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  Introduction 

SECTION ONE INTRODUCTION 
The Town of Buckeye (Town), Arizona, has applied to the Department of Homeland Security’s 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) for Federal financial assistance (Federal 
action) to construct and operate the Buckeye Fire Station No. 3 Project (Proposed Project) in 
Buckeye, Arizona (Figure 1 [Appendix A]). The assistance would be provided to the Town—as 
the grantee—through the Assistance to Firefighters Fire Station Construction Grant Program. 
The grantee’s proposal consists of constructing a new fire station, known as Fire Station No. 3. 

FEMA has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate the impacts of the 
grantee’s proposal. The EA has been prepared according to the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. §§ 4321–5327), the Council on 
Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s) regulations implementing NEPA (40 C.F.R. Parts 1500–1508 
[2009]), and FEMA’s implementing regulations (44 C.F.R. Part 10). FEMA is required to 
consider potential environmental impacts on the quality of the human environment before 
funding or approving actions and projects. The purpose of this EA is to analyze the potential 
environmental impacts of the Buckeye Fire Station #3. FEMA will use the findings in this EA to 
determine whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI). 

The EA process provides steps and procedures for evaluating the potential environmental, social, 
and economic impacts of the Proposed Project and its alternatives. The potential impacts of the 
Proposed Project and its alternatives are measured by their context and intensity, as defined in 
CEQ regulations. The EA process includes an opportunity for the public and local, State, and 
Federal agencies to provide input during a public comment period. 
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SECTION TWO PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 
The Assistance to Firefighters Fire Station Construction Grant Program (CFDA 97-115) is 
authorized by the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA) of 2009 (Public Law 
111-5) to fund the construction and modification of fire stations. The program is administered by 
the Assistance to Firefighters Program Office under FEMA’s Grant Programs Directorate. The 
grants under this new program are awarded directly to fire departments on a competitive basis. 

An existing fire station, Fire Station 703, is located within the Verrado master planned 
community (previously known as Whitestone) in Buckeye and serves the development and the 
surrounding community. The existing fire station is inadequate, is not compliant with National 
Fire Protection Association (NFPA) standards, and has outstanding Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA) issues identified in past inspections. In addition, access to the 
existing fire station is a substantial problem for both the public and the fire department. 
Therefore, the purpose of the Federal action is to provide Federal financial assistance to the 
Town to address public health and safety concerns through the construction of a new fire station. 

The project area is located in the Verrado master planned community in Maricopa County, 
Arizona (Figure1 [Appendix A]). The Verrado master planned community is located north of 
Interstate Highway 10 (I-10), and east and south of the White Tank Mountains. The project area 
is in Sections 20 and 31 of Township 2 North, Range 2 West of the Gila and Salt River Base 
Line and Meridian as shown on the Valencia, Arizona, U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute 
topographic quadrangle. The existing fire station is located on the northwest corner of Indian 
School Road and Jackrabbit Trail. The proposed new fire station is located at 2582 N. Verrado 
Way on the northwest corner of Verrado Way and Point Ridge Road.  

The Verrado master planned community encompasses approximately 8,800 acres of land with a 
build out potential of 14,080 homes and 63,360 residents, and approximately two million square 
feet of zoned office property. The development would include an office complex, a shopping 
center, and medium-density residential areas. 

The existing fire station occupies a former equipment proving ground building. The fire station is 
part on a complex of four building occupied by Verrado Corporation, construction companies, 
building contractors, and maintenance/landscape companies. The fire station building is divided 
into three sections; the first section is vacant; the second section is the living quarters for the fire 
station; and section three is an apparatus bay. The fire department occupies four of the eight bays 
in this section; construction equipment owned by other building occupants is housed in the other 
four bays.  

Beginning in 2003, the Town has relied heavily on building permits and fees to fund the Town’s 
budget, including fire department expenditures. Since 2008 new building construction has 
dropped substantially. As a result, a large portion of the Town’s revenue from new building 
permits and fees has also dropped. The Town’s budget decreased from $217,744,216 for fiscal 
year 2008-09 to $167,194,828 for fiscal year 2009-10, a near 30% reduction. The fire department 
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budget for fiscal year 2009-10 is $7,672,392, 90% of which is allocated to personnel and 
benefits, leaving inadequate funding for the $5.1 million needed for construction of a new fire 
station. With a depressed housing industry, the Town has no reasonable expectations of a 
substantial upswing in revenues. Due to this reduction in the Town’s budget, construction of a 
new fire station would not be funded by the Town without Federal financial assistance. 

Repairs to the existing fire station would be costly and impractical. The Town does not own any 
portion of the building or the parcel on which the fire station resides. The current land owner 
plans to develop the property for residential housing making long-term occupancy of the 
building impossible. 

The existing fire station is located on the outer perimeter of the Verrado master planned 
community (Figure 1 [Appendix A]). This location is on the outside perimeter of the intended 
service area and far from the community the fire station is intended to serve. From the current 
location, only fifty percent of the stations response area can be reached within the targeted 
response time of five minutes or less. Furthermore, because the fire station is near the boundary 
with the Town of Goodyear, the response area overlaps with two Goodyear fire stations, which 
reduces the effectiveness of the regional fire response system. 

The existing fire station is not compliant with NFPA and OSHA standards. Violations of NFPA 
standards include: lack of dedicated emergency vehicle egress (paved driveway to the fire station 
is shared with Verrado Corporation employees, construction companies, building contractors, 
and maintenance/landscape companies), lack of an Emergency Medical Services (EMS) supply 
room (EMS supplies are currently stored in the fire station day room); lack of a working 
hardwired smoke detector or carbon monoxide detection system (fire station is installed with 
battery operated smoke detectors which doesn’t meet NFPA standards and lack carbon monoxide 
detectors entirely); and lack of a designated onsite decontamination area for firefighters’ 
protective clothing, EMS equipment, and emergency vehicle (currently crews must travel to 
other fire stations with these facilities resulting in extended periods of time that crews are out of 
their response area and increasing the need for auto aid coverage from other fire stations; 
therefore, drawing resources of auto aid neighbors and decreasing the efficiency of the regional 
emergency response system). The first and second sections of the building are not protected by a 
fire sprinkler system as stated in OSHA standard CPR 29, 1910.164.  

In March of 2008, an environmental study (2009 Town of Buckeye) identified several safety and 
health concerns associated with the existing fire station. The study found mold spores present in 
several sections of drywall and in the air conditioning ductwork. Elevated levels of sewage 
coliform bacteria were also found in the kitchen and sleeping areas.  

Access from the existing fire station to Indian School Road is provided by a two-lane paved 
driveway. The driveway is used for both public and fire department access. Vehicle congestion 
on the narrow driveway is a problem for fire crews entering and exiting the station. The 
driveway allows for two-way traffic which delays emergency vehicle egress during an 
emergency response, increasing response time, and increases the possibility of vehicle collision. 
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The driveway is at a steep grade resulting in poor vehicle sighting distance along the driveway 
and at the intersection with Indian School Road, further delaying emergency vehicle egress, 
increasing response time, and increasing the possibility of vehicle collision. 

The structure of the building obstructs visibility of oncoming traffic for fire crews exiting the 
apparatus bays. In addition, there are no formal designated employee parking areas, which has 
resulted in access conflicts for fire employees and other workers that share the facility. The fire 
station vehicle bays do not have fire protection and only one bay is a drive through, which results 
in damage to trucks from having to back into the bays. There are recurring problems with the 
equipment bay doors’ attempts to repair and replace the doors and openings have been largely 
unsuccessful due to the age and condition of the building. The bays do not have an 
environmental control system to regulate temperature which has affected the computer systems 
in the fire trucks. The current area used for the apparatus bays has cracks and divots in the floor, 
creating an uneven surface that is difficult to traverse and maintain.  

The Town has identified the need to construct a new fire station in order to improve and enhance 
fire service capability within the Verrado master planned community and other nearby facilities. 
Construction of a new fire station would improve response times in the target area, allow the 
Town to meet NFPA and OSHA standards, and improve fire station employee safety and health. 
In addition, as a result of difficult economic conditions and a shrinking Town budget, 
construction of a new fire station would not be funded by the Town without Federal financial 
assistance. Therefore, the Town has requested Federal financial assistance to fund the 
construction of Buckeye Fire Station #3.  

. 
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SECTION THREE ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS 
The Town proposes to replace the existing fire station with a new fire station to enhance service 
delivery and response times and to improve employee health and safety. The new fire station 
would reduce response times, provide a NFPA compliant facility, provide improved facilities for 
employees, and improve public health and safety. The Town considered the No Project 
Alternative and Proposed Project Alternative. 

