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PROJECT HISTORY: The Secure Border Initiative (SBI) is a comprehensive, multi-
year plan established by the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) in November
2005 to secure America’s borders and reduce illegal immigration. SBI was created to
bring clarity of mission, effective coordination of DHS assets, and greater accountability
in securing the Nation’s borders. The SBI mission is to promote border security
strategies that protect against and prevent terrorist attacks and other transnational
crimes. Additionally, SBI will coordinate DHS efforts to ensure the legal entry and exit
of people and goods moving across our borders, and improve the enforcement of
immigration, customs, and agriculture laws at our borders, within the country, and
abroad.

SBinet is the component of SBI charged with developing and installing technology and
attendant tactical infrastructure (TI) solutions to help United States (U.S.) Customs and
Border Protection (CBP) gain effective control of our Nation's borders. The goal of
SBInet is to field the most effective, proven technology and response platforms, and
integrate them into a single, comprehensive border security system for DHS. CBP is
the agent for SBInet, carrying out the program to better execute this vital mission.

CBP implements the National Border Patrol Strategy with the goal of establishing and
maintaining effective operational control of the borders. The U.S. Border Patrol (USBP)
maximizes border security with an appropriate balance of personnel, technology, and
infrastructure. Effective operational control exists when CBP is consistently able to: (1)
detect illegal entries into the U.S. when they occur; (2) identify the entry and classify its
level of threat; (3) efficiently and effectively respond to these entries; and, (4) bring each
event to an appropriate law enforcement resolution.

The Final Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI) were prepared in compliance with provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 as amended (42 U.S. Code [U.S.C.] 4332 et seq.), the Councll
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 draft of this Environmental Assessment (EA) was released for a 30-day public
comment period from May 15 through June 14, 2009. Six letters were received from the
public. Those letters have been incorporated in to Appendix A and the comments
contained in the letters are addressed in Section 1.3 of the final EA. Of the 13
installations/tower constructions proposed in the draft EA, three of the sites have been
removed from the proposed action of the final EA. One of the equipment installation
sites has been removed from consideration, because after further study, it was found to
have insufficient line of sight to other towers. Two proposed tower construction sites
(DTM-004 and DTM-007) have been removed from considerations due to opinions
offered by the Michigan State Historic Preservation Office that the constructed towers
would adversely impact the Marine City Water Treatment Plant, which is potentially
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eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and the St. Clair Inn, which
is listed on the NRHP.

The EA addresses the potential direct and indirect effects, beneficial and adverse, of the
proposed construction, installation, operation, and maintenance of a system of sensor
and communication towers, which include associated access roads, communications
components, and a combination of sensor and communication components on towers
and existing structures within the U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Detroit Sector in northeast
Michigan.

PROJECT LOCATION: The affected area for this final EA 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). Meeting this purpose
would improve surveillance capabilities along the St. Clair River (approximately 35
miles) in the Detroit Sector.

This SBInet Detroit project is proposed to meet the stated purpose and need by:

e Providing more efficient and effective means of assessing border activities;
e Providing rapid detection and accurate characterization of potential threats;

e Assisting coordinated deployment of resources in the apprehension of IAs,
smugglers, and CBVs; and,

e Contributing to the reduction of crime in border communities and improving the
quality of life and economic vitality of border regions through provision of the
tools necessary for effective law enforcement.

ALTERNATIVES: Two alternatives were considered during the preparation of the EA:
No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action Alternative, described below. Other
alternatives considered but rejected and not further analyzed in the EA 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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No Action Alternative: The No Action Alternative describes future circumstances if the
proposed tower construction does not take place, and can be characterized as the
continuation of current practices and procedures. While the No Action Alternative does
not satisfy the stated purpose and need, its inclusion in the EA is required by NEPA
regulations as a basis of comparison to the anticipated effects of the Proposed Action
Alternative.

Proposed Action Alternative:  The Proposed Action Alternative includes the
construction of six monopole towers and associated access roads, installation of sensor
and communications equipment on four existing structures and operation and
maintenance of these systems.

In general, the six monopole towers in the Detroit SBInet project would:

e be 80 to 130 feet tall;

¢ have a 50- X 50-foot impact footprint; and

e be connected to commercial electric grid power with a battery back-up power
system.

Five of the six towers would be located in previously disturbed areas. Only one proposed
tower, DTM-011, would be located on Gull Island, an uninhabited island within the St.
Clair River delta that is approximately 10 acres in size. Access to the island would be by
boat or barge only. During the construction phase on the island, a barge would be
beached to serve as a temporary landing facility. All equipment would be maneuvered
onto the island from the beached barge or additional barges tethered to the beached
barge. In order to connect the tower to the existing commercial electrical power grid, a
trench would be dug in the St. Clair River approximately 1.6 miles long, 6 to 8 feet deep,
and 8 inches wide, below the river substrate to sink 4-inch conduit to house the electrical
supply line. Once construction is complete, the beached barge would be removed.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES: Implementation of the Proposed Action
Alternative would permanently disturb approximately 0.91 acre for the construction of all
towers and access roads. No impacts to prime farmland would occur. The proposed
tower sites are located predominately in previously disturbed, developed areas, with the
exception of DTM-011 (on Gull Island). The Proposed Action Alternative would have no
impacts on cultural resources, since the proposed tower sites are located within
disturbed sites and are at great distances from any historic structure. Aesthetic
resources would be impacted; however, the impacts would be minor due to the previous
disturbance and development (existing structures) in the area. The proposed tower at
Gull Island, DTM-011, would impact the natural aesthetics of the island; however, the
presence of the tower would also indirectly act as a deterrent for vandalism and littering
which currently occur. CBP has determined that the Proposed Action Alternative would
have no effect on any Federal or state listed threatened or endangered species
protected under the Endangered Species Act. The peregrine falcon, a state listed
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species, nests near the existing structure installation site DTM-006 at the St. Clair River
DTE Energy plant, but the installation of the surveillance and communication
equipment, when completed outside of the nesting season, would not affect the
peregrine falcons or the pair's nest success. No other state-listed species would be
affected by the construction and operation of the proposed tower system.

Additionally, the Proposed Action Alternative would have temporary and minor impacts
to air, roadways and traffic, and ambient noise levels during construction activities.
Construction at DTM-011 would require Clean Water Act Section 401 and Rivers and
Harbors Act Section 10 permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Detroit District,
as well as Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the Michigan
Department of Environmental Quality. Applications for these permits have been filed
with Michigan Department of Environmental Quality and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Detroit District. No impacts to floodplains would occur with implementation of the
Proposed Action Alternative. Commercial grid power would not be impacted as a result
of the construction and operation of the towers.

The proposed technology infrastructure would result in overall beneficial impacts within
the region through a reduction in illegal activities. A decrease in border area crime
would be expected from the reduction in illegal activities. Long-term socioeconomic
benefits could occur.

No significant adverse effects to the natural or human environment, as defined in 40
CFR Section 1508.27 of the CEQ’s Regulations for Implementing NEPA, are expected
upon implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative.

MITIGATION: Mitigation measures are identified for each resource category that could
be potentially affected. Many of these measures have been incorporated as standard
operating procedures by CBP in similar past projects. Mitigation measures and standard
best management practices (BMP) are also identified in the Final EA in Section 5.

As mitigation for project impacts to the DNR Boat Ramp (DTM-010), CBP agrees to
repair damages caused by project construction at DTM-010, i.e., any damage to paved
surfaces and storm water collection systems, once construction is complete. Due to the
depth of the tower footing at DTM-010, CBP agrees to tie the seawall at both ends, back
to the adjacent shoreline mitigating erosion concerns on the shoreline and at the boat
launch. CBP also agrees to place 1000 feet of bioengineered erosion control along the
bank of the river in the nearest vicinity to DTM-005.

Project Planning/Design Communication

The following measures were adapted from the Interim Guidance on Siting,
Construction, Operation, and Decommissioning of Communication Towers (USFWS
2000).
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e CBP will minimize bird perching and nesting opportunities for new towers.

e CBP will not site towers in or near wetlands, other known bird concentration
areas (e.g., state or Federal refuges, staging areas, rookeries), in known
migratory or daily movement flyways, or in habitat of threatened or endangered
species. If this is not an option, mitigation will be required.

e Where CBP will be constructing taller (>199 feet above ground level) towers
requiring lights for aviation safety, the minimum amount of pilot warning lights
and obstruction avoidance lighting required by the FAA will be used (FAA 2000).
Unless otherwise required by the FAA, CBP will use only white (preferable) or
red strobe lights at night, and these will be the minimum number, minimum
intensity, and minimum number of flashes per minute (longest duration between
flashes) allowable by the FAA. CBP will not use solid red or pulsating red
warning lights at night.

e CBP will not use guy wires for tower support to reduce the probability of bird and
bat collisions.

e CBP will use security lighting for on-ground facilities and equipment that is down-
shielded to keep light within the boundaries of the site.

e CBP will site, design, and construct towers and appurtenant elements to avoid or
minimize habitat loss within and adjacent to the tower “footprint.” CBP will
minimize road access and fencing to reduce or prevent habitat fragmentation and
disturbance, and to reduce above-ground obstacles to birds in flight.

e Where feasible, CBP will place electric power lines underground or on the
surface as insulated, shielded wire to avoid electrocution of birds and bats. CBP
will use recommendations of the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (1994,
1996) for any required above-ground lines, transformers, or conductors. CBP will
use raptor protective devices on above ground wires.

e CBP will control noxious weeds using U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
approved herbicides.

e If rodent populations on the perimeter of the facility are to be controlled, CBP will
not use rodenticides.

e Once CBP has determined that towers are no longer needed, CBP will remove
them within 12 months. CBP will restore footprint of towers and associated
facilities to natural habitat.

Project Planning/Design — General

CBP will use disturbed areas or areas that will be used later in the construction period
for staging, parking, and equipment storage.
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CBP will give particular importance to proper design and locating roads such that the
widening of existing or created roadbeds beyond the design parameters due to
improper maintenance and use will be avoided or minimized.

CBP will develop and implement erosion control measures and appropriate BMPs
before, during, and after soil disturbing activities. To address areas with highly erodible
soils, various erosion control techniques such as straw bales, silt fencing, aggregate
materials, wetting compounds, and rehabilitation, where possible, to decrease erosion.

CBP will document any establishment of non-native plants and will implement
appropriate control measures.

CBP will ensure that all construction will follow DHS Environmental Planning
Management Directive 023-01 for waste management.

A CBP-approved spill protection plan (or SPCCP) will be developed and implemented at
construction and maintenance sites to ensure that any toxic substances are properly
handled and that escape into the environment is prevented. Agency standard protocols
will be used. Drip pans underneath equipment, containment zones used when refueling
vehicles or equipment, and other measures are to be included.

CBP will incorporate BMPs relating to project area delineation, water sources, waste
management, and site restoration into project planning and implementation for road
construction and maintenance.

CBP security lighting at facilities will be designed to minimize light pollution beyond the
designated tower footprints while achieving light levels needed for operational purposes.
Because directed lighting for towers can extend ambient light levels well over 900 feet
away from the source, the effects of lighting can extend beyond the immediate tower
area. Security lights will not shine onto habitat areas at a level greater than 1.5 foot-
candles. All security lights will be shielded from the top to prevent light disturbance
outside the immediate tower area.

General Construction Activities

CBP will clearly demarcate the perimeter of all areas to be disturbed during construction
or maintenance activities using flagging or temporary construction fence, and no
disturbance outside that perimeter will be authorized.

CBP will construct and maintain the fewest roads needed, using proper standards.

Maintenance actions will not increase the width of the 12-foot road bed or the amount of
disturbed area beyond the 12-foot road bed.

CBP will obtain materials such as gravel or topsoil from existing developed or previously
used sources, not from undisturbed areas adjacent to the project area.
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Within the designated disturbance area, CBP will minimize the area to be disturbed by
limiting deliveries of materials and equipment to only those needed for effective project
implementation.

CBP water tankers that convey untreated surface water will not discard unused water
within two miles of any aquatic or marsh habitat.

CBP storage tanks containing untreated water will be of a size that if a rainfall event
were to occur, the tank (assuming open), will not be overtopped and cause a release of
water into the adjacent drainages. Water storage on the project area will be in on-
ground containers located on upland areas not in washes.

CBP will contain nonhazardous waste materials and other discarded materials, such as
construction waste until removed from the construction and maintenance sites. This will
assist in keeping the project area and surroundings free of litter and reduce the amount
of disturbed area needed for waste storage.

To prevent attracting predators of protected animals, CBP will dispose of all food related
trash items such as wrappers, cans, bottles, and food scraps in closed containers and
remove them daily from the project site.

Waste water is water used for project purposes that is contaminated with construction
materials or from cleaning equipment and thus carries oils, other toxic materials, or
other contaminants as defined in state regulations. CBP will store waste water in closed
containers on site until removed for disposal. Concrete wash water will not be dumped
on the ground, but is to be collected and moved offsite for disposal. This wash water is
toxic to aquatic life.

CBP will minimize the number of vehicles traveling to and from the project site and the
number of trips per day to reduce the likelihood of disturbing animals in the area or
injuring an animal on the road.

If CBP construction or maintenance activities continue at night, all lights will be shielded
to direct light only onto the work site and the area necessary to ensure the safety and
efficiency of the workers, the minimum foot-candles needed will be used, and the number
of lights will be minimized. Any light extending beyond each tower construction or
maintenance area will be no greater than 1.5 foot candles.

CBP will minimize noise levels for day or night construction and maintenance.

Soils

Vehicular traffic associated with the tower and access road construction activities and
operational support activities will remain on established roads to the maximum extent
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practicable. Areas with highly erodible soils will be given special consideration when
designing the proposed project towers and access roads to ensure incorporation of
various erosion control techniques such as, straw bales, silt fencing, aggregate materials,
wetting compounds, and rehabilitation, where possible, to decrease erosion. Site
rehabilitation will include re-vegetating or the distribution of organic and geological
materials (i.e., boulders and rocks) over the disturbed area to reduce erosion while
allowing the area to naturally vegetate. Additionally, erosion control measures and
appropriate BMPs will be implemented before, during, and after construction activities as
appropriate.

Road repair or improvements shall avoid, to the greatest extent practicable, creating wind
rows with the soils once grading activities are completed. Excess soils from construction
activities will be used on-site to raise and shape proposed tower sites and road surfaces.

Vegetation

CBP will use materials free of non-native plant seeds and other plant parts to limit
potential for infestation for on-site erosion control in uninfested native habitats. Since
natural materials cannot be certified as completely weed-free, if such materials are
used, there will be follow-up monitoring to document establishment of non-native plants
and appropriate control measures will be implemented for a period of time to be
determined in the site restoration plan.

CBP fill material brought in from outside the project area will be identified as to source
location and will be weed-free.

CBP will remove invasive plants that appear on the tower sites, and along sections of
repaired and new road. Removal will be done in ways that eliminate the entire plant and
remove all plant parts to a disposal area. Herbicides will be used according to label
directions if they are not toxic to Federally listed species that may be in the area. Training
to identify non-native invasive plants will be provided for CBP personnel or contractors as
necessary.

CBP will avoid removal of riparian vegetation within 100 feet of aquatic habitats to
provide a buffer area to protect the habitat from sedimentation.

Wildlife Resources

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-712, [1918, as amended 1936, 1960, 1968,
1969, 1974, 1978, 1986 and 1989]) requires that Federal agencies coordinate with the
USFWS if a construction activity would result in the take of a migratory bird. If
construction or clearing activities are scheduled during nesting seasons (February 15
through August 31); surveys will be performed to identify active nests. If construction
activities result in the take of a migratory bird, then coordination with the USFWS and
FAA will be required and applicable permits would be obtained prior to construction or
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clearing activities. Another mitigation measure that would be implemented is to schedule
all construction activities outside nesting seasons negating the requirement for nesting
bird surveys. The proposed sensor and communication towers would also comply with
USFWS guidelines for reducing fatal bird strikes on communication towers (USFWS
2000) to the greatest extent practicable. Guidelines recommend co-locating new
antennae arrays on existing towers whenever possible and to build towers as short as
possible, without guy wires or lighting, and use white strobe lights whenever lights are
necessary for aviation safety.

CBP will avoid or minimize the potential for entrapment of surface flows within the
roadbed due to grading. CBP will minimize the depth of any pits created so animals do
not become trapped.

Water Resources

Standard construction procedures will be implemented to minimize potential for erosion
and sedimentation during construction. All work shall cease during heavy rains and
would not resume until conditions are suitable for the movement of equipment and
material. All fuels, waste oils, and solvents will be collected and stored in tanks or
drums within secondary containment areas consisting of an impervious floor and
bermed sidewalls capable of holding the volume of the largest container stored therein.
The refueling of machinery will be completed following accepted guidelines, and all
vehicles will have drip pans during storage to contain minor spills and drips. No
refueling or storage will take place within 100 feet of drainages.

A Construction Stormwater General Permit will be obtained prior to construction, and
this would require approval of a site-specific SWPPP and Notice of Intent (NOI). A site-
specific SPCCP will also be in place prior to the start of construction. Other
environmental design measures will be implemented such as straw bales, silt fencing,
aggregate materials, wetting compounds, and re-vegetation with native plant species,
where possible, to decrease erosion and sedimentation.

Prior to the start of construction activities, the construction contractor will review the
most up-to-date version of the MDEQ 305(b) and 303(d) report. Additionally, road
repair or improvement activities in wash or drainage crossings will not impede the flow
of affected water courses.

Air Quality

Mitigation measures will be incorporated to ensure that fugitive dust and other air quality
constituents emission levels do not rise above the minimum threshold as required per 40
CFR 51.853(b)(1). Measures will include dust suppression methods such as road
watering to minimize airborne particulate matter created during construction activities.
Standard construction BMPs such as routine watering of the construction site as well as
access roads to the site will be used to control fugitive dust and thereby assist in limiting
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potential PM-10 excursions during the construction phase of the proposed project.
Additionally, all construction equipment and vehicles will be required to be maintained in
good operating condition to minimize exhaust emissions.

Noise

During the construction phase, short-term noise impacts are anticipated. All applicable
Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulations and requirements will be
followed. On-site activities would be restricted to daylight hours to the greatest extent
practicable although night-time construction could occur if the construction schedule
requires it. Construction equipment will possess properly working mufflers and would be
kept properly tuned to reduce backfires. Implementation of these measures will reduce
the expected short-term noise impacts to an insignificant level in and around tower
construction sites.

Hazardous Materials

BMPs will be implemented as standard operating procedures during all construction
activities, and will include proper handling, storage, and/or disposal of hazardous and/or
regulated materials. To minimize potential impacts from hazardous and regulated
materials, all fuels, waste oils and solvents will be collected and stored in tanks or
drums within a secondary containment system that consists of an impervious floor and
bermed sidewalls capable of containing the volume of the largest container stored
therein. The refueling of machinery will be completed in accordance with accepted
industry and regulatory guidelines, and all vehicles will have drip pans during storage to
contain minor spills and drips. Although it is unlikely that a major spill would occur, any
spill of reportable quantities will be contained immediately within an earthen dike, and
the application of an absorbent (e.g., granular, pillow, sock, etc.) will be used to absorb
and contain the spill. To ensure oil pollution prevention, a SPCCP will be in place prior
to the start of construction activities and all personnel will be briefed on the
implementation and responsibilities of this plan as is typical in CBP/SBI projects. All
spills will be reported to the designated CBP point of contact for the project.
Furthermore, a spill of any petroleum liquids (e.g., fuel) or material listed in 40 CFR 302
Table 302.4 of a reportable quantity must be cleaned up and reported to the appropriate
Federal and state agencies.

All waste oil and solvents will be recycled. All non-recyclable hazardous and regulated
wastes will be collected, characterized, labeled, stored, transported, and disposed of in
accordance with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations, including proper
waste manifesting procedures.

Solid waste receptacles will be maintained at construction staging areas. Non-hazardous
solid waste (trash and waste construction materials) will be collected and deposited in on-
site receptacles. Solid waste will be collected and disposed of by a local waste disposal
contractor.
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Disposal of used batteries or other small guantities of hazardous waste will be handled,
managed, maintained, stored, and disposed of in accordance with applicable Federal
and state rules and regulations for the management, storage, and disposal of
hazardous materials, hazardous waste and universal waste. Additionally, to the extent
practicable, all batteries will be recycled, locally.

Where handling of hazardous and regulated materials does occur, CBP will collect and
store all fuels, waste cils and solvents in clearly |labeled tanks or drums within a
secondary containment system that consists of an impervious floor and bermed
sidewalls capable of containing the volume of the largest container stored therein.

FINDING: Based upon the analyses of the EA and the mitigation measures to be
incorporated as part of the action alternatives, it has been concluded that the proposed
project will not result in any significant effects to the environment. Therefore, no further

environmental impact analysis is warranted.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The Secure Border Initiative (SBI) is a comprehensive, multi-year plan established by
the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) in November 2005 to secure America’s
borders and reduce illegal immigration. The SBI mission is to promote border security
strategies that protect against and prevent terrorist attacks and other transnational
crimes. Additionally, the SBI initiative will coordinate DHS efforts to ensure the legal
entry and exit of people and goods moving across our borders and improve the
enforcement of immigration, customs, and agriculture laws at our borders, within the
country, and abroad.

SBInet is the component of SBI charged with developing and installing technology and
attendant tactical infrastructure (TI) solutions to help United States (U.S.) Customs and
Border Protection (CBP) gain effective control of our Nation’s borders. The goal of
SBlnet is to field the most effective, proven technology and response platforms, and
integrate them into a single, comprehensive border security system for DHS.

CBP implements the National Border patrol Strategy with the goal of establishing and
maintaining effective control of the borders. The U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) maximizes
border security with an appropriate balance of personnel, technology, and infrastructure.
Effective control exists when CBP is consistently able to: (1) detect illegal entries in to
the U.S. when they occur; (2) identify the entry and classify its level of threat; (3)
efficiently and effectively respond to these entries; and, (4) bring each event to an
appropriate law enforcement resolution.

A draft of this Environmental Assessment (EA) was released for a 30-day public
comment period from May 15 through June 14, 2009. Six letters were received from the
public. Those letters have been incorporated in to Appendix A and the comments
contained in the letters are addressed in Section 1.3 of this final EA. One of the
equipment installation sites has been removed from consideration, because after further
study, it was found to have insufficient line of sight to other towers. Two proposed tower
construction sites (DTM-004 and DTM-007) have been removed from considerations
due to opinions offered by the Michigan State Historic Preservation Office that the
constructed towers would adversely impact the Marine City Water Treatment Plant,
which is potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and the
St. Clair Inn, which is listed on the NRHP.

PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the proposed project is to improve CBP’s efficiency and probability of
detection, identification, and apprehension of cross border violators (CBVs). Achieving
effective control of the borders of the U.S is a key mission of CBP. The objective of this
SBlnet project is to maximize surveillance along approximately 35 miles of the U.S.
border in the Detroit Sector which defines the geographic scope of this project.

Environmental Assessment Final
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The proposed project is needed to:

1) provide more efficient and effective means of assessing all border activites;
2) provide rapid detection and accurate characterization of potential threats;
3) provide coordinated deployment of resources in the apprehension of CBVs; and

4) reduce crime in border communities and improve the quality of life and economic
vitality of border regions through provision of the tools necessary for effective law
enforcement.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The Proposed Action Alternative includes the construction of six monopole surveillance
towers and associated access roads, installation of sensor and communications
equipment on four existing structures and operation and maintenance of these systems.

In general, the six monopole towers in the Detroit SBInet project would:

e be 80 to 130 feet tall;

e have a 50- X 50-foot impact footprint; and

e be connected to commercial electric grid power with a battery back-up power
system.

Proposed tower, DTM-011, would be located on Gull Island, an uninhabited island
within the St. Clair River delta that is approximately 10 acres in size. Access to the
island would be by boat or barge only. During the construction phase on the island, a
barge would be beached to serve as a temporary landing facility. All equipment would
be maneuvered onto the island from the beached barge or additional barges tethered to
the beached barge. In order to connect the tower to the existing commercial electrical
power grid, a trench would be dug approximately 1.6 miles long, 6 to 8 feet deep, and 8
inches wide, below the river substrate to sink 4-inch conduit to house the electrical
supply line. Once construction is complete, the beached barge would be removed.

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE AND ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

There are two alternatives analyzed: (1) No Action Alternative, and (2) Proposed
Action, which is described above.

Under the No Action Alternative, no towers would be constructed and no equipment
would be installed on existing structures. The No Action Alternative serves as a
baseline against which the impacts of the Proposed Action are evaluated.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Implementation of the Proposed Action would permanently disturb approximately 0.94
acre for the construction of all towers and access roads. However, no impacts to prime
farmland would occur. The proposed tower sites are located predominately in
previously disturbed, developed areas, with the exception of DTM-011 (on Gull Island).
The Proposed Action would have no impacts on cultural resources. Aesthetic resources
would be impacted; however, the impacts are minor due to the previous disturbance
and development (existing structures) in the area. The proposed tower at Gull Island,
DTM-011, would impact the natural aesthetics of the island; however, the presence of
the tower would also indirectly act as a deterrent for vandalism and littering which
currently occur. CBP has determined that the Proposed Action would have no effect on
any Federal or state listed threatened or endangered species protected by the
Endangered Species Act. The peregrine falcon, a state listed species, nests near DTM-
006 at the St. Clair River DTE Energy plant, but the installation of the surveillance and
communication equipment on a portion of an existing building, when completed outside
of the nesting season, would not affect the peregrine falcons or the pair's nest success.

Additionally, the Proposed Action would have temporary and minor impacts to air,
roadways and traffic, and ambient noise levels during construction activities.
Construction at DTM-011 would require Clean Water Act Section 404 and Rivers and
Harbors Act Section 10 permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, as well as
Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the Michigan Department of Environmental
Quality. No impacts to floodplains would occur with implementation of the Proposed
Action. Commercial grid power would not be impacted as a result of the Proposed
Action; however, long term socioeconomic benefits could occur. The proposed project
would result in overall beneficial impacts within the region through a reduction in border
area crime.

No significant adverse effects to the natural or human environment, as defined in 40
Code of Federal Regulations Section 1508.27 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s
Regulations for Implementing National Environmental Policy Act, are expected upon
implementation of the Proposed Action.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Based upon the analyses of the final EA and the environmental design and mitigation
measures to be implemented, the Proposed Action Alternative would not have a
significant effect on the environment. Therefore, no additional environmental evaluation
is warranted.
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SECTION 1.0
BACKGROUND







1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes the proposed United States (U.S.)
Border Patrol (USBP) Detroit Sector project that would be carried out under the Secure
Border Initiative (SBI) and implemented as a part of the SBInet program. A draft EA
was released for a 30-day public comment period from May 15 to June 14, 2009. This
final EA incorporates the comments received during the public comment period, reflects
the removal of two of the originally proposed towers, the removal of one of the
installation sites, and addresses the potential direct and indirect effects, beneficial and
adverse, of the proposed construction of six monopole surveillance towers and
associated access roads, installation of sensor and communications equipment on four
existing structures and operation and maintenance of these systems within the USBP’s

Detroit Sector, Michigan (Figure 1-1).

This final EA was prepared in compliance with provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 as amended (42 U.S. Code [U.S.C.]. 4321 et seq.), the
Council on Environmental Quality’'s (CEQ) NEPA implementing regulations at 40 Code
of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 1500, and the Department of Homeland Security’s
(DHS) Management Directive 023-01, Environmental Planning Program (71 Federal
Register [FR] 16790). Consistent with 40 CFR 1502.16, this final EA analyzes direct
and indirect site-specific and cumulative environmental impacts of the SBInet Detroit
project. The affected area for this final EA 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.
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U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) proposes to design, develop, and deploy
technology-based solutions to assist with deterrence and detection of illegal entries
along approximately 35 miles of the St. Clair River in the USBP’s Detroit Sector. This
project would support CBP’s mission by strengthening national security between ports
of entry (POE) to prevent entry of terrorists, terrorist weapons, contraband, and illegal
aliens (lA) into the U.S.

With the implementation of the SBInet Detroit project as described and analyzed in this
EA, it is anticipated that CBP will increase surveillance capabilities and its mission of
improving border security. This EA describes the project goals that SBInet is required
to support and analyzes the potential environmental impacts from site selection,
construction, upgrade, operation, and deployment of its component structures, facilities,

and mobile resources.

1.1.1 Program Background

The U.S. experiences substantial cross-border traffic of illegal aliens (l1A), illegal drugs,
and other contraband every year. These illegal activities cost U.S. citizens billions of
dollars annually: directly from criminal activities, including the costs of apprehension,
detention, and incarceration of criminals; and indirectly by loss of property, illegal

participation in government programs, and increased insurance costs.

SBI is a comprehensive, multi-year program established by DHS in November 2005 to
provide the tools necessary to CBP to secure the U.S. borders and reduce illegal
immigration. SBI was created to bring effective coordination of DHS assets and greater
accountability in securing the U.S. borders. The SBI mission is to promote border
security strategies that protect against and prevent terrorist attacks and other
transnational crimes. Additionally, SBI will coordinate DHS efforts to ensure the legal
entry and exit of people and goods moving across U.S. borders, and improve the
enforcement of immigration, customs, and agriculture laws at U.S. borders and within
the U.S.
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SBinet is the component of SBI charged with developing and installing technology and
attendant tactical infrastructure (TI) solutions to help CBP gain effective control of our
Nation’s borders. The goal of SBInet is to field the most effective, proven technology
and response platforms, and integrate them into a single, comprehensive border
security system for DHS. SBinet is the CBP program charged with carrying out the

program to better execute this vital mission

CBP implements the National Border Patrol Strategy with the goal of establishing and
maintaining effective control of the borders. USBP maximizes border security with an
appropriate balance of personnel, technology, and infrastructure. Effective control
exists when CBP is consistently able to: (1) detect illegal entries in to the U.S. when
they occur; (2) identify the entry and classify its level of threat; (3) efficiently and
effectively respond to these entries; and, (4) bring each event to an appropriate law

enforcement resolution.

1.1.2 Legislative Background

Among its many functions, DHS is charged with enforcing the Immigration and
Naturalization Act, which includes the authority and duty to control and guard the
boundaries and borders of the U.S. against the illegal entry of aliens (8 U.S.C. 1103).
Pursuant to Section 1502 of the Homeland Security Act (6 U.S.C. 101), the President’s
reorganization plan of January 30, 2003, established CBP, which has responsibility for
the resources and missions of the legacy Customs Service and USBP relating to
borders and POEs. CBP’s core mission is to defend U.S. borders against all threats

while facilitating legitimate trade and travel.

As a component of DHS that is responsible for border security, CBP shares DHS’
mandate from Congress to achieve and maintain operational control of the U.S. borders
(8 U.S.C. 1701). Pursuant to Section 102 of the lllegal Immigration Reform and
Immigrant Responsibility Act (8 U.S.C. 1101), as amended, Congress provided DHS
with authorities necessary to accomplish this mandate. Section 102(a) provides that the

Secretary of Homeland Security shall take such actions as may be necessary to install
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additional physical barriers and roads in the vicinity of the U.S. borders to deter illegal
crossings in areas of high illegal entry. SBinet is also working to design, develop, and
deploy the technology-based solutions that will help DHS meet Congress’ mandate to

achieve and maintain operational control of the U.S. borders.

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the proposed SBlnet Detroit project is to employ technological
infrastructure capable of providing 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 interdiction of illegal aliens (I1A),
smugglers, and cross-border CBVs. Meeting this purpose would maximize surveillance
capabilities along an approximately 35-mile reach of the U.S. border in the Detroit

Sector along the St. Clair River.

The implementation of this proposed SBinet Detroit project would support CBP’s
mission and activities of predicting, detecting, identifying, classifying, tracking, and
responding to illegal cross-border activities at and between POEs and within the Detroit
Sector. The project would provide necessary decision support information to assist

CBP officers and agents in the resolution of all border incursions.

The frequency and nature of illegal cross-border activities and the geographic area over
which these activities occur, creates a need for a technology-based solution that can
effectively collect, resolve, and distribute the information among CBP agents. The
SBlInet system is expected to allow CBP to spend less time locating CBVs and generally
focus efforts on interdiction of those involved in illegal cross-border activities.

This SBInet Detroit project has proposed to meet the stated purpose and need by:

1) providing more efficient and effective means of assessing all border activites;
2) providing rapid detection and accurate characterization of potential threats;
3) providing coordinated deployment of resources in the interdiction of CBVs; and
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4) reducing crime in border communities and improving the quality of life and
economic vitality of border regions through provision of the tools necessary for
effective law enforcement.

1.3 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

1.3.1 Public Review

As directed by 40 CFR Section 1501.7, 1503, and 1506.6, SBinet initiated public
involvement and scoping activities to identify any significant issues related to this
proposed project. This process began in November 2008 through the initial site visits,
which included participants from state and Federal resource agencies. All potential
tower and equipment installation sites were visited, potential impacts were identified,

and potential impact mitigations were discussed.

A draft of this EA and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) were released for a 30-
day public review on May 15, 2009. A Notice of Availability (NOA) was published in the
Detroit News and the Port Huron Times Herald to announce the public comment period
and the availability of the draft EA and FONSI. A copy of the proof of publication is
included in Appendix A. Six public comment letters were received during the public
review period. Two letters (one from a private land owner and one from City of Port
Huron’s Office of the City Engineer) acknowledged their review of the document and
offered no comments. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) requested
coordination and compliance with all necessary permitting. A letter from Detroit DTE
provided clarification on their cooling water discharge. The Michigan Department of
Natural Resources (Michigan DNR) Wildlife Division expressed concerns regarding
state-protected species and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) requested
additions to two of the mitigation measures listed in Section 5 of the draft EA. Copies of
these letters are contained in Appendix A. A summary of the comments received and
the responses to those comments are presented below. Where appropriate, revisions
have been made in this final EA to address these comments. A NOA for the final EA
and signed FONSI will also be published in the Detroit News and Port Huron Times

Herald newspapers, as presented in Exhibit 1.
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Exhibit 1. Notice of Availability

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) AND FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI)
FOR THE PROPOSED SBINET DETROIT PROJECT,
DETROIT SECTOR, MICHIGAN

U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP), a component of the Department of Homeland Security
(DHS), announces the availability of the Final EA and signed FONSI for the proposed SBinet Detroit
Project. Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, 42 United States Code
(U.S.C.) 4321 et seq., CBP has prepared the Final EA and FONSI to identify and assess the potential
impacts associated with the proposed siting, construction, operation, and maintenance of sensor and
communications towers, vehicles, supporting infrastructure components, and technological improvements
to existing facilities within the Detroit Sector. The location for the Proposed Action, which is known as the
“SBlnet Detroit Project,” is an approximately 35-mile corridor along the St. Clair River (U.S.-Canada
International Border) within Detroit Sector, Michigan.

The Final EA and FONSI were prepared in accordance with CBP’s obligations under NEPA, the Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) implementing regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts
1500-1508, and DHS Management Directive 023-01 (Environmental Planning Program). Copies of the
Detroit Project Final EA and FONSI can be downloaded from the project website at www.cbp.gov/sbi
under the link SBI NEPA Documents for Public Review and Comment. Additionally, copies are available
in the following libraries for public review:

St. Clair County Library Headquarters Marine City Library

210 McMorran Blvd. 300 S. Parker

Port Huron, Michigan 48060 Marine City, Michigan 48039
(810) 987-7323 (810) 765-5233

St. Clair Library Algonac-Clay Library

310 S. Second Street 2011 st. Clair River Dr

St. Clair, Michigan 48079 Algonac, Michigan 48001
(810) 329-3951 (810) 794-4471

Comments on the draft EA that were received during the public comment period (May 15 through June
14, 2009) have been addressed in the Final EA and revisions have been incorporated to the final
document, where applicable. Additional information regarding the Final EA and FONSI can be obtained
via one of the following methods:

(1) By Email to: DetroitComments@cbp.dhs.gov

(2) By mail to: Ms. Patience E. Patterson, RPA, Director of Environmental Planning, U.S.
Department of Homeland Security, SBInet Program Management Office, U.S. Customs
and Border Protection, Headquarters, 1300 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Room 7.5C-104,
Washington, D.C. 20229.

(3) By fax to: (202) 344-2480.
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City of Port of Huron, Office of City Engineer
Comment: Acknowledged receipt of EA and provided no additional comments
on the EA.

Response: Comment acknowledged.

Ken Baker (Private)
Comment: Requested that SBInet representatives contact him regarding the
proposed location at the Idle Hour Yacht Club.
Response: Comment acknowledged.

USACE, Detroit District, Environmental Analysis Branch
Comment: Gull Island (Tower Site DTM-011) is a man-made island created
from dredged material. Use of this site will require approval from the USACE
Real Estate Office.
Response: Comment acknowledged. SBlInet has been and will continue to
coordinate with the USACE Real Estate Office.
Comment: Any work on Gull Island (Tower Site DTM-011) or the associated
utility lines across the stream bottom will require permits from the USACE under
the Clean Water Act and Rivers and Harbors Act. No work that will affect these
resources can begin until authorization from the USACE is received.
Response: SBInet has submitted Section 404 and Section 10 permit
applications to the USACE, as well as Section 401 Water Quality Certification
(WQC) application to the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
(MDEQ). A meeting has been scheduled with these offices on 9 July 2009 to
discuss the permit applications and any additional information required. SBlnet
will not disturb any Waters of the U.S., including wetlands or navigable streams
until permits are obtained through the proper processes.
Comment: The Gull Island (Tower Site DTM-011) tower will be located within
the 100-year floodplain; while the presence of the tower does not necessarily
impact floodplain, if impacts are anticipated, other sites should be considered.

Environmental Assessment Final
SBlnet Detroit Project



-11 -

Also coordination with MDEQ should occur to obtain the proper floodplain
permits.

Response: SBinet has determined that DTM-011 will not impact the floodplain
capacity or function. Coordination with MDEQ to obtain the floodplain permit is
on-going and will be completed.

Detroit DTE Energy
Comment: The information in Section 4.3.1 regarding the St. Clair Power Plant
discharges is incorrect and should be deleted.

Response: The Final EA has been revised and this information was deleted.

Michigan DNR
Comment: The EA does not contain information regarding all the state-listed
species or surveys for these species, which can occur at some of the proposed
tower sites. The eastern fox snake (Pantherophis gloydi) is known to occur near
DTM-005 in Algonac State Park and the Sullivant milkweed (Asclepias sullivantii)
and smooth beard tongue (Penstemon calycosus) are known to occur near DTM-
001 tower site.
Response: A biological survey report was submitted to the Michigan DNR on
June 26, 2009. A copy of that survey report has been included in Appendix A of
the Final EA and additional discussions regarding the potential effects to these
species have been incorporated to Section 3.5.5 of this Final EA.
Comment: The Michigan Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act
prohibits the take, harm or harassment of state listed species. Some of the tower
construction may occur in areas where protected are known to be present and
could kill them or destroy their habitat.
Response: The Final EA has been revised to include the field survey report,
which details the conditions at each site. No suitable habitat occurs at any of the

tower locations that could support state protected species.
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
Comment: The USFWS acknowledges that the tower construction guidelines
described in Section 5.1 will avoid or minimize impacts to birds; however, the
USFWS requests that the EA specifically state that no towers would be
constructed at heights greater than 199 feet.
Response: The Final EA has been revised to include a specific statement that
all towers would be less than 200 feet tall. However, both the Draft and Final
EAs contain information about the height of each individual tower (Section 2.3.1);
the tallest tower currently planned is 130 feet high (including lightning dissipating
apparatus).
Comment: The USFWS recommends that tower construction occur outside the
breeding/nesting season of migratory birds.
Response: SBinet will attempt to comply with this recommendation; however, in
the event the construction must occur during this season, surveys for migratory
birds, eggs, and nests will be conducted within two weeks prior to construction of

individual towers to avoid impacts to migratory birds.

1.3.2 Agency Coordination

Coordination and consultation with stakeholder agencies and other potentially affected
parties occurred during the initial preparation stages of this final EA. Earlier
coordination was conducted in October and November 2008 for the initial site surveys.
CBP also issued agency coordination letters to potentially affected Federal, state, and
local agencies in January 2009 inviting their participation and input regarding the
proposed project. Coordination with the Michigan Historical Center has also been
initiated in accordance with the Michigan State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
directives. Additionally, all pertinent Native American tribes have been contacted and

notified of the project.

