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     Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma 
Office of Historic Preservation 

P.O. Box 50 
100 Kiowa Way 

          Carnegie, OK  73015 
 

______________________________________ 

Kellie J. Poolaw 
Acting Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) 

Phone: (405) 435-1650                     kellie@tribaladminservices.org               Complex:  (580) 654-2300 

 

 
July 21, 2016 

 

Douglas Sims, RPA 

Chief, Environmental Compliance Branch 

Fort Worth District COE 

PO Box 17300 

Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300 

 

RE: Section 106 Consultation and Review for Resacas Feasibility Study (RFS) in Brownsville, 

Cameron County, TX  

 

 

Dear Mr Sims,  

 
The Kiowa Tribe Office of Historic Preservation has received the information and materials requested for 

our Section 106 Review and Consultation.  Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 

(NHPA), and 36 CFR Part 800 requires consultation with the Kiowa Tribe.   

 

Given the information provided, you are hereby notified that the proposal project location should have 

minimal potential to adversely affect any known Archaeological, Historical, or Sacred Kiowa sites.  

Therefore, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(d) (1), you may proceed with your proposed project.  

However, please be advised undiscovered properties may be encountered and must be immediately 

reported to the Kiowa Tribe Office of Historic Preservation under both the NHPA and NAGPRA 

regulations.  

 

This information is provided to assist you in complying with 36 CFR Part 800 for Section 106 

Consultation procedures. Please retain this correspondence to show compliance.  Should you have any 

questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at kellie@tribaladminservices.org. Thank you for your 

time and consideration. 

 
Sincerely,  

 

 

Kellie J. Poolaw,  

Acting Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) 



  

TONKAWA TRIBE OF OKLAHOMA 
NATIVE AMERICAN GRAVES PROTECTION 

AND REPATRIATION ACT 
1 RUSH BUFFALO ROAD  PHONE (580) 628-2561  FAX (580) 628-9903 

WEB SITE: www.tonkawatribe.com 
TONKAWA, OKLAHOMA 74653 

 

 

July 11, 2016 

 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

         Regarding the Resacas Feasibility Study (RFS) in Brownsville, Cameron County Texas. The Tonkawa 

Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma submits the following: 

           The Tonkawa Tribe has no specifically designated historical or cultural sites identified in the above 

listed project area. However if any human remains, funerary objects, or other evidence of historical or 

cultural significance is inadvertently discovered then the Tonkawa Tribe would certainly be interested in 

proper disposition thereof. 

           We appreciate notification by your office of the many projects on-going, and as always the 

Tonkawa Tribe is willing to work with your representatives in any manner to uphold the provisions of 

NAGPRA to the extent of our capability. 

Respectfully, 

 

 

Miranda “Nax’ce” Myer 

NAGPRA Representative 
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Appendix D-2-b 

The USACE Response to USFWS Recommendations Provided 

in the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report  

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) provided recommendations for the 
Resacas Ecosystem Restoration study in the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report 
dated 10 August 2017. These recommendations identify measures that would increase 
the ecological benefits, both captured and uncaptured, of the proposed restoration 
project. The following is a list of the USFWS recommendations and a description of how 
the USACE addressed them in the Feasibility/EA report. All responses were considered 
for effectiveness, efficiency, completeness, and acceptability. Most recommendations 
reflect the measures and ecosystem processes identified by the USACE and proposed 
for restoration implementation 

Recommendation 1 – The USFWS requested justification for utilizing the bank slope 

measure without further control of the invasive vermiculated sailfin catfish.   

The USACE Response – The bank slope measure discussed in the feasibility report 

identifies the laying back of the banks as a passive catfish control measure. Although 

the physical or chemical control of catfish would further provide ecological benefits, 

including benefits to amphibian species, the higher cost of additional catfish control did 

not result in alternatives that were cost effective and economically justified. This 

analysis was conducted during the Section 206 Resaca Boulevard Resaca Ecosystem 

Restoration study and used to inform the Interim Ecosystem Restoration feasibility 

study. 

Recommendation 2 – The USFWS recommended that the study include the installation 

of artificial nesting structures for the Red-crowned parrot, a candidate species. The 

USFWS also recommended creating standing snags by killing non-native Washington 

palms and leaving the trunks for cavity nesters, including the Red-crowned parrot. 

The USACE Response – The use of artificial nest boxes for Red-crowned parrots has 

not been successful although research in this area continues. The implementation plan 

includes leaving existing palm snags in place for cavity nesters and incorporates killing 

selected Washington palms in the riparian planting measure to serve as cavity nesting 

structures for the red-crowned parrot. 
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Recommendation 3 – The USFWS recommended the inclusion of Texas ayenia, an 

endangered plant, in the restoration plan wherever possible. 

The USACE Response – The Texas ayenia is included in the riparian planting measure 

by incorporating Texas ayenia in the plant species mix of the restoration plan. 

Recommendation 4 – The USFWS recommended that the riparian corridors along the 

resacas be widened as much as possible to serve as habitat and buffer zones to the 

resacas. 

The USACE Response – The USACE restoration strategy for the identification of 

restoration areas was based on the concept of widening the resaca’s riparian habitats 

as much as feasible and to maximize the connectivity between restoration areas as 

much as possible based on reference resaca habitat conditions. 

Recommendation 5 –The USFWS recommends the mimicking of floodplain processes 

by beneficially utilizing dredge material to augment soils in the riparian habitat planting 

areas with nutrients. 

The USACE Response – The beneficial use of dredged materials to augment riparian 

planting areas was proposed as a measure in the development of alternatives, and 

coordinated with the USFWS for their review. 

Recommendation 6 – The USFWS recommends planting native aquatic and emergent 

plant species along the resaca edges, including woody emergent vegetation. 

The USACE Response – The planting of native aquatic and emergent plant species 

was proposed as a measure in the development of alternatives and was coordinated 

with the USFWS for their review. The aquatic planting measure is incorporated in the 

recommended plan. 

Recommendation 7 – The USFWS requested that a written monitoring and adaptive 

management plan be developed to track restoration progress over time. The plan 

should include provisions for the control of invasive species. 

The USACE Response – The feasibility report contains a draft monitoring and adaptive 

management plan that would be further developed during the PED phase of the project. 

Measures dealing with the monitoring and control of invasive species are incorporated 

into this plan. 
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         Federal Aviation Administration 

        Southwest Region, Airports Division 

        Texas Airports Development Office 

FAA-ASW-650 

10101 Hillwood Parkway 

Fort Worth, Texas 76177 
  

  

  

  

September 5, 2017 

 

Douglas C. Sims, RPA 

Chief, Environmental Compliance Branch  

Regional Planning and Environmental Center 

P.O. Box 17300 

Fort Worth, TX  76102-0300 

 

VIA EMAIL 

 

Subject: Brownsville Resacas Ecosystem Restoration Study Feasibility Report/ Environmental 

Assessment Wildlife Hazard Mitigation 

 

Per your letter dated August 22, 2017, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Galveston District 

(USACE) and the Brownsville Public Utilities Board are requesting FAA concurrence on the 

following mitigation measures for the Brownsville Resacas Restoration Project: 

 

1. The bank restoration and emergent planting measures will be removed from a 1,000-foot 

buffer from the flight paths of runways 13/31 and 18/36.  Restoration measures in this 

area will consist of invasive plant management and native riparian shrub plantings only. 

 

2. The Feasibility Report/Environmental Assessment (FR/EA) for the Brownsville resaca 

ecosystem restoration study will address the commitment to conduct bird surveys during 

the initial Preconstruction Engineering and Design (PED) phase of the project. USACE 

will coordinate the results of the bird surveys with the FAA, and if possible, coordinate 

the surveys to coincide with the development of the wildlife hazard report update for the 

Brownsville airport. 

 

3. A conditional Finding of No Significant Impact will be drafted to include the two 

requirements listed above. 

 

4. USACE will coordinate the changes to the Draft FR/EA and the conditional FONSI with 

the FAA prior to the publication of the Final FR/EA. 

 

If the project incorporates the measures above, the FAA concurs that the project will be in 

compliance with FAA Advisory Circular 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or 

Near Airports. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. If you need any additional assistance, feel free to 

contact this office. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
John MacFarlane 

Environmental Protection Specialist 

Texas Airports District Office 

 

 

cc:  Richard Middleton 

 Daniel Allen, USACE 
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Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste 

Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to discuss the HTRW investigation for the Resacas in the 
Vicinity of Brownsville, Texas, Interim Ecosystem Restoration Study. This report 
identifies both HTRW and non-HTRW environmental issues, and presents appropriate 
measures to resolve these issues. The methods used in performing the investigation 
are described in detail. Conclusions and recommendations regarding potential impacts 
due to HTRW and non-HTRW issues associated with the project site are provided. The 
purpose of the evaluation is to identify and avoid hazardous, toxic, or radiological 
wastes (HTRW) sites during planning or implementation of a USACE project, to the 
extent practicable.  

Records Review 

A records review gathers and analyzes existing information to identify potential HTRW 
sites within or near a project area. The records review correlated the standard ASTM 
environmental record sources and search distances to the proposed footprint of the 
study alternatives. The recognized environmental conditions (RECs) are discussed 
below. 

Authority 

Engineer Regulation (ER) 1165-2-132, Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste 
(HTRW) Guidance for Civil Works projects, requires that a site investigation be 
conducted as early as possible to identify and evaluate potential HTRW problems. 
According to ER 1165-2-132, non-HTRW issues that do not comply with the federal, 
state, and local regulations should be discussed in the HTRW investigation along with 
HTRW issues.  

The HTRW investigation presented in this report was conducted during the feasibility 
phase of the project. This report was performed at the level of detail required and relies 
on existing information, observations made through database research, and aerial 
photograph, topographic map, and historical document review, a site visit, and 
information provided by the local sponsor.  
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Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste 

The objective of ER 1165-2-132 is to outline procedure to facilitate early identification 
and appropriate consideration of HTRW. This investigation, therefore, identifies 
potential HTRW and discusses resolutions and/or provides recommendations regarding 
the HTRW identified. 

Non-Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste 

According to ER 1165-2-132, non-HTRW environmental issues that do not comply with 
federal, state, and local regulations should be discussed in the HTRW investigation 
along with HTRW. For example, solid waste is a non-HTRW issue considered. 
Petroleum releases from leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs) are not 
considered HTRW but are regulated under state law. These sites have the potential to 
impose environmental hazards. Non-HTRW issues identified during the investigation 
are also discussed in this report, along with resolutions and/or recommendations for 
resolution. 

GUIDANCE 

Supplemental guidance was provided by the Standard Practice for Environmental 
Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process (Designation: E 1527-
13) prepared by the American Society for Testing of Materials (ASTM). See Table D-6-
1. The purpose of this guidance is to define good commercial and customary practice in 
the United State of America for conducting an environmental site assessment of a 
parcel of commercial real estate with respect to the range of contaminants within the 
scope of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) (42 U.S.C. § 9601) and petroleum products. These standards recommend 
that an environmental assessment include a records review, site visit, and interviews.  

The goal of the environmental site assessment process is to identify RECs on a 
property. The term recognized environmental conditions means the presence or likely 
presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or at a property: 
(1) due to any release to the environment; (2) under conditions indicative of a release to 
the environment; or (3) under conditions that pose a material threat of a future release 
to the environment. De minimis conditions are not recognized environmental conditions; 
background concentrations of anthropogenic compounds are de minimis.  
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LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

Federal 

The definition of HTRW according to ER 1165-2-132, page 1, paragraph 4(a) is as 
follows: “Except for dredged material and sediments beneath navigable waters 
proposed for dredging, for purposes of this guidance, HTRW includes any material 
listed as ‘hazardous substance’ under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and liability Act, 42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq (CERCLA). (See 42 U.S.C. 9601 
(14).) Hazardous substances regulated under CERCLA include ‘hazardous wastes’ 
under Sec. 3001 of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. 6921 et 
seq; ‘hazardous substances’ identified under Section 311 of the Clean Air Act, 33 
U.S.C. 1321, ‘toxic pollutants’ designated under Section 307 of the Clean Water Act, 33 
U.S.C. 1317, ‘hazardous air pollutants’ designated under Section 112 of the Clean Air 
Act 42, U.S.C. 7412; and ‘imminently hazardous chemical substances or mixtures’ on 
which EPA has taken action under Section 7 of the Toxic Substance Contol Act, 15 
U.S.C. 2606; these do not include petroleum or natural gas unless already included in 
the above categories. (See 42 U.S.C. 9601(14).)” 

As noted in 42 U.S.C. 9601(14), the term “hazardous substance” does not include crude 
oil or any fraction thereof which is not otherwise specifically listed or designated as a 
hazardous substance, nor does the term include natural gas liquids, liquefied natural 
gas, or synthetic gas usable for fuel. Underground storage tanks (USTs) are federally 
regulated under 40 CFR Part 280, which includes technical standards and corrective 
action requirements for owners and operators of USTs. 
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Table D-6-1: Standard ASTM Search Distances, Records Review Results, and Sources 

ASTM Source ASTM Distance 
(miles) 

Number of Results Source Name 

Federal National Priorities List (NPL) site list 

1.0 0 

Environmental 
Protection Agency 
(EPA) Cleanups In 
My Community 

Federal Delisted NPL site list 
0.5 0 

EPA Cleanups In 
My Community 

Federal Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability, 
Information System (CERCLIS) (SEMS) list 

0.5 0 
EPA EnviroFacts 

Federal No Further Remedial Action Planned 
(NFRAP) (SEMS archive) site list 

0.5 0 
EPA EnviroFacts 

Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA) Corrective Action facilities list 

1.0 0 
EPA Cleanups In 
My Community 

Federal RCRA TSD facilities list 0.5 0 EPA EnviroFacts 

Federal RCRA generators list Property and 
adjacent 
properties only 

3 
EPA EnviroFacts 

Federal ICs/Engineering Control registry Property only 0 Source not found* 

Federal Emergency Response Notification 
System (ERNS) list 

Property only 594* 
Right To Know 
database (rtk.net) 

State and tribal equivalent National Priority List 
(NPL) list 

1.0 0 

Texas Commission 
on Environmental 
Quality (TCEQ) 
Central Registry 

State and tribal equivalent CERCLIS 
0.5 0 

TCEQ Central 
Registry 

State and tribal landfill and/or solid waste 
disposal sites 

0.5 1 
TCEQ Central 
Registry 

State and tribal leaking AST/UST sites 
0.5 4 

TCEQ Central 
Registry 

State and tribal registered storage tank list Property and 
adjacent 
properties only 

326* 
TCEQ Central 
Registry 

State and tribal ICs/Engineering Control 
registry 

Property only 
0 

Source could not be 
accessed* 

State and tribal voluntary cleanup sites 
0.5 0 

TCEQ Central 
Registry 

Federal, State and tribal Brownfields site list 
0.5 1 

EPA Cleanups In 
My Community 

* Denotes a data failure 

Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Generators List  

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) generators list identifies sites 
that generate quantities of waste classified as hazardous under RCRA. Three sites 
adjacent to resacas to be restored under Alternative 5 were classified as conditionally 
exempt. The first was classified as a conditionally exempt small quantity generator, the 
second as a small quantity generator, and the third as unknown. Even with their 
proximity to the resacas to be restored, no impact is expected to the proposed project 
from these sites. Their generator status is not sufficient to expect an impact. The site 
with the unknown generator status is located at 3501 N Vermillion rd., Brownsville, 
Texas, immediately adjacent to the resaca. The facility is used as an auto parts 
manufacturer’s warehouse, and is not expected to interact with the proposed project. 
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Site Name Location RCRA Status Latitude Longitude 
Express Cleaners 1601 E. Alton Gloor 

Blvd. 
CESQG 25.98192 -97.48584 

Walmart # 5493 7480 Padre Island 
Blvd. 

SQG 25.94492 -97.42556 

Inteva Products LLC 
Warehouse 

3501 N. Vermillion 
Rd. 

Unknown 25.95292 -97.41927 

 

Federal Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) List  

The Federal Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) records and stores 
information on reported releases of oil and hazardous substances. A search of available 
ERNS records show that 594 release incidents have been reported to the National 
Response Center (NRC) from 1982-2016. However, due to the quality of the data, it is 
impossible to discern whether these releases occurred in any of the resacas being 
considered for restoration. A review of specific 2016 data showed that all reported 
releases for that year occurred in the Brownsville Ship Channel, well away from the 
proposed project. It is reasonable to believe that some of the releases from 1982-2016 
occurred in the resacas; however, without specific data showing this, it is impossible to 
determine the risk to the proposed project. 

The failure of this data set to provide enough information is called a data failure. 

Federal Institutional Controls/Engineering Controls Database   

This search is designed to look for sites where institutional or engineering controls are 
in place to prevent exposure to contaminants that are left on the site. These controls are 
typically implemented as part of response or remediation efforts at cleanups sites where 
the remedy keeps contaminants onsite, such as a capping or groundwater containment 
and extraction system. No database was found on this topic, and no data could be 
found for this search. However, the proposed project takes place in areas where no 
remediation has occurred in the past. Therefore it’s reasonable to deduce that no 
institutional or engineering controls are in place at the proposed project properties. 

State and Tribal Solid Waste Facilities/Landfill Sites  

This search is designed to check any state or tribal databases for solid waste handling 
facilities or landfills in the project vicinity. A site was identified, located at the intersection 
of W Alton Gloor Blvd. and State Highway 281. The site is referred to as the Flor De 
Mayo pit, and appears to have an active municipal solid waste permit. However, no 
other information about this site could be found, including exact location, waste 
accepted, or contact information. This site is about 0.5 miles from a potential restoration 
area, but no impact is expected. 
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State and Tribal Leaking Above Ground Storage Tank (AST) Underground Storage 
Tank (UST) Sites   

This database is a list of leaking petroleum storage tank incidents, maintained by the 
State of Texas. A search of this database identified 4 sites where active remediation is 
underway for leaking petroleum storage tanks within a half mile of any of the resacas. 
None of the sites are expected to impact the proposed project. 

 
Site Name Location 
City Stop 22 5405 South Padre Island Hwy 

Dan’s Quick Stop 7878 Boca Chica Blvd. 

Magic Mart 2100 E Price Rd. 

Four Corners Texaco 3375 Boca Chica Blvd. 

 

State and Tribal Registered Storage Tanks  

This list is a combination of the State of Texas registered UST and AST databases, 
representing sites with storage tanks registered with the State of Texas. 326 registered 
underground storage tanks (USTs) and/or aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) sites 
were identified within the City of Brownsville.The existence of a registered storage tank 
(UST or AST) is not sufficient to believe that contamination is likely to be generated, and 
therefore none of these sites will be carried forward as RECs. 

State and Tribal ICs/Engineering Control registry   

The State of Texas maintains a database called the Activity Use Limitations (AUL) List, 
which functions as the state’s IC list. This database is proprietary and could not be 
accessed. Similar to the federal IC database, sites on this list would likely be areas 
where remediation had been completed and contamination was left in place. No 
documentation of cleanup sites was found within the proposed action area. Therefore, 
no ICs or engineering controls are expected. 

Brownfields List  

The Brownfields database is a list of sites where information has been reported back to 
EPA Brownfields Assessment office. This does not mean these sites were selected as 
Brownfields for redevelopment, or that. A site was found in the search area, located at 
5800 Stagecoach Trail, which currently houses a church. EPA documentation shows 
that the site was investigated, but no further action was taken. This site is not expected 
to impact the proposed project. 

3.0 Site Visit 

The site visit in environmental investigations is designed to identify environmental 
conditions that would otherwise not be identified in the records search. The site visit 
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also is used to look at indoor areas and area usages on the subject property. A site visit 
was not conducted for this phase of the investigation. 

4.0 Interviews 

The objective of the interviews is to discover environmental conditions that could not be 
obtained in the records search, as well as to determine past uses of the subject 
property. Due to time constraints, no interviews were conducted. If necessary, for 
further investigation potential interviewees can be identified in the future. 

5.0 Conclusion 

No sites with recognized environmental condition, were identified within the footprint of 
the alternatives evaluated. 
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The Resacas at Brownsville, Texas 

Ecosystem Restoration Study 

Draft Report and Integrated Environmental Assessment 

 Public Comments, and 

 District Responses  

The public comments that follow are in response to the June 2017 joint notice of 

availability (Figure D-7-1) and public meeting held 14 June 2017. The notice indicated 

comments could be provided by email or letter. Three comments were received by 

email and one by letter.  

Attachment A provides the comments. 

Attachment B provides the USACE responses to comment.   
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Figure D-7-1: Joint Notice of Availability 
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Attachment A – Public Comments 

Comment provided at the public meeting. 
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From: Elizabeth Caro  

Sent: Thursday, July 13, 2017 1:58 PM 

To: Brown, Harmon III CIV USARMY CESWF (US)  

Subject:  Resaca Restoration Brownsville, Texas 

To whom my concern: 

Hello to all, my name is Elizabeth Caro I'm an activist, I 'm doing a project to protect the 

wildlife in the Resacas in Brownsville, Texas. 

In the past, I contact many people working in different Agencies and areas, PUB, CITY 

OF BROWNSVILLE, WILDLIFE, US ARMY expressing my concerns about the 

Resacas, my biggest concern is all the Wildlife around the Resacas, ducks, birds, 

turtles, nutrias fishes etc..... 

I'm really concern regarding the ducks and bird's because the population is shrinking, to 

the point in some resacas you don't see any ducks anymore. 

The quality of water is very important too, contamination and all kinds of garbage is a 

serious problem, in the past after conversation with different people with PUB, CITY OF 

BROWNSVILLE, WILDLIFE, WAS NOT CLEAR WHAT HAPPEN WITH THE FISHES 

AND TURTLES, WHEN PEOPLE IS WORKING IN THE RESACAS, BUT SAME TIME 

ABOUT THE TRIMMING WITH NOT SUPERVISION AND CONTROL, I ASK SOME 

PEOPLE AND EACH TELL ME THAT THEY ARE NOT RESPONSABLE. 

FOR PRESERVATION WE NEED TO WORK TOGETHER WITH PROTECTING THE 

NATIVE, GRASS, PLANTS BUSHES AND TREES, THEY ARE TRIMING WITH NO 

CONTROL AND SUPERVISION AND IT’S DESTROYING THE WILDLIFE HABITAT. 

CONSERVATION IS VERY IMPORTANT TOO AND HELP THE HABITAT FOR ALL 

DIFFERENT SPECIES CREATING THE NATURAL HABITAT AND HELPING THEM 

WITH THE FOOD SOURCES. 

In 2016, I send an email to several people expressing my concerns with no answer from 

the city of Brownsville, sad very sad. 

I'M REQUESTING THE FOLLOWING: 

1-Short time projects, long time projects affect the wildlife habitat. 

2-Please do by parts, no all in the same time, because do a lot damage to the animals.    

Ducks and birds turtles are walking in the street looking for food and people are running 

over them. 

3-Protect natural grass, plants, trees and bushes, THIS IS SO IMPORTANTAS A FOOD 

SOURCE AND FOR SHELTER. 
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4-CREATING SMALL ISLANDS IN THE RESACAS THIS CAN HELP A LOT TO 

PROTECT THE EGS AND THE NEST,  FOR THE DUCKS AND BIRDS AND HELPING 

THEM IN THE SAME TIME  for a place to rest and protect themselves from people, 

predators, street dogs etc... 

5-Keep bushes and plants in the surrounding areas, somebody working for the city of 

Pub, in the past they trim and they cut a lot of plants and trees leaving some of the 

resacas with few or nothing and this resacas you don’t see ducks or big birds any more. 

6-SUPER IMPORTANT ALEGATORS;     The local news make a report from alligators 

in the resacas.  I'm requesting to remove them and placed in one place to have a 

control of them, before is a social problem with out of control, this is very important to 

help for preservation, for the local ducks birds, turtles and all the wildlife around.  Also 

this can cause a lot of problems for family's who own a house with a Resaca property, 

other places remove the alligators or crocodiles to keep track of them.  The City of 

Brownsville need to take action before is too late. 

7-Garbage, sample Resaca cemetery is done and It's so sad the amount of garbage 

around for months I don’t' see any agency cleaning inside the Resaca, I go every day is 

how I know this is happening.  I'm requesting a plan to maintain clean with out of 

garbage, the contamination is a serious problem. 

8-Fishing: I see people fishing with a fishing net in the resacas and taken the fish in 

trucks, in the weekends in some places people do that, putting the fish population in risk 

and to other wildlife depending in fish, like pelicans, ducks etc.  I'm requesting a plan to 

help the wildlife in the resacas with laws about fishing, but also ducks and birds kill from 

people intentionally with no mercy. REQUESTING SIGNS IN ENGLISH AND SPANISH 

WITH RULES AND PENALITIES ALSO IS GOOD TO TECH PEOPLE, WHAT NOT TO 

DO IN THE RESACAS. 

9-THE DUCKS POPULATION AND BIRDS HAVE BEEN  DECLINING NOW FOR 

MANY REASONS AND WE NEED TO DO SOMETHING TO HELP  THE 

POPULATION GROW...THIS IS WHAT I'M DOING BY MY SELF FOR YEARS IN 

SOME RESACAS, BUT WE NEED TO WORK TOGETHER TO HELP THE HABITAT.  

NOTE:  Sometimes people forget the animals and birds, like us, they need food 

sources, shelter, place for rest, in hot or cold weather, plants, trees and bushes for 

shade, places to have the eggs protected, clean water, the Ducks are always looking for 

clean fresh water. 

This is a sample and I tell Rene with PUB and Ellie with the army, the Resaca in 

Bernard is one of my biggest concern.  

10-TRAFIC  Some streets have a busy traffic but others no, the sad thing some people 

speed and run over ducks or turtles, some areas need signs from duck crossing and 
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turtle crossing too.  Requesting the police, check very close to resacas the people 

speed when they driving, near Resacas. 

I'm ready to help. I love to do my part of this project with the resacas, because I love our 

Resacas and the Wildlife, but the Ducks and birds are my number one concern. 

Thanks to all for taken the time reading this email, so let’s do something together. 

Any question please call me at 956-204-1930 <tel:(956)%20204-1930>  or send me an 

email to, thanks so much, to  hope you have a great day!! 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Caro.  
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From: Kenneth Teague 

Sent: Wednesday, June 28, 2017 2:42 PM 

To: Brown, Harmon III CIV USARMY CESWF (US)  

Subject: Fw: DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY AND INTEGRATED ENVIRONMENTAL 

ASSESSMENT FOR THE PROPOSED U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

RESACAS AT BROWNSVILLE ECOSYSTEM RESOTRATION CAMERON COUNTY, 

TEXAS 

Dear Mr. Brown: I reviewed the DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY AND INTEGRATED 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE PROPOSED U.S. ARMY CORPS OF 

ENGINEERS RESACAS AT BROWNSVILLE ECOSYSTEM RESOTRATION 

CAMERON COUNTY, TEXAS, and I have the following comments: 

* While it seems reasonably likely the proposed project will have significantly 

positive impacts, if the sediments proposed to be dredged and disposed are not 

contaminated, apparently nobody has appropriately evaluated this latter critical 

question.   

* The resacas have received decades of runoff from urban, residential, and 

agricultural landscapes. It is reasonably likely that some of the sediments are 

excessively contaminated with metals, PAHs, and /or pesticides. This analysis did not 

address these risks. 

* I recommend a revised EA or EIS, including the results of a high quality sediment 

contaminant study conducted as per the requirements of the Inland Testing Manual 

and/or the Upland Testing Manual. Potential effects of dredged material disposal on 

water quality and sediment quality should be evaluated. 

* In addition, depending on the proposed dredged material disposal location and 

management, the potential for upland soil contamination should be evaluated. 

* If such evaluations are not conducted prior to finalization of NEPA compliance 

documents for this project, the Corps will not be in compliance with the National 

Environmental Policy Act.  

I hope the Corps and the local sponsor have the wisdom, ethical compass, and 

technical strength to see that the absence of a robust evaluation of resaca sediment 

quality is a very unfortunate oversight that must be corrected prior to making a 

determination that the proposed project will not have a significant impact on the human 

environment.  

Sincerely, 

Kenneth G. Teague, PWS, Certified Senior Ecologist 
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From: Jude Benavides  

Sent: Wednesday, July 12, 2017 5:01 PM 

To: Brown, Harmon III CIV USARMY CESWF 

Subject: comments - Brownsville Resacas 

Where to start – hmmmmmm.  I’ve been working on and off on resacas since 1990 and 

have been through several rounds of USACE involvement.   I realized too late the 

deadline for submitting comments is today. 

There are too many details and issues to go into to discuss in one comment entry, but I 

will attempt to briefly summarize one major point here. 

Any attempt to study and/or restore ecosystems of Brownsville area resacas must be 

conducted via a carefully planned out and agreed upon SYSTEM-wide level that 

appreciates the many roles they played historically and presently. 

Resacas are poorly understood by many, including the majority of those who have 

worked on them or studied them at the state and federal level.   

I applaud the write-up and work done to date through this effort by the Corps.  I also 

applaud the attempt made to address them in a combined and holistic approach that 

appreciates their various functions. 

However, I’m deeply concerned that the final proposed outcome of this effort relies far 

too heavily (or even demands) an upfront disconnect between ecosystem function and 

their hydrology. 

Specifically: 

1.       I see very little acknowledgement of what can or should really be considered a 

baseline to which to restore.  Furthermore, there should be multiple baselines and goals 

as some Resaca systems or portions of a connected system may best be reallocated to 

a new use or ecosystem. 

2.       I do not believe there is sufficient emphasis on how riparian ecosystem both relies 

on and connects with the changed hydrology of the resacas and how multiple uses of 

the existing systems might benefit.  If the goal can only be “riparian plant habitat” or 

“aquatic plant habitat” in a vacuum, separate from hydrology, storm water contributing 

area land use, etc. we are really wasting out time. 

3.       Requiring local stakeholder (partner) to acquire and apparently maintain miles of 

extremely narrow, restored riparian ecosystem on once private property is not only a 

near political impossibility, but will result in very little acreage that is truly sustainable.   

This is particularly true for the majority of the sections for which local stormwater is 

conveyed to the resacas via underground storm drains and not through overland flow. 
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4.       I encourage the Corps to truly work with local experts and stakeholders on how 

we can continue to move forward on the good work done (great write-up, decent maps, 

relevance of specific flora to ecosystem function) and start on a truly system-wide, 

holistic approach toward ecosystem function of the resacas.  This will require hydrologic 

modifications (all of which that are currently proposed are feasible and possible – ie flow 

augmentation from scalped river water), considering water quality improvements 

(working with the EPA), and creating agreed upon baselines and alternatives to strict / 

broad restoration. 

Thanks, 

Jude A. Benavides, Ph.D. 

Associate Professor of Hydrology and Environmental Sciences 

School of Earth, Environmental, and Marine Sciences 

UTRGV – Brownsville Campus  
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Attachment B – Responses to Public Comments 

1. Response to comment card by Melissa Landin: Comment Noted. 

2. Responses to email comments by Elizabeth Caro.  The proposed project would 

be implemented in stages over a 16 year period.  Existing native vegetation would be 

incorporated where feasible.  The proposed project goal is to restore the vegetation to 

one of three critically imperiled vegetation associations: Texas Ebony Resaca Forest, 

Subtropical Texas Palmetto Woodland, and Texas Ebony/Snake-eyes Shrubland.  

Existing vegetation that is a component of these species may be incorporated.  The 

creation of islands to increase habitat benefits were screened out of the initial array of 

alternatives due to the relatively high cost associated with island construction and 

comparison to the resulting habitat benefits.  The Operation and Maintenance (O&M) for 

the ecosystem restoration does not allow for pruning of native species.  Non-native and 

invasive species would be controlled and managed by the BPUB.  The proposed 

ecosystem restoration is designed to create native habitats for all native fish and wildlife 

species.  Although the proposed project does not create habitat specific to alligators, the 

project would create habitat that alligators could use.  Restored native riparian 

vegetation would filter trash, excessive nutrients, and contaminants from the Resacas.  

The proposed restoration project would not restrict fishing beyond TPWD and City of 

Brownsville fishing regulations.  The restored aquatic and riparian habitats would 

increase the water quality for fish, amphibians, and other wildlife.  The proposed 

ecosystem restoration project would improve habitat (including food, nesting cover, and 

shelter) for all native wildlife inhabiting the Resacas.  The regulation of traffic adjacent to 

the study area is beyond the scope of this project.   

3. Response to email comments by Kenneth G. Teague, PWS, Certified Senior 

Ecologist.  We share your concern for the potential for contaminants in the sediments to 

be dredged from the Resacas.  We are currently basing our plan of action on the testing 

conducted by the BPUB on a limited number of Resacas.  That analysis indicates no 

contaminants have been found in concentrations greater than guided by EPA 

standards.  We will precede to the next phase of investigation at which time additional 

sediment sampling and testing will occur for all construction areas.  If contaminated 

sediments are identified, dredging plans will be reassessed and a subsequent plan of 

action will be developed based on the type(s) and scope of contamination that may be 

found.  In addition, it is our standard operating procedure to have contingency plans that 

the dredging contractor would follow if they encounter any materials they suspect are 

contaminated.  The first action of those plans is to stop work and notify the construction 

inspector. 

4. Response to Jude A. Benavides, Ph.D.  Comment noted. 
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