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Abstract: This document is a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the San Ysidro
Land Port of Entry (LPOE) Improvements Project. The information in this document is intended to
supplement the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that was adopted for the San Ysidro LPOE
Improvements Project in August 2009. In September 2009, GSA prepared a Record of Decision (ROD) that
approved the Preferred Alternative (2009 Approved Project) that was identified in the 2009 Final EIS. In
May 2014, GSA adopted a Final SEIS that evaluated changed circumstances and proposed modifications to
the 2009 Approved Project that identified a Preferred Alternative that was approved by GSA through a
ROD in August 2014 (2014 Approved Supplemental Project). In August 2015, GSA prepared a Revision to
the 2014 Final SEIS to document minor design changes and provide specific information that was not
available or known at the time when the 2009 Final EIS or 2014 Final SEIS was prepared (2015 Revision).
The 2009 Approved Project, 2014 Approved Supplemental Project, and 2015 Revision are collectively
referred to in this SEIS as the “Approved Project.” This SEIS documents and evaluates changed
circumstances and proposed modifications to the Approved Project since adoption of the 2009 Final EIS
and 2014 Final SEIS and preparation of the 2015 Revision. The Approved Project with proposed
modifications is herein referred to as the “Revised Project.”

The Approved Project and Revised Project entail the reconfiguration and expansion of the existing San
Ysidro LPOE in three independent phases to improve overall capacity and operational efficiency at the
LPOE. The San Ysidro LPOE is located along Interstate 5 (I-5) at the United States (U.S.) — Mexico border in
the San Ysidro community of the City of San Diego, California.
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GSA is proposing the following changes to the Approved Project: a redesign of the proposed pedestrian
plaza on the east side of the LPOE. The pedestrian plaza would be expanded to the north to include an
additional parcel adjacent to the LPOE. GSA proposes acquisition of the adjacent 0.24-acre parcel to the
north that contains two commercial buildings and incorporation of this parcel (Additional Land Area)
into the pedestrian plaza. In addition to these proposed changes to the Approved Project, the Revised
Project also includes the other components of the Approved Project that have not changed.

The changed circumstances associated with the Approved Project include new information regarding the
condition of existing structures adjacent to the LPOE that affect the ability of GSA to implement the
Approved Project. The Approved Project anticipated that construction of the pedestrian plaza would
require demolition of the existing Milo Building within the LPOE. During final design of Phase 2
improvements, it was discovered that two existing buildings adjacent to the Milo Building on the
Additional Land Area would likely collapse when the Milo Building is removed. The condition of these
adjacent buildings was not known at the time the 2009 Final EIS or 2014 Final SEIS were prepared and
this changed circumstance has bearing on the ability to implement the Approved Project.

Due to the changed circumstances and changes to the Approved Project, GSA made the decision to
prepare an SEIS for the Revised Project.

This Draft SEIS analyzes two alternatives of the Revised Project, as well as the No Action Alternative.
Both of the Action Alternatives include the proposed modifications described above, as well as the other
improvements originally proposed as part of the Approved Project. Alternative 1 would include
demolition of the two existing buildings within the Additional Land Area that would be added to the
LPOE and incorporated into the pedestrian plaza. Alternative 2 would involve renovation/adaptive reuse
of the existing buildings on the Additional Land Area that would be added to the LPOE and incorporated
into the design of the pedestrian plaza and LPOE. Under the No Action Alternative, GSA would continue
to implement the Approved Project except that the Milo Building would not be demolished.

Public Comments: Comments on the Draft SEIS may be submitted through the 45-day comment period
(by November 9, 2018), which will commence with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
publication of the Notice of Availability for this document in the Federal Register. Comments may be
submitted in writing or by email to the GSA contact identified above.
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SUMMARY

S.1 INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND

This document is a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the San Ysidro Land Port of
Entry (LPOE) Improvements Project (Project). The information in this document is intended to
supplement the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that was adopted for the San Ysidro LPOE
Improvements Project in August 2009 (2009 Final EIS; San Ysidro Land Port of Entry Improvements
Project Final Environmental Impact Statement). In September 2009, the United States (U.S.) General
Services Administration (GSA) prepared a Record of the Decision (ROD; Record of Decision San Ysidro
Land Port of Entry Improvements Project) that approved the Preferred Alternative (herein referred to as
the 2009 Approved Project) that was identified in the 2009 Final EIS. In May 2014, GSA adopted a Final
SEIS that evaluated changed circumstances and proposed modifications to the 2009 Approved Project
that identified a Preferred Alternative that was approved by GSA through a ROD in August 2014 (herein
referenced as 2014 Approved Supplemental Project). In August 2015, GSA prepared a Revision to the
2014 Final SEIS to document minor design changes and provide specific information that was not
available or known at the time when the 2009 Final EIS or 2014 Final SEIS was prepared (herein referred
to as the 2015 Revision). The 2009 Approved Project, 2014 Approved Supplemental Project, and 2015
Revision are collectively referred to in this SEIS as the “Approved Project.”

This SEIS documents and evaluates changed circumstances and proposed modifications to the Approved
Project since adoption of the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS and preparation of the 2015 Revision. The
Approved Project with proposed modifications is herein referred to as the “Revised Project.”

The Approved Project and Revised Project entail the reconfiguration and expansion of the San Ysidro LPOE
in three independent phases to improve overall capacity and operational efficiency at the LPOE. The San
Ysidro LPOE is located along Interstate 5 (I-5) at the U.S.-Mexico border in the San Ysidro community of the
City of San Diego (City), California.

Approved Project

The Approved Project entails the phased reconfiguration and expansion of the existing LPOE. The
Approved Project is fully funded and proposes improvements at the LPOE in three independent
construction phases. The first phase (herein referred to as Phase 1) focused on the reconfiguration of
the northbound facilities. Phase 1 improvements were constructed between 2011 and 2016 and include
the east-west pedestrian bridge over I-5 and the LPOE, the northbound vehicular inspection area, the
southbound pedestrian crossing facility on the east side of the LPOE, the bi-directional pedestrian
crossing facility (PedWest) on the western side of the LPOE, and the Virginia Avenue Transit Center. The
second phase (herein referred to as Phase 2) involves the construction of new buildings, particularly the
proposed new Administration Building, renovated Historic Customs House, and a pedestrian plaza on
the east side of the LPOE. Phase 2 improvements are under construction and anticipated to be
completed by spring 2019. The third phase (herein referred to as Phase 3) entails reconfiguration of
southbound facilities that would include construction of a southbound roadway and associated
inspection equipment that would connect to the El Chaparral LPOE in Mexico. Phase 3 improvements
are expected to be constructed by winter 2019.

San Ysidro LPOE Improvements S-1 September 2018
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Summary

Revised Project

GSA is proposing the following changes to the Approved Project: a redesign of the proposed pedestrian
plaza on the east side of the LPOE. The pedestrian plaza would be expanded to the north to include an
additional parcel adjacent to the LPOE. GSA proposes acquisition of the adjacent 0.24-acre parcel to the
north that contains two commercial buildings and incorporation of this parcel (Additional Land Area)
into the pedestrian plaza. In addition to these proposed changes to the Approved Project, the Revised
Project also includes the other components of the Approved Project that have not changed.

The changed circumstances associated with the Approved Project include new information regarding the
condition of existing structures adjacent to the LPOE that affect the ability of GSA to implement the
Approved Project. The Approved Project anticipated that construction of the pedestrian plaza would
require demolition of the existing Milo Building within the LPOE. During final design of Phase 2
improvements, it was discovered that two existing buildings adjacent to the Milo Building on the
Additional Land Area would likely collapse when the Milo Building is removed. The condition of these
adjacent buildings was not known at the time the 2009 Final EIS or 2014 Final SEIS were prepared and
this changed circumstance has bearing on the ability to implement the Approved Project.

Due to the changed circumstances and changes to the Approved Project, GSA made the decision to
prepare an SEIS for the Revised Project.

S.2 PURPOSE AND NEED

Purpose of the Revised Project

The purpose of the Revised Project is the same as the Approved Project that was identified in the 2009
Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS. The purpose of the Revised Project is to improve operational efficiency,
security, and safety for cross-border travelers and federal agencies at the San Ysidro LPOE. The original
goals of the Approved Project that were identified in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS remain
applicable to Revised Project, and are restated below:

e Increase vehicle and pedestrian inspection processing capacities at the San Ysidro LPOE;

e Reduce northbound vehicle and pedestrian queues and wait times to cross the border;

e Improve the safety of the San Ysidro LPOE for vehicles and pedestrians crossing the border and
for employees at the LPOE;

e Modernize facilities to accommodate current and future demands and implementation of
border security initiatives, such as the Western Hemisphere Travel Initiative (WHTI), the United
States Visitor and Immigrant Status Indicator Technology program (US-VISIT), and the Secure
Border Initiative (SBI);

e Provide facilities to enhance mobility and multi-modal connections in San Ysidro; and

e Reduce southbound vehicle queues and wait times to cross the border during “pulse and surge”?!
southbound inspections.

1 Customs and Border Protection (CBP) periodically conducts southbound vehicle inspections for a maximum duration of
30 minutes per inspection event.
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Need for the Revised Project
Capacity and Transportation Demand

The bi-national border region that includes San Diego and Imperial counties and the northern cities of
Baja California has a combined population of approximately 6.4 million people (SANDAG 2015a). This
bi-national region is forecasted to increase by approximately 4.2 million people to 10.6 million people by
the year 2040, with a projected population increase of approximately 1.2 million people within San
Diego and Imperial counties and an approximately 3 million-increase in the municipalities of Baja
California (Caltrans 2014).

Within the same time period, the total civilian employment in the combined California-Baja California
area is expected to expand by approximately 3.7 million employed persons, increasing from 2.9 million
to approximately 6.6 million by the year 2040. The projected increase in San Diego and Imperial counties
is approximately 500,000 civilian employees while the municipalities in Baja California are expected to
add approximately 3.2 million employees (Caltrans 2014). The addition of 4.2 million residents and

3.7 million jobs by 2040 will increase crossborder travel demand in the region and continue to add
pressure to LPOE facilities.

Land border crossing infrastructure includes LPOEs? and roadways and facilities that provide access to
LPOEs. Two international LPOEs, San Ysidro and Otay Mesa, and the Cross Border Xpress that connects
the Otay Mesa community with Tijuana International Airport currently link San Diego and Tijuana, while
a third LPOE is located east of the San Diego metropolitan area at Tecate. Collectively, these LPOEs and
the Cross Border Xpress serve as the gateway for all pedestrian traffic and vehicular movement of
people and goods between the San Diego region and Baja California, Mexico. To accommodate the
dynamic border transportation system and projected population growth and associated movement of
people and goods, major projects to improve land border crossing infrastructure are planned. These
include a fourth LPOE, known as Otay Mesa East, and improvements at the existing LPOEs, including the
San Ysidro LPOE (where the major reconfiguration and improvements have begun and are ongoing) and
Otay Mesa LPOE.

The San Ysidro LPOE is the busiest land port in the Western Hemisphere and is the region’s primary
gateway for cross-border automobile and pedestrian traffic. It is open 24 hours per day, 7 days per
week, and processes passenger vehicle, pedestrian, bicycle, bus, and limited use rail traffic. Commercial
vehicle inspections are conducted at the nearby Otay Mesa LPOE, which is busiest commercial border
crossing along the California — Baja California border and the second largest cargo facility along the U.S.
southern border by volume (SANDAG 2013). The San Ysidro LPOE processes an average of approximately
70,000 northbound vehicles and 20,000 northbound pedestrians per day (GSA 2017). In 2017, the San
Ysidro LPOE processed northbound inspections in total of approximately 13.8 million passenger vehicles,
33,000 buses, and 8.3 million pedestrians, resulting in nearly 32 million individual crossings from Tijuana
to San Diego (U.S. Department of Transportation 2018).

Prior to reconfiguration of the northbound facilities during Phase 1 improvements, the San Ysidro LPOE
was a bottleneck in the system of interchange between the two countries, increasingly restricting the
movement of passenger vehicles and pedestrians during peak times. Before the new northbound

2 LPOE is a facility that provides controlled entry into or departure from the U.S. for persons and materials. It houses offices of
CBP and other federal agencies responsible for the enforcement of federal laws regulating inspections of persons, vehicles,
and materials. A LPOE consists of the land, the buildings, and internal roadways and parking lots.
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facilities were constructed, wait times at the San Ysidro LPOE during the commuter peak period
(weekdays between 7:00 AM and 9:00 AM) averaged 1.5 to 2 hours for vehicles and 1 hour for
pedestrians. Since the new Phase 1 northbound facilities have been completed, wait times have
decreased to an average of 1 hour for vehicles and 35 minutes for pedestrians (CBP 2018).

Improvements to the San Ysidro LPOE are needed because the capacities of the existing LPOEs in the
region and the San Ysidro LPOE specifically are currently being exceeded, causing excessive border wait
times. Cross-border travel is forecasted to continue to grow, due to projected local and regional growth
and economic activity, and border delays are expected to increase correspondingly, placing a strain on
existing border facilities including the infrastructure at the San Ysidro LPOE. It is estimated that vehicular
traffic in San Ysidro will increase by 87 percent by the year 2030 (GSA 2017). This increase, in
combination with increases in U.S. security requirements, has resulted in operational and infrastructure-
related challenges. Given the current and projected travel demand at the San Ysidro LPOE, improving
the capacity and operations of the current infrastructure is critical to decrease traffic congestion and
vehicular and pedestrian cross-border wait times.

Safety and Border Security

In addition to the need to expand the San Ysidro LPOE to improve operational efficiencies, the Revised
Project would address public and employee safety and border security concerns. The original buildings
within the LPOE were approximately 40 years old and could not effectively support DHS enforcement
operations. Due to the age and condition of the original buildings, a retrofit and remodel of the existing
LPOE is required to accommodate operational needs. Most of the original buildings have been removed
and new buildings have been or are currently being constructed.

A component of the proposed improvements includes a new pedestrian plaza on the east side of the
reconfigured LPOE that would provide a connection between the new southbound pedestrian
processing facility and pedestrian bridge and the San Ysidro Intermodal Transit Center (SYITC) at the
terminus of East San Ysidro Boulevard. To accommodate the pedestrian plaza, an existing building within
the LPOE would be removed. This building, known as the Milo Building located at 795 East San Ysidro
Boulevard, is owned by the federal government and abuts two buildings on a parcel to the immediate
north at 747 and 751 East San Ysidro Boulevard. During final design of Phase 2 improvements, it was
discovered that the two buildings adjacent to the Milo Building (known as the International Building and
the Mercado Internacional 88 Building) exhibit structural integrity deficiencies as free-standing buildings
and may not stand on their own if the Milo Building is removed. As a result, these two adjacent buildings
may collapse at some point upon demolition of the Milo Building, creating an unsafe condition. The
Revised Project is needed to address this safety concern.

Furthermore, the mandated implementation of border security programs such WHTI, US-VISIT, and SBI,
requires modernization and facility upgrades. These programs require DHS to implement new inspection
technologies to track cross-border traffic at the San Ysidro LPOE. The WHTI plan, as directed by the
Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004, is designed to enhance U.S. border security
while facilitating legitimate travel and trade. Under WHTI, travelers entering the U.S. must present
specified documentation that proves both identity and citizenship. US-VISIT is a program that uses
biometric data (digital finger scans and photographs) to verify travelers’ identity and to check against a
database of known criminals and suspected terrorists. The SBl is a multi-year plan to add more border
patrol agents; expand illegal immigrant detention and removal capabilities; upgrade border control
technology, including manned/unmanned aerial assets, and detection technology; increase investment
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in border infrastructure improvements; and increase interior enforcement of U.S. immigration laws. To
implement these security programs, an increase in staff, space, and systems is needed, which could not
be accommodated effectively within the original configuration of the LPOE.

Cross-border Mobility

As previously discussed, the San Ysidro LPOE is the busiest land port in the Western Hemisphere and
processes an average of approximately 70,000 northbound vehicles and 20,000 northbound pedestrians
per day, with an estimated equivalent number of daily southbound crossings. Thus, a total of
approximately 140,000 vehicles and 40,000 pedestrians cross through the LPOE every day. Pedestrian
counts taken in both the northbound and southbound directions are consistent with these estimated
total existing pedestrian volumes. Based on the pedestrian counts, the total daily number of pedestrians
crossing the border is approximately 54,100 (LLG 2014).

Many of the pedestrians crossing the border connect to other transportation modes to reach their
ultimate destination. According to a pedestrian origin and destination survey, 41.6 percent of
pedestrians use the trolley, 17.2 percent use buses, 4.6 percent use taxis, 21.7 percent use privately-
owned vehicles, and 14.5 percent continue as pedestrians (LLG 2014).

Existing multi-modal facilities near the LPOE include the SYITC located on the east side of I-5 along East
San Ysidro Boulevard and directly adjacent to the LPOE. This transit center supports approximately
19,000 daily transit boardings and arrivals and accommodates public access to the trolley and local bus
routes, as well as taxis, private jitneys (e.g., vans or shuttle buses), and intercity and shuttle buses. The
San Ysidro Trolley Station, located along the Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) Blue Line that carries
customers between the border and downtown San Diego, is the second busiest trolley station in San
Diego County. In 2014, there were approximately 10,700 boardings per day at this station, and a total of
8,300 trips ended there daily. MTS runs the Blue Line Trolley every 7.5 minutes during weekday peak
hours, as well as two bus routes that provide more than 120 weekday vehicle trips (SANDAG 2014).
Other multi-modal facilities and connections near the LPOE include MTS bus stops along local roadways,
private bus operator facilities, a taxi staging area along Camino de la Plaza, sidewalks, and bike lanes
along some local roadways. Given the location and use of these multi-modal facilities to access the
LPOE, pedestrian linkages to multi-modal facilities at and near the LPOE are vital to the movement of
people crossing the border.

Long-term forecasts estimate that cross-border pedestrian traffic will increase by more than 85 percent
and vehicular traffic in San Ysidro will increase by more than 87 percent by the year 2030 (LLG 2014 and
GSA 2017). Additionally, over 750 federal employees currently work at the LPOE, and it is estimated that
this number will increase to over 900 with the forecasted increase in cross-border travel at the LPOE.
Because of the large number of people with the common destination of the LPOE, there is a need to
increase the efficiency of the border transportation system. To do so, all modes of transportation must
be accommodated, and an integrated system of vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle facilities is
needed, beyond what was provided under the original configuration of the LPOE.

S.3 REVISED PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

This Draft SEIS analyzes two alternatives of the Revised Project, as well as the No Action Alternative.
Both of the Action Alternatives include the proposed modifications described above, as well as the other
improvements originally proposed as part of the Approved Project analyzed in the 2009 Final EIS, 2014
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Final SEIS, and 2015 Revision. Neither of the Action Alternatives would result in capacity changes at the
LPOE. Each of the alternatives is briefly described below.

Alternative 1- Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 1 would include demolition of the two existing buildings within the Additional Land Area that
would be added to the LPOE and incorporated into the pedestrian plaza. The International Building

(751 East San Ysidro Boulevard) is a two-story commercial building that abuts the Milo Building. The
Mercado Internacional 88 Building (747 East San Ysidro Boulevard) is a one-story commercial building
that abuts the International Building. The combined area of these two buildings encompasses
approximately 13,250 gross square feet. Under Alternative 1, both of these buildings would be
demolished, and the entire parcel would be added to the pedestrian plaza. The expanded plaza would
extend to the intersection of East San Ysidro Boulevard and Rail Court and would include a combination
of hardscape and landscape elements consistent with the other portions of the pedestrian plaza.

Alternative 2- Renovation/Adaptive Reuse of Buildings

Under Alternative 2, the International and Mercado Internacional 88 buildings on the Additional Land
Area that would be added to the LPOE would be renovated and incorporated into the design of the
pedestrian plaza and LPOE. Renovations would consist of improvements to restore their structural
integrity so that they would not be in danger of collapsing when the Milo Building is demolished. The
renovated buildings may also be adaptively reused to function as components of the pedestrian plaza or
a related accessory use. The International Building is an Art Deco style building that was constructed in
the 1920s and is recommended eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). As
part of the renovations, the storefront exterior fagcade of the International Building (along East San
Ysidro Boulevard) may be maintained or renovated to replicate the historic architectural style of the
building.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative is included and analyzed to provide a baseline for comparison with impacts
from the action alternatives, and also to satisfy federal requirements for analyzing “no action” under
NEPA (40 CFR 1502.14(d)). Under the No Action Alternative, proposed modifications discussed in
Section 3.3 would not be implemented, including acquisition of an adjacent parcel and incorporation of
that parcel into an expanded pedestrian plaza, either by demolishing or renovating the buildings on the
adjacent property. GSA would continue to implement the Approved Project that was analyzed as the
Preferred Alternative in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS and approved in the respective RODs
except that the Milo Building would not be demolished. It would remain in place due to the
compromised structural integrity of the abutting buildings and the likelihood of their collapse if the Milo
Building is removed.

S.4 REVISED PROJECT IMPACTS

Table S-1, Summary of Environmental Consequences and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation
Measures, summarizes Revised Project impacts and avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures
for each alternative. Detailed discussion and analysis of Revised Project impacts are provided in
Chapter 4.0 of this Draft SEIS. Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures are listed in
Appendix A, Summary of Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.
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Table S-1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

of Buildings
Land Use and Community Issues
Existing and Future Land Uses
Alternative 1 would be Alternative 2 would be The No Action Alternative Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative: No
consistent with existing and consistent with existing and would be consistent with avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are required.
planned land uses in the San planned land uses in the existing and planned land
Ysidro Community Plan SYCP Area, and with zoning uses in the SYCP Area, and

(SYCP) Area, and with zoning | and land use designations.

and land use designations.

with zoning and land use
designations.

Consistency with State, Regional, and Local Plans

Alternative 1 would be Alternative 2 would be
consistent with relevant land | consistent with relevant
use plans. land use plans.

The No Action Alternative
would be consistent with
relevant land use plans.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative: No
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are required.

Parks and Recreational Facilities

No impacts to public parks or

No impacts to public parks

recreational facilities would or recreational facilities
occur under Alternative 1. would occur under

Alternative 2.

No impacts to public parks or
recreational facilities would
occur under the No Action
Alternative.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative: No
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are required.

Community Character and Cohesion

No impacts to community

No impacts to community

character or cohesion would character or cohesion would
occur under Alternative 1. occur under Alternative 2.

No impacts to community
character or cohesion would
occur under the No Action
Alternative.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative: No
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are required.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Land Use and Community Issues (cont.)

Parcel Acquisitions and Relocations

No substantial impacts
related to acquisition of one
parcel and relocation of on-
site businesses because
acquisitions in progress are
following guidelines of the
Federal Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act and
Title 49 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR), Part 24.

No substantial impacts
related to acquisition of one
parcel and relocation of on-
site businesses because
acquisitions in progress are
following guidelines of the
Federal Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies
Act and Title 49 CFR,

Part 24.

No impacts related to parcel
acquisitions or relocations.
The No Action Alternative
would not require any
additional acquisitions
and/or relocations that were
not previously evaluated and
addressed in the 2009 Final
EIS and 2014 Final SEIS.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative: No
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are required.

Environmental Justice

No adverse environmental
justice impacts would be
anticipated under
Alternative 1 because the
Revised Project has been
developed in compliance with
EO 12898.

No adverse environmental
justice impacts would be
anticipated under
Alternative 2 because the
Revised Project has been
developed in compliance
with EO 12898.

No adverse environmental
justice impacts would be
anticipated under the No
Action Alternative because
the Approved Project has
been developed in
compliance with EO 12898.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative: No
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are required.

Environmental Health and Safety Risks to Children

No impacts related to
environmental health and
safety risks to children would
occur under Alternative 1.

No impacts related to
environmental health and
safety risks to children
would occur under
Alternative 2.

No impacts related to
environmental health and
safety risks to children would
occur under the No Action
Alternative.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative: No
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are required.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Utilities/Emergency Services/Life Safety

Utilities

Temporary construction-
related utilities impacts could
potentially occur during
construction of Alternative 1.

Temporary construction-
related utilities impacts
could potentially occur
during construction of
Alternative 2.

Temporary construction-
related utilities impacts
could potentially occur
during construction under
the No Action Alternative.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative:

e The construction contractor should coordinate with
responsible utility providers to protect systems in place
or arrange for the temporary or permanent relocation
of existing utility lines.

Emergency Services

Temporary construction-

related impacts to emergency

services could potentially
occur during construction of
Alternative 1.

Temporary construction-
related impacts to
emergency services could
potentially occur during
construction of
Alternative 2.

Temporary construction-
related impacts to
emergency services could
potentially occur during
construction under the No
Action Alternative.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative:

e A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) should be
implemented to provide for emergency access on
roadways that would be temporarily affected during
the construction period.

e The construction contractor should contact local
emergency service providers prior to the start of
construction to ensure construction activities would not
impede provision of emergency services within the
Project area during the construction period.

Life Safety

No impacts to life safety
would occur under
Alternative 1 with
implementation of protective
design measures.

No impacts to life safety
would occur under
Alternative 2 with
implementation of
protective design measures.

No impacts to life safety
would occur under the No
Action Alternative with
implementation of

protective design measures.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative:

e Bollards and barriers should be used to protect
structural elements from vehicle damage. Anti-ram
barriers must be provided wherever moving vehicles
approach booths or buildings.

San Ysidro LPOE Improvements
Supplemental EIS

S-9

September 2018




Summary

Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Utilities/Emergency Services/Life Safety (cont.)

Life Safety (cont.)

Exterior walls and interior walls in high-risk areas, such
as lobbies and public screening spaces, should be
reinforced with cast-in-place or precast reinforced
concrete.

Exterior windows and interior windows between high-
risk areas and occupied space should be thermally
tempered or laminated glass.

Bullet-resistant glazing should be provided on windows
that face inspection areas, on-coming traffic, or the
border.

Building perimeters and doors between inspection
areas should be designed to resist forced entry.

Utilities critical to LPOE operations should be located
within the Central Plant building, which would be
structurally reinforced.

Where utilities are located within occupied buildings
they should be separated from inspection and public
lobby areas by at least 25 feet or by reinforced walls
and floors.

Air intakes should be secured.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Utilities/Emergency Services/Life Safety (cont.)

Life Safety (cont.)

e Mechanical equipment should not be placed at grade
and directly adjacent to vehicle movement pathways.

e Utilities and feeders should not be located adjacent to
vehicle pathways, or on the Mexican side of the primary
inspection lanes.

Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Roadways and Intersections

While the proposed
modifications of the Revised
Project under Alternative 1
would not directly result in
adverse traffic impacts,
implementation of the other
components of the Approved
Project that are included as
part of the Revised Project
would contribute to the
following previously
identified (in the 2014 Final
SEIS) near-term and long-
term traffic impacts to
roadway segments and
intersections:

e Camino de la Plaza,
between Virginia Avenue
and the I-5 southbound

While the proposed
modifications of the Revised
Project under Alternative 2
would not directly result in
adverse traffic impacts,
implementation of the other
components of the
Approved Project that are
included as part of the
Revised Project would
contribute to the following
previously identified (in the
2014 Final SEIS) near-term
and long-term traffic
impacts to roadway
segments and intersections:

e Camino de la Plaza,
between Virginia Avenue
and the I-5 southbound

Traffic impacts to the
following roadway segments
and intersections would
occur under the No Action
Alternative:

e Camino de la Plaza,
between Virginia Avenue
and the I-5 southbound
ramps (near-term and
long-term)

e Camino de la Plaza,
between the I-5
southbound ramps and
East San Ysidro Boulevard
(long-term)

e East San Ysidro
Boulevard/Camino de la
Plaza/Beyer Boulevard

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative:

A primary Project goal in support of the Project purpose is to
increase the processing capacity and efficiency of the LPOE in
response to the need that is created by the current and
projected demand for vehicles and persons to cross the
border. Thus, none of the alternatives would directly generate
a substantial volume of traffic but would accommodate
existing and projected border crossing demand. They would
also modify the patterns of traffic flow in the Project area. The
purpose and need for the Revised Project does not include
local roadway improvements; however, feasible improvements
have been identified that may be implemented by others to
achieve acceptable level of service (LOS), based on commonly
accepted local roadway segment and intersection standards.
These potential improvements to be implemented by others
are described below.

Implementation of the following avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measure would avoid or reduce traffic impacts to
roadway segments for near-term conditions:

ramps (near-term and ramps (near-term and (long-term)
long-term) long-term)
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities (cont.)

Roadways and Intersections (cont.)

e Camino de la Plaza,
between the I-5
southbound ramps and
East San Ysidro Boulevard
(long-term)

e East San Ysidro
Boulevard/Camino de la
Plaza/Beyer Boulevard
(long-term)

e Camino de la Plaza/
Virginia Avenue (long-
term)

e Camino de la Plaza,
between the I-5
southbound ramps and
East San Ysidro
Boulevard (long-term)

e East San Ysidro
Boulevard/Camino de la
Plaza/Beyer Boulevard
(long-term)

e Camino de la Plaza/
Virginia Avenue (long-
term)

e Camino de la Plaza/
Virginia Avenue (long-
term)

e Widening the segment of Camino de la Plaza, between
Virginia Avenue and the I-5 southbound ramps, to Four-
Lane Collector standards.

In addition to the measures listed above under near-term
conditions, implementation of the following avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures would avoid or reduce
traffic impacts to roadway segments and intersections for
long-term year conditions:

e Widening the segment of Camino de la Plaza, between
the I-5 southbound ramps and East San Ysidro
Boulevard, to Four-Lane Major standards.

e Widening of Camino de la Plaza to provide an additional
dedicated right-turn lane onto East San Ysidro
Boulevard.

Installation of a traffic signal at the Camino de la Plaza/Virginia
Avenue intersection (this measure was implemented by others
subsequent to the 2014 Final SEIS).

Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit

Facilities

No impacts to pedestrian,
bicycle, or transit facilities
would occur under
Alternative 1.

No impacts to pedestrian,
bicycle, or transit facilities
would occur under
Alternative 2.

No impacts to pedestrian,
bicycle, or transit facilities
under the No Action
Alternative.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative: No
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are required.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities (cont.)

Temporary Construction Impacts

Temporary construction-
related traffic impacts could
potentially occur during
construction of Alternative 1.

Temporary construction-
related traffic impacts could
potentially occur during
construction of

Alternative 2.

Temporary construction-
related traffic impacts could
potentially occur during
construction under the No
Action Alternative.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative:
Temporary impacts would be avoided with implementation of
a Traffic Management Plan.

Parking Impacts

No adverse parking impacts
would occur under
Alternative 1.

No adverse parking impacts
would occur under
Alternative 2.

No adverse parking impacts
would occur under the No
Action Alternative.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative: No
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are required.

Visual/Aesthetics

No adverse visual impacts
would occur under
Alternative 1.

No adverse visual impacts
would occur under
Alternative 2.

No adverse visual impacts
would occur under the No
Action Alternative.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative:
Although no adverse visual impacts would occur,
implementation of the following minimization measures would
provide increased visual quality within the Project area:

e A comprehensive landscape concept plan should be
developed and implemented, including landscape
features such as:

0 Drought tolerant and sustainable plant palettes.

0 Vine planting at fences and walls to reduce the
visual scale and to act as a graffiti deterrent.

e Street trees and landscaping should be retained to the
highest extent possible during Project construction.

e Architectural treatments should be consistent
throughout the proposed LPOE buildings.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Visual/Aesthetics (cont.)

e Metal fencing and safety railing should be consistent
throughout the proposed pedestrian walkways.

e Where possible, integrate new public art consistent
with the international border setting.

Cultural Resources

Archaeological Resources

No impacts to archaeological
resources are expected to
occur, although unknown
subsurface resources could
be subject to disturbance
during construction of
Alternative 1.

No impacts to
archaeological resources are
expected to occur, although
unknown subsurface
resources could be subject
to disturbance during
construction of

Alternative 2.

No impacts to archaeological
resources are expected to
occur, although unknown
subsurface resources could
be subject to disturbance
during construction under
the No Action Alternative.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative:

e |f cultural materials are discovered during construction,
all earth-moving activity within and around the
immediate discovery area should be avoided until a
qualified archaeologist can assess the nature and
significance of the find.

Historical Resources

Renovation of the
NRHP-listed Old Customs
House would result in an
adverse direct impact to this
historical property.

Demolition of the
International Building would
result in a direct adverse
impact to this historical
resource, which is
recommended eligible for
listing on the NRHP, CRHP,
and City Register.

Renovation of the
NRHP-listed Old Customs
House would result in an
adverse direct impact to this
historical property.

Renovation of the
International Building would
result in a direct adverse
impact to this historical
resource, which is
recommended eligible for
listing on the NRHP, CRHP,
and City Register.

Renovation of the
NRHP-listed Old Customs
House would result in an
adverse direct impact to this
historical property.

Alternative 1: The following measures would avoid, minimize,
or mitigate direct impacts to historical resources during
renovation of the Old Customs House:

o All renovation of the Old Customs House should
conform to The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
the Treatment of Historic Properties.

e Prior to alteration or removal of building features,
detailed documentation of the Old Customs House
should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106
consultation process.

If all adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other
mitigation measures as determined through Section 106
consultation would be implemented.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Cultural Resources (cont.)

Historical Resources (cont.)

The following measure would avoid, minimize, or mitigate
direct adverse impacts to historical resources associated with
demolition of the International Building:

e  Prior to demolition of the International Building,
detailed documentation of the International Building
should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106
consultation process.

If all adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other
mitigation measures as determined through Section 106
consultation would be implemented.

Alternative 2: The following measures would avoid, minimize,
or mitigate direct impacts to historical resources during
renovation of the Old Customs House:

o All renovation of the Old Customs House should
conform to The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
the Treatment of Historic Properties.

e Prior to alteration or removal of building features,
detailed documentation of the Old Customs House
should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106
consultation process.

If all adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other
mitigation measures as determined through Section 106
consultation would be implemented.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse No Action Alternative
of Buildings

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Cultural Resources (cont.)

Historical Resources (cont.)

The following measures would avoid, minimize, or mitigate
direct adverse impacts to historical resources associated with
demolition of the International Building:

All renovation of the International Building should
conform to The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

Prior to alteration or removal of building features,
detailed documentation of the International Building
should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106
consultation process.

If all adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other mitigation
measures as determined through Section 106 consultation
would be implemented.

No Action Alternative: The following measures would avoid,

minimize, or mitigate direct adverse impacts to historical
resources during renovation of the Old Customs House:

All renovation of the Old Customs House should
conform to The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

Prior to alteration or removal of building features,
detailed documentation of the Old Customs House
should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106
consultation process.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Cultural Resources (cont.)

Historical Resources (cont.)

If all adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other
mitigation measures as determined through Section 106
consultation would be implemented.

Hydrology and Floodplain

No short-term construction
or long-term operational
impacts would occur under
Alternative 1 with
appropriate design and Best
Management Practices
(BMPs).

No short-term construction
or long-term operational
impacts would occur under
Alternative 2 with
appropriate design and
BMPs.

No short-term construction
or long-term operational
impacts would occur under
the No Action Alternative
with appropriate design and
BMPs.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative:
Recommendations to effectively avoid or address potential
impacts related to hydrology and floodplain issues include
BMPs with respect to appropriate design, sizing, and location
of proposed storm drain facilities, incorporation of applicable
recommendations from detailed geotechnical investigations,
and consideration of the location and extent of proposed
retention/infiltration basins with respect to potential surficial
saturation issues.

Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff

No short-term construction
or long-term operational
impacts would occur under
Alternative 1 with
appropriate design and
BMPs.

No short-term construction
or long-term operational
impacts would occur under
Alternative 2 with
appropriate design and
BMPs.

No short-term construction
or long-term operational
impacts would occur under
the No Action Alternative
with appropriate design and
BMPs.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative: Water
quality and stormwater runoff impacts would be addressed
through conformance with the applicable NPDES Construction
Permit, Municipal Permit and related City standards.
Associated BMPs and the Project SWPPP would define
measures to address potential effects associated with short-
term construction (erosion and sedimentation, construction-
related hazardous materials, demolition-related debris
generation, and disposal of extracted groundwater) and long-
term operation and maintenance (site design/low impact
development BMPs, source control BMPs, treatment control
BMPs, and post-construction BMP monitoring/maintenance
schedules and responsibilities).
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography

No seismic or non-seismic
impacts would occur under

Alternative 1 with compliance

with Department standards,
International Building Code
(IBC), and California Building
Code (CBC), and
incorporation of geotechnical
recommendations.

No seismic or non-seismic
impacts would occur under
Alternative 2 with
compliance with
Department standards, IBC,
and CBC, and incorporation
of geotechnical
recommendations.

No seismic or non-seismic
impacts would occur under
the No Action Alternative
with compliance with
Department standards, IBC,
and CBC, and incorporation
of geotechnical
recommendations.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative: Would
incorporate appropriate design and construction measures to
accommodate potential seismic and non-seismic hazards, if
applicable, pursuant to associated industry/regulatory
standards (e.g., the IBC) and subsequent detailed geotechnical
analysis.

Paleontology

Alternative 1 could
potentially affect previously
undisturbed portions of the
high sensitivity Otay
Formation and Old Paralic

Deposits, potentially resulting

in the destruction of unique
or significant paleontological
resources.

Alternative 2 could
potentially affect previously
undisturbed portions of the
high sensitivity Otay
Formation and OId Paralic
Deposits, potentially
resulting in the destruction
of unique or significant
paleontological resources.

The No Action Alternative
could potentially affect
previously undisturbed
portions of the high
sensitivity Otay Formation
and Old Paralic Deposits,
potentially resulting in the
destruction of unique or
significant paleontological
resources.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative:
Would prepare and implement a Paleontological Monitoring
Plan, which would likely include the following types of
measures in accordance with standard construction practices
in southern California:

e A Qualified Paleontologist should be present at pre-
grading meetings to consult with grading/excavation
contractors regarding the potential location and nature
of paleontological resources and associated
monitoring/recovery operations.

e A Qualified Paleontologist or Paleontological Monitor
(working under the direction of the Qualified
Paleontologist), should be on site to monitor for
paleontological resources during all original
grading/excavation activities involving previously
undisturbed areas of the Otay Formation and/or Old
Paralic Deposits.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Paleontology (cont.)

e |f paleontological resources are discovered, the

Qualified Paleontologist (or Paleontological Monitor)
should implement appropriate salvage operations,
potentially including simple excavation, plaster-
jacketing of large and/or fragile specimens, or quarry
excavations for richly fossiliferous deposits. The
Qualified Paleontologist and Paleontological Resources
Monitor should be authorized to halt or divert
construction work in salvage areas to allow for the
timely recovery of fossil remains.

Paleontological resources collected during the
monitoring and salvage portion of the mitigation
program should be cleaned, repaired, sorted, and
cataloged pursuant to accepted industry methods.

Prepared fossils, along with copies of all pertinent field
notes, photos and maps, should be deposited in an
approved scientific institution with paleontological
collections.

A final report should be prepared by the Qualified
Paleontologist to describe the results of the mitigation
program, including field and laboratory methods,
stratigraphic units encountered, and the nature and
significance of recovered paleontological resources.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Hazardous Waste/Materials

Alternative 1 would result in
potential adverse impacts
due to possible soil and/or
groundwater contamination
from former and current uses
within the Revised Project
footprint (including the
Additional Land Area) and
LPOE. Additionally, potential
adverse impacts could occur
associated with aerially
deposited lead (ADL),
hazardous building materials,
and polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs).

Alternative 2 would result in
potential adverse impacts
due to possible soil and/or
groundwater contamination
from former and current
uses within the Revised
Project footprint (including
the Additional Land Area)
and LPOE. Additionally,
potential adverse impacts
could occur associated with
ADL, hazardous building
materials, and PCBs.

The No Action Alternative
would result in potential
adverse impacts due to
possible soil and/or
groundwater contamination
at listed facilities of potential
environmental concern, and
former and current uses
within the Project Study Area
and LPOE. Additionally,
potential adverse impacts
could occur associated with
ADL, hazardous building
materials, and PCBs.

Alternative 1 and Alternative 2:

Soil sampling should be conducted in areas of the
Additional Land Area proposed to be disturbed and/or
excavated prior to soil export, reuse, or disposal to
determine to characterize the soil for the presence of
elevated metal concentrations (e.g., in excess of
applicable regulatory standards). If contaminated soil
is present, appropriate abatement actions should be
implemented in accordance with applicable regulatory
requirements.

Prior to commencement of excavation activities, a Site
and Community Health and Safety Plan should be
prepared to manage potential health and safety
hazards to workers and the public.

Prior to commencement of excavation activities, a Soil
Management Plan should be prepared to address the
notification, monitoring, sampling, testing, handling,
storage, and disposal of contaminated media or
substances that may be encountered during
construction activities.

Wastes and potentially hazardous waste within the
Revised Project footprint, including trash, debris piles,
and equipment, should be removed and recycled
and/or disposed of off site, in accordance with
applicable regulatory requirements.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2

Renovation/Adaptive Reuse

of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Hazardous Waste/Materials (cont.)

Prior to renovation or demolition of existing
structures, a hazardous building materials survey
should be conducted to evaluate the presence,
locations, and quantities of hazardous building
materials (ACMs and LCSs). Suspect materials should
be sampled and analyzed, and if present, appropriate
abatement actions should be implemented in
accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.

Contract specifications should include references to
the potential to encounter contaminated soil or other
regulated wastes during construction activities.

No Action Alternative:

Soil sampling should be conducted in areas within the
Revised Project footprint proposed to be disturbed
and/or excavated prior to soil export, reuse, or
disposal to characterize the soil for the presence of
hazardous materials (e.g., metals, petroleum
hydrocarbons, VOCs, pesticides, etc.). If
contaminated soil is present, appropriate abatement
actions should be implemented in accordance with
applicable regulatory requirements.

Health risk assessments should be conducted for
facilities within the LPOE in which contamination has
been documented to evaluate whether the levels of
contaminants would pose a risk to human health.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2

Renovation/Adaptive Reuse

of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Hazardous Waste/Materials (cont.)

e Prior to commencement of excavation activities, a Site
and Community Health and Safety Plan should be
prepared to manage potential health and safety
hazards to workers and the public.

e  Prior to commencement of excavation activities, a Soil
Management Plan should be prepared to address the
notification, monitoring, sampling, testing, handling,
storage, and disposal of contaminated media or
substances that may be encountered during
construction activities.

e  Prior to commencement of excavation activities, a
Groundwater Management Plan should be prepared
to address the notification, monitoring, sampling,
testing, handling, storage, and disposal of potentially
contaminated groundwater.

e  Existing transformers and elevator equipment within
the Revised Project footprint should be sampled for
PCB content if proposed to be disturbed and/or
moved during construction activities. If PCBs are
present, appropriate abatement actions for their
disposal should be implemented in accordance with
regulatory requirements, and soil beneath
transformers and/or elevators should be evaluated for
evidence of releases. If present in underlying soils,
appropriate abatement actions for removal and
disposal should be implemented in accordance with
applicable regulatory requirements.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Hazardous Waste/Materials (cont.)

Wastes and potentially hazardous waste within the
Revised Project footprint, including trash, debris piles,
and equipment, should be removed and recycled
and/or disposed of off site, in accordance with
applicable regulatory requirements.

Prior to renovation or demolition of existing
structures, surveys should be conducted to evaluate
the presence, locations, and quantities of hazardous
building materials (ACMs and LCSs). Suspect materials
should be sampled and analyzed, and if present,
appropriate abatement actions should be
implemented in accordance with applicable regulatory
requirements.

Contract specifications should include references to
the potential to encounter contaminated soil,
groundwater, or other regulated wastes during
construction activities.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

No adverse construction or
operational air quality or
greenhouse gas impacts
would occur. No adverse air
quality impacts related to
Mobile Source Air Toxics
(MSATs) would occur. No
adverse impact associated
with regional air quality
conformity would occur.

No adverse construction or
operational air quality or
greenhouse gas impacts
would occur. No adverse air
quality impacts related to
MSATs would occur. No
adverse impact associated
with regional air quality
conformity would occur

No adverse construction or
operational air quality or
greenhouse gas impacts
would occur. No adverse air
quality impacts related
MSATs would occur. No
adverse impact associated
with regional air quality
conformity would occur

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative:

Although no adverse air quality impacts would occur,
implementation of the following minimization measures would
minimize air pollution emissions during construction:

Suspend grading and earth moving when wind gusts
exceed 25 mph unless the soil is wet enough to
prevent dust plumes.

Cover trucks when hauling loose material.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse No Action Alternative
of Buildings

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions (cont.)

e Stabilize the surface of materials stockpiles if not
removed immediately.

e Limit vehicular paths on unpaved surfaces and
stabilize any temporary roads.

e  Trucks should be washed off as they leave the
construction site(s), as necessary, to control fugitive
dust emissions.

e Track-out reduction measures such as gravel pads
should be used at access points to minimize dust and
mud deposits on roads affected by construction
traffic.

e Construction equipment and vehicles should be
properly tuned and maintained. Low sulfur fuel
should be used in all construction equipment.

e  Minimize unnecessary vehicular and machinery
activities.

e Sweep paved streets at least once per day where
there is evidence of dirt that has been carried on to
the roadway.

e Revegetate disturbed land, including vehicular paths
created during construction to avoid future off-road
vehicular activities.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions (cont.)

e Locate construction equipment and truck staging and
maintenance areas as far as feasible and nominally
downwind of schools, active recreation areas, and
other areas of high population density.

e To the extent feasible, construction traffic should be
routed and scheduled to reduce congestion and
related air quality impacts caused by idling vehicles
along local roads during peak travel times.

e  Provide landscaping where possible, which reduces
surface warming and decreases CO through
photosynthesis.

e  Use lighter color surfaces, such as Portland cement,
which helps to increase the albedo effect (i.e., surface
reflectivity of the sun’s radiation) and cool the
surface.

e Use of energy efficient lighting.

San Ysidro LPOE Improvements

Supplemental EIS

S-25

September 2018




Summary

Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Energy

Potential short-term,
construction-related energy
impacts could occur during
construction. No adverse
operational energy impacts
would occur. Energy
consumption would not be
excessive and would be
reduced by achieving a LEED
certification for the LPOE, as
is currently planned, as well
as compliance with the
Energy Independence and
Security Act.

Potential short-term,
construction-related energy
impacts could occur during
construction. No adverse
operational energy impacts
would occur. Energy
consumption would not be
excessive and would be
reduced by achieving a LEED
certification for the LPOE, as
is currently planned, as well
as compliance with the
Energy Independence and
Security Act.

Potential short-term,
construction-related energy
impacts could occur during
construction. No adverse
operational energy impacts
would occur. Energy
consumption would not be
excessive and would be
reduced by achieving a LEED
certification for the LPOE, as
is currently planned, as well
as compliance with the
Energy Independence and
Security Act.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative:

e Construction equipment and vehicles should be
properly tuned and maintained.

o |dling times of construction equipment should be
minimized, to the extent practical.

e To the extent feasible, construction traffic should be
routed and scheduled to reduce congestion and related
energy impacts caused by idling vehicles along local
roads during peak travel times.