Copies of the coordination letters and any responses or additional correspondence
generated during this project are included in Appendix A of the final EA. Per 40 CFR

1501.7 and 1502.25, coordination and consultation were conducted with the following:
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service
Michigan Department of Natural Resources
Michigan Natural Features Inventory

Michigan History Center

Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
The City of Algonac, Michigan

The City of Port Huron, Michigan

St. Clair County, Michigan

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Coast Guard

1.4 FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS

NEPA is the Federal statute that requires agencies to identify and analyze the potential
impacts of the proposed Federal action to the natural and human environment before
those actions are taken. NEPA also established the CEQ as the executive agency
charged with administering and interpreting NEPA’s intent and ensuring agencies’
compliance with NEPA. The NEPA regulations mandate that all Federal agencies use a
systematic, interdisciplinary approach to environmental planning and evaluation of
actions that might affect the human or natural environment. The NEPA process
evaluates potential environmental consequences associated with a proposed action and
considers alternative courses of action. The intent of NEPA is to protect, restore, or

enhance the environment through well-informed Federal decision-making.

The process for implementing NEPA is codified at 40 CFR 1500-1508, Regulations for
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, and
DHS’s Management Directive 023-01, Environmental Planning Program (71 FR 16790).
The NEPA regulations specify that the following must be accomplished when preparing
an EA:
e Briefly provide evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a Finding of No Significant Impact;

e Aid in an agency’s compliance with NEPA when an EIS is unnecessary; and
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e Facilitate preparation of an EIS when one is necessary (40 CFR 1501.3, 1501.4).

As noted earlier, NEPA requires an interdisciplinary approach to environmental
analysis. Table 1-1 summarizes some of the applicable laws and regulations that were
considered in the development of this final EA. An interdisciplinary team of
environmental scientists, biologists, planners, economists, engineers, archaeologists,
and historians analyzed the proposed action and alternatives, regarding existing
conditions of the region and specific tower sites and existing structures, and has
identified relevant beneficial and adverse effects associated with the action. In
addressing these effects, numerous guidelines, regulations, and Executive Orders (EO)
were considered (see Table 1-1).

Table 1-1. Applicable Environmental Statutes and Regulations

Federal Statutes

Archaeological and Historical Preservation Act of 1974, as amended
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979

Clean Air Act of 1955, as amended

Clean Water Act of 1977, as amended

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1972

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act of 1954

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, as amended

Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1980

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1970

Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990
American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1994

Executive Orders (EO), Memorandums, etc.

Floodplain Management (EO 11988) of 1977

Protection of Wetlands (EO 11990) of 1977

Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice to Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations (EO 12898) of 1994

Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks (EO 13045) of 1997

Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation Management (EO 13423)
of 2007

Protection of Migratory Birds & Game Mammals (EO 11629) of 2001

Indian Sacred Sites (EO 13007) of 1996

Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments (EO 13175) of 2000
Government-to-Government Relations with Native American Tribal Governments (Presidential
Memorandum) of 1994
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2.0 PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE AND ALTERNATIVES

2.1 ALTERNATIVES AND ALTERNATIVES SELECTION

As the proponent agency preparing this final EA, CBP developed a range of alternatives
in response to the purpose and need outlined above and in consideration of the
potential effects to the environment. CBP considered various technological systems and
equipment capable of providing spatially and temporally continuous surveillance across
the approximately 35-mile geographic scope of this project. Each alternative was fully
evaluated in terms of the purpose and need, operability, and potential impacts to the
environment. Alternatives which did not fully meet the purpose and need of this project,
or which presented significant adverse environmental concerns, were eliminated from
further analysis and are discussed in Section 2.5. The Proposed Action Alternative
includes the construction of six monopole surveillance towers and associated access
roads, installation of sensor and communications equipment on four existing structures
and operation and maintenance of these systems. The Proposed Action Alternative is
the only alternative which fully meets the purpose of this project within the constraints of
environmental, technical, and operational considerations. As required by CEQ, the No
Action Alternative, described in Section 2.4, is also analyzed and assessed, and
provides a baseline for comparison to the action alternatives.

2.2 CRITERIA FOR TOWER SITE SELECTION

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. Using mapping
programs and a modeling and analysis process, the site selection process began with a
conceptual field laydown, where maximum surveillance capability could be achieved
with a minimum number of tower sites. Based on their knowledge of the terrain,
environment, land ownership, and operations, CBP personnel then selected

operationally preferred site locations. Selected tower sites were then screened for
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constructability, operability, and environmental constraints. The selection process was
iterated until maximum surveillance and communications capabilities could be provided

in areas where screening eliminated less suitable candidate tower sites.

After a conceptual field laydown of prospective tower sites was agreed to by CBP, the
project’s environmental, construction, and operational team conducted site visits and
completed site visit reports with site ranking matrices for each site. During site visits,
project team personnel used site ranking criteria to establish whether sites exhibit
exclusionary, restrictive, or selective characteristics from constructability, operability,

and environmental criteria perspectives.

Preliminary site surveys for the SBInet Detroit project were conducted in November and
December 2008. Detailed environmental surveys were conducted in April 2009.
Coordination with the Michigan SHPO was initiated in April 2009, and a request for
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 project review by Michigan
SHPO has been made. Michigan SHPO consultation is currently on-going. SHPO has
expressed concerns regarding the viewsheds of historic structures near towers DTM-
004 and DTM-007. For this reason, these two towers have been removed from the

proposed action of the SBInet Detroit Sector project.

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, the presence
of cultural and/or sensitive resources, or technical requirements that could not be met at
a particular location. These sites and the reasons for their elimination from further

consideration are summarized in Table 2-1.
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Table 2-1. Alternate Sites Considered for SBInet Detroit Project but Rejected

Site Number Reason for Rejection

DTM-001a
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O—operational, T—technical, C—constructability, E—environmental

During consultations with Michigan SHPO, it was determined that the construction of
DTM-004 and DTM-007 would have an adverse effect on the Marine City Water
Treatment Plant and the St. Clair Inn, respectively. These two tower construction sites
were removed from consideration as part of the Proposed Action. The Marine City
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Water Treatment Plant is potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP), and the St. Clair Inn is currently listed on the NRHP.

2.3 PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The Proposed Action Alternative analyzed in this EA is a USBP sector-based project
and component of the SBInet program known as the SBInet Detroit project. The
Proposed Action Alternative includes the construction of six monopole surveillance
towers and associated access roads, installation of sensor and communications

equipment on four existing structures and operation and maintenance of these systems.

The Proposed Action Alternative described in this final EA represents the current view
of CBP’s plan to develop technology, infrastructure, and deployment of CBP personnel
to achieve effective control of the approximately 35 miles of border along the St. Clair
River in the Detroit Sector. Technology to be considered in the design includes:
sensors and other surveillance assets. Infrastructure development included in this plan
consists of roadways to/from surveillance assets, communications and sensor towers,

and utilities.

The 10 sensor or communications installations identified below in Table 2-2 would
communicate with the network and with Detroit Sector Headquarters, providing an
overall system of communications and surveillance along approximately 35 miles of the
St. Clair River.

The 10 sites for the Proposed Action Alternative include installing SBInet equipment on
four existing structures (DTM-001, DTM-006, DTM-009, and DTM-012), constructing six
new towers and constructing a total of 1,150 linear feet of new access roads to four of
the six tower construction sites. A summary of each site proposed in the SBInet Detroit

project is provided in Section 2.3.1.
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Table 2-2. Proposed SBInet Detroit Tower Locations

. . Existing Structure or
Site Number Site Name New Tower Construction?
DTM-001 Sprint Cellular Tower Existing Structure
DTM-002 Algonac Water Filtration Plant New Tower Construction
DTM-003 Idle Hour Yacht Club New Tower Construction
DTM-005 Algonac State Park New Tower Construction
DTM-006 St. Clair River Electric Plant Existing Structure
DTM-008 Old Port Huron USBP Station New Tower Construction
DTM-009 Port Huron City Building Existing Structure
DTM-010 Michigan Department of Natural Resources New Tower Construction
(DNR) Boat Ramp

DTM-011 South Channel Delta — Gull Island New Tower Construction
DTM-012 Selfridge Air National Guard Base Existing Structure

To construct the proposed towers and access road, CBP plans to purchase or lease
private, state, or county lands; or employ special use permits on public lands, as

necessary.

Access roads would be constructed to install, operate, and maintain the proposed
towers at Idle Hour Yacht Club (DTM-003), Algonac State Park (DTM-005), Michigan
DNR Boat Ramp (DTM-010), and Gull Island (DTM-011). The new access roads would
be constructed to provide a 12-foot wide driving surface with 2-foot shoulders on each
side (16 feet total width). Additionally, some sections of the new road may require cut
and fill while other sections may require a V-ditch on one side of the new road.

A typical drawing of a monopole tower design is provided as Figure 2-1. Each tower
would have the following design components, unless otherwise noted in the detailed
proposed tower site discussions in Section 2.3.1:

e tower height — approximately 80 to 130 feet

e power source — commercial grid power. All power lines would be installed either
overhead or in buried cables from the main trunk line to the tower. The
installation of overhead or buried lines would occur within the surveyed road
construction buffer area or the identified utility easement. There will also be a
battery back-up system at each tower, in the event of loss of commercial
electrical grid power.

e tower site footprint - 50- X 50-foot
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Figure 2-1: Typical SBInet Tower Monopole Design

April 2009
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The 50- X 50-foot footprint for each proposed tower would be cleared of all vegetation
except grass. Individual tower construction staging areas would be located within the
construction footprint. The construction time for each proposed tower site is expected
to be approximately 60 days and, in general, would occur during daylight hours.
However, it is possible, due to construction schedule constraints, some night-time

construction could occur.

Towers generally require line-of-sight placement to ensure clear microwave
transmission signals from tower to tower. Components would be mounted on each
tower between approximately 80 to 120 feet above ground level, depending on the local
terrain. The exact number and type of equipment would depend on the number and
types of cameras used, the area to be monitored, and other design variables.
Additionally, one or more solid parabolic antennas would be mounted on platform
railings or on a separate antenna mount (not to exceed 13 feet). Cameras would be
installed at heights that would ensure satisfactory views and provide clear

communications pathways.

Any tower lighting would be installed in accordance with Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) regulations, standards, and guidelines for the lighting of tower structures found in
14 CFR Section 77 and FAA Advisory Circulars (AC) 150/5345-43f and AC 70/7460-1K.

When tower facility lighting is deemed necessary to meet FAA regulations or CBP
operational needs, such as infrared lighting, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
(2000) Service Interim Guidelines for Recommendations on Communications Tower
Siting, Construction, Operation and Decommissioning would be implemented to reduce
night-time atmospheric lighting and the potential for adverse effects of night-time lighting
to migratory birds and nocturnal flying species. Security lighting would utilize low
sodium bulbs, prevent illumination outside the footprint of the tower site, and when
possible, be activated by motion detectors. No towers currently proposed are greater
than 199 feet in height.
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2.3.1 Proposed Tower Descriptions

This section provides an in depth description of each tower site/equipment installation
site, including the type of infrastructure necessary for deployment, a discussion of the
accessibility to each tower site/equipment installation site, and the need for any
additional access road construction. See Figure 2-1 for a typical drawing of a monopole
tower design. Within the following proposed tower descriptions, the new access roads
would consist of blading of in situ materials or laying crushed stone where appropriate,
and road repair would include minor grading, leveling, and installation of nuisance
drainage structures. Appendix A contains a biological survey report to the Michigan
DNR, which provides specific information about the proposed tower locations relative to

the extant level of disturbance.

Tower ID: DTM-001 (Sprint Cell Tower)

Site Function: Communications relay tower

Tower Type: None. Equipment will be mounted onto the existing structure.

Tower Height: 100 feet

Land Use: Crown Castle cellular tower

Location: The proposed tower site for DTM-001 is adjacent to Michigan
Highway 154 (M-154) in Harsen'’s Island, Michigan (Figure 2-2).

Tower Access: Access to the proposed site via an existing road and is adequate
for installation and maintenance.

Power Source: The tower is connected to the commercial grid power.
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Figure 2-2: SBInet Detroit Tower Site Locations - DTM-001
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DTM-002 (Algonac Water Filtration Plant)
Sensor and Communications relay tower
Monopole tower.

80 to 130 feet

Municipal water treatment facility

The proposed tower site for DTM-002 is on the Algonac Water
Filtration Plant site, adjacent to M-29 in Algonac, Michigan (Figure
2-3).

Access to the proposed site may require using a barge to deliver
the tower sections and components for construction due to the
narrow existing access road which is adequate for maintenance,
but not for construction.

Commercial grid electric power within 300 feet of the site.

DTM-003 (Idle Hour Yacht Club)
Sensor and Communications relay tower
Monopole tower.

80 to 130 feet

Residential/Recreational

The proposed tower site for DTM-003 is located 400 to 500 feet
from the south side of South Channel Drive beyond a parking lot
(Figure 2-4).

Existing access to the Yacht Club is via South Channel Drive. An
approximately 250-foot access road to the tower site would be
constructed for tower construction and maintenance.

Commercial grid electric power within 500 feet of the site.
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Figure 2-3: SBInet Detroit Tower Site Locations - DTM-002
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Figure 2-4: SBlnet Detroit Tower Site Locations - DTM-003 GSRC
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DTM-005 (Algonac State Park)

Sensor and Communications relay tower
Monopole tower.

80 to 130 feet

State recreation facility

The proposed tower site for DTM-005 is located approximately 50
feet east of M-29 within the Algonac State Park (Figure 2-5).

Existing access to the park is via M-29. An approximately 120-foot
access road would be constructed for tower construction and
maintenance.

Commercial grid electric power within 100 feet of the site.

DTM-006 (St. Clair River Electric Plant)

Sensor and Communications relay

None. Equipment will be mounted onto an existing structure.
Approximately 140 feet

Industrial land use — electric plant

The proposed site for DTM-006 is located on the St. Clair River
Electric Plant off of M-29 and Pointe Drive in St. Clair, Michigan
(Figure 2-6).

Access to the proposed site via existing roads and parking lots are
adequate for installation and maintenance.

Commercial grid electric power within 50 feet of the site.
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DTM-008 (Old Port Huron USBP Station)
Sensor and Communications relay tower
Monopole tower.

80 to 130 feet

USBP facility

The proposed tower site for DTM-008 is located approximately
100 feet west of River Road in Marysville, Michigan (Figure 2-7).

Access to the proposed site via existing roads and parking lots are
adequate for installation and maintenance.

Commercial grid electric power within 100 feet of the site.

DTM-009 (Port Huron City Building)

Sensor and Communications relay

Existing structure, CBP would lease space on building roof.
92 feet

Municipal office building

The proposed site for DTM-009a is the rooftop of the Port Huron
City Building on Merchant Street and McMorran Boulevard in Port
Huron, Michigan (Figure 2-8).

Access to the proposed site via existing roads, parking lots, and
elevators are adequate for installation and maintenance.

The building is connected to commercial grid power.
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Figure 2-7: SBlnet Detroit Tower Site Locations - DTM-008 GSRC
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DTM-010 (Michigan Department of Natural Resources [DNR]
Boat Ramp)

Sensor and Communications relay tower
Monopole tower.

80 to 130 feet

State recreation facility

The proposed tower site for DTM-010 is located off of M-29,
approximately 50 feet south of the existing parking facility at the
Michigan DNR boat ramp in Algonac, Michigan (Figure 2-9).

Existing access to the Michigan DNR site is via M-29. An
approximately 80-foot access road would be constructed for tower
construction and maintenance.

Commercial grid electric power within 100 feet of the site.

DTM-011 (South Channel Delta- Gull Island)
Sensor and Communications relay tower

Monopole tower. An 8-foot security fence topped with 3-strand
barbed wire would be erected around the perimeter of this tower.

80 to 130 feet
Undeveloped island in St. Clair River

The proposed tower site for DTM-011 is located on an
approximately 10-acre island in the south channel delta of the St.
Clair River (Figure 2-10).

Access to the proposed site must be by boat or barge. There is no
infrastructure currently on the island.

During the construction phase on the island, a barge would be
beached to serve as a temporary landing facility. All equipment
would be maneuvered onto the island from the beached barge or
additional barges tethered to the beached barge. Once
construction is complete, the beached barge would be removed.

An access road would be constructed from the boat approach area
to the proposed tower site (approximately 700 feet of road).

The tower would be connected to the existing commercial
electrical power grid by sinking the electric supply line in a trench,
which would be dug in the St. Clair River approximately 1.6 miles
long, 6 to 8 feet deep, and 8 inches wide, below the river
substrate.
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Tower ID: DTM-012 (Selfridge Air National Guard Base)

Tower Function: ~ Communications relay

Tower Type: Existing structure, CBP would lease space on roof.
Building Height: 90 feet

Land Use: Military

Location: The proposed site for DTM-012 is an existing building which

houses communications equipment at the Selfridge Air National
Guard Base near Mount Clemens, Michigan (Figure 2-11).

Tower Access: Access to the proposed site is via existing roads and parking lots
are adequate for installation and maintenance.

Power Source: The building is connected to commercial grid power.

2.4 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No Action Alternative describes future circumstances if the proposed
communications and sensor tower installation do not take place, and can be
characterized as the continuation of current practices and procedures. While the No
Action Alternative does not satisfy the stated purpose and need, its inclusion in this final
EA is required by NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1502.14(d)) as a basis of comparison to
the anticipated effects of the Proposed Action Alternative.

2.5 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM ANALYSIS

Other technology and infrastructure considerations, such as unmanned aircraft systems
and imaging satellites, were considered as alternatives to this Proposed Action
Alternative, but were eliminated from further review. Although these alternatives or a
combination of these alternatives can be valuable tools which CBP may employ in other
circumstances, they were eliminated because of logistical restrictions, environmental
considerations, or functional deficiencies that would fail to meet the purpose and need
for this project. These alternatives and reasons for their exclusion from further analysis

are discussed below.
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2.5.1 Unmanned Aircraft Systems

As a stand-alone alternative, the use of unmanned aircraft systems in lieu of towers was
not further evaluated for feasibility or potential impacts because available aircraft
systems present an unacceptable level of reliability and would require extraordinary
design, operation, and maintenance considerations that would fail to achieve the goals

of SBInet and enhanced surveillance and protection of the U.S.-Canada border.

2.5.2 Remote Sensing Satellites

Use of remote sensing satellites was not further evaluated for feasibility or potential
impacts because the satellites present an unacceptable level of reliability, and would
present extraordinary design, operation, and maintenance considerations that would fail
to achieve the goals of SBInet, and enhanced surveillance and protection of the U.S.-
Canada border. Remote sensing satellites would not provide full-time coverage or

acceptable visual resolution of the border areas under consideration for this project.

2.5.3 Increased CBP Workforce Alternative

Another alternative considered during the preparation of this final EA was to have no
towers, but instead, to simply increase the number of USBP agents to patrol (via
vehicles) the areas that a tower system would cover. The sites selected for tower
installation are considered high traffic areas for illegal entries. Thus, an alternative to the
tower system would be to station additional USBP agents at each of these sites to
observe activities and detect any potential cross border violations. USBP agents would
have to be stationed at these sites 24 hours per day, 7 days a week, and, due to local
topography and vegetation, would not provide the same level of detection capabilities as
the tower systems. Consequently, additional observation points would have to be
established to provide the same coverage as the proposed tower systems, which would
disturb additional areas along the border. Such efforts would require a significant
commitment of human resources. Assuming it would require approximately six agents
to monitor an area equal to that of one tower system, an increase of 36 agents per 8-

hour shift would be required to obtain an equal level of effectiveness. Agents would be
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assigned to these observation points and would provide minimal additional strength to
the Sector's apprehension capabilities. Additionally, new facilities would have to be
constructed to accommodate the number of additional staff needed to patrol a given
tower coverage area. The human resource and vehicular maintenance commitments,
coupled with resulting resource maintenance requirements, would result in too great an

environmental impact to be further considered as a reasonable alternative.

2.5.4 Increased Aerial Reconnaissance/Operations
Under this alternative, increased aerial reconnaissance would be used for surveillance
to support USBP station operations. CBP would use fixed-wing aircraft and helicopters

to perform reconnaissance and detection operations and to support ground patrols.

This alternative was eliminated from further consideration because it does not satisfy
the purpose and need of the project. The purpose and need calls for a more efficient
and effective means of assessing all border activities. Aerial reconnaissance/operations
cannot be used on a 24-hour per day basis and cannot operate under all weather
conditions. Additionally, aerial reconnaissance/operations also have limited detection

capabilities in areas such as deep ravines, at night-time, and in dense vegetation.

Aerial reconnaissance/operations are also limited over or near military installations,
National parks and monuments, wilderness areas, and near commercial airports. The
FAA and/or the Department of Defense impose flight restrictions on CBP operations
missions over or near their facilities. Aerial reconnaissance/operations have restricted
flight patterns near endangered species or other sensitive wildlife habitats, at night-time,

and over Indian reservations or other sacred cultural sites.

Aerial reconnaissance/operations have proven to be an effective border enforcement
strategy in certain remote regions of the border. For example, aerial operations have
proven highly effective in areas where the open terrain, low growing vegetation, and
sandy soils allow CBVs and signs of other illegal border traffic to be easily recognized

from aircraft. Additionally, aerial reconnaissance/operations have become invaluable to
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USBP agents when performing search and rescue missions and during vehicle pursuits.
Due to their effectiveness in certain situations and specific areas of the border,
increasing aerial reconnaissance/operations may be an effective solution in other areas
or to meet the purpose and need of other DHS activities. However, aerial
reconnaissance as a stand alone alternative does not satisfy the current purpose and
need as stated herein, and thus, for this assessment it was eliminated from further
consideration.

26 SUMMARY

The two alternatives selected for further analysis are the No Action Alternative and the
Proposed Action. An alternative matrix (Table 2-3) shows how each of these
alternatives satisfies the stated purpose and need. Table 2-4 presents a summary
matrix of the impacts from the two alternatives analyzed and how they affect the

environment and environmental resources in the proposed tower areas.

Table 2-3. Alternative Matrix of Purpose and Need and Alternatives

No Action | Proposed
Purpose and Need Alternative Action
_ ————— — — |
Providing more efficient and effective means of assessing all border
L No Yes

activites
Providing rapid detection and accurate characterization of potential

No Yes
threats
Providing coordinated deployment of resources in the apprehension of

No Yes
IAs, smugglers, and CBVs
Reducing crime in border communities and improving the quality of life
and economic vitality of border regions through provision of the tools Partial* Yes
necessary for effective law enforcement

* The No Action Alternative would still partially meet the purpose and need of reducing crime due to the

continued use of USBP agents in the field.
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Affected
Environment

Land Use
(Section 3.2)

Table 2-4. Summary Matrix

No Action Alternative

No construction of towers and roads would occur so no
direct impacts would occur.

Proposed Action

No significant impacts to land use are expected. Less than 1 acre
of land would be converted from the original land use categories
into border infrastructure. Approximately 0.13 acre of the St. Clair
River would be temporarily impacted during trenching. Once the
trenching activity is complete, the use of the river would no longer
be limited.

Soils and Prime
Farmland
(Section 3.3)

No impacts to soils or prime farmland would occur, since

no towers or
constructed.

associated access roads would be

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, approximately 0.78 acre of
soil would be directly impacted due to the construction of eight
towers and associated access roads at five of the proposed tower
locations (DTM-003, DTM-005, DTM-010, and DTM-011).
Approximately 0.13 acre of St. Clair River substrate would be
impacted during trenching. All practicable best management
practices would be used to minimize impacts.

Surface Waters,
Waters of the U.S,,
and Floodplains
(Section 3.4)

No construction of towers and roads would occur so no
direct impacts would occur.

Temporary short-term impacts to downstream surface waters
would occur during the construction period due to soil erosion and
soil displacement during trenching operations. A NPDES permit
would not be necessary for this project; however, all pertinent
BMPs would be implemented to minimize erosion into surface
waters.

Approximately 0.32 acre of wetlands would be impacted by the
construction of DTM-011 and its associated access road. Prior to
construction, CBP would obtain a Rivers and Harbors Act Section
10 permit for trenching in the St. Clair River (approximate impact of
0.13 acre) and Clean Water Act Section 401 permit and Section
404 WQC application for any mechanical clearing, dredging, or
placement of fill within wetlands through the USACE Detroit
District, and MDEQ, respectively.

Four of the 10 proposed sites are located in the 100-year
floodplain. No structures would impede the conveyance of flood
waters, decrease floodplain capacity, increase flood elevations,
frequencies, or durations. The implementation of the Proposed
Action would have no significant effect on floodplain management.
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Table 2-4, continued

Affected
Environment

Vegetation
(Section 3.5.1)

No Action Alternative

No construction of towers and roads would occur so no
direct impacts would occur.

Proposed Action

Sites not located on existing infrastructure would result in
extremely minimal impacts to vegetation, as all sites were pre-
screened to provide the least physical impacts. Construction of
the 6 towers would impact approximately 0.78 acre of vegetation.

Fish and Wildlife
(Section 3.5.3)

No construction of towers and roads would occur so no
direct impacts would occur.

Sites not located on existing infrastructure would result in
extremely minimal impacts to fish or wildlife habitat, as all sites
were pre-screened to provide the least physical impacts. Tower
and access road construction disturb soils and would impact a
maximum of 0.78 acre of terrestrial wildlife habitat and
approximately 0.13 acre of riverine habitat.

Protected Species
(Section 3.5.5)

No construction of towers and roads would occur so no
direct impacts would occur.

No Federally listed protected species occur within or near the
proposed tower sites. Two state listed species, the peregrine
falcon and the lake sturgeon occur near proposed sites; however,
CBP anticipates that the peregrine falcon nesting period and the
sturgeon spawning periods can be avoided in order to avoid
impacts to these species.

Cultural Resources
(Section 3.6)

Under the No Action Alternative, no direct impacts to
cultural resources would occur.

The Proposed Action would have no significant impacts on cultural
resources.

Air Quality
(Section 3.7)

No construction of towers and roads would occur so no
direct impacts would occur.

Temporary and minor increases in air pollution would occur from
the use of construction equipment and the disturbance of soils
during construction of the new towers and access roads.

Noise
(Section 3.8)

Under the No Action Alternative, the noise receptors near
the tower installations would not experience additional
noise events; however, they would continue to experience
ambient noise disturbances in from trains, boats, trucks,
and cars in the area.

Noise generated by heavy construction equipment would be
intermittent and last one to two weeks to excavate and prepare the
foundation to install each tower, after which, noise levels would
return to ambient levels. The noise impacts from construction
activities would be short-term and minor and would not significantly
impact the noise environment.

Radio Frequency
Environment
(Section 3.9)

Under the No Action Alternative, no direct impacts on
humans, wildlife or communications would occur.

The six towers and four sensor and communications installations
would emit radio frequency energy and electromagnetic radiation;
therefore, some minor potential for adverse effects could occur.
However, any adverse effects to human safety and wildlife would
be negligible due to the minimal exposure risk and the elevated
locations in which the antennae would be positioned.

Utilities and
Infrastructure
(Section 3.10)

No construction of towers and roads would occur so no
direct impacts on utilities and infrastructure would occur.

The SBinet Detroit project would not have significant impacts on
the local power grid.
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Table 2-4, continued

Affected
Environment

Roadways and
Traffic
(Section 3.11)

No Action Alternative

No construction of towers and roads would occur so no
direct impacts would occur.

Proposed Action

Construction and staging for the access roads, foundations, and
towers would create a minor short-term impact to roadways and
traffic within the project region. The increase of vehicular traffic
would occur to supply materials and work crews at each tower site
for a short period of time.

Aesthetics
(Section 3.12)

Under the No Action Alternative, no direct impacts on
aesthetics would occur. However, CBVs, and others
would continue to degrade the natural aesthetics within
the area through vandalism and littering.

The predominant impacts to the aesthetic and visual resources
from the proposed action would occur at the DTM-003 (ldle Hour
Yacht Club), DTM-005 (Algonac State Park), DTM-010 Michigan
DNR Boat Ramp), and DTM-011 (Gull Island) tower sites.
Deployment of the towers present minor visual impacts to
aesthetics of recreation areas, but the towers, once operational,
would deter illegal activity, vandalism, and littering. The towers
would not affect public use of the recreational areas.

Hazardous Waste
(Section 3.13)

Under the No Action Alternative, no solid and hazardous
waste would be created by SBlnet within the Detroit
Sector.

The Proposed Action would not result in significant exposures of
the environment or public to any hazardous materials. The
potential exists for minor releases of petroleum, oil, and lubricant
(POL) during construction or operational activities. BMPs would be
put in place to minimize any potential contamination at the
proposed sites during construction activities and operation.

Socioeconomics
(Section 3.14)

Under the No Action Alternative, no direct impacts on
socioeconomics would occur.

The Proposed Action would not cause any changes to local
employment rates, poverty levels, or local incomes. Long term
beneficial, socioeconomic impacts could be realized from the
purchasing of propane.

Environmental
Justice
(Section 3.19)

Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts to minority
and low income populations would occur.

Implementation of the Proposed Action would cause no direct
impacts to minority and low income populations.

Sustainability and
Greening
(Section 3.20)

No construction of towers and roads would occur so no
direct impacts would occur.

Under the Proposed Action, applicable Federal sustainability and
greening practices would be implemented to the greatest extent
practicable.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES

3.1 PRELIMINARY IMPACT SCOPING

This section of the EA describes the natural and human environment that exists within
the project area and Region of Influence (ROI); and the potential impacts of the No
Action and Proposed Action as outlined in Section 2.0 of this document. The ROI for
the tower project is St. Clair and Macomb counties, Michigan. Only those parameters
with the potential to be affected by the Proposed Action are described, per CEQ
regulations (40 CFR 1501.7 [3]). Impacts can vary in magnitude from a slight to a total
change in the environment. The impact analysis presented in this EA is based upon
existing regulatory standards, scientific and environmental knowledge and best
professional opinions. The impacts on each resource are described as significant,
moderate, minor (minimal), insignificant or no impact. Some topics are limited in scope
due to the lack of direct effect from the proposed project on the resource, or because
that particular resource is not located within the project area. Resources such as
climate and wild and scenic rivers are not addressed for the following reasons:

° Geology

The Proposed Action would not affect any geological features within or
near the project area.

° Climate

The climate would not be impacted by the construction and operation of
the Proposed Action.

. Wild and Scenic Rivers

The Proposed Action would not affect any designated Wild and Scenic
Rivers (16 U.S.C. 551, 1278|c], 1281[d]) because no rivers designated as
such are located within or near the project area.

Impacts (consequence or effect) can be either beneficial or adverse, and can be either
directly related to the action or indirectly caused by the action. Direct impacts are those
effects that are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place (40 CFR

1508.8[a]). Indirect impacts are those effects that are caused by the action and are
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later in time or further removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable (40 CFR
1508.8[b]). As discussed in this section, the No Action and Proposed Action may create
temporary (lasting the duration of the project), short term (up to 3 years), long term (3 to

10 years following construction), or permanent impacts or effects.

Impacts can vary in degree or magnitude from a slightly noticeable change to a total
change in the environment. Significant impacts are those effects that would result in
substantial changes to the environment (40 CFR 1508.27) and should receive the
greatest attention in the decision-making process. Insignificant impacts are those that
would result in minimal changes to the environment. The following discussions describe
and, where possible, quantify the potential effects of each alternative on the resources
within or near the project area. All impacts described below are considered to be
adverse unless stated otherwise.

Table 3-1 presents the permanent impacts for the construction of proposed towers and

new access roads.

Table 3-1. Permanent Impacts from the Proposed Action

Tower 1D | ITRSEIS | Towerto | meacts
DTM-001 0.00|DTM-002 0.06
Access Road 0.00|Access Road 0.00
Subtotal 0.00|Subtotal 0.06
DTM-003 0.06|DTM-005 0.06
Access Road 0.09|Access Road 0.04
Subtotal 0.15|Subtotal 0.10
DTM-006 0.00|DTM-008 0.06
Access Road 0.00|Access Road 0.00
Subtotal 0.00(Subtotal 0.06
DTM-009 0.00|DTM-010 0.06
Access Road 0.00|Access Road 0.03
Subtotal 0.00|Subtotal 0.09
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Tower ID _Impacts Tower ID _Impacts
(in acres) (in acres)
- ——————— ———————|
DTM-011 0.06|DTM-012 0.00
Access Road 0.26|Access Road 0.00
Trenching 0.13|Subtotal 0.00
Subtotal 0.45
Total Impacts: 0.91 acre
|
3.2 LAND USE

3.2.1 Affected Environment

Current land use at the proposed tower sites is mixed and includes commercial,

industrial, Federal, military, municipal, recreational, and residential uses, as well as

undeveloped land. A summary of the land use at the proposed tower sites is presented
in Table 3-2.

Table 3-2. Synopsis of Land Use and Ownership for Proposed Tower Sites

Site Site Name Land Use
Number
DTM-001 Sprint Cellular Tower Commercial—Communications Tower
DTM-002 Algonac Water Filtration Plant Municipal—Water Treatment Facility
DTM-003 Idle Hour Yacht Club Residential/Recreational
DTM-005 Algonac State Park State Recreation Facility
DTM-006 St. Clair Electric Plant Industrial—Electric Plant
DTM-008 Old Port Huron USBP Station Federal—USBP Facility
DTM-009 Port Huron City Building Municipal—Office Building
DTM-010 Michigan DNR Boat Ramp State Recreation Facility
DTM-011 South Delta Channel—Gull Island Undeveloped
DTM-012 Selfridge Air National Guard Base Military—Air National Guard

As shown in Table 3-2, one of the proposed tower sites is used specifically for mixed

residential and recreational purposes, one is located on an undeveloped island, one is

used specifically for industrial purposes, one is a commercial communications tower,

two are municipal properties, one is on a military installation, one is used by the Federal
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government as a USBP station, and tower sites DTM-005 and DTM-010 are used

exclusively for recreational activities.

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences

3.2.2.1 No Action Alternative

Land use would continue as it currently exists under the No Action Alternative. Indirect
impacts from continued illegal cross-border activities, littering and vandalism would
continue to impact land use, especially in recreational areas such as Algonac State
Park, Michigan DNR boat ramp, and Gull Island.

3.2.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative

At four of the proposed sites (DTM-001, DTM-006, DTM-009, and DTM-012), SBInet
equipment would be installed on existing structures. No changes or impacts to land use
are anticipated at these four sites. Towers would be constructed at the proposed DTM-
002, DTM-003, DTM-005, DTM-008, DTM-010, and DTM-011 sites. Existing access to
two of the six proposed tower construction sites (DTM-002 and DTM-008) is adequate
for the installation and maintenance of SBInet equipment. It is possible that ground
disturbances during the construction of the monopole surveillance towers may have
site-specific effects or effects to the surrounding land use. Due to the small impact
footprint of the towers, the land use surrounding the tower sites would not be
significantly limited. No significant impacts to current land use are anticipated, and
construction, operation, and maintenance activities at the proposed tower sites would

not alter overall land use in the region.

Access roads are proposed for construction at four of the six tower construction sites
(DTM-003, DTM-005, DTM-010, and DTM-011). The access roads may affect site-
specific or surrounding land use at only one site, DTM-011. Presently, Gull Island is
undeveloped and uninhabited. The new tower and access road would be the only
infrastructure present on the 10-acre island. The island is heavily used in warm months

by boaters and recreationists. Although new road and tower construction would occur,
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no significant effects to land use are expected due to the isolated nature of the

undeveloped island.

In order to provide electrical power to DTM-011, approximately 0.13 acre of the St. Clair
River would be impacted through trenching. The trenching process would limit the
recreational and navigational use of approximately 1.6 miles the St. Clair River for a
short period of time. The shipping channel will at no time be entirely closed. These
impacts would be short-term and temporary in nature, as following the trenching
activities, the accessibility and use of the river would return to its normal status.

No significant impacts to land use are expected with the implementation of the
Proposed Action. Less than 1 acre would be permanently converted from the original
land use categories (identified in Table 3-2) into border infrastructure.

3.3 SOILS AND PRIME FARMLAND

3.3.1 Affected Environment

The land surface of St. Clair County is a glacial landform known as the Washtenaw-
Maumee Lake Plain, consisting primarily of clay soils, along with several 1- to 3-mile-
wide end moraines that have been reshaped by water and runoff. Elevations throughout
the county range from 580 feet to 800 feet above mean sea level. The highest points
are in a glaciated area in the western part of the county, along the Black River in the
northern part of the county, and along Lake Huron and the northern part of the St. Clair
River. The lowest part of the county is in the south in an area known as St. Clair Flats,
which is within the Lake St. Clair floodplain (St. Clair County Metropolitan Planning
Commission 2000).

Soils occurring at the tower sites proposed for construction are Gilford sandy loam
(DTM-002), Bach very fine sandy loam (DTM-003 and DTM-011), Wasepi sandy loam
(DTM-005), Minoa-Lamson complex (DTM-008), and Wainola-Deford fine sands (DTM-

010) (Natural Resources Conservation Service 2006). Gilford sandy loam consists of
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very deep, poorly drained or very poorly drained soils formed in loamy over sandy
sediments on outwash plains and flood-plain steps. Permeability is moderately rapid
and the potential for surface runoff is negligible. Bach very fine sandy loam is
characterized by somewhat poorly or very poorly drained soils formed in calcareous
(non-acidic) silty sediments. Runoff is very slow or ponded and permeability is
moderately slow. Minoa-Lamson complex soils consist of very deep, poorly drained
soils formed in deltaic sediments. This soil is typically level or gently sloping and is
found in lowland lakeplains areas. Permeability is moderate and the potential for surface
runoff ranges from very low to very high. The Wasepi sandy loam consists of poorly
drained soils with moderate permeability and slow surface runoff. Wainola-Deford fine
sands are typically poorly drained soils formed in sandy glaciofluvial deposits on plains
and glacial lake deltas. This soil type tends to experience wetness on the surface to 1
foot below the surface during the fall, winter, and spring months and may experience
ponding. Surface runoff is slow (U.S. Department of Agriculture-Natural Resources
Conservation Service 2009). Limitations for development of structures on these soil

types include avoiding areas that are susceptible to flooding, erosion, or sinking.

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences
3.3.2.1 No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, no adverse impacts to soils or prime farmland would

occur since no towers or associated access roads would be constructed.

3.3.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, approximately 0.78 acre of soil would be directly
impacted due to the construction of 6 towers and associated access roads at four of the
proposed tower locations (DTM-003, DTM-005, DTM-010, and DTM-011). The
remaining four proposed sites would be installed on existing structures, and therefore,
would not directly impact soils at these locations. Soil displacement would occur during
the trenching activity necessary within the St. Clair River. Approximately 0.13 acres of
soil would be impacted in the trench. Best management practices (BMPs) to prevent

soil erosion and soil displacement would be implemented to prevent soil loss. The
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impacted soils are common in the general area and are not classified as prime

farmland, so their disturbance would not constitute a significant impact.

A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for development
would not be necessary, because the total impacts at each construction site are

expected to be less than 1 acre.

3.4 WATER RESOURCES

3.4.1 Surface Waters

Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) requires that states develop a list of
waters which are not meeting water quality standards and not supporting their
designated uses. The multiple project sites are located in several MDEQ sub-
watersheds some of which are on the MDEQ Water Quality Inventory Integrated Report
(Section 305(b) and 303(d)) in 2006 for violating criteria such as the dissolved oxygen,
metals, chloride and sulfate criteria. The CWA Section 303(d) requires states to list
impaired water bodies and to determine if they are meeting Designated Uses (MDEQ
2008).

Designated Uses are defined as Total Body Contact Recreation (TBCR) which includes
swimming and water skiing; and Partial Body Contact Recreation (PBCR) which
includes boating and sailing, and Fish Consumption, which includes bio-accumulative

chemicals of concern (BCCs) such as mercury concentrations in fish tissue.

Major water bodies in the study area consist of the Great Lakes and their connecting
channels. In general, the open waters of the Great Lakes have good to excellent water
quality. Smaller hydrologic features include a number of inland lakes, rivers, and
wetlands. The project corridor is located in two Federal watersheds, the St. Clair River
and Lake St. Clair. The existing water quality conditions for each of the watersheds in
the project area are summarized in Table 3-3 below.
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Table 3-3. List of MDEQ Watersheds Found in the Project Study Area and Water
Quality Attainment Status

Hydrologic Unit

Water Quality

Suspected Causes of

Suspected Sources of

Code and Name | Attainment Status Imgairment ImEairment
St. Clair Not meeting fish Mercury and Atmospheric deposition of

04090001 consumption standards | polychlorinated biphenyl non point source pollution,
and TBCR and PBCR (PCB) in tissue sanitary overflow
Escherichia coli
Lake St. Clair Not meeting fish Mercury and PCB in tissue | Atmospheric deposition

consumption standards

Source: MDEQ 2008

3.4.2 Environmental Consequences

3.4.2.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no adverse impacts to surface water would occur.
Indirect impacts from continued illegal cross-border activities, littering and vandalism
would continue to impact surface waters, especially in areas such as Gull Island. Much
of the litter and unregulated waste that is left on Gull Island by recreationists washes
into Lake St. Clair or the St. Clair River.

