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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
FOR 

CONSTRUCTION OF THE NEW HOULTON BORDER PATROL STATION 
U.S. BORDER PATROL HOULTON STATION, HOULTON SECTOR, MAINE 

U.S. CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 
 

INTRODUCTION: United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) prepared an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) that addresses the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, 
resulting from the proposed construction of a new U.S. Border Patrol Station (BPS) in Houlton, 
Maine. 
 
The new BPS would replace the current facility which does not have the capacity to meet current 
and future needs for USBP operations in the area. The new BPS would be constructed to 
accommodate the existing agents (42) and up to an additional 8 agents.  The new BPS and 
associated supporting infrastructure are designed for continuous operation in support of the 
Border Patrol Strategic Plan to gain and maintain effective control of the borders of the United 
States. 
 
The Houlton BPS’s Area of Responsibility (AOR) covers 98 miles of international border with 
the Canadian Province of New Brunswick (CBP 2021). Of these 98 miles, approximately 40 
miles are land border and the remaining 58 miles are water border. The Houlton BPS plays an 
integral part in the overall Border Patrol Strategic Plan as a primary line of defense between the 
border of Canada and the interior of the U.S.   
 
The proposed new station would include some or all of the following components: 
 

• Main administration building (approximately 16,100 square foot [sf]) and approximately 
23,000 sf of support space 

• 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with a lift and one without a lift 
• Security borders 
• Command Center (C2) 
• Canine kennels (3) 
• Squad room 
• Training facility 
• FIPS201/HSPD-12 compliant security systems 
• Security lighting 
• 8-foot-high chain link security fencing  
• ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles 
• Marine patrol storage for 4 boats 
• Heliport 
• Two lane firing range (approximately 4,089 sf) with training area and 3 parking spaces 
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PROJECT LOCATION: The proposed new Houlton BPS would be constructed within the 
town of Houlton, Maine with ready access to Interstate 95 (I-95).  The new Houlton BPS would 
be constructed on an approximately 15-acre parcel of land along Access Road in Houlton, 
Maine.  Houlton is located northeast Maine within Aroostook County. 
 
PURPOSE AND NEED: CBP and USBP propose the construction, operation, and maintenance 
of a new Houlton BPS for the purpose of facilitating the primary goals and objectives of USBP’s 
strategy.  The current Houlton BPS lacks sufficient space which is a safety hazard and has a 
substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness.  The installation of a new Houlton BPS 
would address the occupational health, safety, security, and operational deficiencies that are 
found at the existing Houlton BPS and would effectively anticipate and adapt to future law 
enforcement challenges. The Proposed Action would enhance the overall safety and efficiency of 
current and future operations within the USBP Houlton BPS AOR, as well as the safety of 
communities in the area. 
 
The need for the Proposed Action includes provision of the following: 
 

• Appropriate facilities to allow the USBP to operate more efficiently, safely, and securely 
- resulting in more effective deployment of required assets in the area of responsibility to 
prevent illegal activities - and ensure chain of custody; 

• Appropriate facilities that enable USBP to attain and maintain compliance with USBP 
standards, regulations, and mandates; 

• Provide additional space and facilities for expansion of the Houlton BPS to a 50-agent 
station plus support staff; 

• Facilities necessary for increased effectiveness of an expanded number of USBP agents 
in the performance of their duties (e.g., vehicle maintenance shop, fuel storage, vehicle 
parking, secure vehicle seizure lot, dog kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage); and 

• Provide an opportunity for future expansion, as necessary. 
 

ALTERNATIVES:  Two action alternatives and the No Action Alternative, as required by 
CEQ, have been evaluated in the EA.  The alternative descriptions are presented in the following 
paragraphs. 
 
Alternative 1 is the North Miller Tract, which is located between Hidden Road and Access Road, 
east of U.S. Route 1 (North Street).  This tract consists of a mix of open fields and wooded area, 
which is zoned for Highway Business, thus the new Houlton BPS would be an applicable 
building for this zone.  Although this tract is approximately 133 acres, CBP has chosen to 
evaluate approximately 15 acres of this tract.  The 15-acre portion of the 133-acre tract is located 
at the northeast end of Access Road near the water treatment plant.  The remaining acreage 
within the tract would remain private property.  If this alternative is chosen, CBP would make a 
direct purchase from the current private owner. 
 
Alternative 2 is the South Miller Tract (Preferred Alternative) and consists of 73.5 acres and is 
located south of Access Road.  This tract is also located within a Highway Business zone and is 
applicable for use as the new Houlton BPS.  This tract was classified as farmland in 1995 and is 
still in use as agricultural lands today.  Although this tract is 73.5 acres, CBP has chosen to 
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evaluate approximately 15-acres of the tract for siting purposes. The remaining acreage within 
the tract would remain private property.  If this alternative is chosen, CBP would make a direct 
purchase from the current private owner. 
 
Alternative 3 is the No Action Alternative, which would preclude the construction, operation, 
and maintenance of a new BPS.  The existing station would continue to be inadequate for the 
support of operations within the Houlton AOR, and would have to accommodate the projected 
increase in USBP agents, but would not be able to do so while operating in an effective manner.  
Consequently, this alternative would hinder USBP’s ability to respond to high-levels of illegal 
border-related activity.  The No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the 
proposed project, but was carried forward for analysis, as required by CEQ regulations.  The No 
Action Alternative describes the existing conditions in the absence of the Proposed Action. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES:  No effects would occur to cultural resources as 
none were found within the boundaries of the Proposed Action.  Effects to biological resources 
such as soils, vegetation, and wildlife would range from none to minor, and temporary to long-
term.  No effects to protected species would occur as no habitat or individuals are located at 
either alternative site.  The Proposed Action would have minimal impacts on ground water 
resources.   Alternative 1 would have permanent impacts to wetlands (1.4 acres); however, these 
impacts would be mitigated to a no net loss of wetlands if chosen.  Alternative 2 would have no 
impacts to wetlands or waters of the U.S. as none are present. 
 
Temporary and minor increases in air pollution and noise would occur during construction 
activities.  Negligible increases in demands on utilities would be expected as a result of the new 
BPS.  Construction of the BPS would create long-term, minor impacts on roadways and traffic 
within the region.  Vehicular traffic would increase near the proposed site to transport materials 
and work crews during construction activities. An increase in the number of personnel traveling 
to the new BPS would also occur after construction was completed. 
 
The Proposed Action would have minor to negligible impacts on socioeconomics through 
increased taxes, salaries, and buying of supplies during construction and operation of the BPS.  
Further, the Proposed Action would not result in disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects on minority populations or low-income populations. 
 
BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES:  Best Management Practices were identified for each 
resource category that could be potentially affected.  Many of these measures have been 
incorporated as standard operating procedures by CBP in similar past projects.  The BMPs to be 
implemented are found below and in Section 4.0 of the EA. 
 
GENERAL PROJECT PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
 
1. If required, night-vision-friendly strobe lights necessary for CBP operational needs will 

use the minimum wattage and number of flashes per minute necessary to ensure 
operational safety.   
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2. Avoid contamination of ground and surface waters by storing concrete wash water, and 
any water that has been contaminated with construction materials, oils, equipment 
residue, etc., in closed containers on-site until removed for disposal.  This wash water is 
toxic to wildlife.  Storage tanks must have proper air space (to avoid rainfall-induced 
overtopping), be on-ground containers, and be located in upland areas instead of washes. 

 
3. Avoid lighting impacts during the night by conducting construction and maintenance 

activities during daylight hours only.  If night lighting is unavoidable, 1) use special bulbs 
designed to ensure no increase in ambient light conditions, 2) minimize the number of 
lights used, 3) place lights on poles pointed down toward the ground, with shields on 
lights to prevent light from going up into sky, or out laterally into landscape, and 4) 
selectively place lights so they are directed away from all native vegetative communities. 

 
4. CBP will avoid the spread of non-native plants by not using natural materials (e.g., straw) 

for on-site erosion control.  If natural materials must be used, the natural material would 
be certified weed and weed-seed free.  Herbicides not toxic to listed species that may be 
in the area can be used for non-native vegetation control.  Application of herbicides will 
follow Federal guidelines and can be used according to in accordance with label 
directions. 

 
5. CBP will ensure that all construction will follow DHS Directive 025-01 for Sustainable 

Practices for Environmental, Energy, and Transportation Management. 
 
6. CBP will place drip pans under parked equipment and establish containment zones when 

refueling vehicles or equipment. 
 

SOILS  
 
1. Clearly demarcate the perimeter of all new areas to be disturbed using flagging or 

temporary construction fencing.  Do not allow any disturbance outside that perimeter. 
 
2. The area of disturbance will be minimized by limiting deliveries of materials and 

equipment to only those needed for effective project implementation. 
 
3. Within the designated disturbance area, grading or topsoil removal will be limited to 

areas where this activity is needed to provide the ground conditions necessary for 
construction or maintenance activities. 

 
4. Rehabilitation will include revegetating or the distribution of organic and geological 

materials (i.e., boulders and rocks) over the disturbed area to reduce erosion while 
allowing the area to naturally vegetate. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
1. Materials used for on-site erosion control will be free of non-native plant seeds and other 

plant parts to limit potential for infestation. 
 
2. Identify by its source location any fill material, sandbags, hay bales, and mulch brought 

in from outside the project area.  These materials will be free of non-native plant seeds 
and other plant parts to limit potential for infestation. 

 
3. Native weed free seeds or plants will be used to revegetate temporarily disturbed areas. 
 
4. Obtain materials such as gravel, topsoil, or fill from existing developed or previously 

used sources that are compatible with the project area and are from legally permitted 
sites.  Do not use materials from undisturbed areas adjacent to the project area. 

 
5. To prevent entrapment of wildlife species, ensure that excavated, steep-walled holes or 

trenches are either completely covered by plywood or metal caps at the close of each 
workday or provided with one or more escape ramps (at no greater than 1,000-foot 
intervals and sloped less than 45 degrees) constructed of earthen fill or wooden planks. 

 
6. Each morning, before the start of construction or maintenance activities and before such 

holes or trenches are filled, ensure that they are thoroughly inspected for trapped animals.  
Ensure that any animals discovered are allowed to escape voluntarily (by escape ramps or 
temporary structures), without harassment, and before construction activities resume, or 
are removed from the trench or hole by a qualified person and allowed to escape 
unimpeded. 

 
7. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 U.S.C. 703-712, [1918, as amended 1936, 

1960, 1968, 1969, 1974, 1978, 1986 and 1989]) requires that Federal agencies coordinate 
with the USFWS if a construction activity would result in the take of a migratory bird.  If 
construction or clearing activities are scheduled during nesting season (March 1 through 
September 1) within potential nesting habitats, surveys will be performed to identify 
active nests.  If construction activities will result in the take of a migratory bird, then 
coordination with the USFWS and TPWD will be required and applicable permits would 
be obtained prior to construction or clearing activities.  Other mitigation measures that 
would be considered are to install visual markers on any guy wires used, and to schedule 
all construction activities outside nesting season, negating the requirement for nesting 
bird surveys.  The proposed RVSS and relay towers would also comply with USFWS 
guidelines for reducing fatal bird strikes on communications towers (Clark 2000), to the 
greatest extent practicable. 

 
8. Anti-perching devices will be incorporated into the site design and installed on the tower. 
 
9. CBP will not, for any length of time, permit any pets inside the project area or adjacent 

native habitats.  This BMP does not pertain to law enforcement animals. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
1. In the event that unanticipated archaeological resources are discovered during 

construction or any other project-related activities, or should known archaeological 
resources be inadvertently affected in a manner that was not anticipated, the project 
proponent or contractor shall immediately halt all activities in the immediate area of the 
discovery and take steps to stabilize and protect the discovered resource until it can be 
evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. 
 

2. In the event that human remains are inadvertently discovered all ground-disturbing 
activity would cease immediately. The Project Manager would immediately notify CBP. 
CBP would notify state police within 24 hours of the discovery and follow their 
directions for securing the site pending examination of a medical examiner/coroner. Law 
enforcement and the coroner would determine whether or not the discovery constitutes a 
crime scene. CBP would coordinate with the state police and the coroner regarding where 
construction activities can resume. No work may proceed without the written 
authorization of CBP. CBP would notify the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, 
the appropriate SHPO or Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, any impacted Indian Tribe, 
and any impacted federal agency of the discovery in writing within two business days. 
NAGPRA would be followed if the discovery is determined to be of Native American 
origin. CBP’s established standard operating procedures for inadvertent discoveries 
would be adhered to in all cases. 

 
AIR QUALITY 
 
1. Soil watering will be utilized to minimize airborne particulate matter created during 

construction activities.  Bare ground may be covered with hay or straw to lessen wind 
erosion during the time between construction and the revegetation of temporary impact 
areas with a mixture of native plant seeds or nursery plantings (or both).  All construction 
equipment and vehicles will be kept in good operating condition to minimize exhaust 
emissions.   

 
WATER RESOURCES 
 
1. Wastewater is to be stored in closed containers on-site until removed for disposal.  

Wastewater is water used for project purposes that is contaminated with construction 
materials or from cleaning equipment and thus carries oils or other toxic materials or 
other contaminants as defined by Federal or state regulations. 

 
2. Avoid contamination of ground and surface waters by collecting concrete wash water in 

open containers and disposing of it off-site. 
 
3. Avoid contaminating natural aquatic and wetland systems with runoff by limiting all 

equipment maintenance, staging, and laydown and dispensing hazardous liquids, such as 
fuel and oil, to designated upland areas. 
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4. Cease work during heavy rains and do not resume work until conditions are suitable for 
the movement of equipment and materials. 

 
5. Erosion control measures and appropriate BMPs, as required and promulgated through a 

site-specific SWPPP and engineering designs, will be implemented before, during, and 
after soil-disturbing activities. 

 
6. Areas with highly erodible soils will be given special consideration when preparing the 

SWPPP to ensure incorporation of various erosion control techniques, such as straw 
bales, silt fencing, aggregate materials, wetting compounds, and rehabilitation, where 
possible, to decrease erosion. 

 
7. All construction and maintenance contractors and personnel will review the CBP-

approved spill protection plan and implement it during construction and maintenance 
activities. 

8. Wastewater from pressure washing must be collected.  A ground pit or sump can be used 
to collect the wastewater.  Wastewater from pressure washing must not be discharged 
into any surface water. 

 
9. If soaps or detergents are used, the wastewater and solids must be pumped or cleaned out 

and disposed of in an approved facility.  If no soaps or detergents are used, the 
wastewater must first be filtered or screened to remove solids before being allowed to 
flow off-site.  Detergents and cleaning solutions must not be sprayed over or discharged 
into surface waters. 

 
NOISE 
 
1. Avoid noise impacts during the night by conducting construction and maintenance 

activities during daylight hours only. 
 
2. All Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) requirements will be 

followed.  To lessen noise impacts on the local wildlife communities, construction will 
only occur during daylight hours.  All motor vehicles will be properly maintained to 
reduce the potential for vehicle-related noise. 

 
SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTES 
 
1. BMPs will be implemented as standard operating procedures during all construction 

activities, and will include proper handling, storage, and/or disposal of hazardous and/or 
regulated materials.  To minimize potential impacts from hazardous and regulated 
materials, all fuels, waste oils, and solvents will be collected and stored in tanks or drums 
within a secondary containment system that consists of an impervious floor and bermed 
sidewalls capable of containing the volume of the largest container stored therein.  The 
refueling of machinery will be completed in accordance with accepted industry and 
regulatory guidelines, and all vehicles will have drip pans during storage to contain minor 
spills and drips.  Although it is unlikely that a major spill would occur, any spill of 
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reportable quantities will be contained immediately within an earthen dike, and the 
application of an absorbent (e.g., granular, pillow, sock) will be used to absorb and 
contain the spill. 
 

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

3. CBP will minimize site disturbance and avoid attracting predators by promptly removing 
waste materials, wrappers, and debris from the site.  Any waste that must remain more 
than 12 hours should be properly stored until disposal. 
 

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

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

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

7. All rainwater collected in secondary containment will be pumped out, and secondary 
containment will have netting to minimize exposure to wildlife. 
 

8. A properly licensed and certified hazardous waste disposal contractor will be used for 
hazardous waste disposal, and manifests will be traced to final destinations to ensure 
proper disposal is accomplished. 

 
ROADWAYS AND TRAFFIC 
 
1. Construction vehicles will travel and equipment will be transported on established roads 

with proper flagging and safety precautions. 
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FINDING:  On the basis of the findings of the EA, which is incorporated by reference, and 
which has been conducted in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, the 
Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and DHS Directive Number 023-01, Rev.01, and 
DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act and after careful review of the potential environmental impacts of 
implementing the proposal, we find there would be no significant impact on the quality of the 
human or natural environments; therefore, there is no requirement to develop an Environmental 
Impact Statement.  Further, we commit to implement BMPs and environmental design measures 
identified in the EA and supporting documents. 

Mackenzie Spradlin Date 
Director 
Facilities Division 
Air and Marine Operations (AMO) 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 

Dennis M. Counihan  Date 
Acting Director 
Facilities Management and Engineering Division 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is the law enforcement component of the Department 
of Homeland Security (DHS) responsible for securing the border and facilitating lawful 
international trade and travel. U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) is the uniformed law enforcement 
component within CBP responsible for securing the Nation’s borders against the illegal entry of 
people and goods between ports of entry. 
 
CBP is proposing to construct a new Border Patrol Station (BPS) in Houlton, Maine. The new 
BPS would replace the current facility which does not have the capacity to meet current and 
future needs for USBP operations in the area. The new BPS and associated supporting 
infrastructure are designed for continuous operation in support of the Border Patrol Strategic 
Plan to gain and maintain effective control of the borders of the United States. 
 
PROJECT LOCATION 
 
The proposed BPS would be constructed within the town of Houlton, Maine with ready access to 
Interstate 95 (I-95).  Based on potential site designs, a 15-acre project site is sufficient to 
construct the BPS main administrative building and associated infrastructure including a fueling 
station, communications building, parking area, and maintenance facility. 
 
PURPOSE AND NEED 
 
CBP proposes construction, operation, and maintenance of a new Houlton BPS for the purpose 
of facilitating the primary goals and objectives of USBP’s strategy.  Based upon the increasing 
trends in illegal border activities and the currently insufficient facilities at the Houlton BPS, 
additional USBP agents and other resources are required to enhance the operational capabilities 
of USBP within the Houlton Station Area of Responsibility (AOR).  The site for the Proposed 
Action is approximately 1.5 miles south of the existing station.  The proposed construction of an 
upgraded permanent facility would address the occupational health, safety, security, and 
operational deficiencies that are found at the existing Houlton BPS. 
 
The need for a new Houlton BPS is due to the original station being built in 1989 and being 
designed to support a maximum of eight USBP agents.  Currently, approximately 42 personnel 
are assigned to the station, and it is woefully overcrowded and unable to accommodate the 
existing agents and mission support staff. In addition, the current facility does not have a vehicle 
maintenance facility (VMF), which increases vehicle service times and decreases operational 
effectiveness.  The distance (30 to 45 miles) of the Houlton Station from the patrol area affects 
operations and the effectiveness.  Security is severely lacking, and the facility has numerous 
health and safety issues.  The facility parking lot is on a negative grade towards the facility, 
which has resulted in snowmelt and rainwater infiltrating the facility on numerous occasions.  
Most specialty equipment (i.e., vessels, trailers, snowmobiles, and all-terrain vehicles [ATVs]) 
are stored off-site or at other stations located 1.5 to 2 hours away.  The new facilities would be 
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able to accommodate the growth in staffing due to existing and near-future operational demands 
placed upon the Houlton BPS. 
 
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
 
Two action alternatives and the No Action Alternative were identified and considered during the 
planning stages of the proposed project.  The Proposed Action consists of the construction and 
operation of a new Houlton BPS and associated infrastructure that meet the purpose of and need 
for the project.  As required by National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, the No Action Alternative reflects conditions within 
the project site should the Proposed Action not be implemented.  Two potential BPS sites are 
carried forward for evaluation in the EA. 
 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES 
 
No effects would occur to cultural resources as none were found within the boundaries of the 
Proposed Action.  Effects to biological resources such as soils, vegetation, and wildlife would 
range from none to minor, and temporary to long-term.  No effects to protected species would 
occur as no habitat or individuals are located at either alternative site.  The Proposed Action 
would have minimal impacts on ground water resources.   Alternative 1 would have permanent 
impacts to wetlands (1.4 acres); however, these impacts would be mitigated to a no net loss of 
wetlands if chosen.  Alternative 2 would have no impacts to wetlands or waters of the U.S. as 
none are present. 
 
Temporary and minor increases in air pollution and noise would occur during construction 
activities.  Negligible increases in demands on utilities would be expected as a result of the new 
BPS.  Construction of the BPS would create long-term, minor impacts on roadways and traffic 
within the region.  Vehicular traffic would increase near the proposed site to transport materials 
and work crews during construction activities. An increase in the number of personnel traveling 
to the new BPS would also occur after construction was completed. 
 
The Proposed Action would have minor to negligible impacts on socioeconomics through 
increased taxes, salaries, and buying of supplies during construction and operation of the BPS.  
Further, the Proposed Action would not result in disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects on minority populations or low-income populations. 
 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
Based upon the analyses of the Environmental Assessment (EA) and the Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) to be implemented, the Proposed Action would not have a significant effect on 
the environment.  Therefore, no further analysis or documentation (i.e., Environmental Impact 
Statement [EIS]) is warranted.  CBP, in implementing this decision, would employ all practical 
means to minimize the potential for adverse impacts on the human and natural environments. 
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1.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) that will address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from 
the proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in 
Houlton, Maine.  The proposed new Houlton BPS would be constructed to accommodate 50 
agents and would replace the current BPS which lacks the capacity to meet current and future 
needs for USBP operations in the area. The new BPS and associated supporting infrastructure are 
designed for continuous operation in support of the Border Patrol Strategic Plan to gain and 
maintain effective control of the borders of the U.S. (CBP 2020). 
 
The Houlton BPS’s Area of Responsibility (AOR) covers 98 miles of international border with 
the Canadian Province of New Brunswick (CBP 2021). Of these 98 miles, approximately 40 
miles are land border and the remaining 58 miles are water border. The Houlton BPS plays an 
integral part in the overall Border Patrol Strategic Plan as a primary line of defense between the 
border of Canada and the interior of the U.S.   
 
1.2 PROJECT LOCATION 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be constructed within the town of Houlton, Maine with 
ready access to Interstate 95 (I-95) (Figure 1-1).  Houlton is located in the northeastern portion of 
Maine, in Aroostook County. 
 
1.3 PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
CBP and USBP propose the construction, operation, and maintenance of a new Houlton BPS for 
the purpose of facilitating the primary goals and objectives of USBP’s strategy.  The current 
Houlton BPS lacks sufficient space which is a safety hazard and has a substantial impact on 
USBP’s operational effectiveness.  The installation of a new Houlton BPS would address the 
occupational health, safety, security, and operational deficiencies that are found at the existing 
Houlton BPS and would effectively anticipate and adapt to future law enforcement challenges. 
The Proposed Action would enhance the overall safety and efficiency of current and future 
operations within the USBP Houlton BPS AOR, as well as the safety of communities in the area. 
 