3.1 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND DISMISSED 
During the planning stages of the Verrado master planned community and prior to the 
preparation of this environmental document, additional alternatives for the fire station were 
considered. As part of the Town’s approval of the Verrado Master Plan, the developer, DMB 
Associates, would deed a parcel to the Town for construction of a new fire station. Beginning in 
2005, the Town and DMB Associates held meetings to discuss the location of the new fire 
station. Site locations were considered based on the Town’s established criteria of response 
times, main artery road access, highway access, commercial area access, and proximity to high 
population density areas. Site locations other than the proposed project were determined to not 
meet the Town’s criteria and were eliminated from further consideration. Improvements to the 
existing fire station were considered but eliminated because the existing location did not meet the 
Town location criteria and the parcel has sold and is slated for development. 

3.2 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT 
A No Project Alternative is required to be included in the environmental analysis and 
documentation under NEPA. The No Project Alternative is defined as maintaining the status quo, 
with no FEMA financial assistance for any alternative. The No Project Alternative is used to 
evaluate the effects of not providing eligible assistance for the project; thus, this alternative 
provides a benchmark against which other alternatives may be evaluated. For the purpose of the 
environmental analysis, under the No Project Alternative, it is assumed that no improvements 
would be made. The Buckeye Fire Department would also continue to operate in a facility that 
does not meet NFPA and OSHA standards. 

3.3 ALTERNATIVE 2: GRANTEE’S PROPOSAL (PROPOSED PROJECT) 
The Proposed Project consists of replacing the existing fire station with a new fire station. This 
alternative is referred to as the Proposed Project because it is the alternative that the Town 
proposed to FEMA for financial assistance.  

The Proposed Project was selected because it meets the Town’s site selection criteria. The 
Proposed Project would be centrally located within the Verrado master planned community and 
located on Verrado Way, the main artery road for the community. The central location would 
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provide more efficient coverage of the service area and reduce response times. The location 
provides immediate access to I-10, commercial and retail property, and high population density 
areas. New fire station design would meet NFPA and OSHA standards. Designated onsite 
decontamination area for firefighters’ protective clothing, EMS equipment, and emergency 
vehicle would be provided. 

Completion of the Proposed Project would be expected to take approximately 9 months. The 
Town plans to commence construction between September and December 2010. 

The existing fire station would be vacated by the Town, which doesn’t have ownership of the 
parcel or the building. Planned future development of the parcel for residential housing would 
continue. 

The components of the Proposed Project include: 

• Fire station #3 would be constructed on 1.3 acres of land owned by the Town that is zoned 
for a fire station. 

• The replacement fire station would be a 2 story 14,671 square feet facility with 4 bays for 
fire department vehicles. It would include a fitness room, kitchen, dining room, lobby, 
captain’s office, one public bathroom and one employee bathroom, as well as quarters and 
offices for a command staff including a dayroom, a bathroom/shower facility, ten dorm 
rooms, and training and classroom facilities. 

• A technical rescue team would be sited at the fire station. 

• The fire station bays would house a command staff vehicle, engine and ladder company, 
EMS vehicle, and space for an additional engine, rescue or ladder tender.  

• The fire station bays would house a janitor’s closet, workshop, decontamination room, a 
ventilated turnout room; and a heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system 
that would both cool the bay and remove vehicle exhaust from the bays. 

• A fire suppression sprinkler system and smoke and carbon monoxide detectors compliant 
with NFPA and OSHA standards would be installed. 

• The station would contain an above ground fueling facility. 

• The station design is a compressed footprint matching the overall design of the Verrado 
master planned community development to minimize the disturbed area and increase open 
spaces for parks and landscaping. 

• Sidewalks and entryways for driveways into the fire station are currently in place.  

A site plan for the Proposed Project is shown on Appendix C Engineering Plans. Photographs of 
the proposed project area are included as Photographs 1, 2, and 3 (Appendix A). 
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SECTION FOUR AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION 
The analysis presented in this chapter focuses on the resource areas where some level of impact 
could result from the implementation of the alternatives, including geology and soils, seismicity, 
water resources, biological resources, historic properties, air quality, noise, traffic, hazardous 
materials, and environmental justice. No other resource areas have been identified that would 
require further evaluation pursuant to NEPA.  

4.1 LAND USE 
The project area is located within the incorporated limits of the Town, on land owned by the 
Town. The fire station parcel was deeded to the Town by DMB Associates as part of the 
approval conditions for the Verrado Master Plan. 

Land use within and adjacent to the project area includes transportation, commercial, residential, 
recreation, and institutional. Transportation land uses include roadways within the project area 
including Verrado Way and I-10. Commercial uses are present in the project area and include 
retail shops, restaurants, and office space approximately 1.5 miles north of the Proposed Project 
site. Verrado master planned community has approximately 7,000 existing residential units in the 
service area of the Proposed Project. Undeveloped residential development is located 
immediately adjacent to the Proposed Project site. The Raven Golf Course is a recreational use 
within the project area. The White Tanks Regional Park is adjacent to the project area on the 
west and north. Institutional land uses within the project area include the Verrado High School 
and Verrado Middle School, located approximately 2 miles north of the Proposed Project site on 
Indian School Road. Vacant land in the form of undeveloped residential housing constitutes 
about one-half of the project area. 

The Town of Buckeye General Plan (2007) and the Verrado Master Plan (DMB Associates 
2005) identifies future development and growth within the project area. Verrado master planned 
community has a build out potential of approximately 14,000 residential units. The master plan 
identifies approximately 20 neighborhood parks and open space facilities. The Town has 
identified future commercial development in the vicinity of the I-10 interchange with Verrado 
Way. Banner Health Inc. has proposed the construction of a hospital facility in the Verrado 
master planned community north of I-10 and Verrado Way. 

4.1.1 Alternative 1: No Project 
Under the No Project alternative, no improvements or construction would occur. No change 
would occur to existing land use or development patterns. Because the existing land uses are 
expected to continue, land use within the project area would continue to be compatible with 
adjacent land use and consistent with the Town’s General Plan and Verrado Master Plan. 
Although the No Project Alternative would not preclude future development, existing delays in 
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emergency response time and inadequacies with the existing fire station building would continue 
to occur. Future planned development of the existing fire station parcel would continue. 

Therefore the No Project Alternative would result in negligible long-term indirect impacts to 
land use. 

4.1.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Project 
Implementation of the Proposed Project would not require acquisition of new Town owned 
property. As part of the Town’s approval of the Verrado Master Plan, the developer, DMB 
Associates, would contribute land for the fire station and incorporate the appropriate lane use 
designation into the Verrado Master Plan. On January 23, 2007 the Town Planning and Zoning 
Board approved the site plan for the new fire station (SP06-69). On December 16, 2008, the 
Town Council approved Consent Agenda Item 5C for the Special Warranty deeds conveying the 
property to the Town.  

No displacements or relocations would be required for implementation of this alternative. During 
construction, the Town would ensure that access is maintained to all adjacent properties, and to 
Point Ridge Road and Verrado Way. After construction is complete, current land uses would 
continue.  

Future planned development of the existing fire station parcel would continue.  

Under the Proposed Project, the Town would cease occupancy of the existing fire station 
building, which doesn’t have ownership of the parcel or the building. Development of the parcel 
for residential housing would continue.  

Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in negligible short-term direct impacts and long-
term indirect impacts to land use. 

4.2 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
The project area is located at the western edge of the Central Arizona Basin and Range 
physiographic province, adjacent to the Transition Zone physiographic province. The Central 
Arizona Basin and Range physiographic province extends from southeastern Arizona to 
northwest Arizona and into the southern portion of California and Nevada. The dominant 
landforms of the province are north-south trending mountain ranges and broad sediment filled 
valleys (University of Arizona 2010). The Basin and Range is also a physiographically diverse 
area characterized by expansive playas and open grassland basins cut by steep, rugged 
mountains, mesas, and canyon terrain. The project area is located south and east of the White 
Tank Mountains. 

The primary soil type in the project area is Carrizo soils, which are formed in mixed alluvium, 
are very deep and excessively drained, and occur on slopes ranging from 0 to 5 percent and 
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elevations from 1,000 to 2,200 feet. Carrizo soils are a mix of gravelly sand, gravel, course sand, 
cobbles, and stones (NRCS 1986).  

