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CITY OF DOUGLAS INTERNATIONAL PORT OF ENTRY (IPOE) CONNECTOR 
ROAD STUDY – MEETING MINUTES 

ADOT Project No. F0534 01L 
Federal Project No. 999-A(561)T 

 
Agency Scoping Meeting Minutes – April 27, 2023; 1:00 pm 

 
Attendees: 

• Sharon Gilman, Cochise County 
• Jackie Watkins, Cochise County 
• Daniel Coxworth, Cochise County 
• Luis Pedroza, City of Douglas 
• Elise Moore, City of Douglas 
• Jennifer Smith, City of Douglas 
• J.D. Rottweiler, Cochise College 
• Kraig Fullen, Douglas Police Department 
• Kevin Lomeli, Douglas Fire Department 
• Tazeen Dewan, ADOT 
• Sarah Karasz, ADOT 
• Nanette Pageau, Kaneen 
• Millie Pageau, Kaneen 
• Letitia Flores, Kaneen 
• Rob Lemke, Stantec 
• Don Smith, Stantec 

 
Rob Lemke convened the meeting at 1:10 pm at the Douglas Visitors’ Center by asking 
the attendees to introduce themselves. He then indicated the purpose of the study is to 
develop and evaluate alternatives to provide a connector road between the new Douglas 
commercial POE and SR 80. The study is needed because an all-weather roadway does 
not exist between the proposed POE and SR 80. The goal of the study is to recommend 
a preferred connector road location and typical section that can safely accommodate the 
future commercial truck traffic. 
 
Rob then provided an overview of the study process, as presented on the fact sheet 
handout, and described the current study status. 

• Traffic: A traffic report has been prepared and is being reviewed by ADOT. The 
report evaluated alternatives for the SR 80/connector road intersection. A stop sign 
will not work efficiently. Options include a signalized intersection and a roundabout. 
A future traffic interchange may be warranted. 

• Hydraulics: A report addressing the drainages in the study area has been prepared 
and is under review by ADOT. 

• Environment: Field studies regarding biological, cultural, and visual resources, 
hazardous materials, and air quality/noise are in process. 

• Public Meeting: The agenda for the evening meeting was described, and the 
timeline for the study was presented. Alternatives will be developed based on our 



 

 
 

studies and research, and they will be presented to the agencies and public at 
another meeting this summer. A recommended alternative will be presented in a 
meeting during the Winter 2024. 

 
Rob indicated there is a concurrent utility project by the City of Douglas to provide power, 
water, sewer, and broadband service to the new IPOE. Jackie Watkins, Cochise County, 
asked if the utilities will be placed in the connector road right-of-way (ROW) and indicated 
she did not want them located under the road. Rob replied the proposed 200-foot-wide 
ROW for the connector road will accommodate the utilities. 
 
Luis Pedroza (City) and Kraig Fullen (Douglas PD) asked about the connection to SR 80 
and expressed concerns about the ability to expand roadways as traffic volumes increase. 
Rob indicated: 

• The typical section at each end of the connector road will expand to accommodate 
projected traffic volumes. 

• Turn lanes to and from SR 80 will be provided. 
• Additional ROW along SR 80 will be identified to accommodate an increase in 

traffic volumes and limit impacts on future development. 
• The team will evaluate needs for additional ROW and lanes as a part of the design 

concept study. 
 
Daniel Coxworth (Cochise County): Will restricted access occur along the connector road 
and will frontage roads would be considered? He suggested that the team review truck 
volumes at the Nogales POE to determine if any truck traffic could be diverted to the new 
Douglas POE. 

• Access would depend on potential development along the connector road. 
• The team will investigate a potential for truck diversions from Nogales to Douglas. 

 
Jackie Watkins and Luis Pedroza suggested investigating how the San Luis POE 
accommodated traffic as growth rates vary between POEs. 
 
Jackie Watkins: Are any considerations or studies being done to determine what type of 
improvements will be needed on SR 191? 

• Traffic analyses from this study may result in a separate 191 study in the future. 
 
Luis Pedroza: Is ADOT waiting for GSA’s POE configuration? YES. 
 
Daniel Coxworth: There currently are separate federal and state inspection stations. Will 
unified inspections occur? 

• GSA and ADOT are discussing this topic to determine if this will occur. 
J.D. Rottweiler (Cochise College) expressed concerns about traffic issues at the College 
during rush hour, especially if trucks cause backups, and if traffic diversions from other 
POEs would compound the problem. 

• It will depend on whether the trucks will enter SR 80 all at once or if they will stop 
at warehouses along the connector road. 

 



 

 
 

Kraig Fullen mentioned the possibility of commercial traffic getting priority in roundabouts 
which is being considered by the legislature. 
 
Daniel Coxworth: Will a diverging diamond interchange be considered at SR 80? What 
was the invitation coverage for the public meeting? 

• The diverging diamond interchange is not being considered now as we are still 
reviewing traffic projections. 

• Invitations were sent to residents and businesses 2 miles outside the project study 
area shown on the area map on the wall. 

 
Luis Pedroza: The City of Douglas has received funding for an environmental evaluation 
of the utility work associated with the new POE. Are you aware of this parallel study? 

• We are aware of it and will be coordinating with that study team as our respective 
studies progress. 

 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 2:30 pm. 
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1. Introduction 

Project Overview 

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), in conjunction with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), Cochise County, City of Douglas and other federal, state, and local agency 
stakeholders, will focus on developing a Design Concept Report and an Environmental Assessment 
to study improvements that would provide connectivity from the proposed second international 
POE near Douglas to the state highway system – State Route 80. 

 Major project elements include: 

• Engineering study that includes evaluating three (3) alternatives of the connector road and a 
no-build alternative. 

● Preparation of a Design Concept Report (DCR) with results from above study and a recommended    
alternative. 

● Preparation of an Environmental Assessment pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act. 

 

Figure 1: Project Area Map 
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2. Public Meeting #1 

ADOT hosted a public meeting on April 27, 2023, from 4-6 p.m. The purpose of the meeting was to 
provide information on the project's purpose and need, as well as the timeline for the study and what 
residents could expect in the coming months. The meeting also provided opportunities for the public to 
ask questions and make comments. 

Spanish speaking team members were available to converse with members of the public if necessary 
and all materials were prepared in English and Spanish. A total of 55 community members, elected 
officials, and others attended the public meeting. Project team members and staff from the City of 
Douglas were also in attendance.  