3.4.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, temporary short-term impacts to downstream
surface waters would occur during the construction period due to soil erosion.
Construction sites greater than 1 acre require a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) as part of the NPDES permit process. As stated previously, a NPDES permit
would not be necessary for this project due to the small overall impact (0.91 acre total
impact thus less than 1 acre per construction site).

During tower and access road construction activities, water quality within ephemeral
and perennial streams would be protected through the implementation of BMPs (e.g.,
silt fences) as specified in the SWPPP. A site-specific Spill Prevention, Control and
Countermeasure Plan (SPCCP) would also be in place prior to the start of construction.
BMPs outlined in these plans would reduce potential migration of soils, oil and grease,
and construction debris into local watersheds. During trenching activities within the St.
Clair River, approximately 0.13 acre of river substrate would be impacted. The digging,
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laying of the conduit, and covering would be completed by the same piece of machinery
in order to minimize disturbance to the river substrate. All practicable BMPs would be

utilized to minimize impacts.

3.4.3 Wetlands

Section 404 of the CWA of 1977 (Public Law [P.L.] 95-217) authorizes the Secretary of
the Army, acting through the USACE, to issue permits for the discharge of dredged or
fill material into Waters of the U.S. (WUS), including wetlands. WUS (Section 328.3(2)
of the CWA) are those waters used in interstate or foreign commerce, subject to ebb
and flow of tide, and all interstate waters including interstate wetlands. WUS are further
defined and may include waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams, mudflats,
sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, natural ponds, or
impoundments of waters, tributaries of waters, and territorial seas. Jurisdictional
boundaries for WUS are defined in the field as the ordinary high water marks, which is
the line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by physical
characteristics such as clear, natural lines impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in
the character of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and
debris, or other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding

areas.

Wetlands are those areas inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and under normal circumstances do
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions
(Environmental Laboratory 1987). Within the project corridor, wetlands and WUS are
common and would be subject to regulations under Sections 401 and 404 of the CWA.
Activities that result in the dredging and/or filling of WUS are regulated under the CWA.

The entire project area on Gull Island (tower site DTM-011 and its associated access
road) is considered to be within a potentially jurisdictional wetland. Therefore, any
construction, dredging or placing of fill within the impact area would require CWA
Section 401 permit from the USACE and a CWA Section 401 WQC from MDEQ.

Additionally, the proposed trenching for electric connectivity would require a Rivers and
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Harbors Act Section 10 permit from the USACE prior to construction and dredging
activities within the St. Clair River. CBP and SBInet have applied for these permits
through MDEQ and USACE Detroit District.

3.4.4 Environmental Consequences
3.4.4.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no adverse impacts to wetlands would occur.

3.4.4.2 Proposed Action Alternative

Approximately 0.32 acre of wetlands would be impacted by the construction of DTM-011
and its associated access road on Gull Island. Prior to construction, CBP would obtain
a Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10 permit for dredging and construction in the St.
Clair River for the approximately 0.13 acre of impacts from trenching and CWA Section
404 permit and Section 401 WQC for any mechanical clearing, dredging, or placement
of fill within wetlands through the USACE Detroit District and MDEQ, respectively.

3.4.5 Floodplains

Pursuant to the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4001, et
seq.), and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-234, 87 Statute 975), EO
11988, Floodplain Management, requires that each Federal agency take actions to
reduce the risk of flood loss, minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health and
welfare, and preserve the beneficial values which floodplains serve. EO 11988 requires
that agencies evaluate the potential effects of actions within a floodplain and to avoid
floodplains unless the agency determines there is no practicable alternative. Where the
only practicable alternative is to site in a floodplain, a planning process is followed to
ensure compliance with EO 11988. In summary, this process includes the following

steps:
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Determination of whether or not the action is in the regulatory floodplain;
Conduct early public notice;

Identify and evaluate practicable alternatives, if any;

Identify impacts of the action;

Minimize the impacts;

Reevaluate alternatives;

Present the findings and a public explanation; and

Implementation of the action.

This process is further outlined on the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s
(FEMA), Environmental Planning and Historic Preservation Program web site (FEMA
2006). As a planning tool, the NEPA process incorporates floodplain management
through analysis and public coordination, ensuring that the floodplain management
planning process is followed. In addition, floodplains are managed at the local
municipal level with the assistance and oversight of FEMA. Therefore, any action within
these areas would require appropriate coordination and evaluation of the potential

effects.

3.4.6 Environmental Consequences
3.4.6.1 No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, no adverse impacts to floodplains would occur.

3.4.6.2 Proposed Action Alternative

Four of the ten proposed sites are located in the 100-year floodplains as delineated by
FEMA. One additional tower site (DTM-005) is within an area that is not mapped, but
should be considered within the 100-year floodplain due to its proximity to the St. Clair
River. The four sites within the 100-year floodplain are DTM-002, DTM-003, DTM-010,
and DTM-011. In order to effectively operate as St. Clair River/U.S. border surveillance,
the towers must be constructed within proximity of the river such that avoiding the 100-
year floodplain would be difficult or in some cases, impossible. The development,
issuance, and analysis provided by this EA constitutes compliance of EO 11988 as
outlined by the 8-part process described above. Additionally, no structures would

impede the conveyance of flood waters, decrease floodplain capacity, increase flood
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elevations, frequencies, or durations. The implementation of the Proposed Action would

have no significant effect on floodplain management.

3.5 NATURAL RESOURCES

3.5.1 Vegetation

The affected area for this final EA 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. Much of this area along the St. Clair River has
been developed for residential, municipal, commercial, and industrial uses. Relatively
small isolated areas of woodlands and marshes occur within state parks and
recreational areas along the river. Seven of the 10 proposed tower sites are in or near
industrial, commercial, and residential areas. One proposed site (DTM-011) is located
on an undeveloped island, and tower sites DTM-005 and DTM-010 are used exclusively
for recreational activities. Access road construction is proposed at 4 sites; however,
only one of the proposed access roads, the road associated with DTM-011 (Gull Island),
would affect a natural vegetation community. All of the other proposed access roads
are located on maintained lawns. New towers would be constructed at DTM-002, DTM-
003, DTM-005, DTM-008, DTM-010, and DTM-011. Existing access to two proposed
sites (DTM-002 and DTM-008) is adequate for the installation and maintenance of
SBInet equipment. It is possible that ground disturbances during the construction of the
monopoles may have temporary, site-specific effects to vegetation communities. The
vegetation communities at the proposed tower sites are described below; additional
detailed information is contained in the biological survey report submitted to the
Michigan DNR (see Appendix A).

At four of the proposed tower sites (DTM-001, DTM-006, DTM-009, and DTM-012),
SBInet equipment would be installed on existing structures and, thus, no vegetation
communities would be disturbed. For this reason, DTM-001, DTM-006, DTM-009, and
DTM-012 are omitted from this discussion.
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DTM-002 (Algonac Water Filtration Plant)

The proposed tower site for DTM-002 is on the Algonac water Filtration Plant site,

adjacent to Michigan Highway 29 in Algonac Michigan. At the DTM-002 proposed tower
site, the only vegetation on-site is maintained lawn. There are spruce trees (Picea spp.)
on adjacent properties to the north and south of the site.

DTM-003 (Idle Hour Yacht Club)

The proposed tower site for DTM-003 is located on a maintained lawn. There are two

large willow trees (Salix sp.) on the Yacht Club property.

DTM-005 (Algonac State Park)

Algonac State Park has scattered intact remnants of oak openings, lakeplain prairie,

and Great Lakes marsh (Algonac State Park 2005). Lakeplain prairies are
characterized by native low grassland on saturated, level sites. These prairies are
among the most diverse communities in Michigan with 200 or more species of plants in
a single high-quality prairie. The dominant plant species found in lakeplain prairies
include: big bluestem (Andropogon gerardii), Indian grass (Sorghastrum sp.), little
bluestem (Schizachryrium sp.), switch grass (Panicum virgatum), and sedges (Carex
spp.). Several forbs are also found in the lakeplain prairies of Algonac State Park and
include: swamp milkweed (Asclepias incarnata), Sullivant's milkweed (A. sullivantii),
marsh blazing star (Liatris sp.), tall coreopsis (Coreopsis tripteris), Missouri ironweed
(Vernonia missurica), mountainmint (Pycnanthemum sp.), colic root (Aletris sp.),
Culver’'s root (Veronicastrum virginicum), and Ohio goldenrod (Oligoneuron ohioense)
(Algonac State Park 2005).

The oak openings associated with lakeplain prairies occur on the sand ridges and
deposits inland from the prairie. This community is dominated by widely spaced trees
with sparse understory. The dominant plant species found in these oak openings within
the park include: bur oak (Quercus macrocarpa), pin oak (Q. palustris), and swamp
white oak (Q. bicolor) on more poorly drained soils, and black oak (Q. velutina), white

oak (Q. alba) and scarlet oak (Q. coccinea) on the drier sand ridges. Pennsylvania
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sedge (Carex pensylvanica), sweet blueberry (Vaccinium sp.), and early goldenrod

(Solidago juncea) are the common groundcover plants (Algonac State Park 2005).

Plant species within the Great Lakes marsh at the south end of Algonac State Park are
impacted greatly by water levels. Typical marsh plants include: cat-tail (Typha sp.),
bulrush (Scirpus sp.), arrowhead (Sagittaria sp.), bur-reed (Sparganium sp.), and wild
rice (Zizania sp.) (Algonac State Park 2005). The Great Lakes marsh in the south end
of the park also contains some intact shallow emergent marsh and sedge meadow
openings, but is impacted greatly by giant reed (Phragmites australis) (Algonac State
Park 2005).

Vegetation at the proposed site DTM-005 consists of maintained turf grass, giant reed,
black willow (Salix nigra), goldenrod (Solidago sp.), and ash (Fraxinus sp.) trees. The
ash trees were cut in early 2009 in a sanitation harvest due to an infestation of emerald

ash borer (Agrilus planipennus).

DTM-008 (Old Port Huron USPB Station)

The DTM-008 Old Port Huron Station site is an old homesite. Vegetation consists of a

maintained lawn and various landscaped shrubs and trees.

DTM-010 (Michigan DNR Boat Ramp)
The dominant vegetation on-site at the DTM-010 site is a maintained lawn. There is

also giant reed, black willow, and aster (Aster spp.) growing adjacent to the fence at the

property line.

DTM-011 (Gull Island)

The DTM-011 proposed site is located on a small island within the St. Clair River Delta

and Lake St. Clair. The entire proposed tower site and access road are located within
wetland habitat. Species such as black willow, redosier dogwood (Cornus sericea),
giant reed, staghorn sumac (Rhus typhina), goldenrod, greenbrier (Smilax spp.),
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common mullein (Verbascum thapsus), and horsetail (Equisetum spp.) are found on
Gull Island.

3.5.2 Environmental Consequences
3.5.2.1 No Action Alternative

No impacts to vegetation would result from the No Action Alternative.

3.5.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative

Four sites are located upon existing infrastructure and thus, would not impact any
natural resources. Sites not located on existing infrastructure, DTM-002, DTM-003,
DTM-005, DTM-008, DTM-010, and DTM-011, would result in minimal impacts to
vegetation, as all sites were pre-screened to provide the least physical impacts. In
addition, any sites not located on existing infrastructure would be located in low quality

habitats dominated by ruderal herbaceous and invasive, non-native plants.

Construction of a monopole tower at each of the six sites, along with construction of
access roads needed to facilitate tower installation and maintenance at DTM-003, DTM-
005, DTM-010, and DTM-011 would disturb soils and would impact a maximum of 0.78
acre of vegetation. Very little vegetation would be damaged at the proposed locations;
in fact, most are lacking mature vegetation due to past and on-going human
disturbances. Vegetation communities that do occur are comprised of invasive species
(i.e., giant reed) or landscaped species. At some of the proposed tower sites, minor
trimming of overhanging branches and limbs may be necessary. All precautions would
be taken to avoid adverse impacts to adjacent trees. The remaining project sites are on

top of existing structures and as a result, no vegetation would be impacted.

3.5.3 Fish and Wildlife

The islands, marshes, and bays at the mouth of the St. Clair River are collectively
known as the St. Clair Flats, the largest freshwater delta system in the world (Michigan
DNR 2006). The coastal wetlands in this area are characteristic of several natural

communities found at or near the Great Lakes. This area has historically been used a
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traditional migration area for waterfowl and other migratory birds including: ducks (Aix
sp., Anas sp., Aythya sp., Clangula sp., and Oxyura sp.), mergansers (Lophodytes
cucullatus, Mergus merganser, and Mergus serrator), coots (Fulica americana) and
moorhens (Gallinula chloropus), Canada geese (Branta canadensis), snipe (Gallinago
delicata), and rails (Coturnicops noveboracensis, Rallus elegans, and Rallus limicola).
The marshes and uplands of Algonac State Park provide the public with a variety of
wildlife recreational and also provide opportunities to observe natural marsh

communities.

Mammals commonly found along the St. Clair River include white-tailed deer
(Odocoileus virginianus), gray and fox squirrels (Sciurus carolinensis and S. niger),
eastern chipmunk (Tamias stiatus), eastern cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus),
woodchuck (Marmota monax), muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), and beaver (Castor
canadensis). A variety of birds, including downy woodpeckers (Picoides pubescens),
eastern wood-pewees (Contopus virens), red-eyed vireos (Vireo olivaceus), the
cerulean warblers (Dendroica cerulea), black-capped chickadees (Poecile atricapillus),
white-breasted nuthatches (Sitta carolinensis), northern cardinals (Cardinalis cardinalis),

and red-tailed hawks (Buteo jamaicensis) are also common.

3.5.4 Environmental Consequences
3.5.4.1 No Action Alternative
No direct impacts to fish and wildlife would occur under the No Action Alternative.

3.5.4.2 Proposed Action Alternative

Many sites are located upon existing infrastructure and thus, would not impact fish or
wildlife. Sites not located on existing infrastructure, DTM-002, DTM-003, DTM-005,
DTM-008, DTM-010, and DTM-011, would result in extremely minimal impacts to fish or

wildlife habitat, as all sites were pre-screened to provide the least physical impacts.

Tower and access road construction disturb soils and would impact a maximum of 0.78

acre of terrestrial wildlife habitat and approximately 0.13 acre of riverine habitat. All but
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two of the proposed tower sites (DTM-005 and DTM-011) are within developed areas
containing wildlife species adapted to habitation in developed areas. Negligible adverse
effects to wildlife populations would be expected since habitat similar to those being
impacted exists adjacent to the proposed sites. The relatively small area of
disturbance, and the disturbance itself, would be limited to short periods of time (i.e.,
during construction). Impacts such from soil displacement such as erosion could impact
aguatic resources; however, due to the limited size of the proposed sites and the use of
general construction and operation restrictions (Section 5), these effects would be
minimized. Therefore, negligible effects to the region’s fish and wildlife populations
would be expected due to the construction of the tower systems. Once the towers are
installed, the operation and maintenance of the systems would also have negligible

effects on the region’s wildlife.

3.5.5 Protected Species

Gulf South Research Corporation (GSRC) obtained a list of Federally protected species
from current USFWS database. Three Federally protected species have the potential to
occur within St. Clair County: the Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), rayed bean (Villosa
fabalis), and Eastern prairie fringed orchid (Plantathera leucophaea) (USFWS 2009a).
The Indiana bat is listed as endangered, the rayed bean is listed as a candidate
species, and the Eastern prairie fringed orchid is listed as threatened in St. Clair
County. No critical habitat has been designated that encompasses any of the proposed
sites.

The majority of the 10 proposed tower sites are located in urban and residential areas of
the project area. The project sites do not contain the habitat required by the rayed bean.
No limestone caves, cavity trees or trees with loose bark, or other potential roost sites,
which could be used by the Indiana bat, are present at or near the proposed project
sites. It is possible that some mesic to wet prairie and meadow habitat for the Eastern
prairie fringed orchid may exist near the DTM-005 (Algonac State Park) site; however,
the majority of this orchid population has been documented in lakeplain prairies

Environmental Assessment Final
SBlnet Detroit Project



-62 -

bordering Saginaw Bay, which is approximately 100 miles northwest of the nearest

proposed tower site (Case and Case 1990).

The Michigan Natural Features Inventory of state-listed species of concern,
endangered, threatened, and probably extirpated species within St. Clair County
contains 35 animal species and 63 plant species. The complete 2008 Michigan Natural
Features Inventory list can be found in Appendix B. Of these 98 species, the lake
sturgeon (Acipenser fulcescnes), peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), and eastern fox
snake (Pantherophis gloydi) are the only species likely to be found near the proposed

tower sites.

Lake sturgeon are potamodromous (migrate only in freshwater) fish found in many
rivers and lakes in North America. Their range extends from the St. Lawrence River in
the east, to the Hudson Bay in the north, west to the North Saskatchewan River in
Alberta, and south to the Tennessee River in Alabama (Michigan DNR 1997). Historic
spawning areas of the lake sturgeon in Michigan included the St. Clair River (Michigan
DNR 1997). Lake sturgeon are now rare in the Great Lakes watershed, including the St.
Clair River. Present estimates on the size and distribution of lake sturgeon populations
in the St. Clair River are unknown; however, lake sturgeon presence in the river has
been documented based on observation and limited harvest data (Michigan DNR 1997).
Adult lake sturgeon confined to river environments utilize a wide range of habitats, but
are most often associated with deep runs and pools greater than 5 feet deep and avoid
aquatic vegetation (Michigan DNR 1997). These deep run and pool habitats are
especially important as overwintering areas for the fish. According to the Lake Sturgeon
Rehabilitation Strategy published by Michigan DNR in 1997, the St. Clair River contains
the deep habitats and spawning habitats essential for lake sturgeon, and thus, has a

high suitability and potential as a lake sturgeon rehabilitation area.

The peregrine falcon is a medium-sized hawk about the size of a crow. Adults have a
distinctive dark hood and moustache, cream-colored throat, blue barring and yellow soft

parts. Immature peregrine falcons are brown in color with buffy feather edging, heavily
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streaked underparts, bluish-gray to greenish-yellow soft parts, and a less distinct hood
and moustache. Adult birds are generally 15 to 20 inches tall. In flight, the wings and

tail are long and pointed, and the head is relatively large.

Peregrine populations exhibited large-scale declines throughout the world in the mid-
1900s primarily because pesticide contamination affected normal nesting success. Due
to a reduction in the use of pesticides since the 1970s, reproductive success has
improved, and populations have increased. During the 1970s, programs were begun to
restore peregrine populations by releasing young captive-bred birds. These efforts have
been successful, and peregrines are once again nesting in the Midwest (Indiana DNR
2009). In August, 1999, the peregrine falcon was removed from the Federal
endangered species list. It continues to be protected under the Federal Migratory Bird
Treaty Act and is still protected in Michigan.

Historically, peregrine falcons nested along cliffs and river bluffs. Although these sites
are still used today, peregrine falcons have found urban areas attractive for nesting.
Large urban and industrial areas have an abundant prey base, a lack of predators, and
tall buildings which mimic cliff faces and offer relative solitude far above the streets.
Peregrine falcons do not build a nest. Usually, they create a scrape on the ledge of a
cliff and the eggs are laid there. Eggs have, however, also been reported in old bird
nests or in tree cavities. In urban areas, peregrines have nested on the ledges of
buildings, under bridges and in recesses under raised roadways. Nest sites are
generally reused every year. Highly territorial, there will only be a few nesting pairs in
any urban setting. In Michigan, nesting generally occurs between April and late
September (Michigan DNR 2005).

Urban areas not only provide nesting habitat for peregrine falcons but also access to
prey common to urban settings such as pigeons, starlings, and grackles. Except in
urban areas, where pigeons and starlings are available throughout most of the winter,
peregrines are strictly migratory. Their occurrence in Michigan has been closely related

to the abundance of small migratory birds.
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To date, 139 peregrine falcons have been released in Michigan, including 108 in the
Upper Peninsula and 31 in urban areas. Even though there are no historically
documented cases of peregrines nesting in urban areas in Michigan, peregrines were
released in Grand Rapids and Detroit, where there would be a ready food source
(pigeons and starlings) and where they would be relatively protected from predators
such as the great horned owl. The 1995 survey conducted by Michigan DNR
documented six nesting peregrine falcon pairs in Michigan, including two in Detroit
(Michigan DNR 2005).

The eastern fox snake has been known to occur near proposed tower site DTM-005. It
prefers coastal marshes and other near-shore habitats, although it can wander into
nearby agricultural fields, pastures, and forests. The snake will bask or forage on raised
dikes, muskrat houses, and road embankments, but rarely climbs into trees or
shrubbery (Michigan DNR, Wildlife Division 2009).

3.5.6 Environmental Consequences
3.5.6.1 No Action Alternative

No impacts to protected species would occur under the No Action Alternative.

3.5.6.2 Proposed Action Alternative

No Federally listed protected species occur within or near the proposed tower sites
(USFWS 2009b). Peregrine falcons (a state listed species) are known to nest near
DTM-006; however, as the birds have returned to this site for 3 or 4 years and this
nesting site is located on a building within the electric plant, CBP has determined that
the addition of cameras and communications equipment would have no effect on the
peregrine falcon or its ability to continue to nest in this area, provided that installation
occurs outside of nesting season. Bird perching deterrent devices would also be
installed on the surveillance and communications equipment to prevent any incidental
injury to the falcons. Lake sturgeon spawn in the St. Clair River and are sensitive to
increased turbidity which may occur during trenching activity for the installation of
electricity line to Gull Island. CBP and USFWS have determined that limiting the
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trenching activities to within the State of Michigan Preferred Dredging Period for the St.
Clair River (September 1 through March 31) would protect critical spawning and larval
fish development periods (USFWS 2009b). Eastern fox snakes (a state listed species)
are known to occur near DTM-005; however, with exclusionary fences and through the
use of a monitor during construction, impacts to this species can be avoided. With
avoidance of the peregrine falcon nesting season, adherence to the preferred dredging
period for lake sturgeon, and exclusionary fences for eastern fox snakes CBP
anticipates no impacts to any Federal or state listed species as a result of the Proposed
Action Alternative.

3.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES

3.6.1 Cultural Overview

The NHPA establishes the Federal government’'s policy to provide leadership in the
preservation of historic properties and to administer Federally owned or controlled
historic properties in a spirit of stewardship. The NHPA established the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation (ACHP) to advocate full consideration of historic values in
Federal decision-making; review Federal programs and policies to promote
effectiveness, coordination, and consistency with national preservation policies; and
recommend administrative and legislative improvements for protecting our Nation's
heritage with due recognition of other national needs and priorities. In addition, the
NHPA also established the SHPO to administer national historic preservation program
on the state level and Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (THPO) on tribal lands where
appropriate. The NHPA also establishes the NRHP. The NRHP is the Nation's official
list of cultural resources worthy of preservation and protection. Properties listed in the
Register include districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are significant in
American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture. The National Park
Service administers the NRHP. Section 106 of the NHPA requires the USBP to identify
and assess the effects of its actions on cultural resources. The USBP must consult with
appropriate state and local officials, Indian tribes, applicants for Federal assistance, and

members of the public and consider their views and concerns about historic
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preservation issues when making final project decisions. The historic preservation
review process mandated by Section 106 is outlined in regulations issued by the
Council. Revised regulations, "Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800),

became effective January 11, 2001.

Several other important pieces of legislation include the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), along with EO 13007 and EO 13175.
NAGPRA mandates that CBP summarize, inventory, and repatriate cultural items in the
possession of or control of the Federal agency to lineal descendants or to culturally
affiliated Federally recognized Indian tribes. The act also requires that certain
procedures be followed when there is an intentional excavation of or an inadvertent
discovery of cultural items. EO 13007 was issued on May 24, 1996 in order to facilitate
the implementation of the American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978. It specifically
charges Federal agencies to: (1) accommodate, to the extent practical, American Indian
access to and use of sacred sites by religious practitioners; (2) avoid adversely affecting
the physical integrity of sacred sites; and (3) to maintain the confidentiality of these
sites. EO 13175 outlines the official U.S. government policy on consultation and
coordination with American Tribal governments. The order emphasizes formal
recognition of the American Indian Tribes’ status as...“domestic dependent nations: that
have entered into treaties with the U.S. guaranteeing their right to self government. It

stipulates that this consultation would be done on a government to government basis.”

3.6.2 Cultural History

Prehistoric occupation in the United States is generally divided into three major periods
that vary regionally: the Paleo-Indian Period, dating from ca. 12,000 B.C. to circa 10,000
B.C., the Archaic Period (circa 8,000 B.C. to circa 0 B.C.), and, the Woodland Period
(circa 0 to 1600). These periods are commonly subdivided into smaller temporal phases
based on particular characteristics of the artifact assemblages encountered in each of the
archeological regions of the U.S. The prehistoric periods and corresponding phases are
defined by the presence of particular diagnostic artifacts such as projectile points, certain

types of pottery, and occasionally, particular site locations. For the Historic Period,
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documentary information more often is used to distinguish certain phases; nevertheless,

particular artifacts also can be used to recognize certain historic affiliations.

Paleo-Indian

The nature and temporal position of the first people in the U.S. is a subject of debate.
Most researchers contend that successive migrations occurred throughout the latter part
of the Pleistocene, coinciding with global temperature drops that resulted in massive
guantities of water being frozen. As the ice caps increased in size, sea levels dropped,
exposing land bridges in the areas where the sea was the most shallow. One of these
land bridges connected Alaska with Siberia across the Bering Strait. This land bridge has
successively appeared and disappeared over the last 100,000 years as temperatures
fluctuated. "Early man sites" or Pre-clovis sites in the New World (those defined as being
occupied prior to 12,000 years ago) have been reported within the U.S. but are not wholly
accepted. The Paleo-Indian people hunted large and small game and gathered wild
edible plants for subsistence. The Paleoindian period in the Great Lakes region dates
from 9,000 to 7,500 B.C. The period is divided into early and late Paleo-Indian.
Projectile points common in the region for the Early Paleoindian period include the
Gainey Fluted, Barnes Fluted and Crowfield projectile points. Projectile points common
in the region for the Late Pale-Indian period include the Hi-Lo, Holcombe, Madina
Plano, and Plainville Plano projectile points. Other artifacts found throughout this period
include scrapers, gravers, choppers, and knives chipped from stone (London Chapter of
the Ontario Archaeological Society [LCOA] 2009).

Archaic

The cultural remains of Archaic people, post-Pleistocene foragers, are more common
manifestations than those of Paleo-Indian populations. By about 8,000 B.C. a gradual
change to a warmer, drier environment resulting in the extinction of many of the big
game animals stimulated a change in adaptive strategies. This change in adaptive
strategies is referred to as the Archaic Period, and was reflected in the tool content of
these cultures. Grinding equipment for the processing of vegetal foods, roasting ovens,

rock-lined hearths, a more restricted and perhaps more consistently scheduled pattern
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of mobility indicated by intensive repeated occupation at some sites, local resource
usage, and a variety of notched stemmed projectile point-knives serve to differentiate
Archaic complexes from those of the preceding Paleo-Indian Period. The Archaic Period
also saw the utilization of a diverse array of modern species in diffuse foraging
economies, along with a greater reliance on plant food resources. The Archaic period is
splint into the Early, Middle and Late Archaic based on the artifact assemblage.
Common projectile points associated with Early and Middle Archaic sites include the
Nettling, Stanley/Neville, Thebes and Brewertown Corner-Notched. Common projectile
points in the region associated with the Late Archaic Period include the Genesee, Adder
Orchard, Innes Point, and Crawford Knoll projectile points (LCOA 2009).

Woodland Period

The Woodland Period in the Great Lakes region was commonly divided into, the Early,
Middle, and Late Woodland based on distinctive cultural traits including distinctive
decorative motifs in pottery. The Early Woodland people started showing signs of
seasonal communal organization or “micro-bands” and territories were starting to be
formed. Pottery also started being produced during the Woodland Period. Common
projectile points of the Early Woodland period in the region included Meadowood,
Meadowood Cache Blades, and Kramer projectile points. The Middle Woodland period
showed a shift in subsistence patterns with a greater reliance on agriculture. With this
change in subsistence there was a shift to more permanent settlements. Common
projectile points from this period included Saugeen, Snyders, and Vanport points.
During the Late Woodland Period there was a greater reliance on agriculture with the
establishment of larger and more permanent settlements including hamlets and villages.
The construction of pottery during this period changed from a “coiled” to paddled
technique. Common projectile points in the region for this period consisted of Dewaele,
Glen Meyer Tanged, and Nanticoke Notched, Nanticoke Triangular and Daniels
Triangular (LCOA 2009).
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Historic Period

The Historic Period of the Great Lake region started in 1618-1621 with the French
explorations of Etienne Brulé, who was followed by Jean Nicolet, Father Isaac Jogues,
Father Charles Raymbault and Father René Mesnard between 1634 and 1660. Father
Jacques Marquette established the first permanent settlement in what would become
Michigan in 1668. In 1671 the Great Lakes Region, comprising most of western
America, is claimed for Louis XIV of France, and the first French military outpost is
established, Fort de Buade, which later would become Fort Michilimackinac. Fort
Ponchartrain, a permanent settlement established to protect and secure the fur trade
was founded in 1701. This would eventually become the city of Detroit. In 1756, the
Seven Years’ War, also known as the French-Indian War begins. The French surrender
at Montreal marks the decline of French power in the area and by 1763, with the
ratification of the Treaty of Versailles, France loses their North American mainland

possessions (The Legislative Service Bureau 1999).

British control of the region would be marked with difficulties from Native American
tribes. Changes in the treatment of the Native Americans under British control coupled
with the fact that the British had allied themselves with tribes that were traditional
enemies of the local tribes in the area created tensions between the local Native
American tribes and the British. This led to an uprising of several Native American
tribes called Pontiac’s Rebellion. Pontiac, an Ottawa leader, along with the leaders of
other local tribes led a campaign across the region to remove the British from the area.
Though initially successful the plan ultimately failed in the later part of 1763. The British
would officially lose the territory with the Treaty of Paris in 1783 which signified the end
of the American Revolution and created an international boundary for the U.S. that
included Michigan. The British in the Great Lakes region ignored the treaty and would
retain unofficial control of the area for another 13 years (The Legislative Service Bureau
1999).

Michigan came under control of America in 1796 after a successful campaign against

British by “Mad Anthony” Wayne, a revolutionary war hero. Wayne County, which
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included most of Wisconsin, all of Michigan, and the northern portions of Indiana and
Ohio became part of the Northwest Territory under the Ordinance of 1787. A portion of
Michigan became part of the Indiana Territory in 1800 and in 1805 Michigan became a
separate territory and Detroit was designated as the capital. British-incited Native
American uprising continued to be a threat to the Michigan territory. Britain retook
control of the region in 1812 as a result of the War of 1812. The British would relinquish
control of the area in 1814 with the Treaty of Ghent. After a boundary dispute with Ohio
over a 468 square-mile strip of land called the “Toledo Strip”, Michigan became a state
on January 26, 1837. In 1847 the state capital was moved from Detroit to a more
central location in Lansing Township. The town of Michigan, eventually becoming the
town of Lansing, became the new seat of government for Michigan (The Legislative

Service Bureau 1999).

Prior to the Civil War, as a result of “the second awakening” Michigan implemented
many social reforms such as education, woman’s suffrage, prisons, and establishing
institutions for the blind, deaf, and feebleminded. The most dramatic movement was
the antislavery movement. As a result of the citizens hatred for slavery and the
proximity of the state to Canada the underground railroad was prominent in Michigan
with many of the citizens of Michigan involved as “conductors: along the two main lines.
After the passage of the Fugitive Slavery Act and the onset of war on in April 1891,
Michigan citizens responded both militarily, sending troops in support of the Union and
domestically through agriculture and mining. The Michigan brigades served faithfully in
the Union army till the end of the Civil War (The Legislative Service Bureau 1999).

By the turn of the century Michigan’s economy was transforming from a predominantly
extractive industry, first starting in the fur trade, then mining of iron and copper along
with the lumber industry, to a processing and industry focused economy. One of the
most important new industries to Michigan’s economy was the automobile industry. The
availability of raw resource, affordable transportation and the growth of the states
manufacturing capabilities spurred automobile industry in Michigan. Entrepreneurs

such as Ransom E. Olds, Henry Ford, William Crapo Durant and Walter Chrysler
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established manufacturing facilities in Michigan. By 1940, 60 percent of the world’s
automobiles were assembled in Michigan and nearly all passenger car manufacturers
had plants within 250 miles of Detroit. The rise in the automobile industry led to
phenomenal population growth, the “good roads movement”, along with the Progressive
movement. Under the Progressive Movement the constitution of Michigan was revised
in 1908. The new reforms in the constitution included reorganization of the structure of
the government, direct primary elections, and workers disability compensation.
Subsequent amendments to the constitution provided for the prohibition of liquor in
1916, which was repealed in 1932 and the voting rights for women in all Michigan

elections in 1918 (The Legislative Service Bureau 1999).

The social and industrial progress of the 1920s was halted by the stock market crash in
October 1929 and the subsequent Great Depression. The industries in Michigan such
as the manufacturing industry along with mining and agriculture were particularly
impacted by the Great Depression. It would not be until World War Il that the economy
of the state of Michigan and the nation would fully recover. Michigan played an
important role during World War 1l and even before the nation was drawn into the war
steps were taken to prepare the industries in Michigan for conversion to war production.
Wartime shortages of labor attracted increased numbers of women to the war
production effort paving the way for the modern women’s movement and the growth of
women in the workplace. By the end of the war Michigan had contributed more than
4,000,000 engines, 25,000 tanks, and 8,500 B-24 Liberator bombers to the war effort.
After the war, there was remarkable growth and prosperity in Michigan, particularly
during the 1950s (The Legislative Service Bureau 1999).

3.6.3 Previously Recorded Properties

An online search of the Historic Sites Online of the Michigan Historical Center was
conducted on May 1, 2009. The following discussion summarizes the historic properties
listed on either the NRHP or State Register of Historic Places (SRHP) located within a
1-mile radius of each of the proposed tower sites. No known historic properties listed on
the NRHP or SRHP are within a 1-mile radius of DTM-001, DTM-003, DTM-008, and
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DTM-012. The Dr. Water Bostwick House and marker and the Saint Andrew’s Episcopal
Church and marker, both listed on the SRHP, are within a 1-mile radius of DTM-002 and
DTM-005. The East China Fractional District No. 2 School and marker, which are listed
on the SRHP, are within 1-mile of DTM-006. The Graziadeli-Casello Building, Port
Huron High School, Saint Johannes Evanglische Kirche, Grace Episcopal Church,
James A. Davidson House, Women’s Benefit Association Building, Jefferson Sheldon
House, and Trinity Evangelical Lutheran Church, all on the SRHP, are within a 1-mile
radius of DTM-009. The Ladies of Maccabees Building, Military Road Historic District,
Howard Block, 7" Street Bridge over Black River, U.S. Post Office and Customs House,
Harrington Hotel, and Wilbur F. Davidson House, all listed on the NRHP, are also within
1-mile of DTM-009. Finally, Lightship No. 13, which is a National Historic Landmark, is
within 1-mile of DTM-009. The Dr. Water Bostwick House and marker are within 1-mile
of DTM-010. The St. Clair Flats Channel Range Lights, a historic lighthouse listed on
the NRHP, is within 1-mile of DTM-011 (Michigan Historical Center 1999).

3.6.4 Environmental Consequences
3.6.4.1 No Action Alternative
The implementation of the No Action Alternative would not result in any impacts to

cultural resources.

3.6.4.2 Proposed Action Alternative

No known cultural resources are located within the footprint of any of the proposed
towers. In general, the areas where the towers would be placed have been previously
disturbed from urban development. As a result, no impacts to cultural resources are

anticipated from the implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative.

Although the location of the tower near or sometimes adjacent to both State and
National Register of Historic Places listed properties and one National Historic
Landmark may impact the viewshed of that historic place, the new towers for DTM-002,
DTM-003, DTM-005, DTM-008, and DTM-011 would not be the only new construction or

the only communications towers within the viewsheds. Additionally, due to vegetation
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coverage and topography, it is highly unlikely that 80 to 130-foot tall towers would
adversely affect the viewshed of the historic properties that are located at distances of
up to 1 mile. Equipment would be installed on existing structures for sites DTM-001,
DTM-006, DTM-009, and DTM-012. CBP expects no impacts to historical property
viewsheds within the area of potential effect of the Proposed Action Alternative from the
construction of surveillance towers or the installation of equipment on existing

structures.

Reviews of the records and databases at the Michigan Historical Center indicated that
there were some historic structures within 1 mile of some of the proposed tower sites,
but that no historic properties occurred at any of the proposed sites. Consequently,
and because all proposed tower locations are at disturbed sites, no archeological
surveys were conducted. Coordination with the Michigan SHPO for Section 106

evaluation is on-going (see Appendix A).

3.7 AIR QUALITY

3.7.1 Affected Environment

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) established National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for specific pollutants. The NAAQS standards are classified
as either "primary" or "secondary" standards. The major pollutants of concern, or criteria
pollutants, are carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone (O3), particulate
matter (PM-10), and lead. NAAQS represent the maximum levels of background
pollution that are considered safe, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the
public health and welfare. The NAAQS are included in Table 3-4.

Areas that do not meet these NAAQS standards are called non-attainment areas or
maintenance areas; areas that meet both primary and secondary standards are known
as attainment areas. The Federal Conformity Final Rule (40 CFR Parts 51 and 93)
specifies criteria or requirements for conformity determinations for Federal projects. The
Federal Conformity Rule was first promulgated in 1993 by the USEPA, following the
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passage of Amendments to the Clean Air Act in 1990. The rule mandates that a
conformity analysis must be performed when a Federal action generates air pollutants
in a region that has been designated a non-attainment or maintenance area for one or
more NAAQS.

Table 3-4. National Ambient Air Quality Standards

POLLUTANT STANDARD STANDARD
VALUE TYPE

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

8-hour average 9ppm (10mg/m°) P

1-hour average 35ppm (40mg/m°) P
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)

Annual arithmetic mean 0.053ppm (100pw/m*®) | Pand S
Ozone (O3)

8-hour average* 0.08ppm (157ug/m®) | Pand S

1-hour average* 0.12ppm (235ug/m® | Pand S
Lead (Pb)

Quarterly average | 1.5pg/m® | Pand S
Particulate<10 micrometers (PM-10)

Annual arithmetic mean 50pg/m® Pand S

24-hour average 150ug/m* Pand S
Particulate<2.5 micrometers (PM-2.5)

Annual arithmetic mean 15ug/m’ P and S

24-hour average 65ug/m’® Pand S
Sulfur Dioxide (SOy)

Annual average mean 0.03ppm (80ug/m* | P

24-hour average 0.14ppm (365ug/m®) | P

3-hour average 0.50ppm (1300ug/m®) | S

Legend: P= Primary Source: USEPA 2006

S= Secondary

ppm = parts per million

mg/m? = milligrams per cubic meter of air
ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter of air

* Parenthetical value is an approximate equivalent concentration

A conformity analysis is the process used to determine whether a Federal action meets
the requirements of the general conformity rule. It requires the responsible Federal
agency to evaluate the nature of the proposed action and associated air pollutant
emissions, calculate emissions as a result of the proposed action, and mitigate

emissions if de minimis thresholds are exceeded.
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Ten of the 11 tower installation sites are located in St. Clair County and one (DMT-012)
is located in Macomb County. Both counties are in non-attainment for ozone and PM-
2.5 (USEPA 2008). Air emissions from internal combustion engines produce volatile
organic compounds and nitrogen oxides, which are precursor molecules that react with

oxygen in the atmosphere to create ozone.

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences
3.7.2.1 No Action Alternative
The implementation of the No Action Alternative would not create air emissions and

would not significantly impair air quality.

3.7.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative

Temporary and minor increases in air pollution would occur from the use of construction
equipment (combustible emissions) and the disturbance of soils (fugitive dust) during
construction of the new towers and access roads. The following paragraphs describe
the air calculation methodologies utilized to estimate air emissions produced by the

Proposed Action Alternative.

Fugitive dust emissions were calculated using the emission factor of 0.19 ton per acre
per month (Midwest Research Institute [MRI] 1996), which is a more current standard
than the 1985 PM-10 emission factor of 1.2 tons per acre-month presented in AP-42
Section 13 Miscellaneous Sources 13.2.3.3 (USEPA 2001).

USEPA’'s NONROAD Model (USEPA 2005a) was used, as recommended by USEPA’s
Procedures Document for National Emission Inventory, Criteria Air Pollutants, 1985-
1999 (USEPA 2001), to calculate emissions from construction equipment. Combustible
emission calculations were made for standard construction equipment, such as front-
end loaders, backhoes, bulldozers, and cement trucks. Assumptions were made
regarding the total number of days each piece of equipment would be used, and the

number of hours per day each type of equipment would be used.
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Construction workers would temporarily increase the combustible emissions in the
county air shed during their commute to and from the project area. Emissions from
delivery trucks contribute to the overall air emission budget. Emissions from delivery
trucks, construction worker commuters traveling to the job site were calculated using the
USEPA MOBILE6.2 Model (USEPA 2005b, 2005c and 2005d).

The total air quality emissions were calculated for the construction activities to compare
to the General Conformity Rule. Summaries of the total emissions for the Proposed
Action Alternative are presented in Table 3-5. Details of the analyses are presented in

Appendix C.

Table 3-5. Total Air Emissions (tons/year) from the Proposed Action Alternative
Construction verses the De minimis Threshold Levels

Pollutant Total De minimis Thre?holds
(tons/year) (tonslyear)
co 9.71 NA
VOCs 1.84 100
NOx 15.12 100
PM-10 7.39 NA
PM-2.5 1.80 100
Sulfur Dioxide (SO,) 1.84 NA

Source: 40 CFR 51.853 and GSRC model projections.
1. Note that St. Clair and Macomb counties are in non-attainment for Oz and PM-2.5.

Several sources of air pollutants contribute to the overall air impacts of the construction

project. The air results in Table 3-5 included emissions from:

. Combustible engines of construction equipment;

. Construction workers commute to and from work;

. Supply trucks delivering materials to construction site; and
Fugitive dust from job site ground disturbances.

BWN R

As can be seen from the table above, the proposed construction activities do not
exceed federal de minimis thresholds; thus, do not require a Conformity Determination.
As there are no violations of air quality standards and no conflicts with the state
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implementation plans, there will be no significant impacts on air quality from the

implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative.

During the construction of the proposed project, proper and routine maintenance of all
vehicles and other construction equipment would be implemented to ensure that
emissions are within the design standards of all construction equipment. Dust
suppression methods would be implemented to minimize fugitive dust. In particular,
wetting solutions would be applied to construction areas to minimize the emissions of
fugitive dust. By using these environmental design measures, air emissions from the
Proposed Action Alternative would be temporary and should not significantly impair air

guality in the region.

3.8 NOISE

3.8.1 Affected Environment

Noise is generally described as unwanted sound, which can be based either on
objective effects (i.e., hearing loss, damage to structures) or subjective judgments (e.g.,
community annoyance). Sound is usually represented on a logarithmic scale with a unit
called the decibel (dB). Sound on the decibel scale is referred to as sound level. The
threshold of human hearing is approximately 0 dB, and the threshold of discomfort or

pain is around 120 dB.

Noise levels occurring at night generally produce a greater annoyance than do the
same levels occurring during the day. It is generally agreed that people perceive
intrusive noise at night as being 10 dBA (A-weighted decibel is a measure of noise at a
given, maximum level or constant state level) louder than the same level of intrusive
noise during the day, at least in terms of its potential for causing community annoyance.
This perception is largely because background environmental sound levels at night in

most areas are also about 10 dBA lower than those during the day.
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Acceptable noise levels have been established by the U.S. Department of Housing and

Urban Development (HUD) for construction activities in residential areas (HUD 1984):

Unacceptable (greater than 75 dBA) — The noise exposure at the site is
so severe that the construction costs to make the indoor noise
environment acceptable may be prohibitive and the outdoor environment
would still be unacceptable.

Normally Unacceptable (above 65 but not greater than 75 dBA) — The
noise exposure is significantly more severe; barriers may be necessary
between the site and prominent noise sources to make the outdoor
environment acceptable; special building construction may be necessary
to ensure that people indoors are sufficiently protected from outdoor noise.

Acceptable (not exceeding 65 dBA) — The noise exposure may be of
some concern but common building construction will make the indoor
environment acceptable and the outdoor environment will be reasonably
pleasant for recreation and play.

As a general rule of thumb, noise generated by a stationary noise source, or “point
source,” will decrease by approximately 6 dBA over hard surfaces and 9 dBA over soft
surfaces for each doubling of the distance. For example, if a noise source produces a
noise level of 85 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet over a hard surface, then the
noise level would be 79 dBA at a distance of 100 feet from the noise source, 73 dBA at
a distance of 200 feet, and so on. To estimate the attenuation of the noise over a given

distance the following relationship is utilized:

Equation 1: dBA; = dBA; — 20 log “*'™)

Where:
dBA, = dBA at distance 2 from source (predicted)
dBA; = dBA at distance 1 from source (measured)
d, = Distance to location 2 from the source

d; = Distance to location 1 from the source
Source: California Department of Transportation 1998

Some of the tower installation sites, where new monopole surveillance towers will be
installed, are located near sensitive noise receptors such as residential homes, parks

and recreational areas.
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3.8.2 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures
3.8.2.1 No Action Alternative
The implementation of the No Action Alternative would not impact noise levels in the

project area.

3.8.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative
The construction of the new towers and access roads would require the use of common
construction equipment. Table 3-6 describes noise emission levels for construction
equipment which range from 76 dBA to 84 dBA at a distance of 50 feet (Federal
Highway Administration [FHWA] 2007).

Table 3-6. A-Weighted (dBA) Sound Levels of Construction Equipment and
Modeled Attenuation at Various Distances®

Noise Source 50 feet 100 feet 200 feet 500 feet 1000 feet
Backhoe 78 72 68 58 52
Crane 81 75 69 61 55
Dump truck 76 70 64 56 50
Excavator 81 75 69 61 55
Front end loader 79 73 67 59 53
Concrete mixer truck 79 73 67 59 53
Pneumatic tools 81 75 69 61 55
Auger drill rig 84 78 72 64 58
Bull dozer 82 76 70 62 56
Generator 81 75 69 61 55

Source: FHWA 2007 and GSRC
1 The dBA at 50 feet is a measured noise emission (FHWA 2007). The 100- to 1,000-foot results are modeled
estimates.

Assuming the worst case scenario of 84 dBA, the noise model projected that noise
levels of 84 dBA from a point source (i.e., bull dozer) would have to travel 450 feet

before the noise would be attenuated to an acceptable level of 65 dBA. To achieve an
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attenuation of 84 dBA to a normally unacceptable level of 75 dBA, the distance from the

noise source to the receptor is 140 feet.

Assuming the construction activities are contained within the delineated construction
area, several sensitive receptors could be exposed to noise emissions that are
unacceptable and normally unacceptable. Table 3-7 contains the number of sensitive
noise receptors (e.g., residences, hospitals, churches, parks) located within the 65 dBA

and 75 dBA noise contour created by the construction equipment.

Table 3-7. Number of Sensitive Noise Receptors within the 65 dBA and 75 dBA
Noise Contours

Number of Sensitive Number of Sensitive
Site Site Name Noise Receptors Noise Receptors
Number Exposed to Noise Exposed to Noise
Greater than 75 dBA Greater than 65 dBA
- ——————————— ——————————————————|
DTM-002 Algonac Water Filtration Plant 1 9
DTM-003 Idle Hour Yacht Club 1 5
DTM-005 Algonac State Park Located in Park 1
DTM-008 Old Port Huron USBP Station 0 1-golf course
DTM-010 Michigan DNR Boat Ramp Located in Park 1
DTM-011 | South Channel Delta — Gull Island 0 0

Source: GSRC

Two of the construction sites are located on parkland on which serenity and quiet are of
significance and where elevated noise levels would also have the potential to affect
recreational activities and impact wildlife. Assuming the worst case scenario of 84 dBA,
the noise model projected that noise levels of 84 dBA from a point source (i.e., auger
drill) would have to travel 450 feet before the noise would be attenuated to an
acceptable level of 65 dBA. Approximately 10 acres of parklands would be exposed to
intermittent noise emissions greater than 65 dBA during the construction of the
proposed towers. USBP officials would coordinate with park officials on the issuance of

special use permits during a 2-week construction period for in these sensitive areas.
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Noise generated by heavy construction equipment would be intermittent and last one to
two weeks to excavate and prepare the foundation to install the tower, after which,
noise levels would return to ambient levels. Therefore, the noise impacts from
construction activities would be short-term and minor and would not significantly impact

the noise environment.

3.9 RADIO FREQUENCY ENVIRONMENT

3.9.1 Affected Environment

The radio frequency (RF) environment refers to the presence of electromagnetic (EM)
radiation emitted by radiowaves and microwaves on the human and biological
environment. EM radiations are self propagating waves of electric and magnetic energy
that move through space via radio waves and microwaves emitted by transmitting
antennas. RF is a frequency or rate of oscillation within the range of about 3 Hertz (Hz)
and 300 Giga-Hz (GHz). This range corresponds to frequency of alternating current and
electrical signals used to produce and detect radio waves. The EM radiation produced
by radio waves and microwaves carry energy and momentum, and can interact with

matter.

As part of the overall spectrum management process, the National Telecommunications
and Information Administration (NTIA) and the Federal Communications Commission
(FCC) have developed radio rules and regulations to help ensure that the various radio
services operate compatibly in the same environment without unacceptable levels of
radio frequency interference and emissions (U.S. Department of Commerce 2008).
While the communication systems and the frequencies in which they would be operated
are considered law enforcement sensitive and cannot be provided to the public,
compliance with FCC and NTIA regulations would be required, and would ensure that
recognized safety guidelines are not exceeded. All frequencies used by CBP would be
coordinated through the FCC and NTIA as required in 40 CFR Part 2 Sections 2.103
Federal Use of non-Federal Frequencies and Section 2.107 Radio Astronomy.
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Additionally, transmitters and sensors associated with the SBInet Detroit project would

operate below 30 GHz.

The FCC is responsible for licensing frequencies and ensuring that the approved uses
would not interfere with television or radio broadcasts or substantially affect the natural
or human environment. The FCC adopted recognized safety guidelines for evaluating
RF exposure in the mid 1980s (Office of Engineering and Technology [OET] 1999).
Specifically, in 1985, the FCC adopted the 1982 American National Standards Institute
(ANSI) guidelines to evaluate exposure due to RF transmitters that are licensed and
authorized by the FCC (OET 1999). In 1992, ANSI adopted the 1991 Institute of
Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE) standard as an American National Standard
(a revision of its 1982 standard) and designated it as ANSI/IEEE C95.1-1992 (OET
1999). The FCC proposed to update its rules and adopt the new ANSI/IEEE guidelines
in 1993, and in 1996, the FCC adopted a modified version of the original proposal.

In addition to ANSI/IEEE standards, the FCC’s guidelines are also based on the
National Council of Radiation Protection and Measurements (NCRP) exposure
guidelines. The NRCP and ANSI/IEEE exposure criteria identify the same threshold
levels at which harmful biological effects may occur. The whole body human absorption
of RF energy varies with the frequency of the RF signal. The most restrictive limits on
exposure are in the frequency range of 30 to 300 Mega-Hz (MHz) where the human
body absorbs RF energy most efficiently when exposed in the air field of an RF
transmitting source (ANSI/IEEE C95.1-1992). As previously mentioned, transmitters

and sensors associated with the SBInet Detroit project would operate below 30 GHz.

There are two tiers or exposure limits; occupational or “controlled” and general or
“uncontrolled”. Operational exposure is when a person is exposed to RF fields as a part
of their employment and the persons have been made fully aware of the potential
exposure and can exercise control over their exposure. Uncontrolled exposure is when
the general public is exposed or when persons employed are not made fully aware of

the potential for exposure or cannot exercise control over their exposure.
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In order for a transmitting facility or operation to be out of compliance with the FCC’s RF
guidelines in an area where levels exceed Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE)
limits, it must first be accessible to the public. The MPE limits indicate levels above
which people may not be safely exposed regardless of the location where those levels

occur.

Adverse biological effects associated with RF energy are typically related to the heating
of tissue by RF energy. This is typically referred to as a "thermal" effect, where the EM
radiation emitted by an RF antenna, passes through and rapidly heats biological tissue,
similar to the way a microwave oven cooks food. The Health Physics Society indicates
that numerous studies have shown that environmental levels of RF energy routinely
encountered by the general public are typically far below levels necessary to produce
significant heating and increased body temperature and is generally only associated
with workplace environments near high-powered RF sources used for molding plastics
or processing food products. In such cases, exposure of human beings to RF energy
could be exceeded thus requiring restrictive measures or actions to ensure their safety
(Kelly 2007).

There is also some concern that signals from some RF devices could interfere with
pacemakers or other implanted medical devices. However, it has never been
demonstrated that signals from a transmitter as small as a microwave oven are strong
enough to cause such interference (OET 1999). Furthermore, electromagnetic
shielding has been incorporated into the design of modern pacemakers to prevent RF

signals from interfering with the electronic circuitry in the pacemaker (OET 1999).

Other non-thermal adverse effects such as disorientation of passing birds by RF waves
are also of concern. Past studies on effects of communication towers were noted by
Robert Beason (1999) during the 1999 Workshop on Avian Mortality at Communication
Towers (Evans and Manville 2000). During this workshop, Beason (1999) noted that

most research on RF signals produced by communication towers have no general
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disorientation effects on migratory birds. However, more research is needed to better

understand the effects of RF energy on the avian brain.

3.9.2 Environmental Consequences

3.9.2.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed tower sites would not be installed or
operated. There would be no impacts to existing RF environment or effect the human

or natural environment.

3.9.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative

With the implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative, the 10 towers equipped
with radio wave and microwave communication systems would be installed for use by
CBP in maintaining a secure border. As with any RF transmitter, all of these systems
would emit RF energy and EM radiation; therefore, a potential for adverse effects could
occur. However, any adverse effects to human safety and wildlife would likely be
negligible due to the minimal exposure limits associated with both the type of equipment
used and the elevated locations in which they would be positioned on the towers.

All frequencies used by CBP would be coordinated through the FCC and NTIA as
required by NTIA regulations. Additionally, transmitters and sensors associated with the
SBInet Detroit project would operate below 30 GHz. Therefore, the RF environment
created by the installation, operation and maintenance of the communication systems
on the proposed towers would not result in significant adverse impacts to observatories,

human safety or the natural and biological environment.

The potential to exceed MPE limits of RF energy such as those described by Kelly
(2007) are far outside the capability limits of data and communications systems in the
Proposed Action Alternative. Furthermore, communication systems installed on the
proposed towers would be a minimum of 20 feet off the ground and would provide more
than the minimum safe operating distance for these systems (i.e., 17 feet) to any human

or animal. Thus, maintenance and operational personnel working within the secure
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tower site would not be exposed to any RF energy that exceeds MPE limits set by the
FCC.

Though greater research is required to have a better understanding of the effects of RF
energy on the avian brain, the potential effects on passing birds is expected to be
negligible as well. Any disorientating effect, if experienced, would be short term and

would occur only at close distances from the antennas.

3.10 UTILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE

3.10.1 Affected Environment

The entire project area is serviced by the DTE Energy power company. Preferred
power to the towers within the proposed SBinet Detroit project area would be from
nearby commercial power grids; however, one of the proposed tower sites, DTM-011, is
approximately 1.6 miles from the nearest commercial power lines. As required by the
Proposed Action Alternative, power would be extended from the service or secondary
pole to each proposed tower utilizing overhead lines.

It is assumed that new power lines would be installed within the surveyed utility
corridors. If it is necessary to deviate from either the access road locations or the utility
corridors, then biological and archaeological monitors would be utilized to ensure NHPA
Section 106 and environmental compliance. In addition, supplemental NEPA
documentation might be required. Due to the large distance to commercial grid power
for tower site DTM-011, new power lines would be run in a subriverine trench in the St.
Clair River approximately 1.6 miles from the end of service on Harsen’s Island out to
Gull Island. Back-up power for each tower site would be provided by a battery back-up
system. Each proposed tower is not expected to utilize more than 3,650 kilowatt-hours

per month from commercial grid power.
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3.10.2 Environmental Consequences

3.10.2.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed towers would not be installed and
operated. There would be no impacts on local utilities because no additional power
would be needed in the area.

3.10.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative

Negligible demands on power utilities would be required as the result of the Proposed
Action Alternative. All of the proposed towers would utilize the local commercial power
grid. The SBInet Detroit project would not have significant impacts on the local power

grid.

3.11 ROADWAYS AND TRAFFIC

3.11.1 Affected Environment

The tower sites are located on various commercial, industrial, Federal, military,
recreational, residential and undeveloped lands in eastern St. Clair County. At five of
the proposed sites, SBInet equipment would be installed on existing structures. Access

to all the proposed sites except tower site DTM-011 would occur via existing roadways.

Michigan 29 (M-29) parallels most of the proposed tower sites. The north end of M-29
starts at a junction with Business Loop Interstate 94 in Marysville, Michigan and ends
south of the project area at the junction of Michigan 3 and Interstate 94 in Chesterfield

Township, Michigan. M-29 generally runs along the western bank of the St. Clair River.

DTM-001 would be installed on the existing Crown Castle communications tower which
is currently leased to Sprint. The existing tower is located adjacent to M-154 on

Harsen’s Island. A gravel road provides access to the tower site.

DTM-002 would be located at Algonac Water Filtration Facility in Algonac, Michigan.

The water filtration facility can be accessed via existing roads such as M-29 and Mill
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Street. Parking lots and other existing infrastructure are on-site and would provide

access to the proposed tower site.

DTM-003 would be located on Harsen’s Island off South Channel Drive and would be
accessed via an approximately 250-foot long access road to be constructed as part of

this project.

DTM-005 would be located adjacent to M-29/River Road within the Algonac State Park.
An approximately 120-foot long access road to be constructed as part of this project

would provide access to the proposed tower site.

DTM-006 would be located in St. Clair at the DTE Energy St. Clair electric plant and
could be accessed via existing roads and parking lots. M-29 and Pointe Drive provide
direct access to the DTE Energy plant and there are several on-site roads that could

provide access to the existing structure at the proposed tower site.

DTM-008 would be located in Marysville at the old USBP Port Huron Station. The site
could be accessed via Interstate 94, M-29, and Cuttle Road. The proposed tower site
would be located about 100 feet west of River Road, a road that runs perpendicular to
Cuttle Road.

DTM-009 would be located in Port Huron and the proposed tower site could be
accessed via Interstate 94 and via M-25 (Pine Grove Avenue) and Merchant Street.
Merchant Street provides direct access to the parking lots and site where the proposed

tower would be constructed on an existing structure.

DTM-010 would also be located in Algonac, Michigan and the proposed tower site
would be located off M-29/Pointe Tremble Road approximately 50 feet south of the
existing parking facility at the Michigan DNR boat ramp. An approximately 80-foot long
access road would be constructed to facilitate construction of the tower.
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Only one of the 10 sites (DTM-011 [Gull Island]) would require access by boat or barge.
A temporary landing facility would be necessary to enable boat or barge loading and
offloading on the island and an approximately 700-foot long access road would be

constructed from the boat approach area to the proposed tower site.

DTM-012 would be located at Selfridge Air National Guard Base near Mount Clemens,
Michigan. CBP would lease space on the existing radar and communications building.

Adequate access to the site would be provided by existing roads and parking lots.

3.11.2 Environmental Consequences

3.11.2.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed tower sites would not be used.
Construction of access roads, towers, foundations, and associated buildings would not
occur. There would be no impacts to local vehicular traffic because no construction

equipment, materials or construction crews would be needed in the area.

3.11.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative

Construction and staging for the access roads, foundations, and towers would create a
minor short-term impact to roadways and traffic within the project region. The increase
of vehicular traffic would occur to supply materials and work crews at each tower site for
a short period of time. Each tower would be installed within a 60-day work period. The
initial construction phase would include creation of a staging area within the proposed
tower footprint for materials and equipment storage. Once a staging area is
established, traffic near the construction site would be from the influx of construction
workers and new materials. Staging areas would be set off the main roads and would
not disrupt the flow of traffic.

Existing roads would mainly be utilized to access the tower sites and they would be
maintained. Only 1,150 feet of new roads would be constructed to access the proposed

tower sites from existing roads.
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There are no anticipated long-term impacts to traffic from the installation of the towers.
Once construction work is completed, occasional maintenance visits to each site would

be required. These visits would not increase normal traffic activity locally or regionally.

3.12 AESTHETIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES

3.12.1 Affected Environment

The majority of the proposed tower sites are in developed areas where commercial
businesses, industries, residences, and government facilities are present. For this
reason, the aesthetic and visual qualities of most sites are limited. Furthermore, most
areas have been previously disturbed. The DTM-005 proposed tower site is located
within Algonac State Park. Algonac State Park contains approximately 1,500 acres and
has a half-mile of St. Clair River frontage. The park is home to rare habitats including
the lakeplain prairies and oak savannas (Michigan DNR 2009). Visitors to Algonac
State Park come to view prairie plants, birds and butterflies. One of the park's major
attractions is viewing freighters of the world along the St. Clair River frontage (Michigan
DNR 2009). The proposed tower site for DTM-010 is to be located at the Michigan DNR
boat ramp in Algonac, Michigan. The DTM-011 proposed tower site is located on an

undeveloped island in the south channel delta of St. Clair River.

3.12.2 Environmental Consequences
3.12.2.1 No Action Alternative
No impacts to aesthetic or visual resources would occur under the No Action

Alternative.

3.12.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative

The predominant impacts to the aesthetic and visual resources from the Proposed
action would occur at the DTM-003 (Idle Hour Yacht Club), DTM-005 (Algonac State
Park), DTM-010 (Michigan DNR Boat Ramp), and DTM-011 (Gull Island) tower sites.
All of these sites are within high-use areas for recreationists. However, the sites are

also within high traffic areas for illegal border activity. Deployment of the towers would
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impact aesthetics of the recreation areas, but the towers, once operational, would also
serve as a deterrence to illegal activity, vandalism, and littering. The towers would not
affect public use of the recreational areas; however, the towers may affect the public’s
appreciation of the recreation areas’ aesthetic and visual resources. The only proposed
tower site where there are no other manmade structures nearby would be DTM-011.
The proposed tower site for DTM-010 is located off M-29, approximately 50 feet south
of an existing parking facility, at the Michigan DNR boat ramp in Algonac, Michigan.
Even though tower installation would occur within a state recreation facility, it would be
located in an area that has limited visual and aesthetic qualities, and any impacts would
be minor. The proposed DTM-011 tower location is on an undeveloped island in the St.
Clair River. Access to the island is by boat or barge only. The proposed site is isolated
from any sort of development and is wooded. The island is visited by recreational
boaters during warm months; however, the tower installation would not significantly

impact the aesthetic qualities of the island.

Temporary aesthetic impacts during the construction phase of the project would occur
at all proposed tower construction sites, these impacts would include construction
equipment which would only be present during construction. Areas that would be
temporarily disturbed during construction of the tower sites would be re-vegetated using

native plant species.

3.13 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

3.13.1 Affected Environment

Solid and hazardous wastes are regulated in Michigan by a combination of laws
promulgated by the Federal, state and regional Councils of Government. Typically, CBP
performs a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment for all state and private properties
that are being considered for lease or purchase. A Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment allows CBP to know if a property is likely to have any recognized
environmental conditions which would indicate the possibility of soil, surface water or

groundwater contamination within the properties’ boundaries. All proposed tower sites
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in which no full Phase | Environmental Site Assessment was performed, a Transaction
Screen was performed. Transaction Screens included searches conducted on the
USEPA’s Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Information System (CERCLIS). In addition, GSRC contracted Environmental Data
Resources to produce radius reports which examine Federal and state environmental
databases that track activities associated with hazardous waste and incidents that have
resulted in major environmental impairment. These databases are prepared and
maintained by various Federal and state environmental agencies, such as the USEPA
and the MDEQ. CERCLIS contains information on hazardous waste sites, potential
hazardous waste sites, and remedial activities, including sites that are on the National
Priorities List (NPL) or being considered for the NPL. CERCLIS and radius reports
search found no active NPL sites within a 1 mile radius of any of the proposed tower
sites.

Field pedestrian site surveys for each of the proposed sites were performed by GSRC in
April 2009. Site reconnaissance was conducted according to the American Society for
Testing and Materials (ASTM) guidelines (ASTM E1527-05), which define good
commercial and customary practices in the U.S. for conducting a Phase | Environmental
Site Assessment of a parcel of commercial real estate. ASTM E1527-05 pertains to a
range of contaminants within the scope of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 42 U.S.C. 9601 and petroleum products
(ASTM 2008).

Database searches found no issues with the proposed DTM-002 tower site; however,

the items below were found for neighboring properties.

e Gilbert Funeral Home, 1422 Michigan Street: this site is located approximately
800 feet southwest of the subject property, and is listed in the Underground
Storage Tank (UST) and Leaking UST (LUST) databases for gasoline storage
tanks that were removed in 1999. This site does not pose an environmental risk
due to the time elapsed since the LUST event and the distance from the subject

property.

e Sunoco, Inc., 1309 Saint Clair River Drive: this site is located approximately
850 feet southwest of the subject property, and is listed in the Resource
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Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)-Non-generator and the UST and LUST
databases due to automotive fluids storage, and gasoline and diesel USTs that
were removed in 1978. This site does not pose an environmental risk due to the
time elapsed since the LUST event and the distance from the subject property.

Database searches found the proposed DTM-005 tower site in the UST database. The
UST database listed a 1,000-gallon gasoline UST in the state park that was removed in
1978. The former UST site is not located in proximity to the proposed tower location,
and would not pose an environmental risk for this report. No issues or concerns were

noted with neighboring properties.

Database searches found several records for the proposed DTM-006 tower site. The
site contains several USTs and associated pumps and piping used for transfer of fuel
and other petroleum products to vehicles and other facilities used at the power plant.
The facility is listed 19 times in the ERNS, three times in the Record of Emergency
Release Reports, the LUST database, the above-ground storage tank (AST) database,
the Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System, the State Hazardous Waste Sites
(SHWS) database, and the RCRA-CESQG database. The facility is a coal-fired electric
generating and transmission facility. All of the ERNS and Record of Emergency Release
Reports incidents have been remediated, and the facility is in compliance with all
current regulatory standards. No issues or concerns were noted with neighboring

properties.

The results of the database search indicate that the proposed DTM-009 tower site, Port
Huron municipal building, and the property on which it is located contain no recognized
environmental issues or concerns. However, the two properties listed below were found

in the database search for neighboring properties.

e Police Municipal Office Center: The site is listed in the UST database due to
the presence of two USTs dispensing gasoline and diesel for municipal vehicle
use and a UST used for waste oil storage. The site is also listed in the LUST
database due to past releases of UST contents that have been remediated. The
fuel USTs on the site are located approximately 200 feet north of the subject
property building.
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e City of Port Huron Wastewater Treatment Plant: This site is immediately
adjacent to the south of the subject property, and is listed in the RCRA-CESQG
database.

The results of the database search indicate that the proposed communications relay
site, DTM-012, and the subject property on which it is located contain no recognized
environmental issues or concerns. There are recognized environmental conditions
located elsewhere on the Selfridge Air National Guard Base property. The base is listed
in the RCRA-Large Quantity Generator, RCRA Transport, Storage and Disposal,
Corrective Action Report, CERCLIS-NFRAP, SHWS, AST, and FINDS databases. A
review of environmental records at Selfridge Air National Guard Base showed that none
of the hazardous materials sites on the base reported in the databases reviewed are
located near the proposed communications relay site building.

No issues or concerns were noted with the remaining proposed tower sites (DTM-003,
DTM-008, DTM-010, and DTM-011) or their neighboring properties.

3.13.2 Environmental Consequences

3.13.2.1 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would not contribute any hazardous waste or materials to the
project areas, as no construction of towers or access roads would take place.

3.13.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative

Construction Activities

During construction of new towers and access roads, the potential exists for petroleum,
oil, and lubricants (POL) contamination at the construction site due to storage of POL
material for maintenance and refueling of vehicles and fuel storage tanks. However,
these activities would include primary and secondary containment measures. Clean-up
materials (e.g., oil mops) would be maintained at each site for appropriate spill response
and cleanup in case an accidental spill occurs. Drip pans would be provided for the
power generators and other stationary equipment to capture any POL that is

accidentally spilled during maintenance activities or leaks from equipment. To ensure
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oil pollution prevention, a SPCCP would be in place prior to the start of construction

activities as outlined in Section 5.

Portable sanitary facilities would be provided during construction activities and waste
products would be collected and disposed of by licensed contractors. Disposal
contractors would use only established roads to transport equipment and supplies, and
all waste would be disposed of in compliance with Federal, state, and local regulations,

in accordance with contractors’ permits.

With implementation of these practices, the Proposed Action Alternative would not

result in a significant environmental or public exposure to any hazardous materials.

Maintenance and Operations Activities
All solid and hazardous wastes and materials, including universal waste (such as
batteries, fluorescent light bulbs, etc.), would be handled in accordance with applicable

Federal and state laws and guidelines governing these items.

3.14 SOCIOECONOMICS

3.14.1 Affected Environment

Population and Demographics

The ROI of the Proposed Action Alternative consists of Macomb and St. Clair counties,
Michigan. One tower (DMT-012) would be placed or retrofitted in Macomb County, and
the remaining nine of the proposed towers or retrofitted towers would be placed in St.

Clair County.

The population and racial mixes of Michigan and across the ROI are presented in Table
3-8. Population in Macomb and St. Clair counties was 828,972 and 170,060 in the 3-
year census ending in 2007, respectively (U.S. Census Bureau 2007b and 2007c).
There was a 15.5 and 16.8 percent population increase in Macomb and St. Clair
counties between 1990 and 2007 (U.S. Census Bureau 1990, 2007b, and 2007c). Six
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percent of Macomb County and 2 percent of St. Clair County reported being African
American in the 3-year census ending in 2007, while only 2 and 2.5 percent of persons

in the respective counties reported having Hispanic origin.

Table 3-8. 3-Year Census Ending in 2007 Population and Race Estimates within
the Region of Influence

Michigan | Macomb Count St. Clair Count

White 8,030,749 733,294 160,904
(79.6%) (88.5%) (94.6%)
African American 1,425,269 49,592 4,091
(14.1%) (6.0%) 2.4%)
Native American 53,178 2,239 o577
(0.5%) (0.3%) (0.3%)
Asian 235,001 25,849 1,028
(2.3%) (3.1%) (0.6%)
Native Hawaiian 3174 239 0
(0.0%) (0.0%)
167,660 4571 843
Some Other Race (1.7%) (0.6%) (0.5%)
Two or More Races 178,996 13,188 2,617
(1.8%) (1.6%) (1.5%)
Hispanic Origin 394,827 16,699 4,278
(3.9%) (2.0%) (2.5%)
Total Population 10,094,027 828,972 170,060

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2007a, 2007b, and 2007c.

Employment and Income

Table 3-9 summarizes the total number of jobs in the ROI and Michigan. The number of
jobs in Macomb County increased 5.6 percent between 1996 and 2006 (a gain of
111,572 jobs). In 2006, the government and government enterprises sector provided
41,185 jobs in Macomb County and the major industries were manufacturing (81,267
jobs), retail trade (50,099 jobs), and health care and social assistance (38,956 jobs)
(U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 2006b).
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Table 3-9. Total Number of Jobs within the Region of Influence

Location 1996 2006 (P:f]g’neg”;
Michigan 5,281,593 5,542,222 4.9%
Macomb County 396,763 418,830 5.6%
St. Clair County 64,361 70,128 9.0%

——
Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 1996a, 1996b, 1996¢, 2006a, 2006b, and 2006c.

St. Clair County saw an increase of 9 percent in the number of jobs over a 10-year
period ending 2006 (U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 1996¢ and 2006c; see Table 3-
9). The government and government enterprises sector provided 7,785 jobs in 2006,
while the largest industry was retail trade (9,572 jobs) followed by the manufacturing

(9,404 jobs) and health care and social assistance (8,921 jobs) industries.

The unemployment rate for each of the counties in the ROI and the State of Michigan
has risen between 3.5 and 4.3 percent since 1996 (Table 3-10). Macomb County saw
the greatest increase in unemployment since 2007 (an increase of 1.6 percent);
however the unemployment rate in 2008 was still lower than in St. Clair County (10.4

percent).

Table 3-10. Unemployment Rate (Percent) within the Region of Influence

1996 2006 2007 2008
Location Unemployment Unemployment Unemployment | Unemployment
Rate Rate Rate Rate
Michigan 4.9 6.9 7.1 8.4
Macomb County 4.6 7.2 7.2 8.8
St. Clair County 6.1 8.1 8.9 10.4

Source: Michigan Labor Market Information 2009a, 2009b, and 2009c.

The 2006 per capita personal income (PCPI) for Macomb and St. Clair counties was
$35,602 and $30,845 and ranked 6™ and 19" in the state (Table 3-11; U.S. Bureau of
Economic Analysis 2006¢c and 2006d). These PCPI were 105 and 91 percent of the
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state average ($33,788) and 97 and 84 percent of the national average ($36,714). The
1996 to 2006 average annual growth rate of the counties in the ROl was 3.3 and 3.2
percent for Macomb and St. Clair counties, respectively, equal to or lower than both the
average annual growth rate for the state (3.3 percent) and the Nation (4.3 percent) (U.S.
Bureau of Economic Analysis 2006¢ and 2006d).

Table 3-11. Income for the Nation, Michigan, and Macomb and St. Clair Counties

PCPI
| 2006 1996-2006
Location Per Capita Average Annual
Personal Income Growth Rate

(PCPI) ggercentg
U.S. $36,714 4.3
Michigan $33,788 3.3
Macomb County $35,602 3.3
St. Clair County $30,845 3.2

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 2006d and 2006e

Housing

The total number of housing units in the ROI in the 3-year census ending 2007 was
422,798, with 6.9 percent vacancy, a vacancy rate half that of the State of Michigan
(Table 3-12). There are a higher percentage of owner-occupied houses in the ROI than

in the state.

Table 3-12. Housing Units by Location (3-year Census Ending 2007)

. Vacant Occupied Housing Units Total
Location . . Housing
Housing Units -
Owner ! Renter Units
Michigan 638,800 (14.2%) | 2,902,094 (75.1%) 962,213 (24.9%) 4,503,107
Macomb County 22,728 (6.5%) 262,280 (80.1%) 65,002 (19.9%) 350,010
St. Clair County 6,667 (9.2%) 51,933 (78.5%) 14,188 (21.5%) 72,788

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2007a, 2007b, and 2007c.
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3.14.2 Environmental Consequences

3.14.2.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, construction of towers or installation of equipment on
existing structures would not take place. As a result, no direct impacts would be
anticipated under the No Action Alternative. However, the current illegal cross border
activity would continue and probably increase, likely resulting in an increase in
insurance costs, property losses, law enforcement expenses, and other social costs
(e.g., drug rehabilitation, medical expenses, and labor opportunities). The No Action
Alternative would continue to endanger the lives and increase health risks to CBP

agents as well as the CBVs attempting to cross the U.S.-Canada border.

3.14.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative

The labor for the Proposed Action Alternative would be provided by private contractors,
resulting in only temporary increases in the population of the project area. When
possible, materials and other project expenditures would predominantly be obtained
through merchants in the local community resulting in minor, temporary economic
benefits. All construction activities, regardless of the area, would be limited to daylight
hours only, to the maximum extent practicable. Safety buffer zones would be
designated around all construction sites to ensure public health and safety. No
displacement of residential or commercial properties would result from this action.
Adequate housing and contracting resources are available in the ROI for private
contractor involvement in constructing the proposed towers. Only minor direct impacts
to housing or employment in the project areas would result from temporary, short-term
increases in the tower construction workforce that would last for the approximate 14- to
60-day construction work schedule. No changes to local employment rates, poverty

levels, or local incomes would occur as a result of this program.

The increased surveillance and improved CBP response times to apprehend cross-
border violations would reduce illegal traffic in the project area. Reductions in illegal
traffic resulting from increased surveillance from the implementation of the towers are

expected to reduce crime in the area and enhance the safety of U.S. residents.
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3.15 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND PROTECTION OF CHILDREN

3.15.1 Affected Environment

Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice

The fair treatment of all races has been assuming an increasingly prominent role in
environmental legislation and implementation of environmental statutes. In February
1994, President Clinton signed EO 12898 titled, Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. This action
requires all Federal agencies to identify and address disproportionately high and
adverse effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income
populations. The ROI has a low percentage of minority persons (see Table 3-8). The
median household income of Macomb County is higher than the median income for St.
Clair County, Michigan, and the Nation (Table 3-13). The median household income in
St. Clair County was higher than the state (less than 1 percent), but lower than that of
Macomb County and the Nation. The potential for impacts to the minority populations or
low income persons would be greater where projects are located near residential areas

where minority and lower income people work or reside.

Table 3-13. 2007 Median Household Income Data for the Nation, Michigan, and

the ROI
Median
Location Household
Income
- —————— |
u.S. $50,740
Michigan $47,931
Macomb County $55,265
St. Clair County $48,026

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2007d

Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children
EO 13045 requires each Federal agency “to identify and assess environmental health
risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children”; and “ensure that its

policies, programs, activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to children
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that result from environmental health risks or safety risks.” This EO was prompted by
the recognition that children, still undergoing physiological growth and development, are
more sensitive to adverse environmental health and safety risks than adults. In
Macomb and St. Clair counties, 24 percent of the population is children under the age of
18 (U.S. Census Bureau 2007b and 2007c). The potential for impacts to the health and
safety of children would be greater where projects are located near residential or school

areas.

3.15.2 Environmental Consequences

3.15.2.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, construction of towers or installation of equipment on
existing structures would not take place. As a result, no impacts would be anticipated

under the No Action Alternative for environmental justice issues.

3.15.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative

The Proposed Action Alternative would beneficially affect the ROI, regardless of race
and income level. The Proposed Action Alternative would not result in
disproportionately high or adverse environmental health or safety impacts to minority or
low-income populations or children. This conclusion is based on the fact that the project
area is not in proximity to any populations where impacts would disproportionally impact
children and there would be no displacement of persons (minority, low-income, children,
or otherwise) as a result of implementing the Proposed Action Alternative.

3.16 SUSTAINABILITY AND GREENING

3.16.1 Affected Environment

In accordance with EO 13423 — Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and
Transportation Management (72 FR 3919), CBP would incorporate practices in an
environmentally, economically, and fiscally sound, integrated, continuously improving,
efficient and sustainable manner in support of their mission. CBP implements practices

throughout the agency to: 1) improve energy efficiency and reduce greenhouse
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emissions, 2) implement renewable energy projects, 3) reduce water consumption, 4)
incorporate sustainable environmental practices such as recycling and the purchase of
recycled-content products, and 5) reduce the quantity of toxic and hazardous materials
used and disposed of by the agency. Additionally, new facility construction would
comply with the Guiding Principles for Federal Leadership in High Performance and
Sustainable Buildings set forth in the Federal Leadership in High Performance and
Sustainable Memorandum of Understanding. DHS will also reduce total consumption of
petroleum products as set forth in the EO and use environmentally sound practices with
respect to the purchase and disposition of electronic equipment.

3.16.2 Environmental Consequences
3.16.2.1 No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative would not result in any direct or indirect impacts, as no

construction activities would take place.

3.16.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, the Federal sustainability and greening
practices would be implemented, to the extent practicable. CBP intends to obtain the
goal of reducing petroleum-based product use with a Fleet Management Plan facilitated
through CBP’s Asset Management Division. This project would adhere to this

management plan.
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4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The NEPA regulations define cumulative impacts as an “impact on the environment
which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal
or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7).
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions
taking place over a period of time by various agencies (Federal, state, and local) or
individuals. Informed decision-making is served by consideration of cumulative impacts
resulting from projects that are proposed, under construction, recently completed, or

anticipated to be implemented in the reasonably foreseeable future.

This cumulative impacts analysis summarizes expected environmental effects from the
combined impacts of past, current, and reasonably foreseeable future projects within
the Proposed action areas. Projects were identified for this analysis by reviewing CBP
documents, news/press releases and published media reports, and through consultation
with planning and engineering departments of local governments, and state and Federal
agencies, including DHS/CBP/SBI and SBInet project proponents. Projects not planned
in proximity to the proposed tower sites would not contribute to cumulative impacts
within the project area and were not considered. Since the ROI for the proposed tower
locations is St. Clair and Macomb counties, Michigan, the following analyses will

address cumulative impacts only within the northeastern portion of Detroit Sector.

41 REASONABLY FORESEEABLE CBP PROJECTS WITHIN THE DETROIT
SECTOR

CBP has been conducting law enforcement actions along the U.S.-Canada border since
its inception in 1924, and has continually transformed its methods as new missions, 1A
modes of operations, smuggling trends, agent needs, and National enforcement

strategies have evolved. Development and maintenance of training ranges, station and
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sector facilities, detention facilities, and roads have affected thousands of acres with

synergistic and cumulative impacts on soil, wildlife habitats, water quality, and noise.

