























APPENDIX B — STATE-LISTED THREATENED AND ENDANGERED
SPECIES

The following provides a list of all state threatened and endangered species potentially
found within the project area. The list includes both the common and scientific names
and state rankings. Data were compiled from the U.S. Department of the Interior’s Fish
and Wildlife Service.
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APPENDIX C — ECONOMIC IMPACT FORECASTING SYSTEM (EIFS)
MODEL

The basis of the EIFS analytical capabilities is the calculation of multipliers used to
estimate the impacts resulting from CBP-related changes in local expenditures or
employment. The forecast inputs for the EIFS are as follows. It is assumed 60% of
construction costs reflect materials and supplies; 30% for labor, and 10% for
profit/overhead. The actual construction cost for changes in local expenditures is 60%
of total project construction divided by the length of project. The change in employment
is determined by finding the 30% labor number and then dividing by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics Wages by area and occupation. The following are the EIFS output data for
construction and the Rational Threshold Value (RTV) for the Region of Influence (ROI)
of Alternatives 2 and 3.

EIFS REPORT

CBP LPOE Frontier Alternative 2

PROJECT NAME

STUDY AREA
53065 Stevens, WA
FORECAST INPUT

Change In Local Expenditures $10,260,000
Change In Employment 103
Average Income of Affected Population $49,690
Percent Expected to Relocate 0

FORECAST OUTPUT

Employment Multiplier 2.02
Income Multiplier 2.02
Sales Volume - Direct $9,295,721
Sales Volume - Induced $9,481,635
Sales Volume - Total $18,777,360 4.26%
Income - Direct $6,152,678
Income - Induced) $1,893,491
Income - Total(place of work) $8,046,170 1.26%
Employment - Direct 160
Employment - Induced 58
Employment - Total 217 1.38%
Local Population 0

RTV SUMMARY

Sales Volume Income Employment Population
Positive RTV 9.12 % 10.14 % 5.65 % 6.78 %
Negative RTV -7.82 % -7.37 % -5.81 % -1.67 %
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EIFS REPORT

CBP LPOE Frontier Alternative 3

53065 Stevens, WA

Change In Local Expenditures $2,280,000
Change In Employment 23
Average Income of Affected Population $49,690
Percent Expected to Relocate 0

Employment Multiplier 2.02
Income Multiplier 2.02
Sales Volume - Direct $2,070,154
Sales Volume - Induced $2,111,557
Sales Volume - Total $4,181,712 0.95%
Income - Direct $1,372,783
Income - Induced) $421,680
Income - Total(place of work) $1,794,463 0.28%
Employment - Direct 36
Employment - Induced 13
Employment - Total 48 0.31%
Local Population 0

Sales Volume Income Employment Population
Positive RTV 9.12 % 10.14 % 5.65 % 6.78 %
Negative RTV -7.82 % -7.37 % -5.81 % -1.67 %
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APPENDIX D — LEADERSHIP IN ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL
DESIGN (LEED) FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION REGISTERED PROJECT
CHECKLIST!
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!Credits presented in the checklist are the anticipated credits that would be
pursued in new LPOE construction projects detailed under Alternative 2.
Mandatory credits, as determined by CBP, are listed as “Yes” and optional
credits are listed in the “?” column. This checklist is only for demonstration
purposes and does not necessarily reflect an actual project checklist that would
be submitted for LEED certification. This checklist is provided to show the
reader examples of credits that may be used to achieve a LEED Certified rating.
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APPENDIX E — ADDITIONAL STUDIES

FRONTIER LPOE, WASHINGTON
CULTURAL RESOURCES TECHNICAL APPENDIX

Cultural resources are prehistoric and historic sites, structures, districts, artifacts, or any
other physical evidence of human activity considered important to a culture, subculture,
or community for traditional, religious, scientific, or any other reason. Cultural resources
assessed herein can be grouped in three general categories. Archaeological
Resources include prehistoric and historic archaeological sites; Architectural Resources
include historic standing structures; and Native American Resources include locations
of religious and cultural importance to Native American groups, also called Traditional
Cultural Properties.