Biological Resources

While the proposed
modifications of the Revised
Project under Alternative 1
would not directly result in
adverse impacts to biological
resources, implementation of
the other components of the
Approved Project that are
included as part of the
Revised Project would result
in the following previously
identified (in the 2014 Final
SEIS) impacts:

While the proposed
modifications of the Revised
Project under Alternative 2
would not directly result in
adverse impacts to
biological resources,
implementation of the other
components of the
Approved Project that are
included as part of the
Revised Project would result
in the following previously
identified (in the 2014 Final
SEIS) impacts:

The No Action Alternative
would result in the follow
impacts to biological
resources:

e Impacts to 0.02 acre of
disturbed wetland.

e Impacts 0.07 acre of
non-wetland WUS.

e Potential for indirect
impacts to biological
resources due to

decreased water quality.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative:

e Prior to the commencement of construction,
jurisdictional areas and sensitive vegetation within the
Revised Project BSA should be fenced with orange
plastic exclusionary fencing, and no personnel, debris,
or equipment would be allowed within the
jurisdictional areas.

e Impacts to 0.07 acre of non-wetland Waters of the U.S.
should be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio through purchase of
mitigation credits equal to 0.08 acre of ephemeral
drainage at an approved mitigation bank.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Biological Resources (cont.)

e Impacts to 0.02 acre of
disturbed wetland.

e Impacts 0.07 acre of non-
wetland waters of the
U.S. (WUS).

e Potential for indirect
impacts to biological
resources due to
decreased water quality.

e Impacts to 0.02 acre of
disturbed wetland.

e Impacts 0.07 acre of
non-wetland WUS.

e Potential for indirect
impacts to biological
resources due to
decreased water quality.

e Impacts to 0.02 acre of disturbed wetland should be
mitigated at a 2:1 ratio through a combination of
creation, restoration, enhancement, and acquisition (at
an approved mitigation bank) of 0.04 acre of wetlands.

e |f removal of habitat and/or construction activities is
necessary adjacent to nesting habitat during the bird
breeding season (January 15 to September 15), the GSA
shall retain an approved biologist to conduct a pre-
construction survey to determine the presence or
absence of: (1) non-listed nesting migratory birds on,
or within, 100 feet of the construction area;

(2) Federally- or State-listed birds on, or within, 300
feet of the construction area; and (3) nesting raptors
within 500 feet of the construction area. The pre-
construction survey will be conducted within 10
calendar days prior to the start of construction. The
results of the survey will be submitted to the GSA for
review and approval prior to initiating any construction
activities.

o [f nesting birds are detected by the approved biologist,
the following buffers will be established: (1) no work
will occur within 100 feet of a non-listed nesting
migratory bird nest; (2) no work will occur within 300
feet of a listed bird nest; and (3) no work will occur
within 500 feet of a raptor nest. If construction within
these buffers cannot be avoided, GSA, in consultation
with the resource agencies, will determine the
appropriate buffer.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Biological Resources (cont.)

Potential indirect impacts to biological resources due to
decreased water quality would be addressed through the
measures identified above under Water Quality and
Stormwater Runoff.

Cumulative Impacts

Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

While the proposed
modifications of the Revised
Project under Alternative 1
would not result in adverse
cumulative traffic impacts,
implementation of the other
components of the Approved
Project that are included as
part of the Revised Project
would contribute to the
following previously
identified (in the 2014 Final
SEIS) cumulative traffic
impacts to roadway segments
and intersections:

e Camino de la Plaza,
between Virginia Avenue
and the I-5 southbound
ramps

While the proposed
modifications of the Revised
Project under Alternative 2
would not result in adverse
cumulative traffic impacts,
implementation of the other
components of the
Approved Project that are
included as part of the
Revised Project would
contribute to the following
previously identified (in the
2014 Final SEIS) cumulative
traffic impacts to roadway
segments and intersections:

e Camino de la Plaza,
between Virginia Avenue
and the I-5 southbound
ramps

The No Action Alternative
would result in cumulative
traffic impacts to the
following roadway segments
and intersections:

e Camino de la Plaza,
between Virginia Avenue
and the I-5 southbound
ramps

e Camino de la Plaza,
between the I-5
southbound ramps and
East San Ysidro Boulevard

e East San Ysidro
Boulevard/Camino de la
Plaza/Beyer Boulevard

e Camino de la Plaza/
Virginia Avenue

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative:
Implementation of the previously identified avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures (under Roadways and
Intersections) would avoid or reduce cumulative traffic impacts
to roadway segments and intersections.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Cumulative Impacts (cont.)

Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities (cont.)

e Camino de la Plaza,
between the I-5
southbound ramps and
East San Ysidro Boulevard

e East San Ysidro
Boulevard/Camino de la
Plaza/Beyer Boulevard

e Camino de la Plaza/
Virginia Avenue
(long-term)

e Camino de la Plaza,
between the I-5
southbound ramps and
East San Ysidro
Boulevard

e East San Ysidro
Boulevard/Camino de la
Plaza/Beyer Boulevard

e Camino de la Plaza/
Virginia Avenue

Air Quality

No adverse cumulative
operational air quality or
greenhouse gas impacts
would occur. Potential
adverse cumulative
construction air quality
impacts could occur if
multiple projects within the
SYCP Area are under
construction at the same
time.

No adverse cumulative
operational air quality or
greenhouse gas impacts
would occur. Potential
adverse cumulative
construction air quality
impacts could occur if
multiple projects within the
SYCP Area are under
construction at the same
time.

No adverse cumulative
operational or global climate
change impacts would occur.
Potential adverse cumulative
air quality construction
impacts could occur if
multiple projects within the
SYCP Area are under
construction at the same
time.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative:

Although no adverse air quality impacts would occur,
implementation of the previously identified minimization
measures (under Air Quality) would minimize air pollution

emissions during construction.
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Table S-1 (cont.)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts of the Project

Alternative 1
Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 2
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse
of Buildings

No Action Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Cumulative Impacts (cont.)

Cultural Resources

Alternative 1 would impact
two historic buildings (Old
Customs House and
International Buildings) but
would not contribute to
adverse cumulative cultural
resources impacts with
implementation of the
identified avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation
measures.

Alternative 2 would impact
two historic buildings (Old
Customs House and
International Buildings) but
would not contribute to
adverse cumulative cultural
resources impacts with
implementation of the
identified avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation
measures.

The No Action Alternative
would impact the historic
Old Customs House but
would not contribute to
adverse cumulative cultural
resources impacts with
implementation of the
identified avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation
measures.

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative:

Implementation of the previously identified measures (under
Cultural Resources) would avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct
impacts to historical resources.
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S.5 COORDINATION WITH PUBLIC AND OTHER AGENCIES

Permits and Approvals Needed

Permits and approvals that would be required for the Revised Project would be the same as those for
the Approved Project that were identified in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS, which are listed
below. Those required for the proposed modifications that comprise the Revised Project (in addition to
the other elements of the Approved Project that have not changed) are indicated in italics.

e Presidential Permit from the U.S. Department of State
e Clean Water Act Section 404 Nationwide Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)
e Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board

e National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Construction Activity Permit from the
State Water Resources Control Board

e General Groundwater Extraction Waste Discharge Permit from the Regional Water Quality
Control Board

e Permits to Operate emergency generators from the San Diego Air Pollution Control District

e Section 106 consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer, pursuant to the National
Historic Properties Act

e GSA Public Buildings Service Commissioner approval of Revised Project design
e Temporary Construction Easement from the California Department of Transportation

e Temporary Construction Easement and Permanent Easement from the City of San Diego
Consultation and Coordination with Public Agencies

GSA consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on biological resource issues for the
Approved Project. The USFWS Carlsbad Field Office was contacted in February 2009 to request USFWS's
assessment for potential presence of federally listed threatened, endangered, or proposed for listing
species. In June 2013, USFWS was contacted again through their online system to request comparable
information for the additional area that was incorporated into the footprint of the Approved Project.
USFWS was not consulted in regard to the Revised Project because the Additional Land Area is entirely
developed; there are no biological resources within or adjacent to the Additional Land Area and there is
no potential to affect biological resources associated with implementation of the proposed
modifications that comprise the Revised Project.

GSA will coordinate with the Corps for any required permits associated with the other components of
the Revised Project (i.e., improvements of the Approved Project that have not changed, such as the
southbound roadway).

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted for a records search of their Sacred
Lands files in December 2008. The results of the search indicated that no sacred lands are recorded in or
adjacent to the Approved Project area. Consultation with local Native American tribes was
recommended, and a list of Native American contacts was provided. Letters describing the Approved
Project and a map of the study area were mailed to local Native American representatives in
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January 2009. In May of 2013, the NAHC was contacted again, requesting a search of their Sacred Lands
File for the additional area that was incorporated into the footprint of the Approved Project. The results
of this search indicated that no known sacred lands or traditional cultural properties are located within
the APE associated with the Approved Project. A list of Native American tribes and individuals to contact
regarding the Project was provided. On May 20, 2013, letters were sent to each of the individuals and
tribes listed by the NAHC. No responses were received. No additional records searches from NAHC were
conducted for the Revised Project because the APE for the Revised Project encompasses the same area
as the APE for the Approved Project that was identified in the 2014 Final SEIS because the Additional
Land Area was included within the APE of the Approved Project.

Per Section 106 of the NHPA, GSA consulted with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO),
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, for the Approved Project with regard to the Old Customs
House. GSA initiated consultation with the SHPO for the Revised Project and associated impacts to the
International Building on June 6, 2017. GSA will continue to consult with SHPO for the Revised Project.

Ongoing coordination between GSA and CBP has occurred regarding the design of Approved Project.
Caltrans, the Federal Highway Administration, San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), and the
City have also been consulted in regards to the Approved Project and its interface with transportation
and community facilities. Additionally, GSA coordinated with the U.S. Department of State to obtain a
Presidential Permit for the Approved Project; this Presidential Permit would also apply to the Revised
Project.

Public Participation

Pursuant to NEPA, a Notice of Intent (NOI) was prepared for the Revised Project and published in

Vol. 82, No. 210 of the Federal Register on Wednesday, November 1, 2017. The NOI invited agencies and
the public to submit comments regarding the scope of the SEIS. A public scoping meeting was held on
Wednesday, November 8, 2017 from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. at The Front, located at 147 West San Ysidro
Boulevard, San Ysidro, CA 92173, to give the community an opportunity to review and comment on the
Revised Project. The notice for the scoping meeting was published in the Federal Register as part of the
NOI on November 1, 2017 and in the San Diego Union Tribune (November 3 and November 4, 2017).
One person attended the scoping meeting. Comments were encouraged, and comment cards were
made available at the meeting. During the public comment period for the scoping process (November 1,
2017 through November 30, 2017), which included the public scoping meeting, one e-mail was received
from one individual (identified as Jean Public). The e-mail comment was a general statement in
opposition of the Proposed Action.

In addition to the public scoping process described above in Section 5.2, GSA formed a Community
Representative Committee (CRC) in 2004, which is comprised of key community representatives and
stakeholders. GSA held CRC meetings regularly during the environmental and design phases of the
Approved Project. GSA has continued to periodically host CRC meetings to provide updates on the
design and construction of the Approved Project, and to discuss and solicit input on the proposed
Revised Project modifications.

GSA also provides information on the status and schedule of LPOE improvements on their website at:
http://www.gsa.gov/portal/category/21521.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document is a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the San Ysidro Land Port of
Entry (LPOE) Improvements Project (Project). The information in this document is intended to
supplement the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that was adopted for the San Ysidro LPOE
Improvements Project in August 2009 (2009 Final EIS; San Ysidro Land Port of Entry Improvements
Project Final Environmental Impact Statement). In September 2009, the United States (U.S.) General
Services Administration (GSA) prepared a Record of the Decision (ROD; Record of Decision San Ysidro
Land Port of Entry Improvements Project) that approved the Preferred Alternative (herein referred to as
the 2009 Approved Project) that was identified in the 2009 Final EIS. In May 2014, GSA adopted a Final
SEIS that evaluated changed circumstances and proposed modifications to the 2009 Approved Project
that identified a Preferred Alternative that was approved by GSA through a ROD in August 2014 (herein
referenced as 2014 Approved Supplemental Project). In August 2015, GSA prepared a Revision to the
2014 Final SEIS to document minor design changes and provide specific information that was not
available or known at the time when the 2009 Final EIS or 2014 Final SEIS was prepared (herein referred
to as the 2015 Revision). The 2009 Approved Project, 2014 Approved Supplemental Project, and 2015
Revision are collectively referred to in this SEIS as the “Approved Project.”

This SEIS documents and evaluates changed circumstances and proposed modifications to the Approved
Project since adoption of the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS and preparation of the 2015 Revision.
The Approved Project with proposed modifications is herein referred to as the “Revised Project.”
Specifics regarding the decision to prepare this supplemental document are addressed in Section 1.3.

The Approved Project and Revised Project entail the reconfiguration and expansion of the San Ysidro
LPOE in three independent phases to improve overall capacity and operational efficiency at the LPOE.
The San Ysidro LPOE is located along Interstate 5 (I-5) at the U.S.-Mexico border in the San Ysidro
community of the City of San Diego (City), California. Figure 1-1, Regional Location, illustrates the
regional location of the LPOE and Figure 1-2, Revised Project Vicinity, shows the vicinity of the LPOE.

1.1 BACKGROUND

The San Ysidro LPOE is the busiest land port in the Western Hemisphere and is the region’s primary
gateway for cross-border automobile and pedestrian traffic. It is operational 24 hours per day, 7 days
per week, and processes passenger vehicle, pedestrian, bicycle, and bus traffic. The San Ysidro LPOE
processes an average of 70,000 northbound vehicles and 20,000 northbound pedestrians per day, with
an estimated equivalent number of daily southbound crossings. In 2017, the San Ysidro LPOE processed
northbound inspections in total of approximately 13.8 million passenger vehicles, 33,000 buses, and

8.3 million pedestrians, resulting in nearly 32 million individual crossings from Tijuana to San Diego (U.S.
Department of Transportation [USDOT] 2018).

Long-term forecasts estimate that vehicular traffic in San Ysidro will increase by 87 percent by the year
2030 (GSA 2017). To accommodate this growth and to better meet the needs of the tenant agencies and
the public, GSA is undergoing a complete reconfiguration and expansion of the LPOE that would
demolish most of the original facilities, and new facilities are being constructed in three independent
phases to improve overall capacity and operational efficiency at the LPOE. Phase 1 primarily entails
reconfiguration of the northbound facilities, Phase 2 involves construction of new buildings, and Phase 3
mainly would involve reconfiguration of the southbound facilities.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

In 2009, GSA approved a master plan for these improvements (2009 Approved Project) and
subsequently began implementing Phase 1 improvements. GSA modified the master plan in 2014 to
address proposed modifications and changed circumstances (2014 Approved Supplemental Project), the
details of which are described below in Section 1.2.2. Once all three phases are constructed, the
reconfigured/expanded LPOE will include 62 stacked® northbound primary vehicle inspection booths and
one dedicated bus lane and inspection booth within 34 lanes, as well as improved processing facilities
for bus and Secure Electronic Network for Travelers Rapid Inspection (SENTRI) travelers. The LPOE will
include over 110,000 square feet of new primary and secondary vehicle inspection areas with a canopy
utilizing state-of-the-art materials, northbound and southbound operations centers (headhouses), two
pedestrian crossing facilities (one southbound on the east side of the LPOE and one bi-directional on the
west side of the LPOE), an east-west pedestrian bridge, a new transit center at Virginia Avenue, a new
Administration building, and an employee parking structure. In addition, a new 10-lane southbound
roadway will be constructed at the terminus of I-5 (at the Camino de la Plaza overcrossing) and will
connect to Mexico’s El Chaparral LPOE facility. A corresponding southbound inspection canopy will be
constructed to support Customs and Border Protection’s (CBP) southbound vehicle inspection efforts.

The Project is fully funded and Phase 1 improvements have been constructed, including Phase 1A —the
east-west pedestrian bridge over I-5 and the San Ysidro LPOE (completed in April 2011), Phase 1B — the
northbound vehicular inspection area (completed in December 2014), Phase 1C — the southbound
pedestrian crossing facility on the east side of the LPOE (completed in August 2012), Phase 1D — the
bi-directional pedestrian crossing facility (PedWest) on the western side of the LPOE (completed in
July 2016), and Phase 1E — Virginia Avenue Transit Center (completed in July 2016). Phase 2
improvements are under construction and are anticipated to be constructed by spring 2019. Phase 3
(southbound facilities) is expected to be constructed by winter 2019.

1.2 SUMMARY OF EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

1.2.1 2009 Final Environmental Impact Statement

In August 2009, GSA adopted the Final EIS for the Proposed Action (San Ysidro Land Port of Entry
Improvements Project Final Environmental Impact Statement). The 2009 Final EIS identified a Preferred
Alternative (2009 Approved Project) that was approved by GSA through a ROD in September 2009 (2009
ROD; Record of Decision San Ysidro Land Port of Entry Improvements Project). As described in the 2009
Final EIS, the 2009 Approved Project would demolish most of the existing facilities, and new facilities
would be constructed in three independent phases.

The 2009 Approved Project anticipated that Phase 1 would primarily entail reconfiguration of the
northbound facilities, specifically new primary and secondary inspection areas, a vehicle seizure and
impound facility, and an operations center. Other Phase 1 improvements of the 2009 Approved Project
included an east-west pedestrian bridge over I-5 and the LPOE, an employee parking structure, a staff
pedestrian bridge, a new southbound pedestrian crossing facility on the east side of the LPOE, a central
plant, internal connector roads, and other support facilities.

Phase 2 improvements of the 2009 Approved Project involve the reconfiguration of the eastern
operational area and construction of new buildings. Specifically, the existing Pedestrian Building would

1 Stacked inspection booths consist of two booths arranged in tandem that allow the concurrent inspection of two cars per
lane.
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be demolished and a new Administration and Pedestrian Building would be constructed. Pedestrian
connections to the northbound pedestrian crossing on the east side of the LPOE would also be
constructed, as well as internal connector roads.

Phase 3 improvements of the 2009 Approved Project primarily entail the reconfiguration of the
southbound facilities. A new southbound roadway would be constructed at the terminus of southbound
I-5, just south of the Camino de la Plaza overcrossing, and would curve southwestward to connect with
Mexico’s El Chaparral LPOE. In addition to the roadway, a new southbound-only pedestrian crossing
facility would be constructed in the western portion of the LPOE at Virginia Avenue. Other Phase 3
improvements of the 2009 Approved Project included a transit turn-around and loading facility along
Virginia Avenue, a new U.S. Border Patrol station, an employee parking surface lot, an expansion of the
northbound primary inspection area, and a northbound secondary inspection overflow/southbound
inspection area.

1.2.2 2014 Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

In May 2014, GSA adopted a Final SEIS (San Ysidro Land Port of Entry Improvements Project Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement) that documented and evaluated changed circumstances
and proposed modifications to the 2009 Approved Project since adoption of the 2009 Final EIS. These
included: (1) the incorporation of northbound pedestrian inspections at the proposed southbound-only
pedestrian crossing facility on the west side of the LPOE and modification of the phasing/timing of the
construction of the pedestrian crossing facility (changed from Phase 3 to Phase 1); (2) changes to the
development footprint on the west side of the LPOE and design refinements to the proposed Virginia
Avenue transit facility; (3) a change in the number of vehicle lanes and the installation of southbound
inspection booths and overhead canopies on the proposed southbound roadway; and (4) minor changes
in the design and/or timing of implementation of several project elements. The Final SEIS identified a
Preferred Alternative (2014 Approved Supplemental Project) that was approved by GSA through a ROD
in August 2014 (2014 ROD; Record of Decision San Ysidro Land Port of Entry Improvements Project). The
2014 Approved Supplemental Project included the bi-directional pedestrian crossing facility (PedWest),
the modified Virginia Avenue Transit Center, ten southbound vehicular lanes with ten southbound
inspection booths with an overhead canopy in the southbound roadway, ten vehicular inspection spaces
with an overhead canopy in the southbound secondary inspection area, and other minor design
modifications to the 2009 Approved Project. In addition to these proposed changes to the 2009
Approved Project, the 2014 Approved Supplemental Project included the other components of the 2009
Approved Project that did not change.

1.2.3 2015 Revision to the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement

In August 2015, GSA prepared a Revision to the 2014 Final SEIS to address minor design changes to the
2014 Approved Supplemental Project. The Revision covered minor design changes to the alignment of
the southbound roadway and employee access road, as well as specific information that was not known
or available at the time the 2009 Final EIS or 2014 Final SEIS were prepared regarding the details of a
proposed on-site Wastewater Treatment Facility. The roadway alignments were modified to minimize
right-of-way acquisition. The Revision documented: (1) the modifications would not result in new
adverse environmental impacts, (2) the severity of previously identified adverse environmental impacts
would not increase, and (3) the modifications would not require new or modified avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures that were identified in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 SEIS.
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1.3 REVISED PROJECT

GSA is proposing the following changes to the Approved Project: a redesign of the proposed pedestrian
plaza on the east side of the LPOE. The pedestrian plaza would be expanded to the north to include an
additional parcel adjacent to the LPOE. The Approved Project anticipated that construction of the
pedestrian plaza would require demolition of existing structures, including the building located at

795 East San Ysidro Boulevard that is known as the Milo Building. GSA proposes acquisition of the
adjacent 0.24-acre parcel to the north that contains two commercial buildings and incorporation of this
parcel (herein referred to as the Additional Land Area) into the pedestrian plaza. Chapter 3 of this SEIS
describes these proposed changes in detail. In addition to these proposed changes to the Approved
Project, the Revised Project also includes the other components of the Approved Project that have not
changed.

1.4 DECISION TO PREPARE A SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL
DOCUMENT

GSA made the decision to prepare a supplemental environmental document for the Revised Project in
accordance with regulations and guidance from the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in 40 Code
of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1502.9. In accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(c):

Agencies:

(1) Shall prepare supplements to either draft or final environmental impact statements if:

(i) The agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to
environmental concerns; or

(i) There are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.

(2) May also prepare supplements when the agency determines that the purposes of the Act
will be furthered by doing so.

(3) Shall adopt procedures for introducing a supplement into its formal administrative record,
if such a record exists.

(4)  Shall prepare, circulate, and file a supplemental to a statement in the same fashion
(exclusive of scoping) as a draft and final statement unless alternative procedures are
approved by the Council.

An SEIS adds information and analysis to supplement the information contained in a previous EIS. It may
address new alternatives, new areas of likely adverse impact, or provide additional analysis to areas not
adequately addressed in the original document. Whenever there are changes, new circumstances, or
new information on a project for which a draft or final EIS has been prepared, a determination must be
made by the federal lead agency as to whether these would result in adverse environmental effects that
were not evaluated in the previous EIS. If the federal lead agency determines that changes to the
proposed action or new information or circumstances would result in environmental impacts not
evaluated in the previous EIS, an SEIS shall be prepared. Further, federal agencies have the discretion to
prepare an SEIS in any circumstance in which they determine would further the purposes of NEPA

(40 CFR 1502.9(c)(2)).
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Since adoption of the 2009 Final EIS, 2014 Final SEIS, and associated RODs, circumstances have changed,
and GSA proposes substantial changes to the Approved Project that are relevant to the environmental
concerns associated with the Approved Project. Changed circumstances include new information about
the condition of existing buildings adjacent to the LPOE that affect GSA's ability to implement the
Approved Project. As discussed in Section 1.3, proposed changes to the Approved Project include a
redesign of the proposed pedestrian plaza on the east side of the LPOE. The changed circumstances and
changes to the Approved Project are described in detail in Chapter 3 of this SEIS.

Due to the changed circumstances and substantial changes to the Approved Project, GSA made the
decision to prepare an SEIS for the Revised Project, which comprises the changes to the Approved
Project as well as the other components of the Approved Project that have not changed. Additional
analysis was conducted to determine the potential for such changes to result in environmental effects
that were not previously identified in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS. Additional factors that
contributed to GSA’s decision included the importance of the San Ysidro LPOE as a major international
border crossing, the identification of the reconfiguration/expansion of the LPOE as a high-priority
project by the federal government, and the overall high level of interest by the community and public
agencies.

1.5 INTENDED USES OF THE SEIS

This section provides summary information regarding the purpose, scope, and structure of this SEIS.

151 Purpose of the SEIS

The primary purpose of this SEIS is to document and evaluate the potential environmental effects of the
Revised Project and the ability of the alternatives of the Revised Project that were developed and
analyzed in this SEIS to meet the purpose and need, as identified in Chapter 2.

In accordance with 40 CFR 1502.1, the SEIS is intended to provide GSA, the public, and decision makers a
full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts from the proposed action and inform
decision makers and the public of reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts
or enhance the quality of the human environment. In addition to providing disclosure, the objective of
the SEIS is to identify an alternative that furthers the Revised Project’s purpose, satisfies the needs of
the Revised Project, and minimizes adverse environmental effects.

152 Scope of the SEIS

This SEIS contains an analysis of the alternatives under consideration for the Revised Project, as
described in Chapter 3. The SEIS only addresses changes, new circumstances, and/or new information
that are the basis for preparing this supplemental document and were not addressed in the 2009 Final
EIS or 2014 Final SEIS. Therefore, information and conclusions in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS
that do not change and remain valid and applicable for the Revised Project are briefly summarized
and/or referenced. New environmental requirements since adoption of the 2009 Final EIS and 2014
Final SEIS are addressed in the SEIS to the extent that they apply to the Revised Project.

The 2009 Final EIS and 2014 SEIS are hereby incorporated by reference pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.21. The
2009 Final EIS, 2014 Final SEIS, and supporting technical studies are available for review at the office of
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GSA, located at 50 United Nations Plaza, San Francisco, CA 94102. These documents can also be
accessed from the GSA website at: http://www.gsa.gov/portal/category/21521.

GSA published a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an SEIS in the Federal Register on November 1, 2017.
The NOI invited agencies and the public to submit comments regarding the scope of the SEIS. A public
scoping meeting was held on November 8, 2017 in San Ysidro, which was an open house format with
various topical stations and display boards and gave attendees the opportunity to ask questions and
provide written comments on the scope of the SEIS. One person attended the scoping meeting. The
comment period on the NOI ended on November 30, 2017. One comment was received, which was a
general statement in opposition of the Revised Project. GSA considered the comment received in
defining the scope of analysis for the SEIS.

Based on the proposed components of the Revised Project and comment received on the scope of the
SEIS, the SEIS evaluates in detail the potential environmental effects of the Revised Project with respect
to the following environmental issue areas:

e Land Use and Community Issues

e Cultural Resources

e Hazardous Waste/Materials

e Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Other environmental issue areas are not analyzed in detail in the SEIS because either: (1) the analysis
and conclusions of the Approved Project (contained in the 2009 Final EIS and/or 2014 Final SEIS) remain
applicable to the Revised Project, or (2) there is no potential for the Revised Project to result in
environmental effects associated with that particular issue. The beginning of Chapter 4 of this SEIS
identifies these environmental issues and discusses the reasons why the SEIS does not evaluate
potential effects of the Revised Project related to them in detail.

15.3 Content and Structure of the SEIS

The SEIS has been prepared in accordance with NEPA, as amended (42 U.S. Code [U.S.C.] 4321 et seq.),
as well as Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) and GSA NEPA
procedures (GSA Public Buildings Service NEPA Desk Guide). Technical studies and analysis applicable to
the Revised Project are summarized within individual environmental issue sections, and the full
technical studies are included in the SEIS Appendices.

This SEIS is organized in the following manner:

e Summary: Provides a synopsis of the Revised Project, the purpose and need for the Revised
Project, the Revised Project alternatives, and analysis of the SEIS. Impacts and avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures are provided in a tabular format.

e Chapter 1, Introduction: Provides a brief description of the Approved Project and Revised
Project; documents GSA’s decision to prepare an SEIS; discusses the intended uses of the SEIS,
including the purpose, scope, and structure of the SEIS; summarizes coordination with public
agencies and community stakeholders; and discusses the environmental review process for the
Revised Project.
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e Chapter 2, Purpose and Need for the Revised Project: Describes the overall purpose and
objectives for the Revised Project, as well as the needs for the Revised Project that justify the
purpose.

e Chapter 3, Revised Project Alternatives: Describes the Approved Project and the proposed
alternatives of the Revised Project, as well as the anticipated permits and approvals required for
the Revised Project.

e Chapter 4, Affected Environment; Environmental Consequences; and Avoidance,
Minimization, and Mitigation Measures: Constitutes the main body of the SEIS and contains
environmental analysis of the Revised Project alternatives. For each environmental issue
analyzed in detail, this Chapter includes a discussion of the regulatory setting, the affected
environment, environmental consequences, and if applicable, avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures. This chapter also identifies the environmental issues that are not analyzed
in detail and documents the reasons why they are not analyzed in detail. Additionally, Chapter 4
addresses cumulative effects, the relationship between short-term uses of the human
environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity, and any
irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources that would be involved in the Revised
Project.

e Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination: Documents the coordination and consultation that
GSA has completed with public agencies and the public regarding the Revised Project.

e Chapter 6, List of Preparers: Identifies the individuals who contributed to the preparation of the
SEIS and associated technical analysis.

e Chapter 7, Distribution List: Lists the recipients of the SEIS.

e Chapter 8, References: Presents the references used in preparation of the SEIS.

1.6 COORDINATION WITH PUBLIC AGENCIES AND COMMUNITY
GROUPS

GSA formed a Community Representative Committee (CRC) in 2004, which comprises key community
representatives and stakeholders. CRC meetings were held regularly by GSA during the environmental
and design phases of the Approved Project. GSA has continued to periodically host CRC meetings to
provide updates on the design and construction of the Approved Project, and to discuss and solicit input
on the proposed modifications of the Revised Project.

GSA has also coordinated with state and local public agencies, including the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), Metropolitan Transit
System (MTS), and the City of San Diego. GSA continues to have ongoing coordination with the

U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and several of its agencies and other units, including CBP,
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE), Federal Protective Service (FPS), and the Border Patrol,
regarding the design and operation of the LPOE.

Coordination with other public agencies includes the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, and the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).
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1.7 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

Once the decision was made to prepare an SEIS for the Revised Project, GSA initiated the NEPA process
by publishing a NOI in the Federal Register on November 1, 2017. The NOI marks the first formal step in
the SEIS preparation, as it serves as the official legal notice that the federal agency is commencing
preparation of an SEIS.

The next step in the NEPA process is to conduct the scoping process for the SEIS. Scoping refers to the
process by which federal lead agencies solicit input from the public and interested agencies on the
nature and extent of environmental issues and potential impacts to be addressed in the SEIS, and the
methods by which they will be evaluated. NEPA specifically requires the federal lead agency to consult
with other federal agencies that have jurisdiction by law or special expertise on the proposed action
(40 CFR 1501.7). Although no formal scoping is required for an SEIS (pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(4)),
GSA held a public scoping meeting on November 8, 2017.

Following the scoping process, GSA prepared technical analysis addressing the Revised Project and then
prepared the Draft SEIS. Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.6, lead agencies must provide public notice of the
availability of the Draft SEIS to interested persons and agencies. Proposed actions of national concern
(such as the Revised Project, since it is an international port of entry) must publish the notice in the
Federal Register. The public and reviewing agencies are provided a 45-day review period for the Draft
SEIS, beginning the day the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) publishes a Notice of
Availability (NOA) in the Federal Register. A public meeting will be held during the public review period
to provide the public with an additional opportunity to provide comments on the Draft SEIS. Notice of
the public meeting will be published in local newspapers of general circulation. Comments on the Draft
SEIS may be submitted in writing or by electronic mail to GSA through the end of the review period at
the address or email address below.

Mr. Osmahn Kadri

Regional Environmental Quality Advisor/NEPA Project Manager
U.S. General Services Administration

50 United Nations Plaza, Room 3345, Mailbox 9

San Francisco, CA 94102

osmahn.kadri@gsa.gov

Please submit all comments by November 9, 2018.

After comments are received from the public and reviewing agencies, GSA will respond to comments
and prepare a Final SEIS. The Final SEIS will include and respond to substantive comments received on
the Draft SEIS (40 CFR 1503.4(b)). The USEPA will publish a NOA of the Final SEIS in the Federal Register.
Consistent with NEPA, a 30-day review of the Final EIS will occur at that time.

After completion of the 30-day Final EIS review period, GSA will consider all available information on the
environmental effects of the Revised Project identified in the Final SEIS (including comments received
and responses to them) and render its decision. At that time, GSA will, in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.2
and 23 CFR 771.127, prepare a ROD. The ROD is a written public record explaining the rationale for
choosing the selected alternative, and generally includes the following:

e An explanation of the decision
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e Factors considered in making the decision
e Alternatives considered and the environmentally preferred alternative

e Adopted avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures or reasons why measures were not
adopted

e A monitoring and enforcement program for the measures that were adopted

The signing of the ROD completes the NEPA process. If the Revised Project is given environmental
approval and funding is appropriated, GSA could design and construct all or part of the Revised Project.
The steps in the NEPA process that are described in this section are illustrated in Figure 1-3, NEPA
Environmental Review Process.

Figure 1-3
NEPA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS
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2.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE REVISED
PROJECT

2.1 INTRODUCTION

As discussed in Chapter 1, Introduction, GSA proposes to modify plans to implement the San Ysidro LPOE
Improvements Project, which entails the phased reconfiguration and expansion of the existing LPOE. The
Approved Project is fully funded and proposes improvements at the LPOE in three independent
construction phases. The first phase (herein referred to as Phase 1) focused on the reconfiguration of
the northbound facilities. Phase 1 improvements were constructed between 2011 and 2016 and include
the east-west pedestrian bridge over I-5 and the LPOE, the northbound vehicular inspection area, the
southbound pedestrian crossing facility on the east side of the LPOE, the bi-directional pedestrian
crossing facility (PedWest) on the western side of the LPOE, and the Virginia Avenue Transit Center. The
second phase (herein referred to as Phase 2) involves the construction of new buildings, particularly the
proposed new Administration Building, renovated Historic Customs House, and a pedestrian plaza on
the east side of the LPOE. Phase 2 improvements are under construction and anticipated to be
completed by spring 2019. The third phase (herein referred to as Phase 3) entails reconfiguration of
southbound facilities that would include construction of a southbound roadway and associated
inspection equipment that would connect to the El Chaparral LPOE in Mexico. Phase 3 improvements
are expected to be constructed by winter 2019.

GSA is proposing modifications to the Approved Project, including a redesign of the proposed pedestrian
plaza on the east side of the LPOE. The pedestrian plaza would be expanded to the north to include an
additional parcel. To accommodate the expanded plaza, GSA proposes acquisition of the adjacent
0.24-acre parcel to the north and incorporation of this Additional Land Area into the pedestrian plaza.
These proposed modifications along with the other components of the Approved Project that have not
changed comprise the Revised Project.

Reconfiguration and expansion of the San Ysidro LPOE is identified in the SANDAG San Diego Forward:
The Regional Plan (SANDAG 2015a) and was previously identified in the 2050 Regional Transportation
Plan (2050 RTP; SANDAG 2011) as a major border infrastructure project to improve bi-national
transportation in the San Diego and Tijuana region.

2.2 PURPOSE AND NEED

2.2.1 Purpose of the Revised Project

The purpose of the Revised Project is the same as the Approved Project that was identified in the 2009
Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS. The purpose of the Revised Project is to improve operational efficiency,
security, and safety for cross-border travelers and federal agencies at the San Ysidro LPOE. The original
goals of the Approved Project that were identified in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS remain
applicable to Revised Project, and are restated below:

e Increase vehicle and pedestrian inspection processing capacities at the San Ysidro LPOE;

e Reduce northbound vehicle and pedestrian queues and wait times to cross the border;
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e Improve the safety of the San Ysidro LPOE for vehicles and pedestrians crossing the border and
for employees at the LPOE;

e Modernize facilities to accommodate current and future demands and implementation of
border security initiatives, such as the Western Hemisphere Travel Initiative (WHTI), the United
States Visitor and Immigrant Status Indicator Technology program (US-VISIT), and the Secure
Border Initiative (SBI);

e Provide facilities to enhance mobility and multi-modal connections in San Ysidro; and

e Reduce southbound vehicle queues and wait times to cross the border during “pulse and surge”?!
southbound inspections.

2.2.2 Need for the Revised Project

The need for the Revised Project is driven by capacity constraints associated with the LPOE and
projected increases in regional population and cross-border travel. Additionally, and as discussed in the
2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS, the Approved Project addressed public and employee safety and
border security concerns. The Revised Project is also necessary based on capacity/transportation
demand and safety/border security, as well as a need to improve cross-border mobility. The topics of
capacity/transportation demand and safety/border security, which are discussed in the 2009 Final EIS
and 2014 Final SEIS, are summarized below. Some specifics cited below were provided in these previous
environmental documents and do not comprise new information but are provided for the reader’s
reference. Other data and information, such as the growth forecast and LPOE border crossing statistics,
have been updated to reflect changed conditions since adoption of the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final
SEIS.

2.2.2.1 Capacity and Transportation Demand

The binational border region that includes San Diego and Imperial counties and the northern cities of
Baja California has a combined population of approximately 6.4 million people (SANDAG 2015a). This
binational region is forecasted to increase by approximately 4.2 million people to 10.6 million people by
the year 2040, with a projected population increase of approximately 1.2 million people within San
Diego and Imperial counties and an approximately 3 million-person increase in the municipalities of Baja
California (Caltrans 2014).

Within the same time period, the total civilian employment in the combined California-Baja California
area is expected to expand by approximately 3.7 million employed persons, increasing from 2.9 million
to approximately 6.6 million by the year 2040. The projected increase in San Diego and Imperial counties
is approximately 500,000 civilian employees while the municipalities in Baja California are expected to
add approximately 3.2 million employees (Caltrans 2014). The addition of 4.2 million residents and

3.7 million jobs by 2040 will increase crossborder travel demand in the region and continue to
additionally burden LPOE facilities.

1 CBP periodically conducts southbound vehicle inspections for a maximum duration of 30 minutes per inspection event.
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Land border crossing infrastructure includes LPOEs? and roadways and facilities that provide access to
LPOEs. Two international LPOEs, San Ysidro and Otay Mesa, and the Cross Border Xpress that connects
the Otay Mesa community with Tijuana International Airport currently link San Diego and Tijuana, while
a third LPOE is located east of the San Diego metropolitan area at Tecate. Collectively, these LPOEs and
the Cross Border Xpress serve as the gateway for all pedestrian traffic and vehicular movement of
people and goods between the San Diego region and Baja California, Mexico. To accommodate the
dynamic border transportation system and projected population growth and associated movement of
people and goods, major projects to improve land border crossing infrastructure are planned. These
include a fourth LPOE, known as Otay Mesa East, and improvements at the existing LPOEs, including the
San Ysidro LPOE (where the major reconfiguration and improvements have begun and are ongoing) and
Otay Mesa LPOE.

The San Ysidro LPOE is the busiest land port in the Western Hemisphere and is the region’s primary
gateway for cross-border automobile and pedestrian traffic. It is open 24 hours per day, 7 days per
week, and processes passenger vehicle, pedestrian, bicycle, bus, and limited use rail traffic. Commercial
vehicle inspections are conducted at the nearby Otay Mesa LPOE, which is busiest commercial border
crossing along the California — Baja California border and the second largest cargo facility along the U.S.
southern border by volume (SANDAG 2013). The San Ysidro LPOE processes an average of approximately
70,000 northbound vehicles and 20,000 northbound pedestrians per day (GSA 2017). In 2017, the San
Ysidro LPOE processed northbound inspections in total of approximately 13.8 million passenger vehicles,
33,000 buses, and 8.3 million pedestrians, resulting in nearly 32 million individual crossings from Tijuana
to San Diego (USDOT 2018).

Prior to reconfiguration of the northbound facilities during Phase 1 improvements, the San Ysidro LPOE
was a bottleneck in the system of interchange between the two countries, increasingly restricting the
movement of passenger vehicles and pedestrians during peak times. Before the new northbound
facilities were constructed, wait times at the San Ysidro LPOE during the commuter peak period
(weekdays between 7:00 AM and 9:00 AM) averaged 1.5 to 2 hours for vehicles and 1 hour for
pedestrians. Since the new Phase 1 northbound facilities have been completed, wait times have
decreased to an average of 1 hour for vehicles and 35 minutes for pedestrians (CBP 2018).

Improvements to the San Ysidro LPOE are needed because the capacities of the existing LPOEs in the
region and the San Ysidro LPOE specifically are currently being exceeded, causing excessive border wait
times. Cross-border travel is forecasted to continue to grow, due to projected local and regional growth
and economic activity, and border delays are expected to increase correspondingly, placing a strain on
existing border facilities including the infrastructure at the San Ysidro LPOE. It is estimated that vehicular
traffic in San Ysidro will increase by 87 percent by the year 2030 (GSA 2017). This increase, in
combination with increases in U.S. security requirements, has resulted in operational and infrastructure-
related challenges. Given the current and projected travel demand at the San Ysidro LPOE, improving
the capacity and operations of the current infrastructure is critical to decrease traffic congestion and
vehicular and pedestrian cross-border wait times.

2 LPOE is a facility that provides controlled entry into or departure from the U.S. for persons and materials. It houses offices of
CBP and other federal agencies responsible for the enforcement of federal laws regulating inspections of persons, vehicles,
and materials. A LPOE consists of the land, the buildings, and internal roadways and parking lots.
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2.2.2.2 Safety and Security

In addition to the need to expand the San Ysidro LPOE to improve operational efficiencies, the Revised
Project would address public and employee safety and border security concerns. The original buildings
within the LPOE were approximately 40 years old and could not effectively support DHS enforcement
operations. Due to the age and condition of the original buildings, a retrofit and remodel of the existing
LPOE is required to accommodate operational needs. Most of the original buildings have been removed
and new buildings have been or are currently being constructed.

A component of the proposed improvements includes a new pedestrian plaza on the east side of the
reconfigured LPOE that would provide a connection between the new southbound pedestrian
processing facility and pedestrian bridge and the San Ysidro Intermodal Transit Center (SYITC) at the
terminus of East San Ysidro Boulevard. To accommodate the pedestrian plaza, an existing building within
the LPOE would be removed. This building, known as the Milo Building located at 795 East San Ysidro
Boulevard, is owned by the federal government and abuts two buildings on a parcel to the immediate
north at 747 and 751 East San Ysidro Boulevard. During final design of Phase 2 improvements, it was
discovered that the two buildings adjacent to the Milo Building (known as the International Building and
the Mercado Internacional 88 Building) exhibit structural integrity deficiencies as free-standing buildings
and may not stand on their own if the Milo Building is removed. As a result, there is a substantial risk
that these two adjacent buildings may collapse upon demolition of the Milo Building, creating an unsafe
condition. The Revised Project is needed to address this safety concern.

Furthermore, the mandated implementation of border security programs such WHTI, US-VISIT, and SBI,
requires modernization and facility upgrades. These programs require DHS to implement new inspection
technologies to track cross-border traffic at the San Ysidro LPOE. The WHTI plan, as directed by the
Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004, is designed to enhance U.S. border security
while facilitating legitimate travel and trade. Under WHTI, travelers entering the U.S. must present
specified documentation that proves both identity and citizenship. US-VISIT is a program that uses
biometric data (digital finger scans and photographs) to verify travelers’ identity and to check against a
database of known criminals and suspected terrorists. The SBI is a multi-year plan to add more border
patrol agents; expand illegal immigrant detention and removal capabilities; upgrade border control
technology, including manned/unmanned aerial assets, and detection technology; increase investment
in border infrastructure improvements; and increase interior enforcement of U.S. immigration laws. To
implement these security programs, an increase in staff, space, and systems is needed, which could not
be accommodated effectively within the original configuration of the LPOE.

2.2.2.3 Cross-border Mobility

As previously discussed, the San Ysidro LPOE is the busiest land port in the Western Hemisphere and
processes an average of approximately 70,000 northbound vehicles and 20,000 northbound pedestrians
per day, with an estimated equivalent number of daily southbound crossings. Thus, a total of
approximately 140,000 vehicles and 40,000 pedestrians cross through the LPOE every day. Pedestrian
counts taken in both the northbound and southbound directions are consistent with these estimated
total existing pedestrian volumes. Based on the pedestrian counts, the total daily number of pedestrians
crossing the border is approximately 54,100 (LLG 2014). Figure 2-1, Pedestrian Crossings, shows the
results of the pedestrian counts.
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Figure 2-1
PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS

Number of Pedestrians

Hour

Source: LLG 2014
NB Ped = Northbound Pedestrian
SB Ped = Southbound Pedestrian

Many of the pedestrians crossing the border connect to other transportation modes to reach their
ultimate destination. According to a pedestrian origin and destination survey, 41.6 percent of
pedestrians use the trolley, 17.2 percent use buses, 4.6 percent use taxis, 21.7 percent use privately-
owned vehicles, and 14.5 percent continue as pedestrians (LLG 2014).

Existing multi-modal facilities near the LPOE include the SYITC located on the east side of I-5 along East
San Ysidro Boulevard and directly adjacent to the LPOE. This transit center supports approximately
19,000 daily transit boardings and arrivals and accommodates public access to the trolley and local bus
routes, as well as taxis, private jitneys (e.g., vans or shuttle buses), and intercity and shuttle buses. The
San Ysidro Trolley Station, located along the MTS Blue Line that carries customers between the border
and downtown San Diego, is the second busiest trolley station in San Diego County. In 2014, there were
approximately 10,700 boardings per day at this station, and a total of 8,300 trips ended there daily. MTS
runs the Blue Line Trolley every 7.5 minutes during weekday peak hours, as well as two bus routes that
provide more than 120 weekday vehicle trips (SANDAG 2014). Other multi-modal facilities and
connections near the LPOE include MTS bus stops along local roadways, private bus operator facilities, a
taxi staging area along Camino de la Plaza, sidewalks, and bike lanes along some local roadways. Given
the location and use of these multi-modal facilities to access the LPOE, pedestrian linkages to
multi-modal facilities at and near the LPOE are vital to the movement of people crossing the border.
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Long-term forecasts estimate that cross-border pedestrian traffic will increase by more than 85 percent
and vehicular traffic in San Ysidro will increase by more than 87 percent by the year 2030 (LLG 2014 and
GSA 2017). Additionally, over 750 federal employees currently work at the LPOE, and it is estimated that
this number will increase to over 900 with the forecasted increase in cross-border travel at the LPOE.
Because of the large number of people with the common destination of the LPOE, there is a need to
increase the efficiency of the border transportation system. To do so, all modes of transportation must
be accommodated, and an integrated system of vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle facilities is
needed, beyond what was provided under the original configuration of the LPOE.
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3.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

This chapter summarizes the Approved Project and identifies changes in circumstances and design of the
Approved Project that are referred to as the Revised Project. It also describes the project alternatives of
the Revised Project, which are being considered by GSA and are the subject of this SEIS.

3.1 APPROVED PROJECT

The Approved Project entails the reconfiguration and expansion of the San Ysidro LPOE in three
independent phases to improve overall capacity and operational efficiency at the LPOE. As described in
the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS, the Approved Project will demolish most of the original facilities
and new facilities will be constructed.

Once all three phases are constructed, the reconfigured/expanded LPOE will include 62 northbound
primary vehicle inspection booths and one dedicated bus lane and inspection booth within 34 lanes, as
well as improved processing facilities for bus and SENTRI travelers. The LPOE will include over 110,000
square feet of new primary and secondary vehicle inspection areas with a canopy utilizing state-of-the-
art materials, northbound and southbound operations centers (headhouses), two pedestrian crossing
facilities (one southbound on the east side of the LPOE and one bi-directional on the west side of the
LPOE), an east-west pedestrian bridge, a new transit center at Virginia Avenue, a new Administration
building, and an employee parking structure. In addition, a new 10-lane southbound roadway will be
constructed at the terminus of I-5 (at the Camino de la Plaza overcrossing) and will connect to Mexico’s
El Chaparral LPOE facility. A corresponding southbound inspection canopy will be constructed to support
CBP southbound vehicle inspection efforts. Figure 3-1, Approved Project Concept Plan, presents the
conceptual site plan of the Approved Project.

3.1.1 Phase 1

Phase 1 improvements focused on the reconfiguration of the northbound facilities and were
constructed between 2011 and 2016. Phase 1 improvements of the Approved Project included the
east-west pedestrian bridge over I-5 and the LPOE, the reconfigured and expanded northbound
vehicular inspection area, the southbound pedestrian crossing facility on the east side of the LPOE, the
bi-directional pedestrian crossing facility (PedWest) on the western side of the LPOE, and the Virginia
Avenue Transit Center. Refer to Figure 3-1 for the location of these completed improvements.

