












Public Comments





BLM 1 

BLM 2 



BLM 3a 

BLM 3b 





BLM_1
SBInet appreciates your comments has included your previous July 13, 2008 letter into 
Appendix A of the Final EA. We have included special use permits for BLM and other resource 
agencies in the EA within the land use section (Section 3.2).  As construction activities come to 
fruition, SBInet will ensure full cooperation with BLM. 

BLM_2
The EA was corrected as suggested and reviewed for all towers for consistencies. 

BLM_3a
SBInet concurs and has incorporated the change as suggested. 

BLM_3a
SBInet disagrees the correct spelling is Larrea tridentate. 

BLM_3a
SBInet concurs and has incorporated the change as suggested. 

BLM_3a
SBInet concurs and has incorporated the change as suggested. 

BLM_3a
SBInet concurs and has incorporated the change as suggested. 

BLM_3a
SBInet concurs and has incorporated the change as suggested. 

BLM_3a
SBInet concurs and has incorporated the change as suggested. 

BLM_3a
SBInet disagrees the correct spelling is Coleonyx varigatus. 

BLM_3b
Although proposed tower site TCA-AJO-216 is located within the current and historic distribution 
of Sonoran pronghorn, this site is adjacent to Highway 85 and tower construction and operation 
would not increase human activity in the area.  Therefore, CBP has determined that the 
proposed project would not affect the pronghorn.  This determination was included in Section 
3.9 of the Final EA. 

BLM_3b
Potential effects of radio frequencies on bats have been included in Section 3.9 of the Final EA.   

BLM_3b
Table 5-2 was removed since it is no longer applicable.  During formal consultation it was 
determined that SBI/CBP would not adhere to seasonal restrictions. 



BANWR 1 

BANWR 2 

BANWR 3 

BANWR 4 

BANWR 5 



BANWR 6 

BANWR 7

BANWR 8

BANWR 9

BANWR 10

BANWR 11

BANWR 12

BANWR 13

BANWR 14

BANWR 15

BANWR 16 

BANWR 17

BANWR 18





BANWR_1
SBInet concurs and has provided a letter to USFWS (July 10, 2008) to initiate a formal project 
request.

BANWR_2
SBInet concurs that ROW permits will be obtained after NEPA compliance is complete. 

BANWR_3
Tower equipment within the perimeter fence may be impacted by wildfire or prescribed burns 
although if vegetation is required to be cleared outside of the perimeter fence SBInet will 
coordinate with USFWS.  The equipment within the fence itself will be grounded which will 
reduce the potential for accidental sparks.  Electric components are within a equipment shed 
and would be no longer functional with a sustained fire.  The propane tank will be on a concrete 
slab and utilize vents and although could explode in a fire, the chance of this occurring is slight.  
To minimize the potential for this occur steps, such as a possible larger cleared 100X100 foot 
area is being proposed. Although towers with significant slopes may not utilize the full 100X100 
foot cleared area in order to minimize soil erosion within these tower sites.   

An explanation of the fire buffer impact area can be found in Section 2.3 and 3.1. 

BANWR_4
SBInet appreciates your comment but for all the reasons you mention illegal entrants (IE) are 
currently using drainages.  However, the overall Common Operating Picture (COP) as 
described in the draft EA would provide greater response time and flexibility in deploying CBP 
agents to most of the areas in the Tucson Sector western region and would, therefore, decrease 
overall IE traffic including traffic in drainages. 

BANWR_5
SBInet has not tested the towers proposed in the Tucson West EA; although Project 28 was not 
as successful as expected, much has been learned to improve the towers ability to be fully 
functional.  SBInet has agreed that 12 months after any tower in the project is not determined 
not to be functional, SBInet will remove the tower or towers and remediate any impacts caused 
by the towers construction, operation, and removal. This was added to the Final EA and FONSI. 

BANWR_6
Currently, there are no plans for long term road maintenance; if maintenance is required in the 
future, the impacts of this action will be analyzed under an additional NEPA document as 
appropriate.  As stated in the draft EA, the tower sites would be visited twice a month for 
maintenance.  Although, we acknowledge that there could be indirect impacts due to illegal 
traffic attempting to avoid the proposed tower sites, CBP cannot predict where the shift in illegal 
traffic may occur.  However, the overall Common Operating Picture (COP) would provide 
greater response time and flexibility in deploying CBP agents to most of the areas in the Tucson 
Sector western region. 

BANWR_7
Although we acknowledge your comment, CBP operational activities are not part of the 
Proposed Action and will not be analyzed in this document. 



BANWR_8
The EA was revised (Section 2.3) to include the following narrative. 