A short presentation was given to attendees at 5:15 and was followed by an open Q&A session for 
individuals to ask questions to the project manager, as well as Mayor Huish, who was in attendance.  

2.1 Public Meeting Notification 

2.1.1. Project Website 

The project website provided a project overview, including a list of the project elements, a timeline, the 
public meeting date with instructions on how to participate in the public meeting, project fact sheets in 
English and Spanish, a link to an online comment form and information on the ways to ask questions or 
make comments. All the materials related to the public meeting were posted to the project website, 
including: 

● Public meeting information and location of meeting 

● Public meeting materials (English and Spanish)  

● Title VI/Civil Rights information 

Copies of the public meeting materials posted to the website are included in Appendix B. 

2.1.2 Govdelivery and Emails 

Information for the public meeting was distributed on April 25, 2023 via Govdelivery. A copy of the 
Govdelivery notices can be found in Appendix A. 

2.1.3 News Release 

ADOT Public Information staff distributed a news release about the meeting to media outlets on April 25, 
2023. A copy of this news release can be found in Appendix A. 

2.1.4 Social Media 

The City of Douglas posted meeting notices to their Facebook account on April 21 and 24, 2023. Cochise 
County posted meeting notices to their Facebook and Twitter accounts on April 7, 26, and 27, 2023. A 
copy of these posts can be found in Appendix A.  
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2.1.5 Direct Mailers 

Direct mailers in English and Spanish were sent to all residential and business properties (106 total) two 
miles outside of the project study area, as well as an additional list that included elected officials in the 
Cochise County and City of Douglas area. The direct mail 8.5 x 11” flyer included information about the 
project, where to attend the public meeting and how to provide comments. The mailers were sent 
twice. The first on March 27, 2023 and the second time on April 19, 2023. A copy of the direct mailer can 
be found in Appendix A. 

2.1.6 Earned Media 

News stories about the public meeting ran on Fox 11 News and KOLD 13 news on April 24 and April 26, 
2023. A picture of the news story about the meeting can be found in Appendix A. 

2.1.7 Project Contact List 

Project staff developed a project stakeholder list, which includes elected officials, property owners, and 
other neighborhood contacts in the project area. As the project is almost five miles outside of the more 
populated area of the City of Douglas, the stakeholder list is small. Additionally, a mailing list of property 
owners and businesses within 2 miles outside of the study area was obtained directly by the mailing 
house. A larger mailing list of all properties within a mile of the intersection was used for the project 
mailer and obtained directly by the mailing house. A list of those properties was not provided to ADOT 
by the mail house, they were provided to the communications team at Kaneen Communications to use 
for sending the direct mailer. The project contact list was expanded to include attendees at the Public 
Meeting who signed in, provided their email addresses, and agreed to being updated throughout the 
project.  

 
 

3. Public Meeting 
The meeting was hosted in person at the Douglas Visitor Center from 4 p.m. to 6 p.m., with a 
formal presentation beginning at 5:15 p.m. Team members fluent in Spanish were present for 
those who needed translation throughout the meeting. The meeting featured two large project maps 
that showcased the area of study, participants were encouraged to write and comment on the map, as 
well as approach project team members directly if they had questions. The formal presentation was given 
verbally by Stantec project manager Robert Lemke. He explained the purpose and need for the project, 
shared with the public the area of study that the team was reviewing, and explained the reports and 
analysis required to establish alternatives. Participants were able to ask questions following the 
presentation. Participants asked questions regarding utilities, design progress on the Mexican side of the 
border, updates to other roads, and how the final connector road would be chosen. Key project team 
members attended the meeting, including: ADOT Project Manager Tazeen Dewan, Consultant 
Project Manager Robert Lemke (Stantec) and Environmental Manager Don Smith, ADOT 
Community Relations Project Manager Courtney King. Additional ADOT and consultant staff 
were present to assist in facilitating the meeting and Q&A session. Participants were notified that 
comments and questions about the project could also be submitted during the formal public 
comment period through email, telephone, mail or online. Participants were notified that all 
project related materials, including the presentation, were available online.
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3.1 Public Meeting Materials 

A variety of meeting materials were made available to the public at the meeting and online following the 
meeting. These public meeting materials can be seen in Appendix B and include: 

● Fact sheet 

● Comment form 

● Anonymous Self-Identification Survey (Appendix B)  

3.1.1 Presentation 

The presentation covered the following topics: 

● Project Overview – Purpose and Need 

● Project Schedule 

● How to Provide Input 

● Q&A 
 

 

4. Public Comments 

This section presents a summary of the comments received during the public comment period that ran 
from April 19 through May 19, 2023. During the comment period, questions and comments could be 
submitted through the following methods: USPS mail, telephone, e-mail and online. An online comment 
form was created in Google Forms at this link. 

A total of  10 comments were received through the following methods: 

● Online comment form: 5 comments 

● Email: 3 

● Left at Public Meeting: 1 

● Mail: 1 

● Project Information Line: 0 

 
Community Relations and subconsultant staff worked with the project team to provide responses to 
each of the questions/comments to include in the comment log. 

The public comment log is included in Appendix C. Names, email addresses and other personally 
identifying information was redacted from the comment log to protect privacy. 
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4.1 Summary of Comments 

Comments primarily were focused on issues outside of the study area, but a few focused on traffic 
control and future plans. Comments were grouped into the following categories: 

● Traffic – 3 comments 

● Alternative Locations & Routing – 1 comment 

● Other – 4 comments 

A sample of comments from each category is provided below. Full comments received during the public 
comment period are included in Appendix C. Names and other identifying information was redacted from 
the comment log to protect privacy. 

Traffic 

● I understand the entry is needed however have the routes leading through the rest of Cochise 
County and other counties been thought out? The 2 lane undivided highways are not adequate for 
the volume of projected heavy load traffic. We are already seeing daily accidents on these 
roadways many fatalities and adding more big Riggs in the mix will only further increase the toll. 
Not to mention many moved out to areas like Davis Road to not have the heavy traffic of I-10 and 
will be seeing a lot more traffic is there a plan to increase lanes to increase safety?? 