4.2.1 Alternative 1: No Project 
The No Project Alternative would not affect geology or soils.  

4.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Project 
Under the Proposed Project, ground-disturbing activities would consist of site preparation, 
construction of the new fire station, and the planting of trees and shrubs. Site grading is 
anticipated to result in approximately 1.3 acres of soil disturbance. Ground-disturbing activities 
would occur in areas previously graded and cleared of vegetation which occurred as part of the 
overall site preparation for the Verrado master planned community.  

During construction, activities such as grading, building construction, and use and transport of 
heavy equipment can disturb and expose soils, resulting in an increased susceptibility to water 
and wind erosion. Areas that would be disturbed by construction activities would be stabilized 
with erosion-control measures. The Town would also employ best management practices 
(BMPs) such as installing silt fences or mulching cleared soil to eliminate or reduce soil erosion 
during construction. The Town would be responsible for covering spoil piles or watering existing 
soils, as necessary to minimize soil loss from surface runoff and wind erosion. The Town would 
also implement permanent erosion-control measures that minimize the potential for long-term 
erosion and are consistent with EO 13112 and the Verrado Master Planned Community Plan of 
Development. With the implementation of these measures, impacts to soils and geology as a 
direct result of construction would be minimal and temporary. 

The construction of the fire station would result in minor short-term direct and indirect impacts 
on soils. 

4.3 SEISMICITY 
The Town is in a relatively inactive seismic area (Arizona Earthquake Information Center 2008). 
However, the National Earthquakes Hazard Reduction Program—a Federal interagency program 
established by the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 1977—has designated Arizona as a 
“high risk” state for earthquakes (Bausch and Brumbaugh 1996). The maximum intensity ground 
shaking and earthquake damage for the Town was rated as Intensity V on the Mercalli scale. An 
intensity level of V is associated with a 4–4.9 magnitude earthquake and is described as being 
felt by nearly everyone, with an intensity that would be expected to awaken many, break some 
dishes and windows, and overturn unstable objects (ADEM 1999). 

Executive Order (EO) 12699, Seismic Safety of Federal and Federally Assisted or Regulated 
New Building Construction, requires newly constructed buildings to meet standards for seismic 
safety set by the National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program. Executive Order 12699 
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applies to construction of the fire station because it would be used for sheltering persons or 
property. 

4.3.1 Alternative 1: No Project 
Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no change to the current risk of seismic events 
damaging the facilities because no new building would be constructed. The existing fire station 
is housed in a fifty-year-old building which doesn’t meet Federal seismic safety standards. 
Continuing to house the fire station in the current building possesses a potential risk should a 
seismic event occur in the region. 

4.3.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Project 
Under the Proposed Project, the potential for earthquakes would remain unchanged. The new fire 
station would be constructed to meet applicable building codes. If the fire station were damaged 
as a result of seismic activity, the most likely failure would be deformation of the building 
structure and underground water and gas lines which would disrupt emergency services. The 
Town has emergency response plans in place that provide contingency for continued emergency 
service in the event of a disaster. Additionally, the frequency and magnitude of seismic events in 
the region is very low, further diminishing the risk of damage.  

Implementing the Proposed Project would improve emergency response time; thereby provided 
emergencies services quicker and more efficiently, and reducing the public health and safety risk 
from a seismic event. Demolition of the existing fire station building would eliminate that risk of 
injury or damage from building failure should a seismic event occur. 

Therefore, damage to the fire station building and underground pipelines caused by seismic 
activity would not pose a major risk to people or structures in the vicinity. Implementation of the 
Proposed Project would provide long-term improvement to public health and safety through 
improved emergency response capabilities. 

4.4 WATER RESOURCES 
The project area is located within the Phoenix Active Management Area (AMA). The Phoenix 
AMA is located in central Arizona, covers 5,646 square miles, and consists of seven 
groundwater basins (Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) 2010). The Phoenix 
AMA is characterized by a diverse mix of water uses, with a heavy and increasing emphasis on 
municipal and industrial uses. Multiple sources of water (e.g., Central Arizona Project (CAP), 
Salt and Verde River surface water, effluent and groundwater) are available and are being used 
to varying degrees. An average of 2.3 million acre feet of water is used annually in the Phoenix 
AMA.  

Hydrology and water resources in the project area are heavily influenced by area rainfall and 
geology. Precipitation is 7 inches annually. Precipitation is bimodal, occurring as winter rain and 
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high intensity summer thunderstorms, with more than half of the annual precipitation falling 
during the winter. Storm flows are generally transported through the project area in constructed 
drainage channels and unnamed ephemeral washes. The project area is located in the Middle 
Gila watershed (Hydrologic Unit Code 15050100). 

4.4.1 Water Quality and Hydrology 
The Clean Water Act of 1977 (CWA) (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq. [2008]) established a 
mechanism for regulating discharges of pollutants into waters of the Unites States (WOUS) and 
quality standards for surface waters. Under Section 404 of the CWA, a permit must be obtained 
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) prior to discharging dredged or fill materials 
into WOUS, unless the activity is exempt from Section 404 regulation or doesn’t involve fill 
activities. Section 401 of the CWA requires certification that any activity authorized under 
Section 404 of the CWA is in compliance with State water quality standards, effluent limits, and 
other applicable State laws. In Arizona, Section 401 certification is administered by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
(ADEQ), or certain tribal governments, depending on the location and type of a permitted 
activity. Section 402 of the CWA established the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Permit Program, which permits the discharge of pollutants into surface water; on non-
tribal lands in Arizona, this permit program is administered by ADEQ under the Arizona 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (AZPDES) Permit Program. 

Many of the surface water channels in the project vicinity have been altered by the Verrado 
master planned community. Construction of a stormwater drainage system to support the 
development has altered natural drainages into channelized stormwater drainages. As a result, 
there are no natural drainages on the Proposed Project site, or at the existing fire station location. 

The fire station would use municipal water and sanitary sewer systems developed for the 
Verrado master planned community. No groundwater wells or sewer septic tanks would be 
needed. Stormwater from the fire station site would be conveyed to the Verrado master planned 
communities storm drainage system. 

4.4.1.1 Alternative 1: No Project 
The No Project Alternative would result in no change to existing water quality or hydrology, and 
would therefore have no impact on this resource. 

4.4.1.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Project  
The Proposed Project would not affect groundwater or surface water quality. Potable water 
would be delivered through the municipal water system and wastewater collected in the sanitary 
sewer system. Stormwater runoff would be conveyed to the stormwater drainage system.  
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The Verrado master planned community was issued a Section 404/401 Clean Water Act permit 
(Permit No. 974-0218-RWF) to impact a total of 41.40 acres of waters of the United States 
during the course of constructing the Verrado master planned community (Appendix B). The 
Section 404/401 permit covers the construction of road crossings, driveways, utility lines, trail 
crossings, building pads, and re-channelization activities. Construction of the Proposed Project 
would be covered under the terms of this existing Section 404/401 permit for the development 
(Permit No. 974-0218-RWF). The closest Section 10 waters of the U.S. to the Proposed Project 
is the Colorado River, at more than 100 miles to the west, this waters would not be impacted by 
the Proposed Project. Furthermore, based on the area of the proposed disturbance, an AZPDES 
permit and an associated Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) are anticipated to be 
required for the construction of the Proposed Project. The SWPPP would incorporate temporary 
erosion-control measures during construction, permanent erosion control measures when the 
project is completed, and BMPs for the control and prevention of release of water pollutants. The 
Town will obtain the necessary permits in compliance with Section 402 of the CWA (33 U.S.C. 
§ 1342 [2008]) from ADEQ, which would address any pollutants that could be discharged into 
the water system during construction. 

To minimize potential impacts to water quality as a result of sedimentation from construction, 
the Town will follow BMPs such as using silt fences, covering spoil piles, watering areas of 
disturbed soil, staging equipment along existing roads—where feasible—and keeping equipment 
properly maintained. Any excess materials from excavation, grading, or trenching will be 
disposed of in compliance with all applicable local, State, and Federal regulations. The Town 
will not deposit any excess materials in watercourses, wetlands, or floodplains. No staging or 
storage of construction equipment or materials will occur in waters of the United States. 

Decontamination facilities will assure that any potentially harmful or dangerous residues on 
persons, equipment, or apparatus are confined to prevent the spread of contaminants. Runoff or 
residue from decontamination procedures will be contained and retained for proper disposal. Fire 
suppression chemicals will be handled and disposed of according to NFPA and OHSA standards, 
and will therefore not result in impacts on water quality. The onsite fueling facility will meet 
NFPA and OSHA standards and not impact water quality. 

