional, flexible trip
generation computer program which estimates trip
productions and attractions for multiple trip purposes
using various user specified input data. The Trip
Production Model used here is a Two way Cross
Classification model where TAZ Households are stratified
by Median HH Income and HH Size. The Trip Attraction
Model is a Cross Classification Regression Model where
TAZ Employment is stratified by Employment Type and
Area Type.

VI.1. Trip generation

Fig.41. TAZ and network access adjusted for parcels A, B, and C.



Person Trip Production Rates
NHB, HBW and HBNW person trip production rates were applied on the basis of disaggregated TAZ Households.
The calibrated rate table follows:

trip inc ome
purpos e level one two three four five +

1 0.91 1.07 1.44 2.05 2.62
2 1.11 1.31 1.54 2.20 2.66
3 1.42 1.68 1.89 2.56 3.15
4 1.95 2.37 2.61 3.39 4.22
5 2.41 3.07 3.52 4.58 5.81
1 0.18 0.56 0.78 1.02 1.03
2 0.38 0.90 1.38 1.67 1.76
3 0.85 1.28 1.84 2.09 2.02
4 1.03 1.61 2.39 2.70 2.82
5 1.31 1.89 2.78 3.09 3.22
1 1.46 3.02 4.70 7.60 11.05
2 2.16 3.34 4.70 7.61 11.09
3 2.37 3.54 4.71 7.61 11.13
4 2.81 3.72 4.73 7.62 11.16
5 3.32 3.86 4.76 7.62 11.18

NHB

HBW

HBNW

Household s ize

Income Ranges (in 1994 dollars)

1 = Zero to $5,000 4 = $20,000 to $35,000
2 = $5,000 to $10,000 5 = $ 35,000 & over
3 = $10,000 to $20,000

VI.1. Trip generation

Table.12. Production rates per household



Person Trip Attraction Rates
NHB, HBW and HBNW person trip attraction rates were applied by trip purpose on the basis of TAZ
Employment, which has been stratified by Employment Type and Zonal Area Type. Also included is the
person trip attraction rate for Households. The calibrated rate table follows:

trip area
purpose type basic retail service

CBD 0.35 0.88 4.90 3.80
CBD Fringe 0.30 0.65 4.00 2.70
Urban 0.29 0.54 3.80 2.40

Suburban 0.28 0.48 3.30 1.90
Rural 0.10 0.20 1.90 0.80
CBD 0.12 1.55 1.60 1.66

CBD Fringe 0.12 1.55 1.60 1.66
Urban 0.12 1.55 1.60 1.66

Suburban 0.12 1.55 1.60 1.66
Rural 0.12 1.55 1.60 1.66
CBD 0.78 0.33 9.45 3.08

CBD Fringe 0.80 0.34 9.60 3.10
Urban 0.84 0.45 12.40 4.50

Suburban 0.85 0.67 14.60 5.60
Rural 0.86 0.68 14.70 5.62

NHB

HBW

HBNW

employment type
households

VI.1. Trip generation

Table.13. Attraction Rate per employee



Commercial Truck Model
The El Paso TDM has separate vehicle trips rates for Truck Taxi (TRT) purpose; the rates are a function
of households and employment type in a TAZ
.

trip area
purpos e type bas ic retail service

C BD 0.16 0.34 0.54 0.24
C BD F ringe 0.17 0.55 1.35 0.49

Urban 0.18 6.59 1.22 0.24
S uburban 0.18 1.57 1.37 0.69
R ural 0.18 1.57 1.37 0.69

households
employment type

TR TX

External trips
External vehicle trips are those with a trip end outside of the area, or locally made by non residents visiting the area. These trips
are the EXT trips and the NHB EXLO trips. EXT trips are provided by the State Wide models, and the NHB EXLO are estimated as a
function of external counts, following the proportion of the NHB trip purpose.

Applying the Trip Generation component
In addition to the interpolation of demographics for year 2015 for all TAZs, the following conditions of full urban development
were used for parcels A, B and C (correspondingly TAZs 490, 491, and 161):

Table 15.  Demographics estimated for fully developed parcels

FULLY DEVELOPED DEMOGRAPHICS parcel A (TAZ 490) parcel B (TAZ 491) parcel C (TAZ 161)
Population 62,327 6,541 716
Households 19,356 2,031 259
Median household income 30,760$ 30,760$ 20,574$
Persons per Household 3.22 3.22 2.76
Total # of Employees 4,367 1,945 105
Employees in BASIC sector 910 405 20
Employees in RETAIL sector 1,441 642 30
Employees in SERVICES sector 2,017 898 55

VI.1. Trip generation

Table.14.  Commercial truck vehicle-trip rates



Once trip rates were applied and totals balanced by purpose, the final person daily trips
from the three parcels resulted as follows:

PERSON trips pe r day
NHB HBW HBNW

parcel A /TAZ 490 7,727       25,478     83,871     
parcel B /TAZ 491 2,655       4,114       15,220     
parcel C /TAZ 161 429           329           1,007       

% auto share 98.29% 97.20% 99.28%
auto occupancy 1.58 1.08 1.66

T ota l
VEHICLE trips pe r day da ily

NHB HBW HBNW TRT NHEX EXT
parcel A /TAZ 490 4,807       22,930     50,161     13,327     4,015       6,667       101,907     
parcel B /TAZ 491 1,652       3,702       9,103       3,674       1,380       1,366       20,876       
parcel C /TAZ 161 267           296           602           190           223           110           1,688          

124,471

As previously stated, daily person trips are converted into daily vehicle trips by applying auto share
percentages and vehicle occupancy rates observed and documented for El Paso.

VI.1. Trip generation

Table 16. Daily trips generated by parcels A, B, and C



Trip Distribution TDM component

Trip Distribution is the step within the TDM process, which matches trip productions to trip attractions to form trip
interchanges among TAZs. The El Paso MPO Trip Distribution process is done using a doubly constrained gravity model,
where productions are matched to desired attractions and trip length frequency in an iterative procedure. With the data
from the latest travel survey and the TransCAD roadway network, separate gravity models have been calibrated for the
HBW, HBNW, NHB, TRTX, and HBN EXLO trip purposes, using the tools available in TransCAD. From the gravity model
calibration process, friction factor (FF) functions were obtained for each of the trip purposes.

Friction Factors (FFs)
For the HBW trip purpose the best fit was obtained through hand smoothing of the FFs. The resulting impedance curve
is shown on Figure 42.
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VI.2. Trip distribution

Fig. 42. Daily trips generated by parcels A, B, and C



For the HBNW trip purpose the best fit was also obtained through hand smoothing of the FFs. The resulting
impedance curve is shown on Figure 43.
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Fig. 43.  Raw FFs and hand-smoothed impedance curve for HBNW trip purpose.

For the NHB trip purpose the best fit was obtained through a negative exponential impedance
function. The resulting function is shown as Equation 1.

VI.2. Trip distribution



For the EXLO trip purpose the best fit was obtained again through hand smoothing of the
FFs. The resulting impedance curve is shown on Figure 44.
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Fig. 44. Raw FFs and hand-smoothed impedance curve for EXLO trip purpose.

Based on the commercial vehicle surveys, a gravity model was calibrated as well for the TRT
trip purpose. For this trip purpose the best fit was obtained through an inverse power
impedance function. The resulting function is shown as equation 2.

VI.2. Trip distribution



The calibrated FFs were used along with the trip generation tables (TAZ productions and attractions) by trip purpose, and
roadway network skims (zone to zone travel times) to obtain Production Attraction matrices. By making these matrices
symmetric to their diagonal vector, Origin Destination matrices were obtained.
All the matrices show 24 hour travel between OD pairs. The final step requires converting the 24 hour traffic flows into
AM and PAM peak hour traffic.

IV. Network loading for 2015 peak hours

Converting 2015 daily trips into 2015 peak hour trips, required establishing the peak hour proportion of trips (both AM
and PM) compared to the entire day traffic, as well as the directionality proportion of trips entering and exiting each of
the Fort Bliss parcels.

Based on the latest set of travel surveys in El Paso, the AM and PM peak motor vehicle traffic, each roughly represents
about 9% of the daily traffic. Regarding directionality, based on the proportion of resident and employees estimated at
each of the Fort Bliss parcels, it was established that for the AM peak hour traffic, 65% of trips would exit the parcels
while 35% will enter the parcels; for the PM peak hour traffic this directionality proportion would reverse.

Scenarios for peak hour traffic assignment to the network
Once established the adjustment factors, the OD matrix trips for parcels A, B, and C (TAZes 490, 491, and 161) where
isolated and multiplied by the factors, therefore creating separate AM and PM peak hour matrices for each parcel
development:

Development of parcels A and B combined
Development of parcel C

VI.2. Trip distribution



Node at
Montana and
G. Dieter

Fig.45.  Example of AM traffic assigned, generated by parcels A and B 
combined

The peak hour matrices for each of
the scenarios were assigned to the
2015 networks, using an All or
Nothing algorithm. Figure 45
shows an example of the resulting
AM assignment for combined A
and B parcels.

The directional peak flow graphs
were obtained for each of the
critical intersections; these flows
were added to the existing peak
hour traffic and growth, for further
micro simulation and level of
service evaluation for year 2015.

VI.2. Trip distribution
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Fig.46.  Site trip distribution for Parcel C
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Fig.47.  Site trip distribution for parcels A and B
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VII. FULL BUILD SCENARIO 2015

The do nothing scenario adds development impacts, projected city growth in 2015 and planned infrastructure, but
keeps the present network and intersections configuration. This scenario lowers the levels of service to the following
figures (in percentage of total area intersections) :

•A+B= 33% AM and 33.3% PM with LOS E and F
•C only= 14% AM and 28% PM with LOS E and F

Main traffic impacts are generated by the Parcel A development. In this scenario, access and connections to
development sites was based on the following considerations:

A) Access to Parcel A at two points: 1) North via a connecting road near the El Paso Community College campus and
the replacement hospital to a new interchange on Loop 375 and; 2) South along a road connecting to Montana Avenue
opposite George Dieter Drive.

B) Access to The Lower Beaumont parcel from several points: 1) On the north from Fred
Wilson Road; 2) On the west through William Beaumont Army Medical Center; and 3) On the south
along Hayes Road

Micro simulation results for each intersection are shown in the attached Synchro files (attachment 3).
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Fig.56. Parcels A and B in 2015 do nothing scenario. AM and PM levels of service
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VII.3. Levels of Service Summary.  Full build scenario

(2015) DO NOTHING

(AM - LOS and Delay)

Intersection Parcels A and B Parcel C 

LOS Delay LOS Delay

P
ar

ce
l A

B

Loop 375 (Southbound) Liberty Expressway (spur 601) E 79.5
Loop 375 (Northbound) Liberty Expressway (spur 601) F 179.1
Loop 375 (Southbound) Montana Ave C 26.3
Loop 375 (Northbound) Montana Ave C 21.5
Saul Kleinfeld Montana Ave C 32.4
George Dieter Montana Ave F 2360.1
Lee Trevino Montana Ave F 189.7
Global Reach (Yarbrough) Montana Ave F 170.8
Lee Blvd Montana Ave D 44.9
Edgemere Yarbrough C 23.2
Edgemere Lee Trevino B 15.1
Edgemere George Dieter D 51.4
Pebble Hills Yarbrough F 524.2
Pebble Hills Lee Trevino C 32.7
Pebble Hills George Dieter D 52.7
Turner Lee B 10.7
New avenue (A) Montana Ave NOT APPLICABLE
New avenue (B) Montana Ave
Loop 375  (Eastbound) A 2.4
Loop 375  (Westbound) A 5.9

P
ar

ce
l C

Fred Wilson Gateway (Northbound) C 23.1
Fred Wilson Gateway (Southbound) E 62.2
Dyer Hayes B 12.3
Dyer Broaddus A 6
Fred Wilson Pipes (Russell) D 49.9
Fred Wilson Dyer C 33.6
Fred Wilson Alabama C 20.5
Fred Wilson Lackland NOT APPLICABLE
Hayes Eastman

Table 17. Levels of service and delays for do-nothing scenario- AM Peak hour.



VII.3. Levels of Service Summary.  Full build scenario

(2015) DO NOTHING

(PM - LOS and Delay)

Intersection Parcels A and B Parcel C

LOS Delay LOS Delay

P
ar

ce
l A

B

Loop 375 (Southbound) Liberty Expressway (Spur 601) F 130.5
Loop 375 (Northbound) Liberty Expressway (Spur 601) B 16.1
Loop 375 (Southbound) Montana Ave D 43.3
Loop 375 (Northbound) Montana Ave B 19.4
Saul Kleinfeld Montana Ave B 19.7
George Dieter Montana Ave F 889.9
Lee Trevino Montana Ave F 254.7

Global Reach (Yarbrough) Montana Ave
F

244.3
Lee Blvd Montana Ave C 28.9
Edgemere Yarbrough C 25.2
Edgemere Lee Trevino C 29.7
Edgemere George Dieter D 49.2
Pebble Hills Yarbrough F 493.8
Pebble Hills Lee Trevino D 36.7
Pebble Hills George Dieter F 91.3
Turner Lee A 8.4
New avenue (A) Montana Ave NOT APPLICABLE
New avenue (B) Montana Ave
Loop 375  (Eastbound) A 4.6
Loop 375  (Westbound) A 8.6

P
ar

ce
l C

Fred Wilson Gateway (Northbound) C 26.2
Fred Wilson Gateway (Southbound) F 127.7
Dayer Hayes A 8.5
Dayer Broaddus F 93
Fred Wilson Pipes (Russell) C 23.1
Fred Wilson Dyer C 34.6
Fred Wilson Alabama B 13.8
Fred Wilson Lackland NOT

APPLICABLEHayes Eastman 

Table 18. Levels of service and delays for do-nothing scenario- PM Peak hour.



VII.4. Arterial Levels of Service.  Full build scenario

Table 19. Arterial levels of service for full build do-nothing scenario Parcels A and B

Do Nothing AM Do Nothing PM



VII.4. Arterial Levels of Service.  Full build scenario

Table 20. Arterial levels of service for full build do-nothing scenario Parcel  C

Do Nothing AM Do Nothing PM



VIII. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENTS

Optimizing traffic control systems was not enough to address future flows.

In parcel A alone and parcels A and B full development, four mitigation alternatives were evaluated:

I. Low cost, at grade solutions plus connectivity

II. Overpasses on Montana Avenue

III. Overpasses on Montana Avenue plus more connectivity

IV. A viaduct extending the Montana/Loop 375 under pass

In development of parcel B only and parcel C only, new infrastructure, intersections design (geometry)
and traffic control improvements achieved acceptable levels of service in all of the studied
intersections. In these cases, mitigation strategies involve basically:

•Phasing and timing redesign
• Street geometry and signalization
•Lengthening of left lane capacity, in order to absorb demand
•Adding a new left turn lane (in median)
•Adding a left turn sign in existing lane
•Adding a right turn lane (in existing shoulder)
•Open a new thoroughfare, in order to redistribute access traffic to parcel C



VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B

VIII.1.1. Alternative I. At grade solution

Parcel A represents the most important impact to transportation. Most mitigation strategies concentrated in
Montana avenue, particularly at Yarbrough, Lee Trevino and George Dieter.

Timing and phases optimization was tried without getting acceptable levels of service. Additional left and right
turn lanes and signs were not sufficient either.

Additional connections were essential to distribute access traffic to Parcel A, instead of having a single access point
at George Dieter. One supplementary connection was established at Lee Boulevard and two others were proposed
as T intersections at existing turns: one in front of Oasis Dr., and one located between Smoke Signal St., and
Wooster Ln. Tributary areas of new connections were calculated in order to establish flows at each intersection.

Proposed signalized intersection movements

Fig. 60. Proposed new intersections for Montana Avenue



Optimized signalized
intersection

New signalized
median turn

New thoroughfare
connection

Existing connection

VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B

2 lanes added

Fig. 61. Alternative 1.  
Summary of  mitigation 
actions for Parcels  A and B

VIII.1.1. Alternative I. At grade solution



New thoroughfares redistribute access traffic to parcel A.
Connections to City Grid use mainly existing streets that are currently
interrupted.

Extra lanes were also necessary at the northern George Dieter
extension, as well as in segments of Montana Avenue, between
Yarbrough and Lee Trevino and their respective u turns.

Left turn management provided a complementary at grade solution to
Yarbrough, Lee Trevino and partially G. Dieter by using median left
turns and reducing the number of phases at intersections to: two in
Montana and Yarbrough, two in Montana and Lee Trevino, four at
Montana and George Dieter. Signalized two way u turns allow for
indirect left turn movements, managing accumulation and delays and
giving more capacity to the traffic control system. Five signalized turns
were added, in some cases using existing median turns: three on
Montana Avenue and two on Yarbrough.

Median left turns, which use indirect trajectories for left turns are also
known as “Michigan turns”, since they are widely used in that State
since the 1960s, having more than 700 intersections improved traffic
flow and reduced travel time and accidents by adopting this system.

Fig. 62. George Dieter access traffic to parcel A is distributed by tributary areas

VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.1. Alternative I. At grade solution

There is one Median left turn operating in Plano, Tx since 2010 and more in the planning stages. It was confusing to drivers when first installed and
involved a learning curve, but at this point, The Texas Department of Transportation has the following opinion on the experience: “The Michigan Left
concept has already been successfully implemented in Plano at the busy intersection of Preston Road and Legacy Drive”
(http://www.txdot.gov/project_information/projects/austin/loop360/michigan_left.htm). TxDOT indicates the following benefits of this type of
innovative solution (http://www.txdot.gov/project_information/projects/austin/loop360/innovative.htm):

• Reduce congestion by allowing extra "green" signal time
• Improve progression and reduce travel times when used at sequential intersections on a corridor
• Improve safety by reducing the number of conflict points
• Offer relatively low construction costs, low environmental impacts, short project development time lines and quick and non invasive construction

methods



Added signalized intersections and turns do not affect the
general network . All intersection movements are addressed
and evaluated in the traffic model. While it is an uncommon
turn system, it does not penalize (as in the present situation
or in an overpass solution) the public and non motorized
transportation modes, since the effort and longer path is
made by the private car. In Yarbrough and Montana,
simulation was run under two alternatives:

1) With no right turn in red allowed, in order to allow the
lanes cut

2) Left turn being sent with the through traffic and making a
U turn, which allows cutting lanes protected by signal.

Traffic distributed equally to the two left turn options (right
and through) gives a better LOS. If left turn traffic is added
only to the through traffic and to the U turn in the next
intersection, the solution still manages volumes with
acceptable LOS (worst case scenario, used in Synchro
attachment).

The increased connectivity is also beneficial to pedestrians,
since the signalized intersections allow protected pedestrian
crossings, which otherwise would be situated at excessive
distances (Yarbrough Lee Trevino distance=3,086 ft., Lee
Trevino George Dieter distance= 6,318 ft.). The proposed
grid would offer average crossings distances of 1,900 ft.

The table 17 details the mitigation procedure followed for
each movement at each one of the intersections

Intersection left turns alternatives . Yarbrough and Montana

Intersection left and u turn alternatives. Lee Trevino and
Montana

Fig. 63. Parcel A alone. Alternative turns

VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.1. Alternative I. At grade solution



Mitigation proposals indicated for parcel A and B development. More Specific strategies at each
intersection are indicated in table 21

Table 21. Parcels A and B.  Mitigation actions  

VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.1. Alternative I. At grade solution

NB optimize

SB optimize

WB optimize, Mixed arrow (front and left)

EB optimize, Added 1 lanes EBR

NB optimize

SB optimize

WB optimize

EB optimize

NB optimize

SB optimize

WB optimize, Added 1 lane WBT

EB optimize, Added 1 lane EBT

NB optimize

SB optimize

WB optimize, Added 1 lane WBT

EB Mixed arrow (front and left)

NB optimize

SB

WB optimize, Added 1 lane WBT

EB optimize, Added 1 lane EBT

NB
optimize, Added 1 lane NBL Storage
length 492ft, right turn channelized
(curb radius 114ft)

SB
optimize, Added 5lanes, SBL Storage
length 328ft, SBR Storage length 279ft

WB

optimize, Removed left turns(may
make U turn at 2362ft in traffic light),
Added 1 lane WBT, right turn
channelized (curb radius 114ft)

EB

optimize, Removed left turn (maymake
U turn at 984ft in traffic light), Added 1
lane EBT, right turn channelized (curb
radius 82ft)

Liberty 
Expressway (spur 

601)

Intersection Course

Loop 375 
(Southbound)

Liberty 
Expressway (spur 

601)

Alternative I
Parcels A and B together

Montana Ave

Montana Ave

Montana Ave

George Dieter Montana Ave

Mitigation actions

Loop 375 
(Northbound)

Loop 375 
(Southbound)

Loop 375 
(Northbound)

Saul Kleinfeld

NB
optimize, Added 1 lane NBR, Storage
length 279ft NBL

SB

WB optimize, Removed left turn

EB
optimize, Removed Uturn, Added 1
lane EBT , EBR Storage length 279ft

NB
optimize, Removed left turns (may
make U turn at 524ft in traffic light)

SB
optimize, Removed left turns (may
make U turn at 656ft in traffic light),

WB
optimize, Removed left turns (may
make U turn at 820ft in traffic light),
Added 1 lane WBR Storage length 180m

EB
optimize, Removed left turns (may
make U turn at 1476ft in traffic light),
Added 1 lane EBR Storage length 130m

NB
optimize, Added 1 lane SBT, Mixed
arrow (front and right)

SB optimize, created new avenue

WB
optimize, Added 1 lane WBR, Added 1
lane WBL, Added 1 lane WBT

EB
optimize, Added 1 lane EBL, Added 1
lane EBL

NB optimize

SB optimize

WB optimize

EB optimize

NB optimize

SB optimize

WB optimize

EB optimize

NB
optimize, Added 1 lanes NBT, NBL
Storage length 279ft

SB optimize, Added 1 lanes SBL/SBT

WB optimize

EB optimize

NB optimize

SB optimize

WB optimize

EB optimize

NB optimize

SB optimize

WB optimize

EB optimize

Montana Ave

Montana Ave

George DieterEdgemere

 Lee Trevino

 Yarbrough

 Lee Trevino

Pebble Hills

Pebble Hills

Edgemere

Edgemere

 Yarbrough

Lee Trevino

Global Reach 
(Yarbrough)

Lee Blvd

Montana Ave

NB optimize

SB optimize

WB optimize

EB optimize

NB optimize

SB optimize

WB optimize

EB optimize

NB

SB

WB

EB

NB

SB

WB

EB

NB optimize

SB
optimize, new avenue, 2 lanes SBR and
2 lanes SBL

WB
optimize, Added 1 lane WBR, Added 1
lane Uturn

EB
optimize, Added 1 lane EBL, Added 1
lane Uturn

NB optimize

SB
optimize, new avenue, 2 lanes SBR and
2 lanes SBL

WB
optimize, Added 1 lane WBR, Added 1
lane Uturn

EB optimize, Added 1 lane EBL

Pebble Hills

Montana

Montana new avenue (B)

new avenue (A)

George Dieter

Turner Lee

George Dieter 
Loop 375 

(Eastbound)

George Dieter
Loop 376 

(Westbound)



VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.1. Alternative I. At grade solution

A path is calculated in order to allow trucks to turn securely and protected by signal at
the turning points. This may require additional road space and curb realignment at
the indicated areas.

Truck turning paths were examined at intersections for types WB 67, WB 62 and WB
50. Only at the turning point located south of the Montana and Yarbrough
intersection where we found limitations for added right of way, no additional
easement was proposed.

In Montana and George Dieter, no additional road space is required. Montana’s right
of way allows for heavy trucks U turns at all of the new crossings, as shown in figure

Curb U turn radio for heavy trucks

A

Fig. 64. Montana and George Dieter.  No 
extra area is needed for heavy trucks U 
turns.  



VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.1. Alternative I. At grade solution

In Montana and Yarbrough intersection, drawings show widest turning path made by truck
type WB 67 for A, B and C turning points. Since D point (south of Montana) does not allow
for additional road space due to existing land uses and road limitations, no trucks would be
allowed at the U turn and a B Bus path is indicated in the figure.

Curb Median stripU turn radio

B

C

D

A C

B

A D
Fig. 65. Montana and Yarbrough intersection turning points
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VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.1. Alternative I. At grade solution

Southeast Bliss (Parcel A) and Texas General Land Office (Parcel B) 
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VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.1. Alternative I. At grade solution

Southeast Bliss (Parcel A) and Texas General Land Office (Parcel B) 



Summary AM
A B (11)

C D (12)

E F (2)

Total (25)

44%
48%

8%

100%

44%

48%

8%

A B

C D

E F

A B (12)

C D (12)

E F (1)

Total (25)

48%
48%

4%

100%

Summary PM

48%
48%

4%

A B

C D

E F

Fig.68. Parcels A and B in 2015 Mitigation scenario. AM and PM levels of service
.

VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.1. Alternative I. At grade solution



Table 22. Parcels A and B in 2015 Mitigation scenario. AM and PM Arterial levels of service.
Alternative I 

ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE

Alternative I AM Alternative I PM

VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.1. Alternative I. At grade solution



VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.2. Alternative II. Overpasses on Montana

Alternative 2 is based on a preliminary proposal elaborated by
the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT). Montana
Avenue’s central lanes are elevated at Global Reach/Yarbrough,
Lee Trevino, George Dieter and Saul Kleinfield crossings, and
are underground at Montana/LP 375 (Joe Battle Bd)
intersection. Frontage roads are generated north and south of
Center Lanes

Sources:  Texas Department of Transportation, June 2012

Fig.69. Cross sections for elevated interchanges and tri-level 
interchange on Montana. TxDOT preliminary proposal, 2012.



Summary of PM Levels of service Southeast Bliss (Parcel A) and Texas General Land Office (Parcel B) 

Westbound lanes

Eastbound lanes

Optimized signalized
intersection

Planned overpass

Planned underpass Connecting
thoroughfares

VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.2. Alternative II. Overpasses on Montana

Fig.70.
Actions 
proposed in 
alternative II



In alternative 2, no new thoroughfares are proposed on the right (northern) frontage road,
bordering Parcel A. Only George Dieter and Lee Bd. continue to the north and connect to
Parcel A. George Dieter’s tributary area would absorb 96% of traffic.

Alternative 2 also presumes Montana’s controlled access lanes (Freeway or Toll way). But
right of way restrictions and existing urban conditions (abutting land already consolidated)
make very difficult and costly the continuation of such cross section west of Global Reach.
Therefore TxDOT is suggesting deviating the facility northward, towards the Patriot Freeway.

VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.2. Alternative II. Overpasses on Montana

Fig.71. Montana freeway bypass

Fig.72. Access 
to parcel A in 
alternative II



Peak Hour - AM

VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.2. Alternative II. Overpasses on Montana
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Peak Hour - PM

VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.2. Alternative II. Overpasses on Montana
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Summary AM

VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.2. Alternative II. Overpasses on Montana

A B (13)

C D (10)

E F (02)

Total (25)

52%
40%

8%

100%

52%40%

8%

A B

C D

E F

A B (15)

C D (08)

E F (02)

Total (25)

60%
32%

8%

100%

Summary PM

60%
32%

8%

A B

C D

E F

Fig.75. Summary of levels of service  in alternative II



ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE

VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.2. Alternative II. Overpasses on Montana

Alternative II AM Alternative II PM

Table 23. Parcels A and B in 2015 Mitigation scenario. AM and PM Arterial levels of service.
Alternative II 



VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.3. Alternative III. Overpasses on Montana plus more connectivity

Alternative 3 is exactly the same as alternative 2, but with added thoroughfares on the right (northern) frontage road, bordering
Parcel A. These new connections do not cross the street and have only westbound right and southbound right turns, as showed in the
figure. The crossing would require a signalized intersection and would have to deal with access and exit ramps to the center lanes and
overpasses

Added connectivity redistributes traffic, avoiding
concentration and congestion in access points, improving
levels of service.

Proposed connections

Fig.76. New conections for parcel A  proposed in alternative III



Summary of PM Levels of service 

Optimized signalized
intersection

Planned overpass

Planned underpass Westbound lanes
Eastbound lanes

New connection
thoroughfare

Existing connection

Southeast Bliss (Parcel A) and Texas General Land Office (Parcel B) 

VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.3. Alternative III. Overpasses on Montana plus more connectivity

Fig.77.
Actions 
proposed in 
alternative III



Peak Hour - AM

New connection thoroughfare (unsignalized)New connection thoroughfare

VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.3. Alternative III. Overpasses on Montana plus more connectivity
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Peak Hour - PM

VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.3. Alternative III. Overpasses on Montana plus more connectivity
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VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.3. Alternative III. Overpasses on Montana plus more connectivity

Summary AM
A B (14)

C D (11)

E F (00)

Total (25)

56%
44%

00%

100%

A B (16)

C D (09)

E F (00)

Total (23)

64%
36%

00%

100%

Summary PM

64%

36%

0%

A B

C D

E F

56%
44%

0%

A B

C D

E F

Fig.80. Summary of levels of service  in alternative III



VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.3. Alternative III. Overpasses on Montana plus more connectivity

ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE

Alternative III AM Alternative III PM

Table 24. Parcels A and B in 2015 Mitigation scenario. AM and PM Arterial levels of service.
Alternative III



VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.4. Alternative IV. Viaduct under Montana Avenue

A viaduct would extend west, from Loop 375 to Global Reach/Yarbrough, the underground characteristics of Montana Avenue’s
Center lanes proposed by TxDOT at the Montana Ave. and LP 375 (Joe Battle Bd.) interchange. Such a tunnel has the highest
construction costs of 4 alternatives but needs less Right of Way when other transportation modes are included, by liberating at grade
level space for turning movements and transit use without structural supports and ramps’ restrictions.

Source:  Texas Department of Transportation, June 2012

Fig.81. Cross section of Tri-level interchange in Montana  Ave. and 
Joe Battle Blvd. TxDOT preliminary proposal, 2012.



VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.4. Alternative IV. Viaduct under Montana Avenue

Since a viaduct generates controlled access center lanes and low speed frontage roads, its traffic performance is similar to that
of options II and III flyovers. However, by liberating the street level, more connectivity and types of turns become available,
thus we added median left turns and new thoroughfares indicated in option I. In the model, 90% of through traffic is removed
from the signalized intersection and channeled through the viaduct, as in alternatives II and III. A center located BRT could also
be eventually incorporated with additional road space and without conflict with traffic.

Fig.82. Cross section of an underground viaduct  proposed for Montana and 
example of a similar  underground solution from a Guadalajara, Mexico 
project.



VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.4. Alternative IV. Viaduct under Montana Avenue Peak Hour - AM
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VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.4. Alternative IV. Viaduct under Montana Avenue

Peak Hour - PM
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VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.4. Alternative IV. Viaduct under Montana Avenue

Summary AM
A B (27)

C D (10)

E F (00)

Total (37)

73%
27%

00%

100%

73%

27%

0%

A B

C D

E F

A B (29)

C D (08)

E F (00)

Total (37)

78%
22%

0%

100%

Summary PM

78%

22% 0%

A B

C D

E F

Fig.85. Summary of levels of service  in alternative IV



VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.4. Alternative IV. Viaduct under Montana Avenue

Alternative IV AM Alternative IV PM

ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE

Table 25. Parcels A and B in 2015 Mitigation scenario. AM and PM Arterial levels of service.
Alternative IV



I

II

III

Concept Evaluation

Signalized
intersections
levels of service

Capital savings

High Moderate Low

Support of City’s 
Smart Growth 
Policies

Pedestrian
Oriented Design

IV

Very low

VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.5. Evaluation of alternatives I IV

Maintains
transportation 
habits unchanged

Table 26. Concept evaluation of alternatives I-IV



CONCEPT EVALUATION

VIII.1. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcels A and B
VIII.1.5. Evaluation of alternatives I IV

Concept evaluation is broad and mainly qualitative. It is focused on short term results, but considers smart growth issues adopted
by the City of El Paso. In general terms, Alternatives I and IV are more transit and pedestrian oriented, since they provide more
connectivity and diffused accessibility. Shorter distance between crossings, absence of access and exit ramps and avoided conflict
in intersections between pedestrians and left turns show options I and IV, as safer and friendlier for pedestrians.

Disadvantages of Alternative I are restrictions in left turns and longer driving distance while going left. It may prove confusing or
disorienting, and definitely needs the public to adapt to new driving practices. The experience of Plano, TX shows that it takes
some time for drivers to get used to this type of indirect left turns.

A doubtful condition for Alternatives II, III and IV has to do with ROW limitations west of Yarbrough/Global Reach. Montana freeway
stopping at Yarbrough needs a long detour to connect to I 10. Longer driving distance may reduce demand and impact air quality.

Concerning capital costs Alternative I is the least expensive, and Alternative IV the most costly. The same results can be assumed
for implementation time: Alternative I the quicker to build, and Alternative IV the one taking longer.

Landscape and urbanscape are affected the least by Alternatives I and IV and would be most negatively affected by Alternatives II
and III, by the series of overpasses. This would be particularly disruptive in smart growth oriented urban settings, where buildings
are located close or by the property line.

In the long term, and supposing a BRT or LRT line is implemented, the most conflicting solutions are II and III: 1) access to bus stops
or LRT stations normally takes place in major crossings, where traffic left movements take place, 2) Center lanes access and exit
ramps would limit pedestrian accessibility, 3) Elevated structure may constrain BRT/LRT’s stations and operation, 4) Additional ROW
needed.

On the other hand, a BRT or LRT line, would reduce arterial capacity for traffic in Alternative I, since at least two traffic lanes would
be transferred from vehicle to transit mobility.



VIII.2. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcel C
The do-nothing scenario for Parcel C showed low levels of service on Wilson avenue in AM peak hour and at Dyer and 
Wilson in PM. E level of service was present in Wilson and Gateway south AM and D level in Wilson and Russell. PM do-
nothing scenario showed F levels of service on Wilson and Gateway (southbound lanes) and on Broaddus and Dyer.   

Mitigation actions  eliminates E and F levels and produces a significant increase in A and B levels (89% for AM peak hour and
67% for PM peak hour)

To reduce the traffic volume at the Wilson and Pipes access, two new entrances to Parcel C are proposed:  1) Fred Wilson 
and 2) Lackland Hayes and Eastman.

In Parcel C area, optimization improved traffic light operation and levels of service.

Access 1
Russell

Access 2
Lackland

Access 3
Eastman

Access Parcel C Street
Wilson Pipes
Wilson Lackland
Hayes Eastman/Russell

Fig.86. Mitigation actions for Parcel C

Table 27. Proposed new entrances  for Parcel C



As a result of the additional connections, access traffic was redistributed according to the following 
tributary areas criteria:

1 2

3

Existing intersections

Proposed intersections

%
total

vehicles in

total
Vehicles 

out
vehicles in (by 

area)
vehicles OUT 

(by area)

Total vehicles      
other left and right 

turns
Other vehicles

(by area)
Area 1 58.32 239 705 139.3842448 411.1543624 28 16.32953
Area 2 35.52 84.90096625 250.4400887 9.946557
Area 4 6.16 14.7147889 43.40554886 1.723908

total area 100.00 239 705 28

Fig.87. Tributary areas for Parcel C

Table 28. Redistribution of traffic  volumes for Parcel C

VIII.2. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcel C



A new traffic light is 
anticipated at Wilson and 
Lackland, and left turn lanes 
are proposed for vehicles 
going eastbound and 
westbound.  At Hayes, a non 
signalized intersections is 
enough.

Fig.88. New intersection at Lackland and Wilson

Fig.89. New intersection at  Hayes and Eastman

VIII.2. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcel C



Mitigation actionsIntersection Direction 

Scenario 4
Parcel C alone

NB optimize

SB optimize

WB Left turn lane extended

EB Left turn lane extended

NB
Longer accumulation distance for left turn
provided

SB
Longer accumulation distance for left turn
provided

WB
Longer accumulation distance for left turn
provided

EB optimize

NB optimize

SB optimize

WB optimize

NB
Lackland northbound lanes extended to
enter parcel C

SB
Lackland southbound lanes extended to
enter parcel C

WB No changes

EB
Proposed new left turn lane for access to
parcel C

SB Left turn only to exit parcel C (1 lane)

WB no changes

EB
Left turn extra lane created for access to
Parcel C

Lackland 

Hayes Eastman

Fred Wilson Pipes (Russell)

Fred Wilson Dyer

Fred Wilson

NB

Northbound right lane distance extended,
Extra northbound through lane added,
Extension of left turn only lane, U turn lane
changed to U turn and left

WB optimize

EB optimize

SB

Right turn lane extended, addditional
Southbound through lane near the
intersection, Extension of left turn only
lane, U turn lane changed to U turn and left

WB optimize

EB
Additional Right turn lane using the
shoulder ofWilson Ave.

NB optimize

SB optimize

WB optimize

EB optimize

NB Additional only left turn lane

SB Additional only left turn lane

WB optimize

Mitigation actionsIntersection Direction 

Scenario 4
Parcel C alone

Fred Wilson Gateway (Northbound)

Dyer Hayes

Dyer Broaddus

Table 29. Mitigation actions for Parcel C

VIII.2. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcel C



Broaddus and Dyer

Wilson and Alabama
Wilson and Russel Wilson and Dyer Wilson and Gateway North

Wilson and Gateway SouthWilson and Lackland

Hayes and Eastman

Hayes 
and Dyer

Fig. 90. Parcel C in 2015 Mitigation scenario. AM levels of service

A - B C - D E - F Peak Hour - AM

VIII.2. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcel C



Broaddus and Dyer

Wilson and Alabama
Wilson and Russel

Hayes 
and Dyer

Wilson and Dyer Wilson and Gateway North

Wilson and Gateway SouthWilson and Lackland

Hayes and Eastman

Fig. 91. Parcel C in 2015 Mitigation scenario. PM levels of service

A - B C - D E - F Peak Hour - PM

VIII.2. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcel C



Summary Future PM

A - B   (6)

C - D   (3)

E - F   (0)
Total     (9)

67%
33%
0%

100%

67%

33%

0%

A B

C D

E F

Summary Future AM

89%

11% 0%

A B

C D

E F

A - B   (8)

C - D   (1)

E - F   (0)
Total     (9)

88%
11%
0%

100%

Fig.92 . Parcel C in 2015 Mitigation scenario. AM and PM levels of service

VIII.2. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcel C



ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE

VIII.2. 2015 Mitigation scenario.  Parcel C

Mitigation AM Mitigation PM

Table 30. Parcel C in 2015 Mitigation scenario. AM and PM Arterial levels of service.



IX.  COMPARED RESULTS AND 
CONCLUSION
Future traffic in parcel C or B alone may be addressed by a series of measures that do not involve major infrastructure
investments by 2015. At grade solutions including additional street connectivity, traffic control improvements and modified
street geometry, allow for acceptable levels of service.

Development of parcels A and B together has a high impact on peak hour trips and was evaluated under 4 alternatives:

I. Low cost, at grade solutions plus connectivity
II. Overpasses on Montana Avenue
III. Overpasses on Montana Avenue plus more connectivity
IV. A viaduct extending the Montana/Loop 375 under pass

All of the proposed alternatives for A plus B development achieve acceptable levels of service, even the at grade alternative.
Alternative III benefits from added connectivity, as compared to II.

Each option has advantages and disadvantages. A resolution concerning the most useful type of road will have to decide on
whether Montana should be car oriented or transit/pedestrian oriented, since in this case, solutions that are more favorable to
one mode of transportation are less favorable to the other. Montana as a freeway could help regional vehicle mobility and
attract more traffic, while Montana as a public transportation corridor puts constraints on private transportation modes.

From a sustainable point of view, public transportation and non motorized modes represent a better use of infrastructure, and
mobilize more effectively and less expensively, but they represent a series of public challenges: changing driving habits and
restrictions in roads shared with public transportation systems and high flow of pedestrians.