● Your solution to the problem at the proposed Port of Entry in Douglas is to send truckers north on 
SR80. That means you are sending them through Tombstone a tourist town. Then on to St David a 
sleepy rural town with a school facing SR80 and then on to Benson straight through the business 
district. Why? Have you considered sending them north on SR191? There is only one town impacted 
in that direction, Elfrida. Sunsites has a frontage road so the impact there will be less. Or why don’t 
you send them East on the 80 into New Mexico? Traffic has already increased due to the tourist 
attractions in Tombstone. Your plan will create a nightmare. Please reconsider. 
 

● Please have the truck go up 191 to I-10.  Hwy 80 does not need the added traffic.  I saw a head on 
wreak on 5/12.  Dragoon Road cannot handle the [truck] weight.  They must not use the road.  
Many still do and it tears up the asphalt.   

Alternative Locations & Routing 

● So is phase 1 "study plan" done? Or is that what is just starting? The website does say that the study 
area is east of James Ranch Road. But is there thought of just paving and widening the current road 
into an all-weather road? 

Other 

● The border should be closed . No reason to open another pathway into the USA 
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5. Title VI Reporting 

5.1 Self-ID Surveys 

Meeting participants were asked to complete ADOT’s self-identification survey for Title VI reporting 
purposes. The self-ID survey was not completed by any meeting attendees.  

5.2 Title VI Meeting Summary 

A Title VI public meeting summary documenting ADOT’s efforts to comply with Title VI and Title II 
nondiscrimination and accommodations was submitted to the Civil Rights Office on June 6, 2023. 

5.3 Title VI Compliance Report Summary 

The Civil Rights Office conducted a review of the public meeting and determined the meeting was 
compliant with Title VI and Title II requirements. The CRO’s report is included in Appendix D. 
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Appendix A: Public Meeting Notification 
 
 

Project Website (Public Meeting page) 

Govdelivery Notices 

News Release 

Social Media 

Direct Mailers 

Earned Media  
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Project Website (Public Meeting page) 
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Govdelivery, sent April 25, 2023 
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 News Release, sent April 25, 2023 
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Social Media 

Facebook Post, April 27, 2023 
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Social Media 

Facebook Post, April 26, 2023 
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Social Media 

Facebook Post, April 26, 2023 
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Social Media 

Facebook Post, April 7, 2023 
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Social Media 

Twitter Post, April 27, 2023 
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Social Media 

Twitter Post, April 26, 2023 
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Social Media 

Twitter Post, April 7, 2023 
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Invitation Mailer English 
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Invitation Mailer Spanish 
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Earned Media, Article in Sierra Vista Herald Review newspaper, Page 1 
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Earned Media, Article in Sierra Vista Herald Review newspaper, Page 2 
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Earned Media, Article in Sierra Vista Herald Review newspaper, Page 3 
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Sierra Vista Herald Review Facebook Post 
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Television News Story Coverage 



27 | Page 

 

 

Public Meeting Summary Report 
 
 
 
 

 
Appendix B: Public Meeting Materials 

 

Fact sheet (English and Spanish) 

Online comment form (English and Spanish) 

Anonymous Self-Identification Survey (English and Spanish)  
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Fact Sheet Page 1 (English) 
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Fact Sheet Page 2 (English) 
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Fact Sheet Page 1 (Spanish) 
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Fact Sheet Page 2 (Spanish)
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Online comment form page 1 (English) 

 

City of Douglas International Port of Entry (IPOE) Connector Road 
Design Concept Report and NEPA Environmental Study

COMMENT FORM

*Please print clearly and add extra pages if necessary*

Thank you for participating in the Douglas IPOE Connector Road Study process by completing 
this comment form. The public involvement process will allow the study team to continue 
evaluating the study area while considering the issues that are important to you.

1. Please share your thoughts on the Douglas IPOE Connector Road Study.

2. Any Additional Comments?

3. Contact information if you would like to receive study information:

Name:

City:

Email:

State: Zip: Phone:

Street Address:

Thank you. Please leave your comment form with us, or send us your comments by May 19, 2023.

Toll-free bilingual project information line: 1.855.753.5327 Courtney King
c/o Arizona Department of Transportation 
1221 S 2nd Ave
Tucson, AZ 85713

Email: study@SR80DouglasIPOE.info

Website: Azdot.gov/DouglasIPOERoadStudy

ADOT TRACS No. F053401L
Federal Aid No. 999-A(561)T
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Online comment form page 2 (English) 
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Online comment form page 1 (Spanish) 
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Online comment form page 2 (Spanish)
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Anonymous Self-Identification Survey (English and Spanish)
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Appendix C: Public Comments 
 

Public Comment Log 
 

Project Website/Comments Public 
 

Meeting Questions/Email/Phone Questions/Comments 
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Project Website/Comments Public 
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Public Comments – Comments and Questions from the Project Website, Mail-in, 
Public Meeting and Project Email page 1 
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Public Comments – Comments and Questions from the Project Website, Mail-in, 
Public Meeting and Project Email page 2 
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Public Comments – Comments and Questions from the Project Website, Mail-in, 
Public Meeting and Project Email page 3 
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Public Comments – Comments and Questions from the Project Website, Mail-in, 
Public Meeting and Project Email page 4 
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Public Comments – Comments and Questions from the Project Website, 
Mail-in, Public Meeting and Project Email page 5 
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1. Introduction 

Project Overview 

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), in conjunction with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), Cochise County, City of Douglas and other federal, state, and local agency 
stakeholders, will focus on developing a Design Concept Report and an Environmental Assessment 
to study improvements that would provide connectivity from the proposed second international 
POE near Douglas to the state highway system – State Route 80. 

 Major project elements include: 

• Engineering study that includes evaluating three (3) alternatives of the connector road and a 
no-build alternative. 

● Preparation of a Design Concept Report (DCR) with results from above study and a recommended    
alternative. 

● Preparation of an Environmental Assessment pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act. 

 

Figure 1: Project Area Map 
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2. Public Meeting #2 

ADOT hosted a public meeting on August 3, 2023, from 4-6 p.m. The purpose of the meeting was to 
provide information on the three (3) alternative connector road locations that were presented at the 
public meeting, in order to gather public input before the design team produces a detailed analysis 
which will recommend a preferred alternative.   The meeting also provided opportunities for the public 
to ask questions and make comments. 

Spanish speaking team members were available to converse with members of the public, if necessary, 
and all materials were prepared in English and Spanish. A total of 52 community members, elected 
officials, and others attended the public meeting. Project team members and staff from the City of 
Douglas were also in attendance.  

