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  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Glacier National Park (GNP) a portion of Waterton-Glacier International Peace Park is the world’s first peace park 
created in 1932. It was established to celebrate and designate an enduring monument of nature to the long-
existing relationship of peace and goodwill between Canada and the United States. The Peace Park today also 
illustrates the need for cooperation in a world of scarce but shared resources. It serves as an example for other 
countries whose borders straddle the world’s special places. 
Together the two parks (Glacier National Park and Waterton Lakes National Park) are a World Heritage Site and 
both are designated as International Biosphere Reserves. As a World Heritage Site, Canada and the United States, 
through ratification of the World Heritage Treaty to refrain from taking actions that might damage the values of 
the other country’s world heritage site. Each country also agreed to take the measures necessary within their own 
laws to protect their own sites. (Article 6 of the UNESCO (United Nations Environmental, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization) World Heritage Convention) Ninety-five percent of GNP is managed as recommended wilderness 
and 85% of Waterton Lakes National Park is declared Wilderness. Since 1932 the two parks have worked together 
cooperatively to manage park resources, including wildlife that regularly cross the international boundary, 
vegetation, and our visitors. The two parks are also at the center of the Crown of the Continent ecosystem; one of 
North America’s most ecologically diverse and jurisdictionally fragmented ecosystems. The area is internationally 
recognized for its biodiversity and landscape form that supports a full complement of large carnivores and 
ungulates. The valleys in the Crown of the Continent ecosystem serve as important wildlife movement corridors, 
representing one of the last areas with potential for such large-scale connectivity. The area discussed in the PEIS is 
partially located within the Crown of the Continent ecosystem. Elk Valley is on the western edge of the Crown and 
Choteau is on the eastern edge. Missoula is on the southern tip and Radium BC is just outside the northern edge. 
See www.crownmanagers.org for more information.  
Glacier National Park is concerned about the security of the northern border and appreciates the difficulty in 
protecting the entire northern border, particularly through wild, undeveloped lands such as the parks and forests 
along the border. Glacier National Park has played and will continue to play an important role in assisting the CBP. 
Glacier National Park initiated and has formed a strong working relationship with the Havre and Spokane sectors 
of the US Border Patrol. There are many examples that Glacier can point to where the park has assisted the 
Border Patrol in meeting their needs while protecting park values and having the least amount of impact on park 
resources as possible. For example, when x-ray devices were being installed at border stations, although it 
resulted in an adverse impact under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the two agencies 
worked together to develop a Memorandum of Agreement to mitigate the adverse effect. Today the Chief 
Mountain Border Station is the only border station on the northern border where these x-ray devices were 
painted brown (instead of yellow) to blend in with the historic structures and mitigate the adverse effect.  
The Park is pleased to see that the CBP intends to continue to partner and work with others and to “build a shared 
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commitment to border security.” The Park requests that CBP contact the Park early and include park staff as an 
integral part of any project team early in the planning and development process for any projects proposed within 
or adjacent to the park boundary. Projects of interest include those that the CBP determines to be categorically 
excluded, already covered under this PEIS and for projects requiring additional NEPA and other analysis and 
consultation. This will insure that Glacier has an opportunity to participate and suggest alternatives and mitigation 
to protect park values and significant resources. Additionally, any project proposed in the Park will very likely 
require an environmental assessment to comply with NEPA and allow for public involvement.  
GNP has reviewed the PEIS and has the following specific comments. Generally GNP reviewers found the PEIS well 
written and thorough with a few exceptions. 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Impact thresholds need to be defined and impact analysis is incomplete. The impact analysis indicates only 
minor and a few moderate impacts from the proposed actions and development in all of the alternatives.  
However none of these thresholds are defined in the PEIS, so it is unclear how the level of impact was 
determined. In large projects such as rehabilitation of the Going-to-the-Sun Road the NPS determined it would 
result in a moderate level of impact on grizzly bears because of the large-scale nature of the activity at multiple 
location in non denning habitat; the timing of constructing during the important foraging periods in the spring, fall 
and occasionally at night, the potential for increased use of attractants and the slight increase in mortality risk to 
grizzly bears from construction.  Not only are the impacts thresholds not defined, but analysis to support these 
determinations is missing from the document. 
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Level of Impact Analysis. Additionally, the impact analysis does not recognize and discuss the fact that impacts on 
resources will be different, depending on the location of a project or group of projects. Specifically, a project in 