IX.1.  Compared results for intersections in Parcels A and B:  
Current, Full build (do nothing) and Mitigation alternatives I, II, III 
and IV

(AM - LOS and Delay) Current 
Condition Do Nothing Option I 

Node
North –
South

Option II Option III Option IV

Intersection LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay

Loop 375 (Southbound) Montana Ave B 16.3 C 26.3 C 23.9
North B 16.0 B 15.0 B 12.3

South B 12.4 B 10.3 A 9.1

Loop 375 (Northbound) Montana Ave B 19.7 C 21.5 B 19.3
North A 4.7 A 7.3 A 9.5

South B 18.5 B 18.0 B 19.8

Saul Kleinfeld Montana Ave C 28.7 C 32.4 C 28.3
North B 16.9 B 19.5 C 22.1

South C 22.8 B 12.7 C 25.0

George Dieter Montana Ave D 44.8 F 2360.1 C 36.6
North F 269.4 D 42.7 C 28.1

South E 65.7 D 40.5 B 18.7

Lee Trevino Montana Ave D 36.6 F 189.7 D 54.6
North A 6.9 A 6.7 B 12.6

South B 17.5 B 17.4 B 19.6

Global Reach (Yarbrough) Montana Ave F 88.4 F 207.1 C 45.3
North D 42.9 D 47.1 B 18.4

South D 31.4 D 36.2 B 11.0

Lee Blvd Montana Ave C 28.9 D 44.9 C 30.1
North B 19.3 B 19.9 B 18.8

South B 15.7 B 19.4 B 15.8

New avenue (A) Montana Ave NOT APPLICABLE NOT APPLICABLE C 31.9
North

NOT APPLICABLE NOT APPLICABLE
B 14.2

South B 11.4

New avenue (B) Montana Ave NOT APPLICABLE NOT APPLICABLE C 33.2
North

NOT APPLICABLE NOT APPLICABLE
A 9.2

South B 15.0

Table 31.  Compared LOS and delay results in parcels A and B (AM peak-hour)



IX.1.  Compared results for intersections in Parcels A and B:  
Current, Full build (do nothing) and Mitigation alternatives I, II, III 
and IV

(PM - LOS and Delay) Current 
Condition Do Nothing Option I 

Node
North
Sohuth

Option II Option III Option IV

Intersection LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay

Loop 375 (Southbound) Montana Ave C 34.2 D 43.3 C 23.9
North B 15.7 B 11.3 A 5.5

South A 5.0 A 5.5 B 19.2

Loop 375 (Northbound) Montana Ave B 17.3 B 19.4 B 19.3
North A 5.0 B 9.0 B 19.2

South B 17.7 B 18.6 A 5.4

Saul Kleinfeld Montana Ave B 19.8 C 21.5 C 28.3
North B 14.9 B 14.5 B 16.1

South B 13.7 B 13.7 B 13.1

George Dieter Montana Ave B 15.7 F 739.8 C 36.6
North F 142.6 C 31.7 D 54.8

South F 141.2 D 44.3 B 26.6

Lee Trevino Montana Ave D 43.7 F 161.4 D 54.6
North C 21.7 B 11.7 B 14.3

South B 11.9 B 13.1 B 12.3

Global Reach (Yarbrough) Montana Ave F 101.6 F 224.8 C 45.3
North D 44.2 C 30.3 B 12.6

South D 39.1 D 49.4 B 19.6

Lee Blvd Montana Ave B 11.9 B 10.7 C 30.1
North B 16.9 B 18.8 B 17.5

South B 14.9 B 15.0 B 16.0

New avenue (A) Montana Ave NOT APPLICABLE NOT APPLICABLE C 31.9
North

NOT APPLICABLE NOT APPLICABLE
A 9.4

South B 13.0

New avenue (B) Montana Ave NOT APPLICABLE NOT APPLICABLE C 33.2
North

NOT APPLICABLE NOT APPLICABLE
B 10.5

South B 17.5

Table 32.  Compared LOS and delay results in parcels A and B (PM peak-hour)



IX.1.  Compared results for intersections in Parcel C:  Current, Full 
build (do nothing) and Mitigation

CURRENT CONDITION (2015) DO NOTHING (2015)  MITIGATION

(AM - LOS and Delay) (AM - LOS and Delay) (AM - LOS and Delay)

Intersection
Scenario 4

Parcel C alone 
Scenario 4

Parcel C alone 
Scenario 4

Parcel C alone 

LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay

Fred Wilson
Gateway 
(Northbound)

C
21.2

C 23.1 B 17.3

Fred Wilson
Gateway 
(Southbound)

D
45.4

E 62.2 B 18.0

Dyer Hayes B 11.3 B 12.3 A 9.7

Dyer Broaddus A 5.9 A 6 A 5.9

Fred Wilson Pipes (Russell) D 39 D 49.9 B 16.5

Fred Wilson Dyer D 35.5 C 33.6 C 23.8

Fred Wilson Alabama B 18.7 C 20.5 B 15.8

Fred Wilson Lackland NOT APPLICABLE NOT APPLICABLE
A 8.0

Hayes Eastman A 8.4

Table 33.  Compared LOS and delay results in parcel C (AM peak-hour)



IX.1.  Compared results for intersections in Parcel C:  Current, Full 
build (do nothing) and Mitigation

CURRENT CONDITION (2015) DO NOTHING (2015)  MITIGATION

(PM - LOS and Delay) (PM - LOS and Delay) (PM - LOS and Delay)

Intersection Parcel C alone Parcel C alone Parcel C alone 

LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay

Fred Wilson
Gateway 
(Northbound)

C
24.1.

C 26.2 C 23.8

Fred Wilson
Gateway 
(Southbound)

F
101.2

F 127.7 C 23.4

Dyer Hayes A 7.9 A 8.5 A 7.1

Dyer Broaddus E 63.5 F 93 B 14.6

Fred Wilson Pipes (Russell) B 19.4 C 23.1 B 10.7

Fred Wilson Dyer C 33.3 C 34.6 C 25.6

Fred Wilson Alabama B 13.3 B 13.8 B 12.3

Fred Wilson Lackland NOT APPLICABLE NOT APPLICABLE
A 8.9

Hayes Eastman A 8.0

Table 34.  Compared LOS and delay results in parcel C (PM peak-hour)



IX.2.  Roadway analysis.   Compared results for arterials in Parcels A and B:  
Current, Full build (do nothing) and Mitigation alternatives I, II, III and IV

Montana level of service (AM)