Two presentations were given, as a result of the large attendance, at the beginning of the meeting. A 
presentation was given to attendees at both 4:30 pm and 5:15 pm and each were followed by open Q&A 
sessions for individuals to ask questions to the project manager, as well as Mayor Huish, who was in 
attendance.   

2.1 Public Meeting Notification 

2.1.1. Project Website 
The project website provided a project overview, including a list of the project elements, a timeline, the 
public meeting date, instructions on how to participate in the public meeting, project fact sheets in English 
and Spanish, a link to an online comment form and information on the ways to ask questions or make 
comments. All the materials related to the public meeting were posted to the project website, including: 

● Public meeting information and location of meeting 

● Public meeting materials (English and Spanish)  

● Title VI/Civil Rights information 

Copies of the public meeting materials posted to the website are included in Appendix A. 

2.1.2 GovDelivery and Emails 
Information for the public meeting was distributed on July 27, 2023, via GovDelivery. A copy of the 
GovDelivery notices can be found in Appendix A. 

2.1.3 News Release 
ADOT Public Information staff distributed a news release about the meeting to media outlets on July 28, 
2023. 

2.1.4 Social Media 
The City of Douglas posted meeting notices to their Facebook account on July 26, July 31, August 2, and 
August 3, 2023. ADOT posted meeting notices to their Facebook page on July 28 and August 2, 2023. A 
copy of these posts can be found in Appendix A.  
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2.1.5 Direct Mailers 
Direct mailers in English and Spanish were sent to all residential and business properties (106 
total) within two miles of the project study area, as well as an additional list that included elected 
officials in the Cochise County and City of Douglas area. The direct mail 8.5 x 11 flyer included 
information about the project, where to attend the public meeting and how to provide 
comments. The mailers were sent on July 1, 2023. A copy of the direct mailer can be found in 
Appendix A. 

2.1.6 Earned Media 
News stories about the public meeting ran on Fox 11 News and KOLD 13 news on July 31, 2023. A 
picture of the news story about the meeting can be found in Appendix A. 

2.1.7 Project Contact List 
Project staff developed a project stakeholder list, which includes elected officials, property owners, 
and other neighborhood contacts in the project area. As the project is almost five miles outside of 
the more populated area of the City of Douglas, the stakeholder list is small. Additionally, a 
mailing list of property owners and businesses within 2 miles of the study area was obtained 
directly by the mailing house. A larger mailing list of all properties within a mile of the intersection 
was used for the project mailer and obtained directly by the mailing house. A list of those 
properties was not provided to ADOT by the mail house, they were provided to the 
communications team at Kaneen Communications to use for sending the direct mailer. The 
project contact list was expanded to include attendees at the Public Meeting who signed in, 
provided their email addresses, and agreed to being updated throughout the project.  

 
 

3. Public Meeting 
The meeting was hosted in person at the Douglas Visitor Center from 4 p.m. to 6 p.m., with formal 
presentations at both 4:30 p.m. and at 5:15 p.m. Team members fluent in Spanish were present for those 
who needed translation throughout the meeting. The meeting featured two large project maps that 
showcased the area of study, participants were encouraged to write and comment on the map, as well as 
approach project team members directly if they had questions. The formal presentation was given verbally by 
Stantec Project Manager Robert Lemke together with a power point presentation. He provided an overview of 
the project and reminded the attendees of the overall purpose and need.  A map showing 3 alternative 
designs for the connector road was presented with a detailed description of the alternatives as well as the 
analysis required to develop the alternatives.  Attendees were able to ask questions following the 
presentation.  Participants asked how drainage/flooding would be handled, what was the progress on the 
Mexican side of the border, updates to other roads and how the final connector road would be chosen.  
Key project team members attended the meeting, including: ADOT Project Manager Tazeen Dewan, 
Consultant Project Manager Robert Lemke (Stantec), Stantec Environmental Manager Don Smith, and 
ADOT Community Relations Project Manager Courtney King.  
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ADOT and consultant staff were present to assist in facilitating the meeting and Q&A session. 
Participants were notified that comments and questions about the project could also be submitted 
during the formal public comment period through email, telephone, mail or online. Participants 
were notified that all project related materials, including the presentation, were available online.  

3.1 Public Meeting Materials 

A variety of meeting materials were made available to the public at the meeting and online 
following the meeting. These public meeting materials can be seen in Appendix A and include: 

● Fact sheet 

● Comment form 

● Anonymous Self-Identification Survey (Appendix B)  

3.1.1 Presentation Materials 

The presentation covered the following topics: 

● Project Overview – Purpose and Need 

● Review of Development of Alternatives 

● Project Schedule Update 

● How to Provide Input 

● Q&A 

 

4. Public Comments 

This section presents a summary of the comments received during the public comment period 
that ran from August 3 through September 1, 2023. During the comment period, questions and 
comments could be submitted through the following methods: USPS mail, telephone, e-mail and 
online. An online comment form was created in Google Forms at this link. 
(https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfjv6psP1ccFiNNp1ku61KDQEfZwwFrqN7xiP0qHQP2
isVqEA/viewform) 

A total of 7 comments were received through the following methods: 

● Online comment form: 0 comments 

● Email: 4 

● Left at Public Meeting: 3 

● Mail: 0 

● Project Information Line:  0 
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Community Relations and subconsultant staff worked with the project team to provide 
responses to each of the questions/comments to include in the comment log. 

The public comment log is included in Appendix C. Names, email addresses and other 
personally identifying information was redacted from the comment log to protect privacy. 

 
 

4.1 Summary of Comments 

Comments primarily were focused on the three alternatives presented and what factors were 
driving the final selection.  A few comments focused on traffic concerns, noise/dust issues and 
alternative locations and routing.  Comments and questions were grouped into the following 
categories: 

● Preference for one of the three Alternatives – 3 comments  
• Alternative 1 – 1 individual 
• Alternative 2 – none 
• Alternative 3 – 2 individuals 

● Traffic – 2 comments 

● Alternative Locations & Routing – 1 comment/2 questions 

● Other – 2 comments 

A sample of comments from each category is provided below and all comments received during 
the public comment period are included in Appendix C. Names and other identifying information 
were redacted from the comment log to protect privacy. 

Alternative Preference 

• I prefer Alternative 1. It appears there will be flood problems on all three options. I see no benefit for 2 
or 3. 