The existing fire station building would remain until developed for residential use. Abandonment 
of the existing fire station building would not impact water quality and hydrology resources. 
Operation of the Proposed Project is estimated to use approximately 17,000 gallons per month. 
The Verrado Master Plan (DMB Associates 2005), approved by the Town, includes water use for 
the entire master planned community including water allocations for the Proposed Project. Water 
use for Proposed Project is consistent with approved plans and would have no long-term impact 
on water resources. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project would have minor short-term direct impacts from construction 
and no long-term impacts on water quality and hydrology from operation of the facility. 
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4.4.2 Executive Order 11988: Floodplain Management 
EO 11988, Floodplain Management, requires Federal agencies to take action to minimize 
occupancy and modification of floodplains. EO 11988 also requires that Federal agencies 
proposing to fund a project sited in a 100-year floodplain consider alternatives to avoid adverse 
effects and incompatible development in the floodplain. FEMA’s regulations implementing 
EO 11988 are codified in 44 C.F.R. Part 9 (2008).  

The Town participates in FEMA’s National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). Thus the Town 
has promulgated and enforces a floodplain ordinance at least as stringent as the NFIP and its 
implanting regulations (44 C.F.R. Parts 59 through 77). According to the FEMA Flood Insurance 
Rate Maps for the region, as shown on panels 04013C2035H and 04013C2055G, dated 
September 30, 2005, the Proposed Project site and existing fire station facility are Flood Zone X 
(Appendix D). Zone X is composed of areas determined to be outside the 500-year floodplain 
and in a low-risk flood area. 

4.4.2.1 Alternative 1: No Project 
The No Project Alternative would not alter the existing conditions and would therefore have no 
impact on the floodplain. 

4.4.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Project 
The Proposed Project would not result in modifications to, occupation of, or otherwise affect the 
100-year floodplain. The Proposed Project is in compliance with EO 11988 and 44 C.F.R. Part 9. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no short- or long-term impact on the 100-year or 
500-year floodplain. 

4.4.3 Executive Order 11990: Protection of Wetlands 
EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires Federal agencies to take action to minimize the 
destruction or modification of wetlands by considering both direct and indirect impacts to 
wetlands. Furthermore, EO 11990 requires that Federal agencies proposing to fund a project that 
could adversely affect wetlands consider alternatives to avoid such effects. FEMA’s regulations 
implementing EO 11990 are codified in 44 C.F.R. Part 9. Based on site reconnaissance of the 
Proposed Project site and existing fire station facility conducted by FEMA’s consultant on April 
1, 2010, and review of the applicable National Wetland Inventory maps, no wetlands are located 
in the project area.  

4.4.3.1 Alternative 1: No Project 
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts would occur to wetlands because no wetlands 
occur in the project area. 
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4.4.3.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Project 
The Proposed Action would not impact wetlands because no wetlands occur in the project area; 
therefore, the Proposed Action complies with EO 11990. 

4.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Native plant communities in the project vicinity are characterized as Arizona Upland Desertscrub 
(Brown 1994). This plant community occurs on hillsides, mesas and upper bajadas in southern 
Arizona and extreme southeastern California. The vegetation is characterized by sparse, 
emergent tree layer of saguaro cacti (Carnegia gigantean) and/or a sparse to moderately dense 
canopy codominated by foothills paloverde (Parkinsonia microphylla) and creosote bush (Larrea 
tridentate) with mesquite (Prosopis sp.), ironwood (Olneya tesota), and ocotillo (Fouquieria 
splendens) less prominent. The Proposed Project occurs in an area previously disturbed by 
construction and cleared of vegetation. 

4.5.1 Endangered Species Act 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. § 1536 [2008]) requires Federal 
agencies to determine whether projects that they propose to undertake or fund have any potential 
to affect species listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered or their designated 
critical habitat. To determine the potential for federally listed endangered, threatened, or 
proposed species or designated critical habitat to occur in the project area, FEMA reviewed the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) list of federally listed species for Maricopa County, 
Arizona (USFWS 2010). No designated critical habitat exists in the Proposed Project area. To 
evaluate the potential for the project site to provide suitable habitat for federally listed and 
USFWS-sensitive species, FEMA’s consultant conducted a reconnaissance field survey on 
April 1, 2010. During the site visit, no federally listed species, species proposed for Federal 
listing, or areas of suitable habitat for such species were observed. The project area is either 
clearly outside the known geographic or elevation range or does not contain habitat 
characteristics known to support federally-listed species. 

4.5.1.1 Alternative 1: No Project 
Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no effect to listed, proposed, or candidate 
species because no listed species or habitat occurs in the project area. 

4.5.1.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Project 
FEMA initiated consultation with the USFWS for the Proposed Project on February 5, 2010. 
FEMA determined that habitat for the endangered lesser long-nosed bat (Leptonycteris curasoae 
yerbabuenae) may occur in the project area. FEMA determined that the Proposed Project would 
not likely adversely effect the lesser long-nosed bat or other federally listed species. In a letter 
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dated April 13, 2010, USFWS concurred with FEMA’s determination and recommended no 
further action for the Proposed Project. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no affect on any threatened or endangered species, 
and this alternative complies with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 

4.5.2 Migratory Birds and Sensitive Species 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 703–712 [2008]) implements various treaties and 
conventions between the U.S. and Canada, Japan, Mexico and the former Soviet Union for the 
protection of migratory birds. Under the Act, taking, killing or possessing migratory birds is 
unlawful. The statute makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill or sell birds listed 
therein ("migratory birds"). The statute does not discriminate between live or dead birds and also 
grants full protection to any bird parts including feathers, eggs and nests. Over 800 species are 
currently on the list (50 CFR 10.13). A take does not include habitat destruction or alteration, as 
long as there is not a direct taking of birds, nests, eggs, or parts thereof. 

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) maintains a list of Wildlife Species of Concern 
(WSC) in Arizona. Arizona state law (A.R.S. Title 17) prohibits unlawful take or injury of state 
protected wildlife.  

To determine the potential for federally protected migratory birds or to occur in the project area, 
FEMA reviewed the USFWS list of federally listed migratory bird species for Maricopa County, 
Arizona and accessed the AGFD Environmental Online Review Tool (AGFD 2010). To evaluate 
the potential for the project site to provide suitable habitat for federally listed migratory birds and 
WSC, FEMA’s consultant conducted a reconnaissance field survey on April 1, 2010. During the 
site visit, no federally listed migratory bird species, WSC, or areas of suitable habitat for such 
species were observed. The project area is either clearly outside the known geographic or 
elevation range or does not contain habitat characteristics known to support federally listed 
migratory bird species or WSC. 

4.5.2.1 Alternative 1: No Project 
Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no effect to federally listed migratory bird 
species or WSC because no listed species or habitat occurs in the project area. 

4.5.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Project 
The Proposed Project site has been graded and vegetation removed; therefore, eliminating any 
potential occurrence of migratory birds and WSC. The Proposed Project would not affect 
federally listed migratory bird species or WSC because no listed species or habitat occurs in the 
project area. 
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Therefore, the Proposed Project would not affect any federally listed migratory species or WSC, 
and this alternative complies with the MBTA and Arizona State law protecting listed wildlife 
species. 

4.5.3 Executive Order 13112: Invasive Species 
EO 13112, Invasive Species, requires Federal agencies to prevent the introduction of invasive 
species; provide for their control; and minimize the economic, ecological, and human health 
impacts that invasive species cause. Specifically, EO 13112 requires that Federal agencies not 
authorize, fund, or implement actions that are likely to introduce or spread invasive species 
unless the agency has determined that the benefits outweigh the potential harm caused by 
invasive species and that all feasible and prudent measures to minimize harm have been 
implemented. To evaluate the invasive species potential, FEMA’s consultant conducted a 
reconnaissance field survey on April 1, 2010. 

4.5.3.1 Alternative 1: No Project 
Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no effect to invasive species because no listed 
invasive species occurs in the project area. 

4.5.3.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Project 
The Proposed Project has limited potential to contribute to the spread of invasive species in the 
project area. The Proposed Project site is part of the larger Verrado master planned community 
project that was previously graded as part of the larger site development activities. The Town 
would implement revegetation of disturbed that minimize the potential for long-term erosion and 
are consistent with EO 13112 and the Verrado Master Plan. The Town would take measures to 
prevent the establishment of invasive weeds at the construction site by applying BMP’s, 
including cleaning all equipment before bringing it onsite and using only certified, weed-free 
erosion control and revegetation materials.  

The Proposed Project is therefore anticipated to result in negligible short-term direct and indirect 
impacts to invasive species. 