Current
Condition Do Nothing Option I Option II Option III Option IV

EB

Class 1 1 1 3 3 3

Flow Speed 55 55 55 35 35 35

Running Time 275.1 275.1 316.0 433.8 433.7 468.2

Signal Delay 161.9 150.8 148.8 124.2 122.0 138.9

Travel Time (s) 437.0 425.9 464.8 558.0 555.7 607.1

Dist (mi) 3.99 3.99 4.07 3.99 3.99 4.07

Arterial Speed 32.9 33.7 31.5 25.8 25.9 24.1

LOS C C C B B B

W
B

Class 1 1 1 3 3 3

Flow Speed 55 55 55 35 35 35

Running Time 281.9 281.9 326.6 441.2 441.7 479.9

Signal Delay 167.7 703.2 276.6 160.8 124.0 155.2

Travel Time (s) 449.6 985.1 603.2 602.0 565.1 635.1

Dist (mi) 4.06 4.06 4.17 4.05 4.06 4.17

Arterial Speed 32.5 14.8 24.9 24.3 25.9 23.7

LOS C F D B B C

Table 35.  Compared results for arterials Parcels A and B (AM peak-hour)



IX.2.  Roadway analysis.   Compared results for arterials in Parcels A and 
B:  Current, Full build (do nothing) and Mitigation alternatives I, II, III and IV

Montana level of service (PM)

Current
Condition Do Nothing Option I Option II Option III Option IV

EB

Class 1 1 1 3 3 3

Flow Speed 55 55 55 35 35 35

Running Time 289.5 289.5 332.9 434.0 433.7 468.2

Signal Delay 175.1 838.8 349.7 136.9 109.1 131.4

Travel Time (s) 464.6 1,128.3 682.6 570.7 542.8 599.0

Dist (mi) 4.16 4.16 4.16 3.99 3.99 4.07

Arterial Speed 32.2 13.3 21.9 25.2 26.5 24.4

LOS C F D B B B

W
B

Class 1 1 1 3 3 3

Flow Speed 55 55 55 35 35 35

Running Time 281.8 281.8 339.8 441.2 441.1 479.9

Signal Delay 97.4 161.4 114.9 139.0 152.5 140.9

Travel Time (s) 379.2 443.2 454.7 580.2 593.6 620.8

Dist (mi) 4.06 4.06 4.23 4.06 4.06 4.17

Arterial Speed 38.6 33.0 33.5 25.2 24.6 24.2

LOS B C C B B B

Table 36.  Compared results for arterials Parcels A and B (PM peak-hour)



Current
Condition

Do Nothing Mitigation

Class 3 3 3
Flow Speed 31 31 31
Running Time 85.3 85.3 85.3
Signal Delay 33.1 35.8 26.8
Travel Time (s) 118.4 121.1 112.1
Dist (mi) 0.66 0.66 0.66
Arterial Speed 20.0 19.6 21.1
LOS C C C

Class 3 3 3
Flow Speed 31 31 31
Running Time 91.1 91.1 91.1
Signal Delay 35.4 37.3 30.6
Travel Time (s) 126.5 128.4 121.7
Dist (mi) 0.71 0.71 0.71
Arterial Speed 20.1 19.8 20.9
LOS C C C

Current
Condition

Do Nothing Mitigation

Class 2 2 2
Flow Speed 40 40 40
Running Time 149.0 109.6 115.4
Signal Delay 182.8 231.3 76.4
Travel Time (s) 331.8 340.9 191.8
Dist (mi) 1.38 1.07 1.07
Arterial Speed 14.9 11.3 20.0
LOS E F D

Class 2 2 2
Flow Speed 40 40 40
Running Time 126.8 126.8 132.6
Signal Delay 126.9 134.1 88.9
Travel Time (s) 253.7 260.9 221.5
Dist (mi) 1.22 1.22 1.22
Arterial Speed 17.2 16.8 19.8
LOS D E D

EB
W
B

Wilson level of service (AM)

Dyer level of service (AM)

N
B

SB

IX.2.  Roadway analysis.   Compared results for arterials in Parcel C:  
Current, Full build (do nothing) and Mitigation

Current
Condition

Do Nothing Mitigation

Class 3 3 3
Flow Speed 31 31 31
Running Time 85.3 85.3 85.3
Signal Delay 107.3 148.4 44.7
Travel Time (s) 192.6 233.7 130.0
Dist (mi) 0.66 0.66 0.66
Arterial Speed 12.3 10.1 18.2
LOS E E C

Class 3 3 3
Flow Speed 40 40 40
Running Time 100.2 100.2 100.2
Signal Delay 92.4 117.0 32.3
Travel Time (s) 196.6 217.2 132.5
Dist (mi) 0.79 0.79 0.79
Arterial Speed 14.7 13.1 21.4
LOS D E C

Current
Condition

Do Nothing Mitigation

Class 2 2 2
Flow Speed 40 40 40
Running Time 109.6 109.0 115.4
Signal Delay 262.2 322.7 84.3
Travel Time (s) 371.6 423.3 199.7
Dist (mi) 1.07 1.07 1.07
Arterial Speed 10.3 8.9 19.2
LOS F F D

Class 2 2 2
Flow Speed 40 40 40
Running Time 126.8 126.8 132.6
Signal Delay 105.3 111.9 95.8
Travel Time (s) 232.1 238.7 228.4
Dist (mi) 1.22 1.22 1.22
Arterial Speed 18.9 18.3 19.2
LOS D D D

EB
W
B

N
B

SB

Dyer level of service (PM)

Wilson level of service (PM)

Table 37.  Compared
results for arterials 
Parcel  C (AM and 
PM peak-hour)



IX.3. Infrastructure plans for scenarios 2020 - 2030

Fig.93 Probable infrastructure needed for parcels A and B (2020 – 2030)

Planned overpassPlanned overpass
Improvement

Planned underpass

Planned thoroughfare
2025

Probable thoroughfare needed
2025

Planned BRT



IX.3. Infrastructure plans for scenarios 2020 - 2030

2020 and 2030 scenarios were not evaluated in this report. Analysis go as far as 2015, when we suppose a
full development of parcels A, B and C. Originally, only the following City projects were considered at this
2015 scenario:

a) Montana widening to 6 lanes (2013) and
b) The new overpass at Loop 375/electric towers.

Other approved projects were to be considered in 2020 and 2030 scenarios:

a) Loop 375 and Spur 601 improvement (2015 2020).
b) Montana and Yarbrough overpass (after 2020)
c) Montana and Loop 375 underpass (after 2020)
d) Lee Trevino extension (after 2020)
e) BRT, mixed with traffic or with a dedicated lane (2015 2020)

In a second revision, we added other preliminary projects by TxDOT and an underground suggestion :

h) A series of overpasses along Montana (Yarbrough, Lee Trevino, George Dieter, Lee Boulevard, Saul
Kleinfield)
i) A viaduct under Montana

For evaluation purposes only, and lacking the 2020 and 2030 figures, these alternatives were evaluated
with the 2015 data. This was made because there are many undefined projects for Montana Avenue,
and different visions for its future.