1.4 NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The existing Houlton BPS was built in 1989 and was designed to support a maximum of eight 
USBP agents.  Currently, approximately 42 personnel are assigned to the station, and it is 
woefully overcrowded and unable to accommodate the existing agents and mission support staff 
assigned. The current facilities would not be able accommodate the projected increase in USBP 
agents and would hinder USBP’s ability to respond to high-levels of illegal border-related 
activity. 
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Figure 1-1.  Vicinity Map
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The location of the current Houlton Station is approximately 30 to 45 miles from the patrol area, 
which affects operations and effectiveness. The current facility does not have a vehicle 
maintenance facility (VMF), which increases vehicle service times and decreases operational 
effectiveness. Most specialty equipment (i.e., vessels, trailers, snowmobiles, and all-terrain 
vehicles [ATVs]) are stored off-site or at other stations located 1.5 to 2 hours away. 
 
Security is severely lacking, and the current facility has numerous health and safety issues. The 
facility parking lot is on a negative grade towards the facility, which has resulted in snowmelt 
and rainwater infiltrating the facility on numerous occasions. 
 
These deficiencies have adversely impacted the daily field operations, communications, 
administrative functions, and training efficiency within the Houlton BPS AOR, as well as the 
safety of communities in the area.  The new BPS would replace existing deficient facilities 
currently located in an area that does not allow for efficient USBP operations. The new facilities 
would be able to accommodate the growth in staffing due to existing and near-future operational 
demands placed upon the Houlton BPS. 
 
The need for the Proposed Action includes provision of the following: 
 

• Appropriate facilities to allow the USBP to operate more efficiently, safely, and securely 
- resulting in more effective deployment of required assets in the area of responsibility to 
prevent illegal activities - and ensure chain of custody; 

• Appropriate facilities that enable USBP to attain and maintain compliance with USBP 
standards, regulations, and mandates; 

• Provide additional space and facilities for expansion of the Houlton BPS to a 50-agent 
station plus support staff; 

• Facilities necessary for increased effectiveness of an expanded number of USBP agents 
in the performance of their duties (e.g., vehicle maintenance shop, fuel storage, vehicle 
parking, secure vehicle seizure lot, dog kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage); and 

• Provide an opportunity for future expansion, as necessary. 
 

1.5 SCOPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS AND DECISIONS TO BE MADE 
 
The scope of this EA includes an evaluation of the effects on the natural, cultural, social, 
economic, and physical environments resulting from the construction, installation, operation, and 
maintenance of a new Houlton BPS within the Houlton Sector AOR.  This evaluation will review 
and discuss environmental trends or reasonably foreseeable planned actions within the 
potentially affected areas. This analysis does not include an assessment of operations conducted 
in the field and away from the proposed new Houlton BPS.  The potentially affected natural and 
human environment is limited to resources associated with the City of Houlton and Aroostook 
County, Maine.  Most potential effects will be limited to the construction site and immediately 
adjacent resources. 
 
The EA assesses the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives. The EA 
also allows decision makers to determine if the Proposed Action would or would not have effects 
on the natural, cultural, social, economic, and physical environment, as well as whether the 
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action can proceed to the next phase of project development or if an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) is required. The process for developing the EA allows for input and comments 
on the Proposed Action from the concerned public, interested non-governmental groups, and 
interested government agencies to inform agency decision making.  This EA has been prepared 
as follows: 
 

1. Conduct interagency and intergovernmental coordination for environmental planning.  
The first step in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process is to solicit 
comments from federal, state, and local agencies, as well as federally recognized tribes, 
about the proposed project to ensure that their concerns are included in the analysis. 
 

2. Prepare a draft EA.  CBP will review and address relevant comments and concerns 
received from any federal, state, and local agencies or federally recognized tribes during 
preparation of the draft EA. 

 
3. Announce that the draft EA has been prepared.  A Notice of Availability (NOA) will be 

published in the Houlton Pioneer Times newspaper on November 19, 2021. to announce 
the public comment period and the availability of the draft EA and Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI), if applicable. 
 

4. Provide a public comment period.  A public comment period allows for all interested 
parties to review the analysis presented in the draft EA and provide feedback.   The draft 
EA will be available to the public for a 30-day review beginning November 19, 2021. 
The draft EA will also be available for download from the CBP internet web page at the 
following URL address: http://www.cbp.gov/about/environmental-cultural-
stewardship/nepa-documents/docs-review. 

 
5. Prepare a final EA.  A final EA will be prepared following the public comment period.  

The final EA will address relevant comments and concerns received from all interested 
parties during the public comment period. 
 

6. Issue a FONSI.  The final step in the NEPA process is the signature of a FONSI, if the 
environmental analysis supports the conclusion that impacts on the quality of the human 
and natural environments from implementing the Proposed Action would not be 
significant.  In this case, no EIS would be prepared. 

 
1.6 APPLICABLE ENVIRONMENTAL GUIDANCE, STATUTES, AND 

REGULATIONS 
 
CBP will follow applicable federal laws and regulations for environmental protection and 
management.  This EA has been developed in accordance with the requirements of NEPA, 
updated regulations issued by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) published in 40 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508 and 1515-1518 (CEQ 2020), and 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Directive Number 023-01, Rev.01, and DHS 
Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of NEPA and other pertinent 
environmental statutes, regulations, and compliance requirements.  This EA is the vehicle for 

http://www.cbp.gov/about/environmental-cultural-stewardship/nepa-documents/docs-review
http://www.cbp.gov/about/environmental-cultural-stewardship/nepa-documents/docs-review
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compliance with all applicable environmental statutes, such as the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) of 1973; 16 United States Code (U.S.C.) Part §1531 et seq., as amended; and the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, 16 U.S.C. §470a et seq., as amended. 
 
1.7 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
In accordance with 40 CFR §1501.9, 1503, 1506.6, and 1508.1 (k), CBP initiated public 
involvement and agency scoping activities to identify significant issues related to the Proposed 
Action.  CBP is consulting, and will continue to consult, with appropriate local, state, tribal, and 
federal government agencies throughout the EA process.  Formal and informal coordination will 
be conducted with the following agencies: 
 
Federal Agencies: 
 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
• U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) 
• Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
• Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

 
State Agencies: 
 

• Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW) 
• Maine Historical Preservation Commission (MHPC) 
• Maine Department of Transportation (MDOT) 
• Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MDEP) 

 
Tribal: 
 

• Houlton Band of Maliseet Indians 
• Aroostook Band of Micmacs 
• Passamaquoddy Tribe 
• Penobscot Nation 

 
Local: 
 

• Aroostook County 
• City of Houlton
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2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
 
This chapter describes the Proposed Action and alternatives for siting the proposed new Houlton 
BPS.  Two action alternatives and the No Action Alternative were identified and considered 
during the planning stages of the proposed project.  The Proposed Action consists of the 
construction and operation of a new Houlton BPS and associated infrastructure that meet the 
purpose of and need for the project.  As required by NEPA and CEQ regulations, the No Action 
Alternative reflects conditions within the project area should the Proposed Action not be 
implemented. 
 
2.1 PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The Proposed Action would construct a new Houlton BPS on an approximately 15-acre parcel of 
land along Access Road in Houlton, Maine (Figure 2-1).  Based upon potential site designs, it 
has been determined that a 15-acre project area is sufficient to construct the new Houlton BPS 
and associated infrastructure.  There are two alternative sites located in close proximity to one 
another that CBP is evaluating as part of this EA and those are discussed below in Sections 2.2 
and 2.3.  Once the new BPS is complete the lease for the existing BPS will be terminated and the 
facilities returned to the owner. 
 
2.1.1 Proposed Station Design 
It is anticipated that a total of 50 personnel would be assigned to the new Houlton BPS to meet 
current and future increased labor demands of the objectives of USBP in the Houlton BPS’s 
AOR.  Additionally, the site would have the capability to house vehicles, animals, equipment, 
and other materials necessary to meet the objectives of the new Houlton BPS.  The proposed 
Houlton BPS design and construction would result in the new Houlton BPS meeting USBP 
facilities guidelines and security standards.  The facilities would be designed in accordance with 
the Guiding Principles for Sustainable Federal Buildings (Guiding Principles) for New 
Construction or Modernization and will meet Metrics 1 to 20 of this regulatory documentation 
(U.S. Department of Energy [DOE] 2016).  Figure 2-2 presents the currently favored conceptual 
plan for the new Houlton BPS layout. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would include the following components: 
 

• Main administration building (approximately 16,100 square foot [sf]) and approximately 
23,000 sf of support space 

• 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with a lift and one without a lift 
• Security borders 
• Command Center (C2) 
• Canine kennels (3) 
• Squad room 
• Training facility 
• FIPS201/HSPD-12 compliant security systems 
• Security lighting 
• 8-foot-high chain link security fencing  
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Figure 2-1.  Project Alternatives Map  
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Figure 2-2.  Conceptual Design  
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• ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles 
• Marine patrol storage for 4 boats 
• Heliport 
• Two lane firing range (approximately 4,089 sf) with training area and 3 parking spaces 

 
2.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
 
Two action alternatives and the No Action Alternative, as required by CEQ, have been evaluated 
in the EA.  The alternative descriptions are presented in the following paragraphs. 
 
2.2.1 Alternative 1: North Miller Tract  
The North Miller Tract is located between Hidden Road and Access Road, east of U.S. Route 1 
(North Street).  This tract consists of a mix of open fields and wooded area, which is zoned for 
Highway Business, thus the new Houlton BPS would be an applicable building for this zone.  
Although this tract is approximately 133 acres, CBP has chosen to evaluate approximately 15 
acres of this tract.  The 15-acre portion of the 133-acre tract is located at the northeast end of 
Access Road near the water treatment plant (See Figure 2-1).  The remaining acreage within the 
tract would remain private property.  If this alternative is chosen, CBP would make a direct 
purchase from the current private owner. 
 
2.2.2 Alternative 2: South Miller Tract (Preferred Alternative) 
The South Miller Tract consists of 73.5 acres and is located south of Access Road.  This tract is 
also located within a Highway Business zone and is applicable for use as the new Houlton BPS.  
This tract was classified as farmland in 1995 and is still in use as agricultural lands today.  
Although this tract is 73.5 acres, CBP has chosen to evaluate approximately 15-acres of the tract 
for siting purposes (See Figure 2-1).  The remaining acreage within the tract would remain 
private property.  If this alternative is chosen, CBP would make a direct purchase from the 
current private owner. 
 
2.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
 
The No Action Alternative would preclude the construction, operation, and maintenance of a 
new Houlton BPS.  The existing Houlton BPS facility would continue to be inadequate for the 
support of operations within the Houlton Sector, and would have to accommodate the projected 
increase in USBP agents but would not be able to do so while operating in an effective manner.  
Consequently, this alternative would hinder USBP’s ability to respond to high-levels of illegal 
border-related activity.  The No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the 
proposed project, but will be carried forward for analysis, as required by CEQ regulations.  The 
No Action Alternative describes the existing conditions in the absence of the Proposed Action. 
 
2.4 ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY 
 
The three alternatives selected for further analysis include two action alternatives and the No 
Action Alternative.  Alternative 2 is CBP’s Preferred Alternative for the proposed project.  
Alternative 2 fully meets the purpose of and need for the project, and the preferred construction 
site offers the best combination of terrain, environment, land ownership, and operational 
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requirements to serve as a new Houlton BPS for conducting USBP’s operations within the 
Houlton Sector.  An evaluation of how the action alternatives meets the project’s purpose and 
need is provided in Table 2-1. 
 

Table 2-1.  Alternatives Matrix of Purpose of and Need for Alternatives 

Purpose and Need Alternative 
1 

Alternative 
2 (Preferred 
Alternative) 

No Action 
Alternative 

Appropriate facilities to allow the USBP to operate more 
efficiently, safely, and securely - resulting in more effective 
deployment of required assets in the area of responsibility to 
prevent illegal activities - and ensure chain of custody. 

Yes Yes No 

Facilities that will enable USBP to attain and maintain 
compliance with standards, regulations, and mandates. Yes Yes No 

Provide additional space and facilities for expansion of 
Houlton BPS to a 50-agent station plus support staff 

the Yes Yes No 

Provide facilities necessary for an increased effectiveness of 
USBP agents in the performance of their duties (e.g., vehicle 
maintenance shop, fuel storage, vehicle parking, detention and Yes Yes No 
processing space, secure vehicle seizure lot, dog kennels, 
ATV/Snowmobile storage area) 

Provide an opportunity for future expansion as necessary Yes Yes No 

 
2.5 RECENT, ONGOING, AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE PROJECTS 

WITHIN THE GEOGRAPHIC BASELINE OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
Recent, ongoing, and reasonably foreseeable proposed projects were identified in the 
development of this EA.  These projects include CBP projects, as well as other agencies that 
could have projects within the geographic baseline of the Proposed Action.  If a proposed project 
presumptively would have effects that are reasonably foreseeable and have a close causal 
relationship with the Proposed Action or alternatives it is included in the affected environment 
and consequences section of this EA.  However, if the effect of the proposed project is remote in 
time, geographically remote, or would be a result of a lengthy causal chain, the proposed project 
was not included in the affected environment and consequences section of this EA per 40 CFR 
§1508.1(g). 
 
The following projects were reviewed and CBP has determined that the effects of these projects 
are remote in time, geographically remote, or would be a result of a lengthy causal chain, and are 
not included in the environmental consequences section of this EA. 
 
CBP Projects 

• Expand the apron at the Houlton Air Unit hangar to allow for safe take off and landings. 
• Multiple maintenance tasks such as installing proper lightning protection, grounding 

electrical gates, and painting of the exterior of several buildings throughout the Houlton 
Sector AOR.   

• Construction of a new Intelligence Facility in Houlton Sector. 
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CBP determined not to include these ongoing and planning projects for discussion in the 
environmental consequences section of this EA because the potential effects of these projects are 
geographically remote (i.e., over 20 miles), remote in time, or the result of a lengthy causal chain 
when considering effects relating to the Proposed Action. 
 
Other Agency Projects 
No other agency projects are planned or are reasonably foreseeable to occur within the next five 
years. 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES 
 
3.1 PRELIMINARY IMPACT SCOPING 
 
This section describes the natural and human environments that exist within the region of 
influence (ROI) and the potential impacts of the No Action Alternative and both Action 
Alternatives outlined in Section 2.0 of this document.  The ROI for the new Houlton BPS is the 
City of Houlton and Aroostook County, Maine.  Both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would be 
located on federal land acquired from a private seller.  Only those issues that have the potential 
to be affected by any of the alternatives are described, per CEQ guidance (40 CFR § 1501.9 [3]). 
 
Some topics are limited in scope due to the lack of effect from the Proposed Action on the 
resource or because that particular resource is not located within the project site (Table 3-1). 
 

Table 3-1.  Resources Analyzed in the Environmental Impact Analysis Process 

Resource 
Potential to Be Affected 
by Implementation of 
the Proposed Action  

Analyzed 
in This 
EA 

Rationale for Elimination 

Wild and Scenic Rivers No No 
No rivers designated as Wild and Scenic 
Rivers (16 U.S.C. § 551, 1278[c], 1281[d]) 
are located within or near the project site 

Land Use Yes Yes Not Applicable 
Geology No No No geologic resources would be affected 
Soils Yes Yes Not Applicable 
Prime Farmlands No No No prime farmlands would be affected 
Water Resources Yes Yes Not Applicable 
Floodplains No Yes Not Applicable 
Vegetative Habitat Yes Yes Not Applicable 
Wildlife Resources Yes Yes Not Applicable 
Threatened and 
Endangered Species No Yes Not Applicable 

Cultural, Archaeological, 
and Historical Resources No Yes Not Applicable 

Air Quality Yes Yes Not Applicable 
Noise Yes Yes Not Applicable 
Utilities and 
Infrastructure Yes Yes Not Applicable 

Roadways and Traffic Yes Yes Not Applicable 
Aesthetic and Visual 
Resources No No No aesthetic or visual resources would be 

affected 
Hazardous Materials Yes Yes Not Applicable 
Unique and Sensitive 
Areas No No No unique or sensitive areas 

affected 
would be 

Socioeconomics No  Yes Not Applicable 
Environmental Justice 
and Protection of 
Children 

No  Yes Not Applicable 
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Per 40 CFR §1508.1(g), effects are defined as changes to the human environment from the 
proposed action or alternatives that are reasonably foreseeable and have a close causal 
relationship to the proposed action or alternatives, including those effects that occur at the same 
time and place as the proposed action or alternatives and may include effects that are later in 
time or farther removed in distance from the proposed action or alternatives. 
 
For this EA, per 40 CFR §1508.1(g) effects are not considered if they are remote in time, 
geographically remote, or would be as a result of a lengthy causal chain.  They were also not 
considered if CBP has no ability to prevent the effect or if the effect would occur regardless of 
the Proposed Action.  Also, per 40 CFR §1501.3(b)(2), CBP has considered as appropriate to the 
Proposed Action whether effects would be short-term, long-term, beneficial or adverse. CBP also 
considered the effects on public health and safety and whether effects would violate federal, 
state, tribal, or local law protecting the environment. 
 
Effects include ecological (such as the effects on natural resources and on the components, 
structures, and functioning of affected ecosystems), aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic (such 
as the effects on employment), social, or health effects.  Effects may also include those resulting 
from actions that may have both beneficial and detrimental effects, even if on balance the agency 
believes that the effect would be beneficial.  As discussed in this section, the alternatives may 
create temporary, short-term, long-term, or permanent effects. 
 
Whether an effect is significant depends on the potentially affected environment and degree of 
effects of the action (1501.3(b)).  The potentially affected environment refers to the setting in 
which the impact occurs and may include society as a whole, the affected region, the affect 
interests, and the locality.  Effects on each resource can vary in degree or magnitude from a 
slightly noticeable change to a total change in the environment.  For the purpose of this analysis, 
the intensity of effects would be classified as negligible, minor, moderate, or major.  The 
intensity thresholds are defined as follows: 
 

• Negligible: A resource would not be affected, or the effects would be at or below the 
level of detection, and changes would not be of any measurable or perceptible 
consequence. 

• Minor: Effects on a resource would be detectable, although the effects would be 
localized, small, and of little consequence to the sustainability of the resource.  Mitigation 
measures, if needed to offset adverse effects, would be simple and achievable. 

• Moderate: Effects on a resource would be readily detectable, long-term, localized, and 
measurable.  Mitigation measures, if needed to offset adverse effects, would be extensive 
and likely achievable. 

• Major: Effects on a resource would be obvious and long-term and would have substantial 
consequences on a regional scale.  Mitigation measures to offset the adverse effects 
would be required and extensive, and success of the mitigation measures would not be 
guaranteed. 

 
The following discussions describe and, where possible, quantify the potential effects of each 
alternative on the resources within or near the project site.  It is assumed that the entire tract of 
land where the Proposed Action is located would be used by CBP resulting in a permanent 
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impact of 15 acres.  All construction activities, staging areas, and final siting of the various BPS 
components would occur within the 15-acre tract of land. 
 
3.2 LAND USE 
 
The existing land use at either of the proposed Alternative sites is cropland.  Nearby existing 
land uses include development, woodlands, and a waste water treatment plant. 
 
Aroostook County encompasses approximately 4,369,920 acres, with the majority of the county 
being classified as woodland.  A total of 766 farms are located within Aroostook County, and 
these farms comprise nearly 317,082 acres.   Fifty-five percent of the farms in Aroostook County 
are classified as cropland for the production of vegetables, fruits, grains, and hay; thirty-five 
percent of farms are being used as woodland; four percent of farms are in use as pastureland; and 
the remaining seven percent of farms are classified as other (U.S. Department of Agriculture 
[USDA] 2017). 
 
3.2.1 Alternative 1: North Miller Tract 
Implementation of this alternative would result in a change from the current land use of cropland 
to a developed area in the form of the new Houlton BPS.  The closest developed area is the 
outskirts of Houlton, Maine, which is a mile west of the proposed site.  Adjacent land uses 
include highway businesses directly south of the proposed BPS, waste water treatment plant to 
the east, croplands, and woodlands. Although the Proposed Action would convert approximately 
15 acres of undeveloped land to a developed use, much of the AOR would remain undeveloped 
woodlands and cropland, even if developed near the Proposed Action.  The Proposed Action 
would have no significant impacts on land use within the immediate or surrounding areas. 
 
3.2.2 Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 
Implementation of this alternative would have the same impacts as those discussed for 
Alternative 1. No significant impacts on land use would occur if this alternative were chosen. 
 
3.2.3 Alternative 3: No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would have no impacts, either beneficial or adverse, on the area’s 
land use.  The site could be potentially developed at some time in the future, regardless of 
whether the USBP uses the site, or the site could remain as cropland. No demolition activities 
would occur as part of the No Action Alternative; therefore, no land use impacts would occur. 
 
3.3 SOILS 
 
The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) of 1980 and 1995 was established to preserve the 
nation’s farmland. In Section 7 of CFR Part 657.5, prime farmlands are defined as having the 
best combinations of physical and chemical properties to produce fiber, animal feed, and food, 
and are available for these uses. Of the five soil types associated with the new Houlton BPS, 
there is one that is considered prime farmland and three considered farmland of statewide 
importance.
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The five soil types associated with the new Houlton BPS include: Conant silt loam, 0 to 2 
percent slopes (CoA), Conant silt loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes (CoB), Mapleton shaly silt loam, 0 
to 8 percent slopes (MhB), Mapleton shaly silt loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes (MhC), and 
Monarda-Burnham complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes (MoA). 
 
MhB and MhC soils are found on glacial till plains, hills, and ridges. They are moderately deep, 
slightly alkaline, well-drained soils formed on glacial till. Surface runoff and permeability are 
moderate in these soil types that occur on 0 to 35 percent slopes.  Mapleton silty loam soil is 
mostly used as cropland for potatoes, oats, grass, clover, and forestlands of sugar maple, beech, 
white ash, and birch (USDA 2019). MhB soils are considered prime farmland, while MhC soils 
are farmland of statewide importance (U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources 
Conservation Service [NRCS] 2021). 
 
CoA and CoB soils are formed in loamy till on till plains and ridges.  They are very deep, and 
moderately well drained soils.  Soil drainage and permeability for these soils are characterized as 
moderately well drained and somewhat poorly drained with moderate permeability. These soil 
types are primarily used for croplands or forested habitat (USDA 2019a).  CoA and CoB soils 
are considered farmland of statewide importance (NRCS 2021). 
 
MoA soils are located on till plains. They are very deep, poorly drained soils, formed in dense till 
on the lower slopes or slight depressions on till plains. MoA soils experience moderate water 
movement in the upper mineral surface and slow movement in the basal layers. This soil type is 
primarily used for forestland with few areas in pastureland (USDA 2019).  MoA soils are not 
considered to be prime farmland or farmland of statewide importance (NRCS 2021). 
 