3.1.2 Phase 2

Approved Phase 2 improvements involve the reconfiguration of the eastern operational area and
construction of new buildings, particularly a new Administration Building, a pedestrian plaza on the east
side of the LPOE, and renovations to the Historic Customs House. Pedestrian connections to the
northbound pedestrian crossing on the east side of the LPOE would also be constructed, as well as
internal connector roads. Phase 2 improvements are currently under construction.

3.1.3 Phase 3

Approved Phase 3 improvements would primarily entail the reconfiguration of the southbound facilities.
A new 10-lane southbound roadway would be constructed at the terminus of southbound I-5, just south
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of the Camino de la Plaza overcrossing, and would curve southwestward to connect with Mexico’s El
Chaparral LPOE. In addition, the northbound primary inspection area would be expanded by an
additional nine lanes and a northbound secondary inspection overflow/southbound inspection area
would be provided.

Table 3-1, Summary of LPOE Capacity Changes by Phase — Approved Project, summarizes the
capacity-changing improvements by phase under the Approved Project.

Table 3-1
SUMMARY OF LPOE CAPACITY CHANGES BY PHASE — APPROVED PROJECT

Facilities Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3

Northbound
Primary Inspection Lanes

Vehicular lanes 24 24 33

Bus lanes 1 1 1

Total lanes 25 25 34
Primary Inspection Booths 46 46 63
Secondary Inspection Spaces a7 a7 60
Secondary Inspection Booths 5 5 14

2 (one on east side 2 (one on east side 2 (one on east side

Pedestrian Crossings . . .
& and one on west side) | and one on west side) | and one on west side)

Southbound
Vehicular Lanes 5 5 10 opening up to 19
Primary Inspection Booths 0 0 10
Secondary Inspection Spaces 0 0 20
Secondary Inspection Booths 0 0 3

2 (one on east side 2 (one on east side 2 (one on east side

Pedestrian Crossings . . .
g and one on west side) | and one on west side) | and one on west side)

3.2 CHANGED CIRCUMSTANCES

Pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii), public agencies are to prepare supplements to a draft or final EIS if
there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing
on the proposed action or its impacts. Since adoption of the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS (and the
respective RODs), circumstances have changed that are relevant to the environmental concerns
associated with the Approved Project.

The changed circumstances associated with the Approved Project include new information regarding the
condition of existing structures adjacent to the LPOE that affect the ability of GSA to implement the
Approved Project. During final design of Phase 2 improvements, it was discovered that two existing
buildings adjacent to a building to be demolished within the LPOE (Milo Building) exhibit structural
integrity deficiencies such that they may not stand on their own if the Milo Building is removed. These
buildings (International Building and Mercado Internacional 88 Building) are located on an adjacent
parcel on the eastern side of the LPOE immediately north of the Milo Building. Based on their structural
condition, these two adjacent buildings may collapse upon demolition of the Milo Building, creating an
unsafe condition. Consequently, the buildings would either need to be removed when the Milo Building
is demolished or renovated to restore their structural integrity. The condition of these adjacent
buildings was not known at the time the 2009 Final EIS or 2014 Final SEIS were prepared and this
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changed circumstance has bearing on the ability to implement the Approved Project. The potential
environmental effects of this changed circumstance are analyzed in this SEIS.

3.3 PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS

Pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(i), public agencies are to prepare supplements to a draft or final EIS if
they make substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns.
Subsequent to adoption of the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS (and respective RODs), GSA proposes
to modify plans to implement the Approved Project. The proposed modifications (Revised Project) and
their potential environmental effects are analyzed in this SEIS.

The proposed modifications entail the expansion of the LPOE to include an additional parcel and
incorporation of the Additional Land Area into the overall design of the LPOE. A component of Phase 2
improvements includes a new pedestrian plaza on the east side of the reconfigured LPOE. This plaza will
provide a connection between the pedestrian crossing (both northbound and southbound facilities) and
the SYITC, as well as the east-west pedestrian bridge that spans the LPOE and provides access to the
west side of the LPOE. The pedestrian plaza will also function as an outdoor public space with
landscaping, decorative sidewalks, and other hardscape treatments.

To accommodate the pedestrian plaza, the existing Milo Building within the LPOE is planned to be
demolished. As discussed above, two adjacent buildings on the abutting parcel immediately north of the
Milo Building would likely collapse when the Milo Building is removed. As a result, GSA proposes to
acquire this adjacent 0.24-acre property and incorporate the Additional Land Area into the design of the
pedestrian plaza.

Whereas the footprint of the pedestrian plaza was within the existing LPOE boundary under the
Approved Project, the expanded pedestrian plaza of the Revised Project would extend outside of the
LPOE boundary that was evaluated in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS. This SEIS evaluates
potential environmental effects associated with the Additional Land Area that is proposed to be added
to the LPOE boundary.

3.4 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

This SEIS analyzes two action alternatives of the proposed modifications to the Approved Project, as well
as the No Action Alternative. Both of the Action Alternatives include the proposed modifications
described above in Section 3.3, as well as the other improvements originally proposed as part of the
Approved Project analyzed in the 2009 Final EIS, 2014 Final SEIS, and 2015 Revision. Neither of the
Action Alternatives would result in capacity changes at the LPOE. Each of the alternatives is briefly
described below.

34.1 Alternative 1 —= Demolition of Buildings

Alternative 1 would include demolition of the two existing buildings within the Additional Land Area that
would be added to the LPOE and incorporated into the pedestrian plaza. The International Building

(751 East San Ysidro Boulevard) is a two-story commercial building that abuts the Milo Building. The
Mercado Internacional 88 Building (747 East San Ysidro Boulevard) is a one-story commercial building
that abuts the International Building. The combined area of these two buildings encompasses
approximately 13,250 gross square feet. Under Alternative 1, both of these buildings would be
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demolished, and the entire parcel would be added to the pedestrian plaza. The expanded plaza would
extend to the intersection of East San Ysidro Boulevard and Rail Court and would include a combination
of hardscape and landscape elements consistent with the other portions of the pedestrian plaza.

3.4.2 Alternative 2 - Renovation/Adaptive Reuse of Buildings

Under Alternative 2, the International and Mercado Internacional 88 buildings on the Additional Land
Area that would be added to the LPOE would be renovated and incorporated into the design of the
pedestrian plaza and LPOE. Renovations would consist of improvements to restore their structural
integrity so that they would not be in danger of collapsing when the Milo Building is demolished. The
renovated buildings may also be adaptively reused to function as components of the pedestrian plaza or
a related accessory use. The International Building is an Art Deco style building that was constructed in
the 1920s and is recommended eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). As
part of the renovations, the storefront exterior fagade of the International Building (along East San
Ysidro Boulevard) may be maintained or renovated to replicate the historic architectural style of the
building.

3.4.3 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative is included and analyzed to provide a baseline for comparison with impacts
from the action alternatives, and also to satisfy federal requirements for analyzing “no action” under
NEPA (40 CFR 1502.14(d)). Under the No Action Alternative, proposed modifications discussed in Section
3.3 would not be implemented, including acquisition of an adjacent parcel and incorporation of that
parcel into an expanded pedestrian plaza, either by demolishing or renovating the buildings on the
adjacent property. GSA would continue to implement the Approved Project that was analyzed as the
Preferred Alternative in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS and approved in the respective RODs
except that the Milo Building would not be demolished. It would remain in place due to the
compromised structural integrity of the abutting buildings and the likelihood of their collapse if the Milo
Building is removed.

3.5 PERMITS AND APPROVALS NEEDED

Permits and approvals that would be required for the Revised Project would be the same as those for
the Approved Project that were identified in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS, which are listed
below in Table 3-2, Anticipated Permits and Approvals Required for the Revised Project. Those required
for the proposed modifications that comprise the Revised Project (in addition to the other elements of
the Approved Project that have not changed) are indicated by shading.
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Table 3-2
ANTICIPATED PERMITS AND APPROVALS REQUIRED FOR
THE REVISED PROJECT

Permit or Approval

Agency

Presidential Permit

U.S. Department of State (DOS)

Clean Water Act Section 404 Nationwide Permit

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)

Section 401 Water Quality Certification

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES)

State Water Resources Control Board

General Groundwater Extraction Waste Discharge
Permit

RWQCB

Permits to Operate emergency generators

San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD)

Section 106 consultation

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), pursuant to
the National Historic Properties Act (NHPA)

GSA Public Buildings Service Commissioner approval of
project design

GSA

Temporary Construction Easement

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

Temporary Construction Easement and Permanent
Easement

City

Shaded cells denote those required for the proposed modifications that comprise the Revised Project (in addition to the other

elements of the Approved Project that have not changed).
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4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT; ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES; AND AVOIDANCE,
MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION
MEASURES

This chapter discusses existing conditions and addresses the environmental impacts of the Revised
Project alternatives, as well as identifies avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures that could be
implemented in conjunction with the Revised Project. This section also discusses environmental effects
for which no potential impacts were identified.

Environmental Effects with No Potential Impact

As part of the scoping and environmental analysis conducted for the Revised Project, the environmental
issues identified below were considered, but no impacts were identified. Consequently, there is no
further discussion of these issues in this SEIS.

Farmlands and Timberlands

The Revised Project footprint is not located on land under a Williamson Act contract or within a Timber
Production Zone; no agricultural resources are located in the vicinity. Implementation of the Revised
Project would not convert farmland to non-agricultural uses or affect any farmlands or timberlands. No
farmland exists within the Revised Project footprint. No impacts to farmland or timberland would result
within the San Diego County region for any of the Revised Project alternatives.

Noise

The Revised Project footprint is located in a developed urban area predominantly comprised of
commercial uses. As documented in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS, no noise-sensitive receptors
are located within or adjacent to the San Ysidro LPOE. No additional noise-sensitive receptors have been
introduced within close proximity to the LPOE and thus, no such receptors are located within or adjacent
to the Revised Project footprint. The closest noise-sensitive receptors include four hotels/motels to the
north along East San Ysidro Boulevard and Border Village Road. The three closest hotels/motels do not
contain outdoor areas of frequent human use (i.e., swimming pools, patios), and the fourth contains a
swimming pool that is shielded by the motel buildings. The closest school, Willow Elementary School, is
located approximately 0.4 mile to the northwest, adjacent to I-5/1-805 interchange, and the closest park
(Cesar Chavez Community Center and Larsen Field) is located approximately 0.5 mile to the west. Given
the distance from the Revised Project footprint, noise generated by construction activities associated
with the proposed modifications would not be highly perceptible at the school or park. In addition, the
land area to be incorporated into the LPOE would entail an expanded plaza, which is a use that does not
generate loud or excessive operational noise. Noise-sensitive receptors in the area would not be
impacted by the expanded plaza. As a result, no adverse noise impacts would occur from Revised Project
implementation.
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Cross-Border Impacts

With regard to potential cross-border impacts in Mexico, CEQ Guidance on NEPA Analysis for
Transboundary Impacts (July 1, 1997) states: “... in the context of international agreements, the parties
may set forth a specific process for obtaining information from the affected country which could then be
relied upon in most circumstances to satisfy agencies’ responsibility to undertake a reasonable search
for information.” In this case, Mexican agencies addressed potential environmental impacts of concern
to Mexico at the time of construction of the El Chaparral LPOE and the expanded Puerta Mexico LPOE,
which connect to the San Ysidro LPOE and would accommodate either the Revised Project or the
Approved Project design.

The basis for the referenced CEQ guidance is (former) President Carter's Executive Order (EO) 12114.
Subchapter 2.5 of this EO provides exemptions that include Presidential actions. Historically, the
Department of State (DOS) has taken the position that transboundary impacts are generally not
considered (unless they are outside the exemption created by EO 12114). Therefore, potential project-
level and cumulative impacts in Mexico associated with the Revised Project are not addressed in

this SEIS.

Environmental Effects not Analyzed in Detail

Additionally, the environmental issues discussed below are not analyzed in detail in this SEIS, because
either: (1) the analysis and conclusions of the Approved Project (contained in the 2009 Final EIS and
2014 Final SEIS) remain applicable to the Revised Project, or (2) there is no potential for the Revised
Project to result in environmental effects associated with that particular issue.

Utilities/Emergency Services/Life Safety
Utilities

The 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS concluded that the Approved Project is anticipated to
minimize its impacts upon water, wastewater, solid waste, and electric services, and may actually
reduce the usage of such services, primarily because the Approved Project proposes to achieve
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification, which aims to reduce the use of
such utilities.! In addition, the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS concluded that, although the
implementation of the Approved Project would result in a slight increase in impervious surfaces, with a
corresponding increase in post-development runoff volumes and velocities, post-construction flows
would be accommodated within an on-site storm drain system and would be reduced due to applicable
LEED requirements. The Revised Project also proposes to achieve a LEED certification and would
construct the same anticipated on-site storm drain facilities. While the Revised Project would result in a
minor increase the area of impervious surfaces compared to the Approved Project due to the expansion
of the pedestrian plaza (up to approximately 0.24 acre), such an increase would not change the impact
conclusions in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS. Furthermore, the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014
Final SEIS concluded that temporary construction-related impacts to utilities would potentially occur
during construction of the Approved Project but would be avoided by consultation with responsible
utility providers to protect systems in place or arrange for the temporary or permanent relocation of

1 LEED is an internationally recognized green building certification system, certifying that a building or project was designed
and built using strategies aimed at improving energy savings, water efficiency, carbon dioxide emissions reduction, and
indoor environmental quality.
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existing utility lines. This construction-related impact would also apply to the Revised Project because
the development footprint of the Revised Project is similar to the Approved Project and would
potentially affect the same utilities. Therefore, the impact conclusions regarding utilities in the 2009
Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS remain applicable to the Revised Project. The avoidance and
minimization measure identified in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS pertaining to utilities and
coordination with utility providers also applies to the Revised Project and is included in Appendix A.

Emergency Services/Life Safety

The 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS concluded that during construction of the Approved Project,
temporary detours within the LPOE may be required, resulting in some traffic diversion, which would
temporarily alter emergency access and routes within and around the LPOE. The same temporary
impact would occur during construction of the Revised Project. The 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final
SEIS also concluded that the safety of people utilizing and employed at the LPOE would be improved
through the proposed modernization, facility improvements, and protective design features of the
Approved Project. The Revised Project would construct the same types of facilities, upgrades, and design
features as the Approved Project. Therefore, the impact conclusions regarding emergency services/life
safety in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS remain applicable to the Revised Project. The
avoidance and minimization measures identified in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS related to
emergency services and life safety also apply to the Revised Project and are included in Appendix A.

Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

A primary Project goal in support of the Project purpose is to increase the processing capacity and
efficiency of the LPOE in response to the need created by the current and projected demand for vehicles
and persons to cross the border. Thus, the Project under any of the proposed alternatives would not
directly generate a substantial volume of traffic, but would accommodate existing and projected border
crossing demand. It would also modify the patterns of traffic flow in the Project area.

The 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS concluded that the Approved Project would result in traffic
impacts to some roadway segments and intersections. The same traffic impacts would be anticipated
with implementation of the Revised Project. The Approved Project and the Revised Project would be in
the same location and encompass comparable areas, and would construct the same types of facilities
and improvements. Under the Revised Project, with the removal of the businesses currently operating in
the two buildings proposed to be demolished or renovated and incorporated into the design of the
pedestrian plaza and LPOE, vehicle traffic in the vicinity of the southernmost terminus of East San Ysidro
Boulevard might actually decline slightly, but overall, it is anticipated that traffic patterns in the LPOE
area would be comparable to those anticipated under the Approved Project. Therefore, the impact
conclusions regarding traffic in the 2014 Final SEIS remain applicable to the Revised Project, and the
associated avoidance and minimization measures identified in the 2014 Final SEIS also apply to the
Revised Project and are included in Appendix A.

Visual/Aesthetics

The 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS concluded that the Approved Project would not result in
adverse visual impacts. Because the Approved Project and the Revised Project would be in the same
location and encompass comparable areas, and would construct the same types of facilities, upgrades,
and design features, the conclusions in the 2014 Final SEIS regarding the lack of potential for
visual/aesthetic impacts remain applicable to the Revised Project. The associated minimization
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measures identified in the 2014 Final SEIS to increase visual quality also apply to the Revised Project and
are included in Appendix A.

Hydrology/Floodplain

The 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS concluded that, although implementation of the Approved
Project would result in a slight increase of impervious surface area, with a corresponding increase in
post-development runoff volumes and velocities, design elements of the Approved Project (namely
infiltration basins and storm drain facilities and upgrades) would avoid or address potential impacts
related to drainage alteration, increased runoff volumes/velocities, storm drain capacity, and related
hazards such as hydromodification and flooding. While the Revised Project would result in a minor
increase in the area of impervious surfaces compared to the Approved Project due to the expanded
pedestrian plaza (up to approximately 0.24 acre), such an increase would not change the impact
conclusions related to hydrology and floodplain presented in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS.
Watershed, drainage, and groundwater characteristics are the same for the Approved Project and
Revised Project because the impact footprints are in the same location and encompass comparable
areas. Therefore, the impact conclusions regarding hydrology and floodplain in the 2009 Final EIS and
the 2014 Final SEIS remain applicable to the Revised Project, and the associated avoidance and
minimization measures identified in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS also apply to the Revised
Project and are included in Appendix A.

Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff

The 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS concluded that no short-term or operational long-term water
quality impacts would occur as a result of the Approved Project, based on conformance with applicable
regulatory requirements (such as NPDES Construction Permit or City Storm Water Standards
requirements) and implementation of appropriate water quality best management practices (BMPs).
The San Diego RWQCB issued GSA a permit to discharge the groundwater from construction dewatering
to the storm drain in order for GSA to excavate the construction site to the necessary depth to install
foundations and other required improvements. Moreover, as required by the San Diego RWQCB, GSA
constructed a temporary groundwater treatment system to control certain constituents present in the
groundwater prior to its discharge to the outfall. GSA regularly monitors its dewatering activity with
respect to its volume and treatment of the groundwater, as well as submitting regular reports to the San
Diego RWQCB, as required by the terms of its permit.

As discussed above under Hydrology/Floodplain, watershed and drainage characteristics are the same
for the Approved Project and Revised Project, because the impact footprints are in the same location
and encompass comparable areas. Therefore, the impact conclusions regarding water quality and
stormwater runoff in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS remain applicable to the Revised Project,
and the associated avoidance and minimization measures identified in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014
Final SEIS also apply to the Revised Project and are included in Appendix A.
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Geology/Soils/Seismicity/Topography

The 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS concluded that no seismic or non-seismic impacts would
occur as a result of the Approved Project, based on compliance with applicable regulatory requirements
(e.g., International Building Code) and incorporation of geotechnical recommendations. Geologic
characteristics are the same for the Approved Project and Revised Project because the impact footprints
are in the same geographic location and encompass comparable areas. Therefore, the impact
conclusions regarding geology/soils/seismicity/topography in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS
remain applicable to the Revised Project, and the associated avoidance and minimization measures
identified in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS also apply to the Revised Project and are included
in Appendix A.

Paleontology

The 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS concluded that the Approved Project could potentially affect
undisturbed portions of formational materials designated with a high potential sensitivity rating for
paleontological resources, and therefore grading and excavation activities could potentially encounter
paleontological resources. Geologic and paleontological characteristics are the same for the Approved
Project and Revised Project because the impact footprints are in the same location and encompass
comparable areas. Therefore, the impact conclusions regarding paleontological resources in the 2009
Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS remain applicable to the Revised Project, and the associated avoidance
and minimization measures identified in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS also apply to the
Revised Project and are included in Appendix A.

Energy

The 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS concluded that potential short-term, construction-related
energy impacts could occur during construction of the Approved Project, but no adverse operational
energy impacts would occur. Energy consumption associated with the Approved Project would not be
excessive, and would be reduced through proposed LEED design features, since the Approved Project
proposes to achieve LEED certification. The identified construction-related impact would also apply to
the Revised Project because the development footprint of the Revised Project is similar to the Approved
Project and similar facilities and improvements would be constructed. The Revised Project also proposes
to achieve LEED certification, which would reduce energy consumption. Therefore, the impact
conclusions regarding energy in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS remain applicable to the
Revised Project. The avoidance and minimization measures identified in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014
Final SEIS pertaining to construction activities also apply to the Revised Project and are included in
Appendix A.

Biological Resources

As indicated in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS, the Approved Project would directly impact
0.02 acre of disturbed wetland vegetation and 0.07 acre of non-wetland Waters of the U.S. Indirect
impacts to sensitive vegetation communities, jurisdictional areas, and nesting birds would potentially
occur due to construction and operation of facilities. Potential indirect impacts to biological resources
could also occur due to decreased water quality. All Approved Project impacts to biological resources
would be addressed through implementation of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation described in
the 2014 Final SEIS.
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Biological characteristics are the same for the Approved Project and the Revised Project because the
impact footprints are in the same location and encompass comparable areas, and the 0.24-acre area to
be incorporated into the Revised Project is fully developed and does not contain sensitive biological
resources. Therefore, the impact conclusions regarding biological resources in the 2009 Final EIS and the
2014 Final SEIS remain applicable to the Revised Project, and the associated avoidance and minimization
measures identified in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS also apply to the Revised Project and
are included in Appendix A. Potential indirect impacts to biological resources due to decreased water
quality would be addressed through the measures regarding water quality and stormwater runoff
included in Appendix A.
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Section 4.1 - Land Use and Community Issues

4.1 LAND USE AND COMMUNITY ISSUES

This subchapter assesses the following land use and community issues associated with the Revised
Project: potential impacts to existing land use patterns and development trends within the study area;
consistency with state, regional, and local plans; potential impacts to parks and recreational facilities;
potential impacts to community character and community cohesion; potential impacts associated with
parcel acquisitions and relocations; potential environmental justice impacts; and potential impacts
related to environmental health and safety risks to children. The conclusions are based on the analysis
contained in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS that addressed the Approved Project, as well as
additional analysis and environmental studies that were conducted to evaluate the proposed
modifications that comprise the Revised Project.

4.1.1 Existing and Future Land Use

4.1.1.1 Affected Environment

The Socioeconomic Study Area evaluated for land use and community issues encompasses the San
Ysidro Community Plan (SYCP) Area, which is depicted in Figure 4.1-1, Socioeconomic Study Area — San
Ysidro Community Plan Area (with Zoning Designations).

Land Use Setting

The Revised Project footprint is located in the southern portion of the U.S.-Mexico border community of
San Ysidro in the City of San Diego, California. No substantial changes to the land use setting in the
Socioeconomic Study Area have occurred since preparation of the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS
(refer to Figure 4.1-2, Existing Land Uses in the Project Vicinity). The most substantial changes have
occurred within the San Ysidro LPOE associated with the ongoing improvements of the Approved
Project.

Land Use and Zoning Designations

Zoning identified in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS was based on the zoning designations in the
City Municipal Code (Chapter 14, Land Development Code) as of January 2000. The Approved Project
footprint was previously zoned as primarily commercial with SYIO-CSR-3 and SYIO-CT-2-3 designations.
Approximately 0.5 acre on the eastern margin was zoned as industrial (SYIO-I-1). Concurrent with the
adoption of the updated SYCP in 2016, the zoning for the community plan area was changed to reflect
the designations identified in the SYCP. The primary changes included repealing the San Ysidro Planned
District and Southeastern San Diego Planned District zones and amendments to the Land Development
Code to help implement the San Ysidro Historic Village Specific Plan. The updated zoning designates the
majority of the Revised Project footprint as CR-2-1, while the eastern portion of the Revised Project
footprint, including the Additional Land Area, is designated as CC-2-5 (refer to Figure 4.1-1). The CR-2-1
zoning designation allows regional serving commercial and limited industrial uses with an auto
orientation but no residential use. The CC-2-5 zoning designation is intended to accommodate
community-serving uses with a high intensity, pedestrian orientation and no residential development.
The same 0.5-acre area formerly designated as industrial prior to adoption of the 2016 SYCP is now
designated as IL-3-1. The IL-3-1 zoning designation allows a mix of light industrial, office, and commercial
uses.
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The SYCP land use map designates the majority of the Revised Project footprint as Institutional; the
eastern portion, including the Additional Land Area, is designated as Community Commercial (refer to
Figure 2-2 of the SYCP). Institutional uses include public or semi-public facilities that offer public and
semi-public services to the community. Community Commercial uses include shopping areas with retail,
service, civic, and office uses and may also be applied to transit corridors where multi-family residential
uses could be added to enhance the viability of existing commercial uses.

Existing Land Uses

The majority of the Revised Project footprint is currently occupied with transportation uses

(i.e., roadways and freeways) and border facilities. Changes to existing land uses within and surrounding
the Revised Project footprint have occurred since preparation of the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS,
including those associated with implementation of the Approved Project and development of nearby
commercially-zoned vacant properties with commercial retail uses. Phase 1 improvements were
constructed between 2011 and 2016 and include the east-west pedestrian bridge over I-5 and the LPOE,
the northbound vehicular inspection area, the southbound pedestrian crossing facility on the east side
of the LPOE, the bi-directional pedestrian crossing facility (PedWest) on the western side of the LPOE,
and the Virginia Avenue Transit Center. Phase 2 improvements, including the new Administration
Building, renovated Historic Customs House, and a pedestrian plaza on the east side of the LPOE, are
under construction and anticipated to be completed by spring 2019. On the eastern edge of the Revised
Project footprint, as part of the implementation of the Approved Project, the long-haul bus depot and
two retail shops were relocated. The Milo Building is currently being used as a temporary northbound
pedestrian facility until the new building is constructed.

The Revised Project footprint being analyzed in this SEIS includes an additional parcel on the eastern
side of the LPOE that was not included in the project footprint analyzed in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014
Final SEIS. The Additional Land Area is currently developed with two existing commercial buildings, the
International Building and Mercado Internacional 88 Building, which are north of and connected to the
Milo Building that would be demolished as part of the Approved Project. These buildings are located
southeast of the terminus of the Blue Line Trolley, which is located adjacent to the SYITC. Just to the
east of the SYITC is a small commercial strip, which includes retail/duty free shops and a fast food
restaurant. At the northernmost end of this strip there is a small paid parking lot. Larger paid parking
lots are located north of the Revised Project footprint on either side of I-5 along Camiones Way.

Much of the land surrounding the Revised Project footprint is occupied by a number of commercial
establishments serving employees of the LPOE and the border-crossing population (refer to

Figure 4.1-2). Larger-scale, visitor-serving commercial development is located along Camino de la Plaza
near the LPOE, and includes the regional Las Americas Premium Outlets shopping mall, restaurants,
Mexican insurance, money exchanges, and gas stations. Two formerly vacant properties that are zoned
for commercial development have been developed with commercial retail uses: one located
immediately west of the Revised Project footprint (southeast of the existing Las Americas Premium
Outlets) and one located west of the existing Las Americas Premium Outlets.

As noted in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS, although San Ysidro is a north-south portal and
connector between San Diego County and Tijuana, it is also physically divided between east and west by
the I-5 and I-805 freeways, limiting pedestrian activity and presenting community barriers. The physical
division is bridged in few places over or under the freeways. Camino de la Plaza is the roadway nearest
the LPOE that crosses the I-5 freeway. The new pedestrian bridge over southbound I-5 and the LPOE
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constructed as part of Phase 1 of the Approved Project also provides a connection between east and
west. In the past, trolley travelers and other pedestrians crossing the intersection of East San Ysidro
Boulevard, Rail Court, and the MTS turnaround (SYITC) came into conflict with vehicles in the
intersection, resulting in some collisions. The new east-west pedestrian bridge constructed as part of
Phase 1 of the Approved Project terminates on the transit center side of the intersection, improving
pedestrian safety in the area.

On the Mexican side of the border, the El Chaparral LPOE on the west side is fully operational.
Commercial land uses continue to predominate to the west and southwest of the LPOE, and several
areas near the border that consisted of paved parking lots at the time the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final
SEIS were prepared have since been or are being developed with a parking structure, medical/dental
buildings, and commercial and residential uses. Land uses east and southeast of the LPOE in Tijuana are
primarily residential.

Development Trends in the SYCP Area

San Ysidro largely encompasses residential neighborhoods and commercial centers, with the residential
neighborhoods generally bounded by the freeways and commercial uses closest to the international
border. San Ysidro is a community with an established land use pattern that is expected to remain,
although some land use intensities are increasing as a result of SYCP implementation. San Ysidro
contains five distinct residential neighborhoods; two neighborhood villages, San Ysidro Historic Village
and Border Village District; two commercial districts; and the Port of Entry District (within which the
Revised Project footprint is located). Generally, regional and border-serving commercial uses are located
closer to the border, and community-serving commercial uses are located within the residential
neighborhoods. Despite existing circulation patterns that make interconnectivity difficult, some public
facilities and infrastructure that do not meet City standards, and other issues, the SYCP Area continues
to develop with residential, commercial, and heavy commercial/industrial uses, as called for in the SYCP.

By 2050, the regional population is projected to grow by nearly a million people. This growth will lead to
about 460,000 more jobs and over 325,000 more apartments, condos, houses, and other types of
housing. Employment in the SYCP Area is projected to increase by 34 percent (rising from 7,269 to 9,706
jobs) by 2050 compared to 2012 levels,t while population is projected to increase by 26 percent (from
28,336 to 35,828) in the same time period (SANDAG 2018). Recent land development proposals include
multi-family residential and community/institutional uses, as well as transportation and parking
facilities.

Table 4.1-1, Land Development and Public Projects in the SYCP Area, and Figure 4.1-3, Cumulative
Projects in the San Ysidro Community Plan Area, present development projects in the SYCP Area.

1 Asof May 2018, the most recent available employment data for forecast comparison are for 2012 (SANDAG Series 13 Regional Growth

Forecast).
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Section 4.1 - Land Use and Community Issues

Table 4.1-1
LAND DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC PROJECTS IN THE SYCP AREA

No.! Project Name Location Type Description
1 San Ysidro San Ysidro CP Area Community Plan Long-range physical development plan
Community Plan with specific goals and policies to
Update provide direction for future land uses
and public improvements in San
Ysidro. Component of the City of San
Diego’s General Plan providing site-
specific development
recommendations and the basis for
zoning within the SYCP Area.
2 San Ysidro Historic Area surrounding the Specific Plan Comprehensive planning document
Village Specific Plan | Beyer Trolley Station that will implement the vision for the
and along San Ysidro SYCP within the San Ysidro Historic
Boulevard Village Specific Plan Area to create an
attractive, intensified urban
environment with a mix of land uses
3 Living Rooms at the | 112-114 West Hall Multi- family 10-unit affordable housing project and
Border Avenue Residential adaptive reuse of church building
4 Housing 125 Cypress Drive Multi-family Future housing development on 0.65-
Development Residential acre site
5 Sellsway Street TM 165-171 Sellsway Street | Multi-family 4 one-story condos on a 0.32-acre site
Residential
6 San Ysidro Library 123 East Seaward Ave Institutional 15,000-sf library on a 1.62-acre lot:
LEED certified and feature designated
children and teen areas, study and
meeting spaces, a computer lab and
multi-purpose indoor and outdoor
community gathering areas.
7 Las Palmas 122 Alverson Road Multi-family 17 condos
Residential
8 Beyer Park 43-acre site at the east Park New 8-acre park to include ball fields,
end of Beyer Boulevard children’s playground, picnic areas,
restrooms, dog park, skate park, trails
9 San Ysidro 14 acres located along Transit Center Improvements to the existing SYITC
Intermodal Transit the northern edge of
Center the San Ysidro LPOE,
south of Camino de la
Plaza, east of I-5
10 San Ysidro 238-263 Cypress and Multi-family 138 apartments in six 3-story buildings
Affordable Housing 160 West Seaward Residential on a 3.26-acre site
Apartments
11 Jamboree Housing 429 and 437 West San Multi-family 65-unit permanent supportive housing
Ysidro Boulevard Residential project
12 Gateway Parking 701 East San Ysidro Parking Public paid parking lot for 182 autos,
Boulevard 16 motorcycles, and 6 accessible on a
1.39-acre lot. Demolition of existing
motel buildings.
13 San Ysidro Senior 517 West San Ysidro Senior Housing 51 units for formerly homeless seniors
Village Permanent Boulevard with disabilities on 1.19-acre site.
Supportive Housing
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Section 4.1 - Land Use and Community Issues

Table 4.1-1 (cont.)
LAND DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC PROJECTS IN THE SYCP AREA

No.! Project Name Location Type Description
14 Virginia Avenue Southwest corner of the | Parking Demolition of an existing commercial
Parking Structure Camino de la building and construction of a six-story
Plaza/Virginia Avenue parking structure (349 spaces) with
intersection ground-floor retail.

* Numbering corresponds to Figure 4.1-3.

Land Uses and Growth Trends in Tijuana

On the Mexican side of the border, recent development includes the El Chaparral LPOE and the 12-acre
Puerta Bicentario project on the eastern side of the current Puerta Mexico LPOE, which includes a
multi-modal transportation terminal with extensive commercial space, public parking, and a pedestrian
plaza. Land uses to the west and southwest of the LPOE continue to be predominantly commercial, with
several projects under construction in the vicinity of the border. Residential uses predominate to the
east and southeast of the LPOE in Tijuana. Housing prices in the Tijuana area that are much lower than
prices in San Diego have resulted in live-work commute patterns in which many Tijuana area residents
commute daily to work at jobs on the U.S. side of the border.

The City of Tijuana is estimated to experience a population increase to approximately 5 million people
by the year 2050, based on an annual growth rate of 2.4 percent (SANDAG 2011).

4.1.1.2 Environmental Consequences

Action Alternatives

Alternative 1 — Demolition of Buildings and Alternative 2 — Renovation/Adaptive Reuse of Buildings
(jointly referred to as the Action Alternatives) would occur within the same 0.24-acre parcel. The
Socioeconomic Study Area is the same under both Action Alternatives. Therefore, potential impacts
related to land use would be the same under both Action Alternatives and the analysis below applies
equally to both Action Alternatives.

Both Action Alternatives would be consistent with existing and planned land uses in the SYCP Area. The
Action Alternatives entail demolition or renovation/adaptive reuse of existing commercial buildings
located adjacent to a building to be demolished within the LPOE (Milo Building), as well as the other
improvements originally proposed as part of the Approved Project analyzed in the 2009 Final EIS, 2014
Final SEIS, and 2015 Revision. Implementation of either action alternative would integrate with
surrounding uses in the same manner as the existing LPOE facility or the LPOE under the No Action
Alternative.

The Action Alternatives would occur on land designated and zoned for commercial use. Demolition of
the buildings and integration of the parcel into an expanded pedestrian plaza (Alternative 1) or
renovation of the buildings to restore their structural integrity and potentially adapting them to function
as components of the pedestrian plaza or a related accessory use (Alternative 2) would be compatible
with the underlying commercial land use designation/zoning and surrounding commercial uses and
transportation facilities. The Action Alternatives would not adversely impact existing or planned

land uses.
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No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Approved Project that was analyzed as the Preferred Alternative in
the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS and approved in the respective RODs would continue to be
implemented by GSA, without the proposed modifications discussed above, except that the Milo
Building would not be demolished. Retaining the existing Milo Building would not result in adverse
impacts to existing or future land uses, since it would be repurposed for LPOE-related functions and
would be consistent with existing and designated uses. As determined in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014
Final SEIS (and their respective RODs), the Approved Project would result in no impacts to existing or
planned land uses.

4.1.1.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
Action Alternatives and the No Action Alternative

Because the Action Alternatives and the No Action Alternative would be consistent with existing and
planned land uses, no avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures are required.

4.1.2 Consistency with State, Regional, and Local Plans

4.1.2.1 Regulatory Setting

The Public Buildings Amendments of 1988 (40 U.S.C. 3312) requires GSA to comply with, to the extent
feasible, national building codes, consider local zoning laws, and consult with State and local
government. This law does not subject the U.S. Government to local requirements; rather, it mandates
consultation and informed decision making. GSA strives to comply, to the extent possible, with local
regulations, including land use plans.

The local and regional plans, policies, and ordinances that pertain to land use and transportation
planning within the Revised Project area were described in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS to
include the following: SANDAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP), 2030 Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP; 2009 Final EIS), and 2050 RTP (2014 Final SEIS); and the City’s General Plan, SYCP, San Ysidro
Redevelopment Plan, Bicycle Master Plan Update, and Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP).
With the exception of the revised plans noted below, these plans, policies, and ordinances were
described in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS and are not described in further detail below.

Updates to local and regional plans that have occurred since preparation of the 2009 Final EIS and 2014
Final SEIS are described in more detail below.

1. The Approved Project was analyzed with respect to SANDAG’s 2030 RTP in the 2009 Final EIS;
the Revised Project was analyzed in the 2014 Final SEIS pursuant to the 2050 RTP/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS), which superseded the 2030 RTP (SANDAG 2011). San Diego
Forward: The Regional Plan (Regional Plan) combines updates to the RCP and the 2050 RTP and
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). The Regional Plan was adopted by the SANDAG Board
of Directors on October 9, 2015. In this SEIS, the Revised Project is analyzed with respect to the
Regional Plan (SANDAG 2015a).
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2. The SYCP, as well as corresponding amendments to the existing zoning program and Local
Coastal Program, underwent a comprehensive update that was adopted by the City Council on
November 15, 2016. The Local Coastal Program was certified by the California Coastal
Commission on December 13, 2017. The SYCP was updated to reflect current conditions and the
long-term vision for the community. The Approved Project was analyzed with respect to the
SYCP, which was first adopted in 1974 and most recently revised in 2003. In this SEIS, the
Revised Project is analyzed with respect to the 2016 SYCP (City 2016a).

3. As described in the 2014 Final SEIS, the City’s Redevelopment Agency was dissolved as of
February 1, 2012. No new redevelopment activities pursuant to the San Ysidro Redevelopment
Plan are expected to commence.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan (SANDAG 2015a) is a comprehensive plan adopted by SANDAG in
October 2015 that integrates the 2050 RTP/SCS and RCP into one document. The Regional Plan is built
on an integrated set of public policies, strategies, and investments to maintain, manage, and improve
the transportation system so that it meets the needs of the San Diego region through 2050. The
Regional Plan combines the vision for regional growth over the next 35 years with an implementation
program to accomplish the goals and projects set forth in the plan. The investment plan focuses heavily
on expanding public transit and active transportation (biking and walking), while also reconfiguring
existing highways to promote public transit, carpooling, and other alternatives to driving alone. The
eight policy areas addressed in the 2050 RTP/SCS—urban form, transportation, housing, healthy
environment, economic prosperity, public facilities, our borders, and social equity—have been
integrated into the Regional Plan.

The Regional Plan describes the transportation issues in the region and identifies and quantifies regional
needs with both short- and long-term planning horizons. The transportation decisions detailed in the
Regional Plan serve the overarching goal to provide innovative mobility choices and planning to support
a sustainable and healthy region, a vibrant economy, and an outstanding quality of life for all. The Policy
Element in Chapter 1 of the Regional Plan describes the transportation issues in the region; identifies
and quantifies regional needs expressed within both short and long-range planning horizons; and
maintains internal consistency with the Financial Element and fund estimates. The SCS identifies general
location of uses, residential densities, and building intensities within the region; identifies existing and
projected housing supplies and needs; identifies a transportation network to serve the transportation
needs of the region; sets forth a forecasted development pattern for the region; and identifies
transportation measures and policies that would make the San Diego region more environmentally
stable, including measures to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to meet GHG reduction targets
approved by the California Air Resources Board. The Regional Plan summarizes costs to operate and
maintain the current transportation system, as well as the costs and revenues to implement the short-
and long-term projects and strategies that address regional transportation issues and needs.

Specific policy objectives that are applicable to the Revised Project include:
e Regional Economic Prosperity: Invest in transportation projects that provide access for all

communities to a variety of jobs with competitive wages. Build infrastructure that makes the
movement of freight in our community more efficient and environmentally friendly.
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e Environmental Stewardship: Make transportation investments that result in cleaner air,
environmental protection, conservation, efficiency, and sustainable living.

o Mobility Choices: Provide safe, secure, healthy, affordable, and convenient travel choices
between the places where people live, work, and play. Take advantage of new technologies to
make the transportation system more efficient and accessible.

e Partnerships/Collaboration: Collaborate with Native American tribes, Mexico, military bases,
neighboring counties, infrastructure providers, the private sector, and local communities to
design a transportation system that connects to the megaregion and national network, works
for everyone, and fosters a high quality of life for all. As we plan for our region, recognize the
vital economic, environmental, cultural, and community linkages between the San Diego region
and Baja California.

e Healthy and Complete Communities: Connect communities through a variety of transportation
choices that promote healthy lifestyles, including walking and biking.

San Ysidro Community Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan

The SYCP was comprehensively updated in 2015 to reflect current conditions and the long-term vision
for the San Ysidro community. The SYCP establishes land use designations and policies to guide future
development consistent with the City’s General Plan. The SYCP is intended to implement the General
Plan policies through the provision of community-specific recommendations that implement citywide
goals and policies, address community needs, and guide zoning. The SYCP contains eight elements: Land
Use; Mobility; Urban Design; Economic Prosperity; Public Facilities, Services & Safety; Recreation;
Conservation; and Historic Preservation. Each of these elements identifies a series of goals and policies
intended to guide future development within the San Ysidro community.

The Land Use Element establishes the distribution and pattern of land uses throughout the community
along with associated residential densities. The Land Use Element also contains community-specific
policies for the future development of residential, commercial/mixed-use, institutional, and village-
designated areas within the San Ysidro community. Relevant goals and policies include:

e A grand gateway linking Mexico to the United States and the City of San Diego
e Anintermodal transit facility at the border

- Policy 2.6.1: Encourage redevelopment of the Port of Entry commercial and transit area to
create a cohesive and iconic International Gateway.

- Policy 2.6.3: Develop the area immediately adjacent to the border as an International
Gateway that creates a rich, symbolic image of entry into San Ysidro, San Diego, and the
United States.

The Mobility Element is intended to improve mobility throughout the community through the
development of a balanced multi-modal transportation network, and sets forth goals and policies
relating to walkable communities, transit first, street and freeway systems, Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS), Transportation Demand Management (TDM), bicycling, parking management, airports,
and passenger and freight rail. Section 3.9, Land Port of Entry, of the Mobility Element notes that it is
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vital to ensure sufficient mobility both to and from the border, especially for those users who rely on

transit.

Relevant goals and policies include:

Pedestrian-friendly facilities throughout the community with emphasis on the San Ysidro
Historic Village and Border Village areas in order to minimize or reduce pedestrian/vehicular
conflicts.

Policy 3.9.1: Coordinate with the GSA to reduce crossing times and incorporate mobility
improvements that will enhance multi-modal mobility throughout the Port of Entry, while
maintaining safety and security.

Policy 3.9.2: Improve the environment surrounding bus, trolley, and jitney stops through
installation of curb extensions, shelters, additional seating, lighting, and landscaping, where
appropriate.

Policy 3.9.3: Coordinate with SANDAG to implement transit infrastructure and service
enhancements for San Ysidro included in the Regional Transportation Plan, including the
construction of a new ITC at the Border and the Virginia Avenue Intermodal Center.

Policy 3.9.4: Support the implementation of a street car or people mover system along East
San Ysidro Boulevard to accommodate redevelopment activity by connecting the ITC at the
border and Virginia Avenue Intermodal Center with the San Ysidro Historic Village.

Policy 3.9.5: Implement adaptive traffic coordination systems and freeway traveler
information signs to reduce traffic congestion along West and East San Ysidro Boulevard,
Dairy Mart Road, and Camino de la Plaza to accommodate ever-changing border crossing
traffic demand on local streets (also see Policies 3.4.6 and 3.7.3).

Policy 3.9.6: Support the reconfiguration of East San Ysidro Boulevard to improve
pedestrian and bicycle connectivity between the Port of Entry and the rest of the
community.

The Urban Design Element is intended to establish goals and policies that enhance the urban fabric of
San Ysidro while retaining the historic elements that contribute to the overall character of the
community. The overarching theme of the Urban Design Element is to develop a more connected San
Ysidro; to foster a community that consists of a well-planned and implemented social, visual, and
physical network of interaction opportunities and defined places. The Urban Design Element establishes
direction for village design, neighborhoods, community gateways and linkages, streetscapes and
pedestrian orientation, and other unique San Ysidro attributes. Relevant goals and policies include:

San Ysidro’s operation as a grand gateway, linking Mexico to the United States and the City of
San Diego Public walkways, alleys, public space, and pedestrian bridges that link San Ysidro
neighborhoods

Convenient and well-located public gathering spaces

Access to a range of transit opportunities, public space, public and government services, and
visitor serving commercial uses within the Port of Entry District
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e Opportunities for a range of commercial uses to attract tourists and shoppers from the region at
large within the Border Village, San Ysidro Commercial, and the Port of Entry Districts

— Policy 4.4.15: Develop public spaces and an urban design framework to support tourism at
the International Gateway.

- Policy 4.4.16: Create a sense of entry into the community through gateways, plazas,
signage, unique street furnishings, landscaping, and cultural art at major entry points.

- Policy 4.4.17: Design international gateway development to be visible and accessible from
the freeway.

- Policy 4.4.18: Incentivize distinctive and innovative project designs that incorporate Latino
Urbanism and promote high quality, creative design solutions.

- Policy 4.4.19: Promote outdoor activity with sidewalk cafes, public outdoor spaces and
open areas, and pedestrian-oriented shopping plazas.

- Policy 4.4.20: Establish wayfinding and streetscape design solutions that direct tourist
traffic to the tourist-serving commercial areas.

— Policy 4.4.21: Integrate plaza space at the border entry, and a promenade with enhanced
landscaping and pedestrian amenities, to draw visitors from the International Gateway into
the Border Village.

The Economic Prosperity Element establishes goals focused on increasing opportunities for
densification of residential and commercial development in selected parts of the largely built-out San
Ysidro community, while protecting the existing strong neighborhoods through enhancement of
neighborhood villages. Relevant goals and policies include:

e The appropriate improvement, renovation, and redevelopment of existing older and obsolete
properties, along with new infill development, to better attract new uses and enhance
community character

e Opportunities provided by the world’s busiest land border crossing and San Ysidro’s central
location in the San Diego — Tijuana region, including an ITC

- Policy 5.5.2: Encourage creation of a bi-national incubator located in the Port of Entry
District that would facilitate the creation of new small businesses by San Diego and Tijuana
residents focused on cross-border trade.

The Conservation Element contains policies on how to meet the City’s sustainable development goals in
areas that have been identified as suitable for development. Water is identified as a critical issue, as well
as the need for urban runoff management techniques. The Conservation Element is responsive to state
legislation calling for GHG emission reductions and also addresses open space and habitat protection.
Relevant goals and policies include:
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e A healthy and sustainable community at the border

e Application of the highest possible standards for environmentally sensitive design and
sustainable development practices

Policy 8.1.1: Implement applicable General Plan sustainable development and resource
management goals and policies, as discussed in its Conservation Element and the Urban
Design Element.

Policy 8.3.1: Encourage enforcement of air quality regulations by the San Diego County Air
Pollution Control District (APCD).

Policy 8.3.3: Support the monitoring of particulate pollution at the Port of Entry, and pursue
methods of reducing emissions, while accommodating the expansion of the Port of Entry
activities.

Policy 8.7.1: Manage stormwater using Low Impact Development principles for
development proposals, and include the most current restrictions/allowances for
sustainable development and environmental maintenance.

The Historic Preservation Element contains specific recommendations to address the history and
cultural resources, unique to San Ysidro, in order to encourage protection and appreciation of these
resources. Relevant goals and policies include:

e Recognize, preserve, and rehabilitate historically significant buildings, districts, landscaped
areas, archaeological sites, and urban environment

Policy 9.1.1: Conduct subsurface investigations at the project level to identify potentially
significant archaeological resources.

Policy 9.1.2: Protect and preserve significant archaeological resources. Refer significant sites
to the Historical Resources Board for designation.

Policy 9.1.3: Ensure adequate data recovery and mitigation for adverse impacts to
archaeological and Native American sites at the project level. In order to determine ethnic
or cultural significance of archaeological sites or landscapes to the Native American
community, meaningful consultation is necessary.

