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PREFACE

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) under the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 to evaluate the environmental consequences of sampling lakes in federally
designated wilderness areas in the West. The proposed sampling would be done as
part of the National Surface Water Survey. The EA evaluates various alternatives for
gaining access to wilderness areas, including: Alternative 1 - access by helicopter
only; Alternative 2 - access by ground; Alternative 3 - access by a combination of
helicopter and ground; and Alternative 4 ~ no sampling of wilderness area lakes. With
respect to Alternative | and 3, the EA also addresses the concerns of the U.S. Forest
Service and the National Park Service about the use of helicopters under the strict
limitations of the Wilderness Act of 1964.

The present document modifies and supplements the Draft EA which was
distributed for public comment in March 1985. The present document contains the
following sections:

1, A revised Summary and Conclusions which incorporates changes in
response to government agency and public comment;

2. Supplementary analysis that has been developed in response to
government agency and public comment;

3. Errata, giving changes of text of Draft EA;
4, Comments on the Draft EA and EPA responses; and
5. A public involvement plan.

References to the EA in this document refer to the Draft EA and revisions
included with the present document. Copies of the March 1985 Draft EA can be
obtained by request at the following address:

Wayne D. Elson
EA Project Officer, M/S 443
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101
Telephone: (206) 442-1463
(FTS) 399-1463
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

PURPOSE AND NEED

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is proposing to sample 498
lakes in federally designated wilderness areas and national parks during the western
part of the National Surface Water Survey (NSWS). The NSWS is a key component of
a Congressionally mandated national effort to evaluate the extent of aquatic
resources sensitive to acidic deposition and to assess the environmental, social, and

economic effects on these resources.

Sampling protocols established for the national survey call for the use of
helicopters to gain access to lakes. The Wilderness Act of 1964 severely limits the
use of helicopters and other mechanized equipment in wilderness areas. However,
there are two relevant exceptions in the Act under which the Forest Service (FS) and
National Park Service (NPS) might permit authorization of EPA's proposed helicopter
use:

1. Helicopter entry may be authorized if such entry is necessary to
meet minimum requirements for administration of the wilderness

areas [See. 4(c)]; and,

2. Helicopters may be used for the purposes of gathering information
about resources if helicopter operations are carried on in a manner
compatible with preservation of the wilderness environment
(Seec. 4(d)(2)].

As the agencies responsible for managing the wilderness areas involved, the FS
and NPS will determine whether an exception to the Wilderness Act's general
prohibition of helicopter use applies. Thus, the FS and NPS can grant permission to
EPA to carry out the lake survey if either of two findings can be made:

1. Helicopter access to acquire information to be used to assess the
extent of acidic deposition, to develop baseline data, and to
contribute to programs for controlling acidic deposition is necessary
to meet minimum rcequirements for the administration of the
wilderness areas; or

2. Helicopter access as proposed by EPA for the purpose of gathering
information about natural resources is carried on in a manner
compatible with the preservation of the wilderness environment.

EPA has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate the
environmental consequences of alternative means of gaining access to wilderness
areas to meet the objectives of the NSWS. This assessment is being provided to the
FS and the NPS.

The NSWS is part of the Interagency Federal program on acidic deposition
(III)APSP). Under this program the aquatic effects task group has threepomajor
objectives:



0 quantification of the extent of acidification and sensitivity of iakes,
streams, and groundwaters;

o identification, quantification and predictive modelling of the factors
that control the susceptibility of surface waters to acidification;

0 determination of the relationships between surface water chemistry
and aquatic biota.

The NSWS consists of three phases designed to contribute data for the Federal
Interagency Task Force to be used in assessments submitted to Congress: Phase [ is
designed to quantify the regional chemistry of lakes and streams throughout the
United States, with a focus on areas now believed to contain the majority of low
alkalinity waters; Phase II will quantify the biological components and temporal
variability of water chemistry within and among regionally representative lakes and
streams, as determined in Phase I, and Phase [II will initiate long-term monitoring of
lakes and streams representative of major geographic regions of the United States.
This EA is concerned only with Phase I of the NSWS except as it relates to selecting
lakes for Phases II and [II. EPA contemplates no need for using mechanized access or
structures in wilderness during Phases II and III of the survey.

The primary objectives of the Phase I survey are to determine:

1. what percent (number, area) of lakes in regions of the United States
potentially sensitive to acidic deposition are acidic (have pH values
less than 5.0);

2. what percent (number, area) of lakes in regions of the United States
potentially sensitive to acidic deposition have low alkalinity, and
what is the distribution of alkalinity values;

3. what is the chemical composition of lakes in regions of the United
States potentially sensitive to acidic deposition; and

4. what lakes are regionally representative and should be selected for
study in Phases I1 and III.

The Phase [ portion of the NSWS was completed for 2046 lakes in the eastern
and midwestern portions of the United States during the fall of 1984. In these
regions, lakes were sampled by helicopter. The continuation of the NSWS on 888
western lakes, of which 425 fall within wilderness boundaries, is proposed for the fall
of 1985 and will complete the Phase I effort. Field sampling is scheduled to ocecur
during the fall because mixing of the lakes at that time will minimize seasonal and
spatial variability of lake chemistry and maximize comparison between lakes.

It is critical that a national survey of surface waters develop data on the entire
geographic distribution of vulnerable surface waters within each region because (1)
the potential consequences of emission- control policy decisions are national in scope
and (2) long-range transport of pollutants can result in impacts remote from the
emission sources. As a result of the distribution of lakes in the West, sampling within
the boundaries of wilderness areas is necessary to preserve the geographic coverage
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of the survey. This is especially true because the majority of lakes of the greatest
susceptibility (lowest alkalinities) occur in the wilderness areas. Phase I is an
essential first step in the NSWS, and has been statistically designed with the
objectives listed above to address key questions posed by policy and assessment
staff. An important consideration in designing Phase | has been to ensure that the
data collected are of sufficiently high quality to serve as a basis for choosing
representative sites for Phases II and IlI.

The variables, analytical methods, and sampling protocols proposed for the
NSWS (and used in the East in 1984) were critically reviewed by, and developed with
concurrence of environmental scientists and analytical chemists from a variety of
U.S. and Canadian institutions including the USGS, Illinois State Water Survey,
universities, and consulting firms (USEPA 1984b,c). The chemical variables chosen, as
well as color and turbidity, were selected as the minimum number to be measured to
evaluate adequately the present status of future effects on sensitive lakes. The
selection of specific methods was governed primarily by requirements for low
minimum detection limits, necessarily low due to the nature of the most sensitive
lakes, which characteristically have very low concentrations of the constituents of
interest in this study.

Survey data are not being collected directly for regulatory purposes, but rather,
to document the extent and distribution of sensitive and aiready acidic systems. EPA
needs high quality data to ensure that future policy is based on a sound, scientifically
defensible position. The adequacy of the data for a given objective is a scientific
judgment which is necessarily subjective. EPA has determined the necessary quality
of data by communicating directly with all primary data users and by subjecting the
NSWS design to extensive peer review by experts in the field of acidic deposition.
The quality of data is not a legal issue at this time; however, it will underpin future
policy decisions and possibly regulatory actions.

From the standpoint of timely development of acid rain policy, it is of extreme
importance that the current status of all potentially sensitive United States surface
waters is understood. Until recently acid rain policy analysis has focused primarily
upon the need for protecting eastern surface waters.

This focus resulted from the recognition that the northeastern U.S. contained
potentially sensitive areas downwind from the areas of highest emission density. It is
recognized that portions of the mountainous West are also potentially sensitive to
acidic deposition. However, the absence of emission densities of the magnitude of
those found in the Midwest and a less certain source-receptor relationship resulted in
a general perception that acidic deposition was of less serious concern in the West.
Recent reports from the Environmental Defense Fund and the World Resource
Institute have argued that existing emissions sources do pose a threat to sensitive
areas in the West. The arguments put forth are primarily based upon emissions and
deposition data and not upon observed effects on surface waters. The quickest and
most definitive way to evaluate the seriousness of this concern is to carry out a
systematic survey of sensitive surface waters in the West. However, to effectively
incorporate the West into the development of national acid rain policy and acid rain
research planning, it would be necessary that a western survey parallel the existing
survey, both in terms of its timeliness and the comparability of data. To delay the
collection of these data to the fall of 1986 or later would seriously hamper the

development of a comprehensive acid rain policy and the i . h
rain research. policy coordinated planning of acid

vii



Without quantitative, empirical data on acidification of western surface waters,
EPA would not be in a position to consider the need for emission reductions in the
West for the purpose of protecting western sensitive areas. This would mean, if
damage is occurring, that a direct consequence of deferring its detection would be to
defer the initiation of appropriate actions to halt or reverse this damage. The
Administration has chosen to defer a decision on the need for additional controls on
sulfur oxides pending additional scientific information. Both Congress and the
Administration are working to find as expeditious a solution to the acidic deposition
problem as scientific understanding will allow. An empirical understanding of the
status of western lakes is critical for forming a national view of the acid deposition
problem.

The Wilderness Act (1964) gives the FS responsibility to protect the wilderness
resource on National Forest System lands from man-caused degradation. However, in
response to air pollution, action under the Wilderness Act could probably be taken
only after an impact on the Wilderness has occurred and consequences may be
difficult to reverse once detected.

The 1977 Amendment to the Clean Air Act established an air quality program,
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD), which is designed to maintain air
quality in those portions of the country where the air is cleaner than that which is
required to protect public health.

Included in the PSD program are the following:

1. The establishment of certain national parks and wilderness areas as
Class I areas.

2. The establishment of a permitting process that requires certain new
sources of air pollution to obtain PSD permit before construction
and operation.

3. The establishment of small incremental limits or the amount of
sulfur dioxide (SO.) and total suspended particulates (TSP) that,
except under certain circumstances, permitted new sources can add
to Class [ areas.

4. The requirement that the federal land manager take an affirmative
responsibility to protect air quality related values (AQRYVs) in Class
I areas from adverse impacts caused by air pollution. Such aection
may result in denial of a PSD permit.

9. The establishment of a system which may allow the exceedence of
Class I increments if a new air pollution source can demonstrate to
the satisfaction of the federal land manager that there will be no
adverse impact on air quality related values.

The only AQRYV identified in the Clean Air Act is visibility. However, other
AWRYVs identified by the FS are flora, fauna, soil, water, odor, cultural, archeological
and geological features.
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ALTERNATIVES

Four alternatives are evaluated in the EA: (1) access by helicopter to all
wilderness lakes to be sampled, (2) access by horseback or foot to all wilderness area
lakes to be sampled, (3) access by helicopter or ground (the mix to be determined by a
maximum 7 h transport time from the lake to a helicopter landing site outside the
wilderness), and (4) no sampling of wilderness area lakes in the study (i.e., the no
action alternative).

Alternative 1 would involve using sampling protocols developed for the NSWS
and already used successfully in completing the survey in the upper Midwest, the
Northeast, and the Southeast. Helicopters would fly to each lake, land on the lake to
obtain a water sample (a process taking approximately 20 min.), and then proceed to
the next lake or return to a field base laboratory. All samples would be analyzed and
processed for shipment to an analytical laboratory for further analyses by methods
identical to those used in the East.

Alternative 2 would involve horse or foot access to all lakes to be sampled.
With horse access, sampling crews of four people (two samplers, a wrangler/guide,
and at least one rider to transport the samples) and eight animals (four riding horses
and four pack animals) would be used. If access by foot were to be used, a crew of at
least four people would be needed for packing the sampling and camping equipment.
Additional people (total 6 to 8) would be needed for transporting the samples out of
the wilderness area. Samples would be collected using an inflatable boat. All
chemical variables measured for Alternative 1 would also be measured under this
alternative, but NSWS sampling protocols would be modified in that samples would be
filtered and processed for transport at the site of collection to reduce time
constraints. A pilot study to determine comparability of data gathered by ground vs
by helicopter would be completed for this alternative. Samples would be transported
to the field base laboratory.

Alternative 3 would involve horse or foot access to lakes within wilderness
areas from which samples could be transported to a helicopter landing site within
seven hours. Samples would be collected from an inflatable boat as in Alternative 2,
but would then be transported immediately to a landing site so that they would arrive
at the field base laboratory in time to be processed within a 12 h time limit (.e.,
samples would have to be transported to a helicopter landing site within 7 h; a
transport time in the helicopter of 1 h is assumed; processing time in the field base
laboratory would take 4 h). All chemical variables would be measured as in
Alternative 1. Helicopters would be used for gaining access to all lakes where
distance or difficulty of access by other means would prevent samples from being
transported to a helicopter landing site within the required 7 h. Helicopters might
also be used as a last resort for some closer lakes if weather prevented ground access.

Alternative 4 is the no action alternative. No lakes would be sampled within
wilderness area boundaries. Helicopters could be used to sample randomly selected
lakes outside wilderness areas as was done in the eastern and midwestern portions of
the NSWS, but results would not be applicable to wilderness areas because &

signitiic:nt portion of the West and areas of greatest susceptibility would not be
sampled.
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Of the 888 lakes randomly selected for sampling in the West, approximately 425
are located in federally designated wilderness areas and 73 are located within
national park areas that are not presently designated as wilderness. Nine additional
lakes are located in a roadless area on the Wind River Indian Reservation in Wyoming.

Large portions of the national parks included in the survey are currently
proposed wilderness and are managed as wilderness until a final decision is reached on
their designation. Because entry into wilderness areas on Indian Reservations is
controlled by Native Americans (25 CFR 265), any entry onto tribal lands for the
purposes of this study must be approved by the appropriate tribe.

Wilderness areas have been established under the Wilderness Act of 1964
(P. L. 88-577) and related legislation as part of a National Wilderness Preservation
System. The primary reason the National Wilderness Preservation System was
established was to preserve an enduring wilderness resource characterized by
naturalness and outstanding opportunities for solitude. While permitted, primitive
recreation is constrained by the primary purpose of wilderness preservation. These
areas are to be devoted "to public purposes of recreational, scenic, scientific,
educational, conservation, and historical use." Wilderness values related to
preservation of wilderness character and its solitude are of great importance.
Wilderness uses include backpacking, fishing, hunting, and other activities.

Biological resources in wilderness areas and national parks include a wide
variety of plant and animal life. Typical wildlife includes large mammals such as the
black bear, cougar, elk, deer, moose, mountain goat, and mountain sheep, and smaller
mammals such as the bobecat, mink, and raccoon. Sport fish such as the rainbow,
golden, brook, and cutthroat trout, and chinook salmon are present in certain areas.

Endangered species that may be present in or near these areas include the
woodland caribou, gray wolf, bald eagle, whooping crane, American peregrine falcon,
and Kendall Warm Springs dace. Threatened species include the Arctic peregrine
falcon, grizzly bear, Paiute cutthroat trout, Greenback cutthroat trout, and Little
Kern golden trout.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

' Environmental consequences of the four alternatives are considered in terms of
(1) potential environmental impacts on the existing wilderness environment and (2)
potential effects on the objectives of the NSWS, which have been developed to obtain
data for evaluating the impacts of present and potential future acidiec deposition.

Environmental Impacts
Alternative 1 (Helicopter access only)

Wilderness values. Impacts on wilderness values are assessed from three
perspectives: experiential, mental and moral restoration, and scientific. Only the

first two (experiential and mental and moral restoration) are likely to be affected if
Alternative 1 were selected.




In terms of experiential values, the chief impacts associated with the various
western wilderness areas would likely accrue from a public more concerned with the
fact of an intrusion than with the specifics of the reasons for the intrusion. The
enjoyment of nature is the primary value in the wilderness experience. The aesthetic
benefit believed to be derived from enjoying nature is the highest benefit identified
in psychological studies of the motivations people have for visiting wilderness areas.
That the visual and audible presence of a helicopter would be incompatible with
visitors' expectations of the aesthetic quality of a wilderness is clear.

The proposed use of helicopters as EPA's preferred sampling access technique
(Alternative 1), or in combination with ground-access sampling (Alternative 3), is
predicated on the concept that long-term wilderness values are sufficiently
threatened by acidic deposition (to natural ecosystems) to justify the temporary
intrusion into wilderness by mechanized equipment. Exemptions of normal
restrictions on mechanized equipment could be made so that at a later date
wilderness values could be protected and enhanced in a totally natural way. Further,
use of helicopters would be in the fall, after the peak usage period.

In terms of mental and moral restoration, the proposed use of helicopters would
cause impacts, generally transitory, to the sense of solitude and the opportunities it
affords for restoration. Besides the noise, sight, and possibly, the blade blast of the
helicopter, the occurrence of an activity (which was believed to be unauthorized)
could be most disconcerting.

Wilderness' lack of discrepant and distracting influences is one of the principal
reasons for its remarkable capacity to support the restorative experience. A
temporary helicopter intrusion would have a negative effect on the sense of
tranquility and compatibility with wilderness expectations. This experience could
destroy the opportunity for reflection and integration.

To the majority of wilderness users who can visit for only a brief time (1-2 d),
the intrusion of a helicopter could be more of an irritant than a threat to a deeper
psychological experience. The two types of impact, while different in kind, could be
comparable in the degree of negative effect on the wilderness experience.

Potential scientific values would remain unchanged because the proposed action
would in all probability leave no physical changes to the wilderness (landing only on
water) and would have only a transitory impact on wildlife due to the helicopters'
noise and appearance. In terms of scientific values, the proposed survey is in keeping
with the spirit of the Wilderness Act in that it would use the wilderness as a
barometer, or yardstick, to further understanding of the threats of acidic deposition.
The survey would contribute baseline data for the management of wilderness areas.
The foremost value in wilderness management is taking those actions that preserve
wilderness character, and that maintain the integrity of the wilderness. To the
extent that other alternatives cannot meet the timing needs and quality guidelines of

the lake survey, Alternative 1 could be in keeping with the spirit of the Wilderness
Act.

' EPI} recognizes that the NSWS request could be considered as a precedent for
using helicopters for planned research in wilderness areas. If the FS and NPS allow

helicopter use, their decision will clearly document the criteria, thus limiting any
interpretation of precedence.
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Wilderness use. All recreational uses of wilderness areas will be affected by
the noise of the helicopters used in the proposed action. Helicopters are comparable
in sound level to heavy trucks and city buses. Helicopter sounds are different in
character, however, from other modes of transportation. Takeoff, landing, and
flyover each have a different combination and intensity of sound. A typical
wilderness might have ambient noise levels in the range of 10 to 30 dBo. The loudest
noise from the proposed helicopter use would be approximately 90 dB. at landing on
the lake surface at about 500 ft. from an observer on shore. A typical wilderness
visitor at a lakeshore would first hear the sounds of a helicopter approaching from a
level flyover altitude of 2000 ft. Exact data are unavailable on the intensity of this
sound, but it would likely be in the vicinity of 40 dB.. As the helicopter lands, the
sound 'mtensity to an observer located 500 ft. from the deepest point of the lake
would increase to approximately 80-90 dB.. While on the water during the sampling
(15-20 min), helicopter sound intensities would range from 56-66 dB. if a reduced
engine-idle speed could be maintained or 66-74 dB, if full engine idle speed were
necessary. Takeoff sound intensities would decrease with ascent from 83 dB. to the
intensities of the level flyover (40 dB. and less) as the helicopter flew from the area.

The dominant impacts of the proposed helicopter sampling associated with
recreational activities would be the sight and sound of the helicopters either landing
and doing the sampling or flying overhead (or both). The impact on those who make
the effort to get off the formal trail system and "away" would presumably be
substantially greater than to those who follow established trails. Those wilderness
visitors who have chosen a time of the week and time of the year when one might
expect more solitude and tranquility could also experience a substantial sense of
intrusion. The flightpaths of the helicopter overflights could be sensitively planned in
many areas to avoid many wilderness users. Recreational users may frequently be
present at camp sites which are highly clustered near lakes. The helicopters would
unavoidably encounter recreational users because lakes are EPA's focus of interest.
Impacts at campsites would be more disruptive than on trails, and impacts in remote,
internal locations could be the greatest, despite their location. To some visitors the
mere awareness of helicopter noise, no matter at what distance, would be a negative
wilderness experience.

The most serious impact to fishing as a recreational activity would be the
impact on the aesthetic dimension of the fishing experience. The proposed helicopter
use involves sampling away from the shoreline at the deepest point in each lake and
would have minimal impact on fishing potential on a given day.

Hunting for some species (such as bighorn sheep or mountain goats) is
essentially wilderness-dependent because these species are found generally only in
such areas. For other species, such as deer or elk, that are not so
wilderness-dependent, hunters may nevertheless seek out wilderness settings as being -
most desirable for their activity. Popular big game species such as bighorn sheep and
mountain goats are creatures of quite predictable habits. If they are startled by the
sight and sounds of the proposed helicopter use, the fright response would be
temporary. Studies show that such animals can be readily tracked (by expemenced
hunters) after such a dlsruptlon presumably, therefore, the hunt could be resumed in
a timely way. In addition, it is anticipated that reduced visitation in the fall would
result in fewer users being affected by the helicopters than during more popular
hiking and camping seasons. On the other hand, for those people visiting wilderness
specifically for more solitude and remoteness, the helicopter's presence would be a
significant intrusion.
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wildlife. The only likely adverse impact on wildlife associated with the use of
helicopters would be the effects of noise. Most noise effects, however, have to do
with long-term exposure to relatively high levels and the consequent permanent
effects on health, physiology, or behavior. In the present case, the only probable
effect of one or, at most, several overflights by helicopters would be a startle or
fright response. Except in the relatively unlikely event of an accident suffered by a
frightened animal, such impacts would be minor and transitory.

Endangered and threatened species. Potential impacts of helicopter use on
endangered and threatened species are the same as for other wildlife, but are of
greater concern because populations of these species may be particularly susceptible
to damage. Thus, noise from helicopters during nesting seasons of bald eagles or
staging of whooping cranes, for example, could disrupt these critical reproductive
activities and contribute to threats to the species' continued existence. The timing
and nature of the proposed activity under this alternative, however, make significant
impacts to endangered species very unlikely. Possible exceptions are where lakes are
near eagle or falcon sites. Ground access would be preferable in these situations
because juveniles may remain in the nest area during the postfledging period. Close
coordination with wildlife officials would help minimize any problems.

Even though four endangered or threatened fish species (a dace and three trout
species) may be found in or near wilderness areas to be sampled in the NSWS, no
adverse effects would be expected except in the unlikely event of a large accidental
fuel spill into a small water body containing the species.

Water bodies. The major potential source of environmental impact to water
bodies would be a spill or leak of fuel from the helicopters into the lakes being
sampled. Leaks of hydraulic fluid and spills of other materials (e.g., pH standard
solutions, freeze-gel packs) could also occur. For all but the smallest water bodies
that could be encountered, no significant toxic effects would be expected, but a
temporary visible sheen might result from any hydrocarbon spill or leak.

Human safety. The major safety concern with using helicopters would be an
accident that resulted in death or serious injury to a member of the helicopter crew.
The high altitudes and mountainous terrain associated with the proposed helicopter
use involve dangerous flying conditions. Unpredictable downdrafts or tailwinds can
be caused by sharp changes in the terrain and sudden changes in weather. Takeoffs
and landings become much more demanding than in level-terrain, low-altitude
flying. In the unlikely event of an accident during the proposed NSWS survey, a chain
of other impacts involving search and rescue and salvage operations would begin and
could involve dangerous mountain rescues by helicopters and/or climbers; there is
also the possibility of a forest fire caused by a crash. Using an estimated total flight
exposure for Alternative 1 of less than 1000 h, data suggests that the chance of an
accident occurring during the survey would be 0.1 accident per 1000 h.

An additional consideration in regard to human safety is the potential for a

helicopter to scare a horse and injure a rider, although a vigorous program of
notification can minimize this potential problem.
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Mitigation measures. To ensure that impacts to wilderness areas are
minimized, EPA Base Coordinators would work closely with local FS, NPS, and Indian
tribal land managers to identify lake-specific concerns. Specific mitigation measures
would be developed in consultation with the land managers. These would include, but
not be limited to, informing the public about NSWS activities in wilderness areas,
using pilots experienced in flying in high altitude, mountainous terrain, adopting the
"Fly Neighborly” program to reduce noise impacts, adjusting flight schedules to avoid
times of the week (e.g., weekends) or day when high visitor use is anticipated,
planning and scheduling flights to avoid sensitive wildlife habitat or activities (e.g.,
staging areas of whooping cranes), and avoiding areas during scheduled special hunts.
Notification about the possibility of helicopter noise intrusion would be given to users
to minimize the degree to which users are surprised by the noise and to reduce
annoyance impact. The training of survey and helicopter crews immediately prior to
the survey would include instruction on sensitive resources and implementation of
mitigation measures, as well as training on safety procedures and survival techniques.

Alternative 2 (Ground access)

Wilderness values. Wilderness values would be minimally affected by
conducting the survey under this alternative. Making national air quality decisions
without sufficiently representative or accurate data could result in more severe,
rapid, and extensive impacts of acidic deposition on given individual wilderness areas,
the wilderness system in general, and/or similar areas throughout the country.

Wilderness use. This alternative would increase trail and campsite use during a
time of year when wilderness visitors might reasonably expect more solitude and
tranquility. The size of each survey crew would generally be compatible with the
size of other parties visiting wilderness areas. Wilderness visitors could be negatively
impacted by the survey crew camping near them at lakes, but presumably no more so
than by other ordinary visitors. Using horses would contribute in a minor way to the
damage to trails and camping sites by trampling and feeding on surrounding
vegetation, expanding the trail width, increasing the trail's depth and erosion
potential, and increasing soil compaction in tethering areas.

Because reduced levels of visitation by general users occur during the fall
period when the survey would take place (although special uses such as hunting may
peak during this period), conflicts of the EPA survey crews with other wilderness
visitors for backcountry permits would be unlikely. In those wilderness areas where
hunting season would be under way, a potential for conflict exists.

wildlife and endangered/threatened species. Under this alternative, the effects
of noise on wildlife would be eliminated. Although the possibility of human contact
with wildlife would increase, its nature would be no different from that already
occurring and no significant impacts to wildlife would be likely. Proper coordination
with local wildlife officials will ensure that survey teams are aware of potential
interactions with endangered and threatened species and of the proper responses to
take in the event of an encounter.

Water bodies. Because sampling of lakes would be done from an inflatable boat,
no impacts on water bodies would be expected. Any chemical reagents or standards
needed in the field could be left onshore rather than carried in the boat.
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Human safety. This alternative involves having many more people sampling
high altitude lakes during the fall when weather conditions are very uncertain.
Sampling teams could be isolated by early fall blizzards and be subjected to severe
weather conditions. Using inflatable boats for sampling extremely cold, alpine lakes
would be dangerous. I[n extremