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PATIENCE PATTERSON 
U S CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
WASHINGTON DC 20229 

RE: ER09-494 Secure Border Initiative (SBInet) Detroit Project - DTM-004  Marine City Water  
  Plant, Section 1, T3N, R16E, Marine City, St. Clair County (CBP/DHS) 

Dear Ms. Patterson: 

Under the authority of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, we 
have reviewed the above-cited undertaking at the location noted above.  Based on the information 
provided for our review, it is the opinion of the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) that the 
proposed undertaking will have an adverse effect on the Marine City Water Treatment Plant, appears to 
meet the criteria for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  Built in 1936, designated by the 
American Water Works Association (AWWA) as a Historic Water Landmark in 1992 (established to 
recognize and preserve a Water Landmark at least 50 years old that has had a direct and significant 
relationship with water's supply, treatment, distribution, or technological development, the Marine City 
Water Treatment Plant is a significant for its architecture, and as a well preserved example of a 1930's 
water treatment facility. 

This undertaking meets the criteria of adverse effect because: the undertaking may alter, directly or 
indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the 
National Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, or association [36 CFR § 800.5(a)(1)]  Specifically, the undertaking 
will result in:

The introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the 
property’s significant historic features. 

The finding of adverse effect will prompt the Department of Homeland Security, hereinafter referred to as 
“Agency”, to consult further to resolve the adverse effect pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6 by proceeding with 
the following steps: 

(1) Per 36 CFR § 800.6(a), the Agency shall continue consultation with the SHPO and other consulting 
parties to develop and evaluate alternatives or modifications to the undertaking that could avoid, 
minimize or mitigate adverse effects on historic properties.  The Agency shall submit a case study 
outlining these efforts for review by the SHPO. 

(2) In accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(4), the Agency shall make information regarding this finding 
available to the public, providing the public with an opportunity to express their views on resolving 
adverse effects of the undertaking.  Pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.11(e), copies or summaries of any views 
provided by consulting parties and the public shall be made available to the SHPO as part of the case 
study outlined in (1).  



(3) The Agency shall immediately notify the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (Advisory 
Council), Old Post Office Building, 1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 809, Washington, D.C. 
20004, of the adverse effect finding per 36 CFR § 800.6 (a)(1).  The notification to the Advisory Council 
should be similar to the project information submitted to this office and should include the following 
documentation as outlined in 36 CFR § 800.11(e). 

A description of the undertaking, specifying the federal involvement, and its area of potential effects, 
including photographs, maps and drawings, as necessary. 

A description of the steps taken to identify historic properties. 

A description of the affected historic properties, including information on the characteristics that 
qualify them for inclusion in the  National Register of Historic Places. 

A description of the undertaking’s effects on historic properties. 

An explanation of why the criteria of adverse effect were found applicable or inapplicable, including 
any conditions or future actions to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects. 

Copies or summaries of any views provided by consulting parties and the public. 

(4) The Agency shall invite the Advisory Council to participate in consultation if the undertaking will 
affect a National Historic Landmark, if a Programmatic Agreement will be developed as a result of the 
finding of adverse effect, or if the Agency wants the Advisory Council to participate in consultation.  The 
Advisory Council will advise of its decision to participate in consultation within fifteen (15) days of 
receipt of this notification or other request.  If the Advisory Council chooses not to participate in 
consultation, the Agency shall resolve the adverse effect without Advisory Council participation and 
pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(b)(1).  

(5) If the Agency, the SHPO and, if applicable, the Advisory Council agree on how the adverse effects 
will be resolved, they shall execute a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(c). 

(6) If the Agency and the SHPO fail to agree on the terms of the MOA, the Agency shall request the  
Advisory Council to join the consultation.  If the Advisory Council decides to join the consultation, the 
Agency shall proceed in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(b)(2).  If the Advisory Council decides not to 
join the consultation, the Advisory Council will notify the Agency and proceed to comment in accordance 
with 36 CFR § 800.7. 