Procedures for the identification, evaluation, and proposed treatment of cultural
resources follow a series of federal and state laws and regulations and agency
guidelines. Archaeological, architectural, and Native American resources are protected
by a variety of laws and their implementing regulations: the Archeological and Historic
Preservation Act of 1974; the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979; the
American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978; the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990; and the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA) of 1966, as amended 2006. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
further guides treatment of archaeological and architectural resources through the
implementing regulations for the NHPA, 36 CFR 800, Protection of Historic Properties.
Historic properties, as defined by the NHPA, represent the subset of cultural resources
listed on, or are eligible for, inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP).

DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGY

The scope of identification efforts for this study included a site files search and literature
review conducted at the Washington Department of Washington Department of
Archaeology and Historic Preservation (State Historic Preservation Office [SHPO]) in
Olympia, Washington on May 13-15, 2009 to obtain all extant information on known
cultural resources in the vicinity of the LPOE.

Two cultural resources investigations have been conducted on or in the vicinity of the
Frontier LPOE (Table A). No archaeological or architectural resources have been
recorded within a one mile radius of the project area.
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Table A. Cultural Resources Surveys within
One Mile of the Frontier LPOE Project Area, Stevens County, Washington

Date Title Description Reference
2007 Archaeological Survey of the | Archaeological DeJoseph and
Frontier (FWA) Land Port of Survey Miller 2008
Entry, Stevens County,
Washington
2007 Evaluation of Buildings and Architectural Survey Belfast, et al.
Structures at Land Ports of 2007
Entry in Washington

CULTURAL BACKGROUND

The following cultural chronology is excerpted in its entirety from the Archaeological
Survey of the Frontier (FWA) Land Port of Entry, Stevens County, Washington
(DeJoseph and Miller 2008).

Archaeology

The following archaeological and ethnographic contexts are summarized from Chatters
and Pokotylo (1998), Pokotylo and Mitchell (1998), and Kennedy and Bouchard (1998).

The region in which the Frontier LPOE project area is located is part of the Plateau
culture area. The Plateau region, with its large, north-south trending river systems, has
been a focal point for prehistoric settlement and subsistence throughout the Holocene.
The distinguishing characteristics of Plateau culture are a primarily riverine adaptation
to a unique set of resources within an inland maritime environment. This adaptation has
focused on the mass harvesting and long-term preservation/storage of three key
resource groups: fish (particularly salmon), roots, and large ungulates. Settlement
patterns focused on lower elevations in the winter, followed by resource procurement
forays into higher elevations and key fish runs along rivers during warmer weather.

The regional prehistoric period can be divided into three broad chronological sequences
(based on Chatters and Pokotylo 1998). The Early Prehistoric period (ca. 10,500-8,000
years Before Present [BP]) marks the beginning of the post-glacial period and the
succession of floral and faunal communities adapted to the arid climate dry winters and
hot summers. Cultural adaptation in this period is characterized by small, highly mobile
bands of hunter-gatherer-foragers generalized in their subsistence resources, but in
particular exploiting deer, elk, salmon and other fish, mollusks, small and large game
and waterfowl. Milling stones and microblades were common technology. Mortuary
practices such as cremation are known from sites dating to ca. 9,000 years BP, and
trade with coastal groups evident in the presence of Olivella shell artifacts.

The Middle Prehistoric period (ca. 8,000-4,500 years BP) saw the introduction of pit
houses. Climatic conditions were warmer than in modern times, but became more
maritime after ca. 6,000 years BP, which would have promoted populations of root
plants such as camas. Research suggests that the Plateau Culture observed in
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ethnographic times had emerged sometime during the Middle Prehistoric period. Higher
elevations sites are first visible in this period, thought to indicate exploitation of pine
nuts. Hopper mortars came into use for processing seeds and nuts and earth ovens for
processing roots. While the general settlement pattern had been toward semi-
sedentism, evidence for this in the form of semi-subterranean houses becomes rare
after ca. 2,500 years BP.