The Detroit Sector’s operational strategy is driven largely by the size of the sector’s area
of operations, influenced predominantly by the Great Lakes marine environment.
Historically, Detroit Sector has maintained four primary line stations, each one
responsible for covering between 30 and almost 500 miles of border. Due to staffing
limitations, patrol coverage of the entire border remains challenging. With the evolution
of CBP Air and Marine came assurances that Detroit Sector would have operational
access to aerial platforms capable of patrolling longer distances. Additionally, through
significant staffing increases projected over the next several years, Detroit Sector will
implement an intensive reassessment of existing deployment plans. As a result, the
sector’'s strategic approach to dealing with the outlying border zones will evolve

considerably.

With continued funding and implementation of CBP’s environmental measures,
including environmental education and training of its agents, use of biological and
archaeological monitors, and restoration activities, adverse impacts of future and on-
going projects would be prevented or minimized. However, recent, on-going, and
reasonably foreseeable proposed projects will result in cumulative impacts. A list of the
past, on-going, and other proposed CBP projects within the ROI surrounding the Detroit
Sector is presented in Table 4-1.

In addition to these projects, CBP might be required to implement other activities and
operations that are currently not foreseen or not within the ROI and therefore not
discussed in this document. These actions could be in response to national
emergencies or security events like the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, or to

changes in the mode of operations of CBVs.

Environmental Assessment Final
SBlnet Detroit Project



- 105 -

Table 4-1. Recently Completed or Reasonably Foreseeable CBP Projects within
and near the Detroit Sector

Approximate Acres
Project Permanently
Impacted

Detroit Sector plans to open a new station in Northern 30
Michigan.
Install additional RVS camera systems along Detroit River 5
Install additional RVS and Communication towers near

, 5
Lake St. Clair
Install additional RVS camera systems near train yard and BN
bus station in Marysville Station Area of Operations B
Install additional security lighting at the train yard in o
Marysville Station Area of Operations o
Install additional RVS and communication towers near o
Lake Huron o
Acquisition or lease of additional dock space for marine 0.25
vehicles in Marysville Station Area of Operations )

Note: ?? denotes that projects are in preliminary planning stages and currently have no
estimates for total scope or impact.

4.2 OTHER AGENCY/ORGANIZATIONS PROJECTS

Plans by other agencies that would also affect the region’s natural and human
environment include various projects by Michigan Department of Transportation
(MDOT) and St. Clair County. The majority of these projects would be expected to
occur along existing corridors and/or within previously disturbed sites. The magnitude
of the impacts would depend upon the length and width of the road right of way (ROW)
and the extant conditions within and adjacent to the ROW.

Several MDOT projects were identified for 2009. The details of these projects are
incorporated herein by reference. Table 4-2 provides a summary of the MDOT projects
currently in the planning stage.
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Table 4-2. Comprehensive List of MDOT Projects for 2009

Responsible Project Name Project Description Phase
Agenc¥
BWATC BWATC Transit Facilities New transit/facility terminal T-Cap
BWATC BWATC Transit Operating Operate transit T-Ops
BWATC BWATC Transit Operating Rural operating T-Ops
BWATC BWATC Job Access Project | Job Access/Reverse Commute T-Ops
BWATC Non-urban County New Freedom Operating T-Ops
BWATC BWATC Job Access Capital | Capital for Job Access Program T-Cap
Marysuville Cuttle Road Reconstruct road CON
MDOT 1-94 Crossovers for 80911 CON
MDOT M-19 Miscellaneous bridge repairs CON
MDOT 1-69 Road reconstruction/bridge rehabilitation CON
MDOT M-19 Mill and resurface CON
MDOT M-19 Bridge replacement over Pine River CON
MDOT 1-94 ROW Purchase for Blue Water Bridge PE
Plaza
MDOT 1-94 ROW fqr Blue Water Bridge Plaza ROW
expansion
MDOT 1-69 Storm sewer separation CON
MDOT 1-94 New Carpool lot at Gratiot CON
Port Huron Dove Road Rehabilitate roadway CON
Port Huron Gratiot/State Alignment Align and reconstruct CON
St. Clair Fred Moore Hwy/Clinton Rehabilitate roadway CON
St. Clair CRC Wadhams Rehabilitate bridge over Black River CON
St. Clair CRC Port Huron NAFTA Corridor | Realign Highway, closure at railroad CON
Congestion Mitigation crossings, and new grade separation
St. Clair CRC Port Huron NAFTA Corridor | Realign Highway, closure at railroad PE
Congestion Mitigation crossings, and new grade separation
St. Clair CRC Port Huron NAFTA Corridor | Realign Highway, closure at railroad ROW
Congestion Mitigation crossings, and new grade separation
Yale Park Avenue Reconstruct road, curb, gutter, storm CON
sewer, and sidewalk

BWATC = Blue Water Area Transportation Commission CON = Construction

CRC = Citizen’s Research Council T-Cap = Transit Capital
NAFTA = North American Free Trade Agreement T-Ops = Transit Operations
PE = Preliminary Engineering

Source: MDOT 2009a
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Additional projects in progress or in planning stages within the ROI include:

Blue Water Bridge Plaza Study

The Blue Water Bridge Plaza Study Area is located in the city of Port Huron and Port
Huron Township, in St. Clair County, Michigan. The Study Area begins at the western
end of the Blue Water Bridge and ends at the 1-94/1-69 interchange approximately 2.2
miles to the west. The Blue Water Bridge provides access to destinations across
Michigan, 47 other states, Mexico, and Canada. The Study Area includes the Black
River Bridge, the Water Street/Lapeer connector interchange, the existing plaza area,
and a potential location for a relocated welcome center and a plaza alternative in Port
Huron Township (MDOT 2009b).

The Purpose of the Blue Water Bridge Plaza for the foreseeable future is to provide
safe, efficient and secure movement of people and goods across the U.S.-Canada
border in the Port Huron area to support the economies of Michigan, Ontario, Canada,
and the U.S. and also to support the mobility and security needs associated with
national and civil defense (MDOT 2009b). The proposed action expands the existing
plaza within the city of Port Huron and brings most of the elevated plaza down to street
level. This action meets all of the plaza’s operational and traffic circulation needs

projected through the year 2030.

St. Clair County

Development in St. Clair County is active, with recent additions or improvements in
several non-residential use areas including: Industrial/Research/Hi-Tech, Office,
Medical, Mixed-use, and Institutional. The ten largest non-residential developments in
St. Clair County for 2008 are included below in Table 4-3.
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Table 4-3. Ten largest non-residential developments in St. Clair County Michigan

in 2008
. Project/ . Development Size
Community Building Tvoe Project Name Status Tvpe ;s uare feet;

Industrial/

Marysville Research/ The Chrysler Group Axle uc New 700,000
. Plant

Hi-Tech

Industrial/Resear | Keihin Michigan
Capac ch/Hi-Tech Manufacturing c New 120,000

, St. Clair County Mental .
Port Huron Office Health Administration Offices C Renovation 12,592
. Industrial/Resear -

Ira Township ch/Hi-Tech PTM Building 2 C New 65,740
Port Huron EntertainmentRe | yo Riverfront c New 62,000

creational

. Port Huron Hospital-New
Port Huron Medical Medical Office Building uc New 40,000
Clay Township | Mixed-Use Great Lakes Inn ucC Renovation 19,852
Fort G“"!“Ot Office Hamzavi Dermatology Clinic C New 18,240
Township
Port Huron Industrial/
. Research/ 105 24" Street ucC Addition 15,607

Township )

Hi-Tech
Fort Gra}tlot Institutional Sopla}l Security Administration c New 13,600
Township Building

UC = Under Construction, C = Completed
Source: Southeast Michigan Council of Governments 2009

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) currently supports a
gauge house on site at the Algonac Water Filtration Plant. A new project proposed by
NOAA and the USACE Detroit District would replace the existing structures, which are
in disrepair, with new gauge houses to collect lake/river level data for overall collection
for the Great Lakes Region. It is estimated that the gauge house would be maintained
onsite for the next 50 years (USACE 2004).

A summary of the anticipated cumulative impacts of the Proposed action is presented in
the following sections. Discussions are presented for each of the resources described

previously.
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4.3 IDENTIFICATION OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ISSUES

4.3.1 Water, Soils, and Air
The pollution of water, soils, and air resulting from independently small actions can have
additive and synergistic effects on single resources, ecosystems, and human

communities when combined with the cumulative effects of similar actions in a region.

The effects of water pollution on wildlife, sensitive fish, migratory birds, and St. Clair
River riparian communities have been significant. Water quality in the river basin is
affected by current and historical commercial and industrial development along both the
U.S. and Canadian sides of the river. Planned and existing improvements to industrial
and commercial practices can reduce pollutants and reduce effects on resources

ecosystems, and human communities.

Each new residential or commercial development action in the ROI’s river basins would
likely implement mitigation measures to reduce the potential effects of pollutants
associated with the handling of POLs, VOCs, and hazardous materials. Each new
development would also likely comply with wastewater treatment regulations, and most
would probably connect to the existing wastewater treatment system. Therefore, the
point- and non-point sources of pollution created by the Proposed action and other

similar developments would not result in significant cumulative effects.

The characteristics of river basin soils create an increased potential for soil loss;
however, each new development would likely be incorporated into local and regional
site-specific SWPPPs. The pollution of soils, which can synergistically affect other
resources and ecosystems, would also be mitigated through use of a SWPPP and
associated BMPs. Therefore, the cumulative effects of the Proposed action, when

combined with other similar developments, would be minimal.
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4.3.2 Floodplains

Most of the 100-year floodplain in St. Clair and Macomb counties is along Lake St. Clair
and the St. Clair River. The land is primarily marshland, shoreline, or occupied by
industrial, commercial, and private developments. The Proposed Action is not expected
to result in substantial impacts to the 100-year floodplain. Federal and local laws
governing floodplains limit development within the 100-year floodplain. Therefore, there
is no potential for the Proposed Action Alternative, when combined with other similar

developments, to cumulatively affect floodplains.

4.3.3 Vegetation Communities and Wildlife

All but one of the proposed tower sites/camera installation sites are located in
previously disturbed or developed lands. The one tower site in a natural vegetation
environment is on an island in the St. Clair River delta that is frequently flooded and
vegetated with numerous weedy and invasive species. The Proposed Action
Alternative and the other projects listed above are not expected to result in substantial
new development of previously undisturbed lands. The Proposed Action Alternative
would have negligible effect on vegetation and wildlife (less than 1 acre of total impact)
and would not create additional opportunities for the spread of invasive plants and
noxious weeds. Therefore, there is a minimal potential for the Proposed Action
Alternative, when combined with other similar developments, to cumulatively affect

vegetation or wildlife habitats.

4.4  DEFINING CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ASSESSMENT GOALS

Two cumulative effects issues, floodplains and aesthetics, have been identified as
potentially substantial. These issues are inter-dependent due to the role of the St. Clair
River and its high volume of recreational users. Ultimately, the construction, upgrade,
operation and maintenance of the proposed towers represent a minimal proportion of
the planned and reasonably foreseeable development in northeastern Michigan, which
would occur regardless of the action implemented by CBP. Therefore, relative to the

baseline conditions (i.e., No Action Alternative), implementation of the Proposed Action
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Alternative would have a minimal cumulative effect (less than 1 acre would be

impacted).

45 SUMMARY OF OTHER PROJECTS CONTRIBUTING TO CUMULATIVE
EFFECTS ISSUES

The following sections describe current and proposed actions by CBP and other entities
which, when combined with the Proposed Action Alternative, could result in cumulative

impacts to the natural and human environment.

46 CUMULATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

4.6.1 Proposed Action Alternative
A summary of the anticipated cumulative impacts relative to the Proposed Action
Alternative is presented below. These discussions are presented for each of the

resources described previously.

4.6.2 Floodplains

The Proposed Action Alternative would affect approximately 0.91 acre of undeveloped
land and developed/disturbed lands. Though the placement of four of the towers are
within the 100-year floodplain, the amount of impervious surfaces added to the
watershed would be minimal. The only impervious materials proposed are the metal
towers and the cement footing, which is approximately 10 feet X 10 feet. The access
roads proposed for construction consist of crushed rock or graded in situ materials.
This action, therefore, is not expected to result in significant cumulative adverse effects

when considered with other potential impacts within the floodplain.

4.6.3 Aesthetics

No significant cumulative impacts to visual resources would occur from implementing
the Proposed Action Alternative, due in part to the small footprint of the towers and
access roads and the large amount of existing industrial, commercial and residential

development that exists within vicinity of the proposed project area. The tower site
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selection process placed as many towers as possible in previously disturbed or
developed areas or on existing structures with appropriate views of the St. Clair River.
However, the river supports a high volume of recreational users during warm weather
months. The Proposed Action Alternative as well as other proposed developments may
affect the recreational quality of the ROI. Conversely, the Proposed Action Alternative
may beneficially impact the recreational quality and aesthetics of the St. Clair River by
serving as a deterrence to cross-border violations, vandalism, and littering. The
relatively low tower heights and the lack of guy wires could also alleviate the potential
for the proposed project to obstruct aesthetic vistas or otherwise impact visual
resources of the project area. Additionally, most of the proposed towers would be
constructed at least 3 miles apart. So, depending on topography, no single viewshed
would be impacted by more than one or two towers. Construction, operation, and
maintenance of the proposed towers and installation of the cameras and
communications on existing structures, when considered with existing and proposed
developments in the surrounding area, would not result in significant cumulative impacts

to the visual quality of the region.
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5.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation measures are those actions that can be planned or taken to alleviate the
severity of an impact. It is CBP’s policy to reduce impacts through a sequence of
avoidance, minimization, mitigation, and compensation. This chapter describes those
measures that would be implemented to reduce or eliminate potential adverse impacts
to the human and natural environment. Many of these measures have been
incorporated as standard operating procedures by CBP on past projects. Mitigation
measures are presented for each resource category potentially affected. These are
general mitigation measures; development of specific mitigation measures would be
required for certain activities implemented under the Proposed Action Alternative. The
specific mitigation measures would be coordinated through appropriate agencies and
land managers or administrators, as required. Mitigations vary and include activities
such as restoration of habitat in other areas, acquisition of lands, implementation of
BMPs, and are typically coordinated with the USFWS and other appropriate Federal

and state resource agencies.

As mitigation for project impacts specific to the DNR Boat Ramp (DTM-010), CBP
agrees to repair damages caused by project construction at DTM-010, i.e., any damage
to paved surfaces and storm water collection systems, once construction is complete.
Due to the depth of the tower footing at DTM-010, CBP agrees to tie the seawall at both
ends, back to the adjacent shoreline mitigating erosion concerns on the shoreline and at
the boat launch. CBP also agrees to place 1000 feet of bioengineered erosion control
along the bank of the river in the nearest vicinity to DTM-005.

5.1 PROJECT PLANNING/DESIGN COMMUNICATION AND WIND TOWERS

The following measures were adapted from the Interim Guidance on Siting,

Construction, Operation, and Decommissioning of Communication Towers (USFWS
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It should be noted, however, that currently there are no towers planned that

exceed a height of 199 feet.

5.2

CBP will minimize bird perching and nesting opportunities for new towers.

CBP will not site towers in or near wetlands, other known bird concentration
areas (e.g., state or Federal refuges, staging areas, rookeries), in known
migratory or daily movement flyways, or in habitat of threatened or endangered
species. If this is not an option, mitigation will be required.

Unless otherwise required by the FAA, CBP will use only white (preferable) or
red strobe lights at night, and these will be the minimum number, minimum
intensity, and minimum number of flashes per minute (longest duration between
flashes) allowable by the FAA. CBP will not use solid red or pulsating red
warning lights at night.

CBP will not use guy wires for tower support to reduce the probability of bird and
bat collisions.

CBP will use security lighting for on-ground facilities and equipment that is down-
shielded to keep light within the boundaries of the site.

CBP will site, design, and construct towers and appendant elements to avoid or
minimize habitat loss within and adjacent to the tower “footprint.” CBP will
minimize road access and fencing to reduce or prevent habitat fragmentation and
disturbance, and to reduce above-ground obstacles to birds in flight.

Where feasible, CBP will place electric power lines underground or on the
surface as insulated, shielded wire to avoid electrocution of birds and bats. CBP
will use recommendations of the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (1994,
1996) for any required above-ground lines, transformers, or conductors. CBP will
use raptor protective devices on above ground wires.

CBP will control noxious weeds using U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
approved herbicides.

If rodent populations on the perimeter of the facility are to be controlled, CBP will
not use rodenticides.

Once CBP has determined that towers are no longer needed, CBP will remove
them within 12 months. CBP will restore footprint of towers and associated
facilities to natural habitat.

PROJECT PLANNING/DESIGN — GENERAL

CBP will use disturbed areas or areas that will be used later in the construction period

for staging, parking, and equipment storage.
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CBP will give particular importance to proper design and locating roads such that the
widening of existing or created roadbeds beyond the design parameters due to

improper maintenance and use will be avoided or minimized.

CBP will develop and implement erosion control measures and appropriate BMP before,
during, and after soil disturbing activities. To address areas with highly erodible soils,
various erosion control techniques such as straw bales, silt fencing, aggregate
materials, wetting compounds, and rehabilitation, where possible, to decrease erosion.

CBP will document any establishment of non-native plants and will implement

appropriate control measures.

CBP will ensure that all construction will follow DHS Environmental Planning
Management Directive 023-01 for waste management.

A CBP-approved spill protection plan (or SPCCP) will be developed and implemented at
construction and maintenance sites to ensure that any toxic substances are properly
handled and that escape into the environment is prevented. Agency standard protocols
will be used. Drip pans underneath equipment, containment zones used when refueling

vehicles or equipment, and other measures are to be included.

CBP will incorporate BMPs relating to project area delineation, water sources, waste
management, and site restoration into project planning and implementation for road

construction and maintenance.

CBP security lighting at facilities will be designed to minimize light pollution beyond the
designated security zone while achieving light levels needed for operational purposes.
Because directed lighting for security zones can extend ambient light levels well over
900 feet away from the source, the effects of lighting extend beyond the immediate
area. Security lights will not shine onto habitat areas at a level greater than 1.5 foot-
candles. All security lights will be shielded from the top to prevent uplighting.

Environmental Assessment Final
SBlnet Detroit Project



- 116 -

5.3 GENERAL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

CBP will clearly demarcate the perimeter of all areas to be disturbed during construction
or maintenance activities using flagging or temporary construction fence, and no

disturbance outside that perimeter will be authorized.

CBP will construct and maintain the fewest roads needed, using proper standards.
Maintenance actions will not increase the width of the 12-foot road bed or the amount of
disturbed area beyond the 12-foot road bed.

CBP will obtain materials such as gravel or topsoil from existing developed or previously
used sources, not from undisturbed areas adjacent to the project area. Within the
designated disturbance area, CBP will minimize the area to be disturbed by limiting
deliveries of materials and equipment to only those needed for effective project

implementation.

CBP water tankers that convey untreated surface water will not discard unused water
within two miles of any aquatic or marsh habitat. = CBP storage tanks containing
untreated water will be of a size that if a rainfall event were to occur, the tank (assuming
open), will not be overtopped and cause a release of water into the adjacent drainages.
Water storage on the project area will be in on-ground containers located on upland

areas not in washes.

CBP will contain nonhazardous waste materials and other discarded materials, such as
construction waste until removed from the construction and maintenance sites. This will
assist in keeping the project area and surroundings free of litter and reduce the amount

of disturbed area needed for waste storage.

To prevent attracting predators of protected animals, CBP will dispose of all food related
trash items such as wrappers, cans, bottles, and food scraps in closed containers and

remove them daily from the project site.
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Waste water is water used for project purposes that is contaminated with construction
materials or from cleaning equipment and thus carries oils, other toxic materials, or
other contaminants as defined in state regulations. CBP will store waste water in closed
containers on site until removed for disposal. Concrete wash water will not be dumped
on the ground, but is to be collected and moved offsite for disposal. This wash water is

toxic to aquatic life.

CBP will minimize the number of vehicles traveling to and from the project site and the
number of trips per day to reduce the likelihood of disturbing animals in the area or

injuring an animal on the road.

If CBP construction or maintenance activities continue at night, all lights will be shielded
to direct light only onto the work site and the area necessary to ensure the safety and
efficiency of the workers, the minimum foot-candles needed will be used, and the
number of lights will be minimized. Any light extending beyond the construction or
maintenance area will be no greater than 1.5 foot candles.

CBP will minimize noise levels for day or night construction and maintenance.

54 SOILS

Vehicular traffic associated with the tower and access road construction activities and
operational support activities will remain on established roads to the maximum extent
practicable. Areas with highly erodible soils will be given special consideration when
designing the proposed project towers and access roads to ensure incorporation of
various erosion control techniques such as, straw bales, silt fencing, aggregate
materials, wetting compounds, and rehabilitation, where possible, to decrease erosion.
Site rehabilitation will include re-vegetating or the distribution of organic and geological
materials (i.e., boulders and rocks) over the disturbed area to reduce erosion while

allowing the area to naturally vegetate. Additionally, erosion control measures and
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appropriate BMPs will be implemented before, during, and after construction activities

as appropriate.

Road repair or improvements shall avoid, to the greatest extent practicable, creating
wind rows with the soils once grading activities are completed. Excess soils from
construction activities will be used on-site to raise and shape proposed tower sites and

road surfaces.

5.5 VEGETATION

CBP will use materials free of non-native plant seeds and other plant parts to limit
potential for infestation for on-site erosion control in uninfested native habitats. Since
natural materials cannot be certified as completely weed-free, if such materials are
used, there will be follow-up monitoring to document establishment of non-native plants
and appropriate control measures will be implemented for a period of time to be

determined in the site restoration plan.

CBP fill material brought in from outside the project area will be identified as to source

location and will be weed-free.

CBP will remove invasive plants that appear on the tower sites, and along sections of
repaired and new road. Removal will be done in ways that eliminate the entire plant
and remove all plant parts to a disposal area. Herbicides will be used according to label
directions if they are not toxic to Federally listed species that may be in the area.
Training to identify non-native invasive plants will be provided for CBP personnel or

contractors as necessary.

CBP will avoid removal of riparian vegetation within 100 feet of aquatic habitats to

provide a buffer area to protect the habitat from sedimentation, to the extent practicable.
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5.6 WILDLIFE RESOURCES

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-712, [1918, as amended 1936, 1960,
1968, 1969, 1974, 1978, 1986 and 1989]) requires that Federal agencies coordinate
with the USFWS if a construction activity would result in the take of a migratory bird. If
construction or clearing activities are scheduled during nesting seasons (February 15
through August 31); surveys will be performed to identify active nests. If construction
activities will result in the take of a migratory bird; then coordination with the USFWS
and FAA will be required and applicable permits would be obtained prior to construction
or clearing activities. Another mitigation measure that would be considered is to
schedule all construction activities outside nesting seasons negating the requirement for
nesting bird surveys. The proposed sensor and communication towers would also
comply with USFWS guidelines for reducing fatal bird strikes on communication towers
(USFWS 2000) to the greatest extent practicable. Guidelines recommend co-locating
new antennae arrays on existing towers whenever possible and to build towers as short
as possible, without guy wires or lighting, and use white strobe lights whenever lights

are necessary for aviation safety.

CBP will avoid or minimize the potential for entrapment of surface flows within the
roadbed due to grading. CBP will minimize the depth of any pits created so animals do

not become trapped.

5.7 WATER RESOURCES

Standard construction procedures will be implemented to minimize potential for erosion
and sedimentation during construction. All work shall cease during heavy rains and
would not resume until conditions are suitable for the movement of equipment and
material. All fuels, waste oils, and solvents will be collected and stored in tanks or
drums within secondary containment areas consisting of an impervious floor and
bermed sidewalls capable of holding the volume of the largest container stored therein.

The refueling of machinery will be completed following accepted guidelines, and all
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vehicles will have drip pans during storage to contain minor spills and drips. No

refueling or storage will take place within 100 feet of drainages.

A Construction Stormwater General Permit will be obtained prior to construction, and
this would require approval of a site-specific SWPPP and Notice of Intent (NOI). A site-
specific SPCCP will also be in place prior to the start of construction. Other
environmental design measures will be implemented such as straw bales, silt fencing,
aggregate materials, wetting compounds, and re-vegetation with native plant species,
where possible, to decrease erosion and sedimentation.

Prior to the start of construction activities, the construction contractor will review the
most up-to-date version of the MDEQ 305(b) and 303(d) report. Additionally, road
repair or improvement activities in wash or drainage crossings shall not impede the flow

of affected water courses.

5.8 AIR QUALITY

Mitigation measures will be incorporated to ensure that fugitive dust and other air quality
constituents emission levels do not rise above the minimum threshold as required per
40 CFR 51.853(b)(1). Measures will include dust suppression methods such as road
watering to minimize airborne particulate matter created during construction activities.
Standard construction BMPs such as routine watering of the construction site as well as
access roads to the site will be used to control fugitive dust and thereby assist in limiting
potential PM-10 excursions during the construction phase of the proposed project.
Additionally, all construction equipment and vehicles will be required to be maintained in

good operating condition to minimize exhaust emissions.

5.9 NOISE

During the construction phase, short-term noise impacts are anticipated. All applicable

Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulations and requirements will be
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followed. On-site activities would be restricted to daylight hours to the greatest extent
practicable although night-time construction could occur if the construction schedule
requires it. Construction equipment will possess properly working mufflers and would
be kept properly tuned to reduce backfires. Implementation of these measures will
reduce the expected short-term noise impacts to an insignificant level in and around

tower construction sites.

5.10 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

BMPs will be implemented as standard operating procedures during all construction
activities, and will include proper handling, storage, and/or disposal of hazardous and/or
regulated materials. To minimize potential impacts from hazardous and regulated
materials, all fuels, waste oils and solvents will be collected and stored in tanks or
drums within a secondary containment system that consists of an impervious floor and
bermed sidewalls capable of containing the volume of the largest container stored
therein. The refueling of machinery will be completed in accordance with accepted
industry and regulatory guidelines, and all vehicles will have drip pans during storage to
contain minor spills and drips. Although it is unlikely that a major spill would occur, any
spill of reportable quantities will be contained immediately within an earthen dike, and
the application of an absorbent (e.g., granular, pillow, sock, etc.) will be used to absorb
and contain the spill. To ensure oil pollution prevention, a SPCCP will be in place prior
to the start of construction activities and all personnel will be briefed on the
implementation and responsibilities of this plan as is typical in CBP/SBI projects. All
spills will be reported to the designated CBP point of contact for the project.
Furthermore, a spill of any petroleum liquids (e.qg., fuel) or material listed in 40 CFR 302
Table 302.4 of a reportable quantity must be cleaned up and reported to the appropriate

Federal and state agencies.

All waste oil and solvents will be recycled. All non-recyclable hazardous and regulated
wastes will be collected, characterized, labeled, stored, transported, and disposed of in
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accordance with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations, including proper

waste manifesting procedures.

Solid waste receptacles will be maintained at construction staging areas. Non-
hazardous solid waste (trash and waste construction materials) will be collected and
deposited in on-site receptacles. Solid waste will be collected and disposed of by a
local waste disposal contractor.

Disposal of used batteries or other small quantities of hazardous waste will be handled,
managed, maintained, stored, and disposed of in accordance with applicable Federal
and state rules and regulations for the management, storage, and disposal of
hazardous materials, hazardous waste and universal waste. Additionally, to the extent

practicable, all batteries will be recycled, locally.

Where handling of hazardous and regulated materials does occur, CBP will collect and
store all fuels, waste oils and solvents in clearly labeled tanks or drums within a
secondary containment system that consists of an impervious floor and bermed

sidewalls capable of containing the volume of the largest container stored therein.
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7.0 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

AC advisory circulars

ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
ANSI American National Standards Institute
AST aboveground storage tank

ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials
BMP best management practice

CBP Customs and Border Protection

CERCLIS Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Information System
CESQG Categorically Exempt Small Quantity Generator

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CRT communications relay tower

CWA Clean Water Act

dB decibel

dBA A-weighted decibel

DHS Department of Homeland Security

DNR Department of Natural Resources

EA Environmental Assessment

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

EM electromagnetic

EO Executive Order

ERNS Emergency Response Notification System
FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FCC Federal Communications Commission
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FHWA Federal Highway Administration

FINDS Facility Index System

FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact

FR Federal Register

GHz Giga-Hertz

HUD U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Hz Hertz

IA illegal alien

IEEE Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers
LUST leaking underground storage tank

MDEQ Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
MDOT Michigan Department of Transportation
MHz Mega-Hertz

MPE maximum possible exposure

MSS mobile surveillance systems

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
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NAGPRA
NCRP
NEPA
NFRAP
NHPA
NOAA
NPDES
NPL
NOA
NRHP
NTIA
O3
PBCR
PCPI
P.L.
PM-10
POE
POL
RCRA
RF

ROI
ROW
SBI
SHPO
SHWS
SPCCP
SWPPP
TBCR
THPO
Tl

U.S.
USACE
USBP
Uu.S.C.
USEPA
USFWS
UST
WUS
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Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
National Council of Radiation Protection and Measurements
National Environmental Policy Act

no further remedial action planned

National Historic Preservation Act

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Priorities List

Notice of Availability

National Register of Historic Places

National Telecommunications and Information Administration
ozone

partial body contact recreation

per capita personal income

Public Law

particulate matter

port of entry

petroleum, oil, and lubricants

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

radio frequency

region of influence

right of way

Secure Border Initiative

State Historic Preservation Office

State Hazardous Waste Sites

Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

total body contact recreation

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer

tactical infrastructure

United States

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Border Patrol

U.S. Code

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

underground storage tank

waters of the U.S.
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8.0 LIST OF PREPARERS

The following people were primarily responsible for preparing this Environmental Assessment.

NAME

Patience E. Patterson,

AGENCY/ORGANIZATION
- == __~—-_______

Customs and Border

DISCIPLINE/
EXPERTISE

EXPERIENCE

30 years professional

ROLE IN PREPARING EA

RPA Protection, SBI Archeology archeologist/cultural resource and EA Review
NEPA manager
. Customs and Border , . . .
Glenn Bixler Protection, SBI Biologist 10 years of NEPA compliance EA review
Customs and Border 30 years of environmental
Paula Miller ; NEPA/Legal compliance law and NEPA EA Review
Protection, SBI :
compliance
Suna Adam Knaus Gulf Sou.th Research Forestry/Wildlife 20 years natural resources EA review
Corporation
Chris Ingram Gulf Sou.th Research Biology/Ecology 30 years EA/EIS studies EA review
Corporation
Howard Nass Gulf Soufch Research Forestry/Wildlife 18 years of natural resources Project (_:oordmator.(EA
Corporation studies and NEPA preparation and review)

Maria Bernard Reid

Gulf South Research
Corporation

Environmental Studies

7 years NEPA and natural
resources

Project Manager (EA
preparation and review)

Steve Kolian

Gulf South Research
Corporation

Environmental Science

10 years environmental science

EA preparation

Gulf South Research

Shanna McCarty Corporation Ecology 3 years natural resource studies EA preparation

Carey Lynn Perry gg:;gfetjt}gnResearch E(ézl(;)l?ryclglsatural 3 years natural resources EA preparation

Sherry L. Ethell Gulf Soufch Research Biology 18 years NEPA and natural EA preparation and field
Corporation resources survey

Chris Cothron gglgif);t}gnResearch GIS/graphics 4 years GIS/graphics GIS/graphics
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Washington, DC 20229

U.S. Customs and
Border Protection

JAN 2 2 2009

Mr. Gary Trese
Superintendent

Algonac Water Filtration Plant
1530 Saint Clair River Drive
Algonac, Michigan 48001

RE: Proposed Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the SBlner Detroit Project, U.S.
Border Patrol Detroit Sector

Dear Mr. Trese:

On behalf of the U.5. Customs and Border Protection (CBJ*) and the Department of Homeland
Security, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District intends to prepare an
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Secure Border Initiative (SBlnet) Detroit Project in the
U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Detroit Sector. This EA will address the construction, operation, and
maintenance of 13 sensor and communication systems and associated access roads. This
undertaking is projected to begin before the end of this fiscal year. Approximately nine of the 13
sites are expected to require the construction of a monopole tower to accommodate the sensor
and communications equipment. This system of towers and access roads creates a
communications network in support of a Common Operating Picture among components of CBP
and other Federal, State, and local partners outside CBP. Up to five of the proposed 13 project
sites would require no tower construction as the camera and communication systems would be
mounted to existing structures. Existing USBP vehicles would be retrofitted with technologies to
allow USBP agents to acquire/send information via the new surveillance and communication
towers. The intent of the upgraded vehicles, combined with the towers is to make USBP
enforcement actions more efficient and effective,

The EA will analyze the potential for significant adverse or beneficial impacts of the proposed
actions. At the present time, the proposed action includes the construction of up to nine sensor
and communication towers. Additionally, approximately 1,150 feet of access road would be
constructed at tower DTM-011. The existing Harsen's Island Coast Guard's aid to navigation
factlity (DTM-013) may not be able to structurally support the SBlnef sensor and communication
equipment, so a replacement tower facility may be constructed on that site to support both
SBlner and Coast Guard operations.

Enclosed is a map showing the project location for the EA. The following Table 1 shows the
location (latitude and longitude in decimal degrees) for each proposed activity arca.



Mr. Gary Trese
Page 2

Table 1.
DTM-001 Sprint Cell Tower 42,5819 -82.5704
DTM-002 Algonac Water Filtration Plamt 42,6213 -82.5271
DTM-003¢ Idle Hour Yacht Club 42 5586 -82.6303
DTM-004 Marine City Water Plani 42,7166 -82.4913
DTM-005 MEunac Stale Park 42,6488 -82.5140
DTM-006 St. Clair River Electric Plant 42,7618 -82.4715
DTM-007h St. Clair City Park 42,8217 -H2.4855
DTM-008a Old Port Huron Station 42,8924 -R2.4749
DTM-008a Port Huron City Building 429758 -§2.4193
DTM-010 DNE Boar Ramp 42,6134 -§2.5499
DTM-011 South Channel Delta = Gull Tsland 42,5306 -B2.6805
DTM-012 Selfridge Air National Guard Base 42.6274 -82.8300
DTM-013 Harsen's Island Aid 1o Haviﬁaliun 42.5737 -§2.5750

CBP respectfully requests that you provide input regarding any rare, unique, or environmentally
sensitive areas that you believe may be affected by the proposed USBP activities,

We intend to provide you with a copy of the Draft EA for the SBlner Detroit Project once
completed. Please let us know if additional copies are needed.

Your prompt attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions,
please call Ms. Patience Patterson at (202) 344-1131,

Sincerely,

S L

James Riordan
Program Manager
SBlnet

Enclosure
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U.5. Deparunent of Homeland Security
Washington, DC 20229

U.S. Customs and
Border Protection

JAN 22 2008

Mr. David Dortman

Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
Land and Water Management Division

27700 Donald Court

Warren, Michigan 48092

RE: Proposed Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the SBlrer Detroit Project, U.S.
Border Patrol Detroit Sector

Dear Mr. Dortman:

On behall of the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and the Department of Homeland
Security, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth Distriet intends to prepare an
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Secure Border Initiative (SBlnet) Detroit Project in the
U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Detroit Sector. Tlis EA will address the construction, operation, and
maintenance of 13 sensor and communication systems and associated access roads. This
undertaking 1s projected to begin before the end of this fiscal year. Approximately nine of the 13
sites are expected to require the construction of a monopole tower to accommodate the sensor
and communications equipment. This system of towers and access roads creates a
communications network in support of a Common Operating Picture among components of CBP
and other Federal, State, and local partners outside CBP. Up to five of the proposed 13 project
sites would require no tower construction as the camera and communication systems would be
mounted to existing structures, Existing USBP vehicles would be retrofitted with technologies to
allow USBP agents to acquire/send information via the new surveillance and communication
towers. The intent of the upgraded vehicles, combined with the towers is to make USBP
enforcement actions more efficient and effective.

The EA will analyze the potential for significant adverse or beneficial impacts of the proposed
actions. Al the present time, the proposed action includes the construction of up to nine sensor
and communication towers. Additionally, approximately 1,150 feet of access road would be
constructed al tower DTM-011. The existing Harsens Island Coast Guard’s aid to navigation
facility (DTM-013) may not be able to structurally support the SBlnet sensor and communication
equipment, so a replacement tower facility may be constructed on that site to support both
SBlret and Coast Guard operations.

Enclosed is a map showing the project location for the EA. The following Table 1 shows the
location (latitude and longitude in decimal degrees) for each proposed activity area.



Mr. David Dortman
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Table 1.
| Tower Number/Name | Latitude___| Longitude |
DTM-001 Sprint Cell Tower 4258149 -§2.5704
DTM-002 Algonac Water Filtration Plant 426213 -§2.5271
DTM-003c 1dle Hour Yacht Club 42,5586 -82.6303
DTM-004 Marine City Water Plani 42,7166 -82.4913
DTM-005 Algonac State Park 42.6488 -H2.5140
DTM-006 St Clair River Electric Plant 427618 -B2.4715
DTM-007b St. Clair City Park 428217 -R2 4855
DTM-0084 Old Port Huron Station 42.8924 -52.4749
DTM-00% Port Huron City Building 42.9788 -52.4193
DTM-010 DNR Boat Ramp 42.6134 -82.5400
DTM-01 1 South Channel Delta — Gull Island 42,5306 -82.6805
DTM-012 Snll‘ridge Ajir National Guard Base 42,6274 -R2.8300
DTM-013 Harsen's Island Aid o Navigation 42,5737 -52.5750

We are currently in the process of gathering available information regarding Federal and State
permits or requirements necessary for this project. CBP respectfully requests that your agency
provide input regarding any rare, unique, or environmentally sensitive areas that you believe may
be affected by the proposed USBP activities.

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA for the SBlnet Detroit Project
once completed. Please let us know if additional copies are needed.

Your prompt attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions,
please call Ms. Patience Patterson at (202) 344-1131.

Sincerely,

James Riordan
Program Manager
SBlnet

Enclosure

ce: Andrew Hartz, Anne Hokanson



U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Washington, DC 20229

JAN 22 2009

Mr. Andrew Hartz

Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
Land and Water Management

27700 Donald Court

Warren, Michigan 48092

RE: Proposed Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the SBlnef Detroit Project, U.S.
Border Patrol Detroit Scctor

Dear Mr, Hartz:

On behalf of the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and the Department of Homeland
Security, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District intends to prepare an
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Secure Border Initiative (SBlaet) Detroit Project in the
U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Detroit Sector. This EA will address the construction, operation, and
maintenance of 13 sensor and communication systems and associated access roads. This
undertaking is projected to begin before the end of this fiscal year. Approximately nine of the 13
sites are expected to require the construction of a monopole lower to accommodate the sensor
and communications equipment. This system of towers and access roads creates a
communications network in support of a Common Operating Picture among components of CBP
and other Federal, State, and local partners outside CBP. Up to five of the proposed 13 project
sites would require no tower construction as the camera and communication systems would be
mounted to existing structures. Existing USBP vehicles would be retrofitted with technologies to
allow USBP agents to acquire/send information via the new surveillance and communication
towers. The intent of the upgraded vehicles, combined with the towers is to make USBP
enforcement actions more efficient and effective.

The EA will analyze the potential for significant adverse or beneficial impacts of the proposed
actions. At the present time, the proposed action includes the construction of up to nine sensor
and communication towers. Additionally, approximately 1,150 feet of access road would be
constructed at tower DTM-011. The existing Harsen's I1sland Coast Guard’s aid to navigation
facility (DTM-013) may not be able to structurally support the SBlnet sensor and communication
equipment, so a replacement tower facility may be constructed on that site to support both

SBlnet and Coast Guard operations.

Enclosed is a map showing the project location for the EA. The following Table 1 shows the
location (latitude and longitude in decimal degrees) for each proposed activity area.



Mr. Andrew Hartz
Page 2

Table 1.
| Tower Number/Name | Latitude | Longitude
DTM-001 Sprint Cell Tower 42,5810 .82 5704
DTM-002 Algonsc Water Filtration Plant 42,6213 -82.5271
DTM-003¢ Idle Hour Yacht Club 42 5586 -82.6303
DTM-004 Marine City Water Plant 427166 -82 4913
DTM-005 Algonac State Park 42 6488 -82.5140
DTM-006 8t. Clair River Eleetric Plant 42.7618 -B2.4715
DTM-007b St. Clair City Park 42,8217 -82 4855
DTM=008a Old Port Huron Station 42 5924 -82.4749
DTM-00% Port Huron City Building 42.9788 -82.4193
DTM-010 DNE Boat Ramp 42.6134 -82.54949
DTM-011 South Channel Delta - Gull Island 42 5306 -B2.6R05
DTM-012 Selfridge Air National Guard Base 42.6274 -82.8300
DTM-013 Harsen's Isand Aid to Nevigation | 425737 ] 82,5750

We are currently in the process of gathering available information regarding Federal and State
permits or requirements necessary for this project. CBP respectfully requests that your agency
provide input regarding any rare, unique, or environmentally sensitive areas that you believe may
be affected by the proposed USBP activities.