4.6 HISTORIC PROPERTIES  
Regulations implementing NEPA stipulate that federal agencies consider the consequences of 
their undertakings (such as providing federal funds for the proposed project) on historical and 
cultural resources (40 C.F.R. 1502.16[g]). Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
requires that federal agencies also consider the effects of their undertakings on properties eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register). Regulations for Protection of 
Historic Properties (36 CFR 800) implement Section 106 by defining procedures for agencies to 
consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and other consulting parties.  
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FEMA defined the area of potential effects (APE) as the approximately 1.3-acre parcel where 
construction of the proposed Buckeye Fire Station No. 3 could disturb historic properties that 
might be present. The APE is within the Verrado master planned community. 

A cultural resource survey of the Verrado master planned community, including the fire station 
parcel and surrounding parcels, was conducted between 1998 and 2000 (Ellis et. al. 2004). Forty-
eight archaeological sites were discovered during the survey. Twenty-five of those sites were 
evaluated as eligible for the National Register for their potential to yield important information 
(Criterion D) and the other 23 were evaluated as ineligible. None of the archaeological sites were 
located within the APE for the Proposed Project.  

The proposed new fire station would replace the current fire station that is in a building that 
formerly housed a shop, maintenance facilities, and administrative offices for the Caterpillar 
Proving Ground. The building, which is more than 50 years old, has been highly modified and 
FEMA determined that the building is not eligible for the National Register. 

In accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, FEMA consulted with 
tribes with potential traditional cultural affiliations with the project area. FEMA contacted the 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, Gila River Indian Community, 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Tohono O’odham 
Nation, White Mountain Apache Tribe, and Yavapai-Apache Nation to inform them of the 
proposed project, request information regarding traditional cultural resources that might be 
located in the area of potential effects, and request comments about any concerns the tribes might 
have (Appendix B). None of the tribes identified any traditional resources or concerns about the 
project. 

4.6.1 Alternative 1: No Project 
The No Project Alternative would have no impacts on historic properties because no construction 
or other activities would occur that could potentially disturb historic properties. 

4.6.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Project 
The prior survey of the Verrado master planned community did not discover any archaeological 
or historical sites within the APE for the proposed Buckeye Fire Station No. 3, and the Proposed 
Project is not expected to affect any historic properties eligible for the National Register. The 
SHPO concurred with FEMA’s determination in a letter dated February 5, 2010 (Appendix B). 

If any archeological discoveries are made during construction, FEMA will require the Town to 
stop work at that location and take reasonable steps to avoid or minimize harm to the property 
and to notify FEMA. FEMA will notify and consult with the SHPO at the earliest possible time 
to develop actions to take into account the effects of the project on the discovered resources. If 
any discovery included human burials and associated objects, the Town will also notify the 
Arizona State Museum in accordance with the Arizona Antiquities Act (Arizona Revised 
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Statutes 41-841 through 41-847). Pursuant to that law, the Arizona State Museum director would 
determine appropriate treatment in consultation with interested parties. 

4.7 AIR QUALITY 
The Clean Air Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. §§ 7401–7661 [2008]) is a comprehensive Federal law 
that regulates air emissions from area, stationary, and mobile sources. The act authorized the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to establish National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) to protect public health and the environment. The NAAQS include 
standards for the following criteria pollutants: nitrogen dioxides (NO2), ozone (O3), carbon 
monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter 
(PM10), and particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter (PM2.5). Areas where the 
monitored concentration of a pollutant exceeds the NAAQS are classified as being in 
nonattainment for that pollutant. If the monitored concentration is below the standard, the area is 
classified as in attainment. After monitoring documents that a nonattainment area meets air 
quality standards, and if there is a 10-year plan for continuing to meet and maintain such 
standards, EPA re-designates the area as a maintenance area. 

The project area is in Maricopa County, Arizona, in EPA Region 9. The project area is located 
within an O3 8-hour non-attainment area, PM10 non-attainment area, and is classified as being in 
attainment or is unclassified for CO, NO2, SO2, and PM2.5  (ADEQ 2010). The closest air quality 
monitoring station to the project area is located near State Route (SR) 85 between Palo Verde 
and Buckeye, Arizona approximately 5 miles southwest of the Proposed Project area. 

4.7.1 Alternative 1: No Project 
Under the No Project Alternative, no effects to air quality would occur because no construction 
or other activities resulting in air emissions or affecting attainment status would occur. 

4.7.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Project 
In compliance with the Clean Air Act, FEMA considered the Proposed Project’s impact on air 
quality. Before approval of any Federal action, the General Conformity Rule (GCR) (40 C.F.R. 
§ 51.6560 [2010]) states that a “a conformity determination is required for each criteria pollutant 
or precursor where the total of direct and indirect emissions of the criteria pollutant or precursor 
in a non-attainment or maintenance area caused by a Federal action would equal or exceed any of 
the rates” specified in the GCR. Because the Town is a nonattainment area for the Federal 8-hour 
O3 standard, project emissions must be compared to the GCR de minimis thresholds of 100 tons 
per year (tpy) of nitrogen dioxides (NO2) and 100 tpy of volatile organic compounds (VOCs). 
Construction activities requiring heavy equipment would include site preparation; pouring of the 
concrete foundation and asphalt driveway; and trenching for underground utility lines. 
Construction of the fire station structure would predominantly utilize medium-light construction 
equipment and hand-held tools resulting in minimal to no emission. Using conservative 
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assumptions regarding duration of construction (construction duration is 9 months), the number 
and types of construction vehicles/equipment to be used for the Proposed Project (heavy 
construction equipment requirements are assumed to include bulldozer, backhoe, scraper, grader, 
roller, and similar equipment), and typical emissions for construction vehicles/equipment 
(Table1), emission rates are estimated far below the GCR threshold rates for O3 (100 tpy of 
VOCs or NO2). Because the Proposed Project site is in a PM10 non-attainment area, project 
emissions must be compared to the GCR de minimis thresholds of 70 tpy of particulate matter. 
Construction activities requiring soil disturbance that would generate particulate matter include 
site preparation and grading. Typical PM10 emissions from institutional construction are 0.11 
tons per acre per month (EPA 1995). Site preparation and grading is assumed to have a duration 
of 1 month and cover 1.3 acres for a total PM10 emission of 0.143 tons. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project complies with the GCR and this regulation of the Clean Air Act. The Town would be 
responsible for obtaining local air quality permits. 

Table 1. Typical VOC and NO2 Emissions (tons/weekday) 
from Construction Equipment 

Equipment Description   VOC NO2 
Rollers  0.036  0.345  
Scrapers  0.005  0.068  
Paving Equipment  0.017  0.183  
Surfacing Equipment  0.030  0.388  
Cement & Mortar Mixers  0.000  0.001  
Cranes  0.002  0.027  
Graders  0.052  0.537  
Off-highway Trucks  0.005  0.083  
Rough Terrain Forklifts  0.001  0.004  
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes  0.284  1.108  

Total: 0.432 2.744 
  Source: EPA 2009 

To minimize the effects to air quality, the Town will ensure the use of well-maintained and 
properly tuned construction equipment and vehicles, minimize the idling time of construction 
vehicles, and use dust-control measures, such as watering disturbed areas and covering spoil 
piles, as necessary.  

Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in minimal short term impacts from construction 
activities on air quality. 
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4.8 NOISE 
Noise-sensitive receptors are located at land uses associated with indoor and outdoor activities 
that may be subject to substantial interference from noise. These land uses often include 
residential dwellings, hotels, hospitals, nursing homes, educational facilities, libraries, and 
offices. There are no sensitive noise receptors within 0.25 miles of the Proposed Project site. The 
area surrounding the Proposed Project site has been graded and is currently vacant. This area will 
be developed for residential housing in the future, although no immediate date for construction is 
scheduled.  

The noise sensitive land uses in project area include residences, recreational facilities including 
the Raven Golf Course and neighborhood parks, Verrado Middle School and Verrado High 
School, and offices. The Raven Golf Course and offices are approximately 1.5 miles north of the 
Proposed Project Site. The Verrado Middle School and Verrado High School are approximately 
2.0 miles north of the Proposed Project Site. The closest neighborhood park is approximately 500 
feet northwest of the Proposed Project Site. 

Existing noise sources include vehicle noise on main artery roads and neighbor streets, and 
construction noise associated residential housing development. Emergency vehicles and 
associated noise from sirens currently operate in the project area. 

4.8.1 Alternative 1: No Project 
Under the No Project Alternative, noise would remain at current levels. Noise from emergency 
sires would continue to result in a temporary, intermittent and short-term increase in noise levels 
at the existing fire station and along travel routes. 