The views of the public are essential to informed decision making in the Section 106 process.  Federal 
Agency Officials or their delegated authorities must plan to involve the public in a manner that reflects 
the nature and complexity of the undertaking, its effects on historic properties and other provisions per 
36 CFR § 800.2(d).  We remind you that Federal Agency Officials or their delegated authorities are 
required to consult with the appropriate Indian tribe and/or Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) 
when the undertaking may occur on or affect any historic properties on tribal lands.  In all cases, whether 
the project occurs on tribal lands or not, Federal Agency Officials or their delegated authorities are also 
required to make a reasonable and good faith effort to identify any Indian tribes or Native Hawaiian 



organizations that might attach religious and cultural significance to historic properties in the area of 
potential effects and invite them to be consulting parties per 36 CFR § 800.2(c). 

Please note that the Section 106 process will not conclude according to 36 CFR § 800.6 “Resolution of 
Adverse Effects” until the consultation process is complete, an MOA is developed, executed and 
implemented, and, if applicable, the formal comments of the Advisory Council have been received. 

The State Historic Preservation Office is not the office of record for this undertaking.  You are therefore 
asked to maintain a copy of this letter with your environmental review record for this undertaking.  If the 
scope of work changes in any way, or if artifacts or bones are discovered, please notify this office 
immediately.   

If you have any questions, please contact Martha MacFarlane Faes, Environmental Review Coordinator, 
at (517) 335-2720 or by email at ER@michigan.gov.  Please reference our project number in all 
communication with this office regarding this undertaking.  Thank you for this opportunity to review 
and comment, and for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Brian D. Conway 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

BDC:JRH:BGG

Enclosure(s)

copy: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 





























































Section 106 Review – Detroit US Border Patrol Sector 
Tower Project – Northern Border 

ER09-494
CASE STUDY 

SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

PROJECT LOCATION:  The affected area for this project covers the St. Clair River 
between Lake St. Clair and Lake Huron, near the cities of Harsen’s Island, Algonac, 
Marine City, St. Clair, Marysville, and Port Huron, Michigan.  All proposed towers are 
within the counties of St. Clair and Macomb, Michigan. 

PURPOSE AND NEED:  The purpose of the proposed project is to employ 
technological infrastructure capable of providing a more efficient and effective means of 
assessing all border activities including; rapid detection, accurate characterization of the 
potential threat and deployment of appropriate resources in the apprehension of illegal 
aliens (IA), smugglers, and other cross-border violators (CBVs).  The SBI mission is to 
promote border security strategies that protect against and prevent terrorist attacks and 
other transnational crimes.  Meeting this purpose would improve surveillance capabilities 
along the St. Clair River (approximately 35 miles) in the Detroit Sector, in this particular 
instance a positive security outcome for both St. Clair and Marine City, Michigan.   

The Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared in accordance with provisions 
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 as amended, the Council on 
Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) NEPA implementing regulations at 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) Part 1500, and the DHS Management Directive 023-01, 
Environmental Planning Program (71 Federal Register [FR] 16790).  The EA was out for 
public review for a 30-day period from May 15 through June 15, 2009.  Public comments 
returned (there were six in total) had no subject matter regarding viewshed concerns for 
the historic properties, the St. Clair Inn, St. Clair, MI and the Marine City Water Works 
building, Marine City, MI, or any other comments on aesthetic or visual resources.  If the 
public were aware of these two historic properties and the possible visual impacts that 
would occur, the comments were not forthcoming.  However, these two properties were 
not identified specifically in the EA.   

Overall Alternatives: Other alternatives considered but rejected and not further 
analyzed in this project were the use of: 

Unmanned aircraft systems; 
Remote sensing satellites;  
Unattended ground sensor; 
Increased CBP workforce; and 
Increased aerial reconnaissance/operations.
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SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

Site Selection Criteria: The sensor and communications tower site selection 
process identified suitable site locations and their alternatives.  Key tower site evaluation 
considerations took into account constructability, operability, and environmental factors.  
During the preliminary site surveys, sites were evaluated by CBP personnel for both 
sensor and communication efficiencies and overall compatibility with SBInet network
design and connectivity.  Of the sites initially considered, 38 were eliminated as 
unsuitable for tower construction due to terrain or access considerations, or technical 
requirements that could not be met at a particular location.

The two operationally critical tower sites (DTM-007 – the St. Clair Site and DTM-004 – 
Marine City Water Plant) being considered here at their present locations were originally 
selected  at other locations but could not be maintained due to outside forces and 
circumstances of compatibility and operability. Considerations for DTM-007, from St. 
Clair City Council, Chief of Police and concerned citizens required that the second 
selected location be changed again.

For the Marine City Water Plant the necessary line of site (LOS) could not be maintained 
with the originally chosen site, the trees on the south side of the Marine City Water Plant 
were more than 70 feet in height and eventually would encumber the LOS and make the 
tower non-functional from a communication standpoint.  The alternate site (to be further 
explained below in the Marine City Water Plant section) would not be compatible with 
the lighthouse structure and the operability needs.

Please note the following map – it does not reflect the two towers, one in St Clair and one 
in Marine City.  This “gap” in the surveillance coverage afforded by the two towers will 
result in an operational risk in the St. Clair and Marine City communities.  This is a 
National Security issue, which could have negative consequences for both communities. 
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SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 
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SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

Case Study – St. Clair Inn – St. Clair, Michigan 
500 N Riverside Ave
Saint Clair, MI 48079

The St. Clair Inn was added to the National Register of Historic Places in 1995.  Since 
the construction of the Inn in 1926, the St. Clair Inn has been an integral part of the St. 
Clair community.

The originally chosen location of DTM-007 tower was much further south on the St. 
Clair River (See photograph below). The viewshed from the St. Clair Inn of the 80-foot 
tower would have been obscured by trees along the river, buildings and a distance of over

a half mile.  The first selected tower site was the Cargill Salt Plant shown above (green 
bubble).  The property owner and CBP could not come to agreement and another site was 
sought.
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SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

The second site selection (shown above as DTM-07A) was to the north of the original 
selection.  The viewshed from the St. Clair Inn of the 80-foot tower would have been 
obscured by trees along the river, buildings and a distance of .4 miles.  Detroit Sector 
Border Patrol and the Detroit team were notified by the Chairman of the City Council, the 
Chief of Police and concerned citizens that the second alternative location was 
unacceptable and they proposed their own alternate location in St. Clair City Park just 
southeast of the water intake pump building and to the north, northeast of the emergency 
alert tower (See photographs below).  This present site was mandated by the City 
Council.
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SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

The tower site designated by the City of St. Clair on City Park land is approximately 400 
feet from the southern side of a structure to the south of the St. Clair Inn.  The placement 
of the tower at that particular site allows for the LOS north to DTM-008 and south the 
DTM-006 (a vital communications relay and includes optimum constructability and 
operability), this third alternative site for this tower is the site sanctioned by the City.   
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SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 
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View of the south side of a structure to the south the St. Clair Inn from Riverside Street; 
tower would be to the right of the photo. 



SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 
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View looking south from a building to the south of the St. Clair Inn – tower location to 
the left (east and north) of the existing tower – light colored lathe in the photo. 



SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

Hypothetical Monopole in place – view looking south is less than 200 feet from the 
monopole.  The base of the monopole is 51” in diameter. 
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SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

Hypothetical monopole in place – view south from the boardwalk at the back of the St. 
Clair Inn.  Please note the industrial plant also in the same viewshed. 

If the public and the City Council were aware of this NRHP-listed historic property and 
the possible visual impacts that would occur, the comments were not forthcoming.  City 
Council mandated this site.  However, this property was not identified specifically in the 
EA.