In the Late Prehistoric period (ca. 4,500 years BP-A.D. 1720), the ethnographically
known cultures of the Plateau region began to emerge. Climate deteriorated at the
beginning of the Late Prehistoric period (ca. 4,500-4,000 years BP) and became colder.
The cooler, more seasonal environment probably influenced the change to a more
storage-dependent collector subsistence strategy. Salmon productivity increased,
ungulates decreased, and pit houses associated with an emphasis on storage of
foodstuffs reappeared. Net weights and composite harpoons become common
technologies. Intensification of camas processing is evident in an explosion of earth
ovens ca. 2,500 years BP. There is evidence for warmer, dryer climate after about
2,000 years BP. Forests opened up, and the Columbia and Snake rivers underwent
rapid floodplain formation, indicating more frequent flooding or increased sediment
redeposition from sparsely vegetated uplands. Settlement and subsistence patterns
indicate a period of expansion and contraction. The first—and only—mass bison kills
occurred in the Late Prehistoric period, perhaps indicating a decrease in reliance on
riverine resources. Large villages appeared in lower reaches of the large rivers.
Increasing lithic diversity suggests either increased trade or mobility. The bow arrow
was introduced around 2,500 years BP in the southern reaches of the Plateau.
Evidence of inter-group conflict, social strife, and inequality is observable in rock art and
burials. In the last 2,000 years of the Late Prehistoric period, climate was fairly stable
and approximated modern conditions, with the exception of the little climactic optimum
(ca. A.D. 90-1200) and the Little Ice Age ca. A.D. 1350. Vegetation zones also assumed
their modern distributions. The distinctive adaptive characteristics of ethnographically
known Plateau cultures were firmly established by the Late Prehistoric period: semi-
nomadic-transhumant settlement, group aggregation and dispersal during particular
stages of the annual cycle, winter housepit villages, and resource specialization focused
on intensive harvesting and storage of salmon, ungulates, and roots.

Ethnography

The Frontier LPOE project area is within the traditional territory of the Colville peoples,
part of the twelve "tribes" identified collectively as the Colville Confederated Tribes. Like
other native groups in the region, the Colville employed a diversified hunting-gathering-
fishing subsistence strategy based on seasonal exploitation of resources. Winter
villages—with relatively permanent, semi-subterranean houses—were centered at
sheltered lower elevations offering relative ease of access to water and firewood. Winter
subsistence included some hunting, but also considerable reliance on collected and
stored foods. Spring activities included collecting the first plant shoots and roots.
Important root species included camas, bitterroot, and biscuitroot. Roots were collected
and stored for use in the following winter. Summer was a time of considerable fishing,
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first for sturgeon and throughout the summer for the various runs of salmon. Large
gatherings at Kettle Falls centered on the July and August runs of chinook, coho, and
sockeye salmon (Kennedy and Bouchard 1998:241). Fall activities emphasized
collecting fall roots, berries, and seeds; hunting deer, sheep, caribou, elk, and bear;
traveling to places to the south where late salmon ran; and preparing the village for
winter.

History

Frontier, Washington, is located in Stevens County. Originally created in 1858 as
Spokane County and much larger in size, Stevens County is reputed to be the first
county in the state to which settlers came and was named after Isaac |. Stevens, the
first governor of the Washington Territory (Winans 1904:1). Early frontier residents of
this land were trappers and traders associated with the British Hudson's Bay Company,
which dominated the Pacific Northwest fur trade in the early nineteenth century but
vacated its holdings in the region in 1853. The first settlers of the northeastern
Washington Territory were military personnel and missionaries, who arrived in the
1850s. Missionaries moved to the region as early as 1838 to bring Christianity to the
Native American inhabitants, and the first Protestant mission in the area was
established at Tshimakain in 1838. Governor Isaac |. Stevens erected Fort Colville in
1859 to help quash Native American uprisings and secure the new international
boundary. There were two sites in the area named Fort Colville. The first was built by
the British at Kettle Falls in 1825 and served as a trading post in the area. The
Americans built the second in 1859 once the international boundary commission had
solidified the boundary and the British departed for Canada (Washington State
Historical Society 1940).