Therefore, the No Project Alternative would continue to have a minor long-term direct impact on 
noise levels. 

4.8.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Project 
The Proposed Project would result in temporary increases in noise levels from construction 
activities. Construction noise would be intermittent and limited to the duration of construction 
activities. Construction equipment operations can vary from intermittent to fairly continuous, 
with multiple pieces of equipment operating concurrently. Increases in noise levels from 
construction activities would be limited to daylight hours.  

Noise impacts from construction equipment may be minimized through use of properly designed 
equipment, good maintenance of equipment, and limiting construction activities to daylight 
hours. The contractor will comply with the Town’s Noise Ordinance, which sets the construction 
start and stop times in order to avoid noise disruptions at night. Noise-producing signals, 
including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells, will be used for safety purposes only. 
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Emergency sirens would result in a temporary, intermittent and short-term increase in noise 
levels. Increased noise levels would be localized to the fire station and the travel route of 
emergency vehicles. Emergency sirens could sound during daytime and nighttime hours.  

There are no sensitive noise receptors within 0.25 miles of the Proposed Project site. Future 
sensitive noise receptors in the form of residential houses built adjacent to the Proposed Project 
site would experience greater intermittent and short-term increases in noise levels because of 
proximity to the fire station. Noise from emergency sirens would not cause exceedances of the 
EPA’s 24-hour exposure levels (EPA 1974) or the Town’s noise ordinance which uses Arizona 
Department of Transportation standards (ADOT 2007). Emergency vehicles currently operate in 
the project area. Noise receptors adjacent to main travel routes (residences, offices, and the 
Raven Golf Course) currently experience noise impacts from emergency vehicle sirens using 
these travel routes. The Proposed Project would increase the frequency of emergency sirens in 
the vicinity of the new fire station site and decrease the frequency of emergency sirens in the 
vicinity of the existing fire station, which would be abandoned. 

The Proposed Action would therefore result in minor short-term direct impacts from construction 
activities and minor long-term direct impact from emergency response activities on noise levels. 

4.9 TRANSPORATION 
The Proposed Project would be located on the corner of North Verrado Way and Point Ridge 
Road, approximately 0.75 miles north of I-10. North Verrado Way is a 4-lane arterial roadway 
that serves as the primary access to the Verrado master planned community.  

Access from the existing fire station to Indian School Road is provided by a two-lane paved 
driveway. The driveway is used for both public and fire department access. Vehicle congestion 
on the narrow driveway is a problem for fire crews entering and exiting the fire station. The 
driveway allows for two-way traffic which delays emergency vehicle egress during an 
emergency response, increasing response time, and increases the probability of vehicle collision. 
The driveway is at a steep grade resulting in poor vehicle sighting distance along the driveway 
and at the intersection with Indian School Road, further delaying emergency vehicle egress, and 
increasing response time and the probability of vehicle collision. 

Emergency vehicles would utilize roadways during emergency responses under both the No 
Project and Proposed Project Alternatives. 

4.9.1 Alternative 1: No Project 
No activities would occur as part of the No Project Alternative, and therefore this alternative 
would not affect or impact transportation conditions. Emergency vehicles utilize roadways 
during emergency responses resulting in temporary, intermittent and short-term traffic delays. 
Under this alternative, the existing access problems at the existing fire station would continue to 
occur.  
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Therefore, the No Project Alternative would continue to have moderate long-term impacts to 
transportation. 

4.9.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Project 
The mobilization of construction vehicles and equipment to the fire station could slow traffic 
along Verrado Way; however, detours on this road are not anticipated to be needed. The impacts 
to traffic on Verrado Way associated with construction would be temporary. The Town will 
provide advanced notification, signs, flagpersons, and other measures to minimize disruption to 
travelers along Verrado Way and Point Ridge Road.  

The proposed fire station is expected to house three to four pieces of fire fighting equipment. 
Parking for employees would be provided on site. Employee travel would result in minimal 
increase in traffic along Verrado Way and Point Ridge Road in the vicinity of the Proposed 
Project site. A signalized intersection will be installed on Verrado Way and Point Ridge Road 
which would stop traffic while emergency vehicles exit the fire station when responding to 
emergency calls, resulting in temporary traffic delays on Verrado Way and Point Ridge Road. 
Associated traffic stops for emergency vehicles would be intermittent and short-time in duration. 
No long-term impacts on traffic would result and the Proposed Project would have minor short-
term impacts from construction activities and minor long-term impacts from emergency response 
activities on traffic. 

4.10 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTE 
Hazardous materials are regulated in the United States under a variety of Federal and 
state/territorial laws. Federal laws and subsequent regulations governing the assessment, 
transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes include the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA); the RCRA Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments; 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA); the 
Solid Waste Act; the Toxic Substances Act; and the Clean Air Act (CAA). 

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was conducted on December 10, 2004 to identify 
potential recognized environmental conditions (RECs) and properties that require more detailed 
investigation. ASTM Standard E 1527-05 defines recognized environmental conditions as the 
presence or likely presence of hazardous substances or petroleum products on a property under 
conditions that indicate an existing release, a past release, or a material threat of a release into 
structures, ground, groundwater, or surface water on the property. The assessment included a site 
reconnaissance, a review of the physical setting of the site and regulatory agency listings for the 
site and vicinity, a review of the site ownership and history, and a review of previous reports.  
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4.10.1 Alternative 1: No Project 
The No Project Alternative would not affect hazardous materials and waste. Should demolition 
of the existing fire station building occur when the site is developed for residential housing, safe 
disposal of any hazardous materials associated with the build would be the responsibility of the 
developer. The Town doesn’t own the building or parcel on which the building resides. 

4.10.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Project 
Based on the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, no evidence of RECs were found at the 
Proposed Project site and subsurface hazardous materials issues associated with past 
contamination are not anticipated. Ground disturbance associated with the Proposed Project 
would not contribute to environmental releases of any latent hazardous waste. If any suspected 
hazardous materials are encountered during construction, work will cease at the location and the 
Town will be contacted to arrange for proper assessment, treatment, or disposal of those 
materials. Accidental leaks or spills of hazardous materials, such as gasoline and oil, from 
construction equipment will be cleaned immediately. The Town will employ BMPs such as on-
site storage of cleaning materials and regular inspection of the operating condition of 
construction equipment to eliminate or reduce hazardous material contamination during 
construction. 

The Proposed Project would store gasoline/diesel and hazardous materials used in fire 
suppression on site. Gasoline/diesel would be stored in above ground tanks located onsite, but 
outside the fire station building. The tanks would include a concrete spill containment apron. The 
fuel storage system would meet OSHA standards. Hazardous materials used in fire suppression 
would be stored onsite within the fire station building. Hazardous materials would be stored in 
specially marked containers and containers placed on concrete spill containment aprons. All 
hazardous materials storage would meet OSHA standards.  

Under the Proposed Project, the Town will cease occupancy of the existing fire station building. 
Should demolition of the building occur when the site is developed for residential housing, safe 
disposal of any hazardous materials associated with the build will be the responsibility of the 
developer. 

The Proposed Project is therefore anticipated to result in negligible short-term direct and indirect 
impacts to hazardous materials. 

4.11 EXECUTIVE ORDER 12898: ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
EO 12898, Environmental Justice, requires Federal agencies to make achieving environmental 
justice part of their missions by identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects on minority and low-income populations that result from 
their programs, policies, or activities. EO 12898 also tasks Federal agencies with ensuring that 
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public notifications regarding environmental issues are concise, understandable, and readily 
accessible.  

With the growth in residential housing developments in recent years, the Town’s population has 
grown from 6,637 in 2000 (U.S. Census 2000) to 52,764 in 2009 (ADC 2009). In 2000, Buckeye 
was predominately agricultural, but in the past nine years the Town has had a substantial shift to 
a suburban residential community. Although residential growth has slowed, the Town’s 
population continues to grow. The Verrado master planned community, which the Proposed 
Project would serve, encompasses 8,000 acres with a build out potential of 14,080 homes. 

Prior to development of the Verrado master planned community, the area was predominately 
undeveloped natural desert. The 2000 U.S. Census does not identify any minority or low-income 
populations living in the surrounding community; however, this Census data pre-dates the 
Verrado master planned community (U.S. Census 2000).  

4.11.1 Alternative 1: No Project 
Under the No Project Alternative, no impacts would occur to minority or low-income 
populations because no minority or low-income populations occur in the project area. 