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA for the SBlner Detroit Project
once completed. Please let us know if additional copies are needed.

Your prompt attention to this request would be greatly appréciatcd, If you have any questions,
please call Ms. Patience Patterson at (202) 344-1131.

Sincerely,

S

ames Riordan
rogram Manager
SBlnet

Enclosure

ce: Anne Hokanson, David Dortman
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JAN 2 2 2009

Ms. Anne Hokanson

Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
Land and Water Management Division

27700 Donald Court

Warren, Michigan 48092

RE: Proposed Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the SBlnet Detroit Project, ULS.
Border Patrol Detroit Sector

Dear Ms. Hokanson:

On behalf of the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and the Department of Homeland
Security, the U.5. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District intends to prepare an
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Secure Border Imitiative (SBlnet) Detroit Project in the
U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Detroit Sector. This EA will address the construction, operation, and
maintenance of 13 sensor and communication systems and associated access roads. This
undertaking 15 projected to begin before the end of this fiscal year. Approximately nine of the 13
sites are expected to require the construction of a monopole tower to accommaodate the sensor
and communications equipment. This system of towers and access roads creates a
communications network in support of 2 Common Operating Picture among components of CBP
and other Federal, State, and local partners outside CBP. Up to five of the proposed 13 project
sites would require no tower construction as the camera and communication systems would be
mounted to existing structures. Existing USBP vehicles would be retrofitted with technologies to
allow USBP agents to acquire/send information via the new surveillance and communication
towers. The intent of the upgraded vehicles, combined with the towers is to make USBP
enforcement actions more cfficient and effective.

The EA will analyze the potential for significant adverse or beneficial impacts of the proposed
actions. At the present time, the proposed action includes the construction of up to nine sensor
and communication towers. Additionally, approximately 1,150 feet of access road would be
constructed at tower DTM-011. The existing Harsen's Island Coast Guard's aid to navigation
facility (DTM-013) may not be able to structurally support the SBlnet sensor and communication
equipment, so a replacement tower facility may be constructed on that site to support both
SBlnet and Coast Guard operations.

Enclosed is a map showing the projeet location for the EA. The following Table 1 shows the
location (latitude and longitude in decimal degrees) for each proposed activity area.



Ms. Anne Hokanson
Page 2

Table 1.

_Tower Number/Name | Latitude | Longitude
DTM-001 Sprint Cell Tower 42.5819 -82.5704
DTM-002 Algonac Waler Filtration Plant 42.6213 -32.5271
DTM-003¢ Idle Hour Yacht Club 42.5586 -82.6303

| DTM-004 Marine City Water Plant 42,7166 -82.4913
DTM-005 Algonac State Park 42.6488 -82.5140
DTM-006 St. Clair River Elecinic Plant 427618 -824715
DTM-007h St. Clair City Park 428217 -§2.4855
DTM-008a Old Port Huron Station 42.8924 -R2.4749
DTM-009a Port Huron City Building 42.9788 -§2.4193
DTM-010 DNR Boat Ramp 42.6134 -§2.5499
DTM-011 South Channel Delta ~ Gull Island 42.5306 -82.6805
DTM-012 Selfridge Air National Guard Base 42.6274 -82.8300
DTM-013 Harsen's Island Aid o Nnviggl.iun 42.5737 -82.5750

We are currently in the process of gathering available information regarding Federal and State
permits or requirements necessary for this project. CBP respectfully requests that your agency
provide input regarding any rare, unique, or environmentally sensitive areas that you believe may
be affected by the proposed USBP activities,

We intend to provide your ageney with a copy of the Draft EA for the SBlner Detroit Project
once completed. Please let us know if additional copies are needed.

Your prompt attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions,
please call Ms. Paticnce Patterson at (202) 344-1131.

Sincerely,

s

James Riordan
Program Manager
SBlnet

Enclosure

ce: Andrew Hartz, David Dortman
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JAN 22 2009

Ms. Jennifer Olson

Environmental Review

Michigan Natural Features Inventory
4" Floor Stevens T. Mason Building
530 W. Allegan Strect

Lansing, Michigan 48933

RE: Proposed Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the SBlnet Detroit Project, U.S.
Border Patrol Detroit Sector

Dear Ms. Olson:

On behalf of the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and the Department of Homeland
Security, the U.S, Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District intends to prepare an
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Secure Border Initiative (SBInet) Detroit Project in the
L.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Detroit Sector. This EA will address the construction, operation, and
maintenance of 13 sensor and communication systems and associated access roads. This
undertaking is projected to begin before the end of this fiscal year. Approximately nine of the 13
sites are expected to require the construction of a monopole tower 1o accommodate the sensor
and communications equipment. This system of towers and access roads creates a
communications network in support of a Common Operating Picture among components of CBP
and other Federal, State, and local partners outside CBP. Up to five of the proposed 13 project
sites would require no tower construction as the camera and communication systems would be
mounted to existing structures. Existing USBP vehicles would be retrofitted with technologies to
allow USBP agents to acquire/send information via the new surveillance and communication
towers. The intent of the upgraded vehicles, combined with the towers is to make USBP
enforcement actions more efficient and effective.

The EA will analyze the potential for significant adverse or beneficial impacts of the proposed
actions, At the present time, the proposed action includes the construction of up to nine sensor
and communication towers. Additionally, approximately 1,150 feet of access road would be
constructed at tower DTM-011. The existing Harsen’s Island Coast Guard’s aid to navigation
facility (DTM-013) may not be able to structurally support the SBlnef sensor and communication
equipment, so a replacement tower facility may be constructed on that site to support both

SBlnet and Coast Guard operations.

Enclosed is a map showing the project location for the EA. The following Table 1, shows the
location (latitude and longitude in decimal degrees) for each proposed activity area.



Ms. Jennifer Olson
Page 2

Table 1.

Tower mber ame = _lm_

DTM-001 Sprint Cell Tower 42.5819 -82.5704
DTM-002 Algonac Water Filtration Plant 426213 -82.5271
DTM-003c Idle Hour Yacht Club 42.5586 -82.6303
DTM-004 Marine City Water Plant 42,7166 -R82.4913
DTM-D05 Algonac State Park 42.6488 -852.5140
DTM-006 St. Clair River Electric Plant 427618 -B2.4715
DTM-007b St. Clair City Park 42,8217 -§2.4855
DTM-008a Old Port Huron Station 42.8924 -82.4749
DTM-009a Port Huron City Building 42.9788 -82.4193
DTM-010 DNR Boal Ramp 41.6134 -B2.5499
DTM-011 South Channel Delta — Gull Island 42.5306 -82.6805
DTM-012 Selfridge Air National Guard Base 42.6274 -82.8300
DTM-013 Harsen's Island Aid 1o Nnviﬁnlinn 42 5737 -82.5750

We are currently in the process of gathering the most current information available regarding
Federal and State listed species potentially occurring within this area. CBP respectfully requests
that your agency provide input regarding protected species, designated critical habitat,
descriptions of the sensitive resources (e.g., rare or unique plant communities, threatened and
endangered and candidate species), and unique or environmentally sensitive areas that you
believe may be affected by the proposed USBP activities. We have concerns regarding the
potential impacts to lake sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens) due to necessary dredging within the
St. Clair River to get construction equipment and electricity to tower site DTM-11. We plan to
delay dredging activities until after September 1 to avoid impacting the sturgeon spawning
scason.

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA for the SBIner Detroit Project
once completed. Please let us know if additional copies are needed.

Your prompt attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions,
please call Ms. Patience Patterson at (202) 344-113],

Sincerely,

oY 7

James Riordan
Program Manager
SBlner

Enclosure



U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Washington, DC 20229

JAN 2 2 2009

Mr. Steven Pondo

Park Supervisor

Algonac State Park

8732 River Road

Marine City, Michigan 48039

RE: Proposed Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the SBIner Detroit Project, U.S.
Border Patrol Detroit Sector

Dear Mr. Pondo;

On behalf of the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and the Department of Homeland
Security, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District intends to prepare an
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Secure Border Initiative (SBlnet) Detroit Project in the
U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Detroit Sector. This EA will address the construction, operation, and
maintenance of 13 sensor and communication systems and associated access roads. This
undertaking is projected to begin before the end of this fiscal year. Approximately nine of the 13
sites are expected to require the construction of a monopole tower to accommodate the sensor
and communications equipment. This system of towers and access roads creates a
communications network in support of a Common Operating Picture among components of CBP
and other Federal, State, and local partners outside CBP. Up to five of the proposed 13 project
sites would require no tower construction as the camera and communication systems would be
mounted to existing structures. Existing USBP vehicles would be retrofitted with technologies to
allow USBP agents to acquire/send information via the new surveillance and communication
towers. The intent of the upgraded vehicles, combined with the towers is to make USBP
enforcement actions more efficient and effective,

The EA will analyze the potential for significant adverse or beneficial impacts of the proposed
actions. Al the present time, the proposed action includes the construction of up to nine sensor
and communication towers. Additionally, approximately 1,150 feet of access road would be
constructed at tower DTM-011. The existing Harsen's Island Coast Guard's aid to navigation
facility (DTM-013) may not be able to structurally support the SBlnef sensor and communication

equipment, so a replacement tower facility may be constructed on that site to support both
SBlnet and Coast Guard operations.

Enclosed is a map showing the project location for the EA. The following Table | shows the
location (latitude and longitude in decimal degrees) for cach proposed activity area.



Mr. Steven Pondo
Page 2

Table 1.

DTM-001 Sprint Cell Tower 42,5819 | -B2.5704
DTM-002 Algonee Water Filiration Plant 426213 -82.5271
DTM-003¢ Idle Hour Yacht Club 42.5586 -§2.6303
DTM-004 Marine City Water Plant 427166 -82.4913
DTM-005 Algonac State Park 42,6488 -82.5140
DTM-006 St. Clair River Electric Plant 42 7618 -82.4715
DTM-007b 5t. Clair City Park 42.8217 -B2.4855
DTM-008a Old Port Huron Station 42,8924 -82.4749
DTM-009a Port Huron City Building 42,9788 -52.4193
DTM-010 DNR Boat Ramp 42,6134 -82.549%9
DTM-011 South Channel Delt - Gull Island 42.5300 -82.6805
DTM-012 Selfridge Air National Guard Base 42 6274 -R2.8300
DTM-013 Harsen's Island Aid to Nnvi%tiﬂn 42,5737 -A2.5750

We are currently in the process of gathering available information regarding Federal and State
permits or requirements necessary for this project. CBP respectfully requests that your office
provide input regarding any rare, unique, or environmentally sensitive areas that you believe may
be affected by the propased USBP activities.

We intend to provide your office with a copy of the Drall EA for the SBlnet Detroit Project once
completed. Please let us know if additional copies are needed.

Your prompt attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions,
please call Ms. Patience Patterson at (202) 344-1131.

Sincerely,

oy

Jumes Riordan
Program Manager
SBlnet

Enclosure



U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Washington, DC 20229

JAN 2 2 2009

Mr. Robert Clegg

City Engineer

Port Huron City Hall

100 Mc Morran Blvd.

Port Huron, Michigan 48060

RE Proposed Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the SBlnet Detroil Project, U.S.
Border Patrol Detroit Sector

Dear Mr, Clegg:

On behalf of the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and the Department of Homeland
Security, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District intends to prepare an
Environmenial Assessment (EA) for the Secure Border Initiative (SBlnet) Detroit Project in the
U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Detroit Sector. This EA will address the construction, operation, and
maintenance of 13 sensor and communication systems and associated access roads. This
undertaking is projected to begin before the end of this fiscal year. Approximately nine of the 13
sites are expected to require the construction of a monopole tower to accommodate the sensor
and communications equipment. This system of towers and access roads creates a
communications network in support of a Common Operating Picture among components of CBP
and other Federal, State, and local partners outside CBP. Up to five of the proposed 13 project
sites would require no tower construction as the camera and communication systems would be
mounted to existing structures. Existing USBP vehicles would be retrofitted with technologies to
allow USBP agents to acquire/send information via the new surveillance and communication
towers. The intent of the upgraded vehicles, combined with the towers is to make USBP
enforcement actions more efficient and effective.

The EA will analyze the potential for significant adverse or beneficial impacts of the proposed
actions. At the present time, the proposed action includes the construction of up to nine sensor
and communication towers. Additionally, approximately 1,150 feet of access road would be
constructed at tower DTM-011. The existing Harsen's Island Coast Guard's aid to navigation
facility (DTM-013) may not be able to structurally support the SBlner sensor and communication
equipment, so a replacement tower facility may be constructed on that site to support both

SBlner and Coast Guard operations,

Enclosed is a map showing the project location for the EA. The following Table 1 shows the
location (latitude and longitude in decimal degrees) for each proposed activity area.



Mr. Robert Clagg
Page 2

Table 1.
Tower Number/Name Latitude Longitude
DTM-001 Sprint Cell Tower 42.5819 -62.5704
DTM-002 Algonac Water Filtration Plant 42,6213 -§2.5271
DTM-003¢ Tdle Hour Yacht Club 425586 -52.6303
DTM-004 Marine City Warter Plamt 42.7166 -52.4913
DTM-005 Algonac State Park 42.6488 -82.5140
DTM-006 St. Clair River Electric Plant 42,7618 -82.4715
DTM-007h 5t. Clair City Park 42,8217 -H2 4855
DTM-008a Old Port Huron Station 42,8924 -82.4749
[¥TM-008 Port Huron City Building 42,9788 -82.4193
DTM-010 DNR Boat Ramp 42,6134 -§2.5494
DTM-011 South Channel Delta — Gull Island 42 5306 -82.6805
DTM-012 Seliridge Air National Guard Base 42.6274 -B2.8300
IYI'M-013 Harsen's lsland Aid to Navi '“l_i'.!.'l. 42,5737 -32.5750

We are currently in the process of gathering available information regarding Federal and State
permits or requirements necessary for this project. CBP respectfully requests that your office
provide input regarding any rare, unique, or environmentally sensitive areas that you believe may

be affected by the proposed USBP activities,

We intend to provide your office with a copy of the Draft EA for the SBlnet Detroit Project once
completed. Please let us know if additional copies are needed.

Your prompl attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions,

please call Ms. Patience Patterson at (202) 344-1131.

Sincerely,

TN L

James Riordan
Program Manager
SBlner

Enclosure



U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Washington, DC 20229

U.S. Customs and
Border Protection

JAN 22 2009

Mr. Timothy Payne

Management Unit Supervisor

Michigan Department of Natural Resources
Southfield Operations Service Center
26000 W. Eight Mile Road

Southfield, Michigan 48034

RE: Proposed Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the SBlner Detroit Project, U.S.
Border Patrol Detroit Sector

Dear Mr. Payne:

On behalf of the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and the Department of Homeland
Security, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District intends to prepare an
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Secure Border Initiative (SBlInet) Detroit Project in the
U.S, Border Patrol (USBP) Detroit Sector. This EA will address the construction, operation, and
maintenance of 13 sensor and communication systems and associated access roads. This
undertaking is projected to begin before the end of this fiscal year. Approximately nine of the 13
sites are expected to require the construction of a monopole tower to accommodate the sensor
and communications equipment. This system of lowers and access roads creates a
communications network in support of a Common Operating Picture among components of CBP
and other Federal, State, and local partners outside CBP. Up to five of the proposed 13 project
sites would require no tower construction as the camera and communication systems would be
mounted to existing structures. Existing USBP vehicles would be retrofitted with technologies to
allow USBP agents to acquire/send information via the new surveillance and communication
towers. The intent of the upgraded vehicles, combined with the towers is to make USBP
enforcement actions more efficient and effective.

The EA will analyze the potential for significant adverse or beneficial impacts of the proposed
actions. Al the present time, the proposed action includes the construction of up to nine sensor
and communication towers. Additionally, approximately 1,150 feet of access road would be
constructed at tower DTM-011. The existing Harsen’s Island Coast Guard’s aid to navigation
facility (DTM-013) may not be able to structurally support the SBlnet sensor and communication

equipment, so a replacement tower facility may be constructed on that site to support both
SBlner and Coast Guard operations,

Enclosed 1s a map showing the project location for the EA. The following Table 1 shows the
location (latitude and longitude in decimal degrees) for cach proposed aclivity area.



Mr. Timothy Payne

Page 2

Table 1.

DTM-001 Sprint Cell Tower 42.5819 -82.5704
DTM-002 Algonac Water Filtration Plant 42.6213 -82.5271
DTM-003¢ Idle Hour Yacht Club 42.5586 -82.6303
DTM-004 Marine City Water Plani 42.7166 -82.4913
DTM-005 Algonac State Park 42.6488 -82.5140
DTM-006 St. Clair River Electric Plant 42,7618 -82.4715
DTM-007b St. Clair City Park 42,8217 -82 4855
DTM-008a Old Port Huron Station 42.8924 -82.4749
DTM-009a Port Huran City Building 42.9788 -82.41493
DTM-010 DNR Boat Ramp 42.6134 -§2.5499
DTM-011 South Channel Delta — Gull Island 42,5306 -82,6805
DTM-012 Selfridge Air National Guard Base 42.6274 -82.8300

We are currently in the process of gathering the most current information available regarding
Federal and State listed species potentially occurring within this arca. CBP respectfully requests
that your agency provide input regarding protected species, designated critical habitat,
descriptions of the sensitive resources (e.g., rare or unique plant communities, threatened and
endangered and candidate species), and unique or environmentally sensitive areas that you

believe may be affected by the proposed USBP activities.

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA for the SBlnet Detroit Project
once completed. Please let us know if additional copies are needed.

Y our prompt attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions,

please call Ms. Patience Patterson at (202) 344-1131.

Sincerely,

= e

ames Riordan

rogram Manager

SBlner

Enclosure

DTM-012 Harsen's Island Aad to Nawgalion 42.5737 -B2.5750




U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Washington, DC 20229

U.S. Customs and
Border Protection

JAN 2 2 2009

Mr. Chris Mensing

Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Easl Lansing Michigan Ecological Services Field Office
2651 Coolidge Road

East Lansing, Michigan 48823

RE: Proposed Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the SBlner Detroit Project, .8,
Border Patrol Detroit Sector

Dear Mr. Mensing:

On behalf of the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and the Department of Homeland
Security, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District intends to prepare an
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Secure Border Initiative (SBInet) Detroit Project in the
U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Detroit Sector. This EA will address the construction, operation, and
maintenance of |3 sensor and communication systems and associated access roads. This
undertaking is projected to begin before the end of this fiscal year. Approximately nine of the 13
sites are expected to require the construction of a monopole tower to accommodate the sensor
and communications equipment. This system of towers and access roads creates a
communications network in support of a Common Operating Picture among components of CBP
and other Federal, State, and local partners outside CBP. Up to five of the proposed 13 project
sites would require no tower construction as the camera and communication systems would be
mounted to existing structures. Existing USBP vehicles would be retrofitted with technologies to
allow USBP agents to acquire/send information via the new surveillance and communication
towers. The intent of the upgraded vehicles, combined with the towers is to make USBP
enforcement actions more ¢fficient and effective.

The EA will analyze the potential for significant adverse or beneficial impacts of the proposed
actions. At the present time, the proposed action includes the construction of up to nine sensor
and communication towers. Additionally, approximately 1,150 feet of access road would be
constructed at tower DTM-011. The existing Harsen's Island Coast Guard’s aid to navigation
facility (DTM-013) may not be able to structurally support the SBlnet sensor and communication
cquipment, so a replacement tower facility may be constructed on that site to support both
SBlner and Coast Guard operations.

Enclosed is a map showing the project location for the EA. The following Table 1 shows the
location (latitude and longitude in decimal degrees) for cach proposed activity area.



Mr. Chris Mensing
Page 2

Table 1.

“Tower Number/Nume

DTM-001 Sprint Cell Tower 42,5819 -82.5704
DTM-002 Algonac Water Filiration Plant 42,6212 -82.5271
DTM-003¢ 1dle Hour Yacht Club 42 5586 -B2.6303
DTM-004 Marine City Water Plant 42.7166 -82.4913
DTM-005 Algonac State Park 42,6488 -R2.5140
DTM-006 St. Clair River Electric Plant 42,7618 -B2.4715
DTM-007b St. Clair City Park 42.8217 -82. 4855
DTM-008a Old Port Huron Station 42.8924 -§2.4749
DTM-00% Port Huron City Building 42,9788 -82.4193
DTM-010 DNR Boat Ramp 421.6134 -82.5499
DTM-011 South Channe] Delta — Gull Island 42.5306 -82,6805
DTM-012 Selfridge Air National Guard Base 42,6274 -82.8300
DTM-013 Harsen's Island Aid to N;wigrinn 42.5737 -82,.5750

We are currently in the process of gathering the most current information available regarding
Federal and State listed species potentially occurring within this area, CBP respectfully requests
that your agency provide input regarding protected species, designated critical habitat,
descriptions of the sensitive resources (e.g., rare or unique plant communities, threatened and
endangered and candidate species), and unique or environmentally sensitive areas that you
believe may be affected by the proposed USBP activities. We have already coordinated with

your office during our preliminary site surveys and look forward to working with you throughout
this process.

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA for the SBlnet Detroit Project
once completed. Please let us know if additional copies are needed.

Your prompt attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions,
please call Ms. Patience Patterson at (202) 344-1131.

Sincerely,

QJW
ames Riordan
rogram Manager

Blnet
Enclosure

ce: Craig Czamecki, Barbara Hosler



U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Washington, DC 20229

JAN 22 2009

Ms. Barbara Hosler

Project Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

East Lansing Michigan Ecological Services Field Office
2651 Coolidge Road

East Lansing, Michigan 48823

RE: Proposed Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the SBlnet Detroit Project, U.S.
Border Patrol Detroit Sector

Dear Ms. Hosler:

On behalf of the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and the Department of Homeland
Security, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District intends to prepare an
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Secure Border Initiative (SBlnet) Detroit Project in the
U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Detroit Sector. This EA will address the construction, operation, and
maintenance of 13 sensor and communication systems and associated access roads. This
undertaking is projected to begin before the end of this fiscal year. Approximately nine of the 13
sites are expected to require the construction of a monopole tower to accommodate the sensor
and communications equipment. This system of towers and access roads creates a
communications network in support of a Common Operating Picture among components of CBP
and other Federal, State, and local partners outside CBP. Up to five of the proposed 13 project
sites would require no tower construction as the camera and communication systems would be
mounted to existing structures. Existing USBP vehicles would be retrofitted with technologies to
allow USBP agents to acquire/send information via the new surveillance and communication
towers. The intent of the upgraded vehicles, combined with the towers is to make USBP
enforcement actions more efficient and effective.

The EA will analyze the potential for significant adverse or beneficial impacts of the proposed
actions. At the present time, the proposed action includes the construction of up to nine sensor
and communication towers. Additionally, approximately 1,150 feet of access road would be
constructed at tower DTM-011. The existing Harsen's Island Coast Guard’s aid to navigation
facility (DTM-013) may not be able to structurally support the SBlner sensor and communication
equipment, so a replacement lower facility may be constructed on that site to support both
SBlner and Coast Guard operations.

Enclosed is a map showing the project location for the EA. The following Table | shows the
location (latitude and longitude in decimal degrees) for each proposed activity area.



Ms. Barbara Hosler

Page 2
Table 1.
DTM-001 Sprint Cell Tower 42 5819 -B2.5704
DTM-002 Algonac Water Filtration Plant 42.6213 -82.5271
DTM-003¢ 1dle Hour Yacht Club 42.5586 | -82.6303
DTM-004 Manne City Water Plant 42,7166 -82.4913
DTM-005 Algonac State Park 41,6488 -82.5140
DTM-006 St. Clair River Electric Plant 42,7618 824715
DTM-007h St. Clair City Park 42,8217 -B2 4855
DTM-008a Old Port Huron Station 42,8924 -§2.4749
DTM-(0%a Port Huron City Building 429788 -§2.4193
DTM-010 DNR Boat Ramp 42.6134 -52.5499
DTM-011 South Channel Delta = Gull Island 425306 -82.6805
DTM-012 Selfridge Air National Guard Base 42,6274 -R2.8300
DTM-013 Harsen's Island Aid to Naviﬁatiun 425737 ~82.5750

We are currently in the process of gathering the most current information available regarding
Federal and State listed species potentially occurring within this area. CBP respectfully requests
thal your agency provide mput regarding protected specics, designated critical habitat,
descriptions of the sensitive resources (e.g., rare or unique plant communities, threatened and
endangered and candidate species), and unique or environmentally sensitive areas that you
believe may be affected by the proposed USBP activities. We have already coordinated with
your office during our preliminary site surveys and look forward to working with you throughout
this process.

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA for the SBlIner Detroit Project
once completed. Please let us know if additional copies are needed.

Y our prompt attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions,
please call Ms. Patience Patterson at (202) 344-1131.

Sincerely,

LS

James Riordan

Program Manager
SBlner

Enclosure

cc: Craig Czarnecki, Chris Mensing



U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Washington, DC 20229

" U.S.Customs and
Border Protection

JAN 2 2 2008

Mr. Craig Czarnecki

Field Supervisor

LL.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

East Lansing Michigan Ecological Services Field Office
2651 Coolidge Road

East Lansing, Michigan 48823

RE: Proposed Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the SBlnet Detroit Project, U.S.
Border Patrol Detroit Sector

Dear Mr. Czamnecki:

On behalf of the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and the Department of Homeland
Security, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District intends to prepare an
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Secure Border Initiative (SBlnet) Detroit Project in the
U.S. Border Patrol (LUSBP) Detroit Sector. This EA will address the construction, operation, and
maintenance of |3 sensor and communication systems and associated access roads. This
undertaking is projected to begin before the end of this fiscal year. Approximately nine of the 13
sites are expected to require the construction of a monopole tower to accommodate the sensor
and communications equipment. This system of towers and access roads creates a
communications network in support of a Common Operating Picture among components of CBP
and other Federal, State, and local partners outside CBP. Up to five of the proposed 13 project
sites would require no tower construction as the camera and communication systems would be
mounted to existing structures. Existing USBP vehicles would be retrofitted with technologies to
allow USBP agents to acquire/send information via the new surveillance and communication
towers. The intent of the upgraded vehicles, combined with the towers is to make USBP
enforcement actions more efficient and effective.

The EA will analyze the potential for significant adverse or beneficial impacts of the proposed
actions. At the present time, the proposed action includes the construction of up to nine sensor
and communication towers. Additionally, approximately 1,150 feet of access road would be
constructed at tower DTM-011. The existing Harsen's Island Coast Guard's aid to navigation
facility (DTM-013) may not be able to structurally suppert the SBlnef sensor and communication
equipment, so a replacement tower facility may be constructed on that site to support both
SBlnet and Coast Guard operations.

Enclosed is a map showing the project location for the EA. The following Table 1 shows the
location (latitude and longitude in decimal degrees) for each proposed activily area.



Mr. Craig Czarnecki
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Table 1.

_Tower Number/Name | Latitude | Longitude |
DTM-001 Sprint Cell Tower 42 5819 -82.5704
DTM-002 Alponac Water Filtration Plant 42.6213 -82.5271
DTM-003¢ Idle Hour Yacht Club 42.5586 -52.6303
DTM-004 Marine City Water Plant 42,7166 -82.4913
DTM-005 Algonac State Park 426488 -82.5140
DTM-006 5. Clair River Electric Plant 42,7618 -824715
DTM-007b St. Clair City Park 42.8217 -R2 4855
DTM-008a (Old Port Huron Station 42,8924 -82.4749
DTM-005a Fort Huron City Building 429788 -§2.4193
DTM-010 DNR Boat Ramp 42.6134 -B2 5499
DTM-011 South Channel Delta — Gull Island 42,5306 -B2.6805
DTM-012 Selfridge Air National Guard Base 42,6274 -82.8300
DTM-013 Harsen's Island Aid to Navigation 42,5737 -82.5750

— — — -

We are currently in the process of gathering the most current information available regarding
Federal and State listed species potentially occurring within this area. CBIP respectfully requests
that your agency provide input regarding protected species, designated critical habitat,
descriptions of the sensitive resources (e.g,, rare or unique plant communities, threatened and
endangered and candidate species), and unique or environmentally sensitive areas that you
believe may be affected by the proposed USBP activities. We have already coordinated with
your office during our preliminary site surveys and look forward to working with you throughout
this process.

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA for the SBlnet Detroit Project
once completed. Please let us know if additional copies are needed. Your prompt attention to

this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions, please call Ms. Patience
Patterson at (202) 344-1131.

Sincerely,

e~

es Riordan
rogram Manager
SBlnet

Enclosure

ce: Barbara Hasler, Chris Mensing



U.S. Department of Homeland Secarity
Washington, DC 20219

ﬁ?:? ® U.S. Customs and
@7,/ Border Protection
JAN 2 7 2009
Mr. Ken Baker

Re: Idle Hour Yacht Club
43291 North Avenue
Clinton Township, Michigan 48036

RE: Proposed Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the SBlnet Detroit Project, U.S.
Border Patrol Detroit Sector

Dear Mr. Baker:

On behalf of the U.S, Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and the Department of Homeland
Security, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District intends to prepare an
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Secure Border Initiative (SBlnet) Detroit Project in the
L1.8. Barder Patrol (USBP) Detroit Sector, This EA will address the construction, operation, and
maintenance of 13 sensor and communication systems and associated access roads. This
undertaking is projected to begin before the end of this fiscal year. Approximately nine of the 13
sites are expected to require the construction of a monopole tower to accommodate the sensor
and communications equipment. This system of towers and access roads creates a
communications network in support of a Common Operating Picture among components of CBP
and other Federal, State, and local partners outside CBP. Up to five of the proposed 13 project
sites would require no tower construction as the camera and communication systems would be
mounted to existing structures. Existing USBP vehicles would be retrofitted with technologies to
allow USBP agents to acquire/send information via the new surveillance and communication
towers. The intent of the upgraded vehicles, combined with the towers is to make USBP
enforcement actions more efficient and effective.

The EA will analyze the potential for significant adverse or beneficial impacts of the proposed
actions. At the present time, the proposed action includes the construction of up to nine sensor
and communication towers. Additionally, approximately 1,150 feet of access road would be
constructed at tower DTM-011. The existing Harsen’s Island Coast Guard’s aid to navigation
facility (DTM-013) may not be able to structurally support the SBlnet sensor and communication
equipment, so a replacement tower facility may be constructed on that site to support both
SBlInet and Coast Guard operations.

Enclosed is a map showing the project location for the EA. The following Table 1 shows the
location (latitude and longitude in decimal degrees) for each proposed activity arca.
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Table 1.
DTM-001 Sprint Cell Tower 42,5819 -R2.5704
DTM-002 Algonac Water Filtration Plant 42,6213 -82.5271
DTM-003¢ Idle Hour Yacht Club 42 5586 -82.6303
DTM-004 Marine City Water Plant 42.7166 52,4913
DTM-005 Algonac State Park 42 64RE -R2.5140
TM-006 St. Clair River Electric Plant 427618 824715
DTM-007b St. Clair City Park 428217 -H2.4855
ITM-008a Old Port Huron Station 42,8024 -82.4749
DYTM-00%a Port Huron City Building 42 0788 -82.4193
DTM-010 DNR Boal Ramp 42.6134 -R2.54499
DTM-011 South Channel Delia — Gull Island 42.5306 -82.6805
DTM-012 Selfridee Air National Guard Base 42.6274 -B2.8300
| DTM-013 Harsen's Island Aid to Navigation 42.5737 -B2.5750

CBP respectfully requests that you provide input regarding any rare, unique, or environmentally
sensitive areas that you believe may be affected by the proposed USBP activities.

We intend to provide you with a copy of the Draft EA for the SBlnet Detroit Project once
completed. Please let us know if additional copies are needed.

Your prompt attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions,
please call Ms. Patience Patterson at (202) 344-1131.

Sincerely,

i~

James Riordan
Program Manager
SBlner

Enclosure



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
East Lansing Field Office (ES)

. 2651 Coolidge Road, Suite 101

INREPLY REFER TO- East Lansing, Michigan 48823-6316

January 30, 2009

‘Mr. James Riordan, Program Manager
SBlnet

U.S. Customs and Border Protection
Department of Homeland Security
Washington, DC 20229

Re:  Proposed Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the SBInet Detroit Project,
U.S. Border Patrol Detroit Sector, Michigan

Dear Mr, Riordan:

We are responding to your January 22, 2009, letter, requesting our review as you prepare
an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the above referenced project. We provide these
comments under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act and the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act), and in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

The proposed EA addresses the construction, operation, and maintenance of thirteen
sensor and communication systems and associated access roads. Of these thirteen
systems, approximately nine would require construction of a monopole tower to
accommodate the equipment. All thirteen sites occur along St. Clair River in Michigan.

Biologists from this office accompanied.U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) staff
on inspections of these sites on November 17-19, 2008, We understand that the
monopoles, which would be constructed at nine of the sites, would be no taller than 80
feet. We would not expect monopoles of this height to have a significant impact on
migratory birds. Additionally, twelve of the thirteen sites would be in cleared or
previously developed locations. We do not expect impacts to fish and wildlife resources
at these twelve sites.

The site on Gull Island (DTM-011) is not developed and is vegetated with common and
invasive species, such as Phragmites, willow, cottonwood, red dogwood, and staghorn
sumac. Wetlands may be present on site. Construction that would impact wetlands may
require a permit for which this office may have review authority under the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act. In the review of these permit applications, we may concur




T

(with or without stipulations) or object to permit issuance depending whether the

- proposed work may impact public trust fish and wildlife resources. Should construction

at Gull Island require any dredging within St. Clair River (for access, operation, or
maintenance purposes), we recommend observing the State of Michi gan Preferred
Dredging Period for St. Clair River, which is September 1 through March 31 (i.e., avoid
dredging from April 1 through August 31), to protect critical spawning and larval fish
development periods. '

Endangered Species

Our records, corroborated by our site inspections, do not indicate the presence of any
species federally listed as endangered or threatened, species proposed for listing,
candidate species, designated critical habitat, or areas proposed as critical habitat in the
immediate project area. This precludes the need for further action on this project as
required under section 7 of the Act. If, however, new information becomes available that
indicates listed or proposed species may be present and/or affected, the federal action
agency for the work should reinitiate consultation with our office. We further advise that
should any species occurring in the proposed project area become federally listed or
proposed for listing before completion of this project, the federal action agency would be
required to reevaluate its responsibilities under the Act. Because threatened and
endangered species data changes continuously, we recommend you contact this office for
an updated federal list of the species that may be present in the project area every six
months during the remaining planning and building period.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments at this early stage of project
planning. Please refer any questions to Barbara Hosler of this office at 517/351-6326 or

the above address.

Sincerely,

Craig A. Czarnecki %(

Field Supervisor

c: James Boase, Alpena FRO, Alpena, MI
Mike Horton, USFWS, Arlington, VA
T.J. Miller, USFWS, Fort Snelling, MN
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY —
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JENNIFER M GRANHOLM STEVEN E CHESTER
GOVERMNOR DIRECTOR

February 2, 2009

Ms Patience E. Patterson, RPA
Director, Environmental Planning
Secure Border Initiative
Customs and Border Protection
Room 7.5C-104

1300 Pennsylvania Ave  NW
Washington, D.C. 20229

Dear Ms. Patterson:

The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ), Land and Water
Management Division (LWMD), has received and reviewed the U.S. Customs and
Border Protection letter dated January 22, 2009, for the proposed supplemental
environmental assessment for the SBinet Detroit Project, U.S. Border Patrol Detroit
Sector.

The letter lists 13 potential sites for the construction of sensor and communication
systems, some of which involve the construction of monopole towers and access roads.
Of the 13 proposed sites, our review indicates that one of the sites, DTM-011 will
require that MDEQ permits be obtained prior to construction.

The LWMD administers two State of Michigan statues that regulate construction within
wetlands and Lake St Clair. The construction of towers, building pads, access roads,
navigation channels, etc,, at DTM-011 will fall under the authority of Part 303, Wetlands
Protection, and Part 325, Great Lakes Submerged Lands, of the Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended, (NREPA) for placement of fill
and/or dredging within wetlands and on the bottomland of Lake St. Clair.

Additional information about these statues can be found on the DEQ’s websites:
www.michigan.gov/degwetlands or www.michigan.qov/deqggreatiakes. In addition, the
Joint Permit Application shared by MDEQ and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers can be
downloaded at www.michigan.gov/jointpermit

Upon receipt of an application for construction within wetland and/or Lake St. Clair
bottomiand the LWMD is required, among other things, to examine all feasible and
prudent alternatives to minimize impacts to these aquatic natural recourses, as well as,
determine whether the project will result in unacceptable disruptions to aquatic natural
resources or adversely impact the public trust. The extent of our review is often

27700 DONALD COURT + WARREN, MICHIGAN 48092-2793
www michigan gov » (586) 753-3700
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Ms. Patience Patterson
Page 2
January 30, 2009

influenced by the quality and abundance of the natural resource being impacts by the
proposed activities.

The proposed DTM-011 site contain areas of Great Lakes Marsh, a coastal wetland
type that is listed as “vulnerable” on a state ranking and “imperiled” on a global ranking.
The site is also within the St. Clair Flats, the largest deltaic wetland system in the Great
Lakes and one of the highest natural quality Great Lakes Marshes in the Lower
Peninsufa of Michigan.

Over 80 percent of the original coastal wetlands on the Michigan side of Lake St. Clair
have been destroyed. Of the remaining wetlands, 88 percent are found in the St. Clair
Flats. These remaining coastal wetlands provide important food, cover, and breeding
areas for fish and wildlife. The St. Clair Flats are believed to support many fish found
within the entire Lake St. Clair System. Large numbers of migratory waterfowl are also
supported by the resources of the St. Clair Flats. This area represents and is
recognized as one of the State of Michigan’s most valuable natural resources.

In recognizing the importance of Great Lakes Marsh and the St. Clair Flats, the MDEQ
strongly suggests that all other feasible and prudent alternatives be considered prior fo
applying for a permit to impact the wetlands at these locations. It is our understanding
that an alternative site for DTM-011 on Trash Island was being considered that would
greatly reduce, if not eliminate, the destruction of Great Lakes Marsh. If an alternative
location for DTM-011 could be identified that is located entirely within upland (non-
wetland, and non-bottomlandy} it is possible to eliminate the need for any NREPA
permits for construction at these 13 sites.

Please feel free to call me at the number below if you which {o discuss further the
requirement of the NREPA, or the specifics of applying for a MDEQ permit.

Sincerely,

David R. Dortma

Environmental Quality Analyst

Land and Water Management Division
586-753-3864

cc: Mr. Wally Gauthier, USACE
Mr. Andrew Hartz, DEQ
Mr. Thomas Graf, DEQ
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g STATE OF MICHIGAN
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM LANSING REBECCA A. HUMPHRIES
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR

February 10, 2009

Mr. James Riordan

U.S. Customs and Border Protection
U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Washington, D.C. 20229

RE: Proposed Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the SBinet Detroit Project, U.S.
Border Patrol Detroit Sector

Dear Mr. Riordan:

The location of the proposed project was checked against known localities for rare species and unique
natural features, which are recorded in a statewide database. This continuously updated database is a
comprehensive source of information on Michigan's endangered, threatened and special concern
species, exemplary natural communities and other unique natural features. Records in the database
indicate that a qualified observer has documented the presence of special natural features at a site.
The absence of records may mean that a site has not been surveyed. The only way to obtain a
definitive statement on the presence of rare species is to have a competent biologist perform a field
survey.

Under Act 451 of 1994, the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, Part 365,
Endangered Species Protection, “a person shall not take, possess, transport, ...fish, plants, and
wildlife indigenous to the state and determined to be endangered or threatened,” unless first receiving
an Endangered Species Permit from the Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife Division.
Responsibility to protect endangered and threatened species is not limited to the list below. Other
species may be present that have not been recorded in the database.

The presence of threatened or endangered species does not preclude activities or development, but
may require alterations in the project plan. Special concem species are not protected under
endangered species legislation, but recommendations regarding their protection may be provided.
Protection of special concem species will help prevent them from declining to the point of being listed
as threatened or endangered in the future.

_ The following is a summary of the results for the project in Macomb, St. Clair Counties.

The following list includes unique features that are known to occur on or near the site(s) and may be

impacted by the project.
common name status scientific name
Peregrine failcon state endangered Falco peregrinus
Sullivant’s milkweed state threatened Ascleplas sullivanti]
Smooth beard tongue state threatened Penstemon calycosus
Eastern fox snake state threatened Pantherophls gloyd|
Lakeplain wet-mesic prairie  N/A N/A

NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION
Keith J. Charters, Chair « Mary Brown e Hurley J. Coleman, Jr. e John Madigan e J. R. Richardson e Frank Wheatlake

STEVENS T. MASON BUILDING » P.O, BOX 30028 @ LANSING, MICHIGAN 489808-7528
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Peregrine falcons have been known to nest near Tower Number DTM-006 (St. Clair River
Electric Plant). This species prefers open habitats such as grasslands, tundra, and meadows.
They nest on cliff faces, crevices or tall manmade structures usually along a major waterway.
They have been very successful in urban areas because tall buildings are suitable for nesting in
this species, and because of the abundance of pigeons as prey items. The Peregrine Falcon is
monogamous, and males and females may mate for life. Nest sites may be reused for many years
running. Nest height varies from 15 to 60 m, and construction materials include debris or sticks
found in the immediate area. Three or four white or pinkish, brown-marked eggs are laid, and are
incubated by both sexes, but mostly the female, for about a month. The young fledge in 35 to 42
days, after being fed at the nest. Usually, the male hunts, and the female feeds and broods the
chicks.