Glacier National Park will have more impact on wildlife and other resources than it would if it occurred in Roosville 
or at other already developed locations along the northern border. While GNP understands that more detailed 
analysis will be done for each project as described in Chapter 9 Environmental Design and Planning 
Considerations, the Biological Resources impact section in the PEIS, in particular, is missing key information. There 
have been many wildlife studies, including on federally listed species, along the northern border particularly in the 
area known as the Crown of the Continent. With a few exceptions none of these studies are referenced. 
Additionally, no one at GNP was contacted to provide information and data to support this effort.  
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Recognize the significance of the tremendous amount of undeveloped area. The area west of the Rocky 
Mountains has 4 national parks and at least 6 national forest areas. This acreage in addition to the acreage from 
natural areas in Canada represents a tremendous amount of undeveloped wild areas that are critical to the health 
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and survival of many natural resources. According to the document conservation and recreation areas analyzed 
make up approximately 9 million US acres in the area west of the Rockies (WOR) and a little over 10% east of the 
Rockies (EOR). Over ½ million acres were analyzed in Canada; according to the PEIS, ¾ of that acreage is forested 
and less than 1% of the area analyzed in Canada is developed. (In the WOR 12 percent is managed as recreational 
or in conservation status and over 10% in the EOR). The affected environment on each resource topic does not 
show the vast amount of wild areas that provide significant habitat for natural resources such as wildlife and thus 
supports their health and survival. The affected environment discussion also does not speak to the health of these 
resources, their condition, population estimates, etc.  
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Fences, ATV, snowmobile and aircraft patrol, new development, and lights. GNP is very concerned about the 
possibility of fences, new development, lights, increased patrols with ATV’s or snowmobiles on trails, and 
increased aircraft activity in the Park. The environmental consequences section of the PEIS did not adequately 
analyze the impacts of these actions on resources (wildlife, vegetation federally and state listed species, cultural, 
night sky, and visitors) in GNP. Furthermore, as stated above, the analysis and conclusions about level of impact 
did not recognize the higher value of lands such as park and national forest areas for protection of natural and 
cultural resources.  Glacier and Waterton preserve and protect many significant natural and cultural resources.  
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Cooperative Relationship. Glacier National Park and the Spokane and Havre Sectors of the Border Patrol have 
conducted cross training in law enforcement, winter operations, search and rescue, and wilderness values.  GNP 
continues to work closely together on operational issues and conduct interagency operations inside and outside 
the park.  The Spokane Sector's horse program is a successful operation designed to access roadless areas in and 
around the park, providing excellent field time for agents and serving as a force-multiplier for the National Park.  
The Border Patrol's Whitefish Station and the park worked together to develop a web-based training program for 
new agents, serving to educate the agents about park facilities, areas of operation, wilderness values, and park 
rules and regulations.  The Havre Sector's winter operations capabilities have been tailored to fit in with the 
resource protection policies of the park, while still providing patrol, emergency response, and border monitoring 
necessary to both agency missions.  The Goat Haunt area of operation within the park has served as a seasonal 
forward operating base for the Havre Sector for several years with the agents residing in National Park Service 
housing units.  Agents from both sectors have assisted on searches, law enforcement cases, and have provided 
excellent intelligence for resource-related issues within the park.  
Glacier National Park has clearly enjoyed an excellent cooperative working relationship with the Spokane and 
Havre Sectors of the Border Patrol.  This relationship has served as a flagship for enhancing border protection, as 
well as environmental stewardship.  Park managers are strong believers in working together to achieve border 
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security and visitor and resource protection in the Crown of the Continent.  As evidenced by the recent successes 
of our strong relationships, GNP would hope the future efforts of the CBP include frequent communications 
between the Sectors and the park and that proposed changes include consultation with the park prior to 
implementation efforts.    
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Public Review in Canada. Since the document analyzes impacts on Canadian lands, was it released in Canada for 
public review? Agencies that GNP contacted indicated they did not receive notice.  
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Cooperating Agency. It is common for agencies that are designated as cooperating agencies to have an 
opportunity to review a draft EIS before it is released for public review. If the Park had been given this 
opportunity, park resource specialists could have provided data and information regarding potential impacts to 
park resources.   
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Line 17 references Glacier National Park (western portion). GNP crosses the continental divide and both the west 
and east side should be recognized as regionally significant habitat. 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