Policy 9.1.4: Include measures during new construction to monitor and recover buried
deposits from the historic period and address significant research questions related to
prehistory.

Policy 9.1.5: Identify, designate, preserve, and restore historic buildings in San Ysidro and
encourage their adaptive reuse.

Policy 9.1.6: Catalogue and preserve historic street lighting and furniture. Maintain and
preserve other non-structural features of the historic and cultural landscape, such as
sidewalk scoring and coloring, sidewalk stamps, and landscaping, to the extent possible.
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- Policy 9.1.7: Encourage the reuse of materials and the adaptation of historically significant
structures to help sustain the community character.

- Policy 9.1.8: Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural, or aesthetic
value, to the extent possible.

— Policy 9.1.9: Promote the preservation of buildings and features that provide continuity
with the past.

4.1.2.2 Affected Environment

The Socioeconomic Study Area evaluated for land use and community issues encompasses SYCP Area,
which is depicted in Figure 4.1-1. Refer to Section 4.1.1.1 for additional information regarding the land
use setting, existing land uses, and development trends within the SYCP Area.

4.1.2.3 Environmental Consequences
Action Alternatives

The Action Alternatives would occur in the same location with similar footprints, and both would involve
demolition or renovation of existing buildings within the Additional Land Area, in addition to the
improvements originally proposed as part of the Approved Project analyzed in the 2009 Final EIS, 2014
Final SEIS, and 2015 Revision. The Socioeconomic Study Area is the same under both Action Alternatives,
which are governed by the same land use plans. Therefore, potential impacts related to land use plan
consistency would be the same under both Action Alternatives. The analysis below applies equally to
both Action Alternatives.

The 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS (and their respective RODs) determined that the Approved
Project would be consistent with SANDAG’s RCP and 2050 RTP/SCS; and the City’s General Plan, SYCP,
Bicycle Master Plan Update, and MSCP. The Revised Project is similar in most respects to the Approved
Project, and is therefore consistent with the General Plan, Bicycle Master Plan Update, and MSCP. As
noted in Section 4.2, however, SANDAG adopted San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan in 2015,
superseding the RCP and 2050 RTP/SCS (SANDAG 2011). Additionally, an updated SYCP was prepared by
the City and adopted in 2016. This section analyzes the consistency of the Action Alternatives with the
Regional Plan and SYCP.

Consistency with San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan

To accommodate the dynamic border transportation system, the Regional Plan includes transit and
roadway improvements and a transit center project to improve land border crossing infrastructure. Both
the Revenue Constrained and Unconstrained Projects lists presented in Appendix A of the Regional Plan
include construction of the SYITC on the east side of the LPOE, and improvements to the Blue Line
Trolley, BRT, and Rapid Bus service to the LPOE, all of which would be served by the proposed Action
Alternative improvements. Appendix U14 of the Regional Plan specifically addresses the region’s
borders and provides a description of the improvements proposed and in progress at the San Ysidro
LPOE; both the Approved Project and the Revised Project are consistent with this description.

Consistent with key policy objectives of the Regional Plan, the Action Alternatives would improve the
convenience and safety of the transportation system, playing a role in raising the region’s standard of
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living. In addition to the improvements proposed as part of the Approved Project analyzed in the 2009
Final EIS, 2014 Final SEIS, and 2015 Revision, the Action Alternatives would expand the pedestrian plaza
on the east side of the reconfigured LPOE proposed for Phase 3. This plaza would provide an enhanced
connection between the pedestrian crossing (both northbound and southbound facilities) and the SYITC,
as well as the east-west pedestrian bridge that spans the LPOE and provides access to the west side of
the LPOE. The Action Alternatives further the Regional Plan objectives of providing safe, secure, healthy,
affordable, and convenient travel choices between the places where people live, work, and play; and
designing a transportation system that connects to the megaregion and national network, works for
everyone, and fosters a high quality of life for all. The expansion of the pedestrian plaza and other
improvements associated with the Approved Project promote the objective to connect communities
through a variety of transportation choices that promote healthy lifestyles, including walking. Therefore,
the Action Alternatives would be consistent with the Regional Plan.

Consistency with the San Ysidro Community Plan

In the SYCP, the San Ysidro LPOE is designated as the “International Gateway,” which is envisioned as a
cohesive and iconic grand entrance to the U.S. The Action Alternatives would renovate, expand, and
modernize the existing LPOE to improve its functioning, appearance, security, and safety. The future
pedestrian connection between Mexico and the U.S. would connect with additional pedestrian linkages
within the area, as well as public spaces and destinations that service local and international travelers.
The Action Alternatives would integrate improved pedestrian crossing facilities and an expanded
pedestrian plaza at the border entry, which would provide mobility improvements both to and from the
border, especially for those users who rely on transit. The Action Alternatives would, therefore, be
consistent with the goals and policies of the SYCP.

The Action Alternatives also would not preclude actions by other entities such as private commercial
enterprises to take advantage of the economic opportunity that the LPOE represents (i.e., a conduit for
large volumes of potential consumers). The commercial uses located within the two buildings that would
be either demolished (Alternative 1) or renovated and adaptively reused (Alternative 2) would be
relocated/compensated, in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (Uniform Act) and Title 49 CFR, Part 24.

In addition, the Action Alternatives would be consistent with SYCP land use designations. The Additional
Land Area is designated and zoned for commercial uses (refer to Figure 4.1-2). The expanded pedestrian
plaza would be compatible with the underlying commercial land use designation/zones.

Conclusion

Based on the analysis above, the Action Alternatives would not result in adverse impacts related to plan
and policy consistency.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Approved Project would be implemented without the demolition
of the Milo Building. As mentioned above, the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS (and their respective
RODs) determined that the Approved Project would be consistent with SANDAG’s RCP and 2050
RTP/SCS; and the City’s General Plan, SYCP, Bicycle Master Plan Update, and MSCP. This section analyzes
the consistency of the No Action Alternative with the Regional Plan and SYCP.

San Ysidro LPOE Improvements 4.1-13 September 2018
Supplemental EIS



Section 4.1 - Land Use and Community Issues

Consistency with San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan

As noted for the Action Alternatives, the No Action Alternative would be consistent with key policy
objectives of the Regional Plan regarding maximizing productivity, reducing costs and travel time, and
improving the reliability and safety of the transportation system. It may not facilitate transit use to the
same degree as the Action Alternatives since there would be a reduced footprint for the pedestrian
plaza, but would still be consistent with the general policies of the Regional Plan.

Consistency with the San Ysidro Community Plan

As noted for the Action Alternatives, the No Action Alternative would be consistent with the SYCP
policies, objectives, and land use/zoning designations. The No Action Alternative occurs on land
designated and zoned for commercial uses, with the exception of an approximately 0.5 acre on the
eastern margin designated and zoned for industrial use. Uses at the LPOE include vehicle and pedestrian
processing/inspection areas, office space, parking, roadways, and a central plant, all of which would be
compatible uses with the underlying commercial and industrial land use designation/zones of adopted
local land use plans. The pedestrian plaza, while reduced in size if the Milo Building is not demolished
(under the No Action Alternative), would be consistent with the intent of the SYCP in providing
pedestrian-friendly facilities and ensuring sufficient mobility to and from the border.

Conclusion

Based on the analysis above, the No Action Alternative would not result in adverse impacts related to
plan and policy consistency.

4.1.2.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Action Alternatives and the No Action Alternative

Because the Action Alternatives and the No Action Alternative would be consistent with relevant land
use plans, no avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures are required.

4.1.3 Parks and Recreational Facilities

4.1.3.1 Regulatory Setting

Park and recreational facilities within the SYCP Area are governed by the SYCP Recreation Element. The
Recreation Element is intended to assure that the recreational needs of the community are met. It
establishes goals and policies for population-based parks, resource-based parks, recreation facilities, and
open space within the community, as well as goals to promote accessibility to recreation facilities. The
SYCP Recreation Element identifies opportunities for development of additional population-based parks
and recreational facilities throughout the community, including two new and one expanded
neighborhood park, and 23 mini/ pocket parks and plazas ranging in size from 0.1 to 2.65 acres. The
SYCP identifies an additional 32.29 acres of population-based parks land and park equivalency sites

(e.g., joint use schools and non-traditional linear parks) that may be developed within San Ysidro.
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4.1.3.2 Affected Environment

As noted in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS, five neighborhood parks and two community parks
are located within the SYCP Area. The nearest to the Revised Project footprint, at approximately 0.5 mile
distance, is the Cesar Chavez Community Center and Larsen Field, followed by the Coral Gate Park, a
community park approximately one mile to the west. Other neighborhood parks in the area are located
northeast of I-5 and include the Col. Irving J. Salomon Community Center located on Diza Road, the Vista
Terrace Park on Athey Avenue, and Howard Lane Park on Plantel Way. The San Ysidro Recreation Center
is a linear community park between East and West Park Avenues. This park and community center
include recreational facilities, a senior center, and the public library. Beyer Park, located at the east end
of Beyer Boulevard approximately 0.8 mile north of the Revised Project footprint, was listed as
undeveloped in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS but is now under construction. Beyer Park would
be an approximately eight-acre neighborhood park that would include ball fields, a children’s
playground, picnic areas, restrooms, a dog park, a skate park, and trails. No other substantial changes to
existing park facilities have occurred since preparation of the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS.

Only one existing park/recreational facility is located within 0.5-mile of the Revised Project footprint:
Cesar Chavez Community Center and Lansen Field, located approximately 0.5-mile northwest of the
Revised Project footprint and 0.9-mile northwest of the Additional Land Area. The Cesar Chavez
Community Center and Lansen Field is an approximately 17-acre community park with a recreation
center, multipurpose fields, children’s play areas, and picnic areas. One additional park is proposed to be
located within 0.5 mile of the Revised Project footprint: Camino De La Plaza Pocket Park, located south
of the Cesar Chavez Community Center and Lansen Field at the southeast corner of Camino De La Plaza
and Sipes Lane, approximately 0.5 mile west of the Revised Project footprint and 0.9-mile west of the
Additional Land Area. Amenities are proposed to include a plaza, multipurpose turf areas, children’s play
area, picnic facilities, seating, and landscaping.

4.1.3.3 Environmental Consequences
Action Alternatives

The Action Alternatives would occur in the same location with similar footprints, and both would
incorporate the Additional Land Area into the pedestrian plaza on the east side of the LPOE. The Revised
Project footprint does not contain any public parks or recreational facilities. Therefore, potential impacts
related to parks and recreational facilities would be the same under both Action Alternatives. The
analysis below applies equally to both Action Alternatives.

The 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS (and their respective RODs) determined that the Approved
Project would not impact any public parks or recreational facilities in the vicinity of the LPOE. The Action
Alternatives would occur within a similar footprint to that of the Approved Project (with the addition of
a 0.24-acre commercially developed parcel), and like the Approved Project, would not impact any public
parks or recreational facilities in the Socioeconomic Study Area.

No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the Approved Project would be implemented without the demolition

of the Milo Building. The 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS (and their respective RODs) determined that
the Approved Project would not impact any public parks or recreational facilities, since none are located
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in the vicinity of the LPOE. Retaining the Milo Building and reducing the overall expansion of the
pedestrian plaza also would not affect any existing or proposed recreational facilities. Accordingly, no
impacts would occur to public parks and recreational facilities as a result of the No Action Alternative.

4.1.3.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
Action Alternatives and the No Action Alternative

Because the Action Alternatives and the No Action Alternative would not adversely affect parks or
recreational facilities, no avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures are required.

4.1.4 Community Cohesion and Community Character

4.1.4.1 Regulatory Setting

NEPA established that the U.S. Government use all practicable means to ensure for all Americans safe,
healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings [42 U.S.C. 4331(b)(2)]. In its
implementation of NEPA, GSA directs that final decisions regarding projects are to be made in the best
overall public interest. This requires taking into account adverse environmental impacts, such as
destruction or disruption of human-made resources, community cohesion, and the availability of public
facilities and services.

4.1.4.2 Affected Environment

The Supplemental Community Impact Assessment (SCIA) prepared for the Approved Project evaluated
the community facilities and social and economic conditions for the Approved Project footprint and the
larger Socioeconomic Study Area (defined as the SYCP Area, shown on Figure 4.1-1) (Supplemental
Community Impact Assessment for the San Ysidro Land Port of Entry Improvements Project, June 2013).
The analysis presented in this subchapter is based on the SCIA, along with other applicable data
obtained through a desktop constraints analysis of the Socioeconomic Study Area conducted using
Google Earth® and ArcGIS® with overlays of the Revised Project footprint, as well as SANDAG
demographics data, U.S. Census data, on-line property records, San Diego County Assessor's maps,
available land use plans, and other sources of published information.

While the San Ysidro LPOE would serve the larger bi-national region, the community of San Ysidro would
experience the most direct and immediate effects of the Revised Project. As in the case of the 2009 Final
EIS and 2014 Final SEIS, this SEIS uses demographic statistics and regional growth forecasts prepared by
SANDAG to analyze potential community impacts. SANDAG is the regional planning agency for the San
Diego area and is responsible for preparing demographic and economic statistics and regional growth
forecasts. SANDAG data are available at the regional, subregional, community, and census-tract levels.

The SANDAG demographic statistics used in the 2009 Final EIS were based on the 2000 U.S. Census,
augmented by annual population and housing estimates that are developed in cooperation with local
agencies and the California Department of Finance. At the time the 2014 Final SEIS and SCIA were
prepared, the 2010 Census-based data were available for overall population levels and forecasts, gender
breakdowns, race/ethnicity breakdowns, age distributions, housing unit types and housing vacancy
rates; other data, such as employment and education categories, were not available from the 2010
Census at the census-tract or community planning area level. The SANDAG demographic statistics used
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in this SEIS are based on the 2016 estimates, as well as 2010 Census-based data for employment.
Growth forecasts are based on the SANDAG Series 13 Regional Growth Forecast. For comparative
purposes, data are presented for the SYCP Area, as well as for San Diego County as a whole, and for the
South Bay Subregional Area (SRA), which includes the City of Imperial Beach, the City (including the
communities of Otay Mesa-Nestor, San Ysidro, Otay Mesa, and Tijuana River Valley), and the
unincorporated community of Otay Mesa.

Community Setting

The Revised Project footprint is located in the southern portion of the U.S.-Mexico border community of
San Ysidro in the City of San Diego, California. San Ysidro is located approximately 14 miles southeast of
downtown San Diego and lies directly across the Mexican border from Tijuana, Baja California. The
shape of the community generally follows the I-5 freeway from the San Ysidro LPOE past its merge with
[-805 to encompass both freeways as they continue northward to their interchanges with State Route
(SR-) 905. The LPOE, I-5 and I-805, as well as the Blue Line Trolley, are defining features of the San Ysidro
community.

Demographic Characteristics

As described in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS, San Ysidro’s demographic characteristics reveal
that San Ysidro differs in many respects from the South Bay SRA and the greater San Diego region. In
general, the SYCP Area includes a relatively large population of residents who are very young (under

20 years of age) compared to the South Bay SRA and region. The SYCP Area contains a substantially
higher percentage of Hispanic population, has substantially lower median household incomes, and a
higher percentage of households below the poverty level compared to residents of San Diego County
overall. As noted in the SYCP, along with a young and largely Hispanic population, San Ysidro is home to
large families and often multiple generations under one roof. Even though San Ysidro has a high
proportion of families, there is a relatively low rate of home ownership (City 2016a).

Table 4.1-2, 2016 SYCP Area, South Bay SRA, and San Diego County Population and Housing
Characteristics, presents an update of the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS demographic profile of the
SYCP Area, with data for the South Bay SRA and the San Diego County region provided for comparative
purposes.
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Table 4.1-2

2016 SYCP AREA, SOUTH BAY SRA, AND SAN DIEGO COUNTY
POPULATION AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

.. South Bay San Diego
Characteristic SYCP Area SRA @iy
2016 Population Estimate (SANDAG) 27,513 136,597 3,288,612
Gender (2016 SANDAG)
Male 47.7% 50.3% 50.3%
Female 52.3% 49.7% 49.7%
Age Distribution (2016 SANDAG)
Under 10 years 13.8% 13.5% 12.6%
10to 19 16.7% 14.6% 12.3%
20to 29 17.6% 17.3% 16.7%
30to 39 12.9% 14.1% 14.4%
40to 49 12.3% 12.8% 12.7%
50 to 59 12.3% 12.2% 12.8%
60 to 69 7.3% 8.3% 9.7%
70to 79 4.2% 4.5% 5.2%
80+ 2.8% 2.8% 3.5%
Median Age (2016 SANDAG) 31.4 33.1 35.5
Median Household Income-Inflation Adjusted
(2016 SANDAG) $32,780 $46,613 $63,403
Estimates of Families Below Poverty Level
(2016 SANDAG)
Households with Income Less than $15,000 20% 14% 11%
Households with Income Less than $30,000 46% 31% 24%
Population by Race & Ethnicity (2016 SANDAG)
Non-Hispanic 14.9% 36.2% 66.6%
American Indian and Alaska Native 0.1% 0.3% 0.4%
Asian & Pacific Islander 3.1% 9.4% 11.9%
Black or African American 5.1% 5.9% 4.8%
White 5.8% 18.3% 46.3%
Other or Multiple Race 0.9% 2.3% 3.2%
Hispanic 85.1% 63.8% 33.4%
2016 Total Housing Units (2016 SANDAG) 7,512 39,763 1,185,498
Total Occupied Units 7,379 38,301 1,126,029
Housing Unit Type
Single Family Residence (detached) 26.9% 41.8% 47.2%
Attached Units 66.3% 51.3% 49.2%
Mobile Homes and Other 6.7% 6.9% 3.6%
Persons per Household 3.72 3.43 2.83
Housing Vacancy Rate 1.8% 3.7% 5.0%
Total Employment (2010 SANDAG)* 60% 60% 66%

Source: SANDAG's Data Warehouse, accessed June 7, 2018.
*Only 2010 data available; percent of population age 16 and older in labor force.
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Growth Dynamics

Table 4.1-3, Growth Forecasts for Population, Housing, and Employment, presents updated SANDAG
forecasts (relative to the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS) for population, housing units, and
employment to 2050. The SYCP Area is expected to experience slower growth during the forecast period
than the South Bay SRA and San Diego County, because the SYCP Area is largely built out. The total
number of residents in the SYCP Area was forecast by SANDAG to grow by 26 percent, from 28,336 in
2012 to 35,828 in 2050. This is significantly slower than the expected growth for the South Bay SRA

(56 percent) and slightly slower than for the County (29 percent).

The total number of housing units in the SYCP Area was forecast by SANDAG to grow 29 percent
between 2012 and 2050. This is comparable to the growth rate for the housing inventory for the County
(28 percent) and less than two-thirds the growth rate for the South Bay SRA (49 percent).

The total employment in the SYCP Area was forecast by SANDAG to grow 34 percent by 2050. This rate
of employment growth is comparable to the County average (32 percent), but substantially less than the
strong growth in employment expected for the South Bay SRA (108 percent).

Table 4.1-3
GROWTH FORECASTS FOR POPULATION, HOUSING, AND EMPLOYMENT

Geographic Area/ 2012-2050
Economic Forecast 2012 2020 2035 2050 Percent
Number
Category Change

SYCP Area
Total Population 28,336 29,046 33,010 35,828 7,492 26%
Total Housing Units 7,410 7,486 8,506 9,338 1,928 29%
Total Employment 7,269 8,231 9,086 9,706 2,437 34%
South Bay SRA
Total Population 135,592 157,775 202,079 211,900 76,308 56%
Total Housing Units 38,866 42,631 54,626 57,985 19,119 49%
Total Employment 33,803 42,333 51,128 70,275 36,472 108%
San Diego County
Total Population 3,143,429 3,435,713 3,853,698 4,068,759 925,330 29%
Total Housing Units 1,165,818 1,249,684 1,394,783 1,491,935 326,117 28%
Total Employment 1,450,913 1,624,124 1,769,938 1,911,405 460,492 32%

Source: SANDAG's Data Warehouse, accessed June 7, 2018.

Local Schools and Parks

The 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS identified six public elementary schools and one public middle
school in the SYCP Area as well as one private K-8 school and one private K-12 school. Willow
Elementary School (which is public) is the only school located south of I-5, and is closest to the Revised
Project footprint at a distance of approximately 0.4 miles (approximately 0.7-mile northwest of the
Additional Land Area). Other public schools include Sunset Elementary School located at 3825 Sunset
Lane, Smythe Elementary School located at 1880 Smythe Avenue, Nicoloff Elementary School located at
1777 Howard Avenue, La Mirada Elementary School located at 222 Avenida de la Madrid, and San Ysidro
Middle School located at 4345 Otay Mesa Road. Beyer Elementary School was previously located at
2312 East Beyer Boulevard, but closed in 2012 and has since been demolished. Private schools include
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Our Lady of Mt. Carmel located at 4141 Bayer Boulevard (K-8) and New Life Christian Academy located
at 3747 Sunset Lane (K-12).

There are five additional public schools that serve the SYCP area (but are located outside of the SYCP
area). As noted in Section 4.1.3, five neighborhood parks and two community parks are located within
the SYCP Area. One new park is currently under construction, and a number of neighborhood, mini, and
pocket parks have been identified for development in the SYCP.

Community Cohesion

San Ysidro is an international crossroads that hosts North America’s busiest border crossing. As a result,
this community exhibits strong ties to Mexico and many of the community’s commercial uses are
oriented toward tourists and other cross-border travelers. Just as important to both border transport
and community dynamics is the configuration of the transportation corridors. I-5 traverses northwest-
southeast and 1-805 traverses north-south through San Ysidro; and the two freeways merge in the
central portion of the community, north of the LPOE. South of the junction, I-5 directs freeway traffic
straight to the LPOE. The freeways, together with the northwest-southeast trolley corridor, expedite
travel to and from the border crossing, but in doing so create a physical partition of the SYCP Area.
These physical divisions have translated into a social division of the community, since few bridges over
or under the freeways and trolley line connect the distinct portions of the community. As noted in the
SYCP, the transportation corridors create divisions that limit pedestrian activity, and bar social, visual,
and physical connections, all of which contribute to a divided community (City 2016a).

Economic Character and Fiscal Setting
Regional Economy

At the time of publication of the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS, the San Diego region, along with the
nation, continued to experience all the features of a recession and a slow recovery. The San Diego
economy recorded a decline that started in early 2008, about six to nine months ahead of the national
economy. This was the first year of negative real estate growth for the local economy since the early
1990s. The economic problems for the San Diego region started in the housing market in 2007, when a
significant slowdown in housing sales and median home prices was experienced. Construction
employment declined in response to a drop in housing starts and then additional factors such as high
gasoline prices in the spring of 2008 and the financial collapse in the fall of 2008 compounded the
weakness in the region.

A recovering construction industry and an improving job market have helped drive optimism about San
Diego's economy since the recession in 2008/2009. The San Diego County Index of Leading Economic
Indicators, published by the University of San Diego (USD) Burnham-Moores Center for Real Estate, has
risen slowly and steadily since early 2009; in March 2018 (the latest data available) it reached an all-time
high and its highest level since March 2009 (USD 2018). Measures of help-wanted advertising, initial
claims for unemployment insurance, the outlook for the national economy, building permits, and
consumer confidence have all been positive in recent economic reports on the regional economy (San
Diego Union Tribune 2018). Positive expectations about hiring, revenue, hours offered to workers, and
business conditions for the region have continued the trend of optimism toward the local economy
(Times of San Diego 2018).

San Ysidro LPOE Improvements 4.1-20 September 2018
Supplemental EIS



Section 4.1 - Land Use and Community Issues

The median household income in the San Diego region in for the 2012-2016 period was $66,529, slightly
higher than the California median of $63,783 and about $11,000 higher than the U.S. median income of
$55,322 (U.S. Census Bureau 2018). San Diego County unemployment, which rose precipitously starting
in 2008 and reached a high of 10.9 percent in July 2011, continues to decline (U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics 2018). The region’s unemployment rate was 2.9 percent in April 2018, one percentage point
lower than April 2017 and just above the lowest unemployment rate on record dating back to December
1999 (2.6 percent). San Diego’s unemployment rate remains below both the state and national rates of
3.8 percent and 3.7 percent, respectively (San Diego Regional Economic Development Corporation
2018).

Local Retail Business Community

San Ysidro’s economy is driven by local, regional, and binational influences. Local commercial
establishments include neighborhood and visitor serving bodegas and services, fast food establishments,
gas stations, insurance, money exchange (i.e., Casas de Cambio), banks, small-scale wholesale retail
businesses, and international brand outlet stores. As discussed in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS,
the four shopping centers/retail outlets at the southernmost commercial zones of San Ysidro and
Mexico border closest to the Revised Project footprint include the Las Americas Premium Outlets (also
known as Plaza de Las Americas), the San Diego Factory Outlet Center (also known as San Ysidro Village),
the Border Village Shopping Center, and the McDonald’s Trolley Station shopping center. Since
preparation of those reports, the Las Americas Premium Outlets have been expanded to include the
Outlets at the Border and Plaza at the Border to the southeast and west of the existing shopping center,
respectively; these properties were formerly vacant. In addition to these four shopping centers,
numerous individual stores are located along Camino de la Plaza, East San Ysidro Boulevard, East Beyer
Boulevard, and West San Ysidro Boulevard. Businesses along these streets include paid parking lots,
restaurants, motels, and Mexican insurance and currency exchange establishments. No substantial
change to this general pattern of local business activities has occurred since the 2009 Final EIS and 2014
Final SEIS.

4.1.4.3 Environmental Consequences

Impacts to community character and cohesion, under federal guidelines, are expected to occur when
any of the following result:

e Adisruption or division of the physical arrangement of an established community
e A conflict with established recreational, educational, religious, or scientific uses of the area

Impacts are based on the Project’s effect on local residents’ sense of belonging in relation to their
neighborhood or the community at large, as well as anticipated changes in the physical character of the
community. Features of community character may include circulation/access, parking, property values,
and employment opportunities. The Revised Project would represent impacts to a community if it
presents either a physical or psychological barrier to activity or uses of the community.

Action Alternatives

The Action Alternatives would occur in the same locations with similar footprints and within the same
community. Neither Action Alternative would create additional barriers or increase physical division of
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the SYCP Area. Potential impacts related to community character and cohesion would be the same
under both Action Alternatives. The analysis below applies equally to both Action Alternatives.

Community Cohesion

As noted in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS, the area surrounding the San Ysidro LPOE currently
experiences a moderate lack of community cohesion due to existing community divisions caused by the
presence of the I-5 and |-805 freeways, the trolley line, and the existing border facilities. There are no
residents in the immediate vicinity of the Revised Project footprint, and the Revised Project (including
development associated with implementation of the Approved Project) would not create a new facility,
but rather would renovate and expand the existing LPOE. As noted above, the Additional Land Area is
currently developed with two existing commercial buildings, the International Building and Mercado
Internacional 88 Building, which are north of and connected to the Milo Building that would be
demolished as part of the Approved Project. These buildings are located southeast of the terminus of
the Blue Line Trolley, which is located adjacent to the SYITC. Removal or renovation of these buildings in
order to expand the proposed pedestrian plaza would not divide the established community beyond the
existing condition or impair SYCP Area residents’ feelings of social or cultural affiliation with the
community.

The Action Alternatives, including activities proposed as part of the Approved Project, provide two
bi-directional pedestrian crossings (one on each side of I-5), thus eliminating the need to traverse the
freeway to cross the border. The east-west pedestrian bridge constructed as part of Phase 1 of the
Approved Project restores some connectivity between the divided eastern and western sides of the
community near its southern boundary because it provides an improved linkage over the freeway. The
new pedestrian bridge is Architectural Barriers Act Accessibility Standards (ABAAS)-compliant and
connects directly to Camino de la Plaza, the SYITC, the modified Camiones Way, and Virginia Avenue.
The Action Alternatives and expanded pedestrian plaza would provide improved access for both sides of
the San Ysidro and Tijuana communities, as well as improved connections to transit on both the east
side (SYITC) and west side (Virginia Avenue Transit Facility). The pedestrian plaza on the east side of the
reconfigured LPOE would provide a direct connection between the new southbound pedestrian
processing facility and pedestrian bridge and the SYITC at the terminus of East San Ysidro Boulevard.
This improved mobility would increase both internal community cohesion and cross-border community
cohesion, facilitating social and business connections between the residents of San Ysidro and Tijuana.

Access

The Action Alternatives are not expected to have an adverse impact on public access to educational or
religious institutions, or recreational facilities, since none are located in the immediate vicinity of the
Revised Project footprint. After the construction period, the Action Alternatives would improve
pedestrian and bicycle access to public transit serving the San Ysidro community, the border area, the
San Diego region, and beyond.

Throughout the construction period, access to businesses would be maintained. Impacts to traffic flow
and business access within the vicinity of the Revised Project footprint, including the Additional Land
Area, would be avoided or minimized during the construction period. Limited hours of construction
activity along with best management practices would be followed to reduce the likelihood that
commercial customers, residents, and recreational and other users would be discouraged by
construction activities and related traffic congestion. Best management practices would include a Traffic
Management Plan (TMP) to minimize interruptions to traffic patterns, and to avoid related safety
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hazards during construction. The residents and businesses of the local community could experience
some temporary noise and traffic circulation restrictions during construction, but the Action Alternatives
would not result in substantial adverse impacts to community access.

Parking

No parking is available or would be displaced within the 0.24-acre Additional Land Area analyzed for the
Action Alternatives. The Action Alternatives would not result in substantial parking impacts.

Property Values

As discussed in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS, negative marginal impacts on property values due
to construction activities would be temporary and would not be substantial. Potential negative effects
could include traffic congestion, dust, noise, or visual effects expected to occur during the construction
period. These temporary effects would be minimized by implementation of construction best
management practices and the TMP.

The Action Alternatives would generate positive marginal economic benefits derived from improved
regional transportation in conformance with adopted regional land use plans. The marginal economic
value to the region generated by the Approved Project and the resulting decrease in border wait times
were estimated in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS to be as large as $13 to $17 billion.2 The Action
Alternatives would contribute to improved regional transportation performance, better accessibility,
and safer, more efficient border crossing operations. Overall, the Revised Project would result in
increased demand for residential and commercial properties within the local community and the greater
San Diego region. The resulting countywide property values would likely increase at least
proportionately with economic growth and could exceed the marginal economic growth, because of the
finite supply of developable land within the region. As in the rest of the county, property values in the
SYCP Area would be expected to increase at least proportionately with economic growth.

Employment

The International Building and Mercado International 88 Building currently contain the following
businesses:

e Mercado International 88 Building (747 East San Ysidro Boulevard)
- ABC Money Exchange

Mercado International 88 (grocery store)

Fruit Stand business

Columbia Wireless

e International Building (751 East San Ysidro Boulevard)
- Sabrosisimos Restaurant
- Intercalifornias Bus Terminal
- Café deOlla
- Medical Insurance business
- Vacant suite

2 SAN DAG, Economic Impacts of Wait Times at the San Diego-Baja California Border, January 2006. The study estimated a $2.8 billion impact
from a marginal 40 minute increased wait time. This study was never intended to measure the impacts of an 8.5 hour increase in border
wait time. Yet, this is the most definitive study available for evaluating the potential benefits to the San Diego economy from the Project. A
more conservative, five-hour maximum wait time was used for the economic impact analysis in the 2009 Final EIS.
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Acquisition of the International Building and Mercado International 88 Building as part of the Revised
Project would result in approximately 30 employee displacements. Since each of the existing
commercial uses within the two buildings that would be either demolished (Alternative 1) or renovated
and adaptively reused (Alternative 2) would be relocated/compensated in accordance with the Federal
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (Uniform
Act) and Title 49 CFR, Part 24, displacements of existing jobs are expected to be temporary during
relocation of the businesses. Implementation of Alternative 2 could result in additional jobs upon
renovation and incorporation of the existing buildings into the design of the pedestrian plaza and LPOE.
Moreover, the local community may benefit to some degree from the employment opportunities that
the Approved Project/Action Alternatives would generate, both within the LPOE and the San Diego
region.

Conclusion

Overall, the Action Alternatives would not be expected to result in adverse impacts to community
cohesion or community character.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would implement the Approved Project without demolition of the Milo
Building. As described in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS (and their respective RODs), the No
Action Alternative would restore some connectivity between the divided eastern and western sides of
the community, and would not disrupt community cohesion. While retaining the existing Milo Building
and reducing the overall size of the pedestrian plaza would not provide the same degree of connectivity
or mobility as the Action Alternatives, the No Action Alternative would not result in adverse impacts to
community cohesion or character. The 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS determined that the Approved
Project would not result in substantial parking impacts, and although it would generate impacts to local
circulation and temporary construction circulation impacts similar to those described for the Action
Alternatives, it would not result in substantial adverse impacts to community access. The No Action
Alternative also would not impact parking, since parking would not be disrupted with retention of the
Milo Building. Although the No Action Alternative would not demolish the Milo Building or expand the
pedestrian plaza to the same extent as the Action Alternatives, implementation of the other aspects of
the Approved Project would still be expected to have generally positive effects on property values and
employment. As indicated in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS, the Approved Project would
generate positive marginal economic benefits and would be expected to indirectly generate 90,000 to
130,000 new jobs within the region. Overall, the No Action Alternative would not be expected to result
in substantial adverse impacts to community cohesion or community character.

4.1.4.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
Action Alternatives and the No Action Alternative

Because no substantial adverse impacts associated with community character or community cohesion
would result from implementation of the Action Alternatives or the No Action Alternative, no avoidance,
minimization, or mitigation measures are required.
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4.1.5 Property Acquisitions and Relocations

4.15.1 Regulatory Setting

GSA’s relocation assistance program is based on the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as amended) and Title 49 CFR, Part 24. The purpose of GSA’s
relocation assistance program is to ensure that persons displaced as a result of a GSA project are treated
fairly, consistently, and equitably so that such persons will not suffer disproportionate negative effects
as a result of projects designed for the benefit of the public as a whole. All relocation services and
benefits are administered without regard to race, color, national origin, or sex in compliance with

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 2000d, et seq.).

4152 Affected Environment

As listed on the San Diego County Assessor’s database, the 0.24-acre Additional Land Area (APN 667-02-
024) is currently developed with the International Building and Mercado Internacional 88 Building,
which are north of and connected to the Milo Building that would be demolished as part of the
Approved Project.

4.1.5.3 Environmental Consequences
Action Alternatives

The Action Alternatives would occur in the same locations with similar footprints. Therefore, potential
impacts related to parcel acquisitions and relocations would be the same under both Action
Alternatives. The analysis below applies equally to both Action Alternatives.

Property Acquisitions and Relocations

The Action Alternatives encompass the 0.24-acre, commercially developed Additional Land Area. As
discussed above, all existing commercial uses within the two buildings that would be either demolished
(Alternative 1) or renovated and adaptively reused (Alternative 2) would be relocated/compensated in
accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970, as amended (Uniform Act) and Title 49 CFR, Part 24. No substantial impacts from parcel
acquisitions or relocation of residents of the community would result from the Action Alternatives.

Property Tax Impacts

The 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS determined that property tax revenue would be reduced by GSA’s
full or partial acquisitions, which would become government-owned parcels and would not be subject to
property tax. The total estimated annual property tax loss resulting from the acquisition of privately
owned parcels analyzed in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS was $204,935 in fiscal year 2009. The
resulting loss of property tax revenues was calculated to represent less than 0.01 percent of total
property tax revenue within the County of San Diego, and was not considered a substantial fiscal impact
for the City or the County.

The annual property tax revenue from the Additional Land Area (APN 667-02-024) proposed for
acquisition as part of the Action Alternatives is estimated to be $4,127 (County of San Diego 2018).
Although property tax revenue would be reduced by the proposed parcel acquisition, it is unlikely that a
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long-term net decrease in tax revenues would occur, since the businesses would be relocated either
within the SYCP Area or elsewhere in the region. Relocated businesses tend to generate higher property
tax revenues (based on current or newer assessed market values) than older properties with lower
assessed market values. In general, the loss in tax revenue from acquisition of the Additional Land Area
would not be substantial and would not generate a socioeconomic impact for the community.

Additionally, the Action Alternatives (and the No Action Alternative) would be expected to increase
economic activity throughout the region over the longer term, resulting in increased property values (as
discussed above, under Property Value Impacts). Therefore, the Action Alternatives would not result in
substantial adverse impacts associated with loss of property tax revenues.

Sales Tax Impacts

City sales tax revenues are primarily attributed to retail land uses. The 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS
determined that some sales tax revenues could be lost, due to closure of businesses on acquired
parcels. The displaced businesses that have already been acquired as part of the Approved Project have
since relocated and continue to do business, however, so their sales tax revenues have not been lost.
Under the Action Alternatives, disruption of eight retail businesses would occur. The loss of taxable sales
from the displaced retail businesses would not be a substantial fiscal impact, and it is also likely that
these sales would be redistributed to a new location for the same business or to other businesses within
the community. Additionally, businesses in the Revised Project vicinity would be expected to benefit
from the increased efficiency of cross-border travel, and the associated increased business demand and
labor pool. Therefore, the Action Alternatives would not result in substantial adverse impacts associated
with loss of sales tax revenues.

Conclusion

The Action Alternatives would not be expected to result in adverse impacts associated with parcel
acquisitions or relocations. The parcel acquisition, land use change, and displacement of the existing
retail businesses would not represent a substantial social or economic impact to the community.
Sufficient resources exist within the local community for relocation, and the acquisition of APN 667-02-
024 would be undertaken pursuant to the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as amended) and Title 49 CFR, Part 24.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would implement the Approved Project, without acquisition of the Additional
Land Area and incorporation of that parcel into an expanded pedestrian plaza, either by demolishing or
renovating the existing buildings; the Milo Building also would not be demolished. The 2009 Final EIS
and 2014 Final SEIS (and their respective RODs) determined that the Approved Project would have no
substantial adverse impacts related to parcel acquisitions because all acquisitions would be undertaken
pursuant to the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970 (as amended) and Title 49 CFR, Part 24. All of the parcel acquisitions for the Approved Project
analyzed in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS have already occurred. Therefore, the No Action
Alternative would have no substantial adverse impacts associated with parcel acquisitions.

As determined in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS (and their respective RODs), no residential
relocations would occur as a result of the Approved Project since no residential uses are located within
the Approved Project footprint. With respect to the Additional Land Area, since no residential uses are
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located within the 0.24-acre commercial parcel, no impacts from relocation of residents of the
community would occur.

As discussed for the Action Alternatives, the No Action Alternative (i.e., further implementation of the
Approved Project without demolition of the Milo Building and expansion of the pedestrian plaza) is not
anticipated to result in substantial adverse fiscal (property tax and sales tax) impacts, beyond those
associated with the business displacements that have already occurred because no acquisition of
property and the resulting business displacements would occur.

4.1.5.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
Action Alternatives and the No Action Alternative

Because no substantial adverse impacts associated with parcel acquisitions, residential relocations, or
tax revenues would result from implementation of the Action Alternatives or the No Action Alternative,
no avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are required.

416 Environmental Justice

4.1.6.1 Regulatory Setting

All projects involving a federal action (funding, permit, or land) must comply with EO 12898, Federal
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, signed
by (former) President Clinton on February 11, 1994. This EO directs federal agencies to take the
appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse effects of
federal projects on the health or environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest
extent practicable and permitted by law. It should be noted that, according to the CEQ: “under NEPA,
the identification of a disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effect on a
low-income population, minority population, or Indian tribe does not preclude a proposed agency action
from going forward, nor does it necessarily compel a conclusion that a proposed action is
environmentally unsatisfactory. Rather, the identification of such an effect should heighten agency
attention to alternatives (including alternative sites), mitigation strategies, monitoring needs, and
preferences expressed by the affected community or population.”

All considerations under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes have also been
included in the project.

416.2 Affected Environment

As discussed above in the demographics section, the SYCP Area continues to have a high minority
population (94.2 percent, compared to 53.7 percent in the San Diego region overall). The population is
also considered low-income, since 20 percent of the SYCP Area population has a household income
below $15,000 per year (compared to 11 percent in the San Diego region overall), and 46 percent has a
household income below $30,000 per year (compared to 24 percent in the San Diego region overall).
The federal poverty level threshold ranges from $12,140 to $42,380 annually, depending on family size
(U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 2018). Consequently, any substantial, adverse,
unmitigated impacts of the Revised Project would be considered to fall disproportionately on a minority
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and low-income population. In such a case, where there is the potential for environmental justice
impacts, EO 12898 requires that extensive outreach efforts be made to the affected community.

4.1.6.3 Environmental Consequences
Action Alternatives

The Action Alternatives would occur in the same locations with similar footprints, and within the same
community. Therefore, potential environmental justice impacts would be the same under both action
alternatives. The analysis below applies equally to both Action Alternatives.

The Action Alternatives would result in improved mobility and access to the community and transit
facilities through expansion of the proposed pedestrian plaza, which would provide a connection
between the new southbound pedestrian processing facility and pedestrian bridge and the SYITC.
Additionally, the Action Alternatives would result in economic benefits to the SYCP Area population
(which is a minority and low-income population) in the form of increased property values and improved
pedestrian and transit access for cross-border visitors attracted to San Ysidro’s retail establishments.
Alternative 2 would also result in additional employment opportunities through renovation and adaptive
reuse of the existing buildings. In addition to the potential community benefits, the following adverse
impacts to the SYCP Area population would occur as a result of the Action Alternatives:

e Economic losses experienced by businesses due to reduced access during construction;

e Temporary construction impacts such as noise increases, air pollutant emissions, and mobility
delays or detours;

e Temporary visual impacts from construction activities; and
e Brief interruptions in utility service where relocation or connections would be required.

Because these impacts would fall primarily on a minority and low-income population, EO 12898 requires
that extensive outreach efforts be made to the affected community, to educate the community
regarding the Action Alternatives and their potential impacts, and receive public input into the
development of the Action Alternatives.

A public scoping meeting was held on November 8, 2017 to provide information on the proposed
modifications to the Approved Project and an opportunity for public input on the scope of this SEIS.
Community outreach efforts associated with the Approved Project have included frequent meetings of
the Community Representative Committee (several times per year since 2005), as well as participation
in community meetings and workshops. Because of the public outreach efforts, design changes in
response to community concerns, and implementation of other avoidance, minimization and mitigation
measures discussed throughout the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS, no adverse environmental justice
impacts would be anticipated.

No Action Alternative

Most of the benefits and adverse effects discussed above for the Action Alternatives would also occur
under the No Action Alternative (Approved Project). Because of the public outreach efforts during
development of the Approved Project, design changes to the Approved Project in response to
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community concerns, and implementation of other avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures
discussed throughout the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS, no adverse environmental justice impacts
would be anticipated.

4.1.6.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Action Alternatives and the No Action Alternative

Because no substantial adverse environmental justice impacts would result from implementation of the
Action Alternatives or the No Action Alternative, no avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are
required.

4.1.7 Environmental Health and Safety Risks to Children

Pursuant to EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, Federal
agencies are directed, as appropriate and consistent with the agency's mission, to make it a high priority
to identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect
children.

4.1.7.1 Affected Environment

The closest school to the LPOE is Willow Elementary School at approximately 0.7 mile distance from the
Additional Land Area, bordering the I-5/1-805 interchange on its western side. Similarly, the nearest
residential areas are located approximately 0.7 mile away, near the corner of Camino de la Plaza and
Willow Road. Other schools near the freeway alignments in the vicinity of the LPOE include San Ysidro
Middle School and La Mirada Elementary School. Children at these and other nearby locations may be
disproportionately affected by any health risks associated with the emissions from traffic travelling to
and from the LPOE.

4.1.7.2 Environmental Consequences
Action Alternatives

The Action Alternatives would occur in the same locations with similar footprints, and within the same
community. The Additional Land Area does not contain any schools or other facilities where children
congregate, nor would it reduce the distance between the Revised Project footprint and any existing
schools. Therefore, potential impacts related to environmental health and safety risks to children would
be the same under both action alternatives. The analysis below applies equally to both Action
Alternatives.

As noted above, the closest school and residential areas to the Additional Land Area are located at a
distance of approximately 0.7 mile. This is considered too far away for there to be substantial
environmental health and safety risks to children from localized construction impacts. Furthermore, the
San Ysidro LPOE would be fenced and under heavy security due to its Homeland Security mission, so
that the likelihood of children entering the LPOE and associated facilities and encountering safety risks is
low. No adverse impacts related to environmental health and safety risks to children are anticipated as a
result of the Action Alternatives.
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No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would entail the implementation of the Approved Project, without demolition
of the Milo Building. The 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS (and their respective RODs) determined that
that the Approved Project would not result in adverse impacts related to environmental health and
safety risks to children, so no such impacts are anticipated as a result of the No Action Alternative.
Overall, conditions related to children’s health would be likely to improve with implementation of the
No Action Alternative, since pollutant emissions currently associated with heavy congestion and reduced
speeds on I-5 and I-805 near the border are expected to be reduced, due to shortened queues of
vehicles idling as they wait to pass through the LPOE. Similarly, higher Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT)
emissions associated with additional vehicle miles traveled due to increased capacity at the LPOE would
be offset by a reduction in idling emissions.

4.1.7.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Action Alternatives and the No Action Alternative

Because no substantial adverse impacts related to environmental health and safety risks to children
would result from implementation of the Action Alternatives or the No Action Alternative, no avoidance,
minimization, or mitigation measures are required.
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4.2 CULTURAL RESOURCES

This section evaluates potential environmental effects to cultural resources as a result of the Revised
Project. The conclusions are based on the analysis contained in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS
that addressed the Approved Project, which remain applicable to the Revised Project because the
Revised Project Footprint, including the Additional Land Area was included in the cultural resources
study area associated with these previous investigations.

4.2.1 Regulatory Setting

“Cultural resources” as used in this document refers to all “built environment” resources (structures,
bridges, railroads, water conveyance systems, etc.), places of traditional or cultural importance, and
archaeological resources (both prehistoric and historic), regardless of significance. Under federal law,
cultural resources that meet certain criteria of significance are referred to by various terms including
“historic properties,” “historic sites,” and “traditional cultural properties.” Laws and regulations
pertaining to the protection of cultural resources are briefly described below.

4211 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended, sets forth national policy and
procedures regarding historic properties, defined as districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects
included in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Section 106 of the NHPA
requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on such properties and
to consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and possibly the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation to determine if the historic properties are eligible for the NRHP.

4.2.1.2 Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act

The purpose of the federal Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470aa-mm) is to
preserve significant historical and archeological data which might otherwise be irreparably lost or
destroyed as a result of a number of incidents or developments, including federal construction projects.
These data may include sites, buildings, objects, and antiquities of national significance. Protection of
these resources may include surveys and recovery efforts when deemed appropriate.

4.2.1.3 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act

The federal Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. 3001 et seq.) provides for
ownership and control of Native American cultural items which are excavated or discovered on Federal
or tribal lands after November 16, 1990. The Act prioritizes recipients of such items and defines
conditions under which such items may be discovered, studied, or removed.

42.1.4 Executive Order 11593

Executive Order 11593 was signed in 1971 to commit the Federal government to “preserving, restoring
and maintaining the historic and cultural environment of the Nation.” It directs federal agencies to
preserve and protect cultural resources as trustees and in such a way as to benefit current and future
populations, to contribute to the preservation and protection of non-federally owned cultural resources
and to nominate all eligible government properties to the NRHP.
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4.2.1.5 California Register of Historical Resources

Historical resources are also considered under the California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section
5024.1, which established the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). The CRHR includes
resources listed in, or formally determined eligible for listing in, the NRHP, as well as some California
State Landmarks and Points of Historical Interest.

4.2.1.6 City of San Diego Historical Resources Register

Because the Revised Project is located in San Ysidro, which is within the City of San Diego, historical
resources were evaluated for eligibility for the City of San Diego Historical Resources Register (City
Register). Any improvement, building, sign, interior element and fixture, feature, site, place, district,
area, or object may be designated as historic by the City of San Diego Historical Resources Board (HRB) if
it meets eligibility criteria.