3.3.1 Alternative 1: North Miller Tract 
As a result of this alternative, approximately 15 acres of soils would be permanently disturbed or 
removed from biological production at the new BPS. The various soils and the acreage impacted 
are as follows: CoB, 3.1 acres; MhB, 7.2 acres; MhC, 2.6 acres; and MoA, 2.14 acres.   
Approximately 7.2 acres of prime farmland soils (MhB) would be permanently impacted as a 
result of this alternative.  A Farmland Conversion Impact Rating, Form AD 1006, was completed 
for this project.  A total of 138 out of a possible 260 points were achieved during the impact 
rating assessment (Appendix A); therefore, because the total score was below 160 and per 
guidance provided by NRCS, CBP has determined that this alternative would be in compliance 
with the FPPA.  The impact from the disturbance and removal from biological production of 
approximately 15 acres of soil would be negligible due to the small size of the project footprint 
relative to the amount of the same soils throughout the ROI.  Upon completion of construction, 
all temporary disturbance areas would be revegetated with a mixture of native plant seeds or 
nursery plantings or allowed to revegetate naturally, if applicable. 
 
3.3.2 Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 
As a result of this alternative, approximately 15 acres of soils would be permanently disturbed or 
removed from biological production at the new BPS. The various soils and the acres impacted by 
this alternative are as follows: CoA, 0.4 acre, CoB, 1.2 acre; MhB, 13.2 acres; and MhC, 0.4 
acre.   Approximately 13.2 acres of prime farmland soils (MhB) would be permanently impacted 
as a result of this alternative.  A Farmland Conversion Impact Rating, Form AD 1006, was 
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completed for this project.  A total of 139 out of a possible 260 points were achieved during the 
impact rating assessment (Appendix A); therefore, because the total score was below 160 and per 
guidance provided by NRCS, CBP has determined that this alternative would be in compliance 
with the FPPA.  The impact from the disturbance and removal from biological production of 
approximately 15 acres of soil would be negligible due to the small size of the project footprint 
relative to the amount of the same soils throughout the ROI.  Upon completion of construction, 
all temporary disturbance areas would be revegetated with a mixture of native plant seeds or 
nursery plantings or allowed to revegetate naturally, if applicable. 
 
3.3.3 Alternative 3: No Action Alternative 
No ground-disturbing activities would occur as a result of this alternative.  Therefore, the No 
Action Alternative would have no direct or indirect impacts, either beneficial or adverse, on 
soils. 
 
3.4 VEGETATIVE HABITAT 
 
Both alternative sites are in the Aroostook Lowlands ecoregion as characterized by U.S. Forest 
Service (USFS) (Griffith et al. 2009).  This ecoregion exists from east of the St. John River and 
south of the Balcones Escarpment.  It has a milder climate than the surrounding ecoregions with 
an average temperature of 38 degrees Fahrenheit and collects 35 to 43 inches of average annual 
precipitation. Average annual snowfall ranges from 90 to 110 inches (National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration [NOAA] 2021). The Aroostook Lowlands Ecoregion is a diverse 
ecoregion due to the presence of several converging vegetative communities including Acadian 
Low Elevation Spruce‐Fir‐Hardwood Forest, Laurentian‐Acadian Northern Hardwood Forest, 
and Acadian Sub‐boreal Spruce Flat (The Nature Conservancy 2021).  There is a relatively high 
woody species richness in this ecoregion compared to the other northern Maine ecoregions. It is 
a glacially scoured and dissected peneplain characterized by gently rolling terrain and pitted 
outwash plains, with scattered, low, rounded mountains (Griffith et al 2009).  Within the two 
alternative sites there were a total of three vegetation communities: croplands, scrub shrub, and 
emergent wetlands.  The North Miller Tract consisted of croplands, scrub shrub, and emergent 
wetlands, while the South Miller Tract consisted of croplands. 
 
Common tree species for the area include red spruce (Picea rubens), balsam fir (Abies 
balsamea), black spruce (Picea mariana), white spruce (Picea glauca), yellow birch (Betula 
alleghaniensis), paper birch (Betula papyrifera), red maple (Acer rubrum), sugar maple (Acer 
saccharum), eastern white pine (Pinus strobus), American elm (Ulmus americana), and 
American beech (Fagus grandifolia). Shrubs that are most common in this ecoregion include red 
osier dogwood (Cornus sericea), Canadian bunchberry (Cornus canadensis), chokecherry 
(Prunus virginiana), hobblebush (Viburnum lantanoides), guelder-rose (Viburnum opulus), 
European raspberry (Rubus idaeus), and dwarf raspberry (Rubus pubenscens). Common vines, 
grasses, and wildflowers according to the MDIFW are bristly black currant (Ribes lacustre), 
broad beech fern (Phegopteris hexagonoptera), mountain woodfern (Dryopteris campyloptera), 
pale jewel-weed (Impatiens pallida), squirrel-corn (Dicentra canadensis), swamp red currant 
(Ribes triste), twinflower (Linnaea borealis), alpine sweet-vetch (Hedysarum alpinum), Carolina 
grass-of-parnassus (Parnassia glauca), mountain cranberry (Vaccinium vitis-idaea), moose dung 
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moss (Splachnum ampullaceum), giant rattlesnake-plantain (Goodyera oblongifolia), and white 
adder's-mouth (Malaxis monophyllos) (The Nature Conservancy 2021a). 
 
Vegetation observed during biological surveys of the North Miller Tract consisted of an 
emergent wetland and scrub shrub dominated stream head along the northern boundary with 
agricultural grasslands over the rest of the tract.  The vegetation in the emergent wetland and 
scrub shrub stream head included barnyard grass (Echinochloa crus-galli), red osier (Cornus 
sericea), and Bebb’s willow (Salix bebbiana). 
 
The South Miller Tract consisted of an agricultural grassland composed of a monotypic stand of 
barnyard grass. 
 
3.4.1 Alternative 1: North Miller Tract 
This alternative would have a permanent, minor impact on vegetation in the project site. 
Approximately 13.5 acres of agricultural grasslands would be permanently impacted as a result 
of the construction of the proposed BPS.  The remaining 1.5 acres, consisting of an emergent 
wetland and shrub community, would experience a similar impact.  The vegetative communities 
that would be impacted by the construction of the proposed new Houlton BPS are both locally 
and regionally common, and the permanent loss of the limited amount of acreage would not 
adversely affect the population viability of any plant species in the region.  Additionally, the 
majority of the North Miller Tract consisted of croplands with a minor portion representing 
emergent wetlands. 
 
In order to ensure that this alternative does not actively promote the establishment of non-native 
and invasive species in the area, best management practices (BMPs; described in Section 4.0) 
would be implemented to minimize the spread and reestablishment of non-native vegetation.  
Upon completion of construction, all temporary disturbance areas would be revegetated with a 
mixture of native plant seeds or nursery plantings or allowed to revegetate naturally.  These 
BMPs, as well as measures protecting vegetation in general, would reduce potential impacts 
from non-native invasive species to a negligible amount. 
 
The Aroostook Hills and Lowlands ecoregions encompasses approximately 2,382,758 square 
miles in northeast Maine. Therefore, due to the permanent impact of only 15 acres on croplands 
and emergent wetlands, in conjunction with other past, ongoing, and proposed regional projects, 
this alternative would not create a significant effect on vegetative habitat in the region. 
 
3.4.2 Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 
Approximately 15 acres of agricultural grasslands would be permanently impacted as a result of 
the construction of the proposed BPS.  The ag lands that would be impacted are both locally and 
regionally common, and the permanent loss of this vegetation community would not adversely 
affect the population viability of any plant species in the region.  BMPs would be implemented 
for this alternative to minimize the spread and reestablishment of non-native vegetation. 
 
3.4.3 Alternative 3: No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on vegetative habitat would occur as construction 
activities would not be completed. 
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3.5 WILDLIFE RESOURCES 
 
The ROI is within the Aroostook Hills and Lowlands subregion of the Laurentian Mixed Forest 
Province (USFS 2015).  Common mammals within this province include coyote (Canis latrans), 
bobcat (Lynx rufus), deer mouse (Peromyscus maniculatus), fisher (Pekania pennanti), moose 
(Alces alces), porcupine (Erethizon dorsatum), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), red squirrel 
(Tamiasciurus hudsonicus), southern red-backed vole (Myodes gapperi), black bear (Ursus 
americanus), gray fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus), northern flying squirrel (Glaucomys 
sabrinus), raccoon (Procyon lotor), smoky shrew (Sorex fumeus), southern flying squirrel 
(Glaucomys volans), white-footed mouse (Peromyscus leucopus), white-tailed deer (Odocoileus 
virginianus), snowshoe hare (Lepus americanus), Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis) and woodland 
jumping mouse (Napaeozapus insignis) (USFS 2016). 
 
Bird species are especially abundant within Maine as it is located in the center of the Atlantic 
Flyway and hosts numerous migratory species in the spring and fall.   The state’s wide variety of 
geographic features and vegetative habitat, which include rocky coastal islands and higher-
elevation boreal forests, all support distinctly different bird populations.  The abundance of food 
and large tracts of habitat support a high density of breeding birds, including many Neotropical 
migrants.  Approximately 250 avian species, including Neotropical species, shorebirds, raptors, 
and waterfowl can occur in Aroostook County. Common birds that frequent northeastern Maine 
include Blackburnian warbler (Setophaga fusca), ruby-crowned kinglet (Regulus calendula), 
Swainson’s thrush (Catharus ustulatus), yellow-bellied flycatcher (Empidonax flaviventris), 
yellow-rumped warbler (Setophaga coronata), white-throated sparrow (Zonotrichia albicollis), 
black-and-white warbler (Mniotilta varia), black-throated blue warbler (Setophaga 
caerulescens), black- throated green warbler (Setophaga virens), eastern wood pewee (Contopus 
virens), hermit thrush (Catharus guttatus), northern saw-whet owl (Aegolius acadicus), ovenbird 
(Seiurus aurocapilla), pine warbler (Setophaga pinus), ruffed grouse (Bonasa umbellus), spruce 
grouse (Falcipennis canadensis), scarlet tanager (Piranga olivacea), veery (Catharus 
fuscescens), and wood thrush (Hylocichla mustelina) (USFS 2016). 
 
Common reptiles and amphibians include the northern red-bellied snake (Storeria 
occipitomaculata occipitomaculata), smooth green snake (Opheodrys vernalis), spring 
salamander (Gyrinophilus porphyriticus), spotted salamander (Ambystoma maculatum), northern 
two-lined salamander (Eurycea bislineata), mink frog (Lithobates septentrionalis), green frog 
(Lithobates clamitans), American toad (Anaxyrus americanus), northern leopard frog (Lithobates 
pipiens), painted turtle (Chrysemys picta), and eastern garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis sirtalis) 
(USFS 2016). 
 
A list of wildlife observed during biological resources surveys is included in Table 3-2. 
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Table 3-2. Wildlife Observed During Houlton BPS Biological Resources Surveys 
Common Name Scientific Name 

Mammals  
Moose Alces alces 
White-tailed deer Odocoileus virginianus 
American red squirrel Tamiasciurus hudsonicus 
Birds  
American crow Corvus brachyrhynchos 
Common raven Corvus corax 
Downy woodpecker Dryobates pubescens 
Hairy woodpecker Dryobates villosus 
Wilson’s snipe Gallinago delicata 
Song sparrow Melospiza melodia 
Black-and-white warbler Mniotilta varia 
Savannah sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis 
Black-capped chickadee Poecile atricapillus 
Eastern phoebe Sayornis phoebe 
Northern parula  Setophaga americana 
Yellow-rumped warbler Setophaga coronata 
Red-breasted nuthatch Sitta canadensis 
Yellow-bellied sapsucker Sphyrapicus varius 
White-throated sparrow Zonotrichia albicollis 

 
3.5.1 Alternative 1: North Miller Tract 
Under this alternative, the permanent loss of approximately 15 acres would have a long-term, 
negligible impact on wildlife resources.  Most of this tract consisted of agricultural lands, which 
are regularly disturbed; therefore, limiting the quality of the area as habitat for wildlife.  Soil 
disturbance and operation of heavy equipment could result in reasonably foreseeable impacts to 
less mobile individuals such as lizards, snakes, and ground-dwelling species such as mice and 
rats.  However, most wildlife would avoid any harm by escaping to surrounding habitat.  The 
degradation and loss of habitat could also impact burrows and nests, as well as cover, forage, and 
other important wildlife resources.  The loss of these resources would result in the displacement 
of individuals that would then be forced to compete with other wildlife for the remaining 
resources.  Although this competition for resources could result in a reduction of total population 
size, such a reduction would be extremely minimal in relation to total population size and would 
not result in long-term effects on the sustainability of any wildlife species.  The wildlife habitat 
present in the project site (primarily agricultural grassland) is both locally and regionally 
common, and the permanent loss of approximately 15 acres would not adversely affect the 
population viability or fecundity of any wildlife species in the region.  Additionally, upon 
completion of construction, all temporary disturbance areas would be revegetated with a mixture 
of native plant seeds or nursery plantings or be allowed to revegetate naturally. 
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The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) requires that federal agencies coordinate with USFWS 
if a construction activity would result in the “take” of a migratory bird.  In accordance with 
compliance measures of the MBTA, BMPs identified in Section 4.0 would be implemented if 
construction or clearing activities were scheduled during the nesting season (typically March 1 to 
September 1). 
 
Lighting would attract or repel various wildlife species within the vicinity of the project site.  
The presence of lights within the project site could also produce some long-term behavioral 
effects, although the magnitude of these effects is not presently known.  Some species, such as 
insectivorous bats, may benefit from the concentration of insects that would be attracted to the 
lights.  Continual exposure to light has been proven to slightly alter circadian rhythms in 
mammals and birds.  Studies have demonstrated that under constant light, the time an animal is 
active, compared with the time it is at rest, increases in diurnal animals, but decreases in 
nocturnal animals (Carpenter and Grossberg 1984). Outdoor lighting can disturb flight, 
navigation, vision, migration, dispersal, oviposition, mating, feeding and crypsis in some moths.  
In addition, it may disturb circadian rhythms and photoperiodism (Frank 1988).  It has also been 
shown that, within several weeks under constant lighting, mammals and birds would quickly 
stabilize and reset their circadian rhythms back to their original schedules (Carpenter and 
Grossberg 1984). While the number of lights within the boundary of the proposed BPS site is not 
presently known, artificial lighting concentrated around a single 15-acre developed area would 
not significantly disrupt activities of wildlife populations across the region, since similar habitat 
is readily available to the north, east, west, and south for wildlife relocation. Additionally, the 
urbanized area of Houlton, Maine consisting of a major highway and businesses is less than 0.5 
mile from the proposed BPS location.   Lighting BMPs would be applied to all outdoor lighting 
once construction is complete, further minimizing the potential impacts.  Finally, construction 
activities would be limited primarily to daylight hours, whenever possible; therefore, 
construction impacts on wildlife would be insignificant, since the highest period of movement 
for most wildlife species occurs during night-time or low daylight hours. 
 
Periodic noise from construction activities and subsequent operational activities (i.e., helicopter 
takeoffs and landings) would have moderate and intermittent impacts on the wildlife 
communities located adjacent to the project site.  However, because similar habitat is readily 
available, wildlife would easily relocate.  Vehicle traffic on U.S. Route 1 currently influences the 
behavioral responses of wildlife in the area.  Upon completion of the proposed BPS, the number 
of vehicles would increase slightly, but would not result in a substantial increase in vehicle noise.  
Behavioral response to noise varies among species of animals and even among individuals of a 
particular species.  Variations in response may be due to temperament, sex, age, or prior 
experience.  Minor responses include head-raising and body-shifting. In some circumstances, 
more disturbed mammals may travel short distances.  More severe disturbances can result in 
panic and escape behavior, causing the animal to leave the area entirely (Fletcher and Busnel 
1978).  Over the long term, wildlife populations that have not already habituated to noise 
generated by U.S. Route 1 would adapt to the normal operation of the new BPS and would 
typically avoid human interaction.  BMPs, as outlined in Section 4.0, would reduce noise 
associated with operation of the construction equipment and everyday vehicle traffic associated 
with the new BPS. 
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3.5.2 Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 
Implementation of this alternative would have the same impacts but to a lesser degree as those 
discussed for Alternative 1 due to this tract consisting entirely of agricultural grasslands. The 
permanent loss of approximately 15 acres would have a long-term, negligible impact on wildlife 
resources. BMPs would be implemented for this alternative to minimize the level of disturbance 
to local wildlife resources. 
 
3.5.3 Alternative 3: No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on wildlife resources would occur as construction 
activities would not be completed. 
 
3.6 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
 
The ESA was enacted to protect and recover imperiled species and the ecosystems upon which 
these species (endangered and threatened) depend for their survival.  All federal agencies are 
required to implement protective measures for designated species and to use their authorities to 
further the purposes of the ESA.  The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Commerce 
(marine species) are responsible for the identification of threatened or endangered species and 
development of any potential recovery plan.  USFWS is the primary agency responsible for 
implementing the ESA and is responsible for birds and other terrestrial and freshwater species.  
USFWS responsibilities under the ESA include (1) the identification of threatened and 
endangered species; (2) the identification of critical habitats for listed species; (3) 
implementation of research on, and recovery efforts for, these species; and (4) consultation with 
other federal agencies concerning measures to avoid harm to listed species. 
 
An endangered species is a species officially recognized by USFWS as being in danger of 
extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range.  A threatened species is a species 
likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion 
of its range.  Proposed species are those that have been formally submitted to Congress for 
official listing as threatened or endangered.  Species may be considered eligible for listing as 
endangered or threatened when any of the five following criteria occur: (1) current/imminent 
destruction, modification, or curtailment of their habitat or range; (2) overuse of the species for 
commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes; (3) disease or predation; (4) 
inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; and (5) other natural or human-induced factors 
affecting their continued existence. 
 
In addition, USFWS has identified species that are candidates for listing as a result of identified 
threats to their continued existence.  The candidate designation includes those species for which 
USFWS has sufficient information to support proposals to list as endangered or threatened under 
the ESA; however, proposed rules have not yet been issued because such actions are precluded at 
present by other listing activity.  Although not afforded protection by the ESA, candidate species 
may be protected under other federal or state laws. 
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Federally Listed Species 
There are five federally-listed threatened or endangered species with the potential to occur within 
Aroostook County (USFWS 2020).  A list of these species is presented in Table 3-3.  The 
monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus), a candidate species for federal listing, has the potential to 
occur within the project area but is not discussed below. Biological surveys of the proposed BPS 
site were conducted by Gulf South Research Corporation in May 2021.  These investigations 
included surveys for all federal and state-listed species potentially occurring at or near the 
proposed BPS site.  During the investigations, no federally-listed species were observed.  CBP 
has coordinated with USFWS regarding the potential impacts as they relate to the construction of 
the Proposed Action (see Appendix A). 
 

Table 3-3.  Federally Listed Species for Aroostook County, Maine 

Common Name Status Habitat Potential to 
Occur at Site 

Effect 
Determination 

Mammals     
Canada lynx (Lynx 
canadensis) T Moist, cool, boreal spruce-fir forests, 

with gently rolling terrain. Yes No effect.  

Northern long-eared bat 
(Myotis septentrionalis) T 

Mature, intact interior forests, with 
caves or abandoned mines for 
hibernation. 

Yes No effect. 

Fish     
Atlantic salmon (Salmo 
salar) E Atlantic Coast streams and rivers. No No effect.  

Flowering Plants     
Eastern prairie fringed 
orchid (Platanthera 
leucophaea) 

T Mesic prairie to wetlands with little or 
no woody encroachment. No No effect. 

Furbish Lousewort 
(Pedicularis furbishiae) E North-facing river banks along the St. 

John River. No No effect.  

Source: USFWS 2021 
 
Canada Lynx (Lynx canadensis) 
The Canada lynx (Photograsph 3-1) is a medium-sized cat that occurs within boreal forests 
across North America.  They average approximately 33.5 inches in length and 25 pounds for 
males and 32 inches in length and 19 pounds for females (USFWS 2013). Their winter pelage is 
light gray and faintly spotted, and their summer pelage is much shorter with a reddish-brown 
cast. Physical attributes that characterize lynx include long ear tufts, distinct facial ruffs, long 
legs, large paws, and a black-tipped tail. Lynx are morphologically well adapted for living in 
colder climates with a lot of snowfall. They have large, well-furred feet relative to their body 
mass that makes traveling through snow easier. Lynx are highly specialized to hunt snowshoe 
hare, which comprise over 75 percent of their diet. In the summer, their diet is more varied and 
may include grouse, small mammals, and squirrels (USFWS 2013). 
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Photograph 3-1.  Canada lynx 
Source: Wikipedia commons 

 
Canada lynx are common throughout the boreal forest of Alaska and Canada. The southern 
portion of their range once extended into the U.S. in the Rocky Mountains, Great Lakes states, 
and the Northeast. Today, resident breeding populations of lynx are found in Montana, 
Washington, Maine, Minnesota, and have been reintroduced to Colorado. In Maine, lynx are 
most common in the spruce/fir flats of Aroostook and Piscataquis counties as well as in northern 
Penobscot, Somerset, Franklin and Oxford Counties where snow depths are often the highest in 
the state (MDIFW 2012). Although lynx are more common in northern and western Maine, lynx 
have begun to expand into eastern sections. Current estimates suggest between 750 and 1,000 
adult lynx likely occupy the northern and western Maine spruce/fir flats (MDIFW 2012). 
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Northern Long-eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis) 
The northern long-eared bat (NLEB) (Photograph 3-2) is a small, insectivorous bat distinguished 
from other Myotis species by their long ears, longer pointed tragus, large wing area, and long tail 
(USFWS 2020). They are most active at pre-dawn and dusk, and are primarily found in mature 
interior forests, utilizing trees as sites to roost, forage, and raise young. From late fall to early 
spring, the NLEB hibernates, primarily in caves or abandoned mines, which provide constant 
temperature and humidity (New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
[NYSDEC] 2020). 
 

 
Photograph 3-2.  Northern long-eared bat 

(Source:  USFWS) 
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The biggest threat to NLEB populations in Maine is white-nose syndrome (WNS), a fungus that 
thrives in the cold environments where bats hibernate, and which has resulted in the death of 
millions of bats since its emergence in the U.S. in 2006 (USFWS 2020). As a result, the NLEB 
was listed by the USFWS as threatened in 2015 (USFWS 2020). Although there is currently no 
monitoring program specific to NLEB populations in Maine, acoustic bat surveys conducted in a 
variety of locations since the occurrence of WNS suggest that this species may still occur 
broadly across forested landscapes in Maine, but likely in much smaller numbers compared to 
the historic population (USFWS 2020). 
 
Atlantic Salmon (Salmo salar) 
Atlantic salmon (Photograph 3-3) is an anadromous fish with a relatively complex life history; it 
typically spends 2–3 years in rivers and other freshwater habitats (for spawning and juvenile 
rearing), then migrates to the ocean where it also spends 2–3 years extensively feeding, and then 
returns to its natal river to spawn and restart the cycle. Suitable spawning habitat consists of 
gravel or rubble in areas of moving water. Atlantic salmon were once native to almost every 
river north of the Hudson River; remnant wild populations are presently known in only 11 rivers 
and the 2006 status review (71 Federal Register [FR] 55431) for the species reported an 
estimated extinction risk of 19% to 75% within the next 100 years for the Gulf of Maine Distinct 
Population Segment (DPS) (NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service [NMFS] 2006). 
 