The PEIS needs to reference and analyze the Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem Recovery Zone. It is not 
mentioned in the document. This should be discussed either in this section or east of the Rockies (EOR) and 
potential impacts analyzed. 
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Flathead Watershed Agreement. This description does not accurately reflect the agreement. It is a Memorandum 
of Understanding that speaks to more than just impacts from mining and energy extraction. It speaks to 
cooperating on fish and wildlife management, collaborating on assessments of any project of cross border 
significance that has potential to degrade land or water resources, facilitating adaptation to climate change, and 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions, to name just a few.   

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

While the park agrees with the statements in the paragraph, this should be stated for grizzly bears and other 
species and features that are significant in the parks and therefore cannot suffer impairment. Of note for GNP, 
significant resources include grizzly bears, geology, scenery, wilderness experiences, cultural resources and the 
international peace park (IPP). 
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

How much of the almost 600,000 acres analyzed in Canada is protected and or managed for natural resources? 
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  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

The figures for tribal lands do not make sense. They seem to indicate that all of the tribal land is within Montana 
and then mention lands in Washington, but those do not appear to be added to the total acreage.  
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Why is the percent only given for Idaho? Provide a percent for the entire WOR.  
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

The visual sensitivity in GNP and for the IPP should also be mentioned. 
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

This table includes mention of a site on the Blackfeet Reservation which is outside the WOR. The east side of the 
continental divide has otherwise not been mentioned. A number of other east side properties are listed as well. 
Do the EOR and WOR areas not apply to the cultural resource discussion? If so, this should be stated. 
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

GNP is concerned about consistency. While it makes sense to discuss the park as a whole in this section, the text 
does not describe the entire park, but only 3 of the 6 geographic management areas. The PEIS incorrectly refers to 
these as Regions. However as noted above, this section has so far focused only on WOR area. The resource section 
doesn’t include anything on the east side of the divide and yet the cultural section and this section discuss the 
entire park. This section should include the fact that together with Waterton Lakes NP it is the World’s first 
international Peace Park, both are biosphere reserves and together they are a World Heritage Site. It should also 
describe that 95% of the park is managed as recommended wilderness, 85% of Waterton Lakes National Park is 
designated Wilderness.   It should review GNP’s Purpose and Significance as described in the 1999 General 
Management Plan for the Park. 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

This section mentions Glacier National Park (eastern portion)(Montana, USA)/Waterton Lakes National Park and 
Akamina-Kishinena Provincial Park (Alberta and British Columbia, Canada) as regionally significant habitat, but 
Akamina Kishnena is not listed in the WOR chapter. 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Line 1 has a good discussion of the transboundary Red River. This type of discussion and description is missing on 
an equally important river, the transboundary Flathead in the WOR. 
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

This section should also mention the St. Mary Diversion Dam and agreement with Canada in regards to water for 
irrigation. 
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Line 30 refers to towers in forested areas being less visible. This statement is too general. Since they are built to 
see long distances, they would be built above the trees, making them visible from a distance.  
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  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

None of GNP’s cultural resources are listed in WOR and EOR. There are 324 identified archeological sites in Glacier 
National Park and 367 buildings and structures listed in the National Register, which include 6 National Historic 
Landmarks. Furthermore, on page 5.11-12 line 3 is incorrect. Chief Mountain Border Station is listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places. Less than 2% of the park has been surveyed for cultural resources. 
Development in areas that haven’t been surveyed will require resource surveys and or monitoring. 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

The document is incorrect regarding impacts on Grizzly Bears from new development. They would be affected 
even after construction is complete. Grizzly bears would continue to be adversely impacted by development and 
use of a new area and would be permanently displaced.  
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Any construction done should be done using sustainable materials and be particularly sensitive to night sky 
impacts. Any lights should be night sky friendly. 
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS). GNP is pleased to see that the PEIS includes a discussion of aquatic invasive species, 
but it should go further and discuss impacts. The Border Patrol should insure that all boats and watercraft are 
inspected for AIS before they are put in any water in the US or Canada. This is a major issue for the Crown of the 
Continent ecosystem and Waterton-Glacier IPP. 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

ORV’s should be washed and cleaned before they are taken into an area for patrol to avoid spreading invasive 
weeds. 
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