4272 Affected Environment

The analysis and conclusions presented in this section are based on previous cultural resources studies
prepared for the Approved Project, including the cultural resources report (San Ysidro Land Port of Entry
Cultural and Historical Resource Inventory and Evaluation Report, July 2009) that was prepared for the
2009 Final EIS and the supplemental cultural resources study prepared for the Virginia Avenue Transit
Facility (Cultural Resources Supplemental Study for the San Ysidro Land Port of Entry Project, June 2013)
as part of the 2014 Final SEIS. These cultural resources studies evaluated cultural and historical
resources and potential impacts to such resources resulting from the Approved Project. The analysis and
conclusions of these previous cultural resources studies remain applicable to the Revised Project
because the study area, or Area of Potential Effect (APE), of both studies encompasses the Revised
Project Footprint, including the Additional Land Area. Applicable information from these cultural
resources studies as it relates to the Revised Project is summarized in this section.

Records searches and literature reviews, archival research, field surveys, and documentation and
evaluation of historical resources were conducted within the APE as part of the environmental studies
completed for the EIS.

4.2.2.1 Area of Potential Effect

The APE represents the anticipated maximum extent of proposed disturbance, including roadway
improvements, staging areas, and temporary impacts resulting from construction. The APE for the
Revised Project encompasses the same area as the APE for the Approved Project that was identified in
the 2014 Final SEIS because the Additional Land Area was included within the APE of the Approved
Project. The Revised Project APE is pictured in Figure 4.2-1, Area of Potential Effect.

4.2.2.2 Cultural Background
Ethnohistory
Two main cultural groups occupied coastal San Diego County, including the Luiseio and Kumeyaay. The

Luisefio occupied the northern portion of the county, with their territory encompassing the area from
roughly Agua Hedionda Lagoon on the south, Lake Henshaw on the east, Riverside County to the north,
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and the Pacific Ocean to the west. Kumeyaay territory was much larger and extended generally from
Agua Hedionda Lagoon eastward into the Imperial Valley and southward into Baja California.

San Ysidro is within the traditional territory of the Kumeyaay people. The Kumeyaay inhabited a diverse
environment including marine, foothill, mountain, and desert resource zones. The Kumeyaay speak a
form of the Yuman language (related to the large Hokan superfamily. The Kumeyaay were organized
bands containing members of non-localized patrilineal, patrilocal lineages that claimed prescribed
territories, but did not own the resources except for some minor plants and eagle aeries. Some of the
bands occupied procurement ranges that required considerable residential mobility, such as those in the
deserts. In the mountains, some of the larger bands occupied a few large residential bases that would be
inhabited bi-annually, such as those inhabited in Cuyamaca in the summer and fall, and in Guatay or
Descanso during the rest of the year. Many desert and mountain Kumeyaay spent the spring to autumn
in larger residential bases in the upland procurement ranges, and wintered in mixed groups in
residential bases along the eastern foothills on the edge of the desert (i.e., Jacumba and Mountain
Springs). This variability in settlement mobility and organization reflects the great range of environments
within Kumeyaay territory.

Acorns were the most important single food source utilized by the Kumeyaay. Kumeyaay villages were
usually located near water, which was necessary for leaching acorn meal. Seeds from grasses,
manzanita, sage, sunflowers, lemonade berry, chia, and other plants were also used, along with various
wild greens and fruits. Deer, small game, and birds were hunted, and fish and marine foods were eaten.

Prehistory

The San Diego region’s prehistory generally can be divided into three periods: Paleo-Indian (also
referred to as the San Dieguito complex), Archaic (or the La Jolla and Pauma complexes), and Late
Prehistoric (or Cuyamaca complex), which are briefly described below.

Paleo-Indian Period

The earliest recognized period of southern California prehistory is termed Paleo-Indian, which is
considered to date from 10,000 Before Present! (B.P.) until 7,200 B.P., and is represented by the San
Dieguito complex. San Dieguito artifact assemblages are composed mostly of flaked stone tools,
including scrapers, choppers, and large projectile points. The San Dieguito complex is thought to have
lived within a generalized hunter-gatherer society with band-level organization.

Archaic Period

The Archaic period extends back at least 7,200 years, possibly as early as 9,000 B.P. Archaic subsistence
is generally considered to have differed from Paleo-Indian subsistence in two major ways: (1) gathering
activities were emphasized over hunting, with shellfish and seed collecting of particular importance; and
(2) milling technology, frequently employing portable ground stone slabs, was developed. In San Diego
County, Archaic Period inhabitants are represented by the La Jolla complex. Early Archaic occupations in
San Diego County are most apparent along the coast and major drainage systems that extend inland
from the coastal plains. Archaic sites are characterized by cobble tools, basin metates, manos, disk-
shaped grinding stones, dart points, and flexed burials.

1 Before Present years is a time scale used in archaeology and other disciplines to specify when events in the past occurred,
with the year 1950 as the arbitrary origin of the age scale.
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Late Prehistoric Period

Around 2,000 B.P., Yuman-speaking people from the Colorado River region began migrating into
southern California, although some evidence exists that the movement may have been northward from
Baja California. Assemblages derived from the Late Prehistoric sites in San Diego County differ in many
ways from those in the Archaic tradition, including (1) the occurrence of small, pressure-flaked projectile
points; (2) the replacement of flexed inhumations with cremations; (3) the introduction of ceramics; and
(4) an emphasis on inland plant food collection, processing, and storage (especially acorns). The
centralized and seasonally permanent residential patterns that had begun to emerge during the Archaic
period became well established in most areas. This period is represented in the northern part of the
county by the San Luis Rey complex and in the south by the Cuyamaca complex. The San Luis Rey
complex is the archaeological manifestation of the Shoshonean predecessors of the Luiseiio. The
Cuyamaca complex reflects the material culture of the Yuman ancestors of the Kumeyaay (also known as
the Diegueiio).

Post-contact History

The post-contact period began in 1769 with the Spanish establishment of Mission San Diego de Alcala
and the overlook trek of an exploring party moving northward along the San Diego coast. Prior to
missionization, local inhabitants may have been affected by the transmission of Old World diseases.
Missionization, along with the introduction of European diseases, greatly reduced the Native American
population of southern California by the early nineteenth century. California was conquered and
annexed to the U.S. after 1846. The American period (1846 to present) witnessed extensive changes in
San Diego County. This period encompassed the rapid rise to dominance by Anglo-Victorian (Yankee)
culture and the growth of urban centers, rural communities, and transportation networks.

4.2.2.3 Historical Background

Since the Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo in 1848, an international border has existed between the U.S.
and Mexico at present-day San Ysidro. Santiago Argliello’s Rancho Tia Juana land grant (1829) spanned
Alta and Baja California, but after 1848 small settlements named Tia Juana (in the U.S.) and Tijuana (in
Mexico) existed on either side of the border. An experimental agrarian community began in 1909 north
of the border and Tia Juana that first known as the Little Landers colony, and subsequently San Ysidro.
Over time, the close economic ties between San Ysidro and Tijuana facilitated the development of the
community into a town that eventually reached the border.

Locals who crossed the border in the early years met few obstructions and had little concern for the
border that officially separated the two countries. Agriculture and mining in the greater Tijuana area
increased border crossings, prompting the appointment of border officers in 1871. It was not until the
early 1900s that the United States constructed a small customs house at present-day San Ysidro. Years
earlier, permanent border officials had been first stationed at a general store and then for a time,
border crossers stopped by the U.S. border official’s home on their way back into the United States.
Early San Ysidro residents continued to freely cross the border to Tijuana until 1917 when the border
was closed to protect Americans from vices (e.g., gambling, bullfighting, and boxing) and as a precaution
during World War I. The 1920s marked a shift in San Ysidro from an agrarian community to one that was
increasingly tied to the tourism economy of Tijuana after the reopening of the border in 1920. The
existing LPOE was completed in 1973, and by 1988, San Ysidro had become the busiest LPOE in North
America, providing a port of entry and a temporary place of residence for Mexican immigrants.
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4.2.2.4 Cultural Resources

Records searches were obtained from the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) at San Diego State
University as part of the referenced cultural resources studies to identify previously recorded cultural
resources within and adjacent to the APE. The records searches indicated that 13 cultural resources
have been previously recorded within a one-mile radius of the Revised Project APE, including seven
prehistoric archaeological sites and six historic resources. No prehistoric archaeological sites are located
within the Revised Project APE (including the Additional Land Area); however, three historic resources
occur within the Revised Project APE, including the U.S. Customs House, (Old Customs House), the
International Building, and the U.S. to Mexico Boundary Marker. The International Building is also
located within the Additional Land Area. These resources are summarized in Table 4.2-1, Recorded
Cultural and Historical Resources Within One Mile of the Revised Project APE.

Table 4.2-1
RECORDED CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE
REVISED PROJECT APE
Resource Number/Address Resource Description
Prehistoric Archaeological Resources
P-37-014989 Core isolate
P-37-014990 Core isolate
P-37-014991 Ceramic scatter (Fiesta ware-type)
P-37-014992 Lithic isolate (utilized flake)
P-37-025680 San Diego and Arizona Railway
SDI-4934 Prehistoric lithic scatter
SDI-5555 Prehistoric lithic quarry, trash scatter
SDI-10206 Prehistoric lithic scatter
SDI-10512 Prehistoric lithic scatter
SDI-10513 Prehistoric lithic scatter
SDI-10613 Prehistoric lithic scatter
SDI-10614 Prehistoric lithic quarry
SDI-19751 Foundations/structure pads, walls/fences
Historic Resources
101-105 San Ysidro Boulevard San Ysidro Free Public Library
119 Hall Avenue Casa Familiar Building
631 E. San Ysidro Boulevard El Toreador Motel
751-755 San Ysidro Blvd International Building
0 E. San Ysidro Boulevard Boundary Marker — U.S. to Mexico Border
0 Virginia Avenue U.S. Customs House

Source: Cultural Resources Supplemental Study for the San Ysidro Land Port of Entry Project, June 2013.
Shaded cells denote resources located within the Revised Project APE.

The NAHC was contacted for a records search of their sacred lands files as part of the referenced
cultural resources studies to determine if any traditional cultural properties are located within or
adjacent to the APE. The results of the search indicated that no sacred lands or traditional cultural
properties are located within the APE. Notices were sent to Native American tribal representatives, and
no responses from Native American representatives were received.

Field surveys within the APE were also conducted as part of the referenced cultural resources studies.
No cultural resources were identified during the field surveys.
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4.2.2.5 Historical Resources

An evaluation of buildings and structures was conducted as part of the environmental studies that were
completed for the Approved Project. The 2009 Final EIS evaluated 14 buildings and structures, 13 of
which are located within the Revised Project APE and one is adjacent to the Revised Project APE. The
Old Customs House is listed on the NRHP; the International Building (located within the Additional Land
Area) is recommended eligible for the NRHP, CRHP, and City Register; and the San Diego and Arizona
Eastern Railway Tracks and Depot (located outside of the Revised Project APE) was recommended
eligible for the City Register. No other evaluated buildings met the applicable eligibility criteria for the
NRHP, CRHP, or City Register, including the Mercado Internacional 88 Building (the other building
located on the Additional Land Area). The identified historical resources and the Mercado Internacional
88 Building within the Revised Project APE are described below.

Old Customs House Building

The OIld Customs House has been listed on the NRHP since 1982. It was determined eligible for its
symbolic role in international relations between the U.S. and Mexico and for its architecture which
exemplifies the eclectic Spanish Colonial Revival style that distinguished many public buildings designed
in the 1920s and 1930s by the Supervising Architect’s Office of the Treasury Department. The
boundaries of the historic property include only the building itself with no surrounding land. Since the
building is listed on the NRHP, it is automatically eligible for listing in the CRHR and the City Register.

International Building

The International Building is a two-story Art Deco commercial building that was constructed in the late
1920s. The fagade features four projecting pilasters extending from the ground floor to the roofline,
dividing the building into three units. Further vertical pilasters extend above the roofline. The walls have
a smooth stucco finish that is painted yellow. It appears to be formed of block construction. The building
has lost some integrity due to alterations to the windows and storefronts but retains good overall
integrity. The rear of the building has a brick facade with small windows located high on the walls and a
centrally-placed double cargo door.

It was previously identified as the sole surviving Art Deco building in San Ysidro and one of the few
remaining examples in the City. The International Building is the oldest standing building on East San
Ysidro Boulevard and functioned as a general merchandise store. The International Building is
recommended eligible to the NRHP and CRHR at a local level of significance and to the City Register,
under criteria A and C of the NRHP, criteria 1 and 3 of the CRHR and criteria a and c of the City Register.
It is recommended eligible under criterion A/1/a for the role it played in the history of international
trade and tourism in San Ysidro since the late 1920s. It is also recommended eligible under criterion
C/3/c as an excellent example of the Art Deco style as employed in a modest retail building. It is the only
remaining Art Deco style building in San Ysidro, and one of very few extant examples in the City.

San Diego and Arizona Eastern Railway Tracks and Depot

The SD&AE Railway Depot was constructed in 1911 and consists of a metal corrugated warehouse that
served as the San Ysidro Station for the Tijuana to Tecate railroad line. Both the building and the
adjoining railroad tracks maintain good integrity. This railroad line was one of the last major railroads
constructed in the U.S. and did not make a significant contribution to the national history of railroad
development. The SD&AE railroad tracks and depot are therefore recommended not eligible to the
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NRHP and CRHP. However, they are recommended eligible to the City Register because they exemplify
an important aspect of San Ysidro’s economic development as the border station regulating traffic of
goods and people between San Diego and Mexico. The depot embodies distinctive characteristics of a
style, type, period, and method of construction, and the tracks are associated with people who have
made a significant contribution to the history of San Diego (i.e., John D. Spreckles and Adolph B.
Spreckles).

Mercado Internacional 88 Building

The Mercado Internacional 88 Building, constructed in 1966, is a one-story retail building adjacent to the
International Building. It is a rectangular wood-frame building with a flat roof. The facade on East San
Ysidro Boulevard features a mixture of brick veneer, wood siding, stucco, and a false-shingled roof
extending the width of the building.

This building is recommended not eligible for listing in the NRHP as it fails to meet the exceptional
significance standard as required under Special Consideration G. It is similarly recommended not eligible
to the CRHR. While it meets the 45-year-old threshold for eligibility to the City Register, it fails to meet
any of the eligibility criteria. It is not associated with persons, events, or trends important in the history
of San Ysidro or the region. As a modest, utilitarian retail store, it is lacking in architectural distinction
and therefore it does not exemplify special elements of the City's aesthetic or architectural development
nor does it embody distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period or method of construction. This
building is also not a part of a group of similar buildings or a neighborhood that could be defined as a
historical district. It is therefore recommended not eligible for listing in the City Register.

4.2.3 Environmental Consequences
4.2.3.1 Action Alternatives
Alternative 1 — Demolition of Buildings
Archaeological Resources

No prehistoric cultural resources were identified within the Revised Project APE during the previous
records search and field surveys. Additionally, Alternative 1 would not impact recorded archaeological
sites in the vicinity. Therefore, impacts to archaeological resources are not expected to occur. The
measure described in Section 4.2.4, however, would be implemented during construction to ensure that
adverse impacts to unknown subsurface resources would be avoided.

Historical Resources

The 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS identified potential impacts to the NRHP-listed Old Customs
House during Phase 1 improvements due to the southbound pedestrian crossing on the east side of the
LPOE and during Phase 2 due to the potential to temporarily transfer pedestrian processing operations
to this building until the proposed Pedestrian and Administration building is constructed. As discussed in
Chapter 1, Phase 1 improvements of the Approved Project have been constructed, including the new
southbound pedestrian crossing facility on the east side of the LPOE, which was completed in

August 2012. Adverse impacts to the Old Customs House identified in the 2009 Final EIS have been
avoided during construction of the Phase 1 improvements of the Approved Project that has already
occurred. However, during Phase 2 of Alternative 1, a portion of the Old Customs House would be
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renovated to accommodate southbound pedestrian customs operations and the connection to the
pedestrian plaza to the north. These renovations to the Old Customs House would result in an adverse
direct impact to the NRHP-listed historical property.

Alternative 1 would demolish the International Building, which is recommended eligible for listing on the
NRHP, CRHP, and City Register. As part of the Approved Project, the Milo Building which is owned by the
federal government and within federal property, is planned to be removed to accommodate the
proposed pedestrian plaza. Removal of the International Building is required because it was discovered
(during final design of Phase 2 improvements) that the two existing buildings on the Additional Land
Area (including the International Building and the Mercado Internacional 88 Building) that are adjacent
to the Milo Building exhibit structural integrity deficiencies as free-standing buildings and may not stand
on their own if the Milo Building is removed. Implementation of Alternative 1, therefore, would result in
an adverse direct impact to the NRHP-eligible International Building.

Alternative 2 - Renovation/Adaptive Reuse of Buildings
Archaeological Resources

As with Alternative 1, no prehistoric cultural resources were identified within the Revised Project APE
during the previous records search and field surveys, and Alternative 2 would not impact recorded
archaeological sites in the vicinity. Therefore, impacts to archaeological resources are not expected to
occur under Alternative 2. The measure described in Section 4.2.4, however, would be implemented
during construction to ensure that adverse impacts to unknown subsurface resources would be avoided.

Historical Resources

Under Alternative 2, the same impacts to the NRHP-listed Old Customs House would occur as part of
Phase 2 improvements of the Revised Project that are identified above for Alternative 1. A portion of the
Old Customs House would be renovated to accommodate southbound pedestrian customs operations
and the connection to the pedestrian plaza to the north. These renovations to the Old Customs House
would result in an adverse direct impact to the NRHP-listed historical property.

The International Building would not be demolished under Alternative 2, but it would be renovated and
incorporated into the design of the pedestrian plaza and LPOE. Renovations would consist of
improvements to restore the building’s structural integrity so that it would not be in danger of collapsing
when the Milo Building is demolished. The renovated building may also be adaptively reused to function
as components of the pedestrian plaza or a related accessory use. As part of the renovations, the
storefront exterior facade of the International Building (along East San Ysidro Boulevard) may be
maintained or renovated to replicate the historic architectural style of the building. Renovations to the
International Building would result in an adverse direct impact to this historic resource.

4.2.3.2 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, GSA would continue to implement the Approved Project except that
the Milo Building would not be demolished. As indicated in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS, the
Approved Project would not result in impacts to known archaeological resources. As with the Action
Alternatives, the measure described in Section 4.2.4, however, would be implemented during
construction to ensure that adverse impacts to unknown subsurface resources would be avoided.
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Impacts to the Old Customs House resulting from the No Action Alternative would be the same as those
identified above for the Action Alternatives, as the No Action Alternative also would require renovation
of a portion of the Old Customs House in Phase 2. The No Action Alternative would result in an adverse

direct impact to this NRHP-listed historical property. Direct impacts to the International Building would

be avoided since the International Building would not be demolished or renovated under the No Action
Alternative.

4.2.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
4.2.4.1 Action Alternatives
Alternative 1 — Demolition of Buildings

Archaeological Resources

Implementation of the following avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measure would avoid adverse
impacts to unknown subsurface archaeological resources:

e If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity within and
around the immediate discovery area should be avoided until a qualified archaeologist can
assess the nature and significance of the find.

Historical Resources

The following measures would avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct adverse impacts to historical
resources during renovation of the Old Customs House:

e All renovation of the Old Customs House should conform to The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

e Prior to alteration or removal of building features, detailed documentation of the Old Customs
House should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106 consultation process.

If adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other mitigation measures as determined through
Section 106 consultation would be implemented.

The following measure would avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct adverse impacts to historical resources
associated with demolition of the International Building:

e Prior to demolition of the International Building, detailed documentation of the International
Building should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106 consultation process.

If adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other mitigation measures as determined through
Section 106 consultation would be implemented.
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Alternative 2 — Renovation/Adaptive Reuse of Buildings
Archaeological Resources

Implementation of the following avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measure would avoid adverse
impacts to unknown subsurface archaeological resources:

e If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity within and
around the immediate discovery area should be avoided until a qualified archaeologist can
assess the nature and significance of the find.

Historical Resources

The following measures would avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct adverse impacts to historical
resources during renovation of the Old Customs House:

e All renovation of the Old Customs House should conform to The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

e Prior to alteration or removal of building features, detailed documentation of the Old Customs
House should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106 consultation process.

If adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other mitigation measures as determined through
Section 106 consultation would be implemented.

The following measures would avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct adverse impacts to historical
resources associated with renovation of the International Building:

e All renovation of the International Building should conform to The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

e Prior to alteration or removal of building features, detailed documentation of the International
Building should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106 consultation process.

If adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other mitigation measures as determined through
Section 106 consultation would be implemented.

4.2.4.2 No Action Alternative

Archaeological Resources

Implementation of the following avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measure would avoid adverse
impacts to unknown subsurface archaeological resources:

e If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity within and
around the immediate discovery area should be avoided until a qualified archaeologist can
assess the nature and significance of the find.
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Historical Resources

The following measures would avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct adverse impacts to historical
resources during renovation of the Old Customs House:

e All renovation of the Old Customs House should conform to The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

e Prior to alteration or removal of building features, detailed documentation of the Old Customs
House should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106 consultation process.

If adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other mitigation measures as determined through
Section 106 consultation would be implemented.
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4.3 HAZARDOUS WASTE/MATERIALS

This subchapter evaluates potential environmental effects related to hazardous waste/materials as a
result of the Revised Project. The conclusions are based on the analysis contained in the 2009 Final EIS
and 2014 Final SEIS that addressed the Approved Project, as well as additional analysis and
environmental studies that were conducted to evaluate the proposed modifications that comprise the
Revised Project.

43.1 Regulatory Setting

Hazardous materials including hazardous substances and wastes are regulated by many federal laws.
Statutes govern the generation, treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous materials, substances, and
waste, and the investigation and mitigation of waste releases, air and water quality, human health and
land use.

The primary federal laws regulating hazardous waste/materials are the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) and the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA). The purpose of CERCLA, often referred to as “Superfund,” is to identify
and clean up contaminated sites so that public health and welfare are not compromised. RCRA provides
for “cradle to grave” regulation of hazardous waste generated by operating entities. Other federal laws
include:

e Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) of 1992
e Clean Water Act

e (Clean Air Act

o Safe Drinking Water Act

e QOccupational Safety & Health Act (OSHA)

e Atomic Energy Act

e Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)

e Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA)

Section 121(d) of CERCLA requires that remedial action plans include consideration of more stringent
state environmental “Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements” (ARARs). The 1990
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) also requires compliance with
ARARs during remedial actions and during removal actions to the extent practicable. As a result, state
laws pertaining to hazardous waste management and cleanup of contamination are also pertinent.

In addition to the acts listed above, EO 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards,
mandates that necessary actions be taken to prevent and control environmental pollution when federal
activities or federal facilities are involved.

Worker and public health and safety are key issues when addressing hazardous materials that may
affect human health and the environment. Proper management and disposal of hazardous material is
vital if it is encountered, disturbed, or generated during project construction.
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432 Affected Environment

The analysis and conclusions presented in this subchapter are based on the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment (Phase | ESA) prepared for the Revised Project (Phase | Environmental Site Assessment,

747 and 751 East San Ysidro Boulevard, April 2018), a Phase | ESA prepared for the Virginia Avenue
Transit Facility (Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, Virginia Avenue at San Ysidro Land Port of Entry,
January 2013), and the initial site assessment (ISA; Initial Site Assessment — San Ysidro Border Station
Expansion/Reconfiguration — San Diego, California, September 2008) that was prepared for the
Approved Project. These reports included a review of topographic, geologic, and historic documents and
maps; site reconnaissance; and review of regulatory agency databases/files to determine hazardous
waste/materials concerns and/or recognized environmental concerns (RECs) within the San Ysidro LPOE
and immediately surrounding area. These reports were prepared in accordance with the USEPA’s
Standards and Practice for All Appropriate Inquiries (40 CFR, Part 312) and the American Society of
Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments (Designation E1527-
05). The Phase | ESA for the Revised Project was conducted to evaluate hazardous waste/materials
impacts not evaluated in the Final EIS or Final SEIS, specifically related to the Additional Land Area of the
Revised Project to be added to the LPOE. The results of this analysis are summarized in this subchapter.
The 2008 ISA and 2013 Phase | ESA evaluated potential hazardous waste/materials concerns for the
Approved Project. Much of the analysis and conclusions of the previous hazardous materials/wastes
reports remain applicable to the Revised Project because in addition to the proposed changes to the
Approved Project, the Revised Project also includes the other components of the Approved Project that
have not changed. Applicable information from the ISA and 2013 Phase | ESA as it relates to the Revised
Project is summarized in this subchapter.

4.3.2.1 Hazardous Materials Terminology
Recognized Environmental Conditions

RECs are defined as the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products
in, on, or at a property (1) due to any release to the environment, (2) under conditions indicative of a
release to the environment, or (3) under conditions that pose a material threat of a future release to the
environment. Identification of RECs fall into three categories: existing RECs (as defined above), historical
RECs (HRECs), or controlled RECs (CRECs), as defined below:

e HREC: An HREC is defined as a past release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products
that has occurred in connection with the property and has been addressed to the satisfaction of
the applicable regulatory authority or meeting unrestricted use criteria established by a
regulatory authority, without subjecting the property to any required controls (e.g., property
use restrictions, activity and use limitations, institutional controls, or engineering controls). An
HREC is an environmental condition, which in the past, would have been considered an REC, but
currently may or may not be considered an REC. An example of an HREC may include a former
gas station where a release of gasoline had occurred, but the site was cleaned up to an
unrestricted land use standard.

e CREC: A CREC is defined as an REC resulting from a past release of hazardous substances or
petroleum products that has been addressed to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory
authority (e.g., as evidenced by the issuance of a no further action letter or equivalent, or
meeting risk-based criteria established by a regulatory authority), with hazardous substances or
petroleum products allowed to remain in place subject to the implementation of required
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controls (e.g., property use restrictions, activity and use limitations, institutional controls, or
engineering controls). An example of a CREC may include a former gas station where a release of
gasoline has been cleaned up to a commercial use standard, but it does not meet unrestricted
residential cleanup criteria.

Vapor Encroachment Condition

A vapor encroachment condition (VEC) is the presence or likely presence of potential contaminants of
concern vapors in subsurface soils caused by the release of vapors from contaminated soil or
groundwater on or near a site.

4.3.2.2 Physical Setting

The Additional Land Area is adjacent to the existing LPOE boundary and is completely developed with
commercial uses. The topography slightly slopes to the west and the surface lies at an elevation of
approximately 70 feet above mean sea level (AMSL). Underlying soils consist of mostly poorly sorted,
moderately permeable, reddish-brown, interfingered strandline beach, estuarine, and colluvial deposits
composed of siltstone, sandstone, and conglomerate. No surface waters are present. Groundwater in
the vicinity was measured at a depth of approximately 30 feet below ground surface and generally flows
westerly. Groundwater levels, gradient, and flow direction can fluctuate due to seasonal variations,
groundwater withdrawal or injections, changes in land use, and other factors.

4.3.2.3 Study Area History

Historic land uses within the vicinity of the Revised Project footprint were identified through review of
available historical records and maps, including City of San Diego directories, fire insurance maps, aerial
photographs, topographic maps, and building records.

The earliest available map dated back to 1904 and showed a road along the eastern boundary of the
Additional Land Area with three structures to the west of the road by 1930. The existing railroad
corridor to the east was also present at that time. The International Building (751 East San Ysidro
Boulevard) was constructed between 1929 and 1932 (ASM 2009) and is shown on reviewed maps dated
between 1943 and 1953. During this time, the border crossing was reconfigured with the border road
located to the west of the Additional Land Area. Approximately 10 buildings are present to the south
and southwest of the International Building and agricultural land occurs further to the west. The Old
Customs House to the south was constructed between 1928 and 1949. By 1964, the Mercado
Internacional 88 Building (747 East San Ysidro Boulevard) is present along with the Milo Building
(adjacent to, and south of, the International Building). The border crossing has been reconfigured again
with a station and multi-lane highway. By 1973, the crossing had developed generally into its current
configuration, along with I-5, Camiones Way, and Camino de la Plaza. Between 1928 and 1973, the
western portion of the Revised Project footprint was used for agriculture and livestock before parking
lots and the former commercial cargo vehicle inspection station were constructed. A gas station was
located in the northeastern portion of the Revised Project footprint (at 727 East San Ysidro Boulevard)
between 1962 and 1972 but has since been redeveloped with a commercial retail building (occupied by
McDonalds and other retail stores) adjacent to the San Ysidro Intermodal Transportation Center.

The Additional Land Area remains developed with the International Building and the Mercado
Internacional 88 Building, both of which are multi-tenant commercial buildings. The International
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Building consists of Sabrosisimos Restaurant, Intercalifornias Bus Terminal, Café de Olivia, a medical
insurance business, and a vacant suite. The Mercado Internacional 88 Building consists of ABC Money
Exchange, Mercado International 88 (grocery store), a fruit stand business, and Columbia Wireless.

4.3.2.4 Site Reconnaissance

Several site visits were conducted between April and June 2008 and on November 28, 2012 as part of
the environmental studies completed for the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS. A field survey of the
0.24-acre Additional Land Area of the Revised Project footprint was conducted on March 21, 2018. Site
visits were conducted to access and observe portions of the study area that were considered likely to
contain potential environmental concerns and identify RECs. Site observations from the 2018 site survey
are presented below in Table 4.3-1, Hazardous Material Observations During 2018 Site Reconnaissance.

Table 4.3-1
HAZARDOUS MATERIAL OBSERVATIONS DURING 2018 SITE RECONNAISSANCE

Environmental Condition Observations

Hazardous Substances/Petroleum Products Retail-size cleaning products were observed at several suites.

Waste Generation/Storage/Disposal Construction debris and building materials were observed
within the vacant suite of the International Building.

Above-ground Storage Tanks Not observed.

Potential Evidence of underground storage Not observed.

tanks

Potential polychlorinated biphenyl-containing Not observed.

equipment

Chemical/Petroleum Odors Not observed or detected.

Concrete Patches/Pads Concrete patches were observed in the vacant suite of the
International Building and the ABC Money Exchange of the
Mercado Internacional 88 Building.

Pools of liquid Not observed.

Sewage discharge pipes Not observed; however, a metallic cover was observed at the

base of the stairs at the International Building that reported
provided access to the sewer line.

Floor drains/Sumps A storm drain was observed on the northeastern portion of
the Additional Land Area. The storm drain lateral reportedly
runs southwesterly.

Floor drains were observed within the Mercado Internacional
88 Building and janitorial closet. The floor drains at the
grocery store flow to a subsurface grease interceptor near the
meat department before flowing into the municipal sewer
system. The grease interceptor is reportedly serviced on a
monthly basis.

Elevator Not observed.
Wells Not observed.
Drums Not observed.
Unidentified substance containers Not observed.
Stained soil or pavement Not observed.
Stressed vegetation Not observed.
Pits, ponds, or lagoons Not observed.
Wastewater discharges disposal systems Not observed.
San Ysidro LPOE Improvements 4.3-4 September 2018

Supplemental EIS



Section 4.3 - Hazardous Waste/Materials

Table 4.3-1 (cont.)
HAZARDOUS MATERIAL OBSERVATIONS DURING 2018 SITE RECONNAISSANCE

Environmental Condition Observations
Septic systems/cesspools Not observed.
Municipal solid waste disposal areas Not observed.

Source: Phase | ESA 2018.

4.3.2.5 Regulatory Agency File Review

Regulatory agency databases were reviewed to identify facilities of potential environmental concern
located on or in the vicinity of the Revised Project footprint. Listed facilities are summarized below and
their locations relative to the Revised Project footprint are illustrated in Figure 4.3-1, Listed Facilities of
Potential Environmental Concern.

Former Red Cab Facility

The site of the former Red Cab facility (803 East San Ysidro Boulevard) is located in the eastern portion
of the LPOE approximately 150 feet south-southeast of the Additional Land Area. This site is listed in
State Water Resource Control Board’s GeoTracker Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) database,
the Statewide Environmental Evaluation and Planning System Underground Storage Tank (UST)
database, and the San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division database. According to
DEH files, the Red Cab Taxi Company leased this property from the Metropolitan Transit District as a
maintenance and filling station from 1940 until 1994. It previously contained a single-story building, a
6,000-gallon gasoline UST with a dispenser, and a waste oil storage area. The DEH open an unauthorized
release case (201329-001) in 2006. Soil and groundwater investigations conducted at the site revealed
that soil contamination was found at this site, but it did not extend off the property, and groundwater
was not impacted. The site received case closure on December 15, 2011.

San Ysidro LPOE

The San Ysidro LPOE is listed twice on the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)’s
Spills, Leaks, Investigations, and Cleanups (SLIC) database. During construction activities at the LPOE
associated with implementation of the Approved Project (excavation and installation of a utility vault
and storm drain), petroleum-contaminated soil was encountered approximately 175 feet southeast of
the Additional Land Area near the site of the former Red Cab property. Consequently, a County of San
Diego Department of Environmental Health (DEH) Voluntary Assistance Program (VAP) case (H39792-
001) was opened on June 13, 2012. Soil vapor samples were collected to evaluate potential risks to
utility workers. Health risks were found to be greater than 1 in 1 million and remediation measures were
implemented, including removal of approximately 800 cubic yards of contaminated soil that was
disposed of at an off-site location and installation of a vapor barrier. The site received case closure on
September 19, 2013.

Another DEH VAP case (H02690-001) at the LPOE was opened on February 15, 2011 associated with
construction activities of the Approved Project. This site listing is approximately 300 feet west of the
Additional Land Area near the new Northbound Headhouse facility. Soils were found to be
contaminated with pesticides, arsenic, and lead. A Property Mitigation Plan and Addendum for the
segregation and export of contaminated material were submitted to DEH in 2011. This case remains
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open and in January 2018, DEH requested information from the construction company regarding
whether the project was completed and whether a final closure report was prepared.

The Outlets at the Border

The Outlets at the Border site is located west of Virginia Avenue in the southeastern portion of the Las
Americas shopping center, adjacent to the western LPOE boundary. This site is listed as a DEH VAP case
(LSAM-000165) due to petroleum hydrocarbon impacted soils. Remedial activities were completed prior
to development of the property. The site received case closure on June 21, 2013.

San Diego Police Southern Facility

This listed facility, located at 663 East San Ysidro Boulevard, is the site of the former San Diego Police
Southern Facility and approximately 0.3 mile north of the Additional Land Area. The site is currently
occupied by buildings associated with the San Ysidro Community Center. Two RWQCB cleanup cases
(HO01774-01 and H01774-02) were associated with this facility due to failed gasoline UST integrity tests.
Both cases have received case closure: one on June 30, 1988, and the other on March 17, 1994.

Goodwill Industries

This listed facility is located approximately 0.4 mile northwest of the Revised Project footprint at
630 Front Street. This facility has had one reported RWQCB cleanup case (H39416-001) due to potential
soil contamination associated with gasoline; however, this site received case closure on January 8, 2001.

Las Americas Development

The Las Americas development is located approximately 0.6 mile west of the Revised Project footprint at
4211 Camino de la Plaza, and currently consists of the regional outlet shopping center. This listed facility
had one reported LUST cleanup case (203754-001) but received case closure on December 17, 2009.

Proposed International Gateway

This listed site is located south of the Willow Road/Camino de la Plaza intersection and currently is
developed as part of the parking lot of the Las Americas shopping center, approximately 0.4 mile
northwest of the Revised Project footprint. The site has one recorded RWQCB cleanup case (H39135-
001) and received a case closure on June 14, 2001.

APN #665-010-38/#665-020-01

This listed facility is located along Camino de la Plaza near the Sipes Road intersection approximately
0.5 mile northwest of the Revised Project footprint. A VAP case (H29996-001) was opened in 1990 due
to residual pesticide concentrations in underlying soil due to past agricultural activities in areas where
residential development was proposed as part of the Coral Gate subdivision. The case received closure
on October 14, 2013.
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Coral Gates Soil Disposal

The Coral Gates soil disposal site is located near the Camino de la Plaza/Sipes Road intersection
approximately 0.5 mile northwest of the Revised Project footprint. This land disposal site was used for
disposal of inert dredged material. The site received case closure on October 13, 1999.

San Diego and Imperial Valley Railroad

The San Diego and Imperial Valley (SDIV) Railroad facility is located approximately 0.5 mile north of the
Revised Project footprint along the railroad corridor at 2711 East Beyer Boulevard. A UST was removed
from this facility in 1998, and soil samples indicated an unauthorized release of petroleum compounds.
This LUST cleanup site (H35868-001) received case closure on August 9, 2007.

4.3.2.6 Vapor Encroachment Screen

A preliminary vapor encroachment screen was conducted for the Additional Land Area to identify the
potential for VECs using a Vapor Encroachment Screening Matrix (VESM) in accordance with ASTM E
2600-15 Standard Guide for Vapor Encroachment Screening on Property Involved in Real Estate
Transactions. The VESM included performing a search distance test to identify if there are any known or
suspect contaminated properties surrounding or upgradient of the Additional Land Area, a contaminants
of concern (COC) test (for those known or suspect contaminated sites identified within the search
distance test) to evaluate whether or not COCs are likely to be present, and critical distance test to
evaluate whether or not COCs in a contaminated plume may be within the critical distance of the site
(i.e., 100 feet for non-petroleum hydrocarbon contaminants and 30 feet for petroleum hydrocarbon
contaminants). Based on the VESM no VECs were found.

4.3.2.7 Hazardous Building Materials

The Additional Land Area contains two existing buildings, including the International Building that was
constructed between 1929 and 1932 and the Mercado 88 Internacional Building that was constructed in
1966. Based on the construction dates of these existing buildings and associated infrastructure, there is
potential that asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) may be present in building materials in the Revised
Project footprint. Lead-containing surfaces (LCSs) also may be present on building material surfaces of
structures, and on other surfaces within the Revised Project footprint, such as piping.

Pad-mounted and pole-mounted transformers and utility vaults are located in various areas within and
adjacent to the Revised Project footprint. Some of these transformers may contain polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCB) dielectric fluids. Although no potential PCB-containing equipment was observed within
the Additional Land Area during the 2018 site reconnaissance, transformers are located approximately
35 feet to the east.

4.3.3 Environmental Consequences

4.3.3.1 Action Alternatives

Alternative 1 (Demolition of Buildings) and Alternative 2 (Renovation/Adaptive Reuse of Buildings)
would occur in the same location with the similar footprints, and would involve demolition or
renovation of existing buildings within the Additional Land Area. Therefore, the study area for hazardous
waste/materials would be the same for both of the action alternatives. Construction, operation, and
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maintenance activities would also be similar because both action alternatives would incorporate the
Additional Land Area into the pedestrian plaza on the east side of the LPOE. Therefore, potential impacts
related to hazardous waste/materials under both action alternatives would be similar and thus, the
following analysis applies to both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2.

Listed Facilities of Potential Environmental Concern

The regulatory agency reports were reviewed to evaluate whether the listed properties posed a
potential environmental concern, based on their distance from the Revised Project footprint and the
Additional Land Area, the assumed direction of groundwater flow, the type of database on which they
are listed, the nature of facility or waste generated, and/or their case status. Locations of the listed
facilities are shown in Figure 4.3-1. As shown, there are three listed facilities within the Revised Project
footprint, but none occur within the Additional Land Area.

Former Red Cab Facility

Although the former Red Cab facility located in the eastern portion of the Revised Project footprint
previously contained a gasoline UST and waste oil storage area, based on the nature of the
contamination and the closed case status, no associated hazardous waste/materials impacts would
occur.

San Ysidro LPOE

While LPOE operations involve routine use, storage, and disposal of permitted hazardous substances
(i.e., diesel, paint, and universal waste), no violations related to unauthorized releases of hazardous
materials or waste have occurred. As discussed above, the LPOE has one closed case site and one open
case site associated with contaminated soil from past activities. The closed case site is located
approximately 175 feet southeast of the Additional Land Area, but no hazardous waste/materials
impacts would occur as a result of the Action Alternatives due to the remediation activities that were
completed at the site as indicated by the closed case status.

The listed open case site is located approximately 300 feet west of the Additional Land Area near the
Northbound Headhouse facility. The Phase | ESA concluded that properties of potential concern in the
vicinity (including listed sites within the LPOE) were found not to have the potential to adversely impact
the Additional Land Area based on the medium affected (soil releases only) and distance.

The Outlets at the Border

Although this site is located adjacent to the western LPOE boundary, the Additional Land Area occurs on
the other side of the LPOE, approximately 0.5 mile to the east. Based on this distance and the closed
case status, no hazardous waste/materials impacts would occur.

San Diego Police Southern Facility

Given the distance of this facility from the Revised Project footprint (approximately 0.3 mile) and the
closed status of the two LUST cleanup cases, no hazardous waste/materials impacts would occur.
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Goodwill Industries

Based on the closed case status and the distance of this listed facility from the Revised Project footprint
(approximately 0.4 mile), no hazardous waste/materials impacts would occur.

Las Americas Development

Based on the closed status of this LUST cleanup case and distance of this listed facility from the Revised
Project footprint (approximately 0.6 mile) and the even greater distance from the Additional Land Area
(approximately 1.1 miles), no hazardous waste/materials impacts would occur.

Proposed International Gateway

Based on the closed status of this cleanup case and distance of this listed facility from the Revised
Project footprint (approximately 0.4 mile) and an even greater distance from the Additional Land Area
(approximately 0.8 mile), no hazardous waste/materials impacts would occur.

APN #665-010-38/#665-020-01

Based on the closed status of the VAP case and the distance of this listed facility from the Revised
Project footprint (approximately 0.5 mile) and an even greater distance from the Additional Land Area
(approximately 1.0 mile), no hazardous waste/materials impacts would occur.

Coral Gates Soil Disposal

Given the closed case status of this land disposal site and the distance of this facility from the Revised
Project footprint (approximately 0.5 mile) and the even greater distance from the Additional Land Area
(approximately 1.0 mile), no hazardous waste/materials impacts would occur.

San Diego and Imperial Valley Railroad

Based on the distance of this listed facility from the Revised Project footprint (approximately 0.5 mile)
and the closed case status, no hazardous waste/materials impacts would occur.

Existing and Former Land Uses

A gas station was previously located adjacent to the Revised Project footprint (at 727 East San Ysidro
Boulevard), approximately 170 feet north-northwest of the Additional Land Area. Storage and use of
fuels at this former facility adjacent to the Revised Project footprint creates a potential environmental
concern associated with unauthorized releases of fuels that could have impacted underlying soils and/or
groundwater, although there are no records of known releases at this site.

The long-term urban and historical use of the Additional Land Area for commercial and industrial land
uses creates the potential for underlying soils to have been impacted by lead and/or other metals from
burn ash, lead-based paint, or other sources. Contaminated soil potentially could be encountered during
excavation activities associated with the Action Alternatives. The measures described in Subsection 4.3.4
would be implemented during construction to ensure that adverse impacts involving contaminated soils
would be avoided.
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Construction activities proposed within the Additional Land Area are not excepted to occur at depths
that would encounter groundwater, which is known to occur at a depth of approximately 30 feet below
ground surface in this portion of the LPOE. Furthermore, listed facilities within and adjacent to the LPOE
have not had reported cases of groundwater contamination. As a result, no adverse hazardous
waste/substance impacts associated with potential groundwater contamination would occur.

Hazardous Building Materials

Based on the age of the existing buildings on the Additional Land Area, ACMs and/or LCS may potentially
be present. ACMs also may be present in existing piping material. Implementation of the Action
Alternatives would remove or modify some of these facilities, which could release associated hazardous
building materials.

Additionally, existing electrical transformers are located within approximately 35 feet of the Additional
Land Area just south of the East San Ysidro Boulevard cul-de-sac. Implementation of the Action
Alternatives is not anticipated to require removal or relocation of these transformers. Therefore, it is
unlikely to encounter PCBs during construction of the Action Alternatives and no impacts related to
PCBs are expected to occur.

4.3.3.2 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, GSA would continue to implement the Approved Project that was
analyzed as the Preferred Alternative in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS and approved in the
respective RODs except that the Milo Building would not be demolished. It would remain in place due to
the compromised structural integrity of the abutting buildings and the likelihood of their collapse if the
Milo Building is removed.

The study area for hazardous waste/materials under the No Action Alternative would be the same as the
Action Alternatives, with the exception of the 0.24-acre Additional Land Area in the eastern portion of
the LPOE. This area coincides with the footprint of the Approved Project. Construction, operation, and
maintenance activities within this area under the No Action Alternative would be very similar to the
Approved Project. As a result, potential impacts related to hazardous waste/materials under the No
Action Alternative would be comparable to the Approved Project. Therefore, similar to the Approved
Project, the No Action Alternative would result in potential adverse impacts due to possible soil and/or
groundwater contamination at listed facilities of potential environmental concern, and former and
current uses within the Approved Project study area and LPOE. Additionally, potential adverse impacts
could occur associated with aerially deposited lead (on exposed soil adjacent to heavily travelled
roadways), hazardous building materials, and PCBs.

4.3.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

4.3.4.1 Action Alternatives

The following avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures would effectively avoid or address
potential impacts related to hazardous waste/materials from the Action Alternatives:

e Soil sampling should be conducted in areas of the Additional Land Area proposed to be
disturbed and/or excavated prior to soil export, reuse, or disposal to determine to characterize
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the soil for the presence of elevated metal concentrations (e.g., in excess of applicable
regulatory standards). If contaminated soil is present, appropriate abatement actions should be
implemented in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.

e Prior to commencement of excavation activities, a Site and Community Health and Safety Plan
should be prepared to manage potential health and safety hazards to workers and the public.

e Prior to commencement of excavation activities, a Soil Management Plan should be prepared to
address the notification, monitoring, sampling, testing, handling, storage, and disposal of
contaminated media or substances that may be encountered during construction activities.

e Wastes and potentially hazardous waste within the Revised Project footprint, including trash,
debris piles, and equipment, should be removed and recycled and/or disposed of off site, in
accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.

e Prior to renovation or demolition of existing structures, a hazardous building materials survey
should be conducted to evaluate the presence, locations, and quantities of hazardous building
materials (ACMs and LCSs). Suspect materials should be sampled and analyzed, and if present,
appropriate abatement actions should be implemented in accordance with applicable regulatory
requirements.

e Contract specifications should include references to the potential to encounter contaminated
soil or other regulated wastes during construction activities.

4.3.4.2 No Action Alternative

Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for the No Action Alternative would be the same as

those previously identified for the Approved Project (as identified in the 2014 Final SEIS and 2014 ROD),
which are listed below. Implementation of these measures would effectively avoid or address potential
impacts related to hazardous waste/materials from the No Action Alternative:

e Soil sampling should be conducted in areas within the Revised Project footprint proposed to be
disturbed and/or excavated prior to soil export, reuse, or disposal to characterize the soil for the
presence of hazardous materials (e.g., metals, petroleum hydrocarbons, VOCs, pesticides, etc.).
If contaminated soil is present, appropriate abatement actions should be implemented in
accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.

e Health risk assessments should be conducted for facilities within the LPOE in which
contamination has been documented to evaluate whether the levels of contaminants would
pose a risk to human health.

e Prior to commencement of excavation activities, a Site and Community Health and Safety Plan
should be prepared to manage potential health and safety hazards to workers and the public.

e Prior to commencement of excavation activities, a Soil Management Plan should be prepared to
address the notification, monitoring, sampling, testing, handling, storage, and disposal of
contaminated media or substances that may be encountered during construction activities.
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e Prior to commencement of excavation activities, a Groundwater Management Plan should be
prepared to address the notification, monitoring, sampling, testing, handling, storage, and
disposal of potentially contaminated groundwater.

e Existing transformers and elevator equipment within the Revised Project footprint should be
sampled for PCB content if proposed to be disturbed and/or moved during construction
activities. If PCBs are present, appropriate abatement actions for their disposal should be
implemented in accordance with regulatory requirements, and soil beneath transformers
and/or elevators should be evaluated for evidence of releases. If present in underlying soils,
appropriate abatement actions for removal and disposal should be implemented in accordance
with applicable regulatory requirements.

e Wastes and potentially hazardous waste within the Revised Project footprint, including trash,
debris piles, and equipment, should be removed and recycled and/or disposed of off site, in
accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.

e Prior to renovation or demolition of existing structures, surveys should be conducted to
evaluate the presence, locations, and quantities of hazardous building materials (ACMs and
LCSs). Suspect materials should be sampled and analyzed, and if present, appropriate
abatement actions should be implemented in accordance with applicable regulatory
requirements.

e Contract specifications should include references to the potential to encounter contaminated
soil, groundwater, or other regulated wastes during construction activities.
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4.4 AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

This subchapter evaluates potential environmental effects related to air quality and GHG emissions as a
result of the Revised Project. The conclusions are based on the analysis contained in the 2009 Final EIS
and 2014 Final SEIS that addressed the Approved Project, as well as additional analysis and
environmental studies that were conducted to evaluate the proposed modifications that comprise the
Revised Project.