 
Photograph 3-3.  Atlantic salmon 

Source: Wikipedia commons 
 

The Gulf of Maine DPS of Atlantic salmon was listed as endangered on 17 November 2000 (65 
FR 69459-69483). The DPS includes all naturally reproducing remnant populations of Atlantic 
salmon from the Kennebec River downstream of the former Edwards Dam site, northward to the 
mouth of the St. Croix River. At the time of listing, there were at least eight rivers in the 
geographic range of the DPS known to still support wild Atlantic salmon populations (Dennys, 
East Machias, Machias, Pleasant, Narraguagus, Ducktrap and Sheepscot rivers, and Cove 
Brook). In addition to these eight rivers, there are at least 14 small coastal rivers within the 
historic range of the DPS from which wild salmon populations have been extirpated. 
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Adult returns, juvenile abundance estimates, and survival have continued to decline since the 
listing. In 2004, total adult returns to the eight rivers still supporting wild Atlantic salmon 
populations within the DPS were estimated to range from 60 to 113 individuals. No adults were 
documented in three of the eight rivers. Declining smolt production has also been documented in 
recent years, despite fry stocking (NOAA NMFS and USFWS 2005). 
 
Eastern Prairie Fringed Orchid (Platanthera leucophaea) 
Eastern prairie fringed orchid (Photograph 3-4) is a flowering plant that grows between 8 and 40 
inches in height and can be identified by its single upright, leafy stem with a vertical flower spike 
containing 5 to 40 creamy white flowers. Each flower has a three-part fringed lip less than one 
inch long and a nectar spur (tube-like structure) which is about one to two inches long.  A 
symbiotic relationship between the seed and soil fungi, called mycorrhizae, is necessary for 
seedlings to become established and helps the seeds assimilate nutrients in the soil. It occurs in a 
wide variety of habitats, from mesic prairie to wetlands such as sedge meadows, marsh edges, 
even bogs. It requires full sun for optimum growth and flowering and a grassy habitat with little 
or no woody encroachment (USFWS 1999). 
 

 
Photograph 3-4.  Eastern prairie fringed orchid 

Source: Wikipedia commons 
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Eastern prairie fringed orchid was once widespread across the upper Midwest, with additional 
populations in Oklahoma, Virginia, New Jersey, and Maine. After a decline in range of more 
than 70 percent, it was listed as threatened in 1989 (USFWS 1999). The Maine population occurs 
in graminoid portions of an extensive unprotected fen complex undergoing some invasion by 
woody vegetation (USFWS 1999). Flowering plants appear erratically within this complex, and 
the population size is unknown. Remaining populations continue to be threatened by succession 
to woody vegetation, competition from non-native species, over collecting, and drainage and 
development of wetland habitats. 
 
Furbish Lousewort (Pedicularis furbishiae) 
Furbish lousewort (Photograph 3-5) is an herbaceous perennial and member of the snapdragon 
family. It has distinctive, fern-like hairy leaves that grow in a basal rosette and up the stem. In 
late July and August, it produces a flowering spike up to one meter tall with a cluster of tubular, 
yellow flowers two centimeters long that are each subtended by a stout bract. Like all 
louseworts, the plant is hemi-parasitic, requiring connection to a host plant through haustoria on 
the roots to gain necessary nutrients (USFWS 2005). 
 

 
Photograph 3-5.  Furbish lousewort 

Source: Wikipedia commons 
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Furbish lousewort was one of the first plants listed on the federal Endangered Species list in 
1978.  It is only found for 140 miles along the edge of the St. John River that forms the border of 
Maine and New Brunswick, Canada. Furbish lousewort prefers relatively steep, moist, north or 
northwest-facing slopes that are shaded for most of the day by a continuous canopy of forest 
trees higher up the riverbank (USFWS 2005). Furbish lousewort requires regular natural 
disturbance of habitat, primarily the yearly scouring by ice and flooding, to thrive. Threats to the 
survival of Furbish lousewort include road building, housing development, and recreational use 
of the shoreline. As of January 2021, Furbish lousewort is currently under review to be 
potentially reclassified as threatened under the ESA (USFWS 2021a). 
 
State-Listed Species 
The Maine Endangered Species Act applies only to animals; plants are not included in the 
legislation, although the Maine Natural Areas Program maintains an "official" list of rare and 
endangered plants in Maine. MDIFW lists several state-listed species that may also occur within 
or near the project site in Aroostook County (MDIFW 2015).  No state-listed species were 
observed during biological surveys and through consultation with MDIFW, MDIFW has stated 
that no locations of state-listed species or significant wildlife habitats are within either project 
area (see Appendix A).  Appendix B has a complete list of all state-listed species with the 
potential to occur in Aroostook County. 
 
Critical Habitat 
The ESA also calls for the conservation of what is termed critical habitat, the areas of land, 
water, and air space that an endangered species needs for survival.  Critical habitat also includes 
such things as food and water, breeding sites, cover or shelter, and sufficient habitat area to 
provide for normal population growth and behavior.  One of the primary threats to many species 
is the destruction or modification of essential habitat by uncontrolled land and water 
developments. Portions of Aroostook County have been designated as Critical Habitat for the 
Atlantic salmon and Canada lynx; however, the project area does not fall within either of these 
Critical Habitat areas (USFWS 2021). 
 
3.6.1 Alternative 1: North Miller Tract 
Under this alternative, there would be no reasonably foreseeable impacts on any threatened or 
endangered species or their habitat. The Canada lynx could potentially wander into the project 
site; however, it is highly unlikely that it would occupy or use the site as lynx prefer to inhabit 
large undeveloped blocks of dense early successional forest that do not exist at the project site.  
Therefore, CBP has determined that no reasonably foreseeable effects to the Canada lynx would 
occur as a result of the Proposed Action. The NLEB could potentially utilize forested areas 
surrounding the project site; the Aroostook Lowlands could provide roosting and foraging habitat 
for bats during the non-hibernation season, but it is highly unlikely that this bat would occupy or 
use the site. Therefore, CBP has determined that no reasonably foreseeable effects to the NLEB 
would occur as a result of the Proposed Action. It is not expected that Atlantic salmon would be 
present in the project site as no water bodies or habitat associated with the Atlantic salmon are 
present. As a result, no reasonably foreseeable effects to the Atlantic salmon would occur as a 
result of the Proposed Action.  No eastern prairie fringed orchid or Furbish lousewort were 
observed during biological surveys and the habitat at the proposed site is not preferred by either 
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species; therefore, no reasonably foreseeable effects would occur to these plants as a result of the 
Proposed Action. 
 
MDIFW lists several state-listed species that may occur within or near the project site. Under the 
Proposed Action, approximately 15 acres of agricultural croplands, emergent wetlands, and scrub 
shrub communities would be permanently impacted.  MDIFW has stated that no known location 
of state-listed species or special habitats are located within either project area.  Therefore, 
impacts to state-listed species would be permanent and negligible. 
 
3.6.2 Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 
Implementation of this alternative would have the same impacts as those discussed for 
Alternative 1. No reasonably foreseeable impacts on any threatened or endangered species or 
their habitat would occur if this alternative were chosen. 
 
3.6.3 Alternative 3: No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts on threatened or endangered species 
or their habitats as no construction activities would occur. 
 
3.7 GROUNDWATER 
 
The project site is located to the east of significant sand and gravel aquifers that are a primary 
groundwater resource for local municipal, industrial, and household needs (Locke et al. 1997, 
Neil and Locke 2001). Aquifers are designated as significant when they are “capable of 
producing 10 gallons per minute or more to a properly constructed well” (Locke et al. 1997). The 
greatest known well yield in Houlton is approximately 1,000 gallons per minute with two other 
wells yielding 700 gallons per minute (Locke et al. 1997). 
 
Sand and gravel aquifers in Maine consist primarily of unconsolidated sand and gravel that were 
deposited during the last glacial episode (Maine Geological Society [MGS] 2013). The 
characteristics of sand and gravel aquifers, specifically good porosity and permeability, make 
them excellent groundwater sources. As sand and gravel aquifers are recharged locally by 
precipitation means, usage of these sources for groundwater only affects the water table locally 
(MGS 2013). Regional groundwater quality in Aroostook County ranges from slightly acidic to 
basic and from soft to moderately hard (Locke et al. 1997). The most abundant cations are 
calcium and sodium with bicarbonate being the most abundant anion (Locke et al. 1997). 
 
No new water wells would be constructed for the new BPS as the BPS would have a municipal 
water supply. 
 
3.7.1 Alternative 1: North Miller Tract 
Construction of the new BPS does not require the installation of a new water well. The 
municipally owned Houlton Water Company (HWC) provides water to the town of Houlton and 
surrounding areas using three ground water wells.  HWC pumps an average of 637,620 gallons 
per day and has the capability of pumping over 1.2 million gallons per day (HWC 2020). Water 
usage for the new BPS is estimated to be approximately 5,000 gallons per day for a total of 
approximately 1.85 million gallons per year. Because the new BPS would only use 
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approximately 0.44 percent of the annual groundwater capacity based on 1.2 million gallons per 
day, it is anticipated that impacts to groundwater availability would be long-term and negligible. 
No impacts on groundwater quality would occur. 
 
3.7.2 Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 
Implementation of this alternative would have the same impacts as those discussed for 
Alternative 1. Impacts to groundwater availability would be long-term and negligible. No 
impacts on groundwater quality would occur. 
 
3.7.3 Alternative 3: No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no impacts to 
groundwater would occur. 
 
3.8 SURFACE WATER AND WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES 
 
The Clean Water Act (CWA) §303[d][1][A] requires that each state monitor surface waters and 
compile a “303[d] List” of impaired streams and lakes. The proposed BPS is located in northeast 
Maine and is located in the Meduxnekeag River Watershed. The Meduxnekeag River travels 
approximately 38 river miles from Meduxnekeag Lake to where it joins the Saint John River in 
Canada. The Meduxnekeag River Watershed is a subbasin of the Saint John River Watershed 
and covers 426 square miles within Maine, and 516 square miles total including Canadian lands 
(AECOM 2019). The EPA 303(d) list reports that the Meduxnekeag River to the east of the 
project site has impaired conditions for aquatic life as well as fish and shellfish consumption due 
to phosphorus and pesticide levels (USEPA 2016). 
 
Waters of the U.S. are defined within the CWA, and jurisdiction is addressed by USACE and 
USEPA. There could be temporary impacts to Waters of the U.S. if drainage structures within 
agricultural ditches need replacement. Wetlands are a subset of the Waters of the U.S. that may 
be subject to regulation under Section 404 of the CWA (40 CFR 230.3). Wetlands are those areas 
inundated or saturated by surface water or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to 
support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically 
adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. The Proposed Action site is located approximately 
0.25 mile from the Meduxnekeag River, which is a jurisdictional Water of the U.S. 
 
3.8.1 Alternative 1: North Miller Tract 
This alternative would have temporary, negligible impacts on surface waters as a result of 
increases in erosion and sedimentation during periods of construction. Disturbed soils and 
hazardous substances (i.e., antifreeze, fuels, oils, and lubricants) could have the potential to 
impact water quality during a rain event. However, through the use of BMPs, these effects would 
be minimized and negligible. A Construction Stormwater General Permit as well as an approved 
site-specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be obtained prior to 
construction. A site-specific Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plan (SPCCP) would 
also be in place prior to the start of construction. BMPs outlined in these plans would reduce 
potential migration of soils, oil and grease, and construction debris into local surface waters. 
Once the construction project is complete, any temporary construction footprints would be 
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revegetated with native vegetation, as outlined in the SWPPP, which would mitigate the potential 
for non-point source pollution to enter local surface waters. 
 
Portions of the North Miller Tract contain potentially jurisdictional wetlands in the form of 
emergent wetland and scrub-shrub communities and Waters of the U.S. in the form of a 
vegetated stream system that drains into the Meduxnekeag River outside of the project area.  If 
this alternative were chosen, approximately 1.4 acres of wetlands would be permanently 
impacted.  However, CBP would permit the fill of these wetlands through the USACE; therefore, 
no net loss of wetlands would occur. A long-term, minor effect on surface water resources would 
be anticipated under this alternative. 
 
3.8.2 Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 
This alternative does not possess any potentially jurisdictional wetlands or Waters of the U.S. As 
a result, no impacts on surface waters or Waters of the U.S. would occur.  BMPs would be 
instituted to reduce the impacts of construction on surrounding surface waters outside of the 
project area. 
 
3.8.3 Alternative 3: No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would occur; therefore, no impacts to surface 
waters or Waters of the U.S. would occur. 
 
3.9 FLOODPLAINS 
 
A floodplain is the area adjacent to a river, creek, lake, stream, or other open waterway that is 
subject to flooding when there is a major rain event. Floodplains are further defined by the 
likelihood of a flood event. If an area is in the 100-year floodplain, there is a 1-in-100 chance in 
any given year that the area will flood. Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
floodplain maps were reviewed to identify if the project site is located within mapped 
floodplains. None of the project sites are located within the 100-year floodplain; there is minimal 
flood hazard within the entire project boundary (FEMA 2016). 
 
Under Executive Order (EO) 11988, all federal agencies are directed to avoid, if possible, 
development and other activities in the 100-year base floodplain. Where the base floodplain 
cannot be avoided, special considerations and studies for new facilities and structures are needed. 
Design and siting are to be based on scientific, engineering, and architectural studies; 
consideration of human life, natural processes, and cultural resources; and the planned lifespan 
of the project. 
 
3.9.1 Alternative 1: North Miller Tract 
This alternative would not increase the risk or impact of floods on human safety, health, and 
welfare, or adversely impact the beneficial values that floodplains serve. Additionally, the 
alternative would not increase duration, frequency, elevation, velocity, or volume of flood events 
as the project site is not located within a floodplain. Therefore, this alternative would have no 
impacts on floodplains and would be in compliance with EO 11988. 
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3.9.2 Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 
Implementation of this alternative would have the same impacts as those discussed for 
Alternative 1. This alternative would have no impacts on floodplains and would be in 
compliance with EO 11988. 
 
3.9.3 Alternative 3: No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no impacts 
on floodplains would occur. 
 
3.10 AIR QUALITY 
 
The USEPA established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for specific 
pollutants determined to be of concern with respect to the health and welfare of the general 
public.  Ambient air quality standards are classified as either "primary" or "secondary."  The 
major pollutants of concern, or criteria pollutants, are carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide 
(SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM-10), 
particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM-2.5) and lead (Pb).  NAAQS represent the 
maximum levels of background pollution that are considered safe, with an adequate margin of 
safety, to protect the public health and welfare. The NAAQS are included in Table 3-4. 
 
Areas that do not meet these NAAQS standards are called non-attainment areas; areas that meet 
both primary and secondary standards are known as attainment areas.  The Federal Conformity 
Final Rule (40 CFR Parts 51 and 93) specifies criteria and requirements for conformity 
determinations of Federal projects.  The Federal Conformity Rule was first promulgated in 1993 
by the USEPA, following the passage of Amendments to the Clean Air Act in 1990.  The rule 
mandates that a conformity analysis be performed when a federal action generates air pollutants 
in a region that has been designated a non-attainment or maintenance area for one or more 
NAAQS. 
 
A conformity analysis is the process used to determine whether a federal action meets the 
requirements of the General Conformity Rule.  It requires the responsible federal agency to 
evaluate the nature of a Proposed Action and associated air pollutant emissions and calculate 
emissions that may result from the implementation of the Proposed Action.  If the emissions 
exceed established limits, known as de minimis thresholds, the proponent is required to perform a 
conformity determination and implement appropriate mitigation measures to reduce air 
emissions.  The USEPA has designated Aroostook County as in attainment for all NAAQS 
(USEPA 2020a). 
 
Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change 
Global climate change refers to a change in the average weather on the earth.  Greenhouse Gases 
(GHG) are gases that trap heat in the atmosphere.  They include CO2, methane (CH4), nitrous 
oxide (N2O), fluorinated gases including chlorofluorocarbons (CFC) and 
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HFC), and halons, as well as ground-level O3 (California Energy 
Commission 2007). 
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Table 3-4.  National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
 
Pollutant 

Primary Standards  Secondary Standards  
Level Averaging Time Level Averaging Time 

Carbon 
Monoxide 
 

9 ppm (10 mg/m3) 8-hour (1) None None 

35 ppm (40 mg/m3) 1-hour (1) None None 

Lead 

 

0.15 µg/m3 (2) Rolling 3-Month 
Average Same as Primary Same as Primary 

 1.5 µg/m3 (3) Quarterly Average Same as Primary Same as Primary 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide 

 

53 ppb (4) 
Annual 
(Arithmetic 
Average) 

Same as Primary Same as Primary 

100 ppb 1-hour (5) None None 
Particulate 
Matter (PM10) 

150 µg/m3 24-hour (6) Same as Primary Same as Primary 

Particulate 
Matter (PM2.5) 

 

12.0 µg/m3 
(7)Annual  

(Arithmetic 
Average) 

15.0 µg/m3 
(7) Annual 

(Arithmetic 
Average) 

35 µg/m3 24-hour (8) Same as Primary Same as Primary 

Ozone 0.070 ppm  
(2015 std) 8-hour (9) Same as Primary Same as Primary 

Sulfur Dioxide 75 ppb (10) 1-hour 0.5 ppm 3-hour (1) 

Source: USEPA 2020b at https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table 
Units of measure for the standards are parts per million (ppm) by volume, parts per billion (ppb - 1 part in 1,000,000,000) by 
volume, milligrams per cubic meter of air (mg/m3), and micrograms per cubic meter of air (µg/m3). 
(1) Not to be exceeded more than once per year. 
(2) Final rule signed October 15, 2008. 
(3) In areas designated nonattainment for the Pb standards prior to the promulgation of the current (2008) standards, and for which 
implementation plans to attain or maintain the current (2008) standards have not been submitted and approved, the previous 
standards (1.5 µg/m3 as a calendar quarter average) also remain in effect. 
(4) The official level of the annual NO2 standard is 0.053 ppm, equal to 53 ppb, which is shown here for the purpose of clearer 
comparison to the 1-hour standard 
(5) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average at each monitor within 
an area must not exceed 100 ppb (effective January 22, 2010). 
(6) Not to be exceeded more than once per year on average over 3 years. 
(7) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the weighted annual mean PM2.5 concentrations from single or multiple 
community-oriented monitors must not exceed 15.0 µg/m3. 
(8) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hour concentrations at each population-oriented monitor 
within an area must not exceed 35 µg/m3 (effective December 17, 2006). 
(9) (a) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average O3 concentrations measured 
at each monitor within an area over each year must not exceed 0.070 ppm.  (effective December 28, 2015). 
   (b) The previous (2008) O3 standards (0.075 ppm) additionally remain in effect in some areas. 
 (10) The previous SO2 standards (0.14 ppm 24-hour and 0.03 ppm annual) will additionally remain in effect in certain areas: (1) 
any area for which it is not yet 1 year since the effective date of designation under the current (2010) standards, and (2)any area 
for which an implementation plan providing for attainment of the current (2010) standard has not been submitted and approved 
and which is designated nonattainment under the previous SO2 standards or is not meeting the requirements of a SIP call under 
the previous SO2 standards (40 CFR 50.4(3)).  A SIP call is an EPA action requiring a state to resubmit all or part of its State 
Implementation Plan to demonstrate attainment of the required NAAQS. 
 
3.10.1 Alternative 1: North Miller Tract 
Temporary and minor increases in air pollution would occur from the use of construction 
equipment (combustion emissions) and the disturbance of soils (fugitive dust) during 
construction of the BPS.  Particulate emissions would occur as a result of construction activities 
such as vehicle trips, bulldozing, compacting, truck dumping, and grading operations.  
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Construction activities would also generate minimal hydrocarbon, NO2, CO2, and SO2 emissions 
from construction equipment and support vehicles.  Fugitive dust would be generated during 
these construction activities, especially during the road improvement activities.  Fugitive dust 
and other emissions would minimally increase during construction; however, these emissions 
would be temporary and return to pre-project levels upon the completion of construction. 
Emissions as a result of this alternative are expected to be below the de minimus threshold (i.e., 
100 tons per year) and therefore would not be considered significant. BMPs, such as dust 
suppression and maintaining equipment in proper working condition would reduce the temporary 
construction impacts.  Furthermore, due to the remote location of the proposed BPS, good wind 
dispersal conditions, and because Aroostook County is in attainment for all NAAQS, impacts to 
air quality are expected to be minimal under this alternative. 
 
3.10.2 Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 
Implementation of this alternative would have the same impacts as those discussed for 
Alternative 1. Impacts to air quality would be short-term and minimal. BMPs would be 
implemented for this alternative to minimize the impact of activities on air quality. 
 
3.10.3 Alternative 3: No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not result in any direct impacts on air quality as no 
construction or demolition activities would occur. 
 
3.11 NOISE 
 
Noise is generally described as unwanted sound, which can be based either on objective effects 
(i.e., hearing loss, damage to structures) or subjective judgment (e.g., community annoyance). 
Sound is usually represented on a logarithmic scale in a unit called the decibel (dB). Sound on 
the decibel scale is referred to as sound level. The perceived threshold of human hearing is 0 dB, 
and the threshold of discomfort or pain is around 120 dB (USEPA 1974). The A-weighted sound 
level (dBA) is a measurement of sound pressure adjusted to conform to the frequency response 
of the human ear. 
 
Noise levels occurring at night generally produce a greater annoyance than do the same levels 
occurring during the day. It is generally agreed that people perceive intrusive noise at night as 
being 10 dBA louder than the same level of intrusive noise during the day, at least in terms of its 
potential for causing community annoyance. This perception is largely because background 
environmental sound levels at night in most areas are also about 10 dBA lower than those during 
the day. Long-term noise levels are computed over a 24-hour period and adjusted for nighttime 
annoyances to produce the day-night average sound level (DNL). DNL is the community noise 
metric recommended by the USEPA and has been adopted by most federal agencies (USEPA 
1974). 
 
Noise within the project site in general is elevated due to traffic volumes on U.S. Route 1 and I-
95, as well as the developed areas around U.S. Route 1 and I-95. 
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3.11.1 Alternative 1: North Miller Tract 
The construction of the proposed BPS would require the use of common construction equipment. 
Table 3-5 describes noise emission levels for construction equipment that range from 47 dBA to 
85 dBA at a distance of 50 feet (FHWA 2007). 
 

Table 3-5.  A-Weighted (dBA) Sound Levels of Construction Equipment and Modeled 
Attenuation at Various Distances1 

Noise Source 50 feet 100 feet 200 feet 500 feet 1000 feet 

Bulldozer 82 76 70 62 56 

Concrete mixer truck 85 79 73 65 59 
Crane 81 75 69 61 55 
Drill rig 85 79 73 65 59 
Dump truck 84 78 72 64 58 
Excavator 81 75 69 61 55 
Front-end loader 79 73 67 59 53 
Generator 47 41 35 26 20 

Source: FHWA 2007 
1.  The dBA at 50 feet is a measured noise emission. The 100- to 1,000-foot results are GSRC modeled estimates. 
 