In addition to consulting with the USFWS, the document should indicate that consultation should also be done 
with the federal, state or private landowner. 
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Vehicles should be washed and cleaned before they are taken off roads to prevent the spread of invasive weeds.  
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Line 29 should include a bullet on the listed threatened grizzly bear and ways to avoid adversely impacting this 
species. 
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Aircraft and boating operations do have impacts on birds, bears and other wildlife. The table incorrectly lists this 
as Negligible.  
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  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Forward Operating Bases could have more than minor impacts depending on their placement, particularly if they 
are located within transboundary wildlife corridors and or within GNP outside of an already developed area. 
Depending on their location, size and level of activity, they could have a significant impact on wildlife, including 
federally and state listed species. They could also adversely impact cultural resources and have a major impact on 
visitors who are seeking wilderness experiences and opportunities for solitude. 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Forward Operating Bases could have more than minor impacts depending on their placement, particularly if they 
are located within transboundary wildlife corridors and or within GNP outside of an already developed area. 
Depending on their location, size, and level of activity, they could have a significant impact on wildlife, including 
federally and state-listed species. They could also adversely impact cultural resources and have a major impact on 
visitors who are seeking wilderness experiences and opportunities for solitude. 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

While Yellowstone manages their snowmobile use and have established trails for this activity, snowmobiles are 
not permitted in GNP.   

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

GNP is pleased to see that wild and scenic rivers will be avoided when siting development.  
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

GNP suggests that to conserve topsoil at construction sites, it should be scraped, piled onsite and covered. It 
should be treated for weeds if necessary. After construction is complete it should be replaced on the site. If any 
seeding or revegetation is required, native plants should be used, particularly in undeveloped areas. 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

ATV’s should be washed before traveling into any new areas to avoid spreading invasive weeds. ATV’s are not 
permitted in GNP.  
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

The impact discussion did not analyze the impacts on park visitors and or wildlife from helicopters and other aerial 
patrols. The park is very concerned about the use of helicopters and the associated noise. GNP receives a large 
number of letters every year from visitors complaining about noise from helicopters and how it adversely 
impacted their backcountry trips, both overnight and day hikes. During emergency operations, helicopter use is 
necessary. However GNP requests that administrative helicopter operations not be conducted within GNP (e.g. 
flying dignitaries into remote locations for familiarization tours, landings training that can be conducted in other 
similar areas, etc.). In the event that helicopters must be used, the park requests a meeting to discuss flight paths 
and identify those areas that are more sensitive to both wildlife and visitors.  
 

  Superintendent Chas GNP is very concerned about proposed Forward Operating Bases (FOB) within GNP. There is less concern if they 
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Cartwright, GLAC are proposed within an existing developed area that didn’t involve an expansion of the area. Depending on the 
location, occupying and impacting 3-5 acres of park land not normally used in such a manner could be a major 
impact on wildlife, visitors, vegetation and cultural resources.  
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

GNP is pleased to see that towers will not be sited within parks and other areas noted for high scenic value. 
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Line 12 states that a fence in a park along the northern border would not have adverse impacts on recreation 
resources; however, it would on wildlife resources, and this was not described in the biological resources section. 
Fences, depending on their location and length could have major impacts on transboundary wildlife movement, 
particularly in GNP and the Crown of the Continent ecosystem. The health and survival of species such as the 
grizzly bear depend on this transboundary movement and genetic exchange.   

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Line 24 should also add wildlife viewing in addition to hunting. 
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

GNP is pleased to see that the Border Patrol intends to limit its use of ATV’s in recreation areas. 
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Impacts on visitors from helicopters flying over GNP would be moderate to major, not minor as stated in this PEIS. 
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Should include cleaning for aquatic invasive species. 
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

The document on page  8.9-9 stated that towers would not be built in recreation areas and would be sited at least 
1.5 miles away to preserve scenic qualities. GNP did not see this included in the list of environmental design and 
planning considerations in Chapter 9. This should be included in the list.  
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Line 1 should include avoiding blocking or preventing transboundary wildlife movements that are critical to 
species health and survival. 
 

  Superintendent Chas 
Cartwright, GLAC 

Environmental Consequences Section: The PEIS did not analyze any adverse environmental effects which cannot 
be avoided, the relationship between short term uses of man’s environment and the maintenance and 
enhancement of long-term productivity, and any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources involved 
in the proposal as required by Section 1502.16 of the National Environmental Policy Act.  
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49  Superintendent Chip 
Jenkins, 
NOCA 

We are very concerned about border security and appreciate the scope and complexity that CBP faces in meeting 
their mission.  We believe we can play an important role in assisting CBP and we appreciate that CBP values 
collaboration as indicated in the Purpose Statement.   

50  Superintendent Chip 
Jenkins, 
NOCA 

We appreciate that CBP intends to continue to partnerships to “build a shared commitment to border security” 
regardless of which alternative is selected.   
 
Citing the Interagency Memorandum of Understanding between DHS, DOI and USDA here, and including the full 
text of the MOU in an Appendix, would augment this statement and provide additional information to the public 
as to the specific ways these partnerships would be practiced.   