4.11.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Project 
The socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Project are beneficial to all residents in the project 
vicinity. The new fire station would improve capacity and emergency response times with an 
increase in emergency vehicles and improved site location.  

Adverse impacts, such as increases in dust and noise levels, and traffic slowing associated with 
the Proposed Project would be predominately temporary and mitigated as discussed in previous 
sections of this document. These impacts would be experienced by all nearby residents, business 
owners/patrons, recreating public, and motorists equally. 

Thus, the Proposed Project would not result in disproportionately high and adverse effects on 
minority or low-income populations. As a result, the Proposed Project would comply with EO 
12898. 

4.12 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
CEQ defines a cumulative impact 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” (40 C.F.R. § 1508.7). Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions were 
identified based on information obtained from the Town, Maricopa County, and FEMA. 

Past actions in the area include the construction, maintenance, and past use of roads in the project 
limits; the golf course; and residential, commercial, and institutional-public structures. 
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Construction of the existing fire station and adoption of the Verrado Master Plan are also 
considered past actions. These past actions are assumed to create the existing affected 
environment. Ongoing and current projects are limited to use and maintenance of the developed 
facilities in the project vicinity (e.g., ongoing surfacing of Town collector and arterial roads). 

Screening criteria were developed to determine which actions would be considered speculative 
versus “reasonably foreseeable.” The criteria included specific projects for which NEPA 
compliance is complete or under way (based on a published notices of intent, other published 
scoping documents, Findings of No Significant Impact, or decision records), projects listed in 
short-range adopted land use or management plans, and those projects specifically identified by a 
land or resource managing agency to be “reasonably foreseeable.” 

Navajo County did not document any reasonably foreseeable future projects in the area. FEMA 
did not document any reasonably foreseeable future projects in the area, other than those 
described in Sections 1–3 and 4.1–4.12 of this Draft EA. The Town identified three reasonably 
foreseeable future action immediately east of the project limits, residential development at the 
Verrado master planned community, a planned residential development at Bethany Home Road 
and Jackrabbit Trail and a planned residential development at Thomas Road and Jackrabbit Trail. 
The Town anticipates that these project, which would be designed and funded by private 
individuals, would begin construction in 2011. 

The potential cumulative impacts of each alternative to resource areas are discussed below. If an 
alternative would have no or negligible direct or indirect impacts to a resource, that alternative is 
assumed to not contribute to any cumulative impact on that resource and is not discussed further 
in this section. Therefore, because both the No Project Alternative and the Proposed Project 
Alternative would have no impact to seismicity; wetlands; species or habitat protected by the 
ESA; or historic properties, neither alternative would contribute to any cumulative impact on 
these resources. 

Under the No Project Alternative, no construction, ground disturbance, or modification to the 
existing conditions would occur. As described in Sections 4.1 to 4.11, the implementation of this 
alternative would result in no direct or indirect impacts to land use, geology and soils, water 
quality/hydrology, floodplain, wildlife and vegetation, invasive species, and air quality. 
Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not contribute to cumulative impacts to these 
resources. 

The No Action Alternative emergency vehicles would continue to utilize roadways during 
emergency responses resulting in temporary, intermittent and short-term traffic delays. Under 
this alternative, the existing access problems at the existing fire station would continue to occur. 
Also, noise from emergency sires would continue to result in a temporary, intermittent and short-
term increase in noise levels at the existing fire station and along travel routes. Should 
demolition of the existing fire station building occur when the site is developed for residential 
housing, safe disposal of any potential hazardous materials associated with the build would be 
needed. Therefore, when considered along with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
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actions, the No Action Alternative would have minor cumulative impacts to noise, 
transportation, and hazardous materials.  

The Proposed Project would continue the pattern of developing vacant undeveloped land. 
Therefore, the potential cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project, when considered along with 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions to land use, geology and soils, 
water resources, biological resources (e.g., vegetation and invasive species), air quality, and 
ambient noise levels were analyzed. As discussed in Section 4.1, ample vacant land is available 
in the project vicinity, and the Proposed Project would conform to current land uses. Although 
the Proposed Project may improve emergency services for future planned development, the 
actual rate and location of future development are anticipated to be predominately influenced by 
economic factors unconnected to actions considered for this analysis. The Proposed Project, 
ongoing activities, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would all likely require some 
modification of soils, use of water resources, disturbance to vegetation and wildlife, and 
temporary construction impacts to air quality and noise levels similar to the impacts discussed in 
Sections 4.2, 4.5, and 4.7, respectively . Ongoing and future projects would conform to local, 
State, and Federal regulations for impacts to natural resources (e.g., AZPDES permits, Native 
Plant Law). The type and nature of ongoing (i.e., road maintenance and upgrading activities) and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions (i.e., construction of planned housing developments) are 
anticipated to result in minor temporary impacts to air quality that are typical of construction and 
maintenance activities. Land management agencies in the project limits, such as the Town, use 
BMPs to minimize impacts to natural resources. Therefore, when assessed with other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, impacts to land use, geology and soils, water 
resources, biological resources, air quality, and ambient noise levels are not considered 
substantial. 

Implementation of the Proposed Project may result in minor temporary impacts to noise from 
construction activities and minor long-term impacts to noise from emergency response activities. 
Although the Proposed Project is anticipated to result in minor long-term direct impacts to noise, 
identified and reasonably foreseeable future actions in the immediate project vicinity would not 
be expected to occur until after the Proposed Project has entered operation; thus establishing 
noise levels prior to future actions. Recurring activities and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects would all likely result in minor temporary impacts to noise that are typical of 
construction and maintenance activities discussed in Sections 4.8. 

Maintenance and construction activities associated with other present (e.g., surfacing of Town 
roads) and reasonably foreseeable future actions (e.g., construction of planned residential 
developments) would also be expected to result in temporary impacts to traffic that are typical of 
roadway improvement projects and residential housing construction. If implemented, the 
Proposed Project may be constructed concurrently with some of the other planned projects in the 
area, which would be expected to exacerbate impacts to transportation. However, all construction 
activities would be required to have an approved traffic control plan, which would minimize 
impacts to motorists. In the long term, the proposed residential development would increase 
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traffic; however, the road network in the Verrado master planned community is designed 
accommodate a built-out capacity of approximately 14,000 residences. Therefore, when 
considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, the cumulative 
impacts to transportation are anticipated to be minor. 

Table 2 summarizes the impacts from the Proposed Project and mitigation measures. 

Table 2. Impact and Mitigation Summary 

Affected 
Environment/ 
Resource Area 

Impacts  
Agency  

Coordination/ 
Permits 

Mitigation/BMPs 

Land Use 
- Access 

Possible loss of 
access to adjacent 
land uses during 
construction  

Town of Buckeye During construction, the Town will ensure 
that access is maintained to all adjacent 
properties, and to Point Ridge Road and 
Verrado Way. 

Geology and Soils 
- Soil erosion 

Increased 
susceptibility to 
water and wind 
erosion during 
construction 

Town of Buckeye The Town will also employ best 
management practices (BMPs) such as 
installing silt fences or mulching cleared soil 
to eliminate or reduce soil erosion during 
construction. 
The Town will be responsible for covering 
spoil piles or watering existing soils, as 
necessary to minimize soil loss from surface 
runoff and wind erosion.  
The Town will also implement permanent 
erosion-control measures to stabilize soils 
and minimize the potential for long-term 
erosion that are consistent with EO 13112 
and the Verrado Master Planned Community 
Plan of Development. 
The Town will dispose of all excess soil in 
compliance with all applicable local, State, 
and Federal regulations. 

Water Quality 
- waters of the U.S. 

Impacts to waters 
of the U.S. 

United States 
Army Corps of 
Engineers 

The Town will not deposit any excess 
materials in watercourses, wetlands, or 
floodplains. 
No staging or storage of construction 
equipment or materials will occur in waters 
of the United States. 

Water Quality 
- Stormwater impacts 
resulting from soil 
erosion 

Sedimentation 
from construction 

Arizona 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

The Town will be responsible for obtaining 
the appropriate Section 402 CWA permit 
(33 U.S.C. § 1342 [2008]), including 
preparation of an SWPPP. 
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Affected 
Environment/ 
Resource Area 

Impacts  
Agency  

Coordination/ 
Permits 

Mitigation/BMPs 

Invasive Species Spread and 
establishment of 
invasive species 
from construction 

Arizona 
Department of 
Agriculture 

The Town will take measures to prevent the 
establishment of invasive weeds at the 
construction site by applying BMP’s, 
including cleaning all equipment before 
bringing it onsite and using only certified, 
weed-free erosion control and revegetation 
that is consistent with EO 13112 and the 
Verrado Master Planned Community Plan of 
Development. 