The Sullivant’s milkweed has been known to occur near Towers DTM-001 (Sprint Cell Tower),
DTM-004 (Marine City Water Plant), DTM-006 (St. Clair River Electric Plant) and DTM-008a (Old
Port Huron Station). Sullivant’s milkweed occurs primarily in disturbed habitats such as old-fields
with secondary prairies, and moist, grassy rights-of-way. Atone site in St. Clair County,

Sullivant’'s milkweed grows in an undisturbed small lakeplain wet prairie remnant. Soils are
typically moist sandy clay or sandy loam. Elsewhere in its range, A. sullvantii is primarily a plant of
moist prairies. Flowering occurs by mid-July with fruits maturing through August.

The smooth beard tongue is known to occur near Tower DTM-001 (Sprint Cell Tower). it
generally occurs in prairies or open oak savanna habitat. It generally flowers between mid-June to
mid-July.

The eastern fox snake has been known to occur near Tower DTM-005 (Aigonac State Park).
This species entire range is within the Great Lakes basin. It inhabits coastal marshes and other
near-shore habitats (i.e. vegetated dunes and beaches), although it sometimes wanders into
nearby farm fields, pastures, and woodiots. This snake will bask or forage on raised dikes,
muskrat houses, and road embankments but only rarely climbs into trees or shrubbery. Although
not strictly aquatic, they are good swimmers capable of moving considerable distances over open
offshore waters and between islands.

In a typical year Eastern fox snakes are active from mid-April until late October but are most often
seen abroad during May and June. Whether they are truly inactive during the summer or simply
become more nocturnal in response to warmer temperatures is unclear. Females lay their eggs in
rotted stumps or shallow burrows, or under logs, boards, or mats of decaying vegetation. They
hibemate during the winter months in abandoned mammal burrows or other frost-free shelters.

The Eastern fox snake is a boldly marked, nonpoisonous species with dark blotches patterned on
a yellowish to light brown background. Altemnating with the larger back markings are smaller ones
along the sides. The head is reddish and the underside is yellowish with dark markings. Adults
measure an average of 3 to 5 feet. Immatures are paler in color than aduits.

Lakeplain wet-mesic prairies are known to occur near Towers DTM-001 (Sprint Cell Tower) and
DTM-005 (Algonac State Park). These natural communities are native lowland grasslands on
moist, level, occasionally inundated sites. Dominant vegetation includes little blue-stem
(Andropogon scoparius) and yellow Indian grass (Sorghastrum nutans), less often switch grass
(Panicum virgatum), big blue-stem (Andropogon gerardii) and woolly fruit sedge (Carex
lanuginose).

In summary, the project site may include suitable habitat for the above listed species. Potential impacts
might include direct destruction of species and disturbance of critical habitat. Clearance from this
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office in the form of a “No Effect” statement will be needed before land altering activities on
this project begin. To obtain an evaluation for project clearance, please provide at least one of the

following to this office:

1. Description of the project area with regard to the species habitat type(s) described above.
A recent photo of the project site and a map that shows habitat type(s) and location(s) of the
proposed project will be necessary. This can be done by the landowner, other responsible
party, or knowledgeable source (i.e. botanist, ecologist, biologist, experienced birder, etc.).
This level of evaluation will only define the presence or absence of available habitat. If this
office determines that there is no significant available habitat, the project may be cleared at this
point. If potential habitat does exist, the next level of evaluation must be undertaken (see
options 2 or 3 below).

OR

2. A statement from a knowledgeable source (see above) stating that suitable habitat is or is
not present and why the project will not impact the species or habitat(s) identified above.

OR

3. Results from a complete and adequate survey by a knowledgeable source (see above)
showing whether or not the above listed species are present in the affected project area.
Guidelines for conducting surveys can be obtained from this office on request. For additional
information and guidance for conducting surveys, including consultation with MNF| staff
biologists, please contact me at the number below or go to the DNR website at

www. michigandnr.com/publications/pdfs/huntingwildlifehabitat/TE consultants.pdf .

In most situations, the most efficient, thorough, and expeditious evaluation of the project and its
impacts results from option 3. Please provide information jn writing to the mailing address or e-mail
provided below.

Michigan Department of Natural Resources
Wildlife Division — Natural Heritage Program
PO Box 30180

Lansing, Ml 48909

Thank you for your advance coordination in addressing the protection of Michigan's natural resource
heritage. If you have further questions, please call me at 517-373-1263 or e-mail at

Sargentl @michigan.gov .
. ly,
on G. Sarzgm&%ﬂf

Endangered Species Specialist
Wildlife Division
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NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) AND
PROPOSED FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
{FONSI) FOR THE PROPOSED SBINEY DETROIT
PROJECT,
DETROIT SECTOR, MICHIGAN

U.S. Customs and Border Protection {CBP), a component of the De-
partment of Hometand Security (DHS), announces the avaiiability of]
and invites public comments ¢n a graft EA and proposed FONSI for;
the proposed SBinet Detroit Project. Pursvant to the National Envion-|
menta! Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, 42 United States Code (U5.C) 4321
ot seq., CBP has prepared the draft EA and propesed FONSI to identi-|
fy and assess the potential impacts associated with the proposed
siting, construction, operaticn, and maintenance of seascr and com-|
|imunications towers, vehicles, supparting infrastructure components,
ica! i 16 existing within the De-
ircit Sector. The focation for the Propased Action, whi
the “SBinet Detroit Project is an approximately 50-miic corridor;
along the St. Clair River {U.S.-Canaca International Border) within De-|
troit Sector, Michigan.

s known as

The draft £A andl proposed FONSI were preparcs in accordance with
CBP's obligations under NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality|
(CEQ) implomenting regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regutations
¢ soliciting forf|{{CFR) Parts 1520-1508, and DHS Management Directive 02301 (Envi-
3t Port Huron, | fronmental Planning Program), Copies of the Datroit Project draft EA

ported mer-{| Land proposed FONSI can be dewnloaded 2 project viebsite at
made ""’:“a,' vewwi.cbi.gov/sbi under the fink SBI NEP ents for Public Re-

;’:S;;‘u; iew and Comment. AdSiicnally, copies wilt be avaitabie in the fol-

‘o the CES ang | |[fowing tibraries for public review:
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State of Michigan, County of Ingham
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IN THE MATTER OF: NOTICE

GULF SOUTH RESEARCH CORP.

Rachelle Franklin ” , e

Beipg duly sworn, says that he/she is authorized by the publisher of Gannett Newspapers, to swear that a certain
notice, a copy of which is annexed here to, was published in the following publication:

[e—y

Published in the English language for the dissemination of general and/or legal news, and

2. Has a bonfide list of paying customers or has been published at least once a week in the
same community without interruption for at least 2 years, and
3. Has been established, published and circulated at least once a week without interruption

for at least one (1) year in the community where the publication is to occur.
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DAY OF MAY, 2009
JTM THELEN
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STATE oF MICHIGAN
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM Lawsmic REBECCA A. HUMPHRIES
GONERNOR DERECTOR

May 27, 2009

Ms. Patience E. Patterson, Director
Environmental Planning

U.S. Customs and Border Protection

U.S. Department of Homeland Security

1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Room 7.5C-104
Washington, D.C. 20229

Dear Ms Patterson:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the SBinet
Detroit Project. A response to a threatened/endangered species review request was sent from
this office February 10, 2009. In that response four threatened species were listed as being
present in the area. Upon review of this Draft EA | noticed some omissions and causes for
concem in regard to threatened species protection.

The potential for the peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) was addressed in the Draft EA but an
animal species, that is of primary concern in the area, is the Eastern fox snake (Pantherophis
gloydi). No mention of surveys for this species in any of the project sites or potential impacts to
the species was included in the Draft EA. There was also no mention of surveys done for state
threatened plants including Sullivant's milkweed (Asclepias sullivanti) or smooth beard tongue
(Penstermon calycosus) or potential impacts to these species either. The eastern fox snake is
known to occur near the site of Tower DTM-005 near Algonac State Park. Sullivant's mitkweed
and smooth beard tongue are both known to occur near the site of Tower DTM-001 (Sprint Cell
Tower).

Under Act 451 of 1994, the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, Part 365,
Endangered Species Protection, “a person shall not take, possess, transport, ...fish, plants,
and wildlife indigenous to the state and determined to be endangered or threatened,” unless first
receiving an Endangered Species Permit from the Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife
Division. The presence of threatened or endangered species does not preclude activities or
development, but may require alterations in the project pltan. Species may be present that have
not been recorded in the database.

We believe that going forward with the construction could not only kill these species but destroy
the habitat in which they live and possibly exterminate the species from the area. We would like
to see a pian for protection of this rare species with regard to these new towers.

NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION
Keith J. Charers, Chair « Mary Brown = Hurley J. Coleman, Jr. = John Madigan = Timothy L. Nichols » J. A. Richerdson » Frank Wheatlake

STEVENS T. MASON BUILDING = P.O, BOX 30028 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48808-7628
www. michigan.govidnr = (517) 373-2328

Great Lakes, Greaf Timas, Groat Outdoors/



Ms. Patience E. Patterson
U.8. Department of Homeland Security

Please contact me if you have questions or concems. Thank you,

ori G.
Endangered Species Specialist
Wildlife Division
(517) 373-1263

cc: Tim Payne, DNR Wildlife Division
Andrew Hartz, DEQ Land & Water Management Division
Anne Hokanson, DEQ Land & Water Management Division
David Dortman, DEQ Land & Water Management Division

Page 2
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From the desk of ....... Kevneth . Baker
May 28, 2009

1.S. Customs and Border Protection
Dear Mr. Riordan:

Recently, I received a letter regarding the Idle Hour Yacht Club,
located at 7800 South Channel Drive, Harsens Island, M1 48001, being
a possible location for surveillance. 1 would hke to take the opportunity
to discuss this matter with you.

You can reach me at my office, Monday through Friday, at 586
463-0545. 1 can also be reached at my home at|’31{l 794-5341.

Thank you for your assistance in this maﬁer to clarify some thing
for me.

Respectfully,







City of Port Huron 100 McMorran Boulevard Port Huron, Michigan 48060

Office of City Engineer
Phone: (810) 984-9730 - Fax (810) 984-2463
www.porthuron.org

May 28, 2009

Ms. Patience E. Patterson

RPA, Director of Environmental Planning

U.S. Department of Homeland Security

- | SBInet Program Management Office

ﬂ U.S. Customs & Border Protection Headquarters
S8 | 1300 Pennsylvania Avenue

NW, Room 7.5C-104

Washington, D.C. 20229

Dear Ms. Patterson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Assessment for
the Proposed SBInet Detroit Project. Our staff reviewed the document and have no comments
on the proposed document at this time. The Draft Environmental Assessment appears to
address any environmental concerns we would have regarding this project.

Smnereiy,

RubertE Clegg, P E.
City Engineer/Director of Public Works

REC/cs

Taritime Capital of he Greaf Lakes®






DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
DETROIT DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
BOX 1027
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48231-1027

IN REPLY REFER TO: JUN {‘3 'ﬂ iUUB

Planning Office
Environmental Analysis Branch

Ms. Patience E. Patterson, RPA

Director of Environmental Planning

U.S. Department of Homeland Security

SBInet Program Management Office

U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Headquarters
1300 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Room 7.5C-104
Washington, D.C. 20229

Dear Ms. Patterson:

This letter is in response to the May 13, 2009, correspondence transmitting the May 2009
Environmental Assessment for the proposed SBInet Detroit Project, U.S. Border Patrol,
Detroit Sector, Michigan. The SBInet Detroit Project proposed action involves construction,
operation, and maintenance of sensor and communications towers and associated features
along approximately 35 miles of the St. Clair River. The following comments are provided
pursuant to our civil works/floodplain management program and our regulatory program.

Gull Island, the site for Tower DTM-011, was created from shoal material dredged from
the Federal navigation channels. The Detroit District, Corps of Engineers (Corps) is no longer
placing shoal material at the site, but since it is a Corps-owned site, your project will need to
be approved by our Real Estate Office. Mr. Gregory C. Lambert, Special Operations
Supervisor, of your Detroit, Michigan, Sector Office, has been working with our Real Estate
Office towards obtaining such approval. Also, please notify us if any project activities may
affect the Federal navigation channel, such as an electric supply line crossing; such activities
would need to be reviewed by our Operations Office.

The Gull Island site and associated work, including the electric supply line installation in
the lake bottom, and any work associated with any of the sites, that may affect wetlands or
waters of the United States, will also require a Department of the Army permit pursuant to
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.
No activities under the Corps of Engineers’ regulatory jurisdiction may commence without
prior Corps authorization. We understand from Mr. Lambert that your agency is preparing a
permit application and will provide it to our Regulatory Office to initiate the permit review
process. If you have any questions about the Corps permit process, please contact Rachel Nys
of our Regulatory Office at 313-226-1329.
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Some of the proposed SBlner Detroit Project activities would occur in the 100-year
floodplain. The presence of a project in the floodplain does not necessarily mean an impact
on the floodplain. However, if you obtain information indicating that any of the CDBG
projects would in fact impact the floodplain, you should consider other sites. This would be
consistent with current Federal policy to formulate projects that, to the extent possible, avoid
or minimize adverse impacts associated with use of the floodplain.

We also recommend that you coordinate the CDBG proposals with local officials and with
the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) regarding the applicability of a
floodplain permit prior to construction. This coordination would help ensure full compliance
with local and state floodplain management regulations and acts. The MDEQ Southeast
Michigan Floodplain Engineering contacts are Ms. Maria Zingas and Mr. Patrick Durack
(586-753-3872 or -3865) at the Warren, Michigan, MDEQ office.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed SBlnet Detroit Project, U.S.
Border Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan. Any questions may be directed to Mr. Paul Allerding
at 313-226-7590 or me at 313-226-6752.

Sincgfély,
es E We1gum

Chief, Environmental Analysns Branch
Planning Office

Copies furnished:
Rachel Nys, Corps Regulatory Office, Detroit MI
Shawn Sanchez, Corps Real Estate Office, Detroit MI

Ken Drum, Corps Operations Office, Detroit MI



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
East Lansing Field Office (ES)

- 2651 Coolidge Road, Suite 101

EERERE BT East Lansing, Michigan 48823-6316

June 10, 2009

Ms. Patience E. Patterson, RPA

U1.S. Department of Homeland Security

SBlInet Program Management Office

U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Headquarters
1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Room 7.5C-104
Washington, DC 20229

Re: Draft Environmental Assessment for the Proposed SBInet Detroit Project, U.S. Border
Patrol, Detroit Sector, Michigan

Dear Ms. Patterson:

We have reviewed the aforementioned Draft Environmental Assessment (DEA), provided to our
office under cover letter dated May 11, 2009. We provide these comments under the authority of
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act and the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended,
and in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended.

General Comments

The DEA provides a discussion of the environmental consequences from construction of the
proposed action. The document adequately identifies potential impacts to fish and wildlife
resources, including federally listed species and migratory birds. We offer the following specific
comments and suggest incorporation into the Final Environmental Assessment (FEA).

Specific Comments

Mitigation Measures

Section 5.1, Project Planning/Design Communication and Wind Towers, Pages 115-116: In the
discussion of measures adapted from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (Service) Interim
Guidance on Siting, Construction, and Decommissioning of Communication Towers, the DEA
states that where U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) will be constructing taller (=199
feet above ground level) towers, the minimum amount of lighting required by the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) will be used. While we strongly support CBP’s use of the
Service’s guidance, Section 2.3 of the DEA does not indicate that CBP would construct any
towers greater than 199 feet. We recommend the FEA clarify whether any towers would be
taller than 199 feet and indicate what kind of lighting would be used on the towers, regardless of

height.

Section 5.6, Wildlife Resources, Pages 120-121: We encourage the CBP to schedule construction
activities or remove potential habitat before the initiation of spring nesting or after the end of the
breeding season to avoid take of migratory birds, eggs, young, and/or active nests.




Summary Comments

We appreciate the opportunity to review the subject document. Please direct any questions to
Barbara Hosler of this office at 517/351-6326 or the above address.

Sincerely,

Lo Uil

,C\/ Craig A. Czamecki

Field Supervisor

ce: Mike Horton, USFWS, Arlington, VA
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Maria Reid

From: MILLER, PAULA M (CTR) [paula.miller@associates.dhs.gov]

Sent: Friday, June 19, 2009 10:02 AM

To: Maria Reid

Cc: PATTERSON, PATIENCE E

Subject: COMMENT ON DTM-DEA-1 FW: Draft Environmental Assessment - St. Clair Power Plant

Attachments: Environmental Assessment Draft.pdf

From: Florence D Washington [mailto:washingtonf@dteenergy.com]
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2009 12:07 PM

To: DETROIT COMMENTS

Subject: Draft Environmental Assessment - St. Clair Power Plant

James Riordan,

In response to your request for review and comment for the SBInet Detroit
Project, please see comments below on section 4.3.1 Water, Soils, and Air on
page 111.

The following language should be deleted:

"Improvements such as cooling water treatment facilities at the DTE Energy
plant in St. Clair treat all effluent before it is pumped into the St. Clair
River from the plant. Historically, water from cooling towers would be pumped
back into the river while at a higher temperature than the ambient river
temperature. This effluent flume of warmer water could cause algal blooms,
decreased available oxygen, and eventually fish kills".

The aformentioned information is factually incorrect and not relevant. The St.
Clair PP does not have cooing towers. The once through cooling discharge is
permitted by the MDEQ and the discharge has minimal impact.

Sincerely,

Florence Washington

Supervisor - Corporate Real Estate
DTE Energy

One Energy Plaza, Suite 1821 WCB
Detroit, MI 48226

Office: 313 235-3481

Fax: 313 235-6390

CONFIDENTIAL OR PRIVILEGED COMMUNICATION

This communication may contain privileged or confidential information
protected by legal rules. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient
named above. Any review, dissemination, distribution, forwarding, or copying
of this communication by someone other than the intended recipient, or the
employee responsible for delivering this communication to the intended
recipient, is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error,
please immediately notify us by phone or reply to the sender via email, then
destroy the original message. Thank you.

(See attached file: Environmental Assessment Draft.pdf)

6/19/2009






June 26, 2009

Ms. Lori Sargent

Michigan Department of Natural Resources
Wildlife Division-Natural Heritage Program
P.O. Box 30180

Lansing, MI 48909

RE: Proposed Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the SBlnet Detroit Project,
U.S. Border Patrol Detroit Sector

Dear Ms. Sargent,

We are responding to your February 10, 2009 and May 27, 2009 correspondence
requesting additional information regarding the Proposed Action for the SBlnet Detroit
Project in the U.S. Border Patrol Detroit Sector and the comments you provided during
the draft Environmental Assessment public comment period. As requested, a detailed
description of the project areas, maps, and representative photographs of each of the
proposed site locations is included.

The Proposed Action is a USBP sector-based project and component of the SBlnet
program known as the SBlnet Detroit project and includes the construction of eight
monopole towers and associated access roads, installation of sensor and
communications equipment on four existing structures and operation and maintenance
of these systems, the upgrading of communications equipment within existing USBP
vehicles, and the deployment of a surveillance vehicle, which creates a communications
network among components of CBP and other Federal, state, and local partners outside
CBP. Video surveillance information gathered from these sensor systems would be
communicated back to USBP Detroit Sector. The upgraded communications network
would also provide mechanisms to communicate comprehensive situational awareness,
including information to incorporate intelligence-driven capabilities at all sector
operational levels and locations. The intent of the upgraded communication systems,
combined with the towers and surveillance vehicles is to make CBP enforcement actions
more efficient and effective. Improved efficiency would reduce the number of vehicle
trips required to achieve the mission.

The 13 sensor or communications installations identified below in Table 1 would be able
to communicate with the network and with Detroit Sector Headquarters, providing an
overall network system of communications and surveillance along the entire St. Clair
River border area.



Table 1. Proposed SBlnet Detroit Site Locations

Existing Structure or

Site Number Site Name New Tower Construction?
DTM-001 Sprint Cell Tower Existing Structure
DTM-002 Algonac Water Filtration Plant New Tower Construction
DTM-003 Idle Hour Yacht Club New Tower Construction
DTM-004 Marine City Water Plant New Tower Construction
DTM-005 Algonac State Park New Tower Construction
DTM-006 St. Clair River Electric Plant Existing Structure
DTM-007 St. Clair City Park New Tower Construction
DTM-008 Old Port Huron USBP Station New Tower Construction
DTM-009 Port Huron City Building Existing Structure

) Michigan Department of Natural .

DTM-010 Resources (DNR) Boat Ramp New Tower Construction

DTM-011 South Channel Delta — Gull Island New Tower Construction

DTM-012 Selfridge Air National Guard Base Existing Structure

Harsen’s Island U.S. Coast Guard Aid -

DTM-013 to Navigation (ATON) Existing Structure
DTM-013a MDOT Land Triangle Tower Alternative New Tower Construction®
DTM-013b Harsen’s Island ATON Tower New Tower Construction*

Alternative

* Either DTM-013a or DTM-013b would be constructed if DTM-013 is excluded.

The 13 sites for the Proposed Action include installing SBInet equipment on five existing
structures (DTM-001, DTM-006, DTM-009, DTM-012, and DTM-013), constructing eight
new towers and constructing a total of 1,260 linear feet of new access roads to five of
the tower sites. Access roads would be constructed to install, operate, and maintain the
proposed towers at Idle Hour Yacht Club (DTM-003), Algonac State Park (DTM-005), St.
Clair City Park (DTM-007), Michigan DNR Boat Ramp (DTM-010), and Gull Island (DTM-
011). The new access roads would be constructed to provide a 12-foot wide driving
surface with 2-foot shoulders on each side (16 feet total width). Additionally, some
sections of the new road may require cut and fill while other sections may require a V-
ditch on one side of the new road.

In general, one of the up to nine constructed towers in the Detroit SBlnet project would:

be 80 to 130 feet tall;

have a 50- X 50-foot impact footprint;
not have guy wires; and

have commercial grid power.

The 50- X 50-foot footprint for each tower to be constructed would be cleared of all
vegetation except grass. Individual tower construction staging areas would be located
within the construction footprint. The construction time for each proposed tower site is
expected to be approximately 60 days and, in general, would occur during daylight




hours; however, it is possible, due to construction schedule constraints, some night-time
construction could occur.

There would be no ground disturbance at the five proposed sites listed in Table 1 as
Existing Structures. Activity at these sites would be limited to the installation of
surveillance and communications on the existing structure by erecting a bracket to
support the equipment. Figure 1 depicts a typical drawing of a bracketed installation
method.

Figure 1. Typical Bracket Installation for Existing Structure
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When tower facility lighting is deemed necessary to meet FAA regulations or CBP
operational needs, such as infrared lighting, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
(2000) Service Interim Guidelines for Recommendations on Communications Tower
Siting, Construction, Operation and Decommissioning would be implemented to reduce
night-time atmospheric lighting and the potential adverse effects of night-time lighting to
migratory birds and nocturnal flying species. If the tower sites are illuminated for CBP
security purposes, then lighting would utilize low sodium bulbs, prevent illumination
outside the footprint of the tower site, and when possible, be activated by motion
detectors.

A summary of each site proposed in the SBInet Detroit project follows.

DTM-001 (Sprint Cell Tower)

The existing tower site and access road are adjacent to Michigan Highway 154 (M-154)
on Harsen'’s Island (Figure 2). The site is completely leveled and the ground surface has
been covered with gravel (Photographs 1 and 2). The installation crew would access the



site through the existing road and tower site gate. Communications equipment would be

installed on the existing tower using the bracket installation depicted above. No

additional ground disturb cur at this site.
Sl he " :

Photograph 1. DTM-001, Sprint Cell Tower site
enclosure fence and gravel substrate

Photograph 2. DTM-001, Sprint Cell Tower

Your letters expressed concerns regarding Sullivant’'s milkweed (Asclepias sullicantii),
smooth beard tongue (Penstemon calycosus), and Lakeplain wet-mesic prairie occurring
near this site. During the site surveys, these plant species were not found within the cell
tower enclosure or access road. Impacts beyond the existing footprint of the enclosure
and access road are not expected; therefore, CBP has determined that the installation of
equipment on the existing Sprint cell tower at site DTM-001 would have no effect on
Sullivant’s milkweed, smooth beard tongue, and Lakeplain wet-mesic prairie.

DTM-002 (Algonac Water Filtration Plant)

The proposed tower site for DTM-002 is on the Algonac Water Filtration Plant site,
adjacent to the M-29 in Algonac, Michigan (Figure 3). The existing road is adequate for
maintenance access, however during construction; a barge may be required to deliver
the tower sections and components. The monopole tower would be connected to the
commercial grid power. The only vegetation on-site is maintained lawn (Photographs 3,
4, 5, and 6). There are spruce trees (Picea spp.) on adjacent properties to the north and
south of the site.




Photograph 5. DTM-002 Algonac Water Filtration Photograph 6. DTM-002 Algonac Water Filtration
plant - facing northeast plant - facing southwest - NOAA weather station

DTM-003 (Idle Hour Yacht Club)

The proposed tower site for DTM-003 is located off of South Channel Drive at the Idle
Hour Yacht Club (Figure 4). The monopole tower would be connected to the commercial
grid power. Existing access to the Yacht Club is via South Channel Drive. The proposed
tower site for DTM-003 is located on a maintained lawn (Photograph 7, and 8). There
are two large willow trees (Salix sp.) on the Yacht Club property. An approximately 250-
foot long access road to the tower site would be constructed for tower construction and
maintenance (Photograph 9).

Photograph 7. DTM-003 Idle Hour Yacht Club - Photograph 8. DTM-003 Idle Hour Yacht Club -
facing north facing east
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Photograph 9. DTM-003 Idle Hour Yacht Club - location of
new access road

DTM-004 (Marine City Water Plant)

The proposed tower site for DTM-004 is located approximately 100 feet northeast of the
Marine City Water Plant on South Water Street in Marine City, Michigan (Figure 5). The
monopole tower would be connected to the commercial grid power. The proposed DTM-
004 tower site is located on a maintained lawn (Photographs 10, 11, and 12). There are
few mature trees growing in the area, but all are less than 80 feet tall. Access to the
proposed site via existing roads and parking lots are adequate for installation and
maintenance.
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Photograph 10. DTM-004 Marine City Water Photograph 11. DTM-004 Marine City Water Plant -
Plant - facing northeast facing northwest



Photograph 12. DTM-004 Marine City Water Plant -
facing southwest

DTM-005 (Algonac State Park)

The proposed tower site for DTM-005 is located approximately 50 feet east of M-29
within the Algonac State Park (Figure 6). The monopole tower would be connected to
the commercial grid power. A 6-foot security fence would be erected around the
perimeter of this tower. Existing access to the park is M-29. An approximately 120-foot
access road would be constructed for tower construction and maintenance. Vegetation
at the proposed site DTM-005 consists of maintained turf grass, giant reed, black willow
(Salix nigra), goldenrod (Solidago sp.), and ash (Fraxinus sp.) trees (Photographs 13
and 14). The ash trees were recently cut in a sanitation harvest due to an infestation of
emerald ash borer (Agrilus planipennus).

Photograph 13. DTM-005 Algonac State Park - Photograph 14. DTM-005 Algonac State Park -
facing north facing east



Your letters (February 10, 2009 and May 27, 2009) refer to the potential for eastern fox
snake (Patherophis gloydi) occurrence in this area. It is possible that during construction
a monitor would be stationed at this site to protect from accidental “take.” An
exclusionary fence would also be erected during construction to keep individual eastern
fox snakes from entering the construction site.

DTM-006 (St. Clair River Electric Plant)

The proposed tower site for DTM-006 is located on the St. Clair River Electric Plant off of
M-29 and Pointe Drive in St. Clair, Michigan (Figure 7). Equipment will be mounted onto
an existing structure (Photographs 15, 16, 17, and 18). The height of the equipment will
be 140 feet and will be connected to a commercial power grid. Access to the proposed
site via existing roads and parking lots are adequate for installation and maintenance.
No vegetation exists at this location. A pair of Peregrine falcons (Falco peregrinus) are
known to nest near DTM-006; however, as the birds have returned to this site for 3 or 4
years and this nesting site is located on a building within the electric plant, the addition of
cameras and communications equipment would have no effect on the peregrine falcon
or its ability to continue to nest in this area. Additionally, the installation of the cameras
and communication equipment is scheduled to occur outside of nesting season.

Photograph 15. DTM-006 St. Clair River Photograph 16. DTM-006 St. Clair River Electric
Electric Plant - tower location Plant - facing north



Photograph 17. DTM-006 St. Clair River Photograph 18. DTM-006 St. Clair River Electric
Electric Plant - facing east Plant - facing west

DTM-007 (St. Clair City Park)

The proposed tower site for DTM-007 is located approximately 100 feet east of M-29
within a St. Clair City Park (Figure 8). The monopole tower would be connected to the
commercial grid power. An approximately 110-foot access road would be constructed for
tower construction and maintenance. The vegetation at the DTM-007 site includes a
maintained grassy lawn and a large black willow, white pine (Pinus strobus), and
landscaped shrubs (Photographs 19, 20, and 21).

Photograph 19. DTM-007 - St. Clair City Park - Photograph 20. DTM-007 St.ClairCity Park -
facing North facing South



Photograph 21. DTM-007 St.ClairCity Park — facing
East

DTM-008 (Old Port Huron USBP Station)

The proposed tower site for DTM-008 is located approximately 100 feet west of River
Road at the Old Port Huron USBP Station in Marysville, Michigan (Figure 9). The
monopole tower would be connected to the commercial grid power. Access to the
proposed site via existing roads and parking lots are adequate for installation and
maintenance. Vegetation consists of a maintained lawn and various landscaped shrubs
and spruce trees (Picea spp.) (Photographs 22, 23, and 24).

Photograph 22. DTM-008 Old Port Huron Photograph 23. DTM-008 Old Port Huron
USBP Station - facing east USBP Station - facing northeast



- e
Photograph 24. DTM-008 Old Port Huron USBP Station -
facing west

DTM-009 (Port Huron City Building)

The proposed site for DTM-009 is the rooftop of the Port Huron City Building on
Merchant Street and McMorran Boulevard in Port Huron, Michigan (Figure 10).
Equipment will be mounted onto an existing structure (Photograph 25, 26, and 27). The
height of the equipment will be 92 feet and will be connected to a commercial power
grid. Access to the proposed site via existing roads and parking lots are adequate for
installation and maintenance. No vegetation exists at this location.
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Photograph 25. DTM-009 Port Huron City Photograph 26. DTM-009 Port Huron City
Building - tower location facing east Building - tower location facing northwest

Photograph 27. DTM-009 Port Huron City Building
rooftop - existing communication equipment - facing
east



DTM-010 (Michigan Department of Natural Resources [DNR] Boat Ramp)

The proposed tower site for DTM-010 is located off of Michigan Highway 29,
approximately 50 feet south of the existing parking facility at the Michigan DNR boat
ramp in Algonac, Michigan (Figure 11). The monopole tower would be connected to the
commercial grid power. Existing access to the Michigan DNR site is via M-29. An
approximately 80-foot access road would be constructed for tower construction and
maintenance. The dominant vegetation on-site at the DTM-010 site is a maintained lawn
(Photographs 28, 29, 30, and 31). There is also giant reed, black willow, and aster
(Aster spp.) growing adjacent to the fence at the property line.

Photograph 29. DTM-010 DNR Boat Ramp - facing

Photograph 28. DTM-010 DNR Boat Ramp - facing southeast
u

south

Photograph 30. DTM-010 DNR Boat Ramp - facing
southwest Photograph 31. DTM-010 DNR Boat Ramp - facing

west



DTM-011 (South Channel Delta- Gull Island)

The proposed tower site for DTM-011 is located on an island in the south channel delta
of the St. Clair River (Figure 12). The monopole tower would be connected to the
existing commercial electrical power grid by sinking the electric supply line in a trench,
which would be dug in the St. Clair River approximately 1.6 miles long, 6 to 8 feet deep,
and 8 inches wide, below the river substrate. An 8-foot security fence topped with 3-
strand barbed wire would be erected around the perimeter of this tower. Access to the
proposed site must be by boat or barge. There is no infrastructure currently on the
island. Access to the proposed site must be by boat or barge. There is no infrastructure
currently on the island. During the construction phase on the island, a barge would be
beached to serve as a temporary landing facility. All equipment would be maneuvered
onto the island from the beached barge or additional barges tethered to the beached
barge. Once construction is complete, the beached barge would be removed. An access
road would be constructed from the boat approach area to the proposed tower site
(approximately 700 feet of road). The entire proposed tower site and access road are
located within wetland habitat. Species such as black willow, redosier dogwood (Cornus
sericea), giant reed, staghorn sumac (Rhus typhina), goldenrod, greenbrier (Smilax
spp.), common mullein (Verbascum thapsus), and horsetail (Equisetum spp.) are found
on Gull Island (Photograph 32).

Photograph 32. DTM-011 Gull Island - facing east



DTM-012 (Selfridge Air National Guard Base)

The proposed site for DTM-012 is an existing building which houses communications
equipment at the Selfridge Air National Guard Base near Mount Clemens, Michigan
(Figure 13). The proposed communications relay tower (CRT) will be 90 feet in height
and will connect to the commercial grid power. Access to the proposed site via existing
roads and parking lots are adequate for installation and maintenance. No vegetation
exists at this location (Photograph 33, 34, 35, and 36).

Photograph 33. DTM-012 Selfridge ARNG Base - Photograph 34. DTM-012 Selfridge ARNG Base -
rooftop - facing north rooftop - facing south

Photograph 35. DTM-012 Selfridge ARNG Base - Photograph 36. DTM-012 Selfridge ARNG Base -
rooftop - facing east rooftop - facing southwest



DTM-013 (Harsen’s Island U.S. Coast Guard Aid to Navigation)

The proposed tower site for DTM-013 is located approximately 200 feet east of the
intersection of M-154 and Voakes Road in Harsen’s Island, Michigan (see Figure 2).
Equipment will be mounted onto an existing structure. The height of the equipment will
be 86 feet and will be connected to a commercial power grid. Access to the proposed
site via existing roads are adequate for installation and maintenance. The dominant
vegetation on-site at the DTM-013 site is a maintained lawn (Photograph 37). However,
no disturbance to the vegetation is expected since the SBlnet equipment will be
mounted to an existing structure.

Photograph 37. DTM-013 Harsen's Island U.S. Coast Guard
Tower - another picture facing south

If site DTM-013 is found to be insufficient for the project's needs, then one of the two
alternate sites (DTM-013a or DTM-013b) may be used. DTM-013a is located within the
land triangle created by the intersection of M-154, Voakes Road, and South Channel
Drive on Harsen’s Island (Figures 14 and 15). DTM-013b is located approximately 50
feet northwest of the existing Harsen'’s Island ATON site (DTM-013). Vegetation at both
alternate sites consists of mowed lawn (Photograhs 38 and 39). A monopole tower
would be constructed at one of these
sites if the communications and
surveillance equipment cannot be
installed on the existing ATON structure
at site DTM-013. No access road
construction would be necessary for
either alternative site.

Photograph 38. DTM-001, Sprint Cell Tower site
enclosure fence and gravel substrate



approximately 50 feet northwest of the existing Harsen's
Island U.S. Coast Guard Tower - facing north

Construction of a monopole tower at the eight sites (DTM-002, DTM-003, DTM-004,
DTM-005, DTM-007, DTM-008, DTM-010, and DTM-011), along with construction of
access roads needed to facilitate tower installation and maintenance at DTM-003, DTM-
005, DTM-007, DTM-010, and DTM-011 would disturb soils and would impact a
maximum of 0.94 acre of vegetation. Very little vegetation would be damaged at the
proposed locations; in fact, most are lacking mature vegetation due to past and on-going
human disturbances. Vegetation communities that do occur are comprised of invasive
species (i.e., giant reed) or landscaped species. At some of the proposed tower sites,
minor trimming of overhanging branches and limbs may be necessary. All precautions
would be taken to avoid adverse impacts to adjacent trees. If site DTM-013 is found to
be insufficient for the project’s needs, then one of the two alternate sites (DTM-013a or
DTM-013b) may be used. The construction of DTM-013a would impact an additional
0.08 acre (0.06 acre for the tower site and 0.02 for safety guardrail installation). The
construction of DTM-013b, if necessary, would impact an additional 0.06 acre. The
remaining project sites (DTM-001, DTM-006, DTM-009, DTM-012, and DTM-013) are on
existing structures and as a result, no vegetation would be impacted.

All but two of the proposed tower sites (DTM-005 and DTM-011) are within developed
areas containing wildlife species adapted to habitation in developed areas. Negligible
adverse effects to wildlife populations would be expected since habitat similar to those
being impacted exists adjacent to the proposed sites. The relatively small area of
disturbance, and the disturbance itself, would be limited to short periods of time (i.e.,
during construction). No aquatic habitats that could support aquatic species would be
directly impacted. Indirect impacts such as erosion could impact aquatic resources;
however, due to the limited size of the proposed sites and the use of general
construction and operation restrictions, these effects would be minimized. Therefore,
negligible effects to the region’s fish and wildlife populations would be expected due to
the construction of the tower systems. Once the towers are installed, the operation and
maintenance of the systems would also have negligible effects on the region’s wildlife.



if you have any further questions, please call me at (225) 757-8088.
Smcerely,

/%% iy v/o»ﬁ, %’”/7// e /*“/

Maria Bernard Reid
Natural Resources

figures attached
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Figure 2: SBlInet Detroit Tower Site Locations DTM-001 and DTM-013

June 2009




750 1,125 1,500
Feet

Figure 3: SBInet Tower Site Locations DTM-002
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Figure 4. SBInet Detroit Tower Site Locations DTM-003 GSRC
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Figure 5. SBInet Detroit Tower Site Locations DTM-004
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Figure 6: SBInet Detroit Tower Site Locations DTM-005 GSRC
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Figure 7.  SBlnet Detroit Tower Site Locations - DTM-006 GSRC
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Figure 8:  SBlnet Detroit Tower Site Locations - DTM-007 GSRC
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Figure 9:  SBlnet Detroit Tower Site Locations - DTM-008 GSRC
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Figure 11 : SBInet Detroit Tower Site Locations - DTM-010 GSRC
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Figure 12 : SBInet Detroit Tower Site Locations - DTM-011 GSRC
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Figure 13 : SBInet Detroit Tower Site Locations - DTM-012 GSRC
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Figure 14:  SBlnet Detroit Tower Site Locations - DTM-013a
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Figure 15:  SBlnet Detroit Tower Site Locations - DTM-013b




LS. Department of Homeland Seeurity

Washington, DC 20229
=

i

LS. Customs and
Border Protection

State Historic Preservation Office
Environmental Review Office
ATTN: Brian Grennell, Environmental Review Specialist
Michigan Historical Center
702 W. Kalamazoo Streel
Lansing, M1 458909-8240
June 29, 2000

Dear Mr. Grennell:

On behalf of the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and the Department of
Homeland Security, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Fort Worth District
intends to prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Secure Border Initiative
(SBlnet) Detroit Project in the U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Detroit Sector. This EA will
address the construction, operation, and maintenance of 13 sensor and communication
systems and associated access roads. Eight of the 13 sites are expected to require the
construction of a monopole tower to accommodate the sensor and communications
equipment. This system of towers and access roads creates a communications network
for the Sector. It is an integrated system and not the equivalent of individual “telephone
cell towers.” Five of the proposed 13 project sites would require no tower construction as
the camera and communication systems would be installed on existing structures. The 13
project sites, plus one alternate site, are:

Tower
Number Name Section Township Range Quadrangle
DTM-001 Sprint Cell Tower § 2, No township, Land Grants, Civil Algonac
Colonies
DTM-002 | Algonac Water Filtration Plant SIOTINRIGE Algonac
| DTM-003 Idle Hour Yacht Club No township, Land Grants, Civil Colonies | St. Clair Flats
DTM-004 Marine City Water Plant 51 T3N RI6GE Marine City
| DTM-005 Algonac State park No township, Land Grants, Civil Colonies | Marine City
DTM-006 5t, Clair River Electric Plant S 303, Mo township, Land Grants, Civil | 5t. Clair
. Colonies )
DTM-007 St. Clair City Park Mo township, Land Grants, Civil Colonies | St. Clair
DTM-008 0O1d Port Huron Station S 255, No township, Land Grants. Civil | Port Huron
Colonies
DTM-008 _Port Huron City Building S11 TeN R16E Port Huron
DTM-010 DNR Boat Ramp S9 T2N RI16E Algonac
DTM-011 South Channel Delta — Gull TIN RISE St. Clair Flats
Island
DTM-012 Sclfridge Air National Guard S 195, No township, Land Grants, Civil | New Haven
Base Colonies
Building 1030
DTM-013 Harsen's Island ATON or S 2, No township, Land Grams, Civil Algonac
Alternate Colonies -
DTM- Harsen's Island, Land Triangle 5 2, No township, Land Grams, Civil Algonac
013A Site Colonies




U.S, Department of Homeland Security
Washington, DC 20229

U.S. Customs and
Border Protection

SECURE BORDER INITIATIVE (SBlner) DETROIT PROJECT. LS. Border Patrol, Detroit
Sector, M1

Each tower to be constructed would have the subsequent design. power requirements, and
site and fence enclosure footprint:
e Tower height — approximately 80 to 120 feet
s Power source — commercial gnd power. All power lines would be installed either
overhead or in buried cables from the main trunk line to the tower site shelter and
then on an elevated cable tray to the tower. The installation of overhead or buried
lines would occur within the surveyed road construction buffer area
e Site construction footprint - 100- X 100-foot

The 100- X 100-foot temporary construction footprint for each proposed tower would be
cleared and grubbed. Individual tower construction staging areas would be located within
the construction footprint. The construction time for each proposed tower site is expected
to be approximately 60 days and, in general, would occur during daylight hours. However
it is possible, due to construction schedule constraints, some night-time construction
could oceur.