51  Superintendent Chip 
Jenkins, 
NOCA 

The description of the North Cascades Complex should be slightly expanded to paint a more comprehensive 
description of the environment that could be affected by the actions proposed in the PEIS.  We suggest the 
following points: 

1. The North Cascades Complex comprises 3 units (North Cascades National Park, Ross Lake National 
Recreation Area, and Lake Chelan National Recreation Area) that are collectively managed by the National 
Park Service as a single administrative entity.   

2. Approximately 94% of the North Cascades Complex is designated as the Stephen Mather Wilderness.  The 
Stephen Mather Wilderness should not be viewed in isolation. It is immediately surrounded by 
approximately 1.3 million acres of federally designated wilderness.  Taken together, these wilderness 
areas collectively represent perhaps the most rugged and remote alpine landscapes in the contiguous 
United States.   

3. Wilderness is a fundamental resource and value for the greater North Cascades ecosystem in general and 
for the North Cascades Complex in particular.   

4. The national park portion of the Complex is almost entirely within wilderness (99%) with very limited, 
primitive facilities.  In contrast, Ross Lake National Recreation Area (ROLA) is the most accessible unit and 
receives the highest visitation.  Recreational amenities in ROLA include several important frontcountry 
areas with developed campgrounds, boat launching facilities and associated amenities. Approximately 
66% of ROLA is designated as wilderness. 

52  Superintendent Chip 
Jenkins, NOCA 

In the environmental consequences chapter, we appreciate the awareness and sensitivity that CBP conveys in the 
analysis regarding various potential impacts to national parks and wilderness areas, including North Cascades.   
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As a general comment we wish to underscore our concern for minimizing impacts to the wilderness character of 
the Stephen Mather wilderness within North Cascades and the adjacent wilderness areas that lie within the North 
Cascades ecosystem.  This concern is grounded in the fact that wilderness is a fundamental resource and value for 
North Cascades and preservation of wilderness character is essential for protecting the ecological functions and 
associated human values associated with the wilderness.   
 
Each year tens of thousands of U.S. citizens legitimately and appropriately enjoy the wilderness of North 
Cascades, and this should continue without obtrusive impacts.  The various actions proposed by CBP, such as 
installation of tactical infrastructure, aerial and land-based surveillance, patrols etc. have the very real potential to 
degrade the wilderness character of the area and adversely affect park users.  That said, we believe that many 
impacts could be substantially mitigated through improved coordination and consultation with NPS staffs.  For 
example, selection of tactical methods coordination with NPS law enforcement rangers that achieve the CBP 
mission but are less intrusive (e.g. foot patrols instead of low elevation overflights) would be one way to mitigate 
adverse effects.  
 
We also believe that legitimate park visitors have a reasonable expectation of privacy and solitude, especially in 
wilderness. In this context the impact analysis could be strengthened by including an analysis of potential impacts 
to the solitude of legitimate park users, and more explicit statements as to how CBP could minimize or mitigate 
the potential impacts.  

53  Superintendent Chip 
Jenkins, 
NOCA 

The PEIS notes that no additional Point of Entry would be considered. 
 
We are concerned about maintaining appropriate public use for legitimate citizens at Hozomeen within the Ross 
Lake NRA.  The Hozomeen area is a very important front country recreational and administrative site immediately 
adjacent to the international border.  Hozomeen serves as a critical vehicle access point for the NPS 
administration of Ross Lake NRA.  In summer Hozomeen serves as our primary base of operations for 
commissioned law enforcement rangers, maintenance and visitor services on Ross Lake.  Seasonal motor vehicle 
access (late spring, summer and early fall) to Ross Lake is provided by the Silver-Skagit highway, which begins in 
Hope, BC and dead ends in Hozomeen.  This road is not connected to any roads in the U.S. The NPS needs to 
maintain motor vehicle access to Hozomeen during summer months for efficient government operations of Ross 
Lake NRA and the North Cascades National Park.  This access is especially important during the spring season 
when boat access to Hozomeen is eliminated due to low reservoir levels of Ross Lake.  In addition, Hozomeen is a 
valuable recreational destination for legitimate U.S. and Canadian citizens.   
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As CBP considers options for border security, we need solutions that maintain NPS access and opportunities for 
legitimate recreation in Hozomeen, much as these uses have been accommodated at places like Goat Haunt in 
Glacier National Park and Boquillas Crossing in Big Bend National Park. 