• Option 3 looks like best option.  Good access to COD land holdings, no homes exist, provides most distance 
from CBP station. 

Traffic 

• Encourage study to include intersections such as the Michigan or free-flow types similar to Houghton and 
I-10 in Tucson. 

• An existing intersection at Brooks Road and Highway 80 already exists. 

Alternative Locations & Routing 

• Surprised that a route using the Puzzi Ranch Road into Highway 191 was not an option. 

• What factors drove the alternate options?  Did they arise from the State or as pressure from the CBP 
Station?   

• Do you have any idea which options the City is leaning toward? 
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Other 

• Support addressing wildlife crossings.  Often drainage and wildlife crossing solutions coincide. We want 
wildlife off the roadway with large trucks moving along. 

• Where possible, need to revegetate with native plant seeds. 

• Note:  Questions #9 – 15 from a submitted email were referred to GSA for response. 
 

 
5. Title VI Reporting 

5.1  Self-ID Surveys 

Meeting participants were asked to complete ADOT’s self-identification survey for Title VI 
reporting purposes. There were no attendees who completed the self-ID survey.  

5.2  Title VI Meeting Summary 

A Title VI public meeting summary documenting ADOT’s efforts to comply with Title VI and Title II 
nondiscrimination and accommodations was submitted to the Civil Rights Office on March 10, 
2022. 

5.3  Title VI Compliance Report Summary 

The Civil Rights Office conducted a review of the public meeting and determined the meeting was 
compliant with Title VI and Title II requirements. The CRO’s report is included in Appendix D. 
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Appendix A: Public Meeting Notification 
 
 

Project Website (Public Meeting page) 

Govdelivery Notices 

News Release 

Social Media 

Direct Mailers 

Earned Media  
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Project Website (Public Meeting page) 
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GovDelivery, sent July 27, 2023 
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 News Release, sent July 28, 2023 
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Social Media 

Facebook Post, July 26, 2023
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Social Media 

Facebook Post, July 28, 2023 
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Social Media 

Facebook Post, July 31, 2023 
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Social Media 

    Facebook Post, August 2, 2023 
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Social Media 

    Facebook Post, August 2, 2023 
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Social Media 

    Facebook Post, August 3, 2023 
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Social Media 

    Facebook Post, August 4, 2023 
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Twitter Posts 
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Twitter Posts 
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Twitter Posts 
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Invitation Mailer English 
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Invitation Mailer Spanish 
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Earned Media, Article in Sierra Vista Herald newspaper – 8-9-23 
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Television News Story Coverage 
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Appendix B: Public Meeting Materials 

 

Fact Sheet (English and Spanish) 

Comment Form (English and Spanish) 

Anonymous Self-Identification Survey (English and Spanish)  
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Fact Sheet Page 1 (English) 
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Fact Sheet Page 2 (English) 
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Fact Sheet Page 1 (Spanish) 
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Fact Sheet Page 2 (Spanish) 
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Comment Form Page 1 (English) 
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Comment Form Page 2 (English) 
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Comment Form Page 1 (Spanish) 
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Comment Form Page 2 (Spanish) 
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Anonymous Self-Identification Survey (English and Spanish) 
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Appendix C: Public Comments 
 

Public Comment Log 
 

Survey Questions/Comments 
 

Public Meeting Questions/Comments 

Email/Phone Questions/Comments 
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Comments & Questions from Public Meeting #2, August 3, 2023 

 
Date Received & Method  Comment  Response 
8/3/23 
Public Meekng Comment Form 
 
 

I prefer Alt. 1. It appears there will 
be flood problems on all three 
op?ons. I see no benefit for 2 or 3.  

Thank you for your comments.  We are currently 
evalua?ng the three alterna?ves presented at 
Public Mee?ng No. 2.  This evalua?on will iden?fy 
the benefits associated with each alterna?ve, and 
taking into account public sugges?ons and 
comments, we will recommend a preferred 
alterna?ve which will be presented during the 
public hearing currently scheduled in April 2024. 

8/3/23 
Public Meekng Comment Form 
 
 

Op?on 3 looks like best op?on: A) It 
gives good access to COD land 
holdings.  B) No homes exist.  C) 
Provides most distance from CBP 
sta?on. 

Thank you for your comment.  We are currently 
evalua?ng the three alterna?ves presented at 
Public Mee?ng No. 2.  This evalua?on will iden?fy 
the benefits associated with each alterna?ve, and 
taking into account public sugges?ons and 
comments, we will recommend a preferred 
alterna?ve which will be presented during the 
public hearing currently scheduled in April 2024. 

8/3/23 
Public Meekng Comment Form 
 

I would encourage the study to 
include intersec?ons such as the 
Michigan type or free flow type, 
similar to what we built at 
Houghton Road and I-10 in Tucson. 
 
 
 
 
  

Thank you for your comment.  We are taking into 
account public sugges?ons and comments and will 
recommend a preferred alterna?ve.  Those 
intersec?on types noted work well in high traffic 
volume areas. The 2050 design year volumes 
along SR 80 range between 25,000 and 30,000 
vehicles per day, and can easily be accommodated 
using a signalized intersec?on. 

8/29/23 
Project Email 
 

Op?on 3 is the best choice for 
several reasons.  A) Tac?cal 
Holdings is ready willing and able to 
work with ADOT on right of way in a 
coopera?ve way.  B) If Op?on 3 is 
selected there will only be two 
landowners that will need to be 
crossed (Tac?cal Holdings and the 
City of Douglas).  C) Op?on 3 would 
cross undeveloped land with no 
homes or exis?ng infrastructure.  D) 
An exis?ng intersec?on at SR 
80/Brooks Road already exists. 

Thank you for your comments.  We are currently 
evalua?ng the three alterna?ves presented at 
Public Mee?ng No. 2.  This evalua?on will iden?fy 
the benefits associated with each alterna?ve and 
taking into account public sugges?ons and 
comments, and will recommend a preferred 
alterna?ve which will be presented during the 
public hearing currently scheduled in April 2024. 

7/28/23 
Project Email 
 

1a) What factors drove the 
alternate op?ons?  1b) Did they 
arise from the State or as pressure 
from the CBP Sta?on?  2) Do you 
have any idea which op?ons the 
city is leaning towards? 

The alterna?ves were developed without 
influence from the CBP or any government agency 
using ADOT’s Roadway Design Guidelines. 
The City has not expressed a preference. 