Historic Properties Impacts to historic 
properties and 
cultural resources 

State Historic 
Preservation Office 

If any discovery included human burials and 
associated objects, the Town will also notify 
the Arizona State Museum in accordance 
with the Arizona Antiquities Act (Arizona 
Revised Statutes 41-841 through 41-847) 

Air Quality Impacts to air 
quality from 
construction 

Environmental 
Protection Agency 
Maricopa 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

The Town will ensure the use of well-
maintained and properly tuned construction 
equipment and vehicles, minimize the idling 
time of construction vehicles, and use dust-
control measures, such as watering disturbed 
areas and covering spoil piles, as necessary. 

Noise Impacts to noise 
from construction 
and emergency 
services 

Town of Buckeye Noise levels resulting from construction will 
comply with local noise ordinances. 

Transportation Impacts to traffic 
from construction 
and emergency 
services 

Town of Buckeye The Town will provide signs, flagpersons, 
and/or other measures to minimize 
disruption to residents along Verrado Way 
or motorists traversing the area during 
construction. 

Hazardous Materials 
and Waste 

Impacts from 
construction 

Environmental 
Protection Agency 
Maricopa 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

The Town will employ BMPs such as on-
site storage of cleaning materials and regular 
inspection of the operating condition of 
construction equipment to eliminate or 
reduce hazardous material contamination 
during construction. 

4.13 MITIGATION MEASURES 
Mitigation measures are actions that have been identified to minimize the impacts of the 
alternatives on social, cultural, and natural environmental resources when appropriate. The 
environmental consequences of the alternatives, as described in the preceding documentation, are 
projected with the assumption that the applicable mitigation measures are implemented. The 
grantee may also be required to implement additional mitigation measures based on its 
compliance with local, State, or other general laws or regulations, as applicable. The following 
measures would be required as a stipulation for receipt of Federal financial assistance from 
FEMA. 



 Affected Environment, Impacts, and Mitigation 

4.13.1 Alternative 1: No Project 
No mitigation measures would be required for the implementation of this alternative. 

4.13.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Project 
If the proposed project is implemented, the following mitigation measures will be required: 

• During construction, the Town will ensure that access is maintained to all adjacent 
properties, and to Point Ridge Road and Verrado Way. 

• The Town will employ best management practices (BMPs) such as installing silt fences or 
mulching cleared soil to eliminate or reduce soil erosion during construction. 

• The Town will be responsible for covering spoil piles or watering existing soils, as 
necessary to minimize soil loss from surface runoff and wind erosion.  

• The Town will implement permanent erosion-control measures to stabilize soils and 
minimize the potential for long-term erosion that are consistent with EO 13112 and the 
Verrado Master Planned Community Plan of Development. 

• The Town will dispose of all excess soil in compliance with all applicable local, State, and 
Federal regulations.  

• The Town will not deposit any excess materials in watercourses, wetlands, or floodplains. 

• No staging or storage of construction equipment or materials will occur in waters of the 
United States. 

• The Town will be responsible for obtaining the appropriate Section 402 CWA permit (33 
U.S.C. § 1342 [2008]), including preparation of an SWPPP. 

• The Town will take measures to prevent the establishment of invasive weeds at the 
construction site by applying BMP’s, including cleaning all equipment before bringing it 
onsite and using only certified, weed-free erosion control and revegetation that is 
consistent with EO 13112 and the Verrado Master Planned Community Plan of 
Development. 

• If any discovery included human burials and associated objects, the Town will notify the 
Arizona State Museum in accordance with the Arizona Antiquities Act (Arizona Revised 
Statutes 41-841 through 41-847) 

• The Town will ensure the use of well-maintained and properly tuned construction 
equipment and vehicles, minimize the idling time of construction vehicles, and use dust-
control measures, such as watering disturbed areas and covering spoil piles, as necessary.  

• Noise levels resulting from construction will comply with local noise ordinances. 

• The Town will provide signs, flagpersons, and/or other measures to minimize disruption 
to residents along Verrado Way or motorists traversing the area during construction. 
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• The Town will employ BMPs such as on-site storage of cleaning materials and regular 
inspection of the operating condition of construction equipment to eliminate or reduce 
hazardous material contamination during construction. 

4.14 IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES AND 
SHORT-TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND MAINTENANCE AND 
ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

4.14.1 Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 
For the purposes of this document, irreversible commitment of resources is interpreted to mean 
that once resources are committed, the production or use of those resources would be lost for 
other purposes throughout the life of the alternative being implemented. An irretrievable 
commitment of resources defines those resources that are used, consumed, destroyed, or 
degraded during the life of the alternative that could not be retrieved or replaced during or after 
the life of the alternative. 

The No Project Alternative would require the continued operation of the existing fire station. 
Operation of this facility would require continue use of manpower, vehicles, and upkeep of the 
facility. The existing fire station occupies a former proving ground building. The Town does not 
own the building or any portion being used for the fire station. This building and surrounding 
area has been entitled and is currently platted for development. Should the Town lose access to 
this building, an alternative location for a temporary fire station would be necessary. Relocating 
personnel and equipment would require further expenditure of the Town’s financial resources, 
which would otherwise be used for the construction and operation of a permanent fire station at 
the Proposed Project site. 

The Proposed Project would require the commitment of human and fiscal resources. The 
additional expenditure of labor required for the Proposed Project would be limited to the efforts 
during construction. Maintenance of fire station facilities and equipment under the Proposed 
Project is expected to be less than current maintenance activities under No Action Alternative. 
Funding for the Proposed Project would not be available for other uses and would therefore be 
irretrievable. 

The Proposed Project would also require the commitment of natural resources. Approximately 
1.3 acres of land would be committed to the Proposed Project. Once constructed, this land would 
not be available for other purposes. The Proposed Project site has been graded and natural 
vegetation removed. The project would involve restoring vegetation after project 
implementation; however, much of the site would contain the fire station building and other hard 
surfaces unavailable for revegetation. 

Non-renewable and irretrievable fossil fuels and construction materials (e.g., cement, steel, 
water, and energy) would be required. Labor and materials are also used in the fabrication, 
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preparation, and distribution of construction materials. These materials are generally not 
retrievable. However, the materials are abundant, and use would not result in a measurable 
impact on the availability of these resources. 

The implementation of the Proposed Project would result in the commitment of resources as 
described above; however, the project would result in improved emergency services by 
centralizing the location of the fire station, maximizing the coverage area, and decreasing 
response times. 

4.14.2 Short-term Uses of the Environment and Maintenance and Enhancement of 
Long-term Productivity 

Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in short-term uses of and minor short- term 
impacts on the environment, as documented in Sections 4.1 to 4.10. These uses of the 
environment would be balanced by the increased fire-suppression capabilities and decreased 
emergency response times. The new fire station would enhance the long-term productivity of 
prevention of loss to life and property in the event of a fire in the area.  
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SECTION FIVE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND AGENCY COORDINATION 
FEMA is the lead Federal agency for conducting the NEPA compliance process for this 
proposal. The lead Federal agency is responsible for expediting the preparation and review of 
NEPA documents in a way that is responsive to the needs of Town residents while meeting the 
spirit and intent of NEPA and complying with all NEPA provisions. Refer to Appendix B for 
applicable correspondence from the Buckeye Fire Department. 

FEMA and the Town will circulate the Draft EA for a 15-day public comment period. The public 
will be notified of the availability of the Draft EA through the FEMA website and the publication 
of a public notice in the Arizona Republic. During the public comment period, FEMA will accept 
written comments on the Draft EA; written comments should be addressed to the FEMA 
Region IX Environmental Office, 1111 Broadway, Suite 1200, Oakland, California 94607 or to 
fema-rix-ehp-documents@dhs.gov. At the end of the public comment period, FEMA will review 
the comments and consider them in the decision-making process before notifying the public of 
its final determination. 
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Photograph 1. Fire station parcel. Photograph is taken from the southeast corner of the 
parcel looking northwest. 
 

 
Photograph 2. Fire station parcel. Photograph is from the east parcel boundary looking 
west. 



 
Photograph 3. Fire station parcel. Photograph is from the northeast parcel boundary 
looking southwest. 
 

 
Photograph 4. Fire station parcel. Photograph is from the northwest parcel boundary 
looking southeast. 



 
Photograph 5. Fire station parcel. Photograph is from the west parcel boundary looking 
east. 
 

 
Photograph 6. Fire station parcel. Photograph is from the southwest parcel boundary 
looking northeast. 
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