54  Superintendent Chip 
Jenkins, 
NOCA 

This section provides a very good summary of the MOU between DHS, DOI and USDA.  However, there are many 
aspects of the MOU that have yet to be implemented, and we are actively working with CBP to address this 
shortcoming.  For example, one notable term in the MOU that has not been formalized at North Cascades includes 
cross-deputizing NPS law enforcement personnel so they may assist CBP more directly.  We would welcome this 
action and see this as providing substantial benefits to the efficiency and effectiveness of CBP operations. 

55  Superintendent Chip 
Jenkins, 
NOCA 

We appreciate the recognition and inclusion of the High Ross Treaty.  This Treaty was established by president 
Ronald Reagan in 1984 to resolve a longstanding international environmental dispute between the U.S. and 
Canada that involved raising the Ross Dam within Ross Lake NRA and flooding the upper Skagit River Valley in 
Canada.   
 
The PEIS correctly summarizes the primary purpose of the treaty, but overlooks other important aspects of its 
purpose, including protecting the international ecological, recreational and cultural significance of the upper 
Skagit Valley.  In recognition of this significance, the Treaty established the Skagit Environmental Endowment 
Fund and Commission to: 

• Conserve and protect wilderness and wildlife habitat; 
• Enhance recreational opportunities in the Skagit Valley; 
• Augment recreational uses and infrastructure, including connecting Manning Provincial Park and the 

North Cascades infrastructure by a trail system. 
Future actions on the part of CBP in this area should be informed by the purpose and significance of this Treaty. 
 

56  Superintendent Chip 
Jenkins, NOCA 

We agree that a border fence would restrict recreational access and appreciate CBP’s awareness of this concern.  
We concur with CBP’s assessment (in the Alternatives Chapter) that a border fence would generally be impractical 
given the terrain, ecological impacts, etc. 

57  Superintendent Chip 
Jenkins, NOCA 

In the cumulative effects analysis re: recreation, the PEIS states that the BP Cherry Point project lies directly 
outside the North Cascades Complex and that development of the facility could eliminate or degrade recreational 
opportunities.  Emissions from this facility could cause and indirect and cumulative impacts to air quality, but it is 
not likely to eliminate recreational opportunities since it is approximately 45 air miles west of the North Cascades 
Complex. 

58  Superintendent Chip We are very concerned about border security and appreciate the scope and complexity that CBP faces in meeting 
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Jenkins, NOCA their mission.  We believe we can play an important role in assisting CBP and we appreciate that CBP values 
collaboration as indicated in the Purpose Statement.   

59  Superintendent Chip 
Jenkins, NOCA 

We appreciate that CBP intends to continue to partnerships to “build a shared commitment to border security” 
regardless of which alternative is selected.   
 
Citing the Interagency Memorandum of Understanding between DHS, DOI and USDA here, and including the full 
text of the MOU in an Appendix, would augment this statement and provide additional information to the public 
as to the specific ways these partnerships would be practiced.   

60  Environmental 
Coordinator, Nick 
Chevance, Midwest Region 

General Comments 
 
Of general concern is the information gathering that was used to develop this PEIS.  The National Park Service is 
not aware of any attempts to contact any of the national park units (hereafter “parks” although many have 
different names, i.e. national lakeshores, national recreation areas, national monuments, national historic sites, 
etc.) in the project areas to obtain information about the parks or their resources at risk.  As we note below, some 
of the information gathered is wrong, some of it is woefully wrong (National Parks managed by the Forest 
Service).  It was assumed on our part that the project would at least attempt to contact the parks to obtain 
current resource information, but we doubt this was done consistently across the project area.  This leads to 
serious doubts about whether the impact analysis has relevance to existing conditions. 
 
The Great Lakes themselves, both from an affected environment and an operational environment for agency 
activities, are notably missing from the analysis.  Many of the parks potentially affected by this PEIS are coastal or 
islands with exclusive or concurrent jurisdiction, as well as responsibility for environmental protection, on Great 
Lakes waters. 
 
In both cases, the lack of awareness that the Department of the Interior has responsibility for nationally-
significant lands and waters that fall within the project area is a serious flaw in this document.   
 