8/3/23 
Project Email 
 

1)What factors drove the 
alternakve opkons?  2) Did 
these factors (opkons) arise 
from State government, or as 
pressure from the CBP Stakon? 

1&2) The alterna?ves were developed without 
influence from the CBP or any government agency 
using ADOT’s Roadway Design Guidelines. 
3) The City has not expressed a preference. 
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3) Do you have any idea which 
opkon the city is leaning 
towards?  4) Is CBP imposing any 
restrickons on any nearby port 
or BP stakon landowners? 5) Are 
there any Commercial and/or 
Industry Restrickons? 6) How 
Broad will the eminent domain 
requirement be east and west 
(highway easements, right of 
ways, setbacks)? 7) Are the 
uklikes expected to run in 
tandem with the highway? 8) 
When are you going to decide 
regarding opkons 1, 2, or 3? 9) 
How far along are you on the 
design of the port, how far with 
the highway, and how far with 
the uklikes? 10) When will port 
construckon, actual 
groundbreaking for the port, 
highway, and uklikes occur?  11) 
What about queskons 10 & 11 
as it relates to Mexico’s port, 
highway, uklikes?  12) We spoke 
with the arkst who produced 
the map graphic for the alached 
GSA Fact Sheet (alached) on the 
LPOE.  He advised that the 
layout was simply an “arkst 
concepkon”.  Is there now an 
actual plan regarding the LPOE 
design or preferred working 
plan, and if so, where does it 
suggest entry points on both the 
US and Mexico sides?  13) How 
many lanes are contemplated?  
What are the planning 
guidelines for road shoulders 
and setbacks?  14) Do the 
planners have a rough cost per 
mile of construckon?  15) Do we 
know if the Mexico side will 
mirror the US decision to create 
a “straight through” flow of 
traffic?  Has Mexico announced 
any plans or budgets for this 
effort? 

 
4) There are no restrickons. 
5) We are not aware of any restrickons on 
land development.  
 
6) The planned improvements for the 
connector road will be located within a 300-
foot wide corridor.  Acquisikon of ROW will 
be required and Agency use of eminent 
domain could occur if required.  
 
7) Uklikes are planned within the connector 
road ROW.  
 
8) The decision will be made in the Design 
Concept Report and Environmental 
Assessment that are scheduled for 
complekon in early 2024. 
 
9-15) Queskons/comments 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14 & 15 regarding GSA’s LPOE have been 
referred to GSA for a response. 

8/3/23 
Project Email 

1)Surprised that a route using 
the Puzzi Ranch Road into 
Highway 191 was not one of the 

(Individual stated in their comments that she 
does not need or expect a response to her 
observakons) 
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(Stated in comments that they do 
not need or expect a response to 
her observakons/comments) 

possible opkons.  I suspect if it 
came up it did not make the first 
cut for deeper review.  2) I do 
have some concerns about 
impact on turning lanes and 
turning radii at the conneckons 
at Highway 80 and then Highway 
80/Highway 191.  3) Consider 
future build-out for ROW and 
drainage structures.  Get Right 
of Way now and access rights 
too, especially at all interseckon.  
4) Consider which alternakve 
best supports adjacent 
compakble freight uses, 
refrigerated storage, freight rest 
area.  5) Consider noise and dust 
impacts on exiskng residenkal 
areas both during construckon 
and build-out use. Idenkfy a 
final asphalt layer that is 
designed to be a quieter 
roadway surface – use up all 
those used kres.  Anything that 
uses recycled materials is a 
posikve thing – even if it costs a 
kny bit more.  6) Support 
addressing wildlife crossings.  
Osen drainage and wildlife 
crossing solukons coincide.  We 
do want the wildlife off the 
roadway with large trucks 
moving along.  7) Where 
possible, need to revegetate 
with nakve plant seeds. 8) Who 
will maintain the connector 
road?  Suggest this as a future 
ackon item in your 
recommendakons. 9)  Consider 
a waiver on some of the Buy 
American provisions.  It is my 
guess that the needed 
construckon materials are right 
across our border and might be 
worth considering. 

1)The extension of Puzzi Ranch Road 
eastward into Highway 191 is not one of the 
alternakves being further evaluated. 
 
2) The conceptual design is addressing these 
issues.  
 
3) Future buildout in terms of ROW needs 
and drainage structure extensions will be 
evaluated. 
 
4) A detailed evaluakon of the three 
alternakves under study will include freight  
uses and construckon costs.  
 
5) A noise study and air quality study are 
being performed for this project and will 
determine any mikgakon measures required. 
 
6) The environmental assessment (EA) 
document will determine if wildlife crossings 
are required. 
 
7) Nakve plant seeding will be skpulated for 
the revegetakon of all disturbed areas. 
 
8) Maintenance responsibility has not yet 
been determined. 
 
9) Use of Buy American Specificakons will be 
based on funding requirements and 
skpulakons. 

7/31/23 
Project Email 
 

I am confused concerning the 
proposed locakon.  I believe the 
majority of commercial traffic 
will use HWY 191 leaving 
Douglas.  It would seem more 
logical to bring the traffic across 

Hello Brad, Thank you for your comments 
regarding the new Douglas POE.  I am part of 
the ADOT/consultant team that is conduckng 
the engineering and environmental studies 
and documentakon for the new Douglas POE. 
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the border in an area that would 
provide a convenient access to 
the interseckon of HWY 191 and 
HWY 80.  Addikonally, the ADOT 
inspeckon locakon is at that 
interseckon.  King’s HWY or 
Puzzi Ranch or Calleman RD 
would even be more efficient 
than James Ranch RD.  There is 
not a need to relocate a distance 
of nearly 5 miles unless there 
are factors in the equakon we 
are not aware of. 

Your points about a more efficient conneckon 
to US 191 are valid.  However, the 
overarching factor regarding the locakon of 
GSA’s facility south of James Ranch Road is 
the City of Douglas donated the land to GSA 
to facilitate a separate POE for commercial 
vehicles that they have wanted for many 
years.  In so doing, it will remove the large 
commercial vehicles from downtown Douglas 
to a less developed area west of the City.   
Please let us know if you have any addikonal 
comments or concerns.  Thank you. 