4.4.1 Regulatory Setting
Federal Clean Air Act

The federal Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended in 1990, is the federal law that governs air quality. This law
and related regulations by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) set standards for the
quantity of pollutants that can be in the air. At the federal level, these standards are called the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS); NAAQS have been established for six criteria pollutants that
have been linked to potential health concerns. The six major air pollutants of concern, called “criteria
pollutants,” include carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO;), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), ozone (03),
suspended particulate matter (PM), and lead (Pb). Suspended particulate matter is further categorized
as particulates less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter (PMjo) and fine particulate matter less than
or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter (PMys).

In addition to the six criteria pollutants, the USEPA designated 188 substances as hazardous air
pollutants under the federal CAA, which are known as Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs). MSATSs are air
pollutants known to cause or suspected of causing serious health effects (such as cancer), or adverse
environmental effects. No NAAQS have been established for hazardous air pollutants. However, the
USEPA has developed rules that limit emissions of hazardous air pollutants from specific industrial
sources. These emissions control standards are known as “maximum achievable control technologies”
and “generally achievable control technologies.” They are intended to achieve the maximum degree of
reduction in emissions of hazardous air pollutants, taking into consideration the cost of emissions
control, non-air quality health and environmental impacts, and energy requirements. Examples of
hazardous air pollutants include benzene, which is found in gasoline; perchloroethylene, which is
emitted by some dry cleaning facilities; and methylene chloride, a solvent and paint stripper used in
some industries. Hazardous air pollutants are regulated under the CAA’s National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants, which apply to specific sources of hazardous air pollutants; and under the
Urban Air Toxics Strategy, which applies to area sources.

Air pollutants are classified as either primary or secondary pollutants, based on how they are formed.
Primary air pollutants are emitted directly into the atmosphere from the source, and retain their
chemical form. Examples of primary pollutants are the CO produced by a power plant burning fuel and
volatile organic compounds emitted by a dry cleaner. Secondary air pollutants are formed through
atmospheric chemical reactions — reactions that usually involve primary air pollutants (or pollutant
precursors) and normal constituents of the atmosphere. Ozone, a major component of photochemical
smog that is the greatest air quality concern in California, is a secondary air pollutant. Ozone precursors
consist of two groups of chemicals: nitrogen oxides (NOx) and organic compounds. NOx consists of nitric
oxide (NO) and NO,. Organic compound precursors of ozone are routinely described by various terms,
including volatile organic compounds (VOC), reactive organic compounds (ROC), and reactive organic
gases (ROG). Finally, some air pollutants are a combination of primary and secondary pollutants. PMjg

San Ysidro LPOE Improvements 4.4-1 September 2018
Supplemental EIS



Section 4.4 - Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

and PMs are both emitted as primary air pollutants by various mechanical processes (e.g., abrasion,
erosion, mixing, or atomization) or combustion processes. They are generated as secondary air
pollutants through chemical reactions or through the condensation of gaseous pollutants into fine
aerosols.

Air pollutant emissions are reported as the rate (by weight or volume) at which specific compounds are
emitted into the atmosphere by a source. Typical units for emission rates from a source are pound (Ib)
per thousand gallons of fuel burned, |b per U.S. ton of material processed, and grams (g) per vehicle-
mile traveled.

Ambient air quality is reported as the atmospheric concentrations of specific air pollutants at a
particular time and location. The units of measure are expressed as a mass per unit volume

(e.g., micrograms per cubic meter [pug/m?3] of air) or as a volume fraction (e.g., parts per million [ppm] by
volume). The ambient air pollutant concentrations measured at a particular location are determined by
the pollutant emissions rate, local meteorology, and atmospheric chemistry. Wind speed and direction,
the vertical temperature gradient of the atmosphere, and precipitation patterns affect the dispersal,
dilution, and removal of air pollutant emissions from the atmosphere.

The NAAQS for each of the regulated pollutants are shown in Table 4.4-1, Federal Criteria Air Pollutant
Standards, Effects, and Sources.

The air quality management agencies of direct importance to San Diego County (the County) include the
USEPA, the California Air Resources Board (CARB), and the San Diego Air Pollution Control District
(SDAPCD). The USEPA has established federal ambient air quality standards for which the CARB and the
SDAPCD have primary implementation responsibility.

San Diego Air Basin Attainment Designation

” u

The USEPA classifies air basins (or portions thereof) as being in “attainment,” “nonattainment,” or
“unclassified” for each criteria air pollutant based on whether or not the NAAQS have been achieved.
Areas designated as “maintenance” signifies former nonattainment areas. If an area is designated
unclassifiable, it is because inadequate air quality data were available as a basis for a nonattainment or
attainment designation.

Table 4.4-1, Federal Criteria Air Pollutant Standards, Effects, and Sources, lists the federal attainment
status of the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) for the criteria pollutants. The USEPA classifies the SDAB as in
attainment for ozone (1-hour), PM,s, NO,, SO,, and lead, and unclassifiable for PMo with respect to
federal air quality standards. The SDAB is classified as nonattainment for Ozone (8-hour). The SDAB also
has been designated by the USEPA as a federal maintenance area for the CO standard.
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Table 4.4-1

FEDERAL CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT STANDARDS, EFFECTS, AND SOURCES

Pollutant Ave_raging Federal! Standard Principal Ht?alth and s Sas Federal Attainment
Time Atmospheric Effects Status
Ozone (0s3)? 1 hour -- High concentrations irritate lungs. Low-altitude ozone is almost entirely
8 hours 0.075 ppm Long-term exposure may cause lung formed from reactive organic
(annual fourth highest tissue damage and cancer. Long- gases/volatile.organic co.mpounds (.ROG Attainment (1-hour)
daily maximum 8-hours term exposure damages plant or VOC) and nitrogen oxides (NOy) in the _
averaged over 3 years) materials and reduces crop presence of sunlight and heat. Major Nonattainment (8-hour)
productivity. Precursor organic sources include motor vehicles and other
compounds include many known mobile sources, solvent evaporation, and
toxic air contaminants and biogenic industrial and other combustion
sources. processes.
Carbon Monoxide 1 hour 35 ppm CO interferes with the transfer of Combustion sources, especially gasoline-
(co) 8 hours 9 ppm oxygen to the blood and deprives powered engines and motor vehicles. CO Maintenance
sensitive tissues of oxygen. CO also is | is the traditional signature pollutant for
a minor precursor for photochemical | on-road mobile sources at the local and
ozone. neighborhood scale.
Respirable 24 hours 150 pg/m?3 Irritates eyes and respiratory tract. Dust- and fume-producing industrial and
Particulate Matter Annual — Decreases lung capacity. Associated agricultural operations; combustion
(PM3) with increased cancer and mortality. smoke; atmospheric chemical reactions; Unclassifiable
Contributes to haze and reduced construction and other dust-producing
visibility. Includes some toxic air activities; unpaved road dust and re-
contaminants. Many aerosol and entrained paved road dust; natural
solid compounds are part of PMyg. sources (wind-blown dust, ocean spray).
Fine Particulate 24 hours 35 pug/m3 Increases respiratory disease, lung Combustion including motor vehicles,
Matter (PM;s) (98t percentile over 3 damage, cancer, and premature other mobile sources, and industrial
years) death. Reduces visibility and activities; residential and agricultural )
produces surface soiling. Most diesel | burning; also formed through Attainment
3 exhaust particulate matter — a toxic atmospheric chemical (including
Annual 15.0 pg/m air contaminant —is in the PM, 5 size | photochemical) reactions involving other
(annual mean averaged | (3nge. Many aerosol and solid pollutants including NOy, sulfur oxides
over 3 years) compounds are part of PMys. (SOx), ammonia, and VOC.
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Table 4.4-1 (cont.)

FEDERAL CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT STANDARDS, EFFECTS, AND SOURCES

Pollutant Ave_raging Federal' Standard Principal H(?alth and Tt Sanrs Federal Attainment
Time Atmospheric Effects Status
Nitrogen Dioxide 1 hour 100 ppb 3 Irritating to eyes and respiratory Motor vehicles and other mobile sources;
(NO,) (98t percentile over 3 tract. Colors atmosphere reddish- refineries; industrial operations. Attainment
years) brown. Contributes to acid rain. Part
Annual 0.053 ppm of the “NOy” group of ozone
precursors.
Sulfur Dioxide (SO,) | 1 hour 0.075 ppm 4 Irritates respiratory tract; injures Fuel combustion (especially coal and high-
(98t percentile over 3 lung tissue. Can yellow plant leaves. sulfur oil), chemical plants, sulfur recovery
years) Destructive to marble, iron, steel. plants, metal processing; some natural Attainment
3 hours 0.5 ppm Contributes to acid rain. Limits sources like active volcanoes. Limited
visibility. contribution possible from heavy-duty
24 hours 0.14 ppm diesel vehicles if ultra-low sulfur fuel not
Annual 0.030 ppm used.
Lead (Pb)3 Quarterly 1.5 ug/m3 Disturbs gastrointestinal system. Lead-based industrial processes like
Rolling 0.15 pg/m3 Causes anemia, kidney disease, and battery production and smelters. Lead Attainment
3-month neuromuscular and neurological paint, leaded gasoline. Aerially deposited
average dysfunction. Also a toxic air lead from gasoline may exist in soils along
contaminant and water pollutant. major roads.

Sources: Based on the USEPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards chart, Six Common Air Pollutants Health Effects (http://www.epa.gov/airquality/urbanair/), and Area Designation Maps
(http://www.epa.gov/region9/air/maps/index.html).

Source: San Diego Air Pollution Control District 2018

Notes: ppm = parts per million; ug/m?* = micrograms per cubic meter; ppb=parts per billion (thousand million)

1. Federal standards are “not to exceed more than once a year” or as noted in parenthesis above.

2. Final rule signed March 12, 2008. The 1997 ozone standard (0.08 ppm, annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8 hour concentration, averaged over 3 years) and related implementation rules remain in
place. In 1997, USEPA revoked the 1-hour ozone standard (0.12 ppm, not to be exceeded more than once per year) in all areas, although some areas have continued obligations under that standard
(“anti-backsliding”). The 1-hour ozone standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with maximum hourly average concentrations above 0.12 ppm is less than or equal to
1.

3. Final 1-hour NO2 NAAQS published in the Federal Register on 2/9/2010, effective 3/9/2010. Initial nonattainment area designations should occur in 2012 with conformity requirements effective in
2013. Project-level hot spot analysis requirements, while not yet required for conformity purposes, are expected. Note: San Diego County have been designated as attainment.

4. USEPA finalized a 1-hour SO2 standard of 0.075 ppm in June 2010.
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Air Quality Conformity

Under the 1990 CAA Amendments, federal actions must be found to conform to the State
Implementation Plan (SIP) for achieving the goals of the CAA requirements related to the NAAQS.
Conformity with the CAA takes place on two levels: first, at the regional level and second, at the project
level. The proposed action must conform at both the regional- and project- level to be approved.
Conformity requirements apply only in nonattainment and maintenance areas for the NAAQS, and only
for the specific NAAQS that are or were violated. USEPA regulations at 40 CFR 93 govern the conformity
process.

Regional level conformity in California is concerned with how well the region is meeting the standards
set for CO, NO,, Os, and PM. California is in attainment for the other criteria pollutants. At the regional
level, a Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is developed that includes all of the transportation projects
planned for a region over a period of years (usually at least 20 years). Based on the projects included in
the RTP, an air quality model is run to determine whether or not the implementation of those projects
would conform to emission budgets or other tests showing that attainment requirements of the CAA are
met. The metropolitan planning organization (MPO) responsible for the preparation of the RTP, the
regional transportation improvement program (RTIP), and the associated air quality analyses in the
Revised Project area is the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG). Any project listed in an
RTP and/or RTIP must demonstrate conformity with the SIP. If the RTP projects’ conformity is
demonstrated, the MPO, such as SANDAG, and the appropriate federal agencies make the
determination that the RTP is in conformity with the SIP for achieving the goals of the CAA. Otherwise,
the projects in the RTP must be modified until conformity is attained. If the design and scope of a
proposed project are the same as described in the RTP, then it is deemed to meet regional conformity
requirements for purposes of project-level analysis.

Conformity at the project-level also requires “hot spot” analysis if an area is designated nonattainment
or maintenance for CO and/or particulate matter (PMio or PM3s). In general, projects must not cause
the “hot spot” related standard to be violated, and must not cause any increase in the number and
severity of violations in nonattainment areas. If a known CO or particulate matter violation is located in
the project vicinity, the project must include measures to reduce or eliminate the existing violation(s)
as well.

Global Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases

Global climate change refers to changes in average climatic conditions on Earth, as a whole, including
temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and storms. Global temperatures are moderated by naturally
occurring atmospheric gases that include water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO;), methane (CH,4), and
nitrogen dioxide (N2O). These atmospheric gases are known as greenhouse gases (GHG). In addition to
the naturally occurring gases, man-made compounds also act as GHG; common examples include
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs) and sulfur hexafluoride (SF¢). These compounds are
the result of a number of activities including vehicular use, energy consumption/production,
manufacturing, and cattle farming. These man-made compounds increase the natural concentration of
GHG in the atmosphere and are commonly believed to result in a phenomenon referred to as “global
warming.”

Although climate change and GHG reduction is a concern at the federal level, there are currently no
regulations or legislation that have been enacted specifically addressing GHG emissions reductions and
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climate change at the project level. Neither the USEPA nor GSA has promulgated explicit guidance or
methodology to conduct project-level GHG analysis.

In the past, the USEPA has not regulated GHGs under the federal CAA. However, the U.S. Supreme Court
ruled on April 2, 2007, in Massachusetts v. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency that CO; is an air
pollutant, as defined under the CAA, and that USEPA has the authority to regulate emissions of GHG.
After a thorough examination of the scientific evidence and careful consideration of public comments,
the USEPA announced on December 7, 2009 that GHGs threaten the public health and welfare of the
American people. The administrator of the USEPA determined that six GHGs taken in combination
endanger both the public health and the public welfare of current and future generations. The USEPA
specifically identified CO,, CH4, N,O, HFCs, PFCs, and SFs as GHGs.

Endangerment Finding: The USEPA Administrator finds that the current and projected
concentrations of the six key well-mixed GHGs — CO;, CHs, N0, HFC, PFC, and SFs —in the
atmosphere threaten the public health and welfare of current and future generations.

Cause or Contribute Finding: The USEPA Administrator finds that the combined emissions of
these well-mixed GHG from motor vehicles and motor vehicle engines contribute to the GHG
pollution which threatens public health and welfare.

The endangerment findings do not themselves impose any requirements on industry or other entities.
However, this action was a prerequisite to finalizing the USEPA’s proposed GHG emissions standards for
light duty vehicles (Proposed Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards for Light-Duty Vehicles), which were
jointly proposed by USEPA and the Department of Transportation’s National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA) on September 15, 2009. On May 7, 2010 the final Light-Duty Vehicle
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards was published in
the Federal Register.

USEPA and the NHTSA are taking coordinated steps to enable the production of a new generation of
clean vehicles with reduced GHG emissions and improved fuel efficiency from on-road vehicles and
engines. These next steps include developing the first-ever GHG regulations for heavy-duty engines and
vehicles, as well as additional light-duty vehicle GHG regulations. These steps were outlined by (former)
President Obama in a Presidential Memorandum on May 21, 2010.

The final combined USEPA and NHTSA standards that make up the first phase of this national program
apply to passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty passenger vehicles, covering model years
2012 through 2016. The standards require these vehicles to meet an estimated combined average
emissions level of 250 grams of CO, per mile, (the equivalent to 35.5 miles per gallon [MPG] if the
automobile industry were to meet this CO, level solely through fuel economy improvements). Together,
these standards will cut GHG emissions by an estimated 960 million metric tons and 1.8 billion barrels of
oil over the lifetime of the vehicles sold under the program (model years 2012 through 2016). On
November 16, 2011, USEPA and NHTSA issued their joint proposal to extend this national program of
coordinated GHG and fuel economy standards to model years 2017 through 2025 passenger vehicles.

To estimate the global warming potential, the United States quantifies GHG emissions using the
100-year timeframe values established by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, in
accordance with United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. All global warming
potentials are expressed relative to a reference gas, CO,, which is assigned a global warming potential
(GWP) equal to 1. The five other GHGs have a greater GWP than CO;, ranging from 21 for CH4, 310 for
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N,0, 140 to 6,300 for HFCs, 6,500 to 9,200 for PFCs, and up to 23,900 for SFe. To estimate the CO,
equivalency of a non-CO, GHG, the appropriate GWP of that gas is multiplied by the amount of the gas
emitted. All six GHGs are multiplied by their GWP and the results are added to calculate the total COze.
The dominant GHG emitted is CO;, mostly from fossil fuel combustion (85.4 percent). Weighted by GWP,
CH, is the second largest component of emissions, followed by N,O. GWP-weighted emissions are
presented in terms of equivalent emissions of CO,, using units of metric tons of CO; equivalents

(MT COzE).

4.4.2 Affected Environment

The analysis and conclusions presented in this subchapter are based on modeling prepared for the
Revised Project. Modeling calculated air emissions associated with construction and operation of only
the components of the Revised Project that were not evaluated as part of the Approved Project.
Specifically, the Revised Project modeled the emissions generated by the demolition of the two
buildings and construction of the expanded paved pedestrian plaza within the Additional Land Area. The
Revised Project modeling did not address those components of the Approved Project that would remain
unchanged for the Revised Project.

Two Air Quality Technical Reports (AQTRs) were previously prepared for the Approved Project (Air
Quality Impact Assessment for the San Ysidro Land Port of Entry Improvements Project, July 2009; San
Ysidro Land Port of Entry Improvements Project Air Quality Technical Report, April 2014). Some of the
analysis and conclusions of the previous AQTRs remain applicable to the Revised Project because in
addition to the proposed changes to the Approved Project, the Revised Project also includes the other
components of the Approved Project that have not changed. Applicable information from the 2009 Final
EIS and 2014 Final SEIS as it relates to the Revised Project is noted in this subchapter.

Climate and Meteorology

The Revised Project Footprint is located in the SDAB, which coincides with San Diego County. The
climate of the County is characterized by warm, dry summers and mild, wet winters. One of the main
determinants of the climatology is a semi-permanent high pressure area (the Pacific High) in the eastern
Pacific Ocean. In the summer, this pressure center is located well to the north, causing storm tracks to
be directed north of California. This high pressure cell maintains clear skies for much of the year. When
the Pacific High moves southward during the winter, this pattern changes, and low pressure storms are
brought into the region causing widespread precipitation. In the County, the months of heaviest
precipitation are November through April, averaging about 10 inches annually at the coast (Western
Regional Climate Center 2016). The mean temperature recorded at the Chula Vista air quality
monitoring station (the closest station to the Revised Project Footprint) is 60.9 degrees Fahrenheit 3)
and the mean maximum and mean minimum temperatures are 68.4°F and 53.5°F, respectively.

The Pacific High also influences the wind patterns of California. The predominant wind directions are
westerly and west-southwesterly during all four seasons, and the average annual wind speed is 5.6 miles
per hour (mph).

A common atmospheric condition known as a temperature inversion affects air quality in San Diego.
During an inversion, air temperatures get warmer rather than cooler with increasing height. Subsidence
inversions occur during the warmer months (May through October) as descending air associated with
the Pacific High comes into contact with cooler marine air. The boundary between the layers of air
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represents a temperature inversion that traps pollutants below it. The inversion layer is approximately
2,000 feet AMSL during the months of May through October. However, during the remaining months
(November through April), the temperature inversion is approximately 3,000 feet AMSL. Inversion layers
are important elements of local air quality because they inhibit the dispersion of pollutants, thus
resulting in a temporary degradation of air quality.

Existing Ambient Air Quality

Existing air quality conditions in the Revised Project area can be characterized by monitoring data
collected in the region. Ambient air pollutant concentrations in the SDAB are measured at multiple
monitoring stations. The USEPA maintains an AirData Air Quality Index Summary Report that displays an
annual summary for sites around the country. This data was used to determine the ambient air quality
summary for the San Diego region. Specific data from Donovan Prison Monitoring Station, a monitoring
station near the project site, was used for ozone and PMo. Table 4.4-2, Ambient Air Quality Summary,
presents the excesses of standards and the highest pollutant levels recorded at these stations for the
years 2015 to 2017. During this time period at the Donovan Prison Monitoring Station, the NAAQS ozone
standards were exceeded once in 2015, four times in 2016, and six times in 2017. No standards were
exceeded for any other pollutants during these three years.

Table 4.4-2
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY SUMMARY

Pollutant Standards 2015 2016 2017

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 3.1 2.2 2

Maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 1.9 1.5 1.5
Number of Days Standard Exceeded

NAAQS 1-hour (>35 ppm) 0 0 0

NAAQS 8-hour (>9 ppm) 0 0 0
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)

Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppb) 62 73 74

Annual Average (ppb) 16.57 17.01 16.19
Number of Days Standard Exceeded

NAAQS 1-hour 0 0 0

NAAQS Annual 0 0 0
Sulfur Dioxide (SOx)

Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppb) 1.2 1.8 1.1

Maximum 24-hour concentration (ppm) 0.4 0.5 0.4

National annual average concentration (ppm) 0.11 0.11 0.11
Number of Days Standard Exceeded

NAAQS 1-hour (> 75 ppb) 0 0 0

NAAQS 24-hour (>0.14 ppm) 0 0 0

NAAQS 24-hour (>0.030 ppm) 0 0 0
Ozone (0s)!

Maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 0.071 0.075 0.082
Number of Days Standard Exceeded

NAAQS 8-hour (>0.075 ppm) 1 4 6
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Table 4.4-2 (cont.)
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY SUMMARY

Pollutant Standards 2015 2016 2017

Particulate Matter (PMyo)*

National maximum 24-hour concentration (ug/m?) 136 79 68

National second highest 24-hour concentration (ug/m3) 99 66 67

National third highest 24-hour concentration (ug/m?3) 71 64 62

National fourth highest 24-hour concentration (ug/m?3) 70 63 56
Number of Days Standard Exceeded

NAAQS 24-hour (>150 pg/m?3) 0 0 0
Particulate Matter (PM,)

Maximum 24-hour concentration (ug/m3) 335 34.4 42.7

Second highest 24-hour concentration (ug/m?3) 28.6 29.1 32.1

Third highest 24-hour concentration (ug/m?3) 18.9 23.9 29.3

Fourth highest 24-hour concentration (ug/m?3) 15.7 21.7 26.8
Number of Days Standard Exceeded

NAAQS 24-hour >35 ug/m?3) 0 0 0

Source: USEPA 2018a; CARB 2018
! Data from the Donovan Prison Monitoring Station

Sensitive Receptors

Air pollutant-sensitive receptors are typically defined as schools (preschool-12t" grade), hospitals,
resident care facilities, or day-care centers, or other facilities that may house individuals with health
conditions that would be adversely impacted by changes in air quality. The following sensitive receptors
are located within 1.5 miles of the Revised Project Footprint:

e San Ysidro Head Start, 249 Willow Road

e San Ysidro Middle School, 4345 Otay Mesa Road

e  Willow Elementary School, 226 Willow Road

e  QOur Lady of Mt. Carmel School, 4141 Beyer Boulevard

e Sunset Elementary School, 3825 Sunset Lane

e La Mirada Elementary School, 222 Avenida de la Madrid
e Smythe Avenue Elementary School, 1880 Smythe Avenue

4.4.3 Environmental Consequences

This section presents the results of an assessment of potential air quality and GHG impacts associated
with the Revised Project alternatives. The evaluation is based on the Revised Project modeling and
addresses the potential for air emissions associated with the short-term construction and long-term
operation of the Revised Project. Each alternative (Alternative 1 - Demolition of Buildings, Alternative 2 -
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse of Buildings, and No Action Alternative) is analyzed for potential air quality
and GHG impacts.
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4.4.3.1 Methodologies, Assumptions, and Thresholds
Construction

Emissions from the construction activities of the Action Alternatives of the Revised Project were
estimated using the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2016.3.2. CalEEMod
contains OFFROAD2011 emission factors and EMFAC2014 emission factors from CARB’s models for
off-road equipment and on-road vehicles, respectively. The construction analysis includes modeling of
the projected construction equipment that would be used during each construction activity and
guantities of earth and debris to be moved. The model calculates emissions of CO, PMjo, PM3s, SO, and
the ozone precursors ROG and NOXx.

CalEEMod construction assumptions include the demolition of the two buildings totaling 13,250 square
feet, grading, and paving of the 0.24-acre Additional Land Area. Heavy construction equipment
requirements and associated emissions for site preparation, grading, demolition, and paving activities
were based on the default assumptions used by CalEEMod for a project of this size. Emissions associated
with worker travel to the construction site and construction truck deliveries were also estimated based
on default values in the model. Additionally, to be consistent with SDAPCD Rule 55 for reducing
construction emissions, the use of watering (two times daily) to minimize dust was input into the
CalEEMod construction analysis. The model estimated that construction of the Revised Project
components under Alternative 1 would require approximately one month to complete. Construction of
Alternative 2 would require approximately five months.

Operational
Criteria Pollutant Emission Modeling

Criteria pollutant emissions (CO, PM1o, PM; s, and ozone precursors, VOC and NOx) associated with
operation of the Action Alternatives were estimated using CARB’s on-road emission factor model within
CalEEMod.

Greenhouse Gas Assessment Assumptions and Methodology

GHG emission estimates for the Revised Project components were calculated using CalEEMod.
CalEEMod is an air quality modeling program that estimates air pollution emissions for various land
uses, area sources, construction projects, and project operations. The methodology used to assess GHG
emission impacts is based on the following equation:

Metric Tons of GHG x GWP = Metric Tons of CO,e emissions

This equation provides the basic calculation required to determine COe emissions from the total mass
of a given GHG using the GWPs published by the International Panel on Climate Change. This method
was used to evaluate GHG emissions during construction and operation of the Revised Project. For this
analysis, only CO,, CH4, and N,O are the only GHG considered due to the relatively large contribution of
these gases in comparison to other GHGs produced during construction and operation phases of the
Revised Project.
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Impact Thresholds

The General Conformity Rule of the CAA (40 CFR §§ 51.850-860 and 40 CFR §§ 93.150-160) establishes
de minimis thresholds, which are emissions thresholds established by the USEPA for air emissions
caused by federally sponsored, approved, or funded activities in areas that do not meet the NAAQS
thresholds. The de minimis threshold established for each pollutant varies by the severity of
nonattainment, and sets an emission level, in tons per year, above which further analysis is required to
demonstrate that the proposed activities would not cause or contribute to a violation of a NAAQS for a
nonattainment pollutant.

The SDAB is currently classified as a non-attainment area for the 8-hour ozone standard, and a
maintenance area for carbon monoxide standards. Concentrations of SO,, PM1o, PM,5 and Pb are
classified as attainment or unclassifiable. Within the SDAB, if net annual emissions remain below 100
tons of CO, ozone precursors (VOCs and NOyx), impacts would not be considered adverse and no formal
CAA conformity determination would be required. For the purpose of NEPA review, a de minimis
threshold value of 100 annual tons of PMjo and PM, s is used to determine the severity of impacts for
particulates.

Impacts associated with localized CO hot spot emissions were evaluated based on the NAAQS. The
federal standard for the 1-hour average CO concentration is 35 ppm, and the 8-hour average
concentration is 9 ppm.

To determine when a project results in an adverse GHG impact, the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS
used the threshold of 25,000 MT or more of COze per year. This number is based on guidance from the
USEPA’s GHG Reporting Implementation Program, which has determined that sources emitting

25,000 MT require mandatory reporting. The 25,000 MT is used in this analysis as the threshold for
adverse GHG impacts.

The impact thresholds used in the analysis of the Revised Project’s potential impacts related to air
quality and GHG emissions are summarized in Table 4.4-3, Air Quality Impact Thresholds. In all cases
except for operational emissions, impacts are based on whether emissions generated by the Revised
Project would exceed the applicable threshold. For operational emissions, impacts are based on the net
difference between the Approved Project and the Revised Project to assess the additional operational
air emissions of each alternative.

Table 4.4-3
AIR QUALITY IMPACT THRESHOLDS

Emission Source Threshold
Criteria Pollutant Construction and Operational Impacts*
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 100 tons/year
Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 100 tons/year
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 100 tons/year
Particulate Matter, 2.5 microns (PM,s) 100 tons/year
Particulate Matter, 10 microns (PMyo) 100 tons/year
GHG Impacts
CO; equivalents (CO,e) | 25,000 annual metric tons
CO Hot Spot Impacts?
CO concentration (1-hour/8-hour average) | 35 ppm/8 ppm

1 USEPA 2018b; 2 USEPA 2018c
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4.4.3.2 Alternative 1 - Demolition of Buildings

Criteria Pollutants — Construction Impacts

Construction activity is a source of dust and exhaust emissions that can have substantial temporary
impacts on local air quality (i.e., exceed the NAAQS for ozone, CO, PM1o, and PM;s). Temporary
construction emissions would result from processes related to demolition, grading/excavation, and
paving activities. Pollutant emissions would vary daily, depending on the level of activity, specific
operations, and prevailing weather. It is anticipated that construction activities associated with
Alternative 1 would begin in and end in a single year.

During construction, short-term degradation of air quality may occur due to the release of particulate
emissions (airborne dust) generated by demolition, grading, hauling, and other activities related to
construction. Emissions from construction equipment are also anticipated and would include CO, ozone
precursors (NOx and VOCs), PM1g, PM,s, and MSATSs such as diesel particulate matter (DPM).

Construction-related effects on air quality are greatest during the demolition phase. If not properly
controlled, these activities temporarily generate PMjo, PM35, and small amounts of CO, SO,, NOx, and
VOCs. Sources of fugitive dust would include disturbed soils at the construction site(s) and trucks
carrying uncovered loads of soils. Unless properly controlled, vehicles leaving the construction site
would deposit mud on local streets, which could be an additional source of airborne dust after it dries.
PMio emissions would vary from day to day, depending on the nature and magnitude of construction
activity and local weather conditions. PM;.s emissions would depend on soil moisture, silt content of
soil, wind speed, and the amount of equipment operating. Larger dust particles would settle near the
source, while fine particles will be dispersed from the construction site over greater distances.

In addition to dust-related PMio emissions, heavy trucks and construction equipment powered by
gasoline and diesel engines would generate exhaust emissions including CO, SO,, NOx, VOCs, and some
soot particulates (PMyp and PM,s). If construction activities were to increase traffic congestion in the
area, CO and other emissions from traffic would increase slightly while those vehicles are delayed. These
emissions would be temporary and limited to the immediate area surrounding the construction site(s).

Table 4.4-4, Alternative 1 Annual Construction Emissions, summarizes the annual criteria pollutant
emissions associated with the demolition of the structures and construction of the expanded pedestrian
plaza, as well as the de minimis thresholds. Maximum emissions were determined by totaling the annual
emissions from all construction activity. As shown in Table 4.4-4, construction emissions generated
during construction of Alternative 1would not exceed the federal de minimis thresholds for VOC, NOx,
CO, PM1g, and PM; 5 and no adverse impacts would occur.

Table 4.4-4
ALTERNATIVE 1 ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Construction Activity latallEmissionslilens)
VOC NOXx co PMlo PMz_s
Total Construction Emissions <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Thresholds 100 100 100 100 100
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No

Source: CalEEMod results, Appendix D Numbers rounded to whole number - if a non-zero value was less than

1.0, <1 was utilized.
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Criteria Pollutants — Operational Impacts

Following construction, operation of Alternative 1 would involve the operation of a 0.24-acre
landscaped pedestrian plaza extension. The previously analyzed operational emissions for the Approved
Project were determined to not exceed applicable thresholds. The only new operational emissions
sources for the operation of the pedestrian plaza expansion would be from occasional landscaping and
maintenance. Therefore, emissions of criteria pollutants (i.e., VOC, NOx, CO, PMjo, and PM,s) would be
negligible. The addition of negligible emissions from use of the Additional Land Area under Alternative 1
would not exceed those thresholds. Alternative 1 would not violate federal air quality standards, and
therefore, would not have an adverse impact on air quality.

Air Quality Conformity
Regional Conformity

To determine whether Alternative 1 is consistent with local air quality plans and programs, a regional
conformity determination must be made to demonstrate that Alternative 1 would not cause or
contribute to a violation of an ambient air quality standard (Table 4.4-1). As stated in Section 4.4.1, the
SDAB is currently considered to be a nonattainment area for the federal 8-hour ozone standard. At the
regional level, an RTP is developed that includes all of the transportation projects planned for a region
over a period of years (usually at least 20 years). Based on the projects included in the RTP, an air quality
model is run to determine whether or not the implementation of those projects would conform to
emission budget for the basin and that the attainment strategies in the SIP are met. If the design and
scope of a proposed project are the same as described in the RTP, then it is deemed to meet regional
conformity requirements for the purposes of project-level analysis.

The Approved Project was included in the 2030 San Diego RTP: Pathways for the Future (Table A.2-
Phased Highway Projects — Revenue Constrained Plan, page A-9). The Approved Project was also
included in the SANDAG 2008 RTIP as MPO ID CAL-56, RTP #08-00 (page 36). A conformity
determination for both the 2030 RTP and the 2008 RTIP was made by U.S. Department of Transportation
(USDOT) on November 17, 2008. The description of the Revised Project is consistent with the Approved
Project included in the 2030 RTP, the 2008 RTIP, and the assumptions in the SANDAG regional emissions
analysis. SANDAG’s 2030 RTP has now been superseded by San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan, and
the 2008 RTIP has now been superseded by the 2016 RTIP. USDOT approved a finding of conformity for
the San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan on December 2, 2015 and the 2016 RTIP on December 16,
2016. The San Diego Forward plan includes a description of the improvements in progress at the San
Ysidro LPOE, and both the Approved Project and the Revised Project are consistent with this description.
Therefore, based on the conformity applicability analysis review, the Revised Project under Alternative 1
would conform to the SIP, and no adverse impact associated with regional air quality conformity would
occur.

Project-Level Conformity

Conformity at the project-level requires a “hot spot” analysis if an area is designated nonattainment or
maintenance for CO and/or particulate matter (PM1o or PM,s). As indicated in Table 4.4-1, the SDAB is
designated as a federal maintenance area for the CO standard. During periods of near-calm winds,
heavily congested intersections can produce “hot spots” of elevated levels of CO that could potentially
impact nearby sensitive receptors.
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A CO “hot spot” evaluation is typically conducted when: (1) the LOS of an intersection or roadway
decreases to a LOS E or worse as a result of the project; (2) signalization and/or channelization is added
to an intersection as a result of the project; and (3) sensitive receptors such as residences, schools,
hospitals, etc. are located in the vicinity of the affected intersection or roadway segment.

For the Approved Project, the Caltrans Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol was
followed to determine whether a CO hot spot is likely to form due to traffic generated by the Approved
Project. CO concentrations at intersections with LOS E or F near the vicinity of the Revised Project site
were modeled using the Caltrans CALINE4 line source dispersion model. The predicted CO
concentrations were determined to be below the one-hour and eight-hour federal standard for CO.
Alternative 1 would remove existing structures and add the Additional Land Area to the expanded
pedestrian plaza. No additional trips are anticipated from Alternative 1 due to the site’s future use as an
expansion of the previously approved pedestrian plaza. Therefore, with the demolition of the existing
buildings and relocation of businesses throughout the community, no additional trips are anticipated
from Alternative 1, and no additional hotspot analysis would be required. No associated adverse air
quality impacts would occur under Alternative 1.

Mobile Source Air Toxics

Demolition of the existing buildings would lead to redistribution of existing traffic trips generated by the
existing businesses within the Additional Land Area throughout the community. Operation of the
Revised Project under Alternative 1 would involve an expansion of the pedestrian plaza. Because no
additional trips are anticipated due to the site’s future use as an expansion of a pedestrian plaza, no
additional traffic would be added to nearby roadways, and no additional MSAT emissions are
anticipated.

Greenhouse Gas Impacts
Construction Emissions

Alternative 1 would emit GHG emissions during construction from the combustion of fossil fuels in
construction equipment, worker vehicles, delivery vehicles, and haul trucks accessing the Additional
Land Area. Construction emissions were estimated using CalEEMod. Table 4.4-5, Alternative 1 Annual
GHG Construction Emissions, presents a summary of the GHG emissions resulting from construction
activities for Alternative 1.

Table 4.4-5
ALTERNATIVE 1 ANNUAL GHG CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Construction Activity Emissionsiiifieas)
CO, CH; N,O Total CO,e
Demolition 8 <1 0 8
Site Preparation <1 <1 0 <1
Grading 1 <1 0 1
Paving 3 <1 0 3
Total Construction Emissions 12 <1 0 12
Threshold 25,000
Exceed Threshold? No

Source: CalEEMod; Appendix D
Numbers rounded to whole number - if a non-zero value was less than 1.0, <1 was utilized. MT= metric ton
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As shown in Table 4.4-5, annual GHG construction emissions generated during the construction phases
of Alternative 1 would be approximately 12 MT CO,e, which would not exceed the federal annual
screening criteria of 25,000 MT. No associated adverse impacts would occur.

Operational Emissions

Emissions of GHG generated by Alternative 1 would be negligible as no new sources of emissions would
be located within the Additional Land Area. Operations would consist of the use of an expanded
pedestrian plaza. With the relocation of the businesses from the existing buildings, operational GHG
emissions associated with existing uses would be reallocated to different areas of the community such
that there would no net change to overall operational GHG emissions. Additionally, Alternative 1 would
not result in a measurable increase in operational GHG emissions. No adverse impacts would occur.

4.4.3.3 Alternative 2 - Renovation/Adaptive Reuse of Buildings
Criteria Pollutants — Construction Impacts

Table 4.4-6, Alternative 2 Annual Construction Emissions, summarizes the annual criteria pollutant
emissions associated with the renovation of the structures and incorporation into the pedestrian plaza,
as well as the de minimis thresholds. Maximum emissions were determined by totaling the annual
emissions from all construction activity. As shown in Table 4.4-6, Alternative 2 Annual Construction
Emissions, construction emissions generated during the construction phases of Alternative 2 would not
exceed the federal de minimis thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, PMio, and PM,.sand no adverse impacts
would occur.

Table 4.4-6
ALTERNATIVE 2 ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Construction Activity Emissianslilen sifcar]
VOC NOx co PMjio PM; 5
Total Construction Emissions <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Thresholds 100 100 100 100 100
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No

Source: CalEEMod results, Appendix D

Numbers rounded to whole number - if a non-zero value was less than 1.0, <1 was utilized

Criteria Pollutants — Operational Impacts

Following construction, operation of the Revised Project under Alternative 2 would involve reuse of the
existing buildings to function as components of the pedestrian plaza or related accessory uses. Because
of this, operational emissions would be less than the existing uses. Furthermore, the previously analyzed
operational emissions for the Approved Project were determined not to exceed applicable thresholds.
Therefore, the reduced operational emissions from the use of the Additional Land Area under
Alternative 2 would not exceed those thresholds. Alternative 2 would not violate federal air quality

standards, and therefore, would not have an adverse impact on air quality.
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Air Quality Conformity
Regional Conformity

As previously discussed under Alternative 1, the description of the Revised Project under Alternative 2
would also be consistent with the Approved Project included in the 2030 RTP, the 2008 RTIP, and the
assumptions in the SANDAG regional emissions analysis. Although SANDAG’s 2030 RTP has now been
superseded by the San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan, and the 2008 RTIP has now been superseded
by the 2016 RTIP, both the Approved Project and the Revised Project would be consistent. Therefore,
the Revised Project under Alternative 2 would conform to the SIP, and no adverse impact associated
with regional air quality conformity would occur.

Project-Level Conformity

For the Approved Project, the Caltrans Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol was
followed to determine whether a CO hot spot is likely to form due to traffic generated by the Approved
Project. CO concentrations at intersections with LOS E or F near the vicinity of the Revised Project site
were modeled using the Caltrans CALINE4 line source dispersion model. The predicted CO
concentrations were determined to be below the one-hour and eight-hour federal standard for CO. No
net increase in trips are anticipated because the reuse of the existing buildings would be less intensive
than the existing commercial uses. Therefore, no additional hotspot analysis would be required. No
associated adverse air quality impacts would occur under Alternative 2.

Mobile Source Air Toxics

Operation of the Revised Project under Alternative 2 would involve the use of the existing buildings as
part of the expansion of the pedestrian plaza or as accessory uses. The relocation of some previous
traffic throughout the community may result from Alternative 2. No additional traffic is anticipated to be
added to nearby roadways due to the site’s reuse of existing buildings with less intensive uses than the
existing commercial uses. Therefore, no additional MSAT emissions are anticipated.

Greenhouse Gas Impacts
Construction Emissions

Alternative 2 would emit GHG emissions during construction from the combustion of fossil fuels in
construction equipment, worker vehicles, delivery vehicles, and haul trucks accessing the Additional
Land Area. Construction emissions were estimated using CalEEMod. Table 4.4-7, Alternative 2 Annual
GHG Construction Emissions, presents a summary of the GHG emissions resulting from construction
activities for the renovation of the existing buildings.
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Table 4.4-7
ALTERNATIVE 2 ANNUAL GHG CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Construction Activity Emissiansl(Ril/ieak
CO, CH4 N,O Total CO,e
Demolition 6 <1 0 6
Site Preparation <1 <1 0 <1
Building Construction 56 <1 0 56
Paving 3 <1 0 3
Architectural Coating
Total Construction Emissions 66 <1 0 66
Threshold 25,000
Exceed Threshold? No

Source: CalEEMod, Appendix D
Numbers rounded to whole number - if a non-zero value was less than 1.0, <1 was utilized. MT= metric ton

As shown in Table 4.4-7, annual GHG construction emissions generated during construction of
Alternative 2 would be 66 MT CO.e, which would not exceed the federal annual screening criteria of
25,000 MT. No associated adverse impacts would occur.

Operational Emissions

Existing businesses would be relocated to other areas within the community, and the GHG emissions
currently associated with those businesses would be remain. New emissions of GHG generated by
Alternative 2 would be negligible, as the reuse of the existing buildings would be less intensive than the
existing commercial uses. No adverse impacts would occur.

4.4.3.4 No Action Alternative

Criteria Pollutants — Construction Impacts

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would be conducted, as the Additional Land Area
would not be acquired and added to the Revised Project Footprint. The Approved Project would remain,
except that no demolition of the Milo Building would occur, and construction impacts would therefore
be slightly reduced compared to the Approved Project. Previously analyzed construction emissions for
the Approved Project were determined not to exceed applicable thresholds, with no assessed adverse
impacts. Given that emissions would be less than the Approved Project, no adverse impacts would occur
under the No Action Alternative.

Criteria Pollutants — Operational Impacts

Operations under the No Action Alternative would continue as analyzed under the Approved Project.
Retaining the Milo Building would not change operations of the Approved Project. Thus, no adverse
impacts would occur under the No Action Alternative.
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Air Quality Conformity
Regional Conformity

Under the No Action Alternative, no additional work would be required. The Approved Project was
previously determined to be consistent with the 2050 RTP and the 2008 RTIP, and it would remain
consistent with the current San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan and 2016 RTIP. Therefore, the No
Action Alternative would conform to the SIP, and no adverse impact associated with regional air quality
conformity would occur.

Project-Level Conformity

Under the No Action Alternative, no new operations would be proposed, and no additional emissions
would result. No associated adverse air quality impacts would occur.

Mobile Source Air Toxics

Because no additional traffic would be added to nearby roadways under the No Action Alternative, no
additional MSAT emissions are anticipated, and no adverse impacts would occur.

Greenhouse Gas Impacts

No additional construction or operational GHG emissions would result from the No Action Alternative,
as no acquisition of land or new operations would result. The Approved Project would remain, except
that no demolition of the Milo Building would occur, thereby reducing construction GHG emissions.
Retaining the Milo Building would not change operations of the Approved Project. No adverse impacts
would occur.

444 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
Although the Action Alternatives and the No Action Alternative would not result in adverse air quality or
GHG impacts, the following measures would help minimize construction-related criteria air pollutant

emissions and GHG emissions to the extent feasible:

e Suspend grading and earth moving when wind gusts exceed 25 mph unless the soil is wet
enough to prevent dust plumes.

e Cover trucks when hauling loose material.
e Stabilize the surface of materials stockpiles if not removed immediately.
e Limit vehicular paths on unpaved surfaces and stabilize any temporary roads.

e Trucks should be washed off as they leave the construction site(s), as necessary, to control
fugitive dust emissions.

e Track-out reduction measures such as gravel pads should be used at access points to minimize
dust and mud deposits on roads affected by construction traffic.
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e Construction equipment and vehicles should be properly tuned and maintained. Low sulfur fuel
should be used in all construction equipment.

e Minimize unnecessary vehicular and machinery activities.

e Sweep paved streets at least once per day where there is evidence of dirt that has been carried
on to the roadway.

e Revegetate disturbed land, including vehicular paths created during construction to avoid future
off-road vehicular activities.

e Locate construction equipment and truck staging and maintenance areas as far as feasible and
nominally downwind of schools, active recreation areas, and other areas of high population
density.

e To the extent feasible, construction traffic should be routed and scheduled to reduce congestion
and related air quality impacts caused by idling vehicles along local roads during peak travel

times.

e Provide landscaping where possible, which reduces surface warming and decreases CO, through
photosynthesis.

e Use lighter color surfaces, such as Portland cement, which helps to increase the albedo effect
(i.e., surface reflectivity of the sun’s radiation) and cool the surface.

o Use of energy efficient lighting.
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4.5 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF THE
HUMAN ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND
ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

NEPA requires a discussion of a project’s relationship of local short-term impacts and use of resources to
the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity in 40 CFR Section 1502.16 (Environmental
Consequences) of the CEQ Regulations. A discussion of the Revised Project alternatives and the No
Action Alternative is provided below.