None of the parks in the project area are consistently, accurately, or completely described in various sections of 
the document.  As an example, in the Profile of Protected Areas section, Apostle Islands National Lakeshore is 
included for Wisconsin but for Michigan, only Isle Royale NP and not Pictured Rocks National Lakeshore is 
included.  Parks are considered recreational areas and placed in a category different from those “protected areas” 
that includes places such as national forests.  There is no clear understanding of the mission, location, size, and 
resources of the Federal areas listed in the East of the Rockies Region including parks, national forests, the 
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Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness (BWCAW), and Quetico Provincial Park.  National Parks are among the 
most legally protected lands in the United States; interpreted from National Park Service’s Organic Act (16 USC 1), 
the following is the mission of the National Park Service: 
 

The national park system was created to conserve unimpaired many of the world’s most magnificent 
landscapes, places that enshrine our nation’s enduring principles, and places that remind us of the 
tremendous sacrifices Americans have made on behalf of those principles.  They are the most remarkable 
collection of places in America for recreation and learning.  Visitors can immerse themselves in places 
where events actually happened and enjoy some of the most significant natural and historic places in 
America.  These are places that offer renewal for the body, the spirit and the mind.  As required by the 
1916 Organic Act, these special places must be managed in a special way—a way that allows them to be 
enjoyed not just by those who are here today, but also by generations that follow.  Enjoyment by present 
and future generations can be assured only if these special places are passed on to them in an unimpaired 
condition.  (Preface from Management Policies 2006, National Park Service) 

 
As such, parks, while providing recreation, do more than that.  While they conserve resources, they do more than 
that.  National Parks are not merely recreational places nor are they a collection of conserved resources.  Parks 
preserve (meaning to protect, keep intact without change) these special places, resources, and stories for 
generations to come.  Lands managed by the National Park Service are not the same as those managed under a 
multiple use strategy (such as national forests) or those specifically set aside for conservation (BWCAW), nor are 
they the same as state park lands or private lands.  This document fails to make those distinctions. 
 
The recreation and conservation resources areas listed in Section 3.8.1.2 and areas with high visual sensitivity 
listed in Section 3.9.1.2 should be identified for each region in an Appendix.  
 
While the document states that parks, national forests and the BWCAW “pose specific challenges,” it is difficult to 
assess how the actions described in the alternatives would be used in these areas.  
 
Although most of the impacts identified are minor, they are listed as adverse.  Anything affecting national parks or 
their resources in an adverse way would be an issue because the purpose of the parks is to protect these 
resources in an unimpaired condition for future generations. 
 
Regarding the issues raised in Section 8.5.3 Detection, Inspection, Surveillance, and Communications Technology 
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Expansion Alternative, there needs to be consideration of the cumulative effects of many of these operations.  
Each proposed development may be minor, but together they may represent a much larger impact.  This is 
especially true for the actions described in the subsection on "Construct Roads, Bridges, Culverts, and Low-water 
Crossings."  Adding rock or paving a bottom section of a waterway for a low water crossing would negatively 
affect habitat for fish and other biota.  It is not correct that the impact level would be the same under this 
alternative (8.5.3) as under the no action alternative just because the overall impact would be estimated to fall 
into the very general "minor and adverse" impact category.  The impacts would increase under this alternative as 
compared to the no action alternative. 
 
Any fencing put up within the boundary of a park would have a negative impact and would conflict with the 
National Park Service mission, specifically in regard to maintaining resources in an unimpaired state for current 
and future generations.  This would include effects of construction, maintenance, and physical presence of fences 
on the biological resources of the park.  There is still an international treaty in effect along the border area in 
northern Minnesota, the Webster-Ashburton Treaty.  A reasonable interpretation of Article II of the 1842 Treaty 
makes it clear that any fence that restricts the free use of the border lakes from American or British [Canadian] 
citizens would be a violation of the Webster-Ashburton [International] Treaty.  In addition, roads and new fences 
are pathways for the spread of exotic, invasive species.  The threat can be reduced by following best management 
practices (BMPs), but the simple increase in roads and fences will increase the threat of spread of exotics, 
regardless of the BMPs proposed; thus, there will be a negative impact.  
 
The recent "Sister Sites Arrangement between Quetico Provincial Park, La Verendrye Provincial Park, Grand 
Portage National Monument and Voyageurs National Park," agreed upon on September 20, 2011, provide that 
these protected areas strive for "mutually beneficial cooperation" of these five protected areas.  "The purpose of 
the "Sister Site" arrangement is to promote national and international cooperation and support for the mutual 
benefit of all these special places…."  This agreement was reviewed by the U.S. State Department.   
 
Prehistorically, historically, and in contemporary times the "border lakes area" was and is seen as one region by 
residents, particularly of Minnesota and Northwestern Ontario.  Creating a barrier on the boundary would be 
contrary to the expectations and cross border economics activity that is customary in this region. 
 