Assuming the worst case scenario of 85 dBA from general construction equipment, the noise 
model predicts that noise emissions would have to travel 1,138 feet before they would be 
attenuated to acceptable levels equal to or below 57 dBA, which is the criterion for the National 
Monument and Wildlife Refuges (23 CFR § 722, Table 3-6), or 482 feet to attenuate to 65 dBA, 
which is the criterion for residential receptors. 
 
The project site is located over half a mile east of the nearest residential home. All construction 
noises would attenuate to acceptable levels prior to reaching any residential homes. Therefore, 
impacts on noise would be short-term, negligible, and insignificant. 
 
Helicopter takeoffs and landings would be periodic in nature (i.e., up to one takeoff and landing 
per day). Due to the site’s proximity to the I-95 and U.S. Route 1, noise levels would be 
comparable to existing levels in the surrounding area and the Proposed Action would not 
increase noise levels substantially.  Therefore, long-term minor impacts on the noise 
environment would be expected. 
 
3.11.2 Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 
Implementation of this alternative would have the same impacts as those discussed for 
Alternative 1. Impacts on noise would be short-term, negligible, and insignificant. 
 
3.11.3 Alternative 3: No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would occur; therefore, no impacts on noise 
would occur. 
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3.12 CULTURAL, HISTORICAL, AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Cultural resources include historic properties, archaeological resources, and sacred sites. Historic 
properties are defined by the NHPA as any prehistoric or historic district site, building, structure, 
or object included on, or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP), including artifacts, records, and material remains relating to the district, site, building, 
structure, or object (National Park Service [NPS] 2006a). To be considered eligible for the 
NRHP, a property would need to possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association and must also meet at least one of the following four 
criteria (NPS 2002): 
 

A. Be associated with events that made a significant contribution to the broad pattern of our 
history  

B. Be associated with the lives of significant persons in our past 
C. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 

represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction 

D. Have yielded, or be likely to yield, information important in history or prehistory 
 
A Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) is a specific type of historic property that is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP because of its association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living 
community that (a) are rooted in that community’s history, and (b) are important in maintaining 
and continuing the cultural identity of the community (Parker and King 1998). Given the broad 
range in types of historic properties, historic properties can often include other types of cultural 
resources such as cultural items, archaeological resources, sacred sites, and archaeological 
collections. 
 
Cultural items as defined by the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
(NAGPRA) are defined as human remains, as well as both associated and unassociated funerary 
objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony or objects that have an ongoing 
historical, traditional, or cultural importance to a Native American group or culture (NPS 2006b). 
Archaeological resources, as defined by the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA), 
consist of any material remains of past human life or activities that are of archaeological interest 
and are at least 100 years of age. Such items include, but are not limited to, pottery, basketry, 
bottles, weapons, weapon projectiles, tools, structures or portions of structures, pit houses, rock 
paintings, rock carvings, intaglios, graves, human skeletal remains, or any portion or piece of 
those items (NPS 2006c). Sacred sites are defined by EO 13007, Indian Sacred Sites, as any 
specific, discrete, narrowly delineated location on Federal land that is identified by a Native 
American tribe or Native American individual determined to be an appropriately authoritative 
representative of a Native American religion as sacred by virtue of its established religious 
significance, or ceremonial use by, a Native American religion, provided that the tribe or 
appropriately authoritative representative of a Native American religion has informed the Federal 
land-owning agency of the existence of such a site (NPS 1996). 
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Existing Archaeological Site and Previously Conducted Archaeological Surveys 
No prior archaeological investigations have previously been conducted within a 1-mile search 
radius of the proposed new Houlton BPS location. 
 
Archaeologists from Northeast Archaeology Research Center, Inc. conducted an intensive 
archaeological survey on of the project area from May 18 to May 27, 2021. This investigation 
consisted of an archaeological and aboveground resources survey of 89 acres which 
encompassed the proposed action sites (Hudgell et al. 2021). As part of this investigation, a 
Phase 0 Archaeological Assessment, Phase I Archaeological Survey, Preliminary Historic 
Architectural Review, and Historic Architectural Survey was conducted. 
 
The Phase 0 Archeological Assessment was designed to identify all areas that are potentially 
sensitive for the presence of Native American and Euroamerican archaeological sites within the 
two sites (the Direct Area of Potential Effect [APE]) or to show that archaeological sites of 
potential significance are not likely to be present. As the proposed location was determined to 
possess such sensitivity, a Phase I Archaeological Survey was subsequently conducted.  The 
Phase I Archaeological Survey included the excavation of 280 shovel test pits across both sites. 
No Native American cultural material was recovered from any of the excavations. Two 
Euroamerican items were recovered, including a piece of metal (likely farm machinery‐related) 
and a fragment of plain ceramic; both were retrieved from the plow zone. These represent 
general field scatter typical of the area. Neither are regarded as historically significant. 
 
An architectural review and survey completed by Harvey Research and Consulting identified two 
potential historic resources, the Houlton wastewater facility and a historic barn, within the Visual 
APE of the project area, but none within the Direct APE. Both of these resources are older than 
50 years, but CBP has determined that neither resource is eligible for the NRHP. 
 
3.12.1 Alternative 1: North Miller Tract 
Archaeological and aboveground resources surveys were conducted within the North Miller 
Tract site. None of the resources identified were determined to be eligible for the NRHP and as a 
result, no historic properties, as defined by the NHPA, would be impacted by the Proposed 
Action. As a result, no significant impacts to cultural resources would occur from the 
implementation of the Proposed Action. 
 
3.12.2 Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 
Under this alternative, impacts to cultural resources would be similar to those listed under 
Alternative 1.  No significant impacts to cultural resources would occur from the implementation 
of the proposed action. 
 
3.12.3 Alternative 3: No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would occur; therefore, no impacts to cultural 
resources would be anticipated. 
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3.13 UTILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
Emera Maine and Central Maine Power Company respectively, distribute high and low voltage 
electrical energy on behalf of the various Retail Electric Providers operating within the project 
area. Commercial grid power is currently available and would be used to power the proposed 
BPS. 
 
Infrastructure near the project area includes U.S. Route 1 and I-95.  No new public infrastructure 
would be required for ingress or egress to the proposed BPS as the sites have current access via 
Access Road. U.S. Route 1 and I-95 are capable of supporting any changes in road usage by the 
proposed BPS. 
 
The HWC provides water and wastewater to the town of Houlton and surrounding areas using 
three ground water wells. HWC pumps an average of 637,620 gallons per day and has the 
capability of pumping over 1.2 million gallons per day (HWC 2020). 
 
3.13.1 Alternative 1: North Miller Tract 
The Proposed Action would result in negligible effects on the availability of utilities throughout 
the ROI because the current amperage available through the existing grid power system can 
withstand the anticipated electrical load of the proposed BPS. Additionally, the BPS would be 
tied into existing and available service transmission lines. All sewerage and potable water would 
be connected to the HWC system and installed with the proper permits for installation and 
operation of these systems. The increase in agents and infrastructure would not cause a reduction 
of capacity within the HWC system.   Therefore, impacts on utilities and infrastructure 
associated with the new BPS would be long-term and negligible. 
 
3.13.2 Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 
Implementation of this alternative would have the same impacts as those discussed for 
Alternative 1. Impacts on utilities and infrastructure would be long-term and negligible. 
 
3.13.3 Alternative 3: No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed BPS would not be constructed.  The No Action 
Alternative would not affect the availability of utilities or require construction of additional 
facilities. 
 
3.14 ROADWAYS AND TRAFFIC 
 
U.S. Route 1 is the main north-south route in Aroostook County, Maine. Beginning in Key West 
Florida, U.S. Route 1 extends 2,369 miles to Fort Kent, Maine. The main east-west route through 
Aroostook County is I-95. I-95 runs 303 miles east-west ending at the United States and 
Canadian border in Aroostook County, Maine. The proposed BPS site would be located directly 
off of U.S. Route 1 just north of the town of Houlton, Maine on Access Road.  According to 
MDOT, the annual average daily traffic (AADT) for U.S. Route 1 at the location of the proposed 
site was 11,620 in 2018 with a factored AADT of 11,422 in 2020 (MDOT 2020). 
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3.14.1 Alternative 1: North Miller Tract 
With the implementation of this alternative, construction activities at the project site would have 
a temporary, minor impact on roadways and traffic adjacent to the project site.  An increase of 
vehicular traffic along U.S. Route 1 and I-95 would occur from supplying materials, hauling 
debris, and from work crews commuting to the project site during construction activities.  Upon 
completion of construction activities, the increase in USBP agents traveling those roads to access 
the BPS would increase as well.  This increase in volume of traffic associated with agents 
coming and going from the BPS would have negligible impacts on roadways and traffic as U.S 
Route 1 and I-95 can withstand the projected volumes.  Air traffic would not increase within the 
AOR due to the construction of the new BPS.  It is assumed that the same helicopter that would 
potentially take-off and land once daily at the new BPS is the same one that USBP operates in 
the AOR currently.  Therefore, traffic impacts associated with construction and operation of the 
BPS would be long-term and negligible. 
 
3.14.2 Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 
Implementation of this alternative would have the same impacts as those discussed for 
Alternative 1. Impacts on roadways and traffic would be long-term and negligible. 
 
3.14.3 Alternative 3: No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts to roadways and traffic would occur. 
 
3.15 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
Hazardous materials are substances that cause physical or health hazards (29 CFR 1910.1200).  
Materials that are physically hazardous include combustible and flammable substances, 
compressed gases, and oxidizers.  Health hazards are associated with materials that cause acute 
or chronic reactions, including toxic agents, carcinogens, and irritants.   Hazardous materials are 
regulated in Maine by a combination of mandated laws promulgated by the USEPA and the 
Maine EPA.   A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA) was conducted on both 
alternative tracts by Gulf South Research Corporation in July 2021.  The Phase I ESA was 
completed accordance with the scope of work and limitations of American Society for Testing 
and Materials (ASTM) Standard Practice E1527-13 and the Environmental Protection Agency 
Standards and Practices for All Appropriate Inquiries (AAI) (40 CFR Part 312).   Gulf South 
Research Corporation did not identify any recognized environmental conditions, nor any 
controlled recognized environmental conditions, nor any historical recognized environmental 
conditions.  No environmental issues were identified during the assessment. 
 
3.15.1 Alternative 1: North Miller Tract 
Construction of the proposed BPS as described in the Proposed Action would involve the use of 
heavy construction equipment.  There is a potential for the release of hazardous materials such as 
fuels, lubricants, hydraulic fluids, and other chemicals during the construction activities.  The 
impacts from spills of hazardous materials during construction would be minimized by utilizing 
BMPs during construction such as fueling only in controlled and protected areas away from 
surface waters, maintaining emergency spill cleanup kits at all sites during fueling operations, 
and maintaining all equipment in good operating condition to prevent fuel and hydraulic fluid 
leaks. 
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All hazardous and regulated wastes and substances generated by operation of the new BPS 
would be collected, characterized, labeled, stored, transported, and disposed of in accordance 
with all federal, state, and local regulations, including proper waste manifesting procedures.  All 
other hazardous and regulated materials or substances would be handled according to materials 
safety data sheet instructions and would not affect water, soils, vegetation, wildlife, or the safety 
of USBP agents and staff. The fuel island installed at the new BPS would be double walled and 
contained within all protective measures needed to prevent the release of any tank spills.  The 
vehicle maintenance facility would be equipped with oil/water separators to collect any 
petroleum or other automotive fluids spilled, and waste automotive fluids would be collected and 
disposed of in accordance with state regulations.  When necessary, the shooting range would be 
cleaned, and all collected materials would be properly handled and disposed of in accordance 
with federal and state regulations.  Therefore, hazardous and regulated materials and substances 
would not impact the public, groundwater, or general environment. 
 
The potential impacts of the handling and disposal of hazardous and regulated materials and 
substances during construction activities would be negligible when mitigation measures and 
BMPs, as outlined in Section 4.0, are implemented. 
 
3.15.2 Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 
Implementation of this alternative would have the same impacts as those discussed for 
Alternative 1. Impacts from the handling and disposal of hazardous and regulated materials 
would be negligible. BMPs would be implemented for this alternative to minimize the potential 
impacts of spills from hazardous and regulated materials. 
 
3.15.3 Alternative 3: No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no existing 
hazardous materials risks would be encountered and no potential for hazardous materials spills 
during BPS construction would be realized.  No impacts from hazardous materials would result 
from the No Action Alternative. 
 
3.16 SOCIOECONOMICS 
 
This socioeconomics section outlines the basic attributes of population and economic activity in 
Houlton, Aroostook County, Maine.  The closest town to the proposed BPS is Houlton which is 
the county seat for Aroostook County.  The proposed Houlton BPS would be designed to 
accommodate the current number of existing agents with capability of expanding to 50 agents.  
This would accommodate existing personnel and allow for enforcement flexibility. 
 
Affected Environment 
Demographic data, shown in Table 3-6, provide an overview of the socioeconomic environment 
in the ROI.  In 2019, Houlton and Aroostook County had estimated populations of 5,752 and 
67,055, respectively (U.S. Census Bureau 2019).  From 2010 to 2019, the population of Houlton 
and Aroostook County declined at an average annual rate of -0.67 and -0.74, respectively.  
During this same time, the population of Maine grew at an average annual rate of 0.13 percent 
and the United States at a rate of 0.7 percent (U.S. Census Bureau 2019). 
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Table 3-6. Population, Income, Labor Force, and  
Unemployment for the Region of Interest 

 
2019 

Population 
Estimate 

Average 
Annual 

Growth Rate 
2010-2019 
(Percent) 

2019 Per 
Capita 
Income 

(Dollars) 

Per Capita 
Income as a 

Percent of the 
United States 

2018 
Unemployment 

Rate 
 (Percent) 

Houlton, Maine 5,752 -0.6 24,115 71 2.0 
Aroostook County 67,055 -0.7 25,477 75 4.6 
Maine 1,344,212 0.1 32,637 96 3.1 
United States 328,239,523 0.7 34,103 100 3.9 

Source: Towncharts.com 2021, U.S. Census Bureau 2019, BLS 2020a, BLS 2020b 
 
Per capita income in the ROI is lower than that of Maine and the United States, with average per 
capita income in Aroostook County approximately 75 percent of the United States.  The 
unemployment rate in Houlton (2.0 percent) is lower than that of Aroostook County (4.6 
percent), Maine (3.1 percent), and the United States (3.9 percent) (U.S. Bureau of Labor 
Statistics [BLS] 2020a, BLS 2020b, BLS 2020c). 
 
Impacts on socioeconomic conditions would be considered significant if they included 
displacement or relocation of residences or commercial buildings or increases in long-term 
demands for public services in excess of existing and projected capacities. 
 
3.16.1 Alternative 1: North Miller Tract 
The proposed Houlton BPS would be located within the town limits of Houlton in close 
proximity to I-95.  The Houlton BPS currently has 42 personnel; however, with the completion 
of the proposed Houlton BPS USBP could add up to 8 additional personnel and their families to 
the area. Those agents and their families would be expected to live in Houlton, and would require 
homes, schools, and other public services.  With an estimated population of 5,752, Houlton 
would be able to handle the increased demand for housing and public services.  With many of the 
8 additional personnel and their families expected to choose to live in Houlton, increases in the 
demand for public services in excess of existing and projected capacities would not be expected.  
No significant impacts to socioeconomics within the ROI would occur as a result of this 
alternative. 
 
Temporary, minor, beneficial impacts in the form of jobs and income for area residents, revenues 
to local businesses, and sales and use taxes to Houlton, Aroostook County, and the State of 
Maine from locally purchased building materials could be realized if construction materials are 
purchased locally and local construction workers are hired for construction. 
 
3.16.2 Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 
The proposed Houlton BPS under this alternative would be located within the town limits of 
Houlton in close proximity to I-95.  Impacts on socioeconomics would be the same as those 
under Alternative 1. 
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3.16.3 Alternative 3: No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed BPS would not be constructed in Aroostook 
County and there would be no direct socioeconomic impacts. 
 
3.17 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND PROTECTION OF CHILDREN 
 
EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations, was issued by President Clinton on February 11, 1994.  It was intended to 
ensure that proposed federal actions do not have disproportionately high and adverse human 
health and environmental effects on minority and low-income populations and to ensure greater 
public participation by minority and low-income populations.  It required each agency to develop 
an agency-wide environmental justice strategy.  A Presidential Transmittal Memorandum issued 
with the EO states that “each federal agency shall analyze the environmental effects, including 
human health, economic and social effects, of federal actions, including effects on minority 
communities and low-income communities, when such analysis is required by the NEPA 42 
U.S.C. section 4321, et seq.” 
 
EO 12898 does not provide guidelines as to how to determine concentrations of minority or low-
income populations.  However, analysis of demographic data on race, ethnicity, and poverty 
provides information on minority and low-income populations that could be affected by the 
proposed actions.  The U.S Census Bureau reports numbers of minority individuals and the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) provides the most recent poverty estimates 
available.  Minority populations are those persons who identify themselves as Black, Hispanic, 
Asian American, American Indian/Alaskan Native, Pacific Islander, or Other.  Poverty status is 
used to define low-income.  Poverty thresholds vary depending on size of family and the number 
of dependents under the age of 18.  For a family of four in 2021, the poverty threshold is $26,500 
(HHS 2021). 
 
A potential disproportionate impact may occur when the percent minority in the study area 
exceeds 50 percent and/or the percent low-income exceeds 20 percent of the population.  
Additionally, a disproportionate impact may occur when the percent minority and/or low-income 
in the study area are meaningfully greater than those in the region.  The potential for impacts on 
the health and safety of children is greater in areas where projects are located near residential 
areas.  Minority and poverty population information for the ROI is presented in Table 3-7. 
 

Table 3-7.  Minority Population and Poverty Rates for the Region of Interest 

 
Minority 

Population  
(Percent) 

All Ages in 
Poverty 

(Percent) 

Houlton, Maine 9.8 26.2 
Aroostook County 5.0 15.5 
Maine 5.5 10.9 
United States 39.6 10.5 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 2019 
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3.17.1 Alternative 1: North Miller Tract 
Under this alternative, the proposed Houlton BPS would be located in a rural agricultural area 
that is currently zoned for highway business with no residential structures located nearby.  The 
additional approximately 42 agents and their families would be expected to live in Houlton, 
which is located 1.3 miles away from the proposed BPS.  With no homes located in the area of 
the proposed BPS, the Proposed Action would not result in disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects on minority populations and low-income populations.  
There would be no environmental health or safety risks that disproportionately affect children. 
 
3.17.2 Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 
The proposed Houlton BPS would be located in a rural agricultural area that is currently zoned 
for highway business with no residential structures nearby.  The impacts on minority and low-
income populations would be the same as those under Alternative 1.  There would be no 
environmental health or safety risks that disproportionately affect children. 
 
3.17.3 Alternative 3: No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed Houlton BPS would not be constructed.  There 
would be no impacts on people, so there would not be disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects on minority or low-income populations.  There would be 
no environmental health or safety risks that could disproportionately affect children. 
 
3.18 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
 
Table 3-8 is provided to summarize the impacts of the two Action Alternatives and No Action 
Alternative on each of the elements discussed in this section (Affected Environment and 
Consequences).
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Table 3-8.  Summary Matrix of Potential Impacts 
Affected 
Environment 

No Action 
Alternative Alternative 1: North Miller Tract Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 

Land Use No direct impacts 
would occur.   

Alternative 1 would have a permanent, negligible 
impact on land use.  Approximately 15 acres of 
undeveloped land would be converted to a developed 
land use.   

Alternative 2 would have the same impacts on land 
use as Alternative 1. 

Soils  No direct impacts 
would occur.   

Alternative 1 would have a direct, minor impact on 
soils.  Permanent impacts on approximately 15 acres 
of soil would occur through the conversion of 
undeveloped land to use as a BPS.   

Alternative 2 would have 
Alternative 1. 

the same impacts on soils as 

Groundwater No direct impacts 
would occur.   

Alternative 1 
groundwater 

would have 
resources. 

minimal impact on Alternative 2 would have the same impacts on 
groundwater resources as Alternative 1. 

Surface Waters 
and Waters of the 
United States 

No direct impacts 
would occur   

Surface water quality could be temporarily impacted 
during construction activities as a result of erosion and 
sedimentation.  However, through the use of BMPs 
these effects would be minimized.  Impacts to 1.4 
acres of wetlands and waters of the U.S. would occur.  
However, these impacts would be mitigated and 
permitted prior to any construction activities.  

Alternative 2 would have the same impacts on surface 
water quality.  Alternative 2 would have no impacts 
on wetlands or waters of the U.S. as none are present 
within the project site.  

Vegetative 
Habitat 

No direct impacts 
would occur.   

Alternative 1 would permanently alter approximately 
13.5 acres of agricultural lands and 1.5 acres of 
wetlands and scrub shrub habitat. The plant 
community associated with the project site is both 
locally and regionally common, and the permanent 
loss of approximately 15 acres of vegetation would 
not adversely affect the population viability of any 
plant or animal species in the region.   

Alternative 2 would permanently alter approximately 
15 acres of agricultural lands.  The agricultural lands 
associated with the project site is both locally and 
regionally common, and the permanent loss of 
approximately 15 acres of vegetation would not 
adversely affect the population viability of any plant 
or animal species in the region.   

Wildlife 
Resources 

No direct impacts 
would occur.   

Alternative 1 would have a long term, negligible 
impact on wildlife resources due to the permanent 
removal of approximately 15 acres of habitat.     

Implementation of this alternative would have the 
same impacts but to a lesser degree as those discussed 
for Alternative 1 due to this tract consisting entirely of 
agricultural grasslands. 

Protected Species 
and Critical 
Habitats 

No direct impacts 
would occur.   

Alternative 1 would have no effect to any Federally 
protected species.  No designated critical habitat is 
present within the project footprint. 

Alternative 2 would have the same impacts on 
protected species as Alternative 1. 

Cultural No direct impacts Alternative 1 would have no effect on historic Alternative 2 would have the same impacts on historic 
Resources would occur.   properties.   properties as Alternative 1. 
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Affected 
Environment 

No Action 
Alternative Alternative 1: North Miller Tract Alternative 2: South Miller Tract 

Air Quality No direct impacts 
would occur.   

Temporary and minor increases in air pollution would 
occur from the use of construction equipment 
(combustion emissions) and the disturbance of soils 
(fugitive dust) during construction.   

 
Alternative 2 would have the same impacts on air 
pollution as Alternative 1. 

Noise No direct impacts 
would occur.   

Temporary and negligible increases in noise would 
occur during construction.   

Alternative 2 would have the same impacts on noise 
as Alternative 1. 

Utilities and No direct impacts Negligible demands on power utilities would be Alternative 2 would have the same impacts on utilities 
Infrastructure would occur.   required as a result of Alternative 1. and infrastructure as Alternative 1. 

Roadways and 
Traffic 

No direct impacts 
would occur.     

Construction activities would have a temporary, minor 
impact on roadways and traffic within the region.  The 
increase of vehicular traffic would occur to supply 
materials and work crews at the project site during 
construction.   