“Three vehicle mobile surveillance systems per station and UGS are also proposed under this 
SBInet project, but are not analyzed as a part of the Proposed Action since they would result in 
no or innocuous impacts.  They are an integral part of the overall COP border environment and, 
as such, are briefly discussed below.  The existing USBP vehicles will be retrofitted with 
technologies to allow USBP agents to acquire/send information via the new fixed surveillance 
and communication towers.  There will not be a significant increase in vehicles per station.  The 
UGS would be placed in disturbed areas where no vegetation would be removed for 
deployment.  The intent of the upgraded vehicles, combined with the towers and UGS is to 
make USBP enforcement actions more efficient and effective.  If this is reached, fewer vehicle 
trips should be required. 

BANWR_9
SBInet concurs and TCA-TUS-306 and 307 were removed from the Final EA. 

BANWR_10 
Currently CBP and SBInet do not have reasonably foreseeable projects on BANWR.  All other 
foreseeable projects are listed in Section 4.1 and 4.2 of the EA.  The proposed towers will act as 
a force multiplier thereby minimizing the number of agents on the ground.  The Proposed Action 
itself as designed will reduce the border related illegal activities.  

BANWR_11 
The National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act will be added to Table 1-1 in the Final 
EA.

BANWR_12 
The FONSI was changed to state that CBP will travel on “established” roads to the extent 
practicable.  

BANWR_13 
SBInet concurs; the FONSI was changed to state that “construction” vehicles “will” be 
minimized.

BANWR_14 
Per standard construction practices, fill is placed to provide a level surface.  The fill would be 
insitu material from a nearby site identified and agreed to by BANWR land management 
personnel.

BANWR_15 
SBInet concurs; TCA-TUS-085 Proposed Action description will be changed as indicated in the 
Final EA. 

BANWR_16 
SBInet disagrees; these towers are included in the draft EA in Table 3-3.  

BANWR_17 
SBInet concurs with your comment on TCA-TUS-287 but not for TCA-TUS-299.  Approximately 
50 feet of new access road would be constructed in association with TCA-TUS-299.  The Final 
EA was revised accordingly.  



BANWR_18 
The EA has been changed to reflect an updated description of what “new” road, “improved” 
road, and road repair entails (see Section 2.3).  The table will be updated to reflect this change.  
Additionally, the new road would be for tower access. 



USIBWC_1 

USIBWC_2 



USIBWC_1 
SBInet appreciates your comments, and we concur with your findings. 

USIBWC_2 
Hydrology reports were produced for both tower sites and the proposed tower sites have been 
designed to avoid increases or impediments to stormwater runoff.   



Kitt Peak 



Kitt_Peak_1
Ms. Patience Patterson does receive all email from the TUCWESTCOMMENTS email address 
and the website where the draft EA could be found was sent to Ms. Alvarez del Castillo 
http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/border_security/sbi/nepa/tucson_west. 
Response was sent via email on June 09, 2008.  



NOAO_1



NOAO_2

NOAO_3

NOAO_4

NOAO_5

NOAO_6

NOAO_7

















NOAO_1
SBInet appreciates your comments and acknowledges that you and your colleagues concerns 
discussed with DHS representatives were not fully included in the draft EA.  As we were 
analyzing impacts for the draft EA, we were aware that there were concerns but these concerns 
were not fully conveyed to SBInet environmental personnel until after the draft EA was out for 
public comment.  We assumed the concerns were generally regarding artificial lighting and radio 
frequency issues, both of which had been discussed in the EA.  We have addressed these 
concerns in the Final version of the EA.    

NOAO_2
One tower (TCA-SON-213) requires lighting to meet FAA regulations and will follow USFWS 
(2000) Guidance on the Siting, Construction, Operation and Decommissioning of 
Communications Towers to reduce night-time atmospheric lighting and the potential adverse 
effects of night-time lighting to migratory bird and nocturnal flying species.   

Although we did not explicitly address lighting with regards to the astronomical observatories, 
the EA covered lighting in a similar manner for birds and therefore these similar practices to limit 
night-time atmospheric lighting for birds would also in turn limit artificial lighting impact on the 
observatories.  Additionally, when lighting is required for CBP operational needs, such as the 
installation of infrared lighting, or for CBP security purposes, then tower perimeter lighting 
would: utilize low sodium bulbs, not illuminate outside the footprint of the tower site, and when 
possible, be activated by motion detectors.  Through the implementation of these USFWS 
guidelines and through the use of the lighting measures mentioned above, SBInet determined 
that this would also mitigate any possible effects on the observatories from artificial lighting 
(Section 2.3).   

The Final EA discusses the potential impacts from artificial lighting from an optical standpoint. 

NOAO_3
The Tucson West EA does not include analysis of any search and rescue vehicles but only 
tower installation and maintenance; however, we understand your concerns with the movement 
of illegal traffic and the proposed tower sites.  Although we acknowledge that there could be 
indirect impacts on the observatories from illegal traffic attempting to avoid the proposed tower 
sites, CBP cannot predict where the shift in illegal traffic may occur.  However, the overall 
Common Operating Picture (COP) would provide greater response time and flexibility in 
deploying CBP agents to most of the areas in the Tucson Sector western region where the 
observatories are concentrated. 

NOAO_4
Radio Frequency emissions will be limited as specified by the National Telecommunications and 
Information Administration (NTIA) frequency assignments.  SBInet will communicate frequency 
assignments with the National Optical Astronomy Observatory/NSF through the NTIA process. 

NOAO_5
The Final Tucson West EA cumulative impact section acknowledges the concern of future 
proposed towers in such places as the Tohono O’odham Nation; but, at this time the tower sites 
associated with other projects are still being identified and, thus, it would be very difficult to 
address these tower locations until they are known.  Further analysis would be required for any 
towers in this region.



NOAO_6
Transmitters and sensors will operate below 30 GHz and all frequencies will be coordinated 
through the NTIA as required by regulation. 

As part of the overall spectrum management process, the NTIA and the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) have developed radio regulations to help ensure that the 
various radio services operate compatibly in the same environment without unacceptable levels 
of radio frequency interference and emissions. 

NOAO_7
SBInet appreciates your willingness to work on potential lighting and radio frequency.  We will 
work to address these concerns for incorporation in the Final version of the EA. 





PC_Smithsonian 



PC_Smithsonian
In order to minimize the time to get the proposed tower coordinate data to you the data were not 
sent to the library but instead was sent directly to you via email and has been added this to the 
website, http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/border_security/sbi/nepa/tucson_west, to aid you in your 
document review of the draft EA and proposed FONSI. 



AGFD



AGFD
SBInet sent your agency only 1 copy of the draft EA and proposed FONSI in an effort to 
minimize paper consumption.  As indicated in the public Notice of Availability, the documents 
are available on the SBInet website: 
http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/border_security/sbi/nepa/tucson_west. 
Response was sent via email on June 6, 2008. 



ADEQ_1



ADEQ_2

ADEQ_3



ADEQ_1
A SWPPP will be prepared and implemented during the course of construction as mentioned in 
Section 5.0 of the draft EA.  The EA was revised to include the information regarding the 
necessity of obtaining the Construction General Permit prior to construction. 

ADEQ_2
All potential road construction and maintenance would be authorized under a Nationwide Permit 
14.

ADEQ_3
Prior to construction and filing for any water quality permits, the most up-to-date version of the 
ADEQ’s 303(d) list will be obtained. 



NSF 1

NSF 2

NSF 3

NSF 4



NSF 5

NSF 6

NSF 7

NSF 8

NSF 9

NSF 10

NSF 11





NSF_1
SBInet appreciates your comments. 

NSF_2
One tower (TCA-SON-213) requires lighting to meet FAA regulations and will follow USFWS 
(2000) Guidance on the Siting, Construction, Operation and Decommissioning of 
Communications Towers to reduce night-time atmospheric lighting and the potential adverse 
effects of night-time lighting to migratory bird and nocturnal flying species.  Although we did not 
explicitly address lighting with regards to the astronomical observatories, the EA covered 
lighting in a similar manner for birds and therefore these similar practices to limit night-time 
atmospheric lighting for birds would also in turn limit artificial lighting impact on the 
observatories.  Additionally, when lighting is required for CBP operational needs, such as the 
installation of infrared lighting, or for CBP security purposes, then tower perimeter lighting 
would: utilize low sodium bulbs, not illuminate outside the footprint of the tower site, and when 
possible, be activated by motion detectors.  Through the implementation of these USFWS 
guidelines and through the use of the lighting measures mentioned above, SBInet determined 
that this would also mitigate any possible effects on the observatories from artificial lighting 
(Section 2.3).   

NSF_3
Dust generated during construction activities was not addressed in the draft EA specifically for 
impacts on observatories but was addressed for air quality through the analysis of particulate 
matter both less than 10 microns as well as less than 2.5 microns.  And mitigation measures will 
be implemented to reduce any dust produced during construction activities.  See air quality 
model calculations in Appendix E of the draft and Final EIS.  Additionally, many BMPs will be 
used during construction to minimize the amount of fugitive dust emitted. 

NSF_4
Transmitters and sensors will operate below 30 GHz and all frequencies will be coordinated 
through the NTIA as required by regulation. 

As part of the overall spectrum management process, the NTIA and the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) have developed radio regulations to help ensure that the 
various radio services operate compatibly in the same environment without unacceptable levels 
of radio frequency interference and emissions. 

NSF_5
SBInet appreciates your comments and acknowledges that you and your colleagues concerns 
discussed with DHS representatives were not fully included in the draft EA.  As we were 
analyzing impacts for the draft EA, we were aware that there were concerns but these concerns 
were not fully conveyed to SBInet environmental personnel until after the draft EA was out for 
public comment.  We assumed the concerns were generally regarding artificial lighting and radio 
frequency issues, both of which had been discussed in the EA.  We have addressed these 
concerns in the Final version of the EA.    

NSF_6
Tower heights can be found in the Proposed Action Section under Section 2.3 and in Appendix 
C in the Proposed Tower Table. 

NSF_7
See response to comment NSF2.



NSF_8
Transmitters and sensors will operate below 30 GHz and all frequencies will be coordinated 
through the NTIA as required by regulation. 

NSF_9
SBInet respectfully disagrees with this comment and has determined that a FONSI is 
appropriate. 

NSF_10
SBInet appreciates your comments and has met with the astronomical observatories several 
times in attempt to minimize any potential problems for the observatories and reduce the 
likelihood of damaging observatory equipment or a loss of observation time.  Based on this 
coordination and the data presented in this Final EA.  SBInet does not anticipate any significant 
impacts to astronomical observatory operations in the area.  

NSF_11
SBInet appreciates your willingness to work on potential impacts on astronomical observatories 
in the Tucson West project area.  We will work to address these concerns for incorporation in 
the final version of the EA. 



DOW 1

DOW 2

DOW 3



DOW_1a



DOW_2a

DOW_3a



DOW_4a

DOW_5a



DOW_6a

DOW_7a 



DOW_8a

DOW_9a



DOW_10a





DOW_11a

DOW_12a



DOW_13a





DOW_14a



DOW_15a



DOW_16a



DOW_20a

DOW_19a 

DOW_18a 

DOW_17a 









DOW_1
Thank you for your interest and support of SBInet projects.   SBInet regrets you did not receive 
a copy of this document. You may download a copy at our website 
http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/border_security/sbi/nepa/tucson_west.  
Response was sent via email on June 18, 2008. 

DOW_1a
Alternative tower site locations were identified and analyzed during the development of the 
project and are provided in Table 2-1 of the draft EA.  CBP respectively disagrees and 
maintains the cumulative effects analysis in the draft EA is sufficient.  Reasonably foreseeable 
and recently completed CBP infrastructure projects are included in the cumulative effects 
analysis.  Further, the  EA is tiered from a Immigration and Naturalization Service and Joint 
Task Force Six (JTF-6) NEPA document entitled, Supplemental Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement ( SPEIS), INS and JTF-6 Activities on the Southwest U.S.-Mexico Border
(July 2001).

DOW_2
The Tucson West draft EA has location and tower access descriptions for each site including 
maps of the area [beginning on page 30].  In addition, an Addendum to Appendix C has been 
added to the website (listed above) which denotes tower coordinates. 
Response was sent via email on June 18, 2008. 

DOW_2a
Tactical infrastructure projects (e.g., fences and barriers) are beyond the scope of this project 
and are not addressed as part of its proposed action.  This project addresses technology and 
includes tactical infrastructure and other technology-based projects in the cumulative impacts 
analyses (Section 4.0). 

CBP has coordinated with the USFWS since the conception of the project and formal Section 7 
consultation is on-going.  Findings from the biological assessment prepared for this project were 
included in the draft EA.  The preliminary draft biological assessment was submitted to USFWS 
on May 15, 2008.  Currently USFWS is working towards a draft Biological Opinion, when 
received the Biological Opinion will be included in the Final EA. 

DOW_3
The towers proposed on the Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge have independent utility 
from the towers identified for the Tucson West project, and thus, will be addressed in a separate 
NEPA document.   These tower locations are still in the early planning stages. 

DOW_3a
See response to DOW comment 1a. 

DOW_4a
See response to DOW comment 1a.  Additionally, although the Tucson West project is related 
in a broad sense to other DHS/CBP border infrastructure projects, it has independent utility in 
terms of deterring and controlling illegal crossers on this discrete section of border, therefore it 
is appropriate for DHS/CBP to use a single document to analyze potential impacts of this 
project.



DOW_5a
Alternative tower site locations were identified and analyzed during the development of the 
project and are provided in Table 2-1 of the draft EA.  Further, the  EA is tiered from a 
Immigration and Naturalization Service and Joint Task Force Six (JTF-6) NEPA document 
entitled, Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement ( SPEIS), INS and JTF-6 
Activities on the Southwest U.S.-Mexico Border (July 2001).  Section 2.5 of the draft EA 
identifies numerous alternatives considered, but eliminated, due to their inability to fulfill the 
purpose and need of this project.  Additionally, in the Secure Fence Act of 2006, Congress 
called on DHS to install not less than 700 miles of fencing on the southwest border and to 
provide for the installation of additional physical barriers, roads, lighting, cameras, and sensors 
to gain operational control of the southwest border.  The SBInet Tucson West project will 
directly help to meet the Secure Fence Act mandates by constructing cameras and sensors.  
SBInet has coordinated with Coronado National Forest and Buenos Aires National Wildlife 
Refuge to select tower locations to minimize impacts to species and habitats. 

DOW_6a
The movement of illegal traffic cannot be predicted as potential travel routes are at the 
discretion of the illegal aliens.  CBP respectfully disagrees with the commenter.  An analysis of 
potential cumulative impacts is provided after the list of DHS and other agencies’ projects in the 
Tucson Sector.  All agencies’ projects identified in the Cumulative Impact section (Section 4.0) 
of the draft EA were considered in the analysis of Cumulative Impacts for the proposed project.  
After coordinating with Mr. Keith Graves in response to this concern with Coronado National 
Forest, it was determined that there are currently two mine proposals (Margarita and 
Rosemount) for the Coronado National Forest.  The proposal for the Margarita mine in 
California Gulch, which is in the project area, is being withdrawn and the proposed Rosemount 
Mine is outside the project area. 

DOW_7a
See response to DOW comment 2a.  The EA is tiered from a SPEIS that analyzed potential 
effects from infrastructure and technologies along the southwest border.  The proposed tower 
project may have a beneficial impact on sensitive species and sensitive areas through the 
deterrence of illegal traffic. 

CBP and USFWS are in an on-going programmatic consultation for all CBP border activities.  
This consultation has identified and developed numerous best management practices and 
conservation measures which have been assembled into an internet-based database system to 
assist in the preparation of the Biological Assessments. 

DOW_8a
CBP respectfully disagrees that the proposed project would fragment wildlife habitat.  Although, 
species may avoid the proposed tower sites when operational, there is sufficient open habitat 
adjacent to the proposed tower sites for species to travel.  Formal Section 7 consultation for 
affected Federally listed species is on-going and SBInet expects to receive a Biological Opinion 
from USFWS the week of July 14th.  Indirect adverse effects resulting from shifts in illegal traffic 
could also occur; however, the location of these effects could occur anywhere along the 
international border and can not be predicted with reasonable certainty.  The purpose of all 
infrastructure and technologies projects is to prevent potential shifts in illegal traffic.  Potential 
impacts to affected species as coordinated with USFWS are presented in Section 3.9.2 of the 
draft EA.  SBInet Enforcement activities should decrease as USBP would be able to concentrate 
efforts during search and apprehension activities.   



DOW_9a
SBInet appreciates your comment and an Errata sheet to Appendix C was added, on June 24, 
2008, to the SBInet website (http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/border-security/sbi/nepa/tucson-west)
which denotes tower coordinates.  SBInet apologizes if you did not receive notification of the 
upload.

DOW_10a
The jaguar and ocelot were included in the Biological Assessment and formal consultation for 
this project.  Analyses for these species from the Biological Assessment were added in the Final 
EA (Section 3.9).  The construction of new roads and improvements made to impassible roads 
would increase access to habitat occupied or potentially occupied by sensitive species.  
However, it should be noted that the total length of new road would be approximately 1 mile for 
all 55 towers.  The longest segment of new road is approximately 1,267 feet which indicates that 
the majority of these sites are currently in proximity to accessible roads and, therefore, any 
increase in traffic from these new roads would be expected to be negligible.  Additionally, tower 
maintenance would be performed bi-monthly and traffic associated with enforcement activities 
should decrease as USBP would be able to concentrate efforts during search and apprehension 
activities.  Further, indirect adverse effects resulting from shifts in illegal traffic could also occur; 
however, the location of these effects could occur anywhere along the southwest border and 
can not be predicted with reasonable certainty. 

DOW_11a
The cactus ferruginous pygmy owl is not currently listed as threatened or endangered and is not 
afforded protection under the Endangered Species Act.  Per the Endangered Species Act, the 
USFWS did not recommend that SBInet request a conference opinion for the cactus ferruginous 
pygmy owl.  It is not anticipated that the proposed project would fragment habitat used by the 
pygmy owl.  Although the proposed tower sites would remove potential dispersal habitat, they 
would not provide a physical barrier to pygmy owl movement.  Additionally, no potential nesting 
habitat within riparian corridors along washes would be cleared as part of the Proposed Action.  
Noise levels from construction activities would be attenuated to 55 dBA (i.e., background levels) 
within 1,000 feet of proposed tower sites and access roads and noise levels associated with 
tower operations would be attenuated to 55 dBA within 165 feet of the proposed tower sites.  If 
the cactus ferruginous pygmy owl is listed in the future, CBP would reinitiate formal Section 7 
consultation, as appropriate.  Further, biological monitors will be present during construction 
activities.

DOW_12a
SBInet determined that the Proposed Action will not affect known populations of Kearney’s blue 
star.  Formal Section 7 consultation is currently on-going and SBInet anticipates a Biological 
Opinion the week of August 4th.  This finding is based on the lack of potential habitat near the 
proposed tower sites and the lack of current illegal entrant (IE) related impacts.  Indirect effects 
associated with the Proposed Action would include a reduction of IE activity and associated 
USBP enforcement activity.  These indirect effects would occur where the USBP’s ability to 
detect and respond to IE activity is elevated as a result of implementing the Proposed Action.  
Indirect adverse effects resulting from shifts in illegal traffic could also occur; however, the 
location of these effects could occur anywhere along the southwest border and can not be 
predicted with reasonable certainty. 



DOW_13a
The reference “Table 4-2” is a typographical error and has been corrected to read “Table 3-13” 
in the Final EA.  Mitigation measures, included in Section 5.0 of the draft EA, were developed to 
reduce potential impacts to Mexican spotted owls including critical habitat and Primary Activity 
Centers (PACs).  Further, conservation and mitigation measures developed during Section 7 
consultation will be included in the Final EA and Finding of No Significant Impact.  Currently, 
CBP is finalizing conservation and mitigation measures with USFWS to minimize impacts to 
Mexican spotted owls. 

DOW_14a
Seasonal restrictions for the Mexican spotted owl were provided as a mitigation measure in the 
draft EA.  CBP is developing BMPs with USFWS to minimize impacts to Mexican spotted owls 
during the breeding season.  The discussion on Mexican spotted owl in Section 3.9.2.1 has 
been revised to include potential effects from noise levels on the owl.  Additionally, mitigation 
measures are provided in Section 5.0 of the Final EA to mitigate potentially negative impacts of 
increased noise levels on Mexican spotted owl.  Impacts specific to noise were discussed in 
Section 3.9.2.1 in the draft EA. 

DOW_15a
Maintenance activities associated with the proposed towers could occur bi-monthly.  This 
activity would require USBP maintenance staff to drive to the tower on existing roads to check 
the tower and generator facilities.  With the exception of starting the generator for a brief period, 
noise levels would not be expected to exceed passive recreation levels.  Biological monitors will 
be utilized to reduce potential impacts to Mexican spotted owl and were provided as mitigation 
measures in Section 5.0 of the draft EA.  Further, the following conservation measures to 
minimize disturbances related to human presence have been added to the Final EA: 

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

2. Construction speed limits will not exceed 35 miles per hour (mph) on major unpaved 
roads (i.e., graded with ditches on both sides) and 25 mph on all other unpaved roads.  
Night time travel speeds will not exceed 25 mph, and may be less based on visibility and 
other safety considerations.   

3. Where approach and access roads may allow use of habitats occupied or potentially 
occupied by Federally listed species, gating, physical barriers, signs, or other means to 
restrict access would be implemented in coordination with landowners and management 
agencies.

A total of three sites and associated access roads would be located within 1 mile of a Mexican 
spotted owl PAC.  Two of these sites (TCA-TUS 192 and TCA-SON-115) are existing tower 
sites with adequate access roads and would not require any ground disturbance or removal of 
vegetation.  The construction of a new tower site and 132 feet of new road would be required in 
the Santa Rita Mountains (TCA-NGL-211) and would result in habitat loss and potential isolation 
of resources for the Mexican spotted owl.  Three additional tower sites (TCA-SON-061, TCAS-
SON-062, and TCA-SON-115) are within 1 mile of occupied habitat.   



DOW_16a
Potential effects from EMF frequencies on lesser long-nosed bat have been added to Section 
3.9.2.1 of the Final EA. 

DOW_17a
Pima pineapple cactus was observed at two tower sites and impacts are likely to be 
unavoidable.  CBP has determined that the proposed project may affect and is likely to 
adversely affect the Pima pineapple cactus.  Pima pineapple cactus was included as part of the 
formal Section 7 consultation, which is on-going.  Conservation measures to minimize soil 
disturbance, establishment of non-native invasive plant species, development of fire 
management plans in cooperation with land owners and resource agencies’, and post-
construction monitoring for and control of soil erosion and non-native invasive plant species 
were developed as part of the consultation process.  The Biological Opinion will be included in 
the Final EA. 

DOW_18a
Although the various forms of tactical infrastructure used by DHS/CBP are related in a broad 
sense, they do not constitute a single proposal for the purpose of NEPA.  Moreover, we believe 
we have adequately accounted for and assessed potential cumulative impacts as part of the 
current EA. 

DOW_19a
Formal Section 7 consultation has been initiated by CBP for this project and is currently on-
going.  SBInet anticipates receiving a Biological Opinion from USFWS the week of August 4th.
Analyses for jaguar and ocelot has been added to the Final EA as a result of the formal Section 
7 consultation.  The conservation/mitigation measures presented in the draft EA were compiled 
from USFWS conservation and mitigation guidelines prepared specifically for the USBP and the 
USFWS Information, Planning, and Consultation System.  Any additional 
conservation/mitigation measures identified in the Biological Opinion for this project have been 
included in the Final EA and Finding of No Significant Impact. 

DOW_20a
CBP would coordinate with resource agencies to share information to the extent practicable. 





PC_Adams



PC_Adams 
SBInet appreciates your comment. 



PC_Scott



PC_Scott
SBInet appreciates your comment and an Errata sheet to Appendix C has been added to the 
website http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/border_security/sbi/nepa/tucson_west which denotes tower 
coordinates to aid you in your document review of the draft EA and proposed FONSI.  An email 
response letting you know of the Errata sheet containing the proposed tower coordinates was 
sent.



PC_Young



PC_Young
SBInet appreciates your comment and an Errata sheet to Appendix C has been added to the 
website http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/border_security/sbi/nepa/tucson_west which denotes tower 
coordinates to aid you in your document review of the draft EA and proposed FONSI.  An email 
response letting you know of the Errata sheet containing the proposed tower coordinates was 
sent.



PC_Ellis 1

PC_Ellis 2

PC_Ellis 3



PC_Ellis_1
SBInet appreciates your comment and an Errata sheet to Appendix C has been added to the 
website http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/border_security/sbi/nepa/tucson_west which denotes tower 
coordinates to aid you in your document review of the draft EA and proposed FONSI.  An email 
response letting you know of the Errata sheet containing the proposed tower coordinates was 
sent.

PC_Ellis_2
In order to minimize the time to get the proposed tower coordinate data to you the data were not 
sent to the library but instead was sent directly to you via email and has been added this to the 
website, http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/border_security/sbi/nepa/tucson_west, to aid you in your 
document review of the draft EA and proposed FONSI. 

PC_Ellis_3
SBInet appreciates your comment. 



PC_Branger 2

PC_Branger 1



PC_Branger_1
SBInet unfortunately did not receive your written comment until July 2, 2008.  In order to allow 
you to review the document we are sending you an expedited copy of the draft EA and FONSI 
in order for you to provide comments via fax (202-344-3550) or email 
(TUCWESTCOMMENTS@ cbp.dhs.gov) by Monday morning, July 7, 2008. 

PC_Branger_2
SBInet awaits your comments. 



PC_Perdue



PC_Perdue 
In order to minimize the time to get the proposed tower coordinate data to you the data were not 
sent to the library but instead was sent directly to you via email and has been added this to the 
website, http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/border_security/sbi/nepa/tucson_west, to aid you in your 
document review of the draft EA and proposed FONSI. 



PC_Pheneger



PC_Pheneger_1 
SBInet appreciates your comment and an Errata sheet to Appendix C has been added to the 
website http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/border_security/sbi/nepa/tucson_west which denotes tower 
coordinates to aid you in your document review of the draft EA and proposed FONSI.  An email 
response letting you know of the Errata sheet containing the proposed tower coordinates was 
sent.

The Proposed Action would likely have an adverse affect on migratory birds.  However, the 
Proposed Action is not expected to result in a substantial loss of individuals that would affect the 
abundance or diversity of any one species.  Therefore, the Proposed Action would not have a 
significant adverse impact on migratory birds.      

The construction and operations of the proposed towers have been coordinated with USFWS 
and AGFD.  Mitigation measures to minimize impacts to migratory birds will be implemented as 
part of the project. 

PC_Pheneger_2 
SBInet appreciates your comment. 



PC_Kurtz



PC_Kurtz_1
In order to minimize the time to get the proposed tower coordinate data to you the data were not 
sent to the library but instead was sent directly to you via email and has been added this to the 
website, http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/border_security/sbi/nepa/tucson_west, to aid you in your 
document review of the draft EA and proposed FONSI. 

PC_Kurtz_2
SBInet appreciates your comment.  Biological and Cultural Resource surveys were conducted 
for all proposed new tower sites and access roads to be constructed or requiring maintenance. 

CBP acknowledges the fact that numerous protected and sensitive species are present or have 
the potential to occur in the project area.  Formal Section 7 consultation as required by the 
Endangered Species Act is on-going with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.   

SBInet anticipates receiving a Biological Opinion from USFWS the week of August 4th.



PC_Menzies



PC_Menzies 
In order to minimize the time to get the proposed tower coordinate data to you the data were not 
sent to the library but instead was sent directly to you via email and has been added this to the 
website, http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/border_security/sbi/nepa/tucson_west, to aid you in your 
document review of the draft EA and proposed FONSI. 



PC_Smith_1 

PC_Smith_2 

PC_Smith_3 



2

that comprise a large fraction

of the astrophysical research "infrastructure" of the United States of America.

I sympathize with the need for border security, but we should try to ensure that this 
process does not destroy the very activities and investments that we are trying to defend.

Thank you very much for your consideration,

Paul S. Smith
2790 E. King St.
Tucson, AZ 85716



PC_Smith_1
SBInet appreciates your comments.  Transmitters and sensors will operate below 30 GHz and 
all frequencies will be coordinated through the NTIA as required by regulation. 

PC_Smith_2
Radio frequency emissions will be limited as specified by the NTIA frequency assignments.  
SBInet will communicate frequency assignments with National Optical Astronomy 
Observatory/NSF through the NTIA process. 

PC_Smith_3
There are no external lights on the proposed tower sites, except for a low wattage light on the 
equipment shed.  The light is only activated if personnel are performing maintenance or testing 
on the diesel generator.  There are no routine operations at the tower sites at night.  Please see 
the typical tower compound description in the Proposed Action section of the EA (Section 2.3). 



PC_Eimers_1



PC_Eimers_2

PC_Eimers_3

PC_Eimers_4

PC_Eimers_5

PC_Eimers_6



PC_Eimers_7



PC_Eimers_1 
SBInet appreciates your concerns, but at this point a replacement for TCA-SON-055 has not 
been chosen. TCA-SON-055 is still proposed as part of the Tucson West project.  

PC_Eimers_2 
Issues of aesthetics, increased traffic, and noise pollution have been addressed in the EA in 
Sections 3.16, 3.15, and 3.12 respectively.    

PC_Eimers_3 
SBInet appreciates your comment.  Further, SBInet would obtain all required rights of entry, 
leases, and/or easements prior to construction of any proposed towers. 

PC_Eimers_4 
SBInet appreciates your comment. 

PC_Eimers_5 
SBInet appreciates your comment. 

PC_Eimers_6 
Tower site TCA-SON-208 is a rejected site and is not a part of the Proposed Action.  After 
further review of the maps in the draft EA, this specific tower could not be located as suggested 
by the commenter. 

PC_Eimers_7 
SBInet appreciates your concerns, but at this point a replacement for TCA-SON-055 has not 
been chosen. TCA-SON-055 is still proposed as part of the Tucson West project. TCA-SON-208 
has been rejected and is no longer a part of the Tucson West project.   





PC_DiSpigno



PC_DiSpigno 
SBInet appreciates your comment.  Studies provided in the draft EA in Section 3.13 indicate that 
the type of RF emissions associated with the proposed towers would not have an adverse effect 
on health and human safety. 



PC_Ragan 1 

PC_Ragan 2 

PC_Ragan 3 

PC_Ragan 4 

PC_Ragan 5 

PC_Ragan 6 



PC_Ragan 7 



PC_Ragan_1 
SBInet respectfully disagrees; it is CBP policy to provide the public with a 30 day public 
comment review period.  SBInet has determined that adequate project information has been 
provided.

PC_Ragan_2 
Although SBInet acknowledges that there may be indirect impacts due to illegal traffic 
attempting to avoid the proposed tower sites, CBP cannot predict where the shift in illegal traffic 
may occur.  However, the overall Common Operating Picture (COP) would provide greater 
response time and flexibility in deploying CBP agents to most of the areas in the Tucson Sector 
western region. 

PC_Ragan_3 
SBInet appreciates your comment.  Some P28 towers will be replaced by the towers proposed 
by this project.   

PC_Ragan_4 
SBInet has entered into formal consultation with USFWS and a conservation and mitigation 
measures have been identified, which could be implemented to reduce impacts to bats.  
Impacts to lesser long-nosed bat are included in Section 3.9.2.1 in the EA. 

PC_Ragan_5 
SBInet respectfully disagrees; although water is limited, as mentioned in the EA, the use of a 
total of 554,000 gallons for the construction of new roads and the use of 326,000 gallons for 
road maintenance repairs (previously called road improvements) would still be minimal as 
compared to other uses in Pima County.  Impacts to water resources are discussed in Section 
3.4 of the EA.

PC_Ragan_6 
This EA only analyzes for the impacts of the proposed towers, new roads, road repairs and 
maintenance, and road improvements (the latter two formerly called road improvements); this 
EA does not analyze for CBP operational activities beyond the scope of this project.  Within the 
81 mile Tucson West area, the Proposed Action would only create 1.3 miles of new road and 
repair or maintain 12 miles of existing access road. 

PC_Ragan_7 
SBInet appreciates your comment.  The Tucson Sector is currently using the P28 towers.  While 
not stating that the proposed Tucson West project will completely stop illegal traffic, SBInet has 
determined that the towers proposed will act as a force multiplier and will increase CBP 
response time and flexibility based on the proposed project.  One of the indirect beneficial 
effects of the project would be a reduced enforcement footprint.  The proposed towers would 
identify illegal entrants sooner and allow USBP agents to concentrate their enforcement efforts. 





APPENDIX B

Public Scoping Meeting Minutes


