61  Environmental 
Coordinator, Nick 
Chevance, Midwest Region 

Public Lands in East of the Rockies Region, the Grand Portage Reservation and Red Lake Reservation are not listed 
under reservations.  It is possible that Leech Lake, White Earth, Fond du Lac Reservations or others should also be 
included.  In addition, public lands should also include state parks, state historic sites, as well as National 



NPS CONSOLIDATED COMMENTS ON NORTHERN BORDER EIS 
 
 

15 
 

Monuments 
 
 

62  Environmental 
Coordinator, Nick 
Chevance, Midwest Region 

Kabetogama State Forest is in Minnesota (not North Dakota). 

63  Environmental 
Coordinator, Nick 
Chevance, Midwest Region 

Rainy River should be listed as a major river under Aquatic Resources. 

64  Environmental 
Coordinator, Nick 
Chevance, Midwest Region 

The acreage for Voyageurs National Park is incorrectly listed as 747,840 acres; the correct acreage of the park is 
218,054. 
 

65  Environmental 
Coordinator, Nick 
Chevance, Midwest Region 

It is not clear why Voyageurs National Park, or any park, is considered recreational land while the BWCAW is 
considered a conservation area. 

66  Environmental 
Coordinator, Nick 
Chevance, Midwest Region 

The document incorrectly states that the Forest Service manages National Parks; the National Park Service, a 
bureau of the Department of the Interior, manages National Parks, and not the Forest Service, a bureau of the 
Department of Agriculture.  There is little similarity between the management goals of the two agencies. 
 

67  Environmental 
Coordinator, Nick 
Chevance, Midwest Region 

As mentioned above, the land ownership map does not appear to include all Indian Reservations (Red Lake is the 
only one show in Minnesota for the East of the Rockies Region). 
 

68  Environmental 
Coordinator, Nick 
Chevance, Midwest Region 

Boise Forte Band should be Bois Forte Band 

69  Environmental 
Coordinator, Nick 
Chevance, Midwest Region 

Section 6.6 (dealing with noise) has a section specifically dealing with the National Park Service, which states that 
the only park in the study area for the Great Lakes Region is Isle Royale National Park.  This is clearly incorrect 
because there are other parks within the study area.  This section also ignores National Park Service directives 
regarding noise that pertain to all national park units. 
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70  Environmental 
Coordinator, Nick 
Chevance, Midwest Region 

H-47 Section 1.1.4.1:  Information on the cultural history of Minnesota is available but its presentation in the 
document is severely lacking for the project area. 
 
H-144:  List of National Historic Landmarks should include Grand Mound west of International Falls, Minnesota. 
 
H-201:  Boise Forte Band should be Bois Fort Band. 
 

71  Mark Husbands, 
Environmental Quality 
Division 

It is important that this section clearly identify the need for additional consultation with land management 
agencies when implementation plans are being developed. It needs to be clear that a determination that a future 
action would have only “insignificant effects” needs to be made in coordination with the appropriate land 
management agency or agencies. It is not sufficient that agency consultation only occur after CBP determines that 
a new NEPA process or a tiered EA or EIS is the appropriate pathway. Agencies should be consulted early in 
implementation planning in order that the information necessary to identify the appropriate NEPA pathway is 
made available to CBP.  

72  Greg Eckert, NRSS 
For an analysis as broad as this PEIS, and to address NEPA § 102(2)(A) calls for “a systematic, interdisciplinary 
approach … to use of science,”  this document fails in providing a framework for analysis that can then be applied 
to future, local or regional actions.  The “Affected Environment” sections provide only general descriptions of 
environmental resources under traditional breakouts such as air, water, and biological resources.   Landscape 
ecology metrics and hierarchical tools such as NatureServe’s Ecological Systems, the National Vegetation 
Classification, and the USDA Major Land Resource Area should be applied to resource impacts.  From this, more 
detailed analysis of small patch ecological systems, wide-ranging species and rare species can be developed in a 
systematic way that is amenable to use in future, detailed analyses.  Analyses of “sensitive” biological resources 
are nothing short of a farce.  For example, in Chapter 4, a number of vegetation types are listed, yet there are no 
criteria listed for “sensitivity” and some of the types listed are dominant vegetation types of the region – not what 
is generally considered sensitive. 
 

73  Greg Eckert, NRSS 
There is no real attempt at an Alternatives Analysis.  The document provides a suite of potential actions that are 
all part of the border security portfolio.  Therefore, none of these could be considered independently of each 
other.  Instead, the document could provide scenarios of how these actions could be combined within designated 
areas and over different time periods.  From these scenarios, potential impacts to multiple resources could be 
evaluated. 
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