Spurred on by the Homestead Act of 1862 and again in 1900 by the opening of the
northern half of the Colville Indian Reservation to frontier settlement, Americans hungry
for land and looking for wealth began to settle Stevens County in growing numbers.
They came to prospect for gold and other minerals, to work as lumbermen or in the
mills, to farm the fertile soils, and, more generally, to find their fortune in the West.
These settlers came primarily via the rapidly expanding network of railways. Indeed,
more settlers came to Stevens County by rail than by any other mode of transportation
(Bohm and Holstine 1983:30).

When the community of Frontier was established in 1902 it was not much more than a
post office serving the Spokane Falls & Northern Railway branch line from Northport.
Settlers chose the name Frontier for the post office because of its location one mile
south of the Canadian border (Reese 2005). Several notable gold and silver mines, now
long abandoned, are located near Frontier, including the Great Republic Mine to the
east and Velvet Mine to the south.
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Cultural Resources

Archaeological Resources. The APE for archaeological resources at the Frontier
LPOE includes the construction footprint required for Alternative 2, which includes the
present LPOE property boundary and the proposed acquisition area.

A 1.48-acre archaeological survey of the existing Frontier LPOE was conducted by HRA
Gray and Pape LLC for Michael Baker, Jr. Inc. in 2008 for the Department of Homeland
Security (DHS) US-VISIT program (DeJoseph and Miller 2008). No prehistoric, Native
American, or historic cultural resources were observed in the Frontier LPOE project
area. The archaeological sensitivity of the Frontier LPOE project area was considered
low due to its location and previous disturbance and the Washington SHPO concurred
with the report’'s recommendation of no further archaeological investigation required on
June 9, 2008.

A phase | survey to identify prehistoric and historic archaeological sites was conducted
on June 10-11, 2009 by HRA Gray and Pape. A combination of pedestrian survey and
shovel tests were used to investigate the project area. The pedestrian survey involved
walking systematic transects to examine the ground surface for artifacts and other
evidence of cultural activity. The transects were spaced no greater than 25 meters (m;
82 feet [ft]) apart. HRA Gray & Pape excavated 60 shovel test probes, approximately 30
centimeters (cm; 12 inches [in])) wide and up to 50 cm (20 in) deep, in areas where
vegetation obscured a large percentage of the ground surface.

A small historic scatter was identified near the existing LPOE. Cultural materials
observed during subsurface testing consisted of historic artifacts. Much of the area
between the site and the existing LPOE boundary appeared disturbed from the relative
lack of vegetation and visible fill materials on the ground surface. Based on the limited
archaeological assemblage and amount of disturbance, the site is not likely to be
considered eligible for the NRHP. According to local residents a cabin once existed
near the LPOE; however, no foundations were observed during the survey. The results
of this survey, eligibility determinations, and effects determinations were forwarded to
the Washington SHPO for review, comment, and concurrence.

Architectural Resources. The APE for historic standing structures is a 1,000-foot
radius around the LPOE and proposed acquisition parcel. HRA Gray and Pape, LLC
provided architectural historians meeting Secretary’s Professional Qualification
Standards (36 CFR 61) to identify and evaluate historic properties within the APE for
their eligibility for listing in the NRHP. Field work for this study was conducted in May
20009.