 
Alternative 2 would have the same impacts on 
roadways and traffic as Alternative 1. 

Alternative 1 would not result in the exposures of the  
environment or public to any hazardous materials.  Alternative 2 would have the same impacts on 

Hazardous No direct impacts The potential exists for minor releases of petroleum, hazardous materials as Alternative 1. 
Material would occur. oil, and lubricant during construction activities.  

BMPs will be implemented to minimize any potential 
contamination during construction activities. 

Socioeconomics No direct impacts 
would occur. Alternative 1 would have minor to negligible impacts. 

Alternative 2 would have the same impacts on 
socioeconomics as Alternative 1. 
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4.0 BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 
 
This chapter describes those measures that will be implemented to reduce or eliminate potential 
adverse impacts on the human and natural environments.  Many of these measures have been 
incorporated as standard operating procedures by CBP on past projects.  BMPs will be presented 
for each resource category that would be potentially affected.  It should be emphasized that these 
are general BMPs and the development of specific BMPs will be required for certain activities 
implemented under the action alternatives.  The proposed BMPs will be coordinated through the 
appropriate agencies and land managers/administrators, as required. 
 
It is federal policy to reduce adverse impacts through the sequence of avoidance, minimization, 
and, finally, compensation.  Compensation varies and includes activities such as restoration of 
habitat in other areas, acquisition of lands, etc., and is typically coordinated with the appropriate 
federal and state resource agencies. 
 
4.1 GENERAL PROJECT PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
 
1. If required, night-vision-friendly strobe lights necessary for CBP operational needs will 

use the minimum wattage and number of flashes per minute necessary to ensure 
operational safety. 

 
2. Avoid contamination of ground and surface waters by storing concrete wash water, and 

any water that has been contaminated with construction materials, oils, equipment 
residue, etc., in closed containers on-site until removed for disposal.  This wash water is 
toxic to wildlife.  Storage tanks must have proper air space (to avoid rainfall-induced 
overtopping), be on-ground containers, and be located in upland areas instead of washes. 

 
3. Avoid lighting impacts during the night by conducting construction and maintenance 

activities during daylight hours only.  If night lighting is unavoidable, 1) use special bulbs 
designed to ensure no increase in ambient light conditions, 2) minimize the number of 
lights used, 3) place lights on poles pointed down toward the ground, with shields on 
lights to prevent light from going up into sky, or out laterally into landscape, and 4) 
selectively place lights so they are directed away from all native vegetative communities. 

 
4. CBP will avoid the spread of non-native plants by not using natural materials (e.g., straw) 

for on-site erosion control.  If natural materials must be used, the natural material would 
be certified weed and weed-seed free.  Herbicides not toxic to listed species that may be 
in the area can be used for non-native vegetation control.  Application of herbicides will 
follow Federal guidelines and can be used according to in accordance with label 
directions.  

 
5. CBP will ensure that all construction will follow DHS Directive 025-01 for Sustainable 

Practices for Environmental, Energy, and Transportation Management. 
 
6. CBP will place drip pans under parked equipment and establish containment zones when 

refueling vehicles or equipment. 
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4.2 SOILS  
 
1. Clearly demarcate the perimeter of all new areas to be disturbed using flagging or 

temporary construction fencing.  Do not allow any disturbance outside that perimeter. 
 
2. The area of disturbance will be minimized by limiting deliveries of materials and 

equipment to only those needed for effective project implementation. 
 
3. Within the designated disturbance area, grading or topsoil removal will be limited to 

areas where this activity is needed to provide the ground conditions necessary for 
construction or maintenance activities. 

 
4. Rehabilitation will include revegetating or the distribution of organic and geological 

materials (i.e., boulders and rocks) over the disturbed area to reduce erosion while 
allowing the area to naturally vegetate. 

 
4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
1. Materials used for on-site erosion control will be free of non-native plant seeds and other 

plant parts to limit potential for infestation. 
 
2. Identify by its source location any fill material, sandbags, hay bales, and mulch brought 

in from outside the project site.  These materials will be free of non-native plant seeds 
and other plant parts to limit potential for infestation. 

 
3. Native weed free seeds or plants will be used to revegetate temporarily disturbed areas. 
 
4. Obtain materials such as gravel, topsoil, or fill from existing developed or previously 

used sources that are compatible with the project site and are from legally permitted sites.  
Do not use materials from undisturbed areas adjacent to the project site. 

 
5. To prevent entrapment of wildlife species, ensure that excavated, steep-walled holes or 

trenches are either completely covered by plywood or metal caps at the close of each 
workday or provided with one or more escape ramps (at no greater than 1,000-foot 
intervals and sloped less than 45 degrees) constructed of earthen fill or wooden planks. 

 
6. Each morning, before the start of construction or maintenance activities and before such 

holes or trenches are filled, ensure that they are thoroughly inspected for trapped animals.  
Ensure that any animals discovered are allowed to escape voluntarily (by escape ramps or 
temporary structures), without harassment, and before construction activities resume, or 
are removed from the trench or hole by a qualified person and allowed to escape 
unimpeded. 

 
7. The MBTA (16 U.S.C. 703-712, [1918, as amended 1936, 1960, 1968, 1969, 1974, 1978, 

1986 and 1989]) requires that federal agencies coordinate with the USFWS if a 
construction activity would result in the take of a migratory bird.  If construction or 
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clearing activities are scheduled during nesting season (March 1 through September 1) 
within potential nesting habitats, surveys will be performed to identify active nests.  If 
construction activities will result in the take of a migratory bird, then coordination with 
the USFWS and MDIFW will be required and applicable permits would be obtained prior 
to construction or clearing activities.  Other mitigation measures that would be 
considered include: if an active nest is found, a buffer zone will be established around the 
nest and no activities will occur within that zone until nestlings have fledged and 
abandoned the nest, to install visual markers on any guy wires used, and to schedule all 
construction activities outside nesting season, negating the requirement for nesting bird 
surveys.   

 
8. CBP will not, for any length of time, permit any pets inside the project site or adjacent 

native habitats.  This BMP does not pertain to law enforcement animals. 
 
9. The least amount of ingress and egress roads necessary for entering and leaving the 

project site would be utilized to complete the construction of the project. 
 
4.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
1. In the event that unanticipated archaeological resources are discovered during 

construction or any other project-related activities, or should known archaeological 
resources be inadvertently affected in a manner that was not anticipated, the project 
proponent or contractor shall immediately halt all activities in the immediate area of the 
discovery and take steps to stabilize and protect the discovered resource until it can be 
evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. 

 
2. In the event that human remains are inadvertently discovered, all ground-disturbing 

activity would cease immediately. The Project Manager would immediately notify CBP. 
CBP would notify state police within 24 hours of the discovery and follow their 
directions for securing the site pending examination of a medical examiner/coroner. Law 
enforcement and the coroner would determine whether or not the discovery constitutes a 
crime scene. CBP would coordinate with the state police and the coroner regarding where 
construction activities can resume. No work may proceed without the written 
authorization of CBP. CBP would notify the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, 
the appropriate SHPO or Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, any impacted Indian Tribe, 
and any impacted federal agency of the discovery in writing within two business days. 
NAGPRA would be followed if the discovery is determined to be of Native American 
origin. CBP’s established standard operating procedures for inadvertent discoveries 
would be adhered to in all cases. 

 
4.5 AIR QUALITY 
 
1. Soil watering will be utilized to minimize airborne particulate matter created during 

construction activities.  Bare ground may be covered with hay or straw to lessen wind 
erosion during the time between BPS construction and the revegetation of temporary 
impact areas with a mixture of native plant seeds or nursery plantings (or both).  All 
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construction equipment and vehicles will be kept in good operating condition to minimize 
exhaust emissions. 

 
4.6 WATER RESOURCES 
 
1. Wastewater is to be stored in closed containers on-site until removed for disposal.  

Wastewater is water used for project purposes that is contaminated with construction 
materials or from cleaning equipment and thus carries oils or other toxic materials or 
other contaminants as defined by federal or state regulations. 

 
2. Avoid contamination of ground and surface waters by collecting concrete wash water in 

open containers and disposing of it off-site. 
   
3. Avoid contaminating natural aquatic and wetland systems with runoff by limiting all 

equipment maintenance, staging, and laydown and dispensing hazardous liquids, such as 
fuel and oil, to designated upland areas. 

 
4. Cease work during heavy rains and do not resume work until conditions are suitable for 

the movement of equipment and materials. 
 
5. Erosion control measures and appropriate BMPs, as required and promulgated through a 

site-specific SWPPP and engineering designs, will be implemented before, during, and 
after soil-disturbing activities. 

 
6. Areas with highly erodible soils will be given special consideration when preparing the 

SWPPP to ensure incorporation of various erosion control techniques, such as straw 
bales, silt fencing, aggregate materials, wetting compounds, and rehabilitation, where 
possible, to decrease erosion. 

 
7. All construction and maintenance contractors and personnel will review the CBP-

approved spill protection plan and implement it during construction and maintenance 
activities. 

 
8. Wastewater from pressure washing must be collected.  A ground pit or sump can be used 

to collect the wastewater.  Wastewater from pressure washing must not be discharged 
into any surface water. 

 
9. If soaps or detergents are used, the wastewater and solids must be pumped or cleaned out 

and disposed of in an approved facility.  If no soaps or detergents are used, the 
wastewater must first be filtered or screened to remove solids before being allowed to 
flow off-site.  Detergents and cleaning solutions must not be sprayed over or discharged 
into surface waters. 
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4.7 NOISE 
 
1. Avoid noise impacts during the night by conducting construction and maintenance 

activities during daylight hours only.   
 
2. All Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) requirements will be 

followed.  To lessen noise impacts on the local wildlife communities, construction will 
only occur during daylight hours.  All motor vehicles will be properly maintained to 
reduce the potential for vehicle-related noise. 

 
4.8 SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTES 
 
1. BMPs will be implemented as standard operating procedures during all construction 

activities, and will include proper handling, storage, and/or disposal of hazardous and/or 
regulated materials.  To minimize potential impacts from hazardous and regulated 
materials, all fuels, waste oils, and solvents will be collected and stored in tanks or drums 
within a secondary containment system that consists of an impervious floor and bermed 
sidewalls capable of containing the volume of the largest container stored therein.  The 
refueling of machinery will be completed in accordance with accepted industry and 
regulatory guidelines, and all vehicles will have drip pans during storage to contain minor 
spills and drips.  Although it is unlikely that a major spill would occur, any spill of 
reportable quantities will be contained immediately within an earthen dike, and the 
application of an absorbent (e.g., granular, pillow, sock) will be used to absorb and 
contain the spill. 
 

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

3. CBP will minimize site disturbance and avoid attracting predators by promptly removing 
waste materials, wrappers, and debris from the site.  Any waste that must remain more 
than 12 hours should be properly stored until disposal. 
 

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

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

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

 
7. All rainwater collected in secondary containment will be pumped out, and secondary 

containment will have netting to minimize exposure to wildlife. 
 

8. A properly licensed and certified hazardous waste disposal contractor will be used for 
hazardous waste disposal, and manifests will be traced to final destinations to ensure 
proper disposal is accomplished. 
 

4.9 ROADWAYS AND TRAFFIC 
 
1. Construction vehicles will travel on and equipment will be transported by established 

roads with proper flagging and safety precautions. 
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6.0 ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS 
 

AADT Annual average daily traffic 
AOR Area of Responsibility 
APE Area of Potential Effect 
ARPA Archaeological Resources Protection Act 
ATV All-terrain vehicle 
 
BLS U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 
BMP Best management practices 
BPS Border Patrol Station 
 
C2 Command Center 
CBP U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 
CFC Chlorofluorocarbons 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
CH4 Methane 
CO Carbon monoxide 
CO2 Carbon dioxide 
CoA Conant silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 
CoB Conant silt loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes 
CWA Clean Water Act 
 
dB Decibel 
dBA A-weighted decibel 
DHS Department of Homeland Security 
DNL Day-night average sound level 
DoD U.S. Department of Defense 
DOI U.S. Department of the Interior 
DOE U.S. Department of Energy 
DPS Gulf of Maine Distinct Population Segment 
 
EA Environmental Assessment 
EIS Environmental Impact Statement 
EO Executive Order 
ESA Endangered Species Act 
 
FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act 
FAA Federal Aviation Administration 
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FHWA Federal Highway Administration 
FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact 
FR Federal Register 
 
GHG Greenhouse Gases 
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HFC Hydrochlorofluorocarbons 
HHS U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
HWC Houlton Water Company 
 
I-95 Interstate 95 
 
MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
MDIFW  Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife 
MDEP Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
MDOT Maine Department of Transportation  
MGS Maine Geological Society 
MhB Mapleton shaly silt loam, 0 to 8 percent slopes  
MhC Mapleton shaly silt loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes 
MHPC Maine Historical Preservation Commission 
MoA Monarda-Burnham complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes 
 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAGPRA Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 
NLEB Northern long-eared bat 
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service 
NOA Notice of Availability 
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association 
NO2  Nitrogen dioxide 
NPS National Park Service 
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service 
NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
NYSDEC New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
N2O Nitrous oxide 
 
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
O3 Ozone  

 
Pb Lead 
PM-2.5 Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns 
PM-10 Particulate matter less than 10 microns 
 
ROI Region of influence 
 
SO2 Sulfur dioxide 
SPCCP Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plan 
SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
Sf Square foot 
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TCP Traditional Cultural Property 
 
U.S. United States 
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USBP U.S. Border Patrol 
U.S.C. United States Code 
USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture 
USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
USFS U.S. Forest Service 
 
VMF Vehicle Maintenance Facility 
 
WNS White-nose syndrome 
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1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
  Washington, DC 20229 

  
U.S. Customs and  
Border Protection 

 

June 24, 2021 
 
Wende Mahaney 
Federal Projects, Permits, & Atlantic salmon ESA consultation 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Ecological Services, Maine Field Office 
P. O. Box A 
East Orland, ME 04431 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
 
Dear Ms. Mahaney: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)



 

 



1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
  Washington, DC 20229 

  
U.S. Customs and  
Border Protection 

 

June 24, 2021 
 
Mark McCollough 
Endangered Species Recovery & Project Review, Eagle Act 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Ecological Services, Maine Field Office 
P. O. Box A 
East Orland, ME 04431 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
 
Dear Mr. McCollough: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)



 

 



1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
  Washington, DC 20229 

  
U.S. Customs and  
Border Protection 

 

June 24, 2021 
 
Deborah Szaro 
Acting Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
5 Post Office Square 
Suite 100 
Boston, MA 02109 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
 
Dear Ms. Szaro: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 



Ms. Szaro 
Page 2 

 

regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)



 

 



1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
  Washington, DC 20229 

  
U.S. Customs and  
Border Protection 

 

June 24, 2021 
 
Jay Clement 
Permit Project Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
New England District 
Maine Project Office, Regulatory Division 
442 Civic Center Drive 
Suite 350 
Augusta, ME 04330 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
 
Dear Mr. Clement: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)



 

 



1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
  Washington, DC 20229 

  
U.S. Customs and  
Border Protection 

 

June 24, 2021 
 
David Swanson 
Manager 
Federal Aviation Administration 
82 Running Hill Road 
South Portland, ME, 04106 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
 
Dear Mr. Swanson: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)
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  Washington, DC 20229 

  
U.S. Customs and  
Border Protection 

 

June 24, 2021 
 
Matt Walker 
State Conservationist 
Natural Resources Conservation Service, USDA 
967 Illinois Ave. 
Suite #3 
Bangor, ME 04401 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
 
Dear Mr. Walker: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)



 

 



1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
  Washington, DC 20229 

  
U.S. Customs and  
Border Protection 

 

June 24, 2021 
 
Joyce N. Taylor, P.E. 
Chief Engineer 
Maine Department of Transportation 
16 SHS 24 Child St. 
Augusta, ME 04330 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
 
Dear Ms. Taylor: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)
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Border Protection 

 

June 24, 2021 
 
Bill Sheehan 
Director, DEP Northern Maine Regional Office 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
1235 Central Drive 
Presque Isle, ME 04769 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
 
Dear Mr. Sheehan: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)
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June 24, 2021 
 
Shawn Haskell 
Regional Biologist, Wildlife 
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife 
Fisheries and Wildlife- Region G: Ashland 
P.O. Box 447 
Ashland, ME 04732 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
 
Dear Mr. Haskell: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)



 

 



1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
  Washington, DC 20229 

  
U.S. Customs and  
Border Protection 

 

June 24, 2021 
 
Frank Frost 
Regional Biologist, Fisheries 
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife 
Fisheries and Wildlife- Region G: Ashland 
P.O. Box 447 
Ashland, ME 04732 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
 
Dear Mr. Frost: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)



 

 



1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
  Washington, DC 20229 

  
U.S. Customs and  
Border Protection 

 

June 24, 2021 
 
Kirk F. Mohney 
Director and State Historic Preservation Officer 
Maine Historic Preservation Commission 
55 Capitol Street 
65 State House Station 
Augusta, ME 04333-0065 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
 
Dear Mr. Mohney: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)



 

 



1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
  Washington, DC 20229 

  
U.S. Customs and  
Border Protection 

 

June 24, 2021 
 
Megan M. Rideout 
Historic Preservation Coordinator, Review and Compliance 
Maine Historic Preservation Commission 
55 Capitol Street 
65 State House Station 
Augusta, ME 04333-0065 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
  
Dear Mr. Rideout: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)



 

 



1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
  Washington, DC 20229 

  
U.S. Customs and  
Border Protection 

 

June 24, 2021 
 
Christian Robinson 
Town Council, Chairman 
City of Houlton 
Houlton Town Office 
21 Water Street 
Houlton, ME 04730 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
  
Dear Mr. Robinson: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)



 

 



1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
  Washington, DC 20229 

  
U.S. Customs and  
Border Protection 

 

June 24, 2021 
 
Marian Anderson 
Town Manager 
City of Houlton 
Houlton Town Office 
21 Water Street 
Houlton, ME 04730 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
  
Dear Ms. Anderson: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)



 

 



1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
  Washington, DC 20229 

  
U.S. Customs and  
Border Protection 

 

June 24, 2021 
 
Honorable James Dunleavy 
Aroostook County Judge of Probate 
Aroostook County 
26 Court Street 
Suite 201 
Houlton, ME 04730 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
  
Dear Honorable Dunleavy: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)



 

 



1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
  Washington, DC 20229 

  
U.S. Customs and  
Border Protection 

 

June 24, 2021 
 
Isaac St. John 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Houlton Band of Maliseet Indians 
88 Bell Road 
Littleton, ME 04730 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
  
Dear Mr. St. John: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)



 

 



1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
  Washington, DC 20229 

  
U.S. Customs and  
Border Protection 

 

June 24, 2021 
 
Jennifer Pictou 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Aroostook Band of Micmacs 
7 Northern Road 
Presque Isle, ME 04769 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
  
Dear Ms. Pictou: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)



 

 



1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
  Washington, DC 20229 

  
U.S. Customs and  
Border Protection 

 

June 24, 2021 
 
Donald Soctomah 
Cultural Resource Director 
Passamaquoddy Tribe 
P.O. Box 301 
Tribal Office 8 Kennebsis 
Princeton, ME 04668 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
  
Dear Mr. Soctomah: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)
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June 24, 2021 
 
Chris Sockalexis 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Penobscot Nation 
12 Wabanaki Way 
Indian Island, ME 04468 
 
RE: Proposed New Houlton Border Patrol Station, U.S. Border Patrol, Houlton Sector, 

Maine, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of Homeland Security 
  
Dear Mr. Sockalexis: 
 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from the 
proposed construction and operation of a new U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in the 
USBP Houlton Sector, Houlton, Maine. Currently, the USBP Houlton Station’s lack of space is a 
safety hazard and has a substantial impact on USBP’s operational effectiveness. Therefore, the 
purpose of the proposed new Houlton BPS would be to accommodate existing staff plus allow 
enforcement flexibility up to 50 agents, reduce overcrowding, and provide adequate equipment 
storage facilities, ample vehicle parking spaces and a safe working environment for station 
personnel, detainees, and visitors. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would be in what is currently predominantly agricultural fields 
near Access Road and the water treatment plant north of Interstate 95 in Houlton, Maine (Figure 
1-1). The proposed locations consist of two approximate 15 acre undeveloped parcels of land 
owned by a private landowner. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would accommodate up to 50 agents. The BPS would consist of 
an approximately 16,100 square feet (sq. ft.) main building and 23,000 sq. ft. of support space.  
The BPS would include a 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with lift and one without, 
canine facility with three (3) Kennels, ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles, marine patrol 
storage for four (4) boats, a heliport, a Command/Tactical/ Operations Center with two (2) 
consoles, a two lane firing range 4089 sf with training area and three (3) parking spaces, an 
emergency generator, a 1-tank fuel island, a 1-bay vehicle wash facility, an impound lot, and 
16,092 sq. ft. of enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles. 
 
CBP is gathering data and input from state and local governmental agencies, departments, and 
bureaus that may be affected by, or that would otherwise have an interest in, this proposed 
action. Since your agency or organization may have particular knowledge and expertise 
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regarding potential environmental impacts from CBP’s proposed action, your input is sought 
regarding the likely or anticipated environmental effects of this proposed action. Your response 
should include any state and local restrictions, permitting or other requirements with which CBP 
would have to comply during project siting, construction, and operation. 
 
Per DHS Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01, Implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, your agency will be provided with a copy of the official Draft EA for 
review and comment. 
 
Your prompt attention to this request is appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me 
at (949) 643-6385 or via email at john.p.petrilla@cbp.dhs.gov. Thank you in advance for your 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Environmental Branch Chief, Acting 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure(s)
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July 28, 2021 
 
Chris Sockalexis 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Penobscot Nation 
12 Wabanaki Way 
Indian Island, ME 04468 
Email: chris.sockalexis@penobscotnation.org 
 
Subject: Request for Consultation and Concurrence on the Cultural Resources Survey 

Report for Proposed Houlton Border Patrol Station Project, Houlton, 
Aroostook County, Maine 

 
Dear Mr. Sockalexis: 
 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is planning the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of a U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in Houlton, Aroostook County, 
Maine. 
 
Description of the Undertaking 
The proposed undertaking consists of the construction and operation of a new BPS in Houlton, 
Maine. The proposed new Houlton BPS would be constructed to accommodate 50 agents and 
would replace the current BPS which lacks the capacity to meet current and future needs for 
USBP operations in the area. Additionally, the site would have the capability to house vehicles, 
animals, equipment, and other materials necessary to meet the objectives of the new Houlton 
BPS. The proposed Houlton BPS design and construction would result in the new Houlton BPS 
meeting USBP facilities guidelines and security standards. The facilities would be designed in 
accordance with the Guiding Principles for Sustainable Federal Buildings (Guiding Principles) 
for New Construction or Modernization and will meet Metrics 1 to 20 of this regulatory 
documentation. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would include the following components: 
 
• Main administration building (16,100 square foot [sf]) and 23,000 sf of support space 
• 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with a lift and one without a lift 
• Security borders 
• Command Center (C2) 
• Canine kennels (3) 
• Squad room 
• Training facility 
• Field support and communications 
• On-site fuel tank island (1) 

mailto:chris.sockalexis@penobscotnation.org
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• FIPS201/HSPD-12 compliant security systems 
• Security lighting 
• 8-foot-high chain link security fencing 
• Communication building 
• ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles 
• Marine patrol storage for 4 boats 
• Heliport 
• Two lane firing range (4,089 sf) with training area and 3 parking spaces 
• Emergency generator 
• Enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles and impound lot 
 
The new BPS and associated supporting infrastructure are designed for continuous operation in 
support of the Border Patrol Strategic Plan to gain and maintain effective control of the borders 
of the U.S. 
 