   
Post Mtg 2: Commenter / Date  Comment  Response/Responder 
Robert Maloney, TacEcal 
Holdings 
Robert.w.maloney@gmail.com, 
520-255-0686/Monday, March 
11, 2024 

Hi this is Robert Maloney. I'm 
calling about the Douglas 
InternaEonal commercial port 
of entry contractor road 
study. They were supposed to 
be a new meeEng for the 
public to have ADOT outlined 
their decision on which of the 
three routes they're picking 
from new commercial land 
port of entry to the highway 
in Douglas. I'm trying to find 
out when that meeEng will be 
scheduled. I can be reached 
at 520-255-0686. My number 
once again it's 520-255-0686 
and my name is Robert. It's 
Monday aXernoon and I 
thank you very much. I look 
for a call back. 

Good morning, Mr. Maloney. 
Thank you for sending your inquiry on this 
study’s progress, which was forwarded by 
Nanette Pageau. You specifically asked why 
the public hearing, originally scheduled for 
April 2024 has been postponed. 
As we indicated at the previous public 
meetings, development of the engineering 
and environmental documents is a 
discovery process that can possibly impact 
the project schedule. As the environmental 
studies proceeded, we learned the federal 
and state agencies responsible for reviewing 
potential Air Quality impacts required much 
more detailed analyses and reports than we 
anticipated. Discussions with those 
agencies is ongoing, and we anticipate 
positive feedback later this month. The 
approved reports will then be incorporated 
into the Draft Environmental Assessment 
(DEA) for ADOT’s review and approval.  
The DEA will be distributed for public 
comment following ADOT’s approval. Due 
to the lengthy Air Quality analyses, the 
release of the DEA and scheduling of the 
public hearing has been delayed. The public 
hearing is currently scheduled for 
September 2024. 
  
I hope this information addresses your 
concern.  
Donald C. Smith M.S. 
Manager, Environmental Compliance 
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Appendix D: Civil Rights Meeting Compliance Summary 
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Comments/Responses from August 3, 2023 Public Meeting 

Commenter   Comment  Response 
Ann English I prefer Alt. 1. It appears there 

will be flood problems on all 
three op�ons. I see no benefit 
for 2 or 3.  

Thank you for your comments. We are 
currently evalua�ng the three alterna�ves 
presented at Public Mee�ng No. 2. This 
evalua�on will iden�fy the benefits 
associated with each alterna�ve and will 
recommend a preferred alterna�ve which 
will be presented during the public 
hearing currently scheduled in April 2024. 

Robert Maloney Op�on 3 looks like best op�on: 
A) It gives good access to COD 
land holdings. B) No homes 
exist. C) Provides most distance 
from CBP sta�on. 

Thank you for your comment. We are 
currently evalua�ng the three alterna�ves 
presented at Public Mee�ng No. 2. This 
evalua�on will iden�fy the benefits 
associated with each alterna�ve and will 
recommend a preferred alterna�ve which 
will be presented during the public 
hearing currently scheduled in April 2024. 

Mitch Lindemann I would encourage the study to 
include intersec�ons such as 
the Michigan type or free flow 
type, similar to what we built 
at Houghton Road and I-10 in 
Tucson. 
 
 
 
 
  

Thank you for your comment. Those 
intersec�on types noted work well in high 
traffic volume areas. The 2050 design year 
volumes along SR 80 range between 
25,000 and 30,000 vehicles per day, and 
can easily be accommodated using a 
signalized intersec�on. 

Robert Maloney/Tac�cal 
Holdings 

Op�on 3 is the best choice for 
several reasons. A) Tac�cal 
Holdings is ready willing and 
able to work with ADOT on 
right of way in a coopera�ve 
way. B) If Op�on 3 is selected 
there will only be two 
landowners that will need to 
be crossed (Tac�cal Holdings 
and the City of Douglas). C) 
Op�on 3 would cross 
undeveloped land with no 
homes or exis�ng 
infrastructure. D) An exis�ng 
intersec�on at SR 80/Brooks 
Road already exists. 

Thank you for your comments. We are 
currently evalua�ng the three alterna�ves 
presented at Public Mee�ng No. 2. This 
evalua�on will iden�fy the benefits 
associated with each alterna�ve and will 
recommend a preferred alterna�ve which 
will be presented during the public 
hearing currently scheduled in April 2024. 

Paul Fiel 1a)What factors drove the 
alternate op�ons? 1b) Did they 
arise from the State or as 
pressure from the CBP Sa�on? 
2) Do you have any idea which 
op�ons the city is leaning 
toward? 

The alterna�ves were developed without 
influence from the CBP or any government 
agency using ADOT’s Roadway Design 
Guidelines. 

The City has not expressed a preference. 



 

 
 

Heather Gardner 1)What factors drove the 
alterna�ve op�ons? 2) Did 
these factors (op�ons) arise 
from State government, or 
as pressure from the CBP 
Sta�on? 3) Do you have any 
idea which op�on the city is 
leaning toward? 4) Is CBP 
imposing any restric�ons on 
any nearby port or BP 
sta�on landowners? 5) Are 
there any Commercial 
and/or Industry 
Restric�ons? 6) How Broad 
will the eminent domain 
requirement be east and 
west (highway easements, 
right of ways, setbacks)? 7) 
Are the u�li�es expected to 
run in tandem with the 
highway? 8) When are you 
going to decide regarding 
op�ons 1, 2, or 3? 9) How 
far along are you on the 
design of the port, how far 
with the highway, and how 
far with the u�li�es? 10) 
When will port construc�on, 
actual groundbreaking for 
the port, highway, and 
u�li�es occur? 11) What 
about ques�ons 10 & 11 as 
it relates to Mexico’s port, 
highway, u�li�es? 12) We 
spoke with the ar�st who 
produced the map graphic 
for the atached GSA Fact 
Sheet (atached) on the 
LPOE. He advised that the 
layout was simply an “ar�st 
concep�on”. Is there now 
an actual plan regarding the 
LPOE design or preferred 
working plan, and if so, 
where does it suggest entry 
points on both the U.S. and 
Mexico sides? 13) How 
many lanes are 

1&2) The alterna�ves were developed 
without influence from the CBP or any 
government agency using ADOT’s 
Roadway Design Guidelines. 

3) The City has not expressed a 
preference. 
 
 
4) There are no restric�ons. 
5) We are not aware of any 
restric�ons on land development. 
 
6) The planned improvements for the 
connector road will be located within 
a 300-foot-wide corridor. Acquisi�on 
of ROW will be required and Agency 
use of eminent domain could occur if 
required. 
 