A previous architectural survey of the Frontier LPOE was conducted by Michael Baker,
Jr. Inc. in 2007 for the DHS US-VISIT program (Belfast, et al. 2007). No architectural
resources older than 50 years were identified within or near the Frontier LPOE property
boundaries. The current Frontier LPOE was constructed circa 1966 and modified in
2004. The Washington SHPO concurred with the findings on June 9, 2008.
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The existing LPOE includes the previously recorded port building (c. 1965), a modern
metal garage, three sheds, a shooting range, and a chain-link fence enclosure. The
port building is a single-story building constructed of poured concrete faced in brick, with
a front-gable roof. The building has a projecting porte cochere with a flat roof, supported
by four metal posts. The building appears to maintain good integrity, and features the
original wood sash windows covered with metal storm windows. The port building has a
newer standing seam metal roof.

A modern metal garage building is located just south of the port building. The garage
has standing-seam metal for both its roof and its cladding. The building has roll-up
doors on both the north and south elevations, and a door and three modern vinyl
windows on the east elevation.

Three sheds are located east of the port building on the opposite side of Hwy 21A. All
are modern, prefabricated sheds like those available in major hardware stores. Sheds 1
and 2 have gable roofs; Shed 3 is a barn-style shed with a gambrel roof. North of the
sheds is a chain-link fence enclosure topped with barbed wire; the area appears to be
used as a parking area. Southeast of the sheds is a make-shift shooting range,
consisting of plywood boards with paper targets. The target boards are placed in front of
a steep rise, which runs roughly north-south to the east of the LPOE site.

The port building was constructed c. 1965, is less than fifty years old, and is
recommended ineligible for listing on the NRHP. The architectural style of the station is
somewhat consistent with that used for other stations constructed during the period,
although the Frontier port building features a front gable roof and is not embellished with
the neoclassical revival detailing found at some LPOEs. The architectural style of the
Frontier station is not distinctive, as it utilized elements common in American
architecture for at least a century at the time of construction. None of the buildings are
recommended eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).
The results of this survey, eligibility determinations, and effects determinations were
forwarded to the Washington SHPO for review, comment, and concurrence.

Native American Resources. Native American resources can include, but are not
limited to, archaeological sites, cultural items, burial sites, ceremonial areas, caves,
mountains, water sources, trails, plant habitat or gathering areas, or any other natural
area important to a culture for religious or heritage reasons. No Native American
resources have been previously identified in the proposed project area.

Native American consultation was undertaken for the DHS US-VISIT program studies
referenced above. In May 2009, CBP verified contact information for traditional groups
presently or historically in the vicinity and initiated contact with the Confederated Tribes
of the Colville Reservation; Coeur d'Alene Tribe; Kalispel Tribe; Nez Perce Tribe; and
Spokane Tribe to request assistance in identifying Traditional Cultural Properties or
other features of interest to the tribes in the vicinity of the Frontier LPOE.
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CBP is in active consultation with the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation. A
bibliography of ethnographic sources was prepared and submitted for review in
accordance with Traditional Cultural Properties Background Research Guidance
Document provided by the Tribes. A literature review and preparation of an
ethnographic overview is in process and will be submitted to the Tribes for further
review and identification of Traditional Cultural Properties in the vicinity of the Frontier
LPOE.

All tribes were invited to express their interest and/or concerns regarding this project
during the initial NEPA process and the initiation of NHPA consultation. Because
previous and present efforts to identify Native American resources in the Frontier LPOE
vicinity for the DHS US-VISIT Project have been negative, the current analysis assumes
no known Native American resources. Any future expressed tribal interest or concerns
will inform the identification of cultural resources and assessment of effects in
accordance with NHPA requirements.

IMPACT METHODOLOGY
Direct/Indirect Impacts

Archaeological Sites. Direct impacts to archaeological sites include physical
disturbance through surface grading, building excavation and construction, road
construction, utility line trenching, use of staging areas for heavy equipment and
supplies, borrow pit excavations, and vandalism of archaeological materials. Any
ground-disturbing action in the area of an NRHP-eligible or potentially eligible
archaeological site, or modification to such a site, can affect the physical integrity of that
cultural resource, resulting in alteration or destruction of those characteristics or
gualities that make it potentially eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and thus, would be an
adverse effect under Section 106 of the NHPA.