Area of Potential Effect 
Based upon potential site designs, it has been determined that a 15-acre project area is sufficient 
to construct the new Houlton BPS and associated infrastructure. There are two alternative sites 
that CBP is evaluating as part of this Undertaking. Alternative 1, or the North Miller Tract 
Alternative, is located between Hidden Road and Access Road, east of U.S. Highway 1 (North 
Street). This tract consists of a mix of open fields and wooded area, which is zoned for Highway 
Business, thus the new Houlton BPS would be an applicable building for this zone. Although this 
tract is approximately 133 acres, CBP has chosen to evaluate approximately 15-acres of this tract 
for cultural resources. The 15-acre portion of the 133-acre-tract is located at the northeast end of 
Access Road near the water treatment plant. The remaining acreage within the tract would 
remain private property. 
 
Alternative 2, or the South Miller Tract Alternative, consists of 73.5 acres and is located south of 
Access Road. This tract is also located within a Highway Business zone and is applicable for use 
as the new Houlton BPS. This tract was classified as farmland in 1995 and is still in use as 
agricultural lands today. The tract is 73.5 acres and while only 15 acres is needed for siting, CBP 
has chosen to evaluate the whole 73.5-acre parcel for cultural resources. The remaining acreage 
outside of the 15 acres needed for siting, would remain private property. 
 
Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
Cultural Resources surveys were conducted for both alternative Areas of Potential Effect (APEs) 
described above. The cultural resources work included a Phase 0 Archaeological Assessment, 
Phase I Archaeological Survey, Preliminary Historic Architectural Review, and a Historic 
Architectural Survey. The archaeological assessment indicated that both APEs have a sensitivity 
for Native American habitation sites, potentially dating to all recognized time periods. The 
archaeological assessment also indicated that there was an overall low sensitivity for historic 
Euroamerican archaeological resources across both APEs. Since the two APEs both had 
sensitivity for pre-contact Native American sites, a Phase I Archaeological Survey was also 
conducted. A total of 33 transects were placed within the APEs in areas where predictive 
modeling suggested that there was a high potential for Native American prehistoric remains and 
a total of 280 test pits were excavated along those transects. No Native American cultural 
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material was recovered from any of the test pits excavated. Two Euroamerican items, a metal 
fragment and a plain ceramic, were recovered during the testing but were determined to represent 
general field scatter typical of the area. As a result, neither item was regarded as historically 
significant. As a result, no Native American or Euroamerican archaeological sites were identified 
during the course of the archaeological survey. 
 
The results of the architectural review and survey indicate that there are two historic resources 
within the Visual APE of the Project, but none within the Direct APE: the Houlton wastewater 
facility and a historic barn. Both of these resources are older than 50 years, but neither is 
recommended as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). As a result, 
neither of the resources are considered historic properties under the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA). 
 
The enclosed draft cultural resources technical report provides a detail summary of the findings 
of the cultural resources work conducted and includes topographic quadrangles showing the 
alternative APEs surveyed. 
 
Conclusion – No Historic Properties Affected 
Based on the results of the archeological and architectural reviews and surveys, it is anticipated 
that no historic properties would be affected by the proposed undertaking pursuant to Section 
800.4(d)(1). If archeological material is inadvertently discovered during construction, the Maine 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) should be notified immediately, and all work should 
cease in the vicinity of the find until a professional archeologist can examine and assess the 
importance of the inadvertent discovery. 
 
Supporting evidence for these determinations can be found in the enclosed draft cultural 
resources technical report. We request your concurrence with our determination. If no response 
is received within 30 days a concurrence will be presumed. If you have any questions, please feel 
free to contact Donna DeYoung at 214-701-4313, donna.j.deyoung@cbp.dhs.gov. Please send 
your response to John Petrilla, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, 24000 Avila Road, Suite 
5020, Laguna Niguel, California 92677. We also request you provide an electronic copy of your 
response to Ms. DeYoung at donna.j.deyoung@cbp.dhs.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Acting Environmental Branch Chief 
Border Patrol and Air and Marine Program Management Office 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosures: Draft Report: Cultural Resources Survey Report for Proposed Houlton Border 

Patrol Station Project, Houlton, Aroostook County, Maine

mailto:donna.j.deyoung@cbp.dhs.gov
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July 28, 2021 
 
Kirk F. Mohney 
Director 
Maine Historic Preservation Commission 
55 Capitol Street 
65 State House Station 
Augusta, Maine 04333-0065 
Email: megan.m.rideout@maine.gov 
 
Subject: Request for Consultation and Concurrence on the Cultural Resources Survey 

Report for Proposed Houlton Border Patrol Station Project, Houlton, 
Aroostook County, Maine 

 
Dear Director Mohney: 
 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is planning the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of a U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in Houlton, Aroostook County, 
Maine. 
 
Description of the Undertaking 
The proposed undertaking consists of the construction and operation of a new BPS in Houlton, 
Maine. The proposed new Houlton BPS would be constructed to accommodate 50 agents and 
would replace the current BPS which lacks the capacity to meet current and future needs for 
USBP operations in the area. Additionally, the site would have the capability to house vehicles, 
animals, equipment, and other materials necessary to meet the objectives of the new Houlton 
BPS. The proposed Houlton BPS design and construction would result in the new Houlton BPS 
meeting USBP facilities guidelines and security standards. The facilities would be designed in 
accordance with the Guiding Principles for Sustainable Federal Buildings (Guiding Principles) 
for New Construction or Modernization and will meet Metrics 1 to 20 of this regulatory 
documentation. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would include the following components: 
 
• Main administration building (16,100 square foot [sf]) and 23,000 sf of support space 
• 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with a lift and one without a lift 
• Security borders 
• Command Center (C2) 
• Canine kennels (3) 
• Squad room 
• Training facility 
• Field support and communications 
• On-site fuel tank island (1) 

mailto:megan.m.rideout@maine.gov
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• FIPS201/HSPD-12 compliant security systems 
• Security lighting 
• 8-foot-high chain link security fencing 
• Communication building 
• ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles 
• Marine patrol storage for 4 boats 
• Heliport 
• Two lane firing range (4,089 sf) with training area and 3 parking spaces 
• Emergency generator 
• Enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles and impound lot 
 
The new BPS and associated supporting infrastructure are designed for continuous operation in 
support of the Border Patrol Strategic Plan to gain and maintain effective control of the borders 
of the U.S. 
 
Area of Potential Effect 
Based upon potential site designs, it has been determined that a 15-acre project area is sufficient 
to construct the new Houlton BPS and associated infrastructure. There are two alternative sites 
that CBP is evaluating as part of this Undertaking. Alternative 1, or the North Miller Tract 
Alternative, is located between Hidden Road and Access Road, east of U.S. Highway 1 (North 
Street). This tract consists of a mix of open fields and wooded area, which is zoned for Highway 
Business, thus the new Houlton BPS would be an applicable building for this zone. Although this 
tract is approximately 133 acres, CBP has chosen to evaluate approximately 15-acres of this tract 
for cultural resources. The 15-acre portion of the 133-acre-tract is located at the northeast end of 
Access Road near the water treatment plant. The remaining acreage within the tract would 
remain private property. 
 
Alternative 2, or the South Miller Tract Alternative, consists of 73.5 acres and is located south of 
Access Road. This tract is also located within a Highway Business zone and is applicable for use 
as the new Houlton BPS. This tract was classified as farmland in 1995 and is still in use as 
agricultural lands today. The tract is 73.5 acres and while only 15 acres is needed for siting, CBP 
has chosen to evaluate the whole 73.5-acre parcel for cultural resources. The remaining acreage 
outside of the 15 acres needed for siting, would remain private property. 
 
Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
Cultural Resources surveys were conducted for both alternative Areas of Potential Effect (APEs) 
described above. The cultural resources work included a Phase 0 Archaeological Assessment, 
Phase I Archaeological Survey, Preliminary Historic Architectural Review, and a Historic 
Architectural Survey. The archaeological assessment indicated that both APEs have a sensitivity 
for Native American habitation sites, potentially dating to all recognized time periods. The 
archaeological assessment also indicated that there was an overall low sensitivity for historic 
Euroamerican archaeological resources across both APEs. Since the two APEs both had 
sensitivity for pre-contact Native American sites, a Phase I Archaeological Survey was also 
conducted. A total of 33 transects were placed within the APEs in areas where predictive 
modeling suggested that there was a high potential for Native American prehistoric remains and 
a total of 280 test pits were excavated along those transects. No Native American cultural 
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material was recovered from any of the test pits excavated. Two Euroamerican items, a metal 
fragment and a plain ceramic, were recovered during the testing but were determined to represent 
general field scatter typical of the area. As a result, neither item was regarded as historically 
significant. As a result, no Native American or Euroamerican archaeological sites were identified 
during the course of the archaeological survey. 
 
The results of the architectural review and survey indicate that there are two historic resources 
within the Visual APE of the Project, but none within the Direct APE: the Houlton wastewater 
facility and a historic barn. Both of these resources are older than 50 years, but neither is 
recommended as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). As a result, 
neither of the resources are considered historic properties under the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA). 
 
The enclosed draft cultural resources technical report provides a detail summary of the findings 
of the cultural resources work conducted and includes topographic quadrangles showing the 
alternative APEs surveyed. 
 
Conclusion – No Historic Properties Affected 
Based on the results of the archeological and architectural reviews and surveys, it is anticipated 
that no historic properties would be affected by the proposed undertaking pursuant to Section 
800.4(d)(1). If archeological material is inadvertently discovered during construction, the Maine 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) should be notified immediately, and all work should 
cease in the vicinity of the find until a professional archeologist can examine and assess the 
importance of the inadvertent discovery. 
 
Supporting evidence for these determinations can be found in the enclosed draft cultural 
resources technical report. We request your concurrence with our determination. If no response 
is received within 30 days a concurrence will be presumed. If you have any questions, please feel 
free to contact Donna DeYoung at 214-701-4313, donna.j.deyoung@cbp.dhs.gov. Please send 
your response to John Petrilla, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, 24000 Avila Road, Suite 
5020, Laguna Niguel, California 92677. We also request you provide an electronic copy of your 
response to Ms. DeYoung at donna.j.deyoung@cbp.dhs.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Acting Environmental Branch Chief 
Border Patrol and Air and Marine Program Management Office 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosures: Draft Report: Cultural Resources Survey Report for Proposed Houlton Border 

Patrol Station Project, Houlton, Aroostook County, Maine
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July 28, 2021 
 
Donald Soctomah 
Director of Cultural Resources 
P.O. Box 301 
Tribal Office 8 Kennebsis 
Princeton, ME 04668 
Email: soctomah@gmail.com 
 
Subject: Request for Consultation and Concurrence on the Cultural Resources Survey 

Report for Proposed Houlton Border Patrol Station Project, Houlton, 
Aroostook County, Maine 

 
Dear Director Soctomah: 
 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is planning the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of a U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in Houlton, Aroostook County, 
Maine. 
 
Description of the Undertaking 
The proposed undertaking consists of the construction and operation of a new BPS in Houlton, 
Maine. The proposed new Houlton BPS would be constructed to accommodate 50 agents and 
would replace the current BPS which lacks the capacity to meet current and future needs for 
USBP operations in the area. Additionally, the site would have the capability to house vehicles, 
animals, equipment, and other materials necessary to meet the objectives of the new Houlton 
BPS. The proposed Houlton BPS design and construction would result in the new Houlton BPS 
meeting USBP facilities guidelines and security standards. The facilities would be designed in 
accordance with the Guiding Principles for Sustainable Federal Buildings (Guiding Principles) 
for New Construction or Modernization and will meet Metrics 1 to 20 of this regulatory 
documentation. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would include the following components: 
 
• Main administration building (16,100 square foot [sf]) and 23,000 sf of support space 
• 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with a lift and one without a lift 
• Security borders 
• Command Center (C2) 
• Canine kennels (3) 
• Squad room 
• Training facility 
• Field support and communications 
• On-site fuel tank island (1) 
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• FIPS201/HSPD-12 compliant security systems 
• Security lighting 
• 8-foot-high chain link security fencing 
• Communication building 
• ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles 
• Marine patrol storage for 4 boats 
• Heliport 
• Two lane firing range (4,089 sf) with training area and 3 parking spaces 
• Emergency generator 
• Enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles and impound lot 
 
The new BPS and associated supporting infrastructure are designed for continuous operation in 
support of the Border Patrol Strategic Plan to gain and maintain effective control of the borders 
of the U.S. 
 
Area of Potential Effect 
Based upon potential site designs, it has been determined that a 15-acre project area is sufficient 
to construct the new Houlton BPS and associated infrastructure. There are two alternative sites 
that CBP is evaluating as part of this Undertaking. Alternative 1, or the North Miller Tract 
Alternative, is located between Hidden Road and Access Road, east of U.S. Highway 1 (North 
Street). This tract consists of a mix of open fields and wooded area, which is zoned for Highway 
Business, thus the new Houlton BPS would be an applicable building for this zone. Although this 
tract is approximately 133 acres, CBP has chosen to evaluate approximately 15-acres of this tract 
for cultural resources. The 15-acre portion of the 133-acre-tract is located at the northeast end of 
Access Road near the water treatment plant. The remaining acreage within the tract would 
remain private property. 
 
Alternative 2, or the South Miller Tract Alternative, consists of 73.5 acres and is located south of 
Access Road. This tract is also located within a Highway Business zone and is applicable for use 
as the new Houlton BPS. This tract was classified as farmland in 1995 and is still in use as 
agricultural lands today. The tract is 73.5 acres and while only 15 acres is needed for siting, CBP 
has chosen to evaluate the whole 73.5-acre parcel for cultural resources. The remaining acreage 
outside of the 15 acres needed for siting, would remain private property. 
 
Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
Cultural Resources surveys were conducted for both alternative Areas of Potential Effect (APEs) 
described above. The cultural resources work included a Phase 0 Archaeological Assessment, 
Phase I Archaeological Survey, Preliminary Historic Architectural Review, and a Historic 
Architectural Survey. The archaeological assessment indicated that both APEs have a sensitivity 
for Native American habitation sites, potentially dating to all recognized time periods. The 
archaeological assessment also indicated that there was an overall low sensitivity for historic 
Euroamerican archaeological resources across both APEs. Since the two APEs both had 
sensitivity for pre-contact Native American sites, a Phase I Archaeological Survey was also 
conducted. A total of 33 transects were placed within the APEs in areas where predictive 
modeling suggested that there was a high potential for Native American prehistoric remains and 
a total of 280 test pits were excavated along those transects. No Native American cultural 
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material was recovered from any of the test pits excavated. Two Euroamerican items, a metal 
fragment and a plain ceramic, were recovered during the testing but were determined to represent 
general field scatter typical of the area. As a result, neither item was regarded as historically 
significant. As a result, no Native American or Euroamerican archaeological sites were identified 
during the course of the archaeological survey. 
 
The results of the architectural review and survey indicate that there are two historic resources 
within the Visual APE of the Project, but none within the Direct APE: the Houlton wastewater 
facility and a historic barn. Both of these resources are older than 50 years, but neither is 
recommended as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). As a result, 
neither of the resources are considered historic properties under the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA). 
 
The enclosed draft cultural resources technical report provides a detail summary of the findings 
of the cultural resources work conducted and includes topographic quadrangles showing the 
alternative APEs surveyed. 
 
Conclusion – No Historic Properties Affected 
Based on the results of the archeological and architectural reviews and surveys, it is anticipated 
that no historic properties would be affected by the proposed undertaking pursuant to Section 
800.4(d)(1). If archeological material is inadvertently discovered during construction, the Maine 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) should be notified immediately, and all work should 
cease in the vicinity of the find until a professional archeologist can examine and assess the 
importance of the inadvertent discovery. 
 
Supporting evidence for these determinations can be found in the enclosed draft cultural 
resources technical report. We request your concurrence with our determination. If no response 
is received within 30 days a concurrence will be presumed. If you have any questions, please feel 
free to contact Donna DeYoung at 214-701-4313, donna.j.deyoung@cbp.dhs.gov. Please send 
your response to John Petrilla, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, 24000 Avila Road, Suite 
5020, Laguna Niguel, California 92677. We also request you provide an electronic copy of your 
response to Ms. DeYoung at donna.j.deyoung@cbp.dhs.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Acting Environmental Branch Chief 
Border Patrol and Air and Marine Program Management Office 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosures: Draft Report: Cultural Resources Survey Report for Proposed Houlton Border 

Patrol Station Project, Houlton, Aroostook County, Maine
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July 28, 2021 
 
Jennifer Pictou 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
Aroostook Band of Micmacs 
7 Northern Road 
Presque Isle, ME 04769 
Email: jpictou@micmac-nsn.gov 
 
Subject: Request for Consultation and Concurrence on the Cultural Resources Survey 

Report for Proposed Houlton Border Patrol Station Project, Houlton, 
Aroostook County, Maine 

 
Dear Ms. Pictou: 
 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is planning the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of a U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in Houlton, Aroostook County, 
Maine. 
 
Description of the Undertaking 
The proposed undertaking consists of the construction and operation of a new BPS in Houlton, 
Maine. The proposed new Houlton BPS would be constructed to accommodate 50 agents and 
would replace the current BPS which lacks the capacity to meet current and future needs for 
USBP operations in the area. Additionally, the site would have the capability to house vehicles, 
animals, equipment, and other materials necessary to meet the objectives of the new Houlton 
BPS. The proposed Houlton BPS design and construction would result in the new Houlton BPS 
meeting USBP facilities guidelines and security standards. The facilities would be designed in 
accordance with the Guiding Principles for Sustainable Federal Buildings (Guiding Principles) 
for New Construction or Modernization and will meet Metrics 1 to 20 of this regulatory 
documentation. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would include the following components: 
 
• Main administration building (16,100 square foot [sf]) and 23,000 sf of support space 
• 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with a lift and one without a lift 
• Security borders 
• Command Center (C2) 
• Canine kennels (3) 
• Squad room 
• Training facility 
• Field support and communications 
• On-site fuel tank island (1) 
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• FIPS201/HSPD-12 compliant security systems 
• Security lighting 
• 8-foot-high chain link security fencing 
• Communication building 
• ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles 
• Marine patrol storage for 4 boats 
• Heliport 
• Two lane firing range (4,089 sf) with training area and 3 parking spaces 
• Emergency generator 
• Enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles and impound lot 
 
The new BPS and associated supporting infrastructure are designed for continuous operation in 
support of the Border Patrol Strategic Plan to gain and maintain effective control of the borders 
of the U.S. 
 
Area of Potential Effect 
Based upon potential site designs, it has been determined that a 15-acre project area is sufficient 
to construct the new Houlton BPS and associated infrastructure. There are two alternative sites 
that CBP is evaluating as part of this Undertaking. Alternative 1, or the North Miller Tract 
Alternative, is located between Hidden Road and Access Road, east of U.S. Highway 1 (North 
Street). This tract consists of a mix of open fields and wooded area, which is zoned for Highway 
Business, thus the new Houlton BPS would be an applicable building for this zone. Although this 
tract is approximately 133 acres, CBP has chosen to evaluate approximately 15-acres of this tract 
for cultural resources. The 15-acre portion of the 133-acre-tract is located at the northeast end of 
Access Road near the water treatment plant. The remaining acreage within the tract would 
remain private property. 
 
Alternative 2, or the South Miller Tract Alternative, consists of 73.5 acres and is located south of 
Access Road. This tract is also located within a Highway Business zone and is applicable for use 
as the new Houlton BPS. This tract was classified as farmland in 1995 and is still in use as 
agricultural lands today. The tract is 73.5 acres and while only 15 acres is needed for siting, CBP 
has chosen to evaluate the whole 73.5-acre parcel for cultural resources. The remaining acreage 
outside of the 15 acres needed for siting, would remain private property. 
 
Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
Cultural Resources surveys were conducted for both alternative Areas of Potential Effect (APEs) 
described above. The cultural resources work included a Phase 0 Archaeological Assessment, 
Phase I Archaeological Survey, Preliminary Historic Architectural Review, and a Historic 
Architectural Survey. The archaeological assessment indicated that both APEs have a sensitivity 
for Native American habitation sites, potentially dating to all recognized time periods. The 
archaeological assessment also indicated that there was an overall low sensitivity for historic 
Euroamerican archaeological resources across both APEs. Since the two APEs both had 
sensitivity for pre-contact Native American sites, a Phase I Archaeological Survey was also 
conducted. A total of 33 transects were placed within the APEs in areas where predictive 
modeling suggested that there was a high potential for Native American prehistoric remains and 
a total of 280 test pits were excavated along those transects. No Native American cultural 
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material was recovered from any of the test pits excavated. Two Euroamerican items, a metal 
fragment and a plain ceramic, were recovered during the testing but were determined to represent 
general field scatter typical of the area. As a result, neither item was regarded as historically 
significant. As a result, no Native American or Euroamerican archaeological sites were identified 
during the course of the archaeological survey. 
 
The results of the architectural review and survey indicate that there are two historic resources 
within the Visual APE of the Project, but none within the Direct APE: the Houlton wastewater 
facility and a historic barn. Both of these resources are older than 50 years, but neither is 
recommended as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). As a result, 
neither of the resources are considered historic properties under the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA). 
 
The enclosed draft cultural resources technical report provides a detail summary of the findings 
of the cultural resources work conducted and includes topographic quadrangles showing the 
alternative APEs surveyed. 
 
Conclusion – No Historic Properties Affected 
Based on the results of the archeological and architectural reviews and surveys, it is anticipated 
that no historic properties would be affected by the proposed undertaking pursuant to Section 
800.4(d)(1). If archeological material is inadvertently discovered during construction, the Maine 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) should be notified immediately, and all work should 
cease in the vicinity of the find until a professional archeologist can examine and assess the 
importance of the inadvertent discovery. 
 
Supporting evidence for these determinations can be found in the enclosed draft cultural 
resources technical report. We request your concurrence with our determination. If no response 
is received within 30 days a concurrence will be presumed. If you have any questions, please feel 
free to contact Donna DeYoung at 214-701-4313, donna.j.deyoung@cbp.dhs.gov. Please send 
your response to John Petrilla, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, 24000 Avila Road, Suite 
5020, Laguna Niguel, California 92677. We also request you provide an electronic copy of your 
response to Ms. DeYoung at donna.j.deyoung@cbp.dhs.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Acting Environmental Branch Chief 
Border Patrol and Air and Marine Program Management Office 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosures: Draft Report: Cultural Resources Survey Report for Proposed Houlton Border 

Patrol Station Project, Houlton, Aroostook County, Maine

mailto:donna.j.deyoung@cbp.dhs.gov


1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
  Washington, DC 20229 

  
U.S. Customs and  
Border Protection 

 

July 28, 2021 
 
Isaac St. John 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
Houlton Band of Maliseet Indians 
88 Bell Road 
Littleton, ME 04730 
 
Subject: Request for Consultation and Concurrence on the Cultural Resources Survey 

Report for Proposed Houlton Border Patrol Station Project, Houlton, 
Aroostook County, Maine 

 
Dear Mr. St. John: 
 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is planning the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of a U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Station (BPS) in Houlton, Aroostook County, 
Maine. 
 
Description of the Undertaking 
The proposed undertaking consists of the construction and operation of a new BPS in Houlton, 
Maine. The proposed new Houlton BPS would be constructed to accommodate 50 agents and 
would replace the current BPS which lacks the capacity to meet current and future needs for 
USBP operations in the area. Additionally, the site would have the capability to house vehicles, 
animals, equipment, and other materials necessary to meet the objectives of the new Houlton 
BPS. The proposed Houlton BPS design and construction would result in the new Houlton BPS 
meeting USBP facilities guidelines and security standards. The facilities would be designed in 
accordance with the Guiding Principles for Sustainable Federal Buildings (Guiding Principles) 
for New Construction or Modernization and will meet Metrics 1 to 20 of this regulatory 
documentation. 
 
The proposed new Houlton BPS would include the following components: 
 
• Main administration building (16,100 square foot [sf]) and 23,000 sf of support space 
• 2-bay vehicle maintenance facility, one with a lift and one without a lift 
• Security borders 
• Command Center (C2) 
• Canine kennels (3) 
• Squad room 
• Training facility 
• Field support and communications 
• On-site fuel tank island (1) 
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• FIPS201/HSPD-12 compliant security systems 
• Security lighting 
• 8-foot-high chain link security fencing 
• Communication building 
• ATV/Snowmobile storage for 14 vehicles 
• Marine patrol storage for 4 boats 
• Heliport 
• Two lane firing range (4,089 sf) with training area and 3 parking spaces 
• Emergency generator 
• Enclosed parking to accommodate 33 vehicles and impound lot 
 
The new BPS and associated supporting infrastructure are designed for continuous operation in 
support of the Border Patrol Strategic Plan to gain and maintain effective control of the borders 
of the U.S. 
 
Area of Potential Effect 
Based upon potential site designs, it has been determined that a 15-acre project area is sufficient 
to construct the new Houlton BPS and associated infrastructure. There are two alternative sites 
that CBP is evaluating as part of this Undertaking. Alternative 1, or the North Miller Tract 
Alternative, is located between Hidden Road and Access Road, east of U.S. Highway 1 (North 
Street). This tract consists of a mix of open fields and wooded area, which is zoned for Highway 
Business, thus the new Houlton BPS would be an applicable building for this zone. Although this 
tract is approximately 133 acres, CBP has chosen to evaluate approximately 15-acres of this tract 
for cultural resources. The 15-acre portion of the 133-acre-tract is located at the northeast end of 
Access Road near the water treatment plant. The remaining acreage within the tract would 
remain private property. 
 
Alternative 2, or the South Miller Tract Alternative, consists of 73.5 acres and is located south of 
Access Road. This tract is also located within a Highway Business zone and is applicable for use 
as the new Houlton BPS. This tract was classified as farmland in 1995 and is still in use as 
agricultural lands today. The tract is 73.5 acres and while only 15 acres is needed for siting, CBP 
has chosen to evaluate the whole 73.5-acre parcel for cultural resources. The remaining acreage 
outside of the 15 acres needed for siting, would remain private property. 
 
Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
Cultural Resources surveys were conducted for both alternative Areas of Potential Effect (APEs) 
described above. The cultural resources work included a Phase 0 Archaeological Assessment, 
Phase I Archaeological Survey, Preliminary Historic Architectural Review, and a Historic 
Architectural Survey. The archaeological assessment indicated that both APEs have a sensitivity 
for Native American habitation sites, potentially dating to all recognized time periods. The 
archaeological assessment also indicated that there was an overall low sensitivity for historic 
Euroamerican archaeological resources across both APEs. Since the two APEs both had 
sensitivity for pre-contact Native American sites, a Phase I Archaeological Survey was also 
conducted. A total of 33 transects were placed within the APEs in areas where predictive 
modeling suggested that there was a high potential for Native American prehistoric remains and 
a total of 280 test pits were excavated along those transects. No Native American cultural 
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material was recovered from any of the test pits excavated. Two Euroamerican items, a metal 
fragment and a plain ceramic, were recovered during the testing but were determined to represent 
general field scatter typical of the area. As a result, neither item was regarded as historically 
significant. As a result, no Native American or Euroamerican archaeological sites were identified 
during the course of the archaeological survey. 
 
The results of the architectural review and survey indicate that there are two historic resources 
within the Visual APE of the Project, but none within the Direct APE: the Houlton wastewater 
facility and a historic barn. Both of these resources are older than 50 years, but neither is 
recommended as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). As a result, 
neither of the resources are considered historic properties under the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA). 
 
The enclosed draft cultural resources technical report provides a detail summary of the findings 
of the cultural resources work conducted and includes topographic quadrangles showing the 
alternative APEs surveyed. 
 
Conclusion – No Historic Properties Affected 
Based on the results of the archeological and architectural reviews and surveys, it is anticipated 
that no historic properties would be affected by the proposed undertaking pursuant to Section 
800.4(d)(1). If archeological material is inadvertently discovered during construction, the Maine 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) should be notified immediately, and all work should 
cease in the vicinity of the find until a professional archeologist can examine and assess the 
importance of the inadvertent discovery. 
 
Supporting evidence for these determinations can be found in the enclosed draft cultural 
resources technical report. We request your concurrence with our determination. If no response 
is received within 30 days a concurrence will be presumed. If you have any questions, please feel 
free to contact Donna DeYoung at 214-701-4313, donna.j.deyoung@cbp.dhs.gov. Please send 
your response to John Petrilla, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, 24000 Avila Road, Suite 
5020, Laguna Niguel, California 92677. We also request you provide an electronic copy of your 
response to Ms. DeYoung at donna.j.deyoung@cbp.dhs.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Petrilla 
Acting Environmental Branch Chief 
Border Patrol and Air and Marine Program Management Office 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosures: Draft Report: Cultural Resources Survey Report for Proposed Houlton Border 

Patrol Station Project, Houlton, Aroostook County, Maine

mailto:donna.j.deyoung@cbp.dhs.gov


 

 

Re: HLT_ Houlton Border Patrol Station Project Houlton, ME 
 
After reviewing your correspondence dated August 9, 2021 it appears based on the provided 
location map and soil map that the project site may include areas which contain soils of prime or 
statewide importance. Projects are subject to Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) 
requirements if they may irreversibly convert farmland (directly or indirectly) to nonagricultural 
use and are completed by a Federal agency or with assistance (funding) from a Federal agency. 
Parts II, IV, and V of form AD-1006, the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (attached) have 
been completed. The project site A has prime farmland soils MhB, Mapleton Shaly silt loam, 0 
to 8 percent slopes and farmland of statewide important soils CoB, Conant silt loam, 2 to 8 
percent slopes and MhC, Mapleton shaly silt loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes. The Relative Value of 
site A is 74. Based on the information provided for Parts Vl and Vll the total points for the 
project is 138. 
 
The project site B has prime farmland soils MhB, Mapleton Shaly silt loam, 0 to 8 percent slopes 
and farmland of statewide important soils CoB, Conant silt loam 2 to 8 percent slopes and MhC, 
Mapleton shaly silt loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes.. The Relative Value of site B is 75. Based on 
the information provided for Parts Vl and Vll the total points for the project is 139. 
 
If the total point score is 160 or less, then the project is in full compliance with (FPPA) and no 
further action is required. If the total point score is above 160 points, then alternative design or 
location should be considered that might reduce the total pointscore. If this is not possible, then 
an explanation should be provided in Block 5 at the bottom of the form. Additional information 
about completing the form and the Farmland Protection Policy Act can be found at the following 
web site: 
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/national/landuse/fppa/. 
 
Please provide a final copy of the completed AD-1006 to me for NRCS records and retain a copy 
for your records regardless of the total point score. 
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 
 
Thank you 
 
Lindsay Hodgman

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/national/landuse/fppa/


 

 

 



 

 

STEPS IN THE PROCESSING THE FARMLAND AND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM 
 
Step 1 - Federal agencies (or Federally funded projects) involved in proposed projects that may convert farmland, as defined in the Farmland 

Protection Policy Act (FPPA) to nonagricultural uses, will initially complete Parts I and III of the form. For Corridor type projects, the 
Federal agency shall use form NRCS-CPA-106 in place of form AD-1006. The Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) process 
may also be accessed by visiting the FPPA website, http://fppa.nrcs.usda.gov/lesa/. 

 
Step 2 - Originator (Federal Agency) will send one original copy of the form together with appropriate scaled maps indicating location(s)of 

project site(s), to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) local Field Office or USDA Service Center and retain a copy for 
their files. (NRCS has offices in most counties in the U.S. The USDA Office Information Locator may be found at 
http://offices.usda.gov/scripts/ndISAPI.dll/oip_public/USA_map, or the offices can usually be found in the Phone Book under U.S. 
Government, Department of Agriculture. A list of field offices is available from the NRCS State Conservationist and State Office in each 
State.) 

 
Step 3 - NRCS will, within 10 working days after receipt of the completed form, make a determination as to whether the site(s) of the proposed 

project contains prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland. (When a site visit or land evaluation system design is needed, 
NRCS will respond within 30 working days. 

 
Step 4 - For sites where farmland covered by the FPPA will be converted by the proposed project, NRCS will complete Parts II, IV and V of the 

form. 
 
Step 5 - NRCS will return the original copy of the form to the Federal agency involved in the project, and retain a file copy for NRCS records. 
 
Step 6 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will complete Parts VI and VII of the form and return the form with the final 

selected site to the servicing NRCS office. 
 
Step 7 - The Federal agency providing financial or technical assistance to the proposed project will make a determination as to whether the 

proposed conversion is consistent with the FPPA. 
 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM 
(For Federal Agency) 

 
Part I: When completing the "County and State" questions, list all the local governments that are responsible for local land use 
controls where site(s) are to be evaluated. 
 
Part III: When completing item B (Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly), include the following: 
 
1.  Acres not being directly converted but that would no longer be capable of being farmed after the conversion, because the 

conversion would restrict access to them or other major change in the ability to use the land for agriculture. 
2.  Acres planned to receive services from an infrastructure project as indicated in the project justification (e.g. highways, utilities 

planned build out capacity) that will cause a direct conversion. 
 
Part VI: Do not complete Part VI using the standard format if a State or Local site assessment is used. With local and NRCS 
assistance, use the local Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA). 
 
1.  Assign the maximum points for each site assessment criterion as shown in § 658.5(b) of CFR. In cases of corridor-type project 

such as transportation, power line and flood control, criteria #5 and #6 will not apply and will, be weighted zero, however, 
criterion #8 will be weighed a maximum of 25 points and criterion #11 a maximum of 25 points. 

 
2.  Federal agencies may assign relative weights among the 12 site assessment criteria other than those shown on the FPPA rule 

after submitting individual agency FPPA policy for review and comment to NRCS. In all cases where other weights are 
assigned, relative adjustments must be made to maintain the maximum total points at 160. For project sites where the total 
points equal or exceed 160, consider alternative actions, as appropriate, that could reduce adverse impacts (e.g. Alternative 
Sites, Modifications or Mitigation). 

 
Part VII: In computing the "Total Site Assessment Points" where a State or local site assessment is used and the total maximum 
number of points is other than 160, convert the site assessment points to a base of 160. 
Example: if the Site Assessment maximum is 200 points, and the alternative Site "A" is rated 180 points: 
 

 
 
For assistance in completing this form or FPPA process, contact the local NRCS Field Office or USDA Service Center. 
 
NRCS employees, consult the FPPA Manual and/or policy for additional instructions to complete the AD-1006 form.



 

 



 

 



Farmland Classification—Aroostook County, Maine, Southern Part  Site A _HLT_Houlton 

Natural Resources  Web Soil Survey 8/18/2021 
Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 5 of 5 

Farmland Classification 
 

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in 
AOI 

Percent of 
AOI 

CoB Conant silt loam, 2 to 8 percent 
slope 

Farmland of statewide 
importance 3.0 20.5% 

MhB Mapleton shaly silt loam, 0 to 8 
percent slopes 

All areas are prime 
farmland 7.0 47.4% 

MhC Mapleton shaly silt loam, 8 to 15 
percent slopes 

Farmland of statewide 
importance 2.4 15.9% 

MoA Monarda-Burnham complex, 0 
to 3 percent slopes Not prime farmland 2.4 16.2% 

Totals for Area of Interest   14.8 100.0% 

 
Description 
 
Farmland classification identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, 
farmland of local importance, or unique farmland. It identifies the location and extent of the soils that are 
best suited to food, feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed crops. NRCS policy and procedures on prime and 
unique farmlands are published in the "Federal Register," Vol. 43, No. 21, January 31, 1978. 
 
Rating Options 
 
Aggregation Method: No Aggregation Necessary 
Tie-break Rule: Lower 



 

 



Farmland Classification—Aroostook County, Maine, Southern Part  Site A _HLT_Houlton 

Natural Resources  Web Soil Survey 8/18/2021 
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Farmland Classification 
 

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in 
AOI 

Percent of 
AOI 

CoA Conant silt loam, 0 to 2 
percent slopes 

Farmland of statewide 
importance 0.0 0.0% 

CoB Conant silt loam, 2 to 8 
percent slopes 

Farmland of statewide 
importance 0.9 4.5% 

MhB Mapleton shaly silt loam, 
0 to 8 percent slopes 

All areas are prime 
farmland 17.0 85.7% 

MhC Mapleton shaly silt loam, 
8 to 15 percent slopes 

Farmland of statewide 
importance 0.9 4.7% 

MoA 
Monarda-Burnham 
complex, 0 to 3 
percent slopes 

Not prime farmland 0.3 1.8% 

MoB 
Monarda-Burnham 
complex, 3 to 8 
percent slopes 

Not prime farmland 0.6 3.3% 

Totals for Area of Interest   19.9 100.0% 

 
Description 
 
Farmland classification identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, 
farmland of local importance, or unique farmland. It identifies the location and extent of the soils that are 
best suited to food, feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed crops. NRCS policy and procedures on prime and 
unique farmlands are published in the "Federal Register," Vol. 43, No. 21, January 31, 1978. 
 
Rating Options 
 
Aggregation Method: No Aggregation Necessary 
Tie-break Rule: Lower 



 

 

July 7, 2021 
 
John Petrilla 
Border Patrol & Air and Marine PMO 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
1300 Pennsylvania Ave NW 
Washington, DC 20229 
 
RE: Information Request – Border Patrol Station Project, Houlton 
 
Dear John: 
 
Per your request received on July 06, 2021, we have reviewed current Maine Department of 
Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW) information for known locations of Endangered, 
Threatened, and Special Concern species; designated Essential and Significant Wildlife Habitats; 
and inland fisheries habitat concerns within the vicinity of the Border Patrol Station project in 
Houlton. 
 
Our information indicates no locations of State-listed Endangered, Threatened, or Special 
Concern species within the project area that would be affected by your project. Additionally, our 
Department has not mapped any Essential or Significant Wildlife Habitats or inland fisheries 
habitats that would be directly affected by your project. 
 
This consultation review has been conducted specifically for known MDIFW jurisdictional 
features and should not be interpreted as a comprehensive review for the presence of other 
regulated features that may occur in this area. Prior to the start of any future site disturbance we 
recommend additional consultation with the municipality, and other state resource agencies 
including the Maine Natural Areas Program, Maine Department of Marine Resources, and Maine 
Department of Environmental Protection in order to avoid unintended protected resource 
disturbance. 
 
Please feel free to contact my office if you have any questions regarding this information, or if I 
can be of any further assistance. 
 
Best regards, 

 
Becca Settele 
Wildlife Biologist



 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

Office of the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Aroostook Band of Micmacs 
Kendyl reis 
7 Northern Road 
Presque Isle, ME 04769 
Phone: (207)764-1972 ext. 161 
Fax: (207)764-7667 
Email: kreis@micmac-nsn.gov 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the above-referenced project for compliance with National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requirements. 
 
Based on the project description, we do not have knowledge of any specific sites or cultural features that 
exist at the proposed project location. However, this geographic area does constitute traditional areas that 
were historically utilized by members of the Aroostook Band of Micmacs and other northeaster Tribes. 
Therefore, we respectfully, request that if during the course of excavation/construction activities, human 
remains, artifacts, or any other evidence of Native American presence is discovered, that site activities in 
the vicinity of the discovery immediately cease, pending notification to us. 
 
In addition, if this project results in wetland disturbances requiring mitigation, we are requesting that you 
utilize the black ash (Fraginus nigra) as the principle wetland species for wetland restoration activities. 
The black ash tree has special significance in the culture of the northeastern Tribes and is used 
extensively for weaving baskets and other Native American crafts. The black ash tree also provides 
valuable food and habitat for migratory waterfowl and other wildlife. Unfortunately however, this species 
has been selected against by foresters and landowners who favor other tree species. As a result of this, and 
other environmental factors, the black ash tree is in serious decline in Maine. The Aroostook Band of 
Micmacs has completed several black ash wetland restoration projects and we have a dependable source 
for highly-quality seedlings, and the experience and expertise to assist you with black ash wetland 
restoration projects. 
 
On the subject of human remains, artifacts, or any other evidence of Native American presence is 
discovered. The human remains will be reburied with the appropriate respect for the remains that is 
required at a distinctive and respectable site. The artifacts and other evidence of Native American 
discovery will be documented with appropriate detail. The items will be analyzed for the precise period of 
the items distinctive period and will be documented by the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer from the 
Aroostook Band of Micmacs. If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kendyl Reis 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 



 

 

From: Mahaney, Wende <wende_mahaney@fws.gov> 
Sent: Monday, July 12, 2021 1:01 PM 
To: PETRILLA, JOHN <JOHN.P.PETRILLA@cbp.dhs.gov> 
Cc: McCollough, Mark <mark_mccollough@fws.gov> 
 
Subject: JUne 24, 2021 letter regarding proposed U.S. Border Patrol Station in Houlton, Maine 
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of DHS. DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognize 
and/or trust the sender. If you feel this is a suspicious-looking email, please report by using the Report Phish 
button option. 
 
Dear Mr. Patrilla, 
We received your June 24, 2021 letter regarding the proposed U.S. Border Patrol Station in 
Houlton, Maine. If you have not done so already, we recommend that you visit the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service's Information for Planning and Consultation website and obtain an Official 
Species List to assist you in compliance with the Endangered Species Act. 
 
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/ 

IPaC: Home - FWS 
Build a biological assessment Consultation Package Builder (CPB) 
replaces and improves on the original Impact Analysis by providing interactive, step-by-step process 
to help you prepare a full 
consultation package leveraging U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service data recommendations, including 
conservation measures designed to you avoid or minimize effects to listed species. 
ecos.fws.gov 
 
You are likely to have two species on the Official Species List, the threatened northern long-
eared bat and the threatened Canada lynx. If your agency determines that the proposed project 
may affect either of these federally listed species, then further consultation under section 7 of 
the ESA may be warranted. For the northern long-eared bat, this project is likely eligible to use 
the streamlined consultation process associated with this species' 4(d) rule. This streamlined 
consultation process can also be accessed through our IPaC website under "Regulatory Review" 
and "Evaluate Determination Keys". Many projects that "may affect" the northern long-eared 
bat in Maine are able to complete section 7 consultation through the IPaC website with no 
further coordination needed with the Maine Field Office. 
 
We do not have any information on the likely presence or absence of the northern long-eared 
bat at the proposed project site in Houlton. While it sounds like most of the project site is open, 
existing agricultural fields, the forested riparian areas along the nearby Meduxnekeag River 
could provide roosting and foraging habitats for bats. In general, we are lacking data on where 
northern long-eared bats occur in Maine currently; many Fedeal agencies, therefore, just 
assume that the species could be present if there is forested habitat on a project site and 



 

 

then use the streamlined consultation process in IPaC to meet their ESA section 7 consultation 
obligations (assuming that the project is otherwise eligible for the streamlined process). 
 
If you have further questions related to Canada lynx, please feel free to reach out to my 
colleague, Mark McCollough. He is copied on this email. His office phone number is 207-902-
1570. You can contact me with any further questions related to the northern long-eared bat. 
Please let us know if you have any further questions. 
 
Thank you. Wende 
 
Wende S. Mahaney, C.W.B. (she/her/hers) 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Maine Field Office 
P.O. Box A (mailing address) 
306 Hatchery Road (physical address) 
East Orland, Maine 04431 
Telephone: (207) 902-1569 (direct line) 
Fax: (207) 902-1588 
Cellular Phone: 207-944-2991



Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
Passamaquoddy Tribe 

PO Box 159 Princeton, Me. 04668 
207-214-4051 

 

August 4, 2021 
 
Josh McEnany 
Gulf South Research Corporation 
Environmental Resources Manager 
8081 Innovation Park Drive 
Baton Rouge, La 70820 
 
Re: Houlton – US Border Patrol Station Project 
 
Dear Josh; 
 

The Passamaquoddy THPO has reviewed the following applications regarding the 
historic properties and significant religious and cultural properties in accordance with NHPA, 
NEPA, AIRFA, NAGPRA, ARPA, Executive Order 13007 Indian Sacred Sites, Executive Order 
13175 Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and Executive Order 
12898 Environmental Justice. 

 
The Project listed above will not have any impact on cultural and historical concerns of the 
Passamaquoddy Tribe. If archeological material is uncovered, please contact this office. 
 
Sincerely; 
 
Donald Soctomah 
Soctomah@gmail.com 
THPO 
Passamaquoddy Tribe



  

 

PENOBSCOT NATION 
CULTURAL & HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

12 WABANAKI WAY, INDIAN ISLAND, ME 04468 
CHRIS SOCKALEXIS – TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

E-MAIL: chris.sockalexis@penobscotnation.org 
 

NAME Josh McEnany 

ADDRESS Gulf South Research Corporation 
8081 Innovation Park Drive 
Baton Rouge, La 70820 

OWNER’S NAME U.S. Customs and Border Protection 

TELEPHONE (225) 757-8088 

EMAIL joshm@gsrcorp.com 

PROJECT NAME Construction, operation, and maintenance of a U.S. Border Patrol Station 

PROJECT SITE Houlton, ME 

DATE OF REQUEST August 3, 2021 

DATE REVIEWED November 4, 2021 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced project. This project appears to have 
no impact on a structure or site of historic, architectural or archaeological significance to the Penobscot 
Nation as defined by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. 
 
If there is an inadvertent discovery of Native American cultural materials during the course of the project, 
please contact my office at (207) 817-7471. Thank you for consulting with the Penobscot Nation Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office with this project. 

 
Chris Sockalexis, THPO 
Penobscot Nation

mailto:joshm@gsrcorp.com
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