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Emilie Vardaman 
May 17, 2003 

 Comment Resolution 
EV-1 As stated in the Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Infrastructure 

within U.S. Border Patrol Naco-Douglas Corridor, Cochise County, Arizona 
(SEA)“Naco Station has a patrol force of approximately 250 agents that patrol the 
border”, not over 400 agents.  This figure was further revised downward to 
approximately 203 agents in the Final SEA. The reason for the increase in agents at 
this station is to combat the growing influx of Undocumented Aliens (IAs) and drug 
smugglers.  This increased IA traffic results in an increase in the network of foot 
trails created throughout the desert, increased impacts to wildlife and native plants, 
increased soil erosion, and an increase in garbage, fecal material, and toilet paper in 
the desert deposited by the IAs.  The USBP takes every precaution possible to limit 
their impact on the ecosystem during their patrol and apprehension duties.  The 
majority of patrol activities are limited to the use of established paved roads, gravel 
roads, and hiking/horse/ATV trails. 
 

EV-2 The USBP follows all National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Federal, state, and 
local regulations through the planning, permitting, and construction processes for its 
proposed road, fence, surveillance, or other infrastructure projects. 
 

EV-3 Section 287(a)(3) of the INA gives the authority to USBP agents to enter any lands 
and/or facilities within 25 miles of the international borders, without prior approval of 
the property owner while in pursuit of IAs and/or drug traffickers.  The USBP attempts 
to stay on established roads during their apprehension efforts to avoid environmental 
impacts, increase their own safety, and to reduce maintenance costs to vehicles.  The 
proposed infrastructure is intended to reduce the current enforcement footprint by 
providing deterrence through barriers and more effective measures to respond to 
illegal entries. 
 

EV-4 The USBP has the responsibility to regulate and controlillegal immigration.  The 
purpose of the fence is to keep IAs and drug smugglers from entering the U.S. in 
areas where they can easily escape The USBP agrees that while aesthetics are 
important in an urban area, recyclable materials (landing mat) were available to be 
used.  Due to limited budgets, the landing mat was used rather than more expensive, 
non-recycled materials. 
 
In high IA vehicle traffic areas, the USBP installs primary vehicle barriers rather than 
fences.   The primary vehicle barriers are wildlife friendly as they allow for the 
unimpeded movement of animal species.  The barriers are typically constructed of 
welded railroad beams or pipe. 
 
Within the Town of Naco, animal migration is not slowed or impeded by fencing, but by 
the community itself.  None of the existing border fences are installed in areas that 
support endangered species or within critical habitat.   
 

EV-5 IAs utilize the cover of darkness as camouflage to evade USBP agents and illegally 
enter the U.S.  The presence of lighting increases the effectiveness of USBP 
operations, as well as providing an element of security and safety not only to USBP  
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agents in remote areas, but also may help to improve safety and security of 
residences in both countries.   
 
As stated in the draft SEA, approximately 5 miles of permanent lighting has been 
installed within the project corridor.  Approximately 2 miles of permanent lighting has 
been installed in the Naco AO and approximately 3 miles in the Douglas AO.  Every 
attempt is made to reduce or eliminate lighting annoyances by shielding each light 
bulb on its north, east, and west sides.  Shielding techniques combined with the 
spacing of light posts are effective in containing light annoyances, yet supplying 
adequate lighting for the safety for both the USBP and local citizens. 
 
The effects of lighting were discussed in Section 3 of the SEA.  Recent measurements 
taken from existing lighting in the Naco AO, revealed that the total illumination north of 
the pole, measured in Foot Candles (fc) is 0.93fc at 90 feet from the U.S.- Mexico 
border, 0.02 fc at 120 feet, and then less than 0.01fc at 145 feet.  Given these new 
results, illumination impacts are expected to be even less than what was identified in 
the draft SEA. 
 

EV-6 Section 287(a)(3) of the INA provides the authority to USBP agents to enter any lands 
and/or facilities within 25 miles of the international borders, without prior approval of 
the property owner, in pursuit of IAs and/or smugglers.  Patrol activities are conducted 
on established roads either paved, gravel, or dirt, or along established trails.  On 
occasion, the USBP must pursue drug traffickers and IAs cross-country but typically 
this is done on foot.  On average, drag roads are only dragged up to 3 times per day. 
The proposed project would eliminate much of the fugitive dust associated with current 
dragging schedules.   
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Mass Mailing Comment letter  
May 31,  2003 
  Comment Resolution 
MM-1 The DHS and the USBP respectfully disagrees with your allegations.  The Naco-

Douglas SEA clearly presents how potential, direct, and indirect impacts of the 
proposed project were analyzed in Section 4 of the SEA. 
 

MM-2 The DHS respectfully disagrees with your allegations.  As stated in the draft SEA in 
Section 6 “This chapter discusses consultation and coordination that has occurred 
during the preparation of the draft of this document.”   Throughout the planning 
process, the USFWS and the AGFD were consulted on numerous occasions on the 
proposed project’s effect on wildlife and protected species in the project area.  
Surveys for Federal and state protected species and species habitat were conducted 
for this project. 
 
As stated in the SEA in Section 3.9 “Coordination with the USFWS for this SEA can be 
found in Appendix B.  Past coordination for this project can be found in the EA for JTF-
6 Proposed Fence and Road Improvement Project, Naco, Cochise County, Arizona 
(USACE 2000) and the Corridor EA (INS 2000).”  Section 3.9 also goes into detail 
discussing all Federally and state protected species that would potentially be found in 
the proposed project area. 
 
As stated in the April 30,2003 letter to the USFWS in Appendix B, if necessary and 
prior to construction of the proposed project in the San Pedro watershed, a Biological 
Assessment (BA), which addresses the potential impacts to threatened and 
endangered species and their critical habitats, will be submitted to the USFWS for the 
purpose of obtaining a Biological Opinion.   
 

MM-3 Environmental Justice issues are discussed in Section 4.14 of the SEA.  Preferred 
alternative  
 

MM-4 The comment was noted. However, the DHS disagrees.  The preferred alternative 
meets the purpose and need to the fullest extent. 
 

MM-5 The USBP respectfully disagrees with your assessment.  There are no fences 
currently proposed in areas that could affect migration of endangered animals.  
Vehicle barriers are proposed in the western reaches of the Naco AO where the 
potential is higher but still remote that the ocelot, jaguarundi and jaguar might occur.  
Vehicle barriers would have no effect on the species movements.  Potential long-term 
effects, as well as indirect effects are discussed in Section 4.6 of the SEA. 
 

MM-6 The comment was acknowledged.  However, DHS and the USBP do not have any 
control over non-governmental organizations that may exist in Cochise County or 
adjacent counties.  The USBP has the responsibility to regulate and control 
immigration into the U.S.  The USBP’s primary function is to detect and deter the 
unlawful entry of IAs and smuggling along the U.S. land borders and between the 
ports-of-entry.  The purpose of the fences is to keep IAs and smugglers from entering 
the U.S. 
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MM-7 Prior to the development of the draft SEA, the public was afforded the opportunity to 
participate in the scoping process.  Two public meetings were held by the USBP to 
solicit public comments and concerns in reference to the alternatives proposed in this 
SEA.  This process is described in Section 6 of the SEA.   

MM-8 The comment was acknowledged.  Your name and address, if legible, was added the 
DHS/USBP distribution list. 
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Mass Mailing List of Signatures 
 
Maria Carillo 
221 E. Lee St. 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
Martha Aboyte 
2357 S. Campbell Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85713 
 
Laura Lee Schaeffer 
231 W. University 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
Susan Thorpe 
642 S. RoseMount 
Tucson, AZ 85711 
 
Daniel Garcia 
5118 S. Camino De La Tierra 
Tucson, AZ 85746 
 
Betsy McDonald 
3461 E. 3rd St. 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
David Ramirez 
Pascoa Yaqui Tribe 
Tucson, Arizona 88748 
 
John Miles 
6604 E. Calle Mercurio 
Tucson, AZ 85710 
 
Inez Duarte 
3215 E. Patricia 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
 
 
Samantha Knowlden 
334 S. 6th Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 
Josh Schachtr 
120 E. 16th St. 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 
Rev. Robert Carney 
1375 S. Camino Seco 

Tucson, AZ 85710 
 
Jerry Wharton  
5033 E. 23rd St. 
Tucson, AZ 85711 
 
Eorl Kimmich 
2744 N. Martin 
Tucson, AZ 85719 
 
Jose Matus 
7781 S. Camine de tetaviecti 
Tucson AZ, 85746 
 
Luis Hirera 
221 W. Sahuaro St. 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
Richard Ortiz 
1526 S. Columbus #2 
Tucson, AZ 85711 
 
Geraldine Aboyte 
2357 S. Campbell Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85713 
 
 
 
Linda Bohlla 
1222 W. Oatario 
Tucson, AZ 85745 
 
Keith Bagwell 
744 S. Fifth Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 
Kathryn Rodriguez 
3401 E. Presidio Rd. #4 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
J. Wtkins 
2726 E. Malvein 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
Judith Barber 
9321 N. Gozelle Pl. 
Tucson, AZ 85742 
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Piper Winberg 
530 N. 1st Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85719 
 
Roy Goodman 
Unreadable address 
 
Kelly Wisseliruk 
3463 English Oaks Dr. 
Kennesaw, GA 30144 
 
John Duante 
3215 E. Patricia St. 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
Randy Dinin  
Unreadable address 
 
Ann Yeltsy 
1718 E. Speedway #305 
Tucson, AZ 85719 
 
Helen Dick 
3801 N. Swan Rd. 
Tucson, AZ 85718 
 
Pat  
4131 N. Western Winds #230 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
Eliane Rubinstein-Avila 
2534 E. Edison St. 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
Bernice Muller 
3311 N. Fremont 
Tucson, AZ 85719 
 
Unreadable Name 
801 W. Calle Sierra 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
Linda Green 
337 E. Blachelige Dr. 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
June 
4811 Salida del Sol 
Tucson, AZ 85718 
 

Ted Coopor 
510 E. Drachman St. 
Tucson, AZ 95705 
 
Carlos Saluz 
PO Box 85026 
Tucson, AZ 85754 
 
Darla Masterson 
2602 N. Grannen Rd. 
Tucson, AZ 85754 
 
Ila Abernathy 
1343 N. 5th Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85405 
 
Deborah Cobb 
8588 S. Walnut 
Tucson, AZ 85706 
 
Brita Miller 
6201 N. Piedra Seca 
Tucson, AZ 85718-3109 
 
Sarah M. Roberts 
5755 E. River Rd.,#2612 
Tucson, AZ 85750 
 
 
 
Ronald Rosenberg 
2727 S. Lands End 
Tucson, AZ 85713 
 
Mary Judge Ryan 
9115 E. Sierra St. 
Tucson, AZ 85710 
 
Unreadable Name 
11230 E. Sundance Dr. 
Tucson, AZ 85749 
 
Katie Bolger 
1232 N. 3rd Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
Ivonee Ramirez 
6441 E. Calle Cappela 
Tucson, AZ 85710 
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Amy Miller 
2728 E. 5th St. 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
Unreadable Name 
6991 E. Able Love 
Tucson, AZ 85715 
 
Unreadable Name 
2410 S. Walking  
Tucson, AZ 85713 
 
Nancy Myers 
528 S. Third  
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 
Cecilie Ramirez 
No address 
 
Keith Henry 
PO Box 744 
Tucson, AZ 85702 
 
Andrew Silverman 
3757 E. Calle Fernando 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
 
 
 
Chris Ford 
223 W. 2nd St. 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
Randie Vietti 
2295 E. Camino Rd. 
Tucson, AZ 85718 
 
Cheresa Berdine 
4231 E. La Cienega Dr. 
Tucson, AZ 85712 
 
Joanne Welter 
PO Box 31 
Tucson, AZ 85702 
 
Helen Lundgren 
3785 N. Warren 
Tucson, AZ 85719 
 

Ana Chacon 
2357 S. Campbell Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85713 
 
Hussein Kamel 
5920 E. Calle Agna Jerde 
Tucson, AZ 85750 
 
Mrs. Krider 
6255 E. Placita Chiripa 
Tucson, AZ 85750 
 
David Cummings 
 PO Box 1748 
Tucson, AZ 85702-1748 
 
Gabriella Santamonica 
2357 S. Campbell Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85713 
 
Unreadable Name 
1309 E. Lee St. 
Tucson, AZ 858719 
 
Libia Soto 
9065 N. Sweet Acacia St. 
Tucson, AZ 85742 
 
 
 
Unreadable Name 
1582 W. Swisher Rd. 
Tucson, AZ 85746 
 
James Cooper 
P.O. Box 2403 
Benson AZ 85602 
 
Paul Gettone 
P.O. Box 989 
Tucson, AZ 85782 
 
 
 
Caroline Isaacs 
428 A S. Star 
Tucson AZ 85719 
 
Darla Masterson 
2602 Grannea Rd. 
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Tucson AZ 85745 
 

Benoit Montin 
No Address Given 

 
Lucile H. Burkholder 
832 W. San Martin Dr 
Tucson AZ 85704
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DOWER-1
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Defenders of Wildlife 
Extension Request 
May 22,203 
  Comment Resolution 

DOWER-1 The public comment period was extended until June 30, 2003. 
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Fort Huachuca      
Gretchen Kent 
May 30, 2003  

  Comment Resolution 
FH-1 The DHS appreciates the full support of Fort Huachuca concerning mission of 

securing the U.S. border. During the planning stages of this project, the USBP 
consulted with federal and state agencies regarding the design of this project.  In 
order to avoid or minimize impacts to protected species, critical habitat, and sensitive 
areas, the initial designs and alignments were altered so that they would not 
significantly impact such areas.   
 
The DHS would like to add that in addition to issues that the USBP addressed 
above, the Lesser Long Nosed Bat was addressed within the draft SEA this 
document. The nearest known roost site was identified approximately 5 miles from 
the western extent of road improvement and vehicle barrier and approximately 15 
miles from the nearest proposed lighting.   
 
The DHS is in the process of tasking a biological assessment in order to obtain a 
biological opinion under formal consultation with USFWS.  During this assessment all 
potentially affected species will be identified.  Should this consultation result in 
further mitigation or measure to avoid impacts to the lesser long-nosed bat, the 
USBP would do so at that time.   
 

FH-2 
 

The DHS respectfully disagrees with Fort Huachuca.  Indirect and cumulative 
impacts are addressed in Section 4 of the SEA. The USBP is not responsible for or 
able to predict IA traffic patterns.  This is solely at the digression of the IAs 
themselves. 
 
The DHS would like to point out that the Proposed Action would occur approximately 
12 miles from the southern edge of the Fort Huachuca reservation. Upon 
implementation of this action; in order for illegal entrants to reach military land, they 
would first have to cross improved patrol roads with vehicle barriers on the west side 
of the San Pedro River, then cross extremely rugged terrain of the Huachuca 
Mountains that would be remotely monitored by a video system, and finally, they 
would have to cross one major highway and/or a major USFS road that crosses the 
Huachuca Mountains paralleling the U.S.-Mexico border.   
 

FH-3 The DHS did not coordinate with Ft. Huachuca at the time that the Agency Scoping 
was conducted because the potential impacts to the region at that time did not 
warrant coordination with agencies that would not potentially be affected by the 
implementation of this action.  The USBP does acknowledge that under Section 7 
consultation regarding this project, there may be issues regarding ground water 
usage availability to the region.  USBP is fully prepared to coordinate with Fort 
Huachuca on these issues should they become pertinent. 
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Defenders of Wildlife June 30, 2003/  
Kara Gillon  

  Comment Resolution 
DOW-1 The DHS respectfully disagrees with this assessment.  The entire project corridor was 

surveyed for various resources.  These data, as well as numerous secondary surveys, 
provide more than sufficient baseline conditions. 
 

DOW-2 The comment was noted, however DHS respectfully disagrees with your assessment. 
An EIS is not required for this action. 
 

DOW-3 The SEA provides a reasonable range of alternatives. 
 

DOW-4 The comment was noted, however the DHS disagrees.  The actions identified under 
the No Action Alternative actually do identify the status quo.  This document 
supplements (updates) the 2000 EA.  The decision to proceed with those projects 
described in the SEA under the No Action Alternative is a continuation of that decision 
and the status quo.  CEQ also states “…’no action’ is ‘no change’ from current 
management direction or level of management and intensity.  Therefore, the No Action 
alternative may be thought of in terms of continuing the present course of action until 
that action is changed.” 
 

DOW-5 See DOW-4.  Furthermore, Figure 1-3 of the draft SEA provides data on IA 
apprehensions that shows a recent decrease in apprehensions, which have occurred 
as result of increases in personnel supported by improved infrastructure in urban 
areas such as Nogales, Naco, and Douglas.  This SEA is tiered from the INS/JTF6 
2000 Supplemental Programmatic EIS, which identified and addressed infrastructure 
projects such as those addressed in this SEA. 
 

DOW-6 The FEA in which this document is supplemented identified infrastructure projects that 
would continue under the No Action alternative.  The FONSI stated that these 
activities (those identified in Table 2-1) would require site-specific analysis.  
Subsequently, this SEA accomplishes that task.  The 73 portable lights identified 
within the FEA were not included in the No Action alternative under this SEA.   This 
SEA identified only permanent infrastructure components in its analysis.  The SEA will 
be revised to include additional impacts under the No Action Alternative for installation 
of 73 portable lights.   
 

DOW-7 This Section of the SEA will be revised to clearly explain that there are 3 of 5 miles of 
permanent style lighting installed in Douglas as approved under the Supplemental EA 
for proposed JTF-6 lightpole installation mission in March 1998.  This area was 
approved prior to the issuance of the 2000 FEA but had not been constructed.  
Therefore, the 8 miles identified under the No Action Alternative had not been 
accounted for yet.  The SEA will be revised to show that only 5 miles of lighting are 
remaining. 
  

DOW-8 The installation of 97 portable lights over a 25-mile corridor is not excessive; operation 
of portable lights would only require approximately 4 lights per mile.  As stated earlier, 
73 are proposed for use along the border in the Douglas AO.  At the present time, only 
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18 miles of lights in the urban areas near the town of Naco and City of Douglas are 
proposed to secure the border. 
 

DOW-9 The USBP assesses its operational requirements on the Sector level.  Currently, a 
revised DPEIS is being prepared that identifies operations and currently proposed 
infrastructure.   

DOW-10 The DHS acknowledges the comment, however the comment refers to the October 
2002 DPEIS.  This document is currently undergoing a revision that refocuses the 
PEIS to its original intent of addressing operations. 
 

DOW-11 See DOW-10. 
 

DOW-12 See response DOW-10.  It should be noted that the SEA tiers from the INS/JTF-6 
2001 SPEIS for infrastructure across the southwest border. 
 

DOW-13 See responses DOW-4, DOW-5 and DOW-10, above. 
 

DOW-14 The DHS respectfully disagrees with your analysis. 
 

DOW-15 The final SEA has been revised to make the verbiage more consistent.  However, 
DHS disagrees with your allegations that no conclusions are drawn.  Quantification of 
impacts were provided where possible and significance was discussed throughout the 
document. 
 

DOW-16 The DHS respectfully disagrees with your assessment.  The calculation of wildlife 
impacts is accurate as they are based on actual habitat removal that would be 
required.  The Purpose and Need statement in the SEA clearly identifies the need for 
infrastructure identified in the proposed action of the SEA.  Furthermore, any impacts 
will be minimized and or mitigated to the extent practical. 
 

DOW-17 The DHS respectfully disagrees.  The word “impacted” is described clearly.  Section 
4.5 explains that vegetation would to be permanently altered and removed.  Section 
4.6 further explains that wildlife individuals are expected to be lost as a result of 
habitat removal.  
 

DOW-18 The DHS has made revisions to Section 5 pertaining to design measures associated 
with Section 7 consultation with the USFWS. 
 

DOW-19 The DHS acknowledges that there are potential impacts to protected and endangered 
species within the San Pedro valley.  Thus DHS will enter into Section 7 consultation 
with USFWS to address these issues.  Due to the position of physical barriers and 
their relation to urban areas, the jaguar, ocelot, and jaguarundi are not expected to be 
affected.  Thus, further discussion was not warranted.   
 
The JAC-CT report clearly identifies the areas between Naco and Douglas as non-
suitable habitat.  Sections 3.9 and 4.9 of the SEA have been revised to include 
discussion of the jaguar and data from this report. 
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DOW-20 The DHS has no record of invitations to participate in earlier the JAC-CT meetings.  
DHS representatives have attended recent meetings in Animas, New Mexico and will 
continue where practicable. 

DOW-21 There has only been one jaguar sighting in the past 3 years near Nogales, 
approximately 50 miles to the west of the project corridor. Prior the last confirmed 
sighting occurred in 1986.  There are no documented sightings for ocelot jaguarondi.  
 

DOW-22 The DHS designed the preferred actions specifically to minimize impacts to sensitive 
areas, such as the San Pedro NCA the Coronado National Memorial, and Coronado 
National Forest.  The USBP plans to improve single road access and vehicle barriers 
instead of fences and other major road construction.  These designs would be used 
since the Coronado National Memorial and the Huachuca Mountains serve as a 
physical barrier.  Indirect impacts are adequately explained in all of the subsections of 
Section 4. 
 

DOW-23 Cumulative impacts are presented in Section 14.17 of the Draft SEA.  However 
discussions will be reviewed in the final SEA to included further investigation of all 
past, on-going, and reasonably foreseeable future projects that can be obtained by the 
NEPA team. The USBP is not responsible for or able to predict IA traffic patterns.  This 
is solely at the digression of the IAs themselves 
 

DOW-24 The DHS respectfully disagrees.  See response DOW-23, above. 
 

DOW-25 The project area is located largely in a remote area of Cochise County Arizona.  The 
DHS acknowledges that the county, as well as the Town of Naco and the City of 
Douglas, may at any time make future development plans known.  DHS will continue 
to attempt to identify future project plans.  These plans, if identified, will be included in 
the final SEA. 
 

DOW-26 The SEA is not tiered from the 2000 FEA; rather, it is supplemented.  The 2000 FEA 
identified possible border infrastructure that may be constructed within the foreseeable 
future.  Furthermore, it identified a project area that existed along the border in the 
Naco-Douglas corridor. 
 

DOW-27 The DHS disagrees with your statement. The alternative in the SEA are specifically 
designed to reduce such impacts. 
 

DOW-28 The DHS is not required to mitigate for upland habitat that is not occupied by or 
designated as critical habitat for Federally protected species.  Any impacts to 
jurisdictional wetlands would be mitigated as required.  A Section 404 of the CWA will 
be initiated.  Section 5 provides measures that would be implemented to mitigate (i.e. 
reduce) adverse impacts.  Conservation measures to be implemented specifically for 
the species would be coordinated with the Section 7 consultation process. 
 

DOW-29 The DHS contacted the USFWS regarding Section 7 consultation prior to the release 
of the Draft SEA.  Construction within areas that are occupied by or designated, as 
critical habitat would not be initiated prior to completion of this consultation.  The 
USBP and USFWS are currently in consultation for all operations within the Tucson 
and Yuma sectors.   
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Chiricahua-Dragoon Conservation Alliance 
June 29, 2003 
Asante Riverwind and Jean Eisenhower  
 Comment Resolution 

CDCA-1 See MM-1. 
 

CDCA-2 See MM-2. 
 

CDCA-3 The DHS respectfully disagrees.  We feel that since the proposed actions would not 
cause significant impacts and thus an EIS is not necessary.  The SEA has been made 
available via the internet and local libraries to all interested parties regardless of their 
location or nationality.  Scoping meetings, which are not required by NEPA for EA 
studies, were even conducted for this project, with very little public participation.    
 

CDCA-4 See MM-4. 
 

CDCA-5 See DOW-21. 
 

CDCA-6 The 1794 Jay Treaty does allow for Native Americans to cross (Free Passage) 
international boundaries within their lands only.  The comment and information will be 
incorporated as the following:  “Citizens of the U.S. and Mexico are allowed to enter 
either country through designated Ports of entry.  However, the 1794 Jay Treaty 
provides provisions to allow Native Americans to cross international boundaries within 
their lands only.”  However, no Native American lands exist within the project area.” 
 

CDCA-7 The USBP does not route anyone into any areas including areas with dangerous 
terrain.  The IAs have complete control over their decision of when and where they 
choose to attempt to illegally enter the U.S.  However, temporary campsites, helicopter 
reconnaissance and rescue beacons are established in desolate areas to prevent 
fatalities when IAs and smugglers illegally attempt to cross the border during the 
inhospitable summer months. 
 
Infrastructure improvement projects have proven to reduce IA entrance, drug 
smuggling attempts, violent crimes, theft, etc. in areas where they are implemented.   
 

CDCA-8 The comment was noted, however the DHs strongly disagrees with your allegations, 
The DHS has the responsibility to regulate and control illegal immigration and does so 
without prejudice. 
 

CDCA-9 The USBP respectfully disagrees with your assessment.  There are no fences 
currently proposed in areas that could affect migration of endangered animals. 
Vehicle barriers are proposed in the western reaches of the Naco AO where the 
potential is higher but still remote that the ocelot, jaguarondi and jaguar may occur. 
Vehicle barriers would have no effect on species movements.  Potential long-term 
effects, as well as indirect effects are discussed in Section 4.6 of the SEA. 
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Susan Thorpe 
June 30, 2003 
 Comment Resolution 
ST-1 See MM-1. 

 
ST-2 See MM-2. 

 
ST-3 See MM-3. 

 
ST-4 See MM-4. 

 
ST-5 The USBP respectfully disagrees with your assessment.  There are no fences 

currently proposed in areas that could affect migration of endangered animals.  
Vehicle barriers are proposed in the western reaches of the Naco AO where the 
potential is higher but still remote that the ocelot, jaguarondi and jaguar might occur.  
Vehicle barriers would have no effect o the species movements.  Potential long-term 
effects as well as indirect effects are discussed in Section 4.6 of the SEA. 
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Patricia Cooper 
June 30, 2003 
 Comment Resolution 
PC-1 See MM-1. 

 
PC-2 See MM-2. 

 
PC-3 See MM-3. 

 
PC-4 See MM-4. 

 
PC-5 See ST-5. 
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Erica Dahl-Bredline 
June 30, 2003 
 Comment Resolution 
EDB-1 See MM-1. 

 
EDB-2 See MM-2.  

 
EDB-3 See MM-3 

 
EDB-4 See MM-4. 

 
EDB-5 See ST-5. 
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 Border Action Network 
June 30, 2003 

 Comment Resolution 
BAN-1 Section 1.4, the SEA discusses all applicable environmental statutes and regulations 

that must be followed. 
 

BAN-2 Impacts of the Proposed Action are discussed in detail in Chapter 4 of the SEA. The 
purpose of the Proposed Action is to increase the deterrence rate in the Naco and 
Douglas areas, therefore decreasing interactions between IAs and USBP agents. 
However, the Proposed Action would also increase detection rate of those IAs who 
may attempt to enter the U.S., thus increasing the apprehension rate of IAs in these 
stations. IAs apprehended by USBP agents would be processed within the guidelines 
of the USBP policies. 
 

BAN-3 It is legal for migrants to work in the U.S. however, illegal immigrants have no rights to 
work, receive social benefits, or an education in the U.S.   The focus of this SEA is on 
the potential impacts caused by the Proposed Action. The DHS disagrees with your 
allegation that USBP discriminates against persons due to their race, religion, 
economic standing, or appearance. Also, Section 4.14 of this SEA discusses 
environmental justice issues as related to the Proposed Action. 
 

BAN-4  The purpose of this SEA was not to discuss changes in immigration policies or laws.  
The focus of this document was to discuss potential impacts of the Proposed Action, 
which was to deter and detect illegal migration into the U.S.  The DHS disagrees with 
your allegation that USBP discriminates against persons due to their race The DHS 
recognizes and encourages legal migration into the U.S. 
 

BAN-5 Section 3.13 of the SEA discusses Hispanic and Latino populations according to 
NEPA requirements. 

BAN-6 The DHS disagrees with your allegation that USBP discriminates against persons due 
to their appearance.  Furthermore, many of the USBP agents that work within the 
Naco and Douglas corridor have Hispanic origin.  The DHS feels the proposed project 
would help protect the citizens of Naco and Douglas from illegal activities. 
  

BAN-7 The EA will be revised to show that consultation with Native American tribes is an 
ongoing process. In addition to initial coordination letters, Native American tribes 
receive draft and final copies of the EA and Cultural Resource Management reports for 
review. To date, no comments have been received from the Native American tribes. 
 
Additional information will be added to further explain the cultural resource 
investigations and findings. 
 

BAN-8 It is the mission of the USBP to detect and deter illegal immigration from 
occurring in the U.S. In areas where similar infrastructure has been employed, 
illegal entries, drug smuggling, and violent crimes have substantially declined. 
Illegal entrants have complete control over their decision to illegally enter the 
U.S. 
 

BAN-9 A cost analysis is not needed to know that with increased infrastructure the amount of 
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IAs entering the U.S. would decrease, thus reducing the drug smuggling activities, 
criminal activities, including the cost of apprehension, detention and incarceration of 
criminals, illegal participation in government programs and increased insurance costs, 
all of which burden U.S. citizens.  
 

BAN-10 The USBP does not push or force anyone into any areas. The illegal entrants have 
complete control over their decision of where they choose to attempt to illegal enter 
the United States. The USBP recognizes that IAs may alter their illegal entry routes 
and patterns; however, it is the mission of the USBP to deter illegal immigration and 
protect the welfare of citizens of the U.S. 
 

BAN-11 Section 1.2 of the SEA has been revised to further clarify that large amounts of drug 
seizures occur partially due to the high percentage total of USBP manpower required 
along the southwestern border. 
 

BAN-12 An ad was placed in both the Douglas Dispatch and the Tucson Citizen newspapers, 
which gave the date and location of the public scooping meeting. The Council on 
Environmental Quality does not require translation of an EA to other languages. 
 

BAN-13 
 

Under the No Action Alternative, no new the DHS projects would take place within the 
Naco Douglas area.  Projects analyzed by the 2000 Corridor EA would continue to be 
implemented as needed. These projects have been approved and do not constitute a 
change beyond current levels of operation. 
 

BAN-14 Ongoing and future projects within the Naco and Douglas corridor, as listed in Tables 
2-1 and 2-2 of this SEA have been previous approved under the 2000 Corridor EA. 
 

BAN-15 The USBP acknowledges the comment, however the comment refers to the October 
2002 DPEIS.  This document is currently undergoing a revision that refocuses the 
PEIS to its original intent of addressing operations. Also, this Section of the SEA will 
be revised to clearly define the project components under each alternative.  It should 
be noted that the SEA tiers from the INS/JTF-6 2001 SPEIS for infrastructure across 
the southwest border. 
 

BAN-16 Section 4.17 of this SEA discusses all past, present, and future cumulative impacts of 
this project. 
 

BAN-17 The DHS is in the process of tasking a biological assessment in order to obtain a 
biological opinion under formal consultation with USFWS.  During this assessment all 
potentially affected species will be identified.  
  

BAN-18 Chapter 4 of this SEA gives very detailed descriptions of the impacts caused by the No 
Action, Preferred Action, and Full Build Out Alternatives. 
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BAN-19 There has only been one jaguar sighting in the past 3 years near Nogales, 
approximately 50 miles to the west of the project corridor. Prior the last confirmed 
sighting occurred in 1986.  There are no documented sightings for ocelot, or 
jaguarundi.  The DHS would be glad to participate in the JAC-CT. 
 

BAN-20 The DHS designed the preferred actions specifically to minimize impacts to sensitive 
areas, such as the San Pedro National Conservation Area, the Coronado National 
Memorial, and Coronado National Forest.  The USBP plans to improve single road 
access and vehicle barriers instead of fences and other major road construction in 
these areas. These designs would be used since the Coronado National Memorial and 
the Huachuca Mountains serve as a physical barrier.  Indirect impacts are adequately 
explained in all of the subsections of Section 4. 
 

BAN-21 Cumulative impacts are presented in Section 14.17 of the Draft SEA.  However 
discussions will be reviewed in the final SEA to included further investigation of all past, 
on-going, and reasonably foreseeable future projects that can be obtained by the NEPA 
team.  
 

BAN-22 The DHS respectfully disagrees.  See response BAN-21, above. 
 

BAN-23 The project area is located largely in a remote area of Cochise County Arizona.  The 
DHS acknowledges that the county as well as the town of Naco and the City of 
Douglas, may at any time make future development plans known.  The DHS will 
continue to attempt to identify future project plans.  These plans, if identified, will be 
included in the final SEA. 
 

BAN-24 The SEA is not tiered from the 2000 FEA, rather it supplements to the 2000 FEA.  The 
2000 FEA identified possible border infrastructure that may be constructed within the 
foreseeable future.  Furthermore, it identified a project area that existed along the 
border in the Naco-Douglas corridor. 
 

BAN-25 The comment was acknowledged, however the DHS disagrees. The alternatives in the 
SEA are specifically designed to reduce such impacts. 
 

BAN-26 The DHS is not required to mitigate for upland habitat that is not occupied by or 
designated as critical habitat for Federally protected species.  Any impacts to 
jurisdictional wetlands would be mitigated as required.  A Section 404 of the CWA will 
be initiated.  Section 5 provides measures that would be implemented to mitigate (i.e. 
reduce) adverse impacts.  Conservation measures to be implemented specifically for 
the species would be coordinated with the Section 7 consultation process. 
 

BAN-27 The DHS contacted the USFWS regarding Section 7 consultation prior to the release of 
the Draft SEA.  Construction within areas that are occupied by or designated, as critical 
habitat would not be initiated prior to completion of this consultation.  The USBP and 
USFWS are currently in consultation for all operations within the Tucson and Yuma 
sectors.   
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