Architectural Resources. Direct impacts to architectural resources include demolition,
alteration of architectural traits, structural instability through vibration, short-term audio
intrusions during construction, and visual intrusions to historic settings and cultural
landscapes. Any visual or audio intrusions to the setting or demolition or alteration of
architectural traits, can affect the integrity of an NRHP-eligible or potentially eligible
architectural resource, resulting in alteration or destruction of those characteristics or
gualities that make it potentially eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and thus, would be an
adverse effect under Section 106 of the NHPA.

Native American Resources. Direct impacts to Native American resources include
destruction of traditional resources, burials, and sacred sites, and plant or animal habitat
through ground-disturbing activities and construction of buildings and roads. Audio and
visual intrusion may adversely affect the visual and audio landscape or the viewshed of
these resources. These types of physical disturbance may disturb or destroy
unidentified Native American resources and thus, would be an adverse effect under
Section 106 of the NHPA.
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Indirect Impacts. Indirect impacts are the result of future projects such as residential,
school, and infrastructure development created by the proposed action. Some types of
development (such as new roads, trails, etc.) could facilitate access to sensitive cultural
sites. This could result in increased vandalism and damage to sites.

Short-Term/Long-Term Impacts

Archaeological Sites. Long-term impacts to archaeological sites are any ground-
disturbing activity, including increased access resulting in vandalism of archaeological
materials, that results in alteration or destruction of those characteristics or qualities that
make it potentially eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.

Because archaeological sites are considered non-renewable resources, any project
related activity resulting in ground disturbance is a long term impact. There are no short-
term impacts associated with archaeological sites.

Architectural Resources. Long-term impacts to architectural resources are any
project related activity, including permanent audio or visual intrusions, that result in
alteration or destruction of those characteristics or qualities that make it potentially
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.

Short-term impacts to architectural resources are any project related activity of short
duration such as temporary audio, visual, or atmospheric intrusions created during
construction activities.

Native American Resources. Long-term impacts to Native American resources are
any project related activity, including permanent audio and visual intrusions, that result
in alteration or destruction of those characteristics or qualities that make the resource
potentially eligible for inclusion in the NRHP or that disturb or destroy the special Native
American quality (sacredness) of the resource.

Short-term impacts to Native American resources are any project related activity of
short duration such as temporary audio, visual, or atmospheric intrusions created during
construction activities or decreased access to sensitive resources during construction
activities.

Impact Characterization

The level of impact does not apply specifically to cultural resources because the Section
106 process (as described in 36 CFR 800) does not identify levels of impact, merely
whether no historic properties (i.e., NRHP-eligible or listed resources) are affected or
that there will be an Adverse Effect to historic properties.
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Impact Significance

36 CFR 800.16 establishes the criteria for effect as the potential to alter the character or
use of a historic property. An effect is considered adverse when it diminishes the
integrity of the historic property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,
feeling, or association. Adverse effects on historic properties would include, but not be
limited to:

Physical destruction, damage, or alteration of all or part of the property;

Isolation of the property from or alteration of the character of the property’s setting
when that character contributes to the property’s qualification for the NRHP;

Introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of character with
the property or alter its setting;

Neglect of a property resulting in its deterioration or destruction; and
Transfer, lease, or sale of the property (36 CFR 800.9[b]).

For the purposes of this EA, a significant impact under NEPA will be defined as an un-
resolvable “adverse effect” under Section 106 of the NHPA.
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Cultural Resources Technical Addendum Acronyms

A.D. Anno Domini

APE Area of Potential Effect

B.C. Before Christ

BP Before Present

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

EA Environmental Assessment

LPOE Land Port of Entry

MOA Memorandum of Agreement

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
NRIS National Register Information System
SHPO State Historic Preservation Office
TCP Traditional Cultural Property
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