7) U�li�es are planned within the 
connector road ROW. 
 
8) The decision will be made in the 
Design Concept Report and 
Environmental Assessment that are 
scheduled for comple�on in early 
2024. 
 
9-15) Ques�ons/comments 9, 10, 11, 
12, 13, 14 & 15 regarding GSA’s LPOE 
have been referred to GSA for a 
response. 



 

 
 

contemplated? What are 
the planning guidelines for 
road shoulders and 
setbacks? 14) Do the 
planners have a rough cost 
per mile of construc�on? 
15) Do we know if the 
Mexico side will mirror the 
U.S. decision to create a 
“straight through” flow of 
traffic? Has Mexico 
announced any plans or 
budgets for this effort? 

Karen Lamberton (Stated in 
comments that she does not 
need or expect a response to 
her observa�ons/comments) 

1)Surprised that a route 
using the Puzzi Ranch Road 
into Highway 191 was not 
one of the possible op�ons. 
I suspect if it came up it did 
not make the first cut for 
deeper review. 2) I do have 
some concerns about 
impact on turning lanes and 
turning radii at the 
connec�ons at Highway 80 
and then Highway 
80/Highway 191. 3) 
Consider future build-out 
for ROW and drainage 
structures. Get Right of Way 
now and access rights too, 
especially at all intersec�on. 
4) Consider which 
alterna�ve best supports 
adjacent compa�ble freight 
uses, refrigerated storage, 
freight rest area. 5) Consider 
noise and dust impacts on 
exis�ng residen�al areas 
both during construc�on 
and build-out use. Iden�fy a 
final asphalt layer that is 
designed to be a quieter 
roadway surface – use up all 
those used �res. Anything 
that uses recycled materials 
is a posi�ve thing – even if it 
costs a �ny bit more. 6) 
Support addressing wildlife 

(Individual stated in their comments 
that she does not need or expect a 
response to her observa�ons) 
1)The extension of Puzzi Ranch Road 
eastward into Highway 191 is not one 
of the alterna�ves being further 
evaluated. 
 
2) The conceptual design is addressing 
these issues. 
 
3) Future buildout in terms of ROW 
needs and drainage structure 
extensions will be evaluated. 
 
4) A detailed evalua�on of the three 
alterna�ves under study will include 
freight uses and construc�on costs. 
 
5) A noise study and air quality study 
are being performed for this project 
and will determine any mi�ga�on 
measures required. 
 
6) The environmental assessment (EA) 
document will determine if wildlife 
crossings are required. 
 
7) Na�ve plant seeding will be 
s�pulated for the revegeta�on of all 
disturbed areas. 
 
8) Maintenance responsibility has not 
yet been determined. 
 



 

 
 

crossings. O�en drainage 
and wildlife crossing 
solu�ons coincide. We do 
want the wildlife off the 
roadway with large trucks 
moving along. 7) Where 
possible, need to revegetate 
with na�ve plant seeds. 8) 
Who will maintain the 
connector road? Suggest 
this as a future ac�on item 
in your recommenda�ons. 
9) Consider a waiver on 
some of the Buy American 
provisions. It is my guess 
that the needed 
construc�on materials are 
right across our border and 
might be worth considering. 

9) Use of Buy American Specifica�ons 
will be based on funding 
requirements and s�pula�ons. 

   
   

 
  

  



 

 
 

CITY OF DOUGLAS INTERNATIONAL PORT OF ENTRY (POE) CONNECTOR 
ROAD DESIGN CONCEPT REPORT (DCR) AND NEPA ENVIRONMENTAL 

STUDY 

ADOT TRACS No. F0534 01L / Federal Aid No. 999-A(561)T 

AGENCY COORDINATION MEETING AGENDA/MINUTES 

AUGUST 3, 2023 @ 1:00 pm 

Douglas Visitor Center 

1. Introductions 
 

2. Discuss Phase I Study Overview 
• Current Status 
• Project Purpose, Need, and Goal 

 
3. Present Alternatives Under Study 

• Alternative 1: James Ranch Road 
• Alternative 2: James Ranch Road/Puzzi Road 
• Alternative 3: Brooks Road Extension 

 

4. Preliminary Evaluation of Alternatives 
• Traffic Study 
• Drainage Study 
• Environmental Studies 

 
5. Next Steps 

 
6. Obtain Comments / Questions from AGENCIES in attendance 

 
7. Adjourn 

 

 
 
  
 
 

 

 

  



 

 
 

CITY OF DOUGLAS INTERNATIONAL PORT OF ENTRY (IPOE) CONNECTOR 
ROAD STUDY – MEETING MINUTES 

ADOT Project No. F0534 01L 
Federal Project No. 999-A(561)T 

 
Agency Coordination Meeting Minutes – August 3, 2023; 1:00 pm 

 
Attendees: 

• Sharon Gilman, Cochise County 
• Jackie Watkins, Cochise County 
• Daniel Coxworth, Cochise County 
• Luis Pedroza, City of Douglas 
• Elise Moore, City of Douglas 
• J.D. Rottweiler, Cochise College 
• Kraig Fullen, Douglas Police Department 
• Kevin Lomeli, Douglas Fire Department 
• Tazeen Dewan, ADOT 
• Sarah Karasz, ADOT 
• Nanette Pageau, Kaneen 
• Millie Pageau, Kaneen 
• Letitia Flores, Kaneen 
• Rob Lemke, Stantec 
• Don Smith, Stantec 

 

The following issues were discussed during the agency meeting. 

• Abandoned railroad alignment south of SR 80: The Douglas Polce indicated an 
easement may be needed to either cross over or cut through the embankment. 
The team should contact ADOT Right-of-Way regarding ownership of the railroad 
alignment. Coordination with CBP should occur because they use the RR berm. 

• Drainage: Connector road will be raised 8 feet and needs to pass stormwater. A 
meeting with the City, County, ADOT, and GSA needs to occur to resolve all 
issues/standards. If the railroad berm is opened, an evaluation is needed to 
determine where the water will go. Detention basins for metering stormwater 
should be evaluated, either on State Land or City property. 

• Right-of-Way: Discussions with landowners about alternatives and land 
acquisition are needed. One-on-one conversations cannot happen until the 
NEPA process is complete. 

• The City indicated GSA would like James Ranch Road extended to the south. 
Further discussion is warranted. 
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