45.1 Action Alternatives

The Action Alternatives (Alternatives 1 and 2) would involve short-term construction activities that
would be necessary for the attainment of short-term and long-term transportation and economic
objectives associated with an improved border crossing facility. The local short-term impacts and use of
resources by the Action Alternatives are consistent with the maintenance and enhancement of long-

term productivity for the San Diego/Tijuana region and beyond. The following short-term and long-term
losses and benefits would occur:

Short-term losses would include:

e Economic losses experienced by businesses affected by reduced access and parking during
construction;

¢ |nitial economic losses experienced by displaced businesses relocated within the community,
and loss of associated tax revenues;

e Temporary construction impacts such as noise, air quality, motorized and non-motorized traffic
delays or detours;

e Brief interruptions in utility service where relocation or connections would be required;

® Interruptions in border crossings where temporary lane obstructions would be required during
construction; and

e Visual impacts from construction activities.
Short-term benefits would include:

® Increased jobs and revenue generated during construction.
Long-term losses would include:

e Use of construction materials and energy.
Long-term benefits would include:

e Reduction in southbound and northbound wait times at the San Ysidro LPOE and potentially at
the Otay Mesa LPOE, improving the free movement of passenger vehicles and people;
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e Reduced air emissions due to shorter idling times;

¢ Improved connections for cross-border travelers to existing and new and existing multi-modal
transportation options on both the east and west sides of the LPOE;

* Improvement in security and the ability to conduct inspections at the San Ysidro LPOE;

¢ Improved productivity, as people spend less time waiting to cross the border and more time
working and other productive pursuits;

¢ Higher tax revenues generated by displaced businesses relocated within the community, due
to higher assessed property values at the new locations, which would compensate for any
initial loss of tax revenues, and

e Reduction in energy consumption due to reduced wait times at the San Ysidro LPOE and use of
energy efficient and sustainable design features at the improved LPOE.

452 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would be expected to result in similar short- and long-term impacts and
benefits to the Action Alternatives. The exception would be the long-term benefit identified above with
respect to improved connections for cross-border travelers to multi-modal transportation options near
the LPOE.

Under the No Action Alternative, proposed modifications discussed in Section 3.3 would not be
implemented, including acquisition of an adjacent parcel and incorporation of that parcel into an
expanded pedestrian plaza, either by demolishing or renovating the buildings on the adjacent property.
GSA would continue to implement the Approved Project that was analyzed as the Preferred Alternative
in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS and approved in the respective RODs except that the Milo
Building would not be demolished. It would remain in place due to the compromised structural integrity
of the abutting buildings and the likelihood of their collapse if the Milo Building is removed.

As a result, the pedestrian plaza would not provide as spacious and convenient a direct connection
between the pedestrian crossing (both northbound and southbound facilities) and the SYITC, as well as
the east-west pedestrian bridge that spans the LPOE and provides access to the west side of the LPOE. In
addition, the plaza would be a smaller, less inviting outdoor public space than originally planned, with
reduced landscaping, decorative sidewalks, and/or other hardscape treatments.

Compared to the Action Alternatives, the No Action Alternative would have less of a long-term benefit
with respect to improved connections for cross-border travelers to new and existing multi-modal
transportation options.
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4.6 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF
RESOURCES THAT WOULD BE INVOLVED IN THE REVISED
PROJECT

46.1 Action Alternatives

Implementation of the Action Alternatives would involve a commitment of a range of natural, physical,
human, and fiscal resources. Proposed activities include the demolition of most of the existing LPOE
facility and the construction of new border crossing facilities. Considerable amounts of fossil fuels, labor,
and construction materials such as cement, aggregate, and bituminous material would be expended in
demolition and construction activities. Additionally, large amounts of labor and natural resources would
be used in the making of construction materials. These materials are generally not retrievable. However,
they are not in short supply and their use would not have an adverse effect upon continued availability
of these resources.

Land used in the construction of the proposed facility is considered an irreversible commitment during
the time period that the land is used for a border facility. However, most of the subject land is owned by
the federal government and consists of the existing LPOE that is already committed for such uses.
Currently, the remainder of the land is primarily designated and used for commercial purposes; the
conversion of all non-LPOE lands to border crossing facilities associated with the Approved Project was
addressed in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS. Under the Revised Project, the Additional Land
Area to be converted to border crossing facilities is also designated for commercial purposes.

Under the Approved Project or the Revised Project, the commercial uses that are yet to be acquired
and/or relocated would occur in accordance with federal regulations. As noted in the 2009 Final EIS and
2014 Final SEIS, it is anticipated that displaced businesses relocated within the community would
generate higher tax revenues due to higher assessed property values at the new locations, which would
compensate for any initial loss of tax revenues. In addition, increased economic activity throughout the
region as a result of implementation of the Approved Project or the Revised Project would be expected
to further offset any temporary loss in property tax revenue from the parcel acquisitions. If a greater
need arises for use of any of the land developed as part of the Approved Project or the Revised Project,
or if the border facility is no longer needed, the land can be converted to another use. At present, there
is no reason to believe such a conversion would ever be necessary or desirable, particularly given the
regional importance of the San Ysidro LPOE.

Implementation of the Action Alternatives would require a substantial one-time expenditure of federal
funds, which are not retrievable; this would be partially offset by savings in energy and time. In addition
to the costs of construction, there would be costs for maintenance and personnel. The commitment of
these resources is based on the concept that residents in the immediate area, region, state, and nation
would benefit from the improved quality and efficiency of the San Ysidro LPOE. These benefits would
consist of improved accessibility, greater safety, reduced energy use, and time savings, which are
expected to outweigh the commitment of these resources.
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4.6.2 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would entail a different design of the cross-border pedestrian plaza than the
Action Alternatives, resulting in a slightly reduced, but similar commitment of resources. As in the case
of the Action Alternatives, the anticipated project benefits of improved accessibility, greater safety,
reduced energy use, and time savings would be expected to outweigh the commitment of these
resources.
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4.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

This subchapter evaluates potential cumulative environmental effects as a result of the Revised Project.
The conclusions are based on the analysis contained in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS that
addressed the Approved Project, as well as additional analysis and environmental studies that were
conducted to evaluate the proposed modifications that comprise the Revised Project.

4.7.1 Regulatory Setting

CEQ regulations implementing NEPA require federal agencies to analyze cumulative effects of their
actions on the environment. In accordance with 40 CFR, Section 1508.7 of the CEQ Regulations,
cumulative impacts are defined as:

The impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency
(Federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions.

Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively substantial impacts taking place
over a period of time. Cumulative impacts on resources in the Revised Project area may result from the
impacts of the Revised Project together with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects,
such as residential, commercial, industrial, and other development. These land use activities may result
in cumulative effects on a variety of natural resources, such as species and their habitats, water
resources, and air quality. They also can contribute to cumulative impacts on the urban environment,
such as changes in community character, traffic patterns, noise, housing availability, and employment.

4.7.2 Affected Environment

Cumulative Projects

Current and reasonably foreseeable projects in the SYCP Area are identified in Table 4.1-1 and

Figure 4.1-3 in Subchapter 4.1, Land Use and Community Issues. Information on these projects was
obtained through review of public agency databases and available environmental documentation.
Table 4.1-1 provides a summary of the public and private development projects within the SYCP Area.
Refer to Figure 4.1-3 for the location of these identified cumulative projects.

There are 14 projects in the SYCP Area that have been recently constructed, are under construction, are
in various stages of processing/review by the applicable lead agency, or are currently planned for
development. These cumulative projects consist of a mixture of residential, and parking land uses, a
public park, a library a transit center, and two comprehensive planning documents.

In addition to these projects within the SYCP Area, the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS considered
nearby border crossing projects in the cumulative analyses for the Approved Project; these projects
remain relevant for the analysis of cumulative projects for the Revised Project analyzed here, because
most Approved Project improvements are incorporated into the Revised Project. One such proposed
border project to the east, within the community of Otay Mesa, entails construction of a new four-lane
freeway (SR-11), and a new LPOE at east Otay Mesa. A Presidential Permit was granted following the
completion of a Program Environmental Impact Report/Program EIS for this project to select the
preferred project location. A Tier Il (or project-level) environmental document was prepared to evaluate
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alternative designs for SR-11 and the new LPOE, and a ROD was signed in 2012. This new LPOE is
planned to serve passenger and commercial vehicles, as well as pedestrians, as a toll facility. It is
expected to help alleviate congestion at the San Ysidro and Otay Mesa LPOEs and has been shown to be
needed with or without the improvements at the San Ysidro LPOE (Caltrans 2012). For this reason, this
additional project, although located outside of the cumulative study area for traffic and air quality, has
been considered in the cumulative analysis.

Similarly, planned improvements at the existing Otay Mesa LPOE are anticipated to nearly double the
number of lanes for non-commercial border crossers, as well as significantly increase this LPOE’s
capacity to process commercial traffic. As in the case of the new Otay Mesa East LPOE, this
improvements project has been considered in the current Revised Project cumulative analysis because it
is expected to help alleviate congestion at the San Ysidro LPOE and has been shown to be needed with
or without the improvements at the San Ysidro LPOE (GSA 2013).

In addition, in 2015, a privately funded Cross-border Facility project (Cross Border Xpress) was
constructed west of the Otay Mesa LPOE and immediately across the U.S-Mexico border from Tijuana’s
international airport. This facility consists of a direct cross-border access to the airport and associated
parking. It is staffed by CBP employees, who process airline ticket holders arriving at or departing from
the Tijuana airport. Approved plans propose the eventual expansion of the Cross-border Facility to
include a parking structure, as well as industrial and commercial uses. Like the Otay Mesa and Otay
Mesa East LPOE projects, the Cross-border Facility project has been considered in the present Revised
Project cumulative analysis, because it is expected to help alleviate congestion at the San Ysidro LPOE
and has been shown to be needed regardless of whether the improvements at the San Ysidro LPOE is
implemented.

Cumulative Issues

Based on methodologies contained in the CEQ’s Considering Cumulative Effects under NEPA (CEQ 1997),
the cumulative analysis in this subchapter analyzes Cultural Resources and Air Quality and GHG
Emissions in detail. Revised Project impacts on other issues/resources would not contribute to adverse
cumulative effects. A brief explanation of why the Revised Project would not contribute to cumulative
effects of other environmental issues is provided in Section 4.7.3.

Cumulative Study Areas

The area of cumulative effect varies depending on the resource issue analyzed. The cumulative study
areas for land use and community issues, as well as cultural resources and air quality, encompass the
SYCP Area. The cumulative GHG study area encompasses the global atmosphere.

4.7.3 Environmental Consequences
Cumulative Issues Analyzed in Detall
Cultural Resources

Action Alternatives

No recorded archaeological sites are located within in the vicinity of the Revised Project footprint and
therefore, no impacts to archaeological resources are expected to occur under the Action Alternatives.
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Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation as described in Section 4.7.4 of this SEIS, however, would be
implemented during construction to ensure that adverse impacts to unknown subsurface resources
would be avoided.

The 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS concluded that the Approved Project had the potential to
impact the Old Customs House, which is listed on the NRHP. Pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA, GSA
has consulted with the SHPO, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and other parties regarding the
potential future use of the Old Customs House. The same modifications to the Old Customs House also
would occur under the Revised Project, and so the potential for cultural resource impacts to this
resource remains. In addition, the Action Alternatives would impact the International Building, which is
recommended eligible for the NRHP, CRHP, and City Register. Alternative 1 would demolish this building,
and Alternative 2 would renovate and incorporate it into the design of the pedestrian plaza and LPOE.
Impacts to these two historic resources would be adverse at a project level. Avoidance, minimization,
and mitigation measures are identified in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS to address Project
impacts to the Old Customs House. Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to address
Project impacts to the International Building under both the current Action Alternatives identified in
Section 4.2 and Subsection 4.7.4 of this SEIS.

Similar to the Revised Project, if development of the cumulative projects identified in Table 4.1-1 and
Figure 4.1-3 would affect any listed cultural or historical resources, mitigation would be implemented on
a project-specific basis to avoid or minimize impacts.

The Revised Project area does not contain any historic districts or assemblage of historical resources or
properties. While there may be individual buildings throughout the SYCP Area that potentially could be
historic, the Revised Project, in combination with the identified cumulative projects, would not result in
the alteration and/or loss of resources that contribute to a historic setting or district. Therefore, the
Revised Project Action Alternatives would not contribute to adverse cumulative cultural resources
impacts with implementation of the identified avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures.

No Action Alternative

As with the Action Alternatives, no recorded archaeological sites are located within in the vicinity of the
Revised Project Footprint and therefore, no impacts to archaeological resources are expected to occur
under the No Action Alternative. Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation as described in Section 4.2
and Subsection 4.7.4 of this SEIS, however, would be implemented during construction to ensure that
adverse impacts to unknown subsurface resources would be avoided.

Under the No Action Alternative, impacts to the Old Customs House would still occur, but impacts to the
International Building would be avoided. Adverse cumulative impacts to historical resources would not
occur under the No Action Alternative with implementation of the identified avoidance, minimization,
and mitigation measures.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Action Alternatives

Criteria Pollutants - Construction Impacts. Subchapter 4.4 of this SEIS, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, evaluated construction emissions by comparing projected annual construction emissions of
the Action Alternatives with de minimis thresholds established under 40 CFR Part 93, the General
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Conformity Rule, which applies to federal projects in nonattainment areas. As shown in Section 4.4,
annual construction emissions of Alternatives 1 and 2 would not exceed the de minimis thresholds for
any pollutants (refer to Tables 4.4-4 through 4.4-7).

Potentially adverse cumulative construction-related air quality impacts were assessed for the Approved
Project (in the 2009 Final EIS and 2014 Final SEIS) under certain conditions. Specifically, if multiple
cumulative projects were under construction at the same time, construction emissions of Approved
Project, in combination with emissions generated by the other projects under simultaneous
construction, potentially may exceed the de minimis thresholds. While adverse cumulative air quality
impacts were assessed for the overall implementation of the Approved Project, the Revised Project’s
contribution (associated with the modifications within the Additional Land Area) of criteria pollutant
emissions during construction would be negligible (refer to Tables 4.4-4 through 4.4-7). Alternatives 1
and 2, therefore, would not contribute to an adverse cumulative air quality impact during construction.
Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures were identified in the 2014 Final SEIS that would also
be implemented in conjunction with the Revised Project because of the other improvements associated
with the Approved Project that would still occur under the Revised Project.

Criteria Pollutants - Operational Impacts. As discussed in Subchapter 4.4, Air Quality and Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS determined that the operational emissions for
the Approved Project would not exceed applicable thresholds, and the only new operational emissions
sources for the operation of the pedestrian plaza expansion would be from occasional landscaping and
maintenance. Therefore, emissions of criteria pollutants (i.e., VOC, NOx, CO, PMjg, and PM,s) would be
negligible. The addition of negligible emissions from use of the Additional Land Area under the Action
Alternatives would not exceed those thresholds. Therefore, Alternatives 1 and 2 would not violate
federal air quality standards and would not have an adverse impact on air quality under long term
conditions.

Additionally, Alternatives 1 and 2 would conform to the SIP because the description of the Revised
Project is consistent with the Approved Project included in the 2030 RTP, the 2008 RTIP, and the
assumptions in the SANDAG regional emissions analysis. SANDAG'’s 2030 RTP has now been superseded
by the San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan, and the 2008 RTIP has now been superseded by the 2016
RTIP. The USDOT approved a finding of conformity for the San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan on
December 2, 2015 and the 2016 RTIP on December 16, 2016. The San Diego Forward plan includes a
description of the improvements in progress at the San Ysidro LPOE, and both the Approved Project and
the Revised Project are consistent with this description. Therefore, based on the conformity applicability
analysis review, the Revised Project under Action Alternatives would conform to the SIP, and no adverse
impact associated with regional air quality conformity would occur.

Because no additional trips are anticipated from Alternatives 1 and 2, the Action Alternatives would also
conform to applicable CO standards and would not result in CO hot spots at local intersections under
long-term conditions.

Because the Action Alternatives would not result in adverse operational air emissions under long-term
conditions and would conform to the SIP and applicable CO standards, operational emissions of the
Action Alternatives would not contribute to adverse cumulative operational air quality impacts.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts. Individual projects do not generate enough GHG emissions to
influence global climate change, but their incremental contribution combined with any increase of all
other sources of GHG may result in cumulative impacts.

As discussed in Subchapter 4.4, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, annual GHG construction
emissions of Alternatives 1 and 2 would not exceed the federal annual screening criteria of 25,000
metric tons (refer to Tables 4.4-5 and 4.4-7). Emissions of GHG generated by either Action Alternative
would be negligible as no new sources of emissions would be located within the Additional Land Area.
With the relocation of the businesses from the existing buildings, operational GHG emissions associated
with existing uses would be reallocated to different areas of the community such that there would no
net change to overall operational GHG emissions under Alternative 1 and a negligible increase due to
the reuse of the existing buildings under Alternative 2. Consequently, no adverse cumulative GHG
impacts would occur.

No Action Alternative

Criteria Pollutants — Construction Impacts. The 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS evaluated
construction emissions by comparing projected annual construction emissions of the Approved Project
with de minimis thresholds established under 40 CFR Part 93, the General Conformity Rule, which
applies to federal projects in nonattainment areas. As concluded in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final
SEIS, annual emissions for each individual phase of the Approved Project would be below the de minimis
thresholds for all criteria pollutants during construction of the Approved Project. Under the No Action
Alternative, the Approved Project would continue to be implemented, except that the Milo Building
would not be demolished, and construction emissions would therefore be slightly reduced compared to
the Approved Project.

If multiple cumulative projects (refer to Table 4.1-1) are constructed at the same time, the No Action
Alternative’s construction emissions, in combination with emissions generated by the other projects
under simultaneous construction, potentially may exceed the de minimis thresholds. As concluded in the
2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS, the No Action Alternative, therefore, could contribute to an
adverse cumulative air quality impact during construction.

Criteria Pollutants - Operational Impacts. As concluded in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS, the
description of the Approved Project is consistent with the 2030 RTP, the 2008 RTIP, and the assumptions
in the SANDAG regional emissions analysis, which occurred prior to the now adopted San Diego
Forward: The Regional Plan and 2016 RTIP documents. The San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan and
2016 RTIP include a description of the improvements in progress at the San Ysidro LPOE, and the
Approved Project is consistent with this description. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would
conform to the SIP.

As concluded in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS, the CO “hot spot” analysis prepared for the
Approved Project would not result in emissions in excess of the one-hour or eight-hour CO standards
under horizon year conditions. Under the No Action Alternative, no new operations would be proposed,
and no additional emissions would result. Operational air emissions would still occur from vehicles on
I-5, I-805, local surface streets, and vehicles idling at the border.

Because the Approved Project would conform to the SIP and applicable CO standards, and would not
result in a net increase in operational air emissions, operational emissions of the No Action Alternative
would not contribute to adverse cumulative air quality impacts.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts. As concluded in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS, and
similar to the Action Alternatives, the No Action Alternative would result in a net decrease in GHG
emissions compared to existing conditions. The Approved Project is designed to reduce congestion and
vehicle time delays by expanding the LPOE at the border. Due to the reduction in vehicle idling times at
the border crossing, vehicle hours traveled, and improved traffic flow resulting from the Approved
Project, GHG emissions at the LPOE would be reduced compared to existing levels. No additional
construction or operational GHG emissions would result from the No Action Alternative, as no
acquisition of land or new operations would result. The Approved Project would continue to be
implemented, except that demolition of the Milo Building would not occur, thereby reducing
construction GHG emissions. Retaining the Milo Building would not change operations of the Approved
Project. Consequently, no adverse cumulative GHG impacts would occur under the No Action
Alternative.

Issues That Would Not Contribute to Cumulative Impacts

Revised Project impacts on the environmental issues/resources below would not contribute to adverse
cumulative effects. A brief discussion of each environmental issue/resource is provided below.

Land Use and Community Issues
Land Use

Proposed uses at the LPOE under the Action Alternatives would be compatible with the underlying
commercial and industrial land use designations/zones of relevant adopted local land use plans. The
new facilities would function and integrate with surrounding uses in the same manner as the existing
LPOE facility or the LPOE under the No Action Alternative. The improved LPOE would be compatible with
surrounding commercial uses and transportation facilities, including existing regional freeways (I-5 and
[-805), and would be consistent with relevant local, state, and federal plans and policies. No public parks
or recreational facilities would be impacted either. Presumably, all cumulative projects in the SYCP Area
also would be designed to be consistent with existing land uses and all relevant local, state, and federal
plans and policies, or could require plan amendments to avoid or mitigate potential impacts. Overall, no
associated adverse cumulative land use impacts would be anticipated.

Community Cohesion and Community Character

The SYCP Area, inclusive of the Revised Project Footprint, does not experience a high level of community
cohesion due to the existing border facilities, functions, and associated activities. The SYCP Area is
furthermore divided by transportation corridors that traverse the community, including I-5, 1-805, and
the trolley line. The Revised Project would be consistent with the existing SYCP, and would not further
divide the established community. On the contrary, the Approved Project has constructed a pedestrian
bridge spanning the I-5 and LPOE that restores some connectivity and mobility between the divided
eastern and western sides of the community. The Approved Project also includes a bi-directional
pedestrian crossing facility in the western portion of the LPOE would further improve mobility within the
SYCP Area.

All alternatives under the Revised Project would include the pedestrian bridge and bi-directional
pedestrian crossing facility described above, so they, too, would restore some connectivity and mobility
to the community. In addition, Alternatives 1 and 2 would expand the pedestrian plaza proposed under
the Approved Project, which would enhance north-south access and connections. The No Action
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Alternative would result in a slightly smaller pedestrian plaza than previously included in the Approved
Project, and would not enhance access and connections as well as the Approved Project; it would,
nevertheless, improve mobility in the community.

Development of the cumulative projects (as identified in Table 4.1-1 and Figure 4.1-3), which primarily
consist of mixed-use, residential, and commercial retail uses, would generally be compatible within the
developed community. As described in Subchapter 4.1, Land Use and Community Issues, the Revised
Project would not substantially impact community character through negative impacts to
circulation/access, parking, property values, and employment opportunities. Therefore, the Revised
Project, together with the identified cumulative projects, would not contribute to adverse cumulative
community cohesion and community character impacts.

Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

The Proposed Action under any of the proposed alternatives would not directly generate a substantial
volume of traffic, but would accommodate existing and projected border crossing demand. With the
removal of the businesses currently operating in the two buildings proposed to be demolished or
renovated and incorporated into the design of the pedestrian plaza and LPOE under the Revised Project,
vehicular traffic in the vicinity of the Additional Land Area might actually decline slightly, but overall, it is
anticipated that traffic patterns in the LPOE area would be comparable to those anticipated under the
Approved Project. While adverse cumulative traffic impacts were assessed in the 2014 Final SEIS for the
overall implementation of the Approved Project, the Revised Project’s contribution (associated with the
modifications within the Additional Land Area) would be negligible and would not be considered
adverse.

With regard to pedestrian and bicycle facilities, both the Action Alternatives would provide expanded
facilities that would improve mobility within the Revised Project area. Pedestrian and bicycle access to
and from Mexico would be improved with the proposed expanded pedestrian plaza. No adverse
cumulative pedestrian or bicycle circulation impacts would occur.

Visual/Aesthetics

The Revised Project Footprint is located in an area that is almost entirely developed. The
implementation of the Revised Project (either Action Alternative), in combination with other identified
cumulative projects in the Revised Project area (as presented in Table 4.1-1 and Figure 4.1-3), would
cause incrementally more visual change in the viewshed than would the Approved Project alone. A total
of seven cumulative projects are located within a one-mile radius of the Revised Project and Approved
Project viewshed. These include two multi-family residential projects and a private parking project, as
well as the coverage areas of the San Ysidro Community Plan Update and the San Ysidro Historic Village
Specific Plan that are within the developed portion of the viewshed. In addition, the proposed SYITC
transit project and the Virginia Avenue Parking Structure are located adjacent to the Revised Project
Footprint. The residential projects, the Virginia Avenue Parking Structure, and the SYITC would be the
most visible and would result in the highest level of change within the Revised Project viewshed. The
seven projects located further from the Revised Project Footprint thus, would not be highly noticeable
within the existing visual environment. Thus, taken together, the cumulative projects would result in a
low to moderate level of change in the viewshed, given the existing developed visual environment and
the similarity between existing and proposed land uses.
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Additionally, both the Approved Project and the Revised Project would replace existing border facilities
with new border facilities, and the conversion of the two commercial buildings to a larger pedestrian
plaza within the Additional Land Area would not be a highly noticeable change within the overall
viewshed of the LPOE, particularly since the Additional Land Area would be a continuation of the
adjacent pedestrian plaza and would be viewed as a seamless element. Views and viewer response to
the Revised Project would be similar to the existing condition, since land uses and facility types would
not substantially change. The area of the expanded pedestrian plaza would visually (and functionally) be
connected to the larger pedestrian plaza. Therefore, the Revised Project’s contribution to visual change
within the viewshed would not result in adverse cumulative visual effects.

Water Quality/Hydrology/Floodplain

Implementation of the Revised Project would result in the generation of short- and long-term
contaminants, and would contribute to cumulative water quality impacts in downstream receiving
waters, including the Tijuana River and Estuary. Identified short- and long-term project-specific water
quality impacts associated with the Revised Project would be reduced through conformance with
existing regulatory permit requirements (i.e., NPDES Construction Permit and associated City Storm
Water Standards) and incorporation of BMPs. Because it would not be possible for these efforts to
completely eliminate the generation of contaminants, the Revised Project would incrementally
contribute to cumulative water quality impacts. These cumulative impacts are not considered adverse,
however, based on the following considerations: (1) all identified project-level water quality impacts
would be avoided or reduced through site-specific Revised Project design features and conformance
with existing regulatory requirements; and (2) the Revised Project and identified cumulative projects are
subject to the same water quality standards intended to limit urban runoff contaminants, conform with
Basin Plan water quality objectives and beneficial uses, and address regional (i.e., cumulative) water
quality impacts on a watershed-wide basis, and therefore would be required to implement measures to
minimize water quality impacts as well.

The Revised Project would not result in hydrology or flooding impacts related to drainage alteration,
increased runoff volumes/velocities, or storm drain capacity due to proposed design elements (refer to
the introduction to Chapter 4.0). Presumably, all cumulative projects in the SYCP Area would be
designed to accommodate their runoff volumes and velocities by constructing appropriate facilities such
that drainage basins and storm drain systems are not adversely impacted. Therefore, no associated
adverse cumulative impacts would occur.

Geology and Soils

All potential project-specific geotechnical impacts associated with the Revised Project would be avoided
or reduced through conformance with established regulatory requirements and geotechnical
recommendations of the comprehensive geotechnical evaluation that would be conducted prior to final
design of the Revised Project. Potential geology and soils effects are inherently site-specific and would
not combine with other planned or proposed development to contribute to adverse cumulative impacts.

Paleontology

All potential project-specific impacts to paleontological resources associated with the Revised Project
would be effectively avoided or addressed through identified avoidance and minimization measures.
Cumulative projects (as identified in Table 4.1-1 and Figure 4.1-3) would be subject to similar analysis
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and (if applicable) similar avoidance, minimization, and mitigation requirements for paleontological
resources (pursuant to applicable regulatory guidelines).

The importance of individual paleontological resources is related to the inherent scientific data and
associated research value. Information gained from the paleontological monitoring program within the
Revised Project Footprint and other locations having paleontological resource impacts would be
presented in reports and filed with appropriate regulatory agencies and scientific institutions with
permanent paleontological collections, such as the San Diego Natural History Museum. Any fossils
collected during grading activities associated with the Revised Project or cumulative projects would be
curated at such a scientific institution and would be available to other paleontologists for further study.
Based on the required compliance of both the Revised Project and applicable cumulative projects with
monitoring, collection, and analysis regulatory requirements for paleontological resources, the Revised
Project would not contribute to adverse cumulative paleontological resource impacts.

Hazardous Waste/Materials

As described in Subchapter 4.3, Hazardous Waste/Materials, under any of the Revised Project
alternatives, project-specific impacts to hazardous waste/materials associated with the Revised Project
would be reduced through conformance with applicable regulatory requirements and implementation
of appropriate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. Similar measures would be required
of other projects in the vicinity that contain, or are adjacent to, known hazardous materials sites. As a
result, adverse Revised Project cumulative impacts related to the increased exposure of people to public
health and safety risks from hazardous materials would not occur.

Biological Resources

As analyzed in the 2009 Final EIS and the 2014 Final SEIS, the Approved Project would directly impact
0.02 acre of disturbed wetland vegetation and 0.07 acre of non-wetland WUS. Indirect impacts to
sensitive vegetation communities, jurisdictional areas, and nesting birds would potentially occur due to
construction and operation of facilities. Potential indirect impacts to biological resources could also
occur due to decreased water quality. Impacts of the Revised Project would be the same as those of the
Approved Project. The Additional Land Area is completely developed; no biological resources occur
within or adjacent to the Additional Land Area. Under any of the Revised Project alternatives, all impacts
to biological resources would be addressed through implementation of avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures described in the 2014 Final SEIS.

Compensatory mitigation would not result in a net loss of wetlands and therefore, would not
cumulatively contribute to the loss of habitat region-wide. Avoidance/minimization measures would
also prevent adverse indirect impacts. Similar avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures would
be required of other projects in the vicinity with the potential to result in direct or indirect impacts to
biological resources. As a result, adverse Revised Project cumulative impacts to biological resources
would not occur.
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4.7.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Cultural Resources

Action Alternatives

Alternative 1 — Demolition of Buildings
Archaeological Resources

Implementation of the following avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measure would avoid adverse
impacts to unknown subsurface archaeological resources:

e |[f cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity within and
around the immediate discovery area should be avoided until a qualified archaeologist can
assess the nature and significance of the find.

Historical Resources

The following measures would avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct adverse impacts to historical
resources during renovation of the Old Customs House:

e All renovation of the Old Customs House should conform to The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

e Prior to alteration or removal of building features, detailed documentation of the Old Customs
House should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106 consultation process.

If adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other mitigation measures as determined through
Section 106 consultation would be implemented.

The following measure would avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct adverse impacts to historical resources
associated with demolition of the International Building:

e Prior to demolition of the International Building, detailed documentation of the International
Building should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106 consultation process.

If adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other mitigation measures as determined through Section
106 consultation would be implemented.

Alternative 2 — Renovation/Adaptive Reuse of Buildings
Archaeological Resources

Implementation of the following avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measure would avoid adverse
impacts to unknown subsurface archaeological resources:

o If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity within and
around the immediate discovery area should be avoided until a qualified archaeologist can
assess the nature and significance of the find.
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Historical Resources

The following measures would avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct adverse impacts to historical
resources during renovation of the Old Customs House:

e All renovation of the Old Customs House should conform to The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

e Prior to alteration or removal of building features, detailed documentation of the Old Customs
House should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106 consultation process.

If adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other mitigation measures as determined through
Section 106 consultation would be implemented.

The following measure would avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct adverse impacts to historical resources
associated with renovation of the International Building:

e All renovation of the International Building should conform to The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

e Prior to alteration or removal of building features, detailed documentation of the International
Building should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106 consultation process.

If all adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other mitigation measures as determined through Section
106 consultation would be implemented.

No Action Alternative
Archaeological Resources

Implementation of the following avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measure would avoid adverse
impacts to unknown subsurface archaeological resources:

e If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity within and
around the immediate discovery area should be avoided until a qualified archaeologist can
assess the nature and significance of the find.

Historical Resources

The following measures would avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct adverse impacts to historical
resources during renovation of the Old Customs House:

e All renovation of the Old Customs House should conform to The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

e Prior to alteration or removal of building features, detailed documentation of the Old Customs
House should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106 consultation process.

If adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other mitigation measures as determined through
Section 106 consultation would be implemented.
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Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Action Alternatives and No Action Alternative

Implementation of the following measures derived from the 2014 Final SEIS would help minimize
cumulative construction-related air pollutant emissions and GHG emissions to the extent feasible:

e Suspend grading and earth moving when wind gusts exceed 25 mph unless the soil is wet
enough to prevent dust plumes.

e Cover trucks when hauling loose material.
e Stabilize the surface of materials stockpiles if not removed immediately.
e Limit vehicular paths on unpaved surfaces and stabilize any temporary roads.

e Trucks should be washed off as they leave the construction site(s), as necessary, to control
fugitive dust emissions.

e Track-out reduction measures such as gravel pads should be used at access points to minimize
dust and mud deposits on roads affected by construction traffic.

e Construction equipment and vehicles should be properly tuned and maintained. Low sulfur
fuel should be used in all construction equipment.

e Minimize unnecessary vehicular and machinery activities.

e Sweep paved streets at least once per day where there is evidence of dirt that has been carried
on to the roadway.

e Revegetate disturbed land, including vehicular paths created during construction to avoid
future off-road vehicular activities.

e Locate construction equipment and truck staging and maintenance areas as far as feasible and
nominally downwind of schools, active recreation areas, and other areas of high population
density.

e To the extent feasible, construction traffic should be routed and scheduled to reduce
congestion and related air quality impacts caused by idling vehicles along local roads during

peak travel times.

e Provide landscaping where possible, which reduces surface warming and decreases CO;
through photosynthesis.

e Use lighter color surfaces, such as Portland cement, which helps to increase the albedo effect
(i.e., surface reflectivity of the sun’s radiation) and cool the surface.

e Use of energy efficient lighting.
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5.0 COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

5.1 INTRODUCTION

Early and continuing coordination with the general public agencies is an essential part of the
environmental process to determine the scope of environmental documentation; the level of analysis;
potential impacts; avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures; and related environmental
requirements. Agency consultation and public participation for the Revised Project have been
accomplished through a variety of formal and informal methods, including meetings, interagency
coordination, and the public scoping process. This chapter summarizes the results of GSA's efforts to
fully identify, address, and resolve Revised Project-related issues through early and continuing
consultation.

5.2 PUBLIC SCOPING PROCESS

521 Notice of Intent

Pursuant to NEPA, an NOI was prepared for the Revised Project and published in Vol. 82, No. 210 of the
Federal Register on Wednesday, November 1, 2017. The NOI invited agencies and the public to submit
comments regarding the scope of the SEIS. During the public comment period for the scoping process
(November 1, 2017 through November 30, 2017), which included the public scoping meeting, one e-mail
was received from one individual (identified as Jean Public). The e-mail comment was a general
statement in opposition of the Proposed Action.

5.2.2 Public Scoping Meeting

A public scoping meeting was held on Wednesday, November 8, 2017 from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. at The
Front, located at 147 West San Ysidro Boulevard, San Ysidro, CA 92173, to give the community an
opportunity to review and comment on the Revised Project. The notice for the scoping meeting was
published in the Federal Register as part of the NOI on November 1, 2017 and in the San Diego Union
Tribune (November 3 and November 4, 2017). One person attended the scoping meeting. Comments
were encouraged, and comment cards were made available at the meeting. The comment period on the
NOI ended on November 30, 2017, and as noted in section 5.2.1, Notice of Intent, one comment was
received from one individual. Input from the public scoping process was considered in the SEIS for the
Revised Project.

5.3 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION WITH PUBLIC AGENCIES

GSA consulted with USFWS on biological resource issues for the Approved Project. The USFWS Carlsbad
Field Office was contacted in February 2009 to request USFWS's assessment for potential presence of
federally listed threatened, endangered, or proposed for listing species. In June 2013, USFWS was
contacted again through their online system to request comparable information for the additional area
that was incorporated into the footprint of the Approved Project. USFWS was not consulted in regard to
the Revised Project because the Additional Land Area is entirely developed; there are no biological
resources within or adjacent to the Additional Land Area and there is no potential to affect biological
resources associated with implementation of the proposed modifications that comprise the Revised
Project.
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GSA will coordinate with the Corps for any required permits associated with the other components of
the Revised Project (i.e., improvements of the Approved Project that have not changed, such as the
southbound roadway).

The NAHC was contacted for a records search of their Sacred Lands files in December 2008. The results
of the search indicated that no sacred lands are recorded in or adjacent to the Approved Project area.
Consultation with local Native American tribes was recommended, and a list of Native American
contacts was provided. Letters describing the Approved Project and a map of the study area were
mailed to local Native American representatives in January 2009. In May of 2013, the NAHC was
contacted again, requesting a search of their Sacred Lands File for the additional area that was
incorporated into the footprint of the Approved Project. The results of this search indicated that no
known sacred lands or traditional cultural properties are located within the APE associated with the
Approved Project. A list of Native American tribes and individuals to contact regarding the Project was
provided. On May 20, 2013, letters were sent to each of the individuals and tribes listed by the NAHC.
No responses were received. No additional records searches from NAHC were conducted for the Revised
Project because the APE for the Revised Project encompasses the same area as the APE for the
Approved Project that was identified in the 2014 Final SEIS because the Additional Land Area was
included within the APE of the Approved Project.

Per Section 106 of the NHPA, GSA consulted with the SHPO, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
for the Approved Project with regard to the Old Customs House. GSA initiated consultation with the
SHPO for the Revised Project and associated impacts to the International Building on June 6, 2017. GSA
will continue to consult with SHPO for the Revised Project.

Ongoing coordination between GSA and CBP has occurred regarding the design of Approved Project.
Caltrans, FHWA, SANDAG, and the City have also been consulted in regards to the Approved Project and
its interface with transportation and community facilities. Additionally, GSA coordinated with the U.S.
Department of State to obtain a Presidential Permit for the Approved Project; this Presidential Permit
would also apply to the Revised Project

5.4 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

In addition to the public scoping process described above in Section 5.2, GSA formed a Community
Representative Committee (CRC) in 2004, which is comprised of key community representatives and
stakeholders. GSA held CRC meetings regularly during the environmental and design phases of the
Approved Project. GSA has continued to periodically host CRC meetings to provide updates on the
design and construction of the Approved Project, and to discuss and solicit input on the proposed
Revised Project modifications.

GSA also provides information on the status and schedule of LPOE improvements on their website at:
http://www.gsa.gov/portal/category/21521.
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APPENDIX A
SUMMARY OF AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Utilities/Emergency Services/Life Safety

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative
Utilities
Implementation of the following measure would avoid or reduce potential impacts related to utilities:

e The construction contractor should coordinate with responsible utility providers to protect
systems in place or arrange for the temporary or permanent relocation of existing utility lines.

Emergency Services

Implementation of the following measures would avoid or reduce potential impacts related to
emergency services during construction:

e A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) should be implemented to provide for emergency access on
roadways that would be temporarily affected during the construction period.

e The construction contractor should contact local emergency service providers prior to the start
of construction to ensure construction activities would not impede provision of emergency
services within the Project area during the construction period.

Life Safety

The following protective design measures should be incorporated to ensure the safety of people at the
San Ysidro LPOE:

e Bollards and barriers should be used to protect structural elements from vehicle damage. Anti-
ram barriers must be provided wherever moving vehicles approach booths or buildings.

e Exterior walls and interior walls in high-risk areas, such as lobbies and public screening spaces,
should be reinforced with cast-in-place or precast reinforced concrete.

e Exterior windows and interior windows between high-risk areas and occupied space should be
thermally tempered or laminated glass.

e Bullet resistant glazing should be provided on windows that face inspection areas, on-coming
traffic, or the border.

e Building perimeters and doors between inspection areas should be designed to resist forced
entry.

e  Utilities critical to LPOE operations should be located within the Central Plant building, which
would be structurally reinforced.
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e Where utilities are located within occupied buildings they should be separated from inspection
and public lobby areas by at least 25 feet or by reinforced walls and floors.

e Airintakes should be secured.

e Mechanical equipment should not be placed at grade and directly adjacent to vehicle movement
pathways.

e Utilities and feeders should not be located adjacent to vehicle pathways, or on the Mexican side
of the primary inspection lanes.

Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative

A primary Project goal in support of the Project purpose is to increase the processing capacity and
efficiency of the LPOE in response to the need that is created by the current and projected demand for
vehicles and persons to cross the border. Thus, none of the alternatives would directly generate a
substantial volume of traffic but would accommodate existing and projected border crossing demand.
They would also modify the patterns of traffic flow in the Project area. The purpose and need for the
Revised Project does not include local roadway improvements; however, feasible improvements have
been identified that may be implemented by others to achieve acceptable level of service (LOS), based
on commonly accepted local roadway segment and intersection standards. These potential
improvements to be implemented by others are described below.

Implementation of the following avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measure would avoid or
reduce traffic impacts to roadway segments for near-term conditions:

e Widening the segment of Camino de la Plaza, between Virginia Avenue and the I-5 southbound
ramps, to Four-Lane Collector standards.

In addition to the measures listed above under near-term conditions, implementation of the following
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures would avoid or reduce traffic impacts to roadway
segments and intersections for long-term year conditions:

e Widening the segment of Camino de la Plaza, between the I-5 southbound ramps and East San
Ysidro Boulevard, to Four-Lane Major standards.

e Widening of Camino de la Plaza to provide an additional dedicated right-turn lane onto East San
Ysidro Boulevard.

e Installation of a traffic signal at the Camino de la Plaza/Virginia Avenue intersection (this
measure was implemented by others subsequent to the 2014 Final SEIS).
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Visual/Aesthetics

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative

Although no adverse visual impacts would occur, implementation of the following minimization
measures would provide increased visual quality within the LPOE:

e A comprehensive landscape concept plan should be developed and implemented, including
landscape features such as:

0 Drought tolerant and sustainable plant palettes.
0 Vine planting at fences and walls to reduce the visual scale and to act as a graffiti deterrent.

e Street trees and landscaping should be retained to the highest extent possible during
construction.

e Architectural treatments should be consistent throughout the proposed LPOE buildings.

e Metal fencing and safety railing should be consistent throughout the proposed pedestrian
walkways.

e Where possible, integrate new public art consistent with the international border setting.

Cultural Resources

Alternative 1

Archaeological Resources

Implementation of the following avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measure would avoid adverse
impacts to unknown subsurface archaeological resources:

e [f cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity within and
around the immediate discovery area should be avoided until a qualified archaeologist can

assess the nature and significance of the find.

Historical Resources

The following measures would avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct impacts to historical resources during
renovation of the Old Customs House:

e All renovation of the Old Customs House should conform to The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

e Prior to alteration or removal of building features, detailed documentation of the Old Customs
House should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106 consultation process.
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If all adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other mitigation measures as determined through
Section 106 consultation would be implemented.

The following measure would avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct adverse impacts to historical resources
associated with demolition of the International Building:

e Prior to demolition of the International Building, detailed documentation of the International
Building should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106 consultation process.

If all adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other mitigation measures as determined through
Section 106 consultation would be implemented.

Alternative 2

Archaeological Resources

Implementation of the following avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measure would avoid adverse
impacts to unknown subsurface archaeological resources:

e If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity within and
around the immediate discovery area should be avoided until a qualified archaeologist can
assess the nature and significance of the find.

Historical Resources

The following measures would avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct impacts to historical resources during
renovation of the Old Customs House:

e All renovation of the Old Customs House should conform to The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

e Prior to alteration or removal of building features, detailed documentation of the Old Customs
House should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106 consultation process.

If all adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other mitigation measures as determined through
Section 106 consultation would be implemented.

The following measures would avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct adverse impacts to historical
resources associated with demolition of the International Building:

e All renovation of the International Building should conform to The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

e Prior to alteration or removal of building features, detailed documentation of the International
Building should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106 consultation process.

If all adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other mitigation measures as determined through Section
106 consultation would be implemented.
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No Action Alternative

Archaeological Resources

Implementation of the following avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measure would avoid adverse
impacts to unknown subsurface archaeological resources:

e If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity within and
around the immediate discovery area should be avoided until a qualified archaeologist can
assess the nature and significance of the find.

Historical Resources

The following measures would avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct adverse impacts to historical
resources during renovation of the Old Customs House:

e All renovation of the Old Customs House should conform to The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

e Prior to alteration or removal of building features, detailed documentation of the Old Customs
House should be completed as agreed to in the Section 106 consultation process.

If all adverse effects cannot be avoided, then other mitigation measures as determined through
Section 106 consultation would be implemented.

Hydrology and Floodplain

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative

Recommendations to effectively avoid or address potential impacts related to hydrology and floodplain
issues include BMPs with respect to appropriate design, sizing, and location of proposed storm drain
facilities, incorporation of applicable recommendations from detailed geotechnical investigations, and
consideration of the location and extent of proposed retention/infiltration basins with respect to
potential surficial saturation issues.

Water Quality and Stormwater

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative

Water quality and stormwater runoff impacts would be addressed through conformance with the
applicable NPDES Construction Permit, Municipal Permit and related City standards. Associated BMPs
and the Project SWPPP would define measures to address potential effects associated with short-term
construction (erosion and sedimentation, construction-related hazardous materials, demolition-related
debris generation, and disposal of extracted groundwater) and long-term operation and maintenance
(site design/low impact development BMPs, source control BMPs, treatment control BMPs, and post-
construction BMP monitoring/maintenance schedules and responsibilities).
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Geology/Soils/Seismicity/Topography

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative

Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation recommendations related to geotechnical issues would include
incorporation of appropriate design and construction measures to accommodate potential seismic and
non-seismic hazards, if applicable, pursuant to associated industry/regulatory standards (e.g., the IBC)
and subsequent detailed geotechnical analysis.

Paleontology

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative

Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation recommendations related to paleontology would involve
preparing and implementing a Paleontological Monitoring Plan to be approved by the Project applicant.
The Paleontological Monitoring Plan would likely include the following types of measures in accordance
with standard construction practices in southern California, with detailed requirements to be
determined during the plan preparation and approval process:

e A Qualified Paleontologist should be present at pre-grading meetings to consult with
grading/excavation contractors regarding the potential location and nature of paleontological
resources and associated monitoring/recovery operations. A Qualified Paleontologist is defined
as an individual with an M.S. or Ph.D. in paleontology or a related field, and who has knowledge
of local paleontological resources and documented experience in field identification and
collection of fossil materials.

e A Qualified Paleontologist or Paleontological Monitor (working under the direction of the
Qualified Paleontologist), should be on site to monitor for paleontological resources during all
original grading/excavation activities involving previously undisturbed areas of the Otay
Formation and/or Old Paralic Deposits. A Paleontological Monitor is defined as an individual
with at least one year of experience in field identification and collection of fossil materials.

e If paleontological resources are discovered, the Qualified Paleontologist (or Paleontological
Monitor) should implement appropriate salvage operations, potentially including simple
excavation, plaster-jacketing of large and/or fragile specimens, or quarry excavations for richly
fossiliferous deposits. The Qualified Paleontologist and Paleontological Resources Monitor
should be authorized to halt or divert construction work in salvage areas to allow for the timely
recovery of fossil remains.

e Paleontological resources collected during the monitoring and salvage portion of the mitigation
program should be cleaned, repaired, sorted, and cataloged pursuant to accepted industry
methods.

e Prepared fossils, along with copies of all pertinent field notes, photos and maps, should be
deposited in an approved scientific institution with paleontological collections.

e Afinal report should be prepared by the Qualified Paleontologist to describe the results of the
mitigation program, including field and laboratory methods, stratigraphic units encountered,
and the nature and significance of recovered paleontological resources.
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Hazardous Waste/Materials

Alternative 1 and Alternative 2

The following avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures would effectively avoid or address
potential impacts related to hazardous waste/materials:

e Soil sampling should be conducted in areas of the Additional Land Area proposed to be
disturbed and/or excavated prior to soil export, reuse, or disposal to determine to characterize
the soil for the presence of elevated metal concentrations (e.g., in excess of applicable
regulatory standards). If contaminated soil is present, appropriate abatement actions should be
implemented in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.

e Prior to commencement of excavation activities, a Site and Community Health and Safety Plan
should be prepared to manage potential health and safety hazards to workers and the public.

e Prior to commencement of excavation activities, a Soil Management Plan should be prepared to
address the notification, monitoring, sampling, testing, handling, storage, and disposal of
contaminated media or substances that may be encountered during construction activities.

e Wastes and potentially hazardous waste within the Revised Project footprint, including trash,
debris piles, and equipment, should be removed and recycled and/or disposed of off site, in
accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.

e Prior to renovation or demolition of existing structures, a hazardous building materials survey
should be conducted to evaluate the presence, locations, and quantities of hazardous building
materials (ACMs and LCSs). Suspect materials should be sampled and analyzed, and if present,
appropriate abatement actions should be implemented in accordance with applicable regulatory
requirements.

e Contract specifications should include references to the potential to encounter contaminated
soil or other regulated wastes during construction activities.

No Action Alternative

e Soil sampling should be conducted in areas within the Revised Project footprint proposed to be
disturbed and/or excavated prior to soil export, reuse, or disposal to characterize the soil for the
presence of hazardous materials (e.g., metals, petroleum hydrocarbons, VOCs, pesticides, etc.).
If contaminated soil is present, appropriate abatement actions should be implemented in
accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.

e Health risk assessments should be conducted for facilities within the LPOE in which
contamination has been documented to evaluate whether the levels of contaminants would
pose a risk to human health.

e Prior to commencement of excavation activities, a Site and Community Health and Safety Plan
should be prepared to manage potential health and safety hazards to workers and the public.
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e Prior to commencement of excavation activities, a Soil Management Plan should be prepared to
address the notification, monitoring, sampling, testing, handling, storage, and disposal of
contaminated media or substances that may be encountered during construction activities.

e Prior to commencement of excavation activities, a Groundwater Management Plan should be
prepared to address the notification, monitoring, sampling, testing, handling, storage, and
disposal of potentially contaminated groundwater.

e  Existing transformers and elevator equipment within the Revised Project footprint should be
sampled for PCB content if proposed to be disturbed and/or moved during construction
activities. If PCBs are present, appropriate abatement actions for their disposal should be
implemented in accordance with regulatory requirements, and soil beneath transformers
and/or elevators should be evaluated for evidence of releases. If present in underlying soils,
appropriate abatement actions for removal and disposal should be implemented in accordance
with applicable regulatory requirements.

e Wastes and potentially hazardous waste within the Revised Project footprint, including trash,
debris piles, and equipment, should be removed and recycled and/or disposed of off site, in
accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.

e Prior to renovation or demolition of existing structures, surveys should be conducted to
evaluate the presence, locations, and quantities of hazardous building materials (ACMs and
LCSs). Suspect materials should be sampled and analyzed, and if present, appropriate
abatement actions should be implemented in accordance with applicable regulatory
requirements.

e Contract specifications should include references to the potential to encounter contaminated
soil, groundwater, or other regulated wastes during construction activities.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative

Although no adverse air quality or GHG impacts would occur, the following measures would help
minimize construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions and GHG emissions to the extent feasible:

Although no adverse air quality impacts would occur, implementation of the following minimization
measures would minimize air pollution emissions during construction:

e Suspend grading and earth moving when wind gusts exceed 25 mph unless the soil is wet
enough to prevent dust plumes.

e Cover trucks when hauling loose material.
e Stabilize the surface of materials stockpiles if not removed immediately.

e Limit vehicular paths on unpaved surfaces and stabilize any temporary roads.
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e Trucks should be washed off as they leave the construction site(s), as necessary, to control
fugitive dust emissions.

e Track-out reduction measures such as gravel pads should be used at access points to minimize
dust and mud deposits on roads affected by construction traffic.

e Construction equipment and vehicles should be properly tuned and maintained. Low sulfur fuel
should be used in all construction equipment.

e Minimize unnecessary vehicular and machinery activities.

e Sweep paved streets at least once per day where there is evidence of dirt that has been carried
on to the roadway.

e Revegetate disturbed land, including vehicular paths created during construction to avoid future
off-road vehicular activities.

e Locate construction equipment and truck staging and maintenance areas as far as feasible and
nominally downwind of schools, active recreation areas, and other areas of high population
density.

e To the extent feasible, construction traffic should be routed and scheduled to reduce congestion
and related air quality impacts caused by idling vehicles along local roads during peak travel

times.

e Provide landscaping where possible, which reduces surface warming and decreases CO, through
photosynthesis.

e Use lighter color surfaces, such as Portland cement, which helps to increase the albedo effect
(i.e., surface reflectivity of the sun’s radiation) and cool the surface.

e Use of energy efficient lighting.
Energy
Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative

The following avoidance and minimization measures would be implemented during construction
activities:

e Construction equipment and vehicles should be properly tuned and maintained.
o Idling times of construction equipment should be minimized, to the extent practical.

e To the extent feasible, construction traffic should be routed and scheduled to reduce congestion
and related energy impacts caused by idling vehicles along local roads during peak travel times.
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Biological Resources

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative

e Prior to the commencement of construction, jurisdictional areas and sensitive vegetation within
the Revised Project BSA should be fenced with orange plastic exclusionary fencing, and no
personnel, debris, or equipment would be allowed within the jurisdictional areas.

e Impacts to 0.07 acre of non-wetland Waters of the U.S. should be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio
through purchase of mitigation credits equal to 0.08 acre of ephemeral drainage at an approved
mitigation bank.

e Impacts to 0.02 acre of disturbed wetland should be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio through a
combination of creation, restoration, enhancement, and acquisition (at an approved mitigation
bank) of 0.04 acre of wetlands.

e If removal of habitat and/or construction activities is necessary adjacent to nesting habitat
during the bird breeding season (January 15 to September 15), the GSA shall retain an approved
biologist to conduct a pre-construction survey to determine the presence or absence of: (1)
non-listed nesting migratory birds on, or within, 100 feet of the construction area; (2) Federally-
or State-listed birds on, or within, 300 feet of the construction area; and (3) nesting raptors
within 500 feet of the construction area. The pre-construction survey will be conducted within
10 calendar days prior to the start of construction. The results of the survey will be submitted to
the GSA for review and approval prior to initiating any construction activities.

e |f nesting birds are detected by the approved biologist, the following buffers will be established: (1) no
work will occur within 100 feet of a non-listed nesting migratory bird nest; (2) no work will occur within
300 feet of a listed bird nest; and (3) no work will occur within 500 feet of a raptor nest. If construction
within these buffers cannot be avoided, GSA, in consultation with the resource agencies, will determine
the appropriate buffer.

e Potential indirect impacts to biological resources due to decreased water quality would be
addressed through the measures identified above under Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff.

Cumulative Impacts

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative

A primary Project goal in support of the Project purpose is to increase the processing capacity and
efficiency of the LPOE in response to the need that is created by the current and projected demand for
vehicles and persons to cross the border. Thus, none of the alternatives would directly generate a
substantial volume of traffic but would accommodate existing and projected border crossing demand.
They would also modify the patterns of traffic flow in the Project area. The purpose and need for the
Revised Project does not include local roadway improvements; however, feasible improvements have
been identified that may be implemented by others to achieve acceptable LOS, based on commonly
accepted local roadway segment and intersection standards. These potential improvements to be
implemented by others are described below.
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Implementation of the following avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measure would avoid or
reduce cumulative traffic impacts to roadway segments intersections:

o Widening the segment of Camino de la Plaza, between Virginia Avenue and the I-5 southbound
ramps, to Four-Lane Collector standards.

o  Widening the segment of Camino de la Plaza, between the I-5 southbound ramps and East San
Ysidro Boulevard, to Four-Lane Major standards.

e Widening of Camino de la Plaza to provide an additional dedicated right-turn lane onto East San
Ysidro Boulevard.

e Installation of a traffic signal at the Camino de la Plaza/Virginia Avenue intersection (this
measure was implemented by others subsequent to the 2014 Final SEIS).

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and No Action Alternative

Implementation of the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures identified previously above for
Air Quality and Greenhouse would avoid or reduce cumulative air quality impacts.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Ninyo & Moore was retained by Helix Environmental Planning, Inc. on behalf of the United
States General Services Administration (GSA) (herein referred to as the client) to perform a
Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the property located at 747 and 751 East (E.)
San Ysidro Boulevard in San Diego, California (hereinafter referred to as the site). The following
sections discuss the purpose, the involved parties, the scope of services, and the limitations and

exceptions associated with the Phase | ESA.

1.1 Purpose

In accordance with the ASTM International (ASTM) Standard Practice for ESAs on Commercial
Real Estate E1527-13, the objective of the Phase | ESA is to identify recognized environmental
conditions (RECs). The term recognized environmental conditions means “the presence or likely
presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or at a property: (1) due to
any release to the environment; (2) under conditions indicative of a release to the environment;
or (3) under conditions that pose a material threat of a future release to the environment.

De minimis conditions are not recognized environmental conditions.”

Identification of RECs fall into the following three categories: existing RECs (as defined above);
Historical RECs (HRECS); or Controlled RECs (CRECs). HRECs and CRECSs are defined as follows:

o HREC — An HREC is defined as “a past release of any hazardous substances or petroleum
products that has occurred in connection with the property and has been addressed to the
satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority or meeting unrestricted use criteria established
by a regulatory authority, without subjecting the property to any required controls (for example,
property use restrictions, activity and use limitations [AULs], institutional controls, or engineering
controls).” An HREC is an environmental condition, which in the past, would have been considered
a recognized environmental condition, but currently may or may not be considered a recognized
environmental condition. An example of an HREC may be a former gas station where a release of
gasoline had occurred, but the site was cleaned up to an unrestricted land use standard.

e CREC — A CREC is defined as a “recognized environmental condition resulting from a past
release of hazardous substances or petroleum products that has been addressed to the
satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority (for example, as evidenced by the issuance of a
no further action letter or equivalent, or meeting risk-based criteria established by a regulatory
authority), with hazardous substances or petroleum products allowed to remain in place subject to
the implementation of required controls (for example, property use restrictions, AULS, institutional
controls, or engineering controls).” An example of a CREC could be a former gas station where a
release of gasoline has been cleaned up to a commercial use standard, but does not meet
unrestricted residential cleanup criteria.
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1.2 Scope of Services

Ninyo & Moore’s scope of services for this Phase | ESA included the activities listed below.
¢ Reviewed physical setting and background information.
e Performed a site reconnaissance.

o Reviewed federal, state, tribal, and local regulatory agency databases for the site and for
properties located within a specified radius of the site.

¢ Reviewed reasonably ascertainable local regulatory agency files for the site, as applicable.

o Reviewed historical information for the site, such as historical aerial photographs, historical
topographic maps, reverse street directories, Sanborn fire insurance maps, and building
department records, as available.

o Reviewed user-provided information, as available.

¢ Interviewed the property owner representative and occupants regarding the environmental status
of the site.

e Performed a preliminary vapor encroachment screen to evaluate the potential for vapor
encroachment conditions.

o Prepared this Phase | ESA report, summatrizing findings and providing opinions and conclusions
regarding RECs at the site.

1.3 Significant Assumptions
Ninyo & Moore assumes the information sources from the third-party environmental database vendor,
regulatory agencies, and interviewees utilized for this report provided adequate and accurate

information. No other significant assumptions were made during the preparation of this report.

1.4 Limitations and Exceptions

The environmental services described in this report have been conducted in general
accordance with current regulatory guidelines and the standard of care exercised by
environmental consultants performing similar work in the project area. No warranty, expressed

or implied, is made regarding the professional opinions presented in this report.

This document is intended to be used only in its entirety. No portion of the document, by itself, is
designed to completely represent any aspect of the project described herein. Ninyo & Moore
should be contacted if the reader requires any additional information or has questions regarding

the content, interpretations presented, or completeness of this document.

Ninyo & Moore | 747 and 751 E. San Ysidro Boulevard, San Diego, California | 108566001 | April 19, 2018 2



The findings, opinions, and conclusions are based on an analysis of the observed site
conditions and the referenced literature. It should be understood that the conditions of a site
could change with time as a result of natural processes or the activities of man at the subject
site or nearby sites. In addition, changes to the applicable laws, regulations, codes, and
standards of practice may occur due to government action or the broadening of knowledge. The
findings of this report may, therefore, be invalidated over time, in part or in whole, by changes
over which Ninyo & Moore has no control. Ninyo & Moore cannot warrant or guarantee that not
finding indicators of any particular hazardous material means that this particular hazardous
material or any other hazardous materials do not exist on the site. Additional research, including
invasive testing, can reduce the uncertainty, but no techniques now commonly employed can

eliminate the uncertainty altogether.

1.5 Special Terms and Conditions

This study did not include an evaluation of geotechnical conditions or potential geologic hazards. In
addition, unless otherwise indicated in this report, this Phase | ESA does not include analysis of the
following, which is not intended to be all-inclusive: asbestos-containing materials, methane gas,
radon, lead-based paint, lead-containing surfaces, lead in drinking water, wetlands, regulatory
compliance, cultural and historic resources, industrial hygiene, health and safety, ecological

resources, endangered species, or mold.

1.6 User Reliance

This report may be relied upon by, and is intended exclusively for, the client and its assigns. Any
use or reuse of the findings, opinions, and/or conclusions of this report by parties other than the

above-referenced client is undertaken at said parties’ sole risk.

1.7 Involved Parties

Mr. Adrian Olivares, Senior Project Environmental Scientist, conducted interviews on April 2 and 9,
2018, the site reconnaissance on March 21, 2018, and performed regulatory and historical research.

Mr. Stephan Beck, Environmental Manager, performed project oversight and quality review.

2 SITE DESCRIPTION

The following table provides a general description of the subject site. Photographs taken during

the site reconnaissance are provided in Appendix A.
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Table 1 - General Site Setting
General Site Setting

Location

The site is located adjacent to the southwest of the southern
terminus of E. San Ysidro Boulevard, and south of Rail Court,
approximately 420 feet north of the International Border with Mexico,
in San Diego, California (Figure 1).

Assessor Parcel No. (APN)

667-020-2400

Property Owner

J&M International LTD

Size (approximate)

0.3 acre

Structures / Site Use / Occupants

The site is improved with two multi-tenant commercial buildings
totaling approximately 10,500 square feet. Site occupants include
the following

747 E. San Ysidro Boulevard
- ABC Money Exchange
- Mercado International 88 (grocery store)
- Fruit Stand business
- Columbia Wireless

751 E. San Ysidro Boulevard
- Sabrosisimos restaurant
- Intercalifornias Bus Terminal
- Vacant suite
- Café de Olla
- Medical Insurance business

Roads

Roads are not present at the site. Site access is from E. San Ysidro
Boulevard and Rail Court from the north.

Electricity and Natural Gas Provider

San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E)

Sewer Disposal Provider

City of San Diego

Potable Water Provider

City of San Diego

Site Vicinity Description

GSA property to the south and west, commercial businesses to the
north, and railroad support structures to the east.

3 USER-PROVIDED INFORMATION

Ms. Emma-Louise Cocks, Deputy Director for the Real Property Utilization and Disposal

Division with United States General Services Administration, completed the User Questionnaire

on April 2, 2018. The following table summarizes information provided by Ms. Cocks. A copy of

the questionnaire is provided in Appendix B.

Table 2 — Summary of User-Provided Information

User’s Responsibilities
Title Records

User’'s Responses
Title records were not provided by the client.

Environmental Liens or Activity and
Use Limitations (AULS)

None.

Specialized Knowledge

None.

Commonly Known or Reasonably
Ascertainable Information

The property was used for commercial / retail purposes and was occupied
by a grocery store, cash exchange business, food vendor, and bus ticket
company.

Valuation Reduction for Environmental
Issues

The purchase price being paid reasonably reflects the fair market
value.

Reason for Performing Phase | ESA

The United States seeks to purchase the property in furtherance of the
San Ysidro Land Port of Entry Renovation and Expansion project.
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4 RECORDS REVIEW

The following sections summarize records reviewed for the site.

4.1 Standard Environmental Record Source - Environmental Databases

A computerized, environmental information database search was performed by Environmental
Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) on March 19, 2018. The search included federal, state, tribal, and
local databases. A summary of the environmental databases searched, their corresponding
search radii, and number of noted properties of potential environmental concern, is presented in
the EDR report (Appendix C). The review was conducted to evaluate whether the site or
properties within the site vicinity have been documented as having experienced significant
unauthorized releases of hazardous substances or other events with potentially adverse

environmental effects.

41.1 Geocoded (Mapped) Listings

The site was not listed in the environmental databases searched. Off-site properties within
1 mile of the site appeared on various regulatory agency databases. The following table
lists ASTM standard environmental databases that were searched and the number of

listings (excluding unmapped properties).

Table 3 — ASTM Standard Environmental Databases

Search
Database Name Radius
(mile)

Number of
Listings

FEDERAL DATABASES

NPL (National Priority List) 1 0
Proposed NPL 0
NPL LIENS (Federal Superfund Liens) site 0
Delisted NPL 0
FEDERAL FACILITY (Federal Facility Site Information listing) 1 0
SEMS (Superfund Enterprise Management System; formerly Comprehensive 0.5 0
Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Information System) )

SEMS-ARCHIVE (Superfund Enterprise Management System Archive) 0.5 0
CORRACTS (facilities subject to Corrective action under RCRA) 1 0
RCRA-TSDF (hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal facilities) 0.5 0
RCRA-LQG (large quantity generator) 0.25 0
RCRA-SQG (small quantity generator) 0.25 1
RCRA-CESQG (conditionally exempt SQG) 0.25 0
US ENGINEERING CONTROL (EC) 0.5 0
US INSTITUTIONAL CONTROL (IC) 0.5 0
ERNS (Emergency Notification System) site 0
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Table 3 — ASTM Standard Environmental Databases

Number of

Database Name o
Listings

STATE/TRIBAL DATABASES

RESPONSE (State Response Sites, State- and Tribal- equivalent NPL) 1 0
ENVIROSTOR (The DTSC's Site Mitigation and Brownfields Reuse Program; 1 1
CERCLIS-equivalent)

SWEF/LF (Solid Waste Information System) 0.5 0
LUST (Geotracker’s Leaking Underground Fuel Tank Report) 0.5 1
Brownfields 0.5 0
San Diego Co. SAM 0.5 2
SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigation and Cleanup database by the California 05 4
Regional Water Quality Control Board) )

UST (registered underground storage tanks [USTs]) 0.25 0
AST (registered aboveground storage tanks [ASTS]) 0.25 1
FEMA UST (Underground Storage Tank Listing) 0.25 0
VCP (Voluntary Cleanup Program Properties) 0.5 0

Off-site properties/facilities listed in the database report were evaluated as to their potential
to impact soil and/or groundwater at the site. To supplement the information in the EDR
report, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) GeoTracker online database
was reviewed. Information from the EDR database report and GeoTracker database is
included in the facilities of potential concern summaries below. The following property was
interpreted to represent a potential environmental concern to the site, based on their

proximity to the site and the nature of the database on which it was listed.

Table 4 — Off-Site Facilities of Potential Concern

Distance/
Direction Database Summary
from Site

Facility Name /
Address

The property has a closed unauthorized release (UAR)
case (201329-001), associated with a former auto
maintenance facility. The maintenance area was located

approximately 150 feet south-southeast of the site. Several
IF:E:d Cab Co of SD HMMD Phase Il ESAs were conducted at the property to evaluate
80?; E San Ysidro 8 feet WNW LUST petroleum-related impacts to soil and groundwater. Soil
Boule\./ar d SWEEPS UST |contamination was found at the property; however, it did not

extend off the property, and groundwater was not impacted.
Based on the case closed status and the limited extent of
the soil-only plume, the listing is not a concern to the site at
this time.
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Table 4 — Off-Site Facilities of Potential Concern

Facility Name /
Address

Distance/
Direction

Database

Summary

San Ysidro Land
Port of Entry
801 E. San Ysidro
Boulevard

from Site

6 feet WNW

SLIC

In June 2012, a County of San Diego, Department of
Environmental Health (DEH) Voluntary Assistance
Program (VAP) case (H39792-001) associated with
petroleum-impacted soil encountered during installation of a
utility vault and storm drain at the Red Cab property,
discussed above, was opened. Soil vapor samples were
collected to evaluate potential risks to utility workers. Health
risks were found to be greater than 1 in 1 million and
mitigation measures were performed. Approximately 800
cubic yards of impacted soil was removed and disposed of
offsite and a vapor barrier was installed. The case was
closed in September 2013. Based on the distance to the
site, case closed status, and removal of the secondary
source material, the listing is not a concern to the site at this
time.

San Ysidro Land
Port of Entry
720 E. San Ysidro
Boulevard

413 feet NW

SLIC

In February 2011, a DEH VAP case (H02690-001) was
opened for the redevelopment project at the San Ysidro
Land Port of Entry. The area of excavation is located
approximately 300 feet west of the site. Soils impacted with
pesticides, arsenic, and lead, above Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB), Tier 1 reuse thresholds, were
encountered during preliminary construction activities and
DEH oversight regarding segregation and export of the
material was requested. A Property Mitigation Plan and
Addendum were submitted to the DEH in 2011. In January
2018, the DEH requested information from the construction
company regarding whether the project was completed and
whether a final closure report was prepared. Based on the
distance to the site and medium affected (soil only), this
listing is not a concern to the subject site.

Notes:

- Distances and direction provided by EDR

- A complete description of each database is provided in the EDR Report (Appendix C).

It is our opinion that there is a low likelihood that the remaining listings for off-site properties

appearing in the database report represent a REC to the site at the current time. This

opinion is based on one or more of the following factors:

The nature of the database(s) on which the property appears, and/or because the

property did not appear on a database that reports unauthorized releases of hazardous

substances;

groundwater flow direction (west).

Reported regulatory agency status (i.e., case closed);
Reported nature of the case (i.e., soil contamination only);
Reported distance of the property from the site; and/or

Location of the property in relation to the site with respect to topography or expected
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4.1.2 Non-Geocoded (Unmapped) Listings

This portion of the regulatory database report includes properties for which regulatory
agencies did not report sufficient address information to be plotted by EDR. The listings
were reviewed to evaluate their potential impact to the site, based on their interpreted
distance/direction from the site, and/or the nature of the database in which they were listed.
It is our opinion that there is a low likelihood that the non-geocoded listings represent an

environmental concern to the site at the current time.

4.2 Additional Environmental Record Sources

According to the ASTM Standard, “if the property or any of the adjoining properties is identified
on one or more of the standard environmental record sources, pertinent regulatory files and/or
records associated with the listing should be reviewed.” Adjoining properties were not listed in
the standard environmental record sources. The review of regulatory agency records for the site
is discussed in the following sections. Regulatory records were requested for the current site
addresses or APN, as well as for 755 E. San Ysidro Boulevard, which was used by a former

tenant. Regulatory agency responses are provided in Appendix D.

4.2.1 County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health
According to a representative of the DEH on March 20, 2018, no records were found for the
site addresses / APN.

4.2.2 San Diego Air Pollution Control District
According to a representative of the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (APCD) on

March 20 and April 2, 2018, no records were found for the site addresses.

4.2.3 Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region
According to a representative of the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) on

March 21 and 30, 2018, no records were found for the site addresses.

4.2.4 City of San Diego Fire Department
According to a representative of the City of San Diego Fire Department on April 2, 2018, no

records were found for the site addresses.
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4.2.5 City of San Diego Industrial Wastewater Control Program
According to a representative of the City of San Diego Industrial Wastewater Control

Program (IWCP) on March 20, 2018, no records were found for the site addresses.

4.2.6 Online Regulatory Databases
Online regulatory databases were reviewed by Ninyo & Moore to supplement the

environmental database search conducted by EDR. The following is a summary of pertinent

information.

Table 5 - Online Regulatory Databases

Online Database/Website Findings

DTSC Envirostor Ili\lsetzgzer the site nor properties within 1,000 feet were
The site was not listed. Three properties within
SWRCB GeoTracker 1,000 feet of the site were listed and the cases are

summarized in Section 4.1.1.

California Department of Resources Recycling
and Recovery (CalRecycle) Solid Waste
Information System

United States Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration, National Pipeline Mapping | Pipelines were not depicted on or adjacent to the site.
System Map Viewer

Neither the site nor properties within 1,000 feet were
listed.

4.3 Physical Setting

The following table summarizes topographic, geologic, and hydrogeologic conditions in the vicinity of

the site, based upon the referenced documents reviewed and/or our visual reconnaissance of the site.

Table 6 — Physical Setting
Physical Settings

The site is situated at an elevation of approximately 70 feet above
mean sea level and slopes westerly.

The site is underlain by late- to middle-Pleistocene-age old paralic

) deposits, which consist of mostly poorly sorted, moderately permeable,
Site Geology B reddish-brown, interfingered strandline, beach, estuarine and colluvial
deposits composed of siltstone, sandstone, and conglomerate.

Topography A

Surface Water A Surface waters are not present at the site.

The site is located in the Water Tanks Subarea (911.12) of the Tijuana
Valley Hydrologic Area within the Tijuana Hydrologic Unit. Potential
beneficial uses for groundwater within this hydrologic area include
municipal, agricultural, and industrial service supply uses.

Groundwater was measured at the Red Cab facility, approximately 150
Groundwater C.D feet south-southeast of the site at a depth of approximately 30 feet below
ground surface (bgs) in 2010. The groundwater flow was measured to the
north-northeast. Regional groundwater is expected to mimic topography
and flow westerly. Groundwater levels, gradient, and flow direction can
fluctuate due to seasonal variations, groundwater withdrawal or
injection, changes in land use, and other factors.

References:

A = United States Geological Survey (USGS), Imperial Beach, California, 7.5-minute quadrangle map (USGS, 2012)
B = Geologic Map of the San Diego 30’ x 60’ Quadrangle (Kennedy & Tan, 2008)

C = RWQCB Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin (RWQCB, 2016)

D = EnviroApplications, 2010

Ninyo & Moore | 747 and 751 E. San Ysidro Boulevard, San Diego, California | 108566001 | April 19, 2018 9



4.4 Site Historical Use Information

Ninyo & Moore conducted a historical-record search for the site. This included a review of city
directories, fire insurance maps, aerial photographs, topographic maps, and building department
records. The following sections summarize information obtained from the historical sources

utilized for this assessment.

4.4.1 City Directories
Available historical reverse street directories from 1970 through 2014 were researched by EDR.
The table below summarizes listings for the site addresses, which includes 747, 751, and
755 E. San Ysidro Boulevard.

Table 7 — City Directory Listings

E. San Ysidro Boulevard Addresses
747 — International M.

1970 751 — La Especial Clothing, Oscar’s Drive In
747 — International Mrc, Lim JE Co Inc

1976 751 — XXXX
755 — Zapateria La Barata

1982 747 — Mercado Inter Corp

1987 747 — International Money Exchange, Mercado International 88 Inc

1992 747 — International Money Exchange, Mercado International 88 Inc, Saroma Inc
747 — Eng Raul Lim, Lillys, Mercado International 88 Inc, Saroma Inc

1995 751 — Transportes Intercalifornias

755 — Regalo Perfecto

747 - Eng Raul Lim, Saroma Inc

2000 751 — Transportes Intercalifornias

755 — Regalo Perfecto

747 — El Corre Caminos, Eng Raul Lim, Herrera Herrerra & Assoc Inc, Saroma inc
2005 751 — Executive Lines, Transportes Intercalifornias

755 — Regalo Perfecto

747 — El Corre Caminos, Eng Raul Lim, Herrera Herrerra & Assoc Inc, Saroma inc
751 — Executive Lines, Transportes Intercalifornias

747 — ABC Currency Services, Herrera Herrerra & Assoc Inc

751 — Executive Lines, Samys Place, Transportes Intercalifornias

2010

2014

The site addresses consisted primarily of commercial listings. A gasoline station (Stephens
Chvrn Stn) was listed at 727 E. San Ysidro Boulevard in the 1970 city directory, which is
interpreted to be located north of the Rail Court. The EDR City Directory Report is provided in
Appendix E.

4.4.2 Sanborn® Fire Insurance Maps
Sanborn® fire insurance maps were requested from EDR; however, according to EDR’s
Certified Sanborn Map Report, there is no map coverage in the site vicinity (Appendix E).
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4.4.3 Historical Aerial Photographs and Topographic Maps

Historical aerial photographs and topographic maps were provided by EDR for select years
from 1904 through 2014. Additionally, aerial photographs were reviewed online using
Google Earth. A listing of the sources reviewed and summary of notable observations from
the photograph review are provided in the table below. EDR-provided photographs and

maps are included in Appendix E.

Table 8 — Aerial Photographs and Topographic Map Summary

Date - Source

A generally northwest to southeast road is present along the eastern site boundary.

1904 -B Three structures are present to the west of the road. A portion of one of the structures
1928 - A may be on the western portion of the site. Railroad tracks are visible approximately
1930-B 170 feet east of the site and the United States — Mexico border is present

approximately 420 feet to the south of the site.
The site is developed with the 751 E. San Ysidro Boulevard site building on the southern

1943 -B portion of the site. The northern portion of the site appears vacant. The border crossing has
1949 - A been reconfigured and the border crossing road is located adjacent to the west of the site.
1953 -A,B Approximately 10 buildings are present to the south and southwest of the site.

Approximately 300 feet west of the site agricultural land is visible.

The current site buildings are present, along with the adjacent building to the south of the
site. The border crossing has been reconfigured. The road adjacent to the west of the site
ends at a cul-de-sac to the south of the site. A small structure, possible a canopy

ggg _ﬁ associated with a gasoline service station, is located approximately 170 feet north-
1970 — A nprthwest of thg site. A border station is present to the south of the site, but is
differently configured than the current station. A multi-lane highway for northbound
traffic from Mexico is present, approximately 360 feet south of the site. The agricultural
land to the west of the site appears fallow.
1975-B The site appears_similar to the previous aerial ph_ot_ograph. Additional devglop_ment is_ visible
1979 — A at the bord_e_r station. A pe_destrlan overpass / bU|Id!ng _and secondary vehicle inspection
1985 — A area are visible. The possmle gasoline service station is no longer present north of the site.
1989 — A Thg present-day multl-tene}nt commercial buﬂdlng is visible to the north of t.he site, across
1991 — B Rail Court. In the 1985 aerial photograph, the railroad transformers are visible to the east of
the site and trolley tracks are visible to the northwest of the site.
1994 - A
1996 - B
2005 - A The site and adjacent properties to the north, east, and south appear similar to present-
2010-A day. Adjacent to the west of the site, there is additional development at the border
2012-B station.
2014 - A
2015-C
The site and adjacent properties appear similar to the present-day. The border crossing
2016 -C structure adjacent to the west has been demolished and the area appears to be under

construction.

Sources: A — EDR Aerial Photographs
B — EDR Topographic Maps
C — Google Earth

4.4.4 Building Department Records

Building permits were reviewed on April 16, 2018 at the City of San Diego, Development
Services Department. Building records included sign permits, building permit for a new exterior
door, and tenant improvements. Environmental concerns were not found during the building

permit review. Notable building permits are included in Appendix E.
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4.5 Previous Reports

Previous reports were not provided by the client.

4.6 Adjacent Property History

The adjacent properties and surrounding area have been developed since at least 1904. Due to
the several international border configurations, the adjacent properties have been part of
roadways or developed with commercial / retail use businesses and border-related support
structures. A historical gasoline station (727 E. San Ysidro Boulevard) was located
approximately 170 feet north-northwest of the site in the 1960s and 1970s vicinity of the
present-day multi-tenant building).

5 SITE RECONNAISSANCE

The objective of the site reconnaissance was to obtain information indicating the potential for RECs in
connection with the site. Mr. Adrian Olivares conducted the reconnaissance on March 21, 2018 and
was accompanied by Mr. Osmahn Kadri, Regional Environmental Quality Advisor with GSA. A site

plan is provided as Figure 2 and photographic documentation is provided in Appendix A.

5.1 Methodology and Limiting Conditions
The site reconnaissance consisted of walking on the site and along public sidewalks (for viewing
of adjacent/nearby properties). Limiting conditions were generally not encountered during the

site reconnaissance.

5.2 General Site Setting

At the time of the site reconnaissance, the site was improved with two multi-tenant commercial
/retail buildings. The 747 E. San Ysidro Boulevard building is a single-story building located on the
northern half of the site. Access to the building is from the west end of the building. A fruit vendor
and wireless cellular business occupy small suites on the northern portion of the site building. The
751 E. San Ysidro Boulevard building is a two-story building located on the southern half of the site.
The building is occupied by Sabrosisimos Restaurant, Intercalifornias Bus Terminal, a vacant suite,
Café de Olla, and a medical insurance business. At the vacant suite, it appeared that tenant
improvements had begun; however had not been completed. Building material and construction
debris were present within the suite. Access to the ground level occupants is from the west side of
the building and the main access to the 2" floor suites is from the east site. Heating and cooling

units, along with a chiller, were observed on the roofs of the buildings.
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The site and vicinity generally slope to the west. A storm drain is located on the northeastern portion
of the site and reportedly connects to the municipal storm water system to the west of the site.
Surface drainage is expected to flow into the storm drains and flow into the municipal storm water
system.

5.3 Adjacent Property Observations
Adjacent properties were observed from the site and from publicly accessible vantage points
(e.g., streets, sidewalks) during the site reconnaissance. The properties adjacent to the site are

as follows and as depicted on Figure 2:

North: Rail Court followed by trolley tracks and a multi-tenant commercial building to the
northwest, and E. San Ysidro Boulevard to the northeast.

East: A walkway followed by railroad transformers and railroad right-of-way.

Southeast: A commercial building (795 E. San Ysidro Boulevard), which is utilized as the
temporary northbound pedestrian processing facility.

West: The San Ysidro Land Port of Entry Renovation and Expansion project construction area
and to the northwest by MTS trolley tracks.

5.4 Site Observations

Ninyo & Moore evaluated the site for evidence of the following potential environmental

concerns:

Table 9 — On-Site Observations

Conditions Db Comments
or Noted

Retail-size cleaning products were observed at
several suites.
Construction debris and building materials were

Hazardous Substances/Petroleum Products X

Waste Generation/Storage/Disposal X observed within the vacant suite (751 E. San
Ysidro Boulevard).

ASTs Not observed

Potential Evidence of USTs Not observed

Potential PCB-Containing Equipment Not observed

Chemical/Petroleum Odors Not observed
Concrete patches were observed in the vacant

Concrete Patches/Pads suite and in the ABC Money Exchange suite
(747 E. San Ysidro Boulevard).

Pools of Liquid Not observed

Not observed; however, a metallic cover was
observed at the base of the stairs at the 751 E.
San Ysidro Blvd suite, and reportedly provided
access to the sewer line.

Sewage Discharge Pipes
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Table 9 — On-Site Observations

o Observed

A storm drain was observed on the northeastern
portion of the site. The storm drain lateral
reportedly runs southwesterly toward the west end
of the site building.

Floor drains were observed within the Mercado
Floor Drains/Sumps X Internacional (747 E. San Ysidro Boulevard)
building and janitorial closet. The floor drains at the
grocery store flow to a subsurface grease
interceptor near the meat department before
flowing to the municipal sewer system. The grease
interceptor is reportedly serviced on a monthly

basis.
Elevator Not observed
Wells Not observed
Drums Not observed
Unidentified Substance Containers Not observed
Stained Soil or Pavement Not observed
Stressed Vegetation Not observed
Pits, Ponds, or Lagoons Not observed
Wastewater Discharges Disposal Systems Not observed
Septic Systems/Cesspools Not observed
Municipal Solid Waste Disposal Areas Not observed

6 VAPOR ENCROACHMENT/INTRUSION

The purpose of the preliminary vapor encroachment screen is to identify a vapor encroachment
condition (VEC), which is the presence or likely presence of potential contaminants of
concern (COC) vapors in subsurface soils at the site caused by the release of vapors from
contaminated soil or groundwater either on or near the site. The potential for VECs beneath the
site was evaluated using a Vapor Encroachment Screening Matrix (VESM) in accordance with
ASTM E 2600-15 Standard Guide for Vapor Encroachment Screening on Property Involved in
Real Estate Transactions. The VESM included performing a Search Distance Test to identify if
there are any known or suspect contaminated properties surrounding or upgradient of the site
within specific search radii, a COC Test (for those known or suspect contaminated sites
identified within the Search Distance Test) to evaluate whether or not COCs are likely to be
present, and a Critical Distance Test to evaluate whether or not COCs in a contaminated plume
may be within the critical distance of the site (100 feet for non-petroleum hydrocarbon

contaminants and 30 feet for petroleum hydrocarbon contaminants).

Based on the completion of the VESM, a VEC was not found and no further investigation is
recommended at this time. A copy of the VESM is included in Appendix F.
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7 INTERVIEWS
Interviews were conducted by Ninyo & Moore with the objective of obtaining information regarding
potential RECs in connection with the site. Interviews with present owners, operators, and/or

occupants of the site, as well as other knowledgeable parties as appropriate, is mandated by

ASTM E 1527-13. A summary of the interviews conducted is provided in the table below.

Table 10 — Interviews

Representative Summary

Mr. Santiago Lim, a member of the ownership family, completed the property
background questionnaire on April 9, 2018. According to Mr. Lim, the site has
historically been used for retail purposes. Mr. Lim is not aware of when the site
buildings were constructed. Hazardous materials or wastes have not been stored
at the site. He is not aware of environmental issues with the site or of potential
soil or groundwater contamination.

Property Owner Representative

During the site reconnaissance, Mr. Jerry Herrera, the property owner’s son, was
also interviewed. Information provided by Mr. Herrera is incorporated in

Section 5.

Occupants were interviewed during the site reconnaissance. Information

Occupant provided by the site occupants is incorporated in Section 5.
Past ownership entities were not made available to Ninyo & Moore during the
Past Owners preparation of this ESA. Therefore, interviews with past site owners were not

conducted.

8 FINDINGS

Based upon the results of this Phase | ESA, the following findings are provided.

e The site consists of one approximately 0.3 acre parcel and is located adjacent to the southwest of
the southern terminus of E. San Ysidro Boulevard, and south of Rail Court, approximately 420 feet
north of the International Border with Mexico, in San Diego, California.

e At the time of the site reconnaissance, the site was improved with two multi-tenant commercial
Iretail buildings. The 747 E. San Ysidro Boulevard building is a single-story building located on the
northern half of the site. Access to the building is from the west end of the building. A fruit vendor
and wireless cellular business occupy small suites on the northern portion of the site building. The
751 E. San Ysidro Boulevard building is a two-story building located on the southern half of the
site. The building is occupied by Sabrosisimos Restaurant, Intercalifornias Bus Terminal, a vacant
suite, Café de Olla, and a medical insurance business. At the vacant suite, it appeared that tenant
improvements had begun; however had not been completed. Building material and construction
debris were present within the suite. Access to the ground level occupants is from the west side of
the building and the main access to the 2nd floor suites is from the east site. Heating and cooling
units, along with a chiller, were observed on the roofs of the buildings.

e The site and vicinity generally slope to the west. A storm drain is located on the northeastern
portion of the site and reportedly connects to the municipal storm water system to the west of the
site. Surface drainage is expected to flow into the storm drains and flow into the municipal storm
water system
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o Based on a review of historical resources, the site was developed with the current 751 E. San
Ysidro Boulevard building sometime from 1930 to 1943 and the 747 E. San Ysidro Boulevard
building sometime from 1953 to 1964. Prior to the construction of the 751 E. San Ysidro building
and since at least 1928, a road, which led to the border crossing, was present along the eastern
site boundary. A portion of an unknown building, may have been located on the western portion of
the site at that time.

e Regulatory agency records were requested from the DEH, RWQCB, APCD, and City of San
Diego Fire Department, and IWCP; however no records were found for the site.

e The site was not listed in the environmental databases searched.

e Properties of potential concern in the site vicinity were researched and were not found to have the
potential to adversely impact the site, based on medium affected (soil only releases) and distance
to the site. A historical gasoline station (727 E. San Ysidro Boulevard) was located approximately
170 feet north-northwest of the site in the 1960s and 1970s in the vicinity of the present-day multi-
tenant building; however, there is no record of a release and the property was redeveloped in the
mid- to late-1970s.

e Based on the completion of the VESM, a VEC was not found.

9 OPINIONS

The rationale for concluding whether the conditions listed in Section 8, above, represent RECs,
HRECs, or CRECs (i.e., the presence or likely presence of hazardous substances or petroleum
products on a property due to any release to the environment, under conditions indicative of a
release, or a material threat of a future release of hazardous substances, pollutants, contaminants,

and/or petroleum/petroleum products at the site) is provided below.

9.1 Evaluation of Recognized Environmental Conditions

It is our opinion that the long-term urban and historical usage of the site and vicinity is considered
a REC based on the potential for shallow soils to have been impacted with potentially elevated

levels of lead and/or other metals from burn ash, lead-based paint, or other sources.

9.2 Data Gaps

Significant data gap that would affect the ability of the environmental professional to identify

conditions indicative of releases or threatened releases were not encountered.

9.3 Additional Appropriate Investigation

It is our opinion that additional appropriate investigation to evaluate RECs at the site is not required.
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10 CONCLUSIONS

We have performed a Phase | ESA, in conformance with the scope and limitations of the ASTM
Practice E 1527-13, of the located at 747 and 751 E. San Ysidro Boulevard in San Diego,
California. Any exceptions to, or deletions from, this practice are described in Section 1.4 and in
the body of this report. This assessment has revealed no evidence of RECs in connection with

the property, except for the following:

REC — Based on the long-term urban and historical usage of the site and vicinity, there is the
potential for shallow soils to have been impacted with potentially elevated levels of lead and/or

other metals from burn ash, lead-based paint, or other sources.

11 RECOMMENDATIONS

Ninyo & Moore recommends the followings:

e Based on the age of the buildings, hazardous building materials (asbestos-containing materials
and lead-based paint) may be present. Prior to renovating or razing of the buildings, a hazardous
building material survey should be performed.

o If soil disturbance activities are planned, testing of the soil should be performed to evaluate
whether elevated levels of metals are present. If elevated levels are present, proper worker health
and safety procedures / monitoring may be required. Additionally, soil generated from the site may
require additional testing prior to offsite reuse / disposal.
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13 PROFESSIONAL STATEMENT
As required by 40 CFR 8312.21(d) and Section 12.13 of ASTM 1527-13, the following statement

is included:

| declare that, to the best of my professional knowledge and belief, | meet the definition of
Environmental Professional as defined by 8312.10 of 40 CFR 312. | have the specific
gualifications based on education, training, and experience to assess a property of the
nature, history, and setting of the subject property. | have developed and performed the all
appropriate inquiries in conformance with the standards and practices set forth in

40 CFR Part 312.

Cin S~

Adrian Olivares
Senior Project Environmental Scientist

14 QUALIFICATIONS OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROFESSIONAL

Resumes, which document the professional qualifications, pursuant to 40 CFR 8312.10(b)(2), of

the persons that prepared and reviewed this report are provided as Appendix G.
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APPENDIX A

Photographs
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Photograph 1: View of the northwestern portion of the site (747 E. San Ysidro

Boulevard).

Photograph 2: View of the eastern portion of the site (747 and 751 E. San Ysidro

Boulevard), facing southeast.
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Photograph 3: View of the 751 E. San Ysidro site building, facing north-northwest.

Photograph 4: View within the vacant suite of 751 E. San Ysidro Boulevard building.
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Photograph 5: First floor view of the Intercalifornias Bus Terminal suite (751 E.

San Ysidro Boulevard).

Photograph 6: Second floor view of the Intercalifornias Bus Terminal suite (751 E.

San Ysidro Boulevard
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Photograph 7: View of the Sabrosisimos Restaurant suite (751 E. San Ysidro

Boulevard).

Photograph 8: View of Café de Olla suite at the upper level of 751 E. San Ysidro

Boulevard.
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Photograph 9: View of medical insurance suite within the 751 E. San Ysidro

Boulevard.

Photograph 10: View within the ABC Money Exchange suite (747 E. San Ysidro

Boulevard).
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Photograph 11: View within the Mercado International 88 suite (747 E. San Ysidro

Boulevard).

Photograph 12: View of plate covering utility excavation at the base of the stairway

at 747 E. San Ysidro Boulevard.
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Photograph 13: View of grease interceptor access panel, located at the meat de-

partment of the Mercado International 88 suite (747 E. San Ysidro
Boulevard).

Photograph 14: View of sink drain at the meat department of the Mercado Interna-

tional 88 suite (747 E. San Ysidro Boulevard).
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Photograph 15: View of fruit stand area on the west side of the 747 E. San Ysidro

Boulevard.

Photograph 16: View of storm drain near the fruit stand area.
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Photograph 17: Roof view of the 747 E. San Ysidro Boulevard building, facing west.

Photograph 18: Chiller enclosure on the roof of the 747 E. San Ysidro Boulevard

building.
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Photograph 19: View from the site, facing north.

Photograph 20: View to the northeast of the site of electrical transformers.
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Photograph 21: View from the east side of the site, facing southeast.

Photograph 22: View from the west side of the site, facing southeast.
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Photograph 23: View along Rail Court, facing southwest.

Photograph 24: View of multi-tenant commercial property, adjacent to the north-

west of the site.
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APPENDIX B

User and Property Owner Provided Information
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PHASE | ESA
USER QUESTIONNAIRE

Property Name/Address: 751 East San Ysidro Boulevard
San Diego, California
APN: 667-020-2400

Please respond to all of the following questions to the best of your knowledge. The purpose of this questionnaire is to assist the
user (the client or party seeking to use the Phase | ESA) and the environmental professional in gathering information from the
user that may be material to documenting Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) at the site. Please note that the user of
the Phase | ESA (the client), if seeking protection from CERCLA liability, must adhere to a set of user responsibilities as defined
by the ASTM International (ASTM) Standard Practice E1527-13 and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 312 titled “Standards and Practices for all Appropriate Inquiries (AAI)”. Failure to provide
this information could result in a determination that AAI is not complete.

Per Section 6 of ASTM Standard E1527-13 and 40 CFR Part 312 of the AAl rule, the user’s responsibilities include, but are not limited to,
the following:

e review reasonably ascertainable land title records, lien records, and/or judicial records to search for environmental cleanup liens or

activity and use limitations (AULS) against the site filed or recorded under federal, tribal, state, or local law, or engage a title
company to review such records. Evidence of environmental liens and/or activity and use limitations on the site, if discovered,
must be provided to the environmental consultant;

e  report to the environmental professional specialized knowledge or experience material to RECs in connection with the property;

e  report to the environmental professional knowledge of environmental liens or AULs encumbering or in connection with the
property;

e consider the relationship of the purchase price of the property to its fair market value and whether a lower purchase price is related
to potential contamination;

e report to the environmental professional commonly known or reasonably ascertainable information material to RECs; and

e  report to the environmental professional the reason for conducting the Phase | ESA.

User responsibilities, CERCLA liability relief, and AAI components are discussed in the AAI rule and in the ASTM E1527-13
standard.

1) Environmental cleanup liens that are filed or recorded against the property (40 CFR 312.25).

Did a search of recorded land title records (or judicial records where appropriate) identify environmental liens filed or recorded against the
property under fedgal, tribal, state or local law?

[Ires )

2) Activity and use limitations (AULS) that are in place on the property or that have been filed or recorded against the property (40
CFR 312.26(a)(1)(v) and (vi).

Did a search of recorded land title records (or judicial records where appropriate) identify any AULS, such as engineering controls,
land use restrictions or institutional controls, that are in place at the property and/or have been filed or recorded against the property
under federal, t;%l state or local law?

[Ires )

3) Specialized knowledge or experience of the person seeking to qualify for the liability protections (40 CFR 312.28).
As the user of this Phase | ESA do you have any specialized knowledge or experience related to the property or nearby properties?
For example, are you involved in the same line of business as the current or former occupants of the property or an adjoining
property so that ygu would have specialized knowledge of the chemicals and processes used by this type of business?
[ves 0 If yes, please describe:

4) Relationship of the purchase price to the fair market value of the property if it were not contaminated (40 CFR 312.29).
a) Dgﬁe purchase price being paid for this property reasonably reflect the fair market value of the property?
es [ No [Notapplicable (No Property Purchase Involved)

b) If you conclude that there is a difference, have you considered whether the lower purchase price is because contamination is
known or believed to lgesent at the property?

[Cdres [No ot applicable

¢) If there is a price difference, please describe:
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PHASE | ESA
USER QUESTIONNAIRE

Property Name/Address: 751 East San Ysidro Boulevard
San Diego, California
APN: 667-020-2400

5) Commonly known or reasonably ascertainable information about the property (40 CFR 312.30).
Are you aware of commonly known or reasonably ascertainable information about the property that would help the environmental
professional to identify conditions indicative of releases or threatened releases? For example, as the user,
a) Do you kngw the past uses of the property?

es [No Ifyes, please describe: Commercial/retail: grocery store, cash exchange, food vendor, bus

. . ickets.
b) Do you know of spegific chemicals that are present E)rc onectg’ were present at the property?
[Ires % If yes, please describe:

¢) Do you know of spills or other chemical releases that have taken place at the p