In accordance with Michigan State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) directives this
letter and the attachments are the application for Section 106 review.

You have previously indicated that you do not wish to receive a copy of the Draft EA for
the SBlnet Detroit Project once completed.

Your prompt attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any
questions, please call Ms. Patience Patterson at (202) 344-1131 or (202) 870-7422 or Ms.
Paula Miller at (202) 344-2315.

Sincerely,

51‘4@5:"4’

r. James Riordan
=xecutive Program Director, SBlner

Enclosures



STATE OF MICHIGAN

. DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM LANSING

REBECCA A. HUMPHRIES

GOVERNOR DIRECTOR
July 8, 2009
Ms. Patience E. Patterson, Director
Environmental Planning
U.S. Customs and Border Protection
U.S. Department of Homeland Security
1300 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Room 7.5C-104
Wnshmgtor D.C. 20229 )
Dear Ms Patterson:
Information received June 26, 2009 regarding the impacts of the proposed SBinef Detroit
Project in Macomb and St. Clair Counties has been reviewed. The information was found
X to adequately address the concerns for potential threatened and endangered species
at the site in question.
not adequately address the concerns for potential threatened and endangered
species at the site in question.
Based on the provided information,
X The proposed project should have no direct impacts on known special natural features

at the iocation(s) specified if it proceeds according to the pians provided. Fiease
contact me for an evaluation if the project plans are changed.

The following special features may occur on the site(s) and should be avoided and
protected from harm from all activities associated with the project and in perpetuity
from any future activities on the property.

NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION
Keith J. Charters, Chair e Mary Brown & Hurley J. Coleman, Jr. ¢ John Madigan e Timothy L. Nichols e J. R. Richardson e Frank Wheatlake

STEVENS T. MASON BUILDING e P.O. BOX 30028 » LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909-7528
www.michigan.gov/dnr e (517) 373-2329

Great Lakes, Great Times, Great Outdoors!



Page 2

Patience E. Patterson
07/08/2009

U.S. Department of Homeland Security

X An endangered species permit is required if activities will harm the species that are
present, including transplanting them to another location.

The project may proceed with recommendations listed below. You are advised to
minimize or eliminate impacts on endangered and threatened species and to report
observations to this office.

Other recommendations:

Thank you for your cooperation in addressing the protection of Michigan’s Natural Resource
Heritage. If you have further questions | can be reached at 517-373-9418.

§ ,
Lori G. Sargent

Endangered Species Specialist
Wildlife Division
SargentL.@michigan.gov

cc. Tim Payne, DNR Wildlife Division
Andrew Hartz, DEQ Land & Water Management Division
Anne Hokanson, DEQ Land & Water Management Division
David Dortman, DEQ Land & Water Management Division
Maria Reid, Gulf South Research Corp.



08/06-2009 D8:44 FAX 8107941024 ISLES REALTY-TPH doot

Attention: Ms. Patterson

Director of Evironmental Planning, U.S. Department of Homeland Security, SBInet Program Management
Office, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Headquarters, 1300 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Room 7.5C-104,
Washington, D.C. 20229

Re: Customs and Border Protection (CBP)
Dear Ms, Patience E. Patterson ,

Please be advised that a security fence should be installed around the Algonac Water Departrnent . [ have
lived next to the Water Department for 55 years and believe that this fence is needed for Customs Border and
Security reasons.

Y truly,

DDl i

Henry J. Perkowski
1516 St. Clair River Drive
Algonac, Michigan 48001






STATE OF MICHIGAN

JENNIFER GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY, ARTS AND LIBRARIES MARK HOFFMAN
GOVERNOR LANSING ACTING DIRECTOR

July 31, 2009

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-001 Sprint Cell Tower,
Section 2, T2N, R16E, Clay Township, St. Clair County (CBP/DHS)

Dear Ms, Patterson:

Under the authority of Scction 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 no historic properties are affected
within the area of potential effects of this undertaking.

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-f).

This letter evidences the U. S. Customs and Border Protection’s compliance with 36 CFR § 800.4 “Identification of
historic properties”, and the fulfillment of the U. S. Customs and Border Protection’s responsibility to notify the
SHPO, as a consulting party in the Section 106 process, under 36 CFR § 800.4(d)(1) “No historic properties
affected”.

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.

T L P M ) )
If you have any questions, pleasé ediitact Bridn Grérinell, Environmental Review Specialist, at {517) 335-2721 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,

=

Martha MacFarlane Faes
Environmental Review Coordinator

for Brian D. Conway
State Historic Prescrvation Officer

MMEJRH:BGG

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION QFFICE, MICHIGAN HISTORICAL CENTER
702 WEST KALAMAZGO STREET » P.Q. BOX 30740 » LANSING, MICHIGAN 48908-8240
(517) 373-1630
www.michigan.gov/hal



STATE OF MICHIGAN
JENNIFER GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY, ARTS AND LIBRARIES MARK HOFFMAN

GOVERNOR LANSING ACTING DIRECTOR
July 31, 2009

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-002 Algonac Water Filtration
Plant, Section 10, T2N, R16E, Algonac, 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 no historic properties are affected
within the area of potential effects of this undertaking.

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 Qfficer (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 arca of potential effects and invite them to be consulting parties per 36 CFR § 800.2(c-f).

This letter evidences the U. S. Customs and Border Protection’s compliance with 36 CFR § 800.4 “Identification of
historic properties”, and the fulfillment of the U. S. Customs and Border Protection’s responsibility to notify the
SHPO, as a consulting party in the Section 106 process, under 36 CFR § 800.4(d)(1) “No historic properties
affected”.

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.

1f you have any questions, piéasé contact Brian Grennell, Environmental Review Specialiét, at{517) 35’)5-2721 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,

Martha MacFarlane Faes
Environmental Review Coordinator

for Brian D). Conway
State Historic Preservation Officer

MMF:.JRH:BGG

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION QOFFICE, MICHIGAN HISTORICAL CENTER
702 WEST KALAMAZQOO STREET » P.Q, BOX 30740 » LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909-8240
(517) 373-1630
www.michigan.gov/hal



STATE OF MICHIGAN

JENN{FER GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY, ARTS AND LIBRARIES MARK HOFFMAN
GOVERNOR LANSING ACTING DIRECTOR

July 31, 2009

PATIENCE PATTERSON

U 8 CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
WASHINGTON DC 20229

RE: ER09-494 Secure Border Initiative (SBInet) Detroit Project - DTM-005 Algonac State Park,
T3N, RI6E, Clay Township, 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 cn the information provided for our
review, it is the opinion of the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) that no histeric properties are affected
within the area of potential effects of this undertaking.

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 CER § 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-f).

This letter evidences the U. S. Customs and Border Protection’s compliance with 36 CFR § 800.4 “Identification of
historic properties”, and the fulfillment of the U. S. Customs and Border Protection’s respensibility to notify the
SHPO, as a consulting party in the Section 106 process, under 36 CFR § 800.4(d){1) *No historic properties
affected”.

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.

- R et e - - -

1f you have any questions, please contact Brian Grennell, Environmental Review Specialist, at (517) 335-2721 or by
email at ER(@michigan. gov. Please reference our preject number in all communication with this office
regarding this undertaking. Thank you for this opportunity to review and comment, and for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

W oy edes

Martha MacFarlane Faes
Environmental Review Coordinator

for Brian D. Conway
State Historic Preservation Officer

MMF:JRH:BGG

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE, MICHIGAN HISTORICAL CENTER
702 WEST KALAMAZOO STREET = P.O. BOX 30740 = LANSING, MICHIGAN 48809-8240
(517) 373-1630
www.michigan.gov/hal



STATE OF MICHIGAN

JENNIFER GRANHOLM ’ DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY, ARTS AND LIBRARIES MARK HOFFMAN
GOVERNCR LANSING ACTING DIREGTOR
July 31, 2009
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-006 St. Clair River Electric
Plant, T4N, R17E, East China Township, 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 no histeric properties are affected
within the area of potential effects of this undertaking.

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-f).

This letter evidences the U. 8. Customs and Border Protection’s compliance with 36 CFR § 800.4 “Identification of
historic properties”, and the fulfillment of the U. 8. Customs and Border Protection’s responsibility to notify the
SHPO, as a consulting party in the Section 106 process, under 36 CFR § 800.4(d)(1) “No historic properties
affected”.

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 Brian Grennell, Environmental Review Specialist, at (517) 335-2721 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.

;)/)”\a_;
Martha MacFarstine Faes
Environmental Review Coordinator

Sincerely,

for Brian D. Conway
State Historic Preservation Officer

MMEF:JRH:BGG

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE, MICHIGAN HISTORICAL CENTER
702 WEST KALAMAZOO STREET » P.O, BOX 30740 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909-8240
(517) 373-1830
www. michigan.gov/hal



STATE OF MICHIGAN

JENNIFER GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY, ARTS AND LIBRARIES MARK HOFFMAN
GOVERNOR LANSING ACTING DIRECTOR

Tuly 31, 2009

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-008 Old Port Huron Station,
Section 8, TSN, R17E, Marysville, 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 cur
review, it is the opinion of the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) that no historic properties are affected
within the area of potential effects of this undertaking.

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 Federa! Agency Officials or their delegated authorities are required to consult with the appropriate
Indian tribe and/or Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPQ) 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-f).

This letter evidences the U. S. Customs and Border Protection’s compliance with 36 CFR § 800.4 “Identification of
historic properties”, and the fulfillment of the U. S. Customs and Border Protection’s responsibility to notify the
SHPO, as a consulting party in the Section 106 process, under 36 CFR § 800.4(d)(1) “No historic properties
affected”.

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, orif artifacts-or bones-are-discovered;please notify this office immediately, e

If you have any questions, please contact Brian Grennell, Environmental Review Specialist, at (517) 335-2721 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,

Martha MacFarlane Faes
Environmental Review Coordinator

for Brian D. Conway
State Historic Preservation Officer

MMF:JRH:BGG

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE, MICHIGAN HISTORICAL CENTER
702 WEST KALAMAZCQO STREET « P.O. BOX 30740 » LANSING, MICHIGAN 48009-8240
(517) 373-1630
www.michigan.gov/hal



STATE OF MICHIGAN

JENNIFER GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY, ARTS AND LIBRARIES MARK HOFFMAN
GOVERNOR LANSING ACTING DIRECTOR
July 31, 2009
PATIENCE PATTERSON

U 8 CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
WASHINGTON DC 20229

RE: ER09-494 Secure Border Initiative (SBInet) Detroit Project - DTM-012 Selfridge ANG Base,
T2N, R14E, Harrison Township, Macomb County (CBPF/DHS)

Dear Ms. Patterson:

Under the authority of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, we have
reviewed the change in the scope of work for 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
effects of the proposed undertaking do not meet the criteria of adverse effect [36 CFR § 800.5(a)(1)]. Therefore, the
project will have no adverse effect {36 CFR § 800.5(b)] on Selfridge Field, which appears to meet the criteria for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places.

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 (THPQO) 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).

This letter evidences the U. 8. Customs and Border Protection’s compliance with 36 CFR § 800.4 “Identification of
historic properties” and 36 CFR § 800.5 “Assessment of adverse effects”, and the fulfillment of the U. S. Customs
and Border Protection’s responsibility to notify the SHPO, as a consulting party in the Section 106 process, under
36 CFR § 800.5(c) “Consulting party review”.

The State Historic Preservation Office is not the office of record for this undertaking. You are therefore asked to
maiévtain 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) 335-2721 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,

Bran D. Conway
State Historic Preservation Pfficer

BDC:JRH:BGG

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE, MICHIGAN HISTORICAL CENTER
702 WEST KALAMAZOQO STREET » P.O. BOX 30740 = LANSING, MICHIGAN 489090-8240
(617) 873-1630
www._michigan.gov/hal



STATE OF MICHIGAN

JENNIFER GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY, ARTS AND LIBRARIES MARK HOFFMAN
GOVERNOR LANSING ACTING DIRECTCR
July 31, 2009
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-014 Harsen's Island Land
Triangle, Section 2, T2N, R16E, Clay Township, 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 no historic properties are affected
within the area of potential effects of this undertaking,

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 eases, 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-f).

This letter evidences the U. S. Customs and Border Protection’s compliance with 36 CFR. § 800.4 “Identification of
historic properties”, and the fulfiliment of the U. S. Customs and Border Protection’s responsibility to notify the
SHPO, as a consulting party in the Section 106 process, under 36 CFR § 800.4(d)(1) “No historic properties
affected”.

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. .

e - s A IR e T,

If you have any questions, please contact Brian Grennell, Environmental Review Specialist, at (517) 335-2721 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,

Martha MacFarlane Faes
Environmental Review Coordinator

for Brian D. Conway
State Historic Preservation Officer

MMF:JRH:BGG

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE, MICHIGAN HISTORICAL CENTER
702 WEST KALAMAZOO STREET » P.O. BOX 30740 » LANSING, MICHIGAN 48900-8240
{517) 373-1830
www.michigan.gov/hal



STATE OF MICHIGAN
JENNIFER GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY, ARTS AND LIBRARIES MARK HOFFMAN

GOVERNOR L ANSING ACTING DIRECTOR

July 31, 2009

PATIENCE PATTERSON

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

RE: ER09-454 Secure Border Initiative (SBInet) Detroit Project - DTM-009 Port Huron City Building
Roof, Section 11, T6N, R17E, Port Huron, St. Clair County (CBP/DHS)

Dear Ms. Patterson:

Under the autherity of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.of 1966, as-amended, webmwe | e,
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 (SHPQ) that no historic properties are affected

within the area of potential effects of this undertaking.

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-f).

This letter evidences the U. S. Customs and Border Protection’s compliance with 36 CFR § 800.4 “Identification of
historic properties”, and the fulfillment of the U. S. Customs and Border Protection’s responsibility to notify the
SHPO, as a consulting party in the Section 106 process, under 36 CFR § 800.4(d)(1) “No historic properties
affected”.

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.

B I L ST

If you have any quest'iéitx‘s;-;le;é-e.contzi'ct Brian Grennell, Environmental Review Specialist, at (517) 335°F
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,

Martha MacFarlane Faes
Environmental Review Coordinator

for Brian D. Conway
State Historic Preservation Officer

MMF:JRH:BGG

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE, MICHIGAN HISTORICAL CENTER
702 WEST KALAMAZOC STREET « P.O. BOX 30740 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48809-8240
{517) 373-1630
www.michigan.gov/hal



STATE OF MICHIGAN

JENNIFER GRANHCLM DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY, ARTS AND LIBRARIES MARK HOFFMAN
GOVERNOR LANSING ACTING DIREGCTOR
July 31, 2009
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-010 MI DNR Boat Ramp,
Section 9, T2N, R16E, Algonac, St. Clair County (CBP/DHS)

Dear Ms. Patterson:

Under the autheority 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 no historic properties are affected
within the area of potential effects of this undertaking.

e by

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-f).

This letter evidences the U. S. Customs and Border Protection’s compliance with 36 CFR § 800.4 “Identification of
historic properties”, and the fulfillment of the U. S. Customs and Border Protection’s responsibility to notify the
SHPO, as a consulting party in the Section 106 process, under 36 CFR § 800.4(d)(1) “No historic properties
affected”.

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 Brian Grcnneil, Environmental Review Specialist, at (517) 335-2721 orby
ernail 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,

Martha MacFarlane Faes
Environmental Review Coordinator

for Brian D). Conway
State Historic Preservation Officer

MMF:JRH:BGG

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE, MICHIGAN HISTORICAL CENTER
702 WEST KALAMAZOO STREET = P.O. BOX 30740 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48809-8240
(517) 373-1630
www.michigan.gov/hal



STATE OF MICHIGAN
JENNIFER GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY, ARTS AND LIBRARIES MARK HOFFMAN

GOVERNOR LANSING ACTING DIRECTOR

July 31, 2009

PATIENCE PATTERSON

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

RE: ER09-494 Secure Border Initiative (SBlInet) Detroit Project - DTM-011 South Channel Delta / Gull
Island, T2N, R15E, Clay Township, St. Clair County (CBP/DHS)

Dear Ms. Patterson:

Under the authority of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservatien 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 no historic properties are affected
within the area of potential effects of this undertaking.

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 Hawailian 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-f).

This letter evidences the U. 8. Customs and Border Protection’s compliance with 36 CFR § 800.4 “1dentification of
historic properties”, and the fulfillment of the U. 8. Customs and Border Protection’s responsibility to notify the
SHPO, as a consulting party in the Section 106 process, under 36 CFR § 800.4(d){1) “No historic properties
affected”.

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 Brian Grennell, Environmentai Review Specialist, at (517) 335-2721 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,

Martha MacFarlane Faes W
Environmental Review Coordinator

for Brian D. Conway
State Historic Preservation Officer

MMF:JRH:BGG

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE, MICHIGAN HISTORICAL CENTER
702 WEST KALAMAZOO STREET » P.O. BOX 30740 ¢ LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909-8240
(517) 373-1630
www.michigan.gov/hal



STATE OF MICHIGAN
JENNIFER GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY, ARTS AND LIBRARIES MARK HOFFMAN

GOVERNOR LANSING ACTING DIRECTOR

July 31, 2009

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-013 Harsen's Island Aid to
Navigation, Section 2, T2N, R16E, Clay Township, $t. 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 no histeric properties are affected
within the area of potential effects of this undertaking.

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-f).

This letter evidences the U, S. Customs and Border Protection’s compliance with 36 CFR § 800.4 “Identification of
historic properties”, and the fulfillment of the U. S. Customs and Border Protection’s responsibility to notify the
SHPO, as a consulting party in the Section 106 process, under 36 CFR § 800.4(d)(1) “No historic properties
affected”.

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 Brian Grennell, Environmental Review Specialist, at (517) 335-2721 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,

Martha MacFarlane Faes
Environmental Review Coordinator

for Brian D. Conway
State Historic Preservation Officer

MMF:JRH:BGG

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION QFFICE, MICHIGAN HISTORICAL CENTER
702 WEST KALAMAZQOQ STREET » P.C. BOX 30740 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48809-8240
(517) 373-1630
www.michigan.gov/hal



STATE OF MICHIGAN
JENNIFER GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY, ARTS AND LIBRARIES MARK HOFFMAN

GOVERNOR LANSING ACTING DIRECTOR
July 31, 2009

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-003 Idle Hour Yacht Club,
T2N, R13E, Clay Township, 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 (SHPQO) that no historic properties are affected
within the area of potential effects of this undertaking.

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 (THPQ) 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-f).

This letter evidences the U. S. Customs and Border Protection’s compliance with 36 CFR § 800.4 “Identification of
historic properties”, and the fulfillment of the U, S. Customs and Border Protection’s responsibility to notify the
SHPQ, as a consulting party in the Section 106 process, under 36 CFR § 800.4(d)(1) “No historic properties
affected”.

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 Brian Grennell, Environmental Review Specialist, at (517) 335-2721 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,

Martha MacFarlane Faes
Environmental Review Coordinator

for Brian D. Conway
State Historic Preservation Officer

MMF:JRH:BGG

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE, MICHIGAN HISTORICAL CENTER
702 WEST KALAMAZQO STREET = P.C. BOX 30740 = LANSING, MICHIGAN 489809-8240
{517) 373-1630
www.michigan.gov/hal



APPENDIX B
List of Federal and State Protected Species







Scientific Name Common Name Federal State
Status Status

Acipenser fulvescens Lake Sturgeon T

\Acris crepitans blanchardi HBIanchard‘s Cricket Frog H HSC \
\Agalinis gattingeri HGattinger‘s Gerardia H HE \
|Agalinis skinneriana |[Skinner's Gerardia | |E |
\Alasmidonta marginata HEIktoe H HSC \
|Alasmidonta viridis |Slippershell Mussel I lsc |
l/Ammocrypta pellucida |Eastern Sand Darter | T |
\Ammodramus henslowii HHensIow‘s Sparrow H HT \
\Aristida longespica HThree-awned Grass H HT \
|Asclepias purpurascens  ||Purple Milkweed | sc |
\Asclepias sullivantii HSuIIivant's Milkweed H HT \
[Baptisia lactea |White or Prairie False Indigo | Isc |
\Beckmannia syzigachne HSIough Grass H HT \
\Botaurus lentiginosus HAmerican Bittern H HSC \
[Buteo lineatus |IRed-shouldered Hawk | T |
\Callitriche heterophylla HLarge Water-starwort H HT \
\Carex festucacea HFescue Sedge H HSC \
Carex platyphylla |Broad-leaved Sedge | T |
\Castanea dentata HAmerican Chestnut H HE \
\Chlidonias niger HBIack Tern H HSC \
Cirsium hilli |Hill's Thistle | lsc |
\Cistothorus palustris HMarsh Wren H HSC \
IClemmys guttata ||Spotted Turtle | T |
\Cuscuta indecora HDodder H HSC \
\Cypripedium candidum HWhite Lady-slipper H HT \
IDalea purpurea |Purple Prairie-clover | X |
\Dendroica cerulea HCeruIean Warbler H HSC \
\Dentaria maxima HLarge Toothwort H HT \
\Diarrhena americana HBeak Grass H HT \
\Dorydiella kansana HLeafhopper H HSC \
[Draba reptans |Creeping Whitlow-grass | T |
\Epioblasma triquetra HSnuffbox H HE \
\Euonymus atropurpurea HWahoo H HSC \
[Falco peregrinus |Peregrine Falcon H IE |
\Flmbrlstylls puberula HChestnut Sedge HX \

Flexamia delongl Leafhopper




SC|ent|f|c Name Common Name Federal State
Status Status

\Flexamla reflexus HLeafhopper HSC \
\Galearls spectabilis HShowy Orchis HT \
\Galllnula chloropus HCommon Moorhen H HSC \
\Gentiana flavida HWhite Gentian H HE \
\Gentianella qguinquefolia HStiff Gentian H HT \
\Great Blue Heron Rookery HGreat Blue Heron Rookery H H \
\Great Lakes Marsh H H H ‘
\Gymnocarpium robertianum HLimestone Oak Fern H HT \
\Haliaeetus leucocephalus HBaId Eagle H HT \
\Hemicarpha micrantha HDwarf—buIrush H HSC \
\Hiodon tergisus HMooneye H HT \
\Hydrastis canadensis HGoIdenseal H HT \
\Hypericum gentianoides HGentian—Ieaved St. John‘s—wortH HSC \
lIxobrychus exilis |Least Bittern | T |
\Jeffersonia diphylla HTWinIeaf H HSC \
lJuncus brachycarpus |Short-fruited Rush I T |
lJuncus scirpoides |Scirpus-like Rush | T |
\Lakeplain Oak Openings H H H \
Lakeplain Wet Prairie ,_;l_‘lkaline Wet Prairie, Midwest
ype
. . .. ||Alkaline Tallgrass Prairie,

Lakeplain Wet-mesic Prairie Midwest Typge

ILampsilis fasciola |Wavy-rayed Lampmussel | T |
\Lithospermum incisum HNarrow-Ieaved Puccoon H HX \
\Lithospermum latifolium HBroad-Ieaved Puccoon H HSC \
\Ludwigia alternifolia HSeedbox H HSC \
\Lycopodiella margueriteae Hnorthern prostrate clubmoss H HT \
\Lycopodiella subappressa HNorthern Appressed CIubmossH HSC \
\Macrhybopsis storeriana HSiIver Chub H HSC \
\Mesic Northern Forest H H H \
\Monarda didyma HOswego Tea H HX \
\Moxostoma carinatum HRiver Redhorse H HT \
\Myotis sodalis Hlndiana bat HEndangered H \
INotropis anogenus |lPugnose Shiner | lsc |
\Noturus miurus HBrindIed Madtom H HSC \
INoturus stigmosus [Northern Madtom I IE |
|Obovaria subrotunda |IRound Hickorynut | IE |




SC|ent|f|c Name Common Name Federal State
Status Status

\Panax quinquefolius HGlnseng T |
\Panlcum leibergii HLelberg s Panic-grass HT \
\Pantherophls gloydi HEastern Fox Snake H HT \
\Papaipema beeriana HBIazing Star Borer H HSC \
\Papaipema sciata HCuIvers Root Borer H HSC \
[Penstemon calycosus |[Smooth Beard Tongue | T |
\Percina copelandi HChanneI Darter H HE \
\Plantago cordata HHeart-Ieaved Plantain H HE \
— Orange or Yellow Fringed

Platanthera ciliaris Orchi% g T

\Platanthera leucophaea HPrairie Fringed Orchid HThreatened HE \
\Pleurobema sintoxia HRound Pigtoe H HSC \
IPoa paludigena |Bog Bluegrass | T |
\Polygala cruciata HCross-Ieaved Milkwort H HSC \
\Polygala incarnata HPink Milkwort H HX \
mh/ggr?]atum biflorum var. Honey-flowered Solomon-seal X

\Polygonum careyi HCarey's Smartweed H HT \
\Prosapia ignipectus HRed—Iegged Spittlebug H HSC \
\Pterospora andromedea HPine-drops H HT \
\Rallus elegans HKing Rail H HE \
\Ranunculus ambigens HSpearwort H HT \
IRanunculus rhomboideus  ||Prairie Buttercup | T |
\Sander canadensis HSauger H HT \
\Scirpus clintonii HCIinton's Bulrush H HSC \
Scleria pauciflora |Few-flowered Nut-rush | IE |
\Scleria triglomerata HTalI Nut-rush H HSC \
\Seiurus motacilla HLouisiana Waterthrush H HSC \
\Simpsonaias ambigua HSalamander Mussel H HE \
\Solidago bicolor HWhite Goldenrod H HSC \
|Sterna forsteri |Forster's Tern | lsc |
\Sterna hirundo HCommon Tern H HT \
ITrillium undulatum |Painted Trillium I E |
\Triplasis purpurea HSand Grass H HSC \
\Villosa fabalis HRayed Bean HCandidate HE \
|Villosa iris |Rainbow I lsc |
|Vitis vulpina |Frost Grape | I |




\Wilsonia citrina HHooded Warbler H HSC \
Zizania aquatica var. Wild-rice T
aguatica

SC = Species of Special Concern (rare or uncertain; not legally protected)
T = Threatened (legally protected)
E = Endangered (legally protected)



APPENDIX C
Air Quality Model Calculations







CALCULATION SHEET-COMBUSTIBLE EMISSIONS

Assumptions for Combustable Emissions

Type of Construction Equipment SEE of HP Rated| Hrs/day | Days/yr Tofrl Shp-
Water Truck 1 300 8 240 576000
Diesel Road Compactors 1 100 8 120 96000
Diesel Dump Truck 1 300 8 90 216000
Diesel Excavator 0 300 8 90 0
Diesel Hole Trenchers 1 175 8 90 126000
Diesel Bore/Drill Rigs 1 300 8 90 216000
Diesel Cement & Mortar Mixers 1 300 8 90 216000
Diesel Cranes 1 175 8 90 126000
Diesel Graders 1 300 8 90 216000
Diesel Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 100 8 180 144000
Diesel Bull Dozers 1 300 8 40 96000
Diesel Front End Loaders 1 300 8 40 96000
Diesel Fork Lifts 1 100 8 40 32000
Diesel Generator Set 4 40 8 40 51200
Emission Factors

. : VOC g/hp- | CO g/hp- [NOx g/hp-| PM-10 PM-2.5 |SO2 g/hp-
Type of Construction Equipment hr hr hr glhp-hr glhp-hr hr CO2 g/hp-hr
Water Truck 0.440 2.070 5.490 0.410 0.400 0.740 536.000
Diesel Road Compactors 0.370 1.480 4.900 0.340 0.330 0.740 536.200
Diesel Dump Truck 0.440 2.070 5.490 0.410 0.400 0.740 536.000
Diesel Excavator 0.340 1.300 4,600 0.320 0.310 0.740 536.300
Diesel Trenchers 0.510 2.440 5.810 0.460 0.440 0.740 535.800
Diesel Bore/Drill Rigs 0.600 2.290 7.150 0.500 0.490 0.730 529.700
Diesel Cement & Mortar Mixers 0.610 2.320 7.280 0.480 0.470 0.730 529.700
Diesel Cranes 0.440 1.300 5.720 0.340 0.330 0.730 530.200
Diesel Graders 0.350 1.360 4.730 0.330 0.320 0.740 536.300
Diesel Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1.850 8.210 7.220 1.370 1.330 0.950 691.100
Diesel Bull Dozers 0.360 1.380 4,760 0.330 0.320 0.740 536.300
Diesel Front End Loaders 0.380 1.550 5.000 0.350 0.340 0.740 536.200
Diesel Fork Lifts 1.980 7.760 8.560 1.390 1.350 0.950 690.800
Diesel Generator Set 1.210 3.760 5.970 0.730 0.710 0.810 587.300




CALCULATION SHEET-COMBUSTIBLE EMISSIONS

Emission factors (EF) were generated from the NONROAD2005 model for the 2006 calendar year. The VOC EFs includes exhaust and evaporative emissions. The VOC evaporative
components included in the NONROAD2005 model are diurnal, hotsoak, running loss, tank permeation, hose permeation, displacement, and spillage. The construction equipment age
distribution in the NONROAD2005 model is based on the population in U.S. for the 2006 calendar year.

Emission Calculations

. . NOx PM-10 PM-2.5 S02
Type of Construction Equipment VOC tons/yr|CO tonslyr| tonshyr tonslyr tonslyr tonslyr CO2 tonslyr
Water Truck 0.279 1.314 3.485 0.260 0.254 0.470 340.227
Diesel Road Paver 0.039 0.157 0.518 0.036 0.035 0.078 56.726
Diesel Dump Truck 0.105 0.493 1.307 0.098 0.095 0.176 127.585
Diesel Excavator 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Diesel Hole Cleaners\Trenchers 0.071 0.339 0.807 0.064 0.061 0.103 74.397
Diesel Bore/Drill Rigs 0.143 0.545 1.702 0.119 0.117 0.174 126.086
Diesel Cement & Mortar Mixers 0.145 0.552 1.733 0.114 0.112 0.174 126.086
Diesel Cranes 0.061 0.181 0.794 0.047 0.046 0.101 73.619
Diesel Graders 0.083 0.324 1.126 0.079 0.076 0.176 127.657
Diesel Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.294 1.303 1.146 0.217 0.211 0.151 109.669
Diesel Bull Dozers 0.038 0.146 0.504 0.035 0.034 0.078 56.736
Diesel Front End Loaders 0.040 0.164 0.529 0.037 0.036 0.078 56.726
Diesel Aerial Lifts 0.070 0.274 0.302 0.049 0.048 0.034 24.360
Diesel Generator Set 0.068 0.212 0.337 0.041 0.040 0.046 33.137
Total Emissions 1.436 6.002 14.289 1.196 1.164 1.838 1333.010
Conversion factors
Grams to tons 1.102E-06




CALCULATION SHEET-TRANSPORTATION COMBUSTIBLE EMISSIONS

Construction Worker Personal Vehicle Commuting to Construction Site-Passenger and Light Duty Trucks

Emission Factors Assumptions Results by Pollutant
Pollutants Passenggr Cars |Pick-up Trugks, Mile/day Daylyr Number of | Number of EmTi;);?cl)ns Total Emissions Total tns/yr
g/mile SUVs g/mile cars trucks Trucks tns/yr
Cars tns/yr
VOCs 1.36 1.61 60 240 8 8 0.17 0.20 0.38
CO 12.4 15.7 60 240 8 8 1.57 1.99 3.57
NOXx 0.95 1.22 60 240 8 8 0.12 0.15 0.28
PM-10 0.0052 0.0065 60 240 8 8 0.00 0.00 0.00
PM 2.5 0.0049 0.006 60 240 8 8 0.00 0.00 0.00
Heavy Duty Trucks Delivery Supply Trucks to Construction Site
Emission Factors Assumptions Results by Pollutant
10,000-19,500 33’000_.60’(.)00 : Number of | Number of Totgl Total Emissions
Pollutants - Ib semi trailer Mile/day Dayl/yr Emissions Total tns/yr
Ib Delivery Truck . trucks trucks Trucks tns/yr
rig Cars tns/yr
VOCs 0.29 0.55 60 240 2 2 0.01 0.02 0.03
CO 1.32 3.21 60 240 2 2 0.04 0.10 0.14
NOXx 4.97 12.6 60 240 2 2 0.16 0.40 0.56
PM-10 0.12 0.33 60 240 2 2 0.00 0.01 0.01
PM 2.5 0.13 0.36 60 240 2 2 0.00 0.01 0.02
Daily Commute New Staff
Emission Factors Assumptions Results by Pollutant
Pollutants Passenggr Cars |Pick-up Trut_:ks, Mile/day Day/yr Number of | Number of Em-li—;);?(l)ns Total Emissions Total tns/yr
g/mile SUVs g/mile Cars trucks Trucks tns/yr
cars tns/yr
VOCs 1.36 1.61 30 240 0 0 - 0.00 -
CO 12.4 15.7 30 240 0 0 - 0.00 -
NOXx 0.95 1.22 30 240 0 0 - 0.00 -
PM-10 0.0052 0.0065 30 240 0 0 - 0.00 -
PM 2.5 0.0049 0.006 30 240 0 0 - 0.00 -

Truck Emission Factor Source: USEPA 2005 Emission Facts: Average annual emissions and fuel consumption for gasoline-fueled passenger cars and
light trucks. EPA 420-F-05-022 August 2005. Emission rates were generated using MOBILE.6 highway vehicle emission factor model.



Construction Fugitive Dust Emission Factors

General Construction Activities
New Road Construction

PM2.5 Emissions
PM2.5 Multiplier

Control Efficiency

New Rd Construction Area (0.42 ton PM10/acre-month),

Duration of Construction Project
Length

Length (converted)

Width

Area

Tower Sites

Duration of Construction Project
Length

Length (converted)

Width

Area

Emission Factor

0.19 ton PM10/acre-month
0.42 ton PM10/acre-month

0.10

0.50

2
0
0
0

12.00

12.00

CALCULATION SHEET-FUGITIVE DUST

Construction Fugitive Dust Emissions

Source
MRI 1996; EPA 2001; EPA 2006
MRI 1996; EPA 2001; EPA 2006

Units

(10% of PM10 emissions
assumed to be PM2.5)

EPA 2001; EPA 2006

(assume 50% control
efficiency for PM10 and
PM2.5 emissions)

EPA 2001; EPA 2006

Project Assumptions
Conversion Factors
0.000022957
5280

acres per feet
feet per mile

months
miles
feet
feet
acres

months
miles
feet
feet
acres

PM10 uncontrolled

Project Emissions (tons/year)

PM10 controlled PM2.5 uncontrolled PM2.5 controlled

New Rd Construction Area (0.42 ton 10.08 5.04 1.01 0.50
Tower Site 2.28 1.14 0.23 0.11
Total 12.36 6.18 1.24 0.62




Construction Fugitive Dust Emission Factors

General Construction Activities Emission Factor

0.19 ton PM10/acre-month Source: MRI 1996; EPA 2001; EPA 2006
The area-based emission factor for construction activities is based on a study completed by the Midwest Research Institute (MRI) Improvement of Specific Emission Factors (BACM Project No.
1), March 29, 1996. The MRI study evaluated seven construction projects in Nevada and California (Las Vegas, Coachella Valley, South Coast Air Basin, and the San Joaquin Valley). The
study determined an average emission factor of 0.11 ton PM10/acre-month for sites without large-scale cut/fill operations. A worst-case emission factor of 0.42 ton PM10/acre-month was
calculated for sites with active large-scale earth moving operations. The monthly emission factors are based on 168 work-hours per month (MRI 1996). A subsequent MRI Report in 1999,
Estimating Particulate Matter Emissions From Construction Operations, calculated the 0.19 ton PM10/acre-month emission factor by applying 25% of the large-scale earthmoving emission factor
(0.42 ton PM10/acre-month) and 75% of the average emission factor (0.11 ton PM10/acre-month).

The 0.19 ton PM10/acre-month emission factor is referenced by the EPA for non-residential construction activities in recent procedures documents for the National Emission Inventory (EPA
2001; EPA 2006). The 0.19 ton PM10/acre-month emission factor represents a refinement of EPA's original AP-42 area-based total suspended particle (TSP) emission factor in Section 13.2.3
Heavy Construction Operations. In addition to the EPA, this methodology is also supported by the South Coast Air Quality Management District and the Western Regional Air Partnership
(WRAP) which is funded by the EPA and is administered jointly by the Western Governor's Association and the National Tribal Environmental Council. The emission factor is assumed to
encompass a variety of non-residential construction activities including building construction (commercial, industrial, institutional, governmental), public works, and travel on unpaved roads. The
EPA National Emission Inventory documentation assumes that the emission factors are uncontrolled and recommends a control efficiency of 50% for PM10 and PM2.5 in PM nonattainment
areas.

New Road Construction Emission Factor

0.42 ton PM10/acre-month Source: MRI 1996; EPA 2001; EPA 2006
The emission factor for new road construction is based on the worst-case conditions emission factor from the MRI 1996 study described above (0.42 tons PM10/acre-month). It is assumed that
road construction involves extensive earthmoving and heavy construction vehicle travel resulting in emissions that are higher than other general construction projects. The 0.42 ton PM10/acre-
month emission factor for road construction is referenced in recent procedures documents for the EPA National Emission Inventory (EPA 2001; EPA 2006).

PM2.5 Multiplier 0.10
PM2.5 emissions are estimated by applying a particle size multiplier of 0.10 to PM10 emissions. This methodology is consistent with the procedures documents for the National Emission
Inventory (EPA 2006).

Control Efficiency for PM10 and PM2.5 0.50
The EPA National Emission Inventory documentation recommends a control efficiency of 50% for PM10 and PM2.5 in PM nonattainment areas. Wetting controls will be applied during project
construction (EPA 2006).

References:

EPA 2001. Procedures Document for National Emissions Inventory, Criteria Air Pollutants, 1985-1999. EPA-454/R-01-006. Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, United States
Environmental Protection Agency. March 2001.

EPA 2006. Documentation for the Final 2002 Nonpoint Sector (Feb 06 version) National Emission Inventory for Criteria and Hazardous Air Pollutants. Prepared for: Emissions Inventory and
Analysis Group (C339-02) Air Quality Assessment Division Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, United States Environmental Protection Agency. July 2006.

MRI 1996. Improvement of Specific Emission Factors (BACM Project No. 1). Midwest Research Institute (MRI). Prepared for the California South Coast Air Quality Management District, March
29, 1996.



CALCULATION SHEET-SUMMARY OF EMISSIONS

Proposed Action Construction Emissions for Criteria Pollutants (tons per year)

Emission source VvOC co NOx PM-10 PM-2.5 SO2
Combustible Emissions 1.44 6.00 14.29 1.20 1.16 1.84
Construction Site-fugitive PM-10 NA NA NA 6.18 0.62 NA
Construptlon Workers Commuter 0.40 371 083 0.02 0.02 NA
& Trucking

Total emissions 1.84 9.71 15.12 7.39 1.80 1.84
De minimis threshold (1) 100.00 NA 100.00 NA 100.00 NA

1. De-minimis thresholds for St. Clair and McComb Counties
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