The benefit of the placement of the tower at this location is that the City of St. Clair will 
receive monies in the form of an extended lease of this property and will gain monetarily 
and also from a security standpoint.  Should this tower be omitted there would be a gap in 
the surveillance coverage and due to that gap the coverage for the Border Patrol.  St. Clair 
will be the recipient of a “funneling” of illegal traffic due to no controls other than patrols 
in those areas.  This will result in an operational risk in the St. Clair area.  This is a 
National Security issue, which will have negative consequences for the St. Clair 
community.  Thus the beneficial effects of the tower in this mandated location is that of 
funds to city coffers and security and a drop in local crime in the immediate area.  Again, 
present placement of the tower will contribute to the reduction of crime in this border 
community and improve the quality of life and economic vitality of this border region 
through provision of the tools necessary for effective law enforcement. 
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SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

Case Study – Marine City Water Works Plant, Marine City, Michigan 
229 South Water St. 

Marine City, Michigan 48039-1693 

One of the original sitings for the tower DTM-004 was south of the Marine City Water 
Works Plant and within the area of the Marine City Lighthouse.  The first selected area 
was south of the Water Works building but north of the Lighthouse.  However, trees in 
excess of 70 feet in the immediate area precluded this option due to a lack of Line of 
Sight (LOS).  Upon finding that the lighthouse was not eligible for the NRHP, it was 
considered as a second alternative site for the placement of cameras and other equipment 
necessary for the project.   

Marine City Lighthouse (Originally Peche [Peach] Island Rear Range Light) The Peche 
Island Rear Range Light was built of cast iron in 1908 to mark the narrow passage from 
Lake St. Clair to the Detroit River and guarded the reef for some 75 years. It was never 
manned.  In 1926 the height was raised to 66 feet and with that additional height the 
tower protected the passage until September 23, 1983, when it was scheduled for 
decommission and destruction. Learning of the plan to demolish the tower, a rescue effort 
was begun by Marine City, Michigan to relocate it to a site in the city's Waterworks Park. 
The tower's weight is 35 tons, the height - 66 feet and the diameter is 14 feet at the base. 

However, it was determined that the lighthouse was only 66 feet high.  The site survey 
team visited Marine City, MI on November 18, 2008 for RVSS site locations.  The 
lighthouse pictured below was determined unsatisfactory for four main reasons. 

1. Cameras would have to be mounted on the outside of the lighthouse in order to 
effectively pan/tilt/zoom.  The lighthouse would no longer look like a lighthouse 
since the cameras would noticeably change the profile of the lighthouse.  If 
mounted inside, they would be less notable but would not be able to 
pan/tilt/zoom.  Fixed cameras were not considered operationally viable. 

2. Microwave communication dishes would further change the profile of the 
lighthouse and would not be mounted high enough to clear the immediate 70’ 
trees.  The lighthouse is obscured by trees on both sides and relay from north and 
south locations would need to be re-routed. 

3. 66-foot height of the lighthouse was considered unsatisfactory for operational 
view sheds looking north and south since trees in the immediate area were in 
excess of 70 feet. 

4. Structural analysis and modification to the cast iron lighthouse was considered 
risky and would permanently alter the look of the lighthouse. 
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SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

12

Marine City Lighthouse – originally the Peche Island Rear Range Light 



SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

The Marine City Water Works Plant is located at 229 S. Water Street, Marine City, MI. 
It was constructed in 1936.  The Water Works has been determined eligible for the 
Register.

In speaking with personnel working at the plant it was confirmed that the building is not 
on the NRHP (that they are aware of), and that their only “historic” designation is from 
the American Water Works Association.  The building was upgraded in 1983 and again 
in 2007.  It appears that windows and doors have been modified.  The interiors have been 
upgraded to maintain current water treatment standards, personnel at the building believe 
that the building, as it is currently would not meet the eligibility criteria.   

See photographs below of Marine City Water Works. 
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SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

Transom of Front Door of the Water Works. 

14



SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

Marine City Water Works – oblique view looking WNW 
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SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

Marine City Water Works – oblique view looking ENE. 
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SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

View of north side of plant with tower placement just to the left of the end of the building 
(in the picture) – Looking SW.  This is the third alternative and the last one to meet the 
operability and constructability requirements and to have appropriate Line of Sight for 
towers to the north and south of this placement.   
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SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

North side of plant view looking south, tower placement at orange lathes in the left of the 
picture. 
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SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

Hypothetical monopole in place, view looking south from behind apartment building and 
its parking lot. 
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SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

Hypothetical view of North side of Water Works building larger trees closer to the street 
and will not impede LOS for radar and cameras – view looking east. 

The Environmental Assessment that was presented for public review for a 30-day period 
(May 15 - June 15, 2009) returned no comments regarding viewshed concerns for the 
historic property, the Marine City Water Works building. If the public were aware of this 
eligible historic property and the possible visual impacts that would occur, the comments 
were not forthcoming.  However, this property was not identified specifically in the EA. 

City officials took no exception to an 80-foot monopole installation north of the Marine 
City Water Works Plant.  In December of 2008 the City Council approved the placement 
of the tower next to the Marine City Water Plant.  On July 16, 2009, the City Council 
passed a unanimous vote to sign the lease of the property to CBP.  

Marine City, MI will benefit from the placement of the tower due to the fact that they are 
leasing the property to Customs and Border Protection and that extended lease will put 
money in the city coffers.
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SBInet Detroit Project U.S. Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan 

There is an additional benefit to the tower being placed in its present proposed position: 
Should this tower be omitted there would be a gap in the surveillance coverage and due to 
that gap the coverage for the Border Patrol.  Marine City will be the recipient of a 
“funneling” of illegal traffic due to no controls other than patrols in those areas.  This will 
result in an operational risk in the Marine City area.  This is a National Security issue, 
which will have negative consequences for Marine City.  Present placement of the tower 
will contribute to the reduction of crime in this border community and improve the 
quality of life and economic vitality of this border region through provision of the tools 
necessary for effective law enforcement. 

The following two letters contain statements from the City of Marine City and the City of 
St. Clair regarding the properties upon which the towers will stand.  They have 
committed to having the towers in their presently proposed locations. 
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September 21, 2009 

James Riordan 
Executive Director, SBInet
U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
Washington, DC  20229 

Ref: The Secure Border Initiative; SBInet Detroit Project US Border Patrol     
 Detroit Sector, Michigan    

              
Dear Mr. Riordan: 

On September 4, 2009, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) received your notification 
and supporting documentation regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking on a property 
or properties listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  Based upon the 
information you provided, we have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in 
Reviewing Individual Section 106 Cases
Part 800), does not apply to this undertaking.  Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the 
consultation to resolve adverse effects is needed.  However, if we receive a request for participation from 
the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, affected Indian tribe, 
a consulting party, or other party, we may reconsider this decision.  Additionally, should circumstances 
change, and you determine that our participation is needed to conclude the consultation process, please 
notify us. 

Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), 
developed in consultation with the Michigan State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and any other 
consulting parties, and related documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation 
process.  The filing of the MOA and supporting documentation with the ACHP is required in order to 
complete the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Thank you for providing us with your notification of adverse effect.  If you have any questions or  
require further assistance, please contact Martha Catlin at 202 606-8529 or mcatlin@achp.gov. 

Sincerely, 

LaShavio Johnson 
Historic Preservation Technician 
Office of Federal Agency Programs 
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Maria Reid

From: PATTERSON, PATIENCE E [patience.patterson@dhs.gov] on behalf of DETROIT 
COMMENTS [DetroitCOMMENTS@dhs.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2009 10:24 AM
To: Maria Reid; Mobley, Jack E SWF
Subject: FW: Detroit Sector SEA

Maria,
This in the e-mailbox for Detroit.
Paddie

-----Original Message-----
From: Barbara_Hosler@fws.gov [mailto:Barbara_Hosler@fws.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2009 11:20 AM
To: DETROIT COMMENTS
Subject: Detroit Sector SEA

We have reviewed the Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the
Proposed SBInet Detroit Project and have no comments at this time.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the subject document.

Sincerely,

Barbara Hosler
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
East Lansing Field Office
2651 Coolidge Road, Suite 101
East Lansing, Michigan 48823
517/351-6326 (phone)
517/351-1443 (fax)
barbara_hosler@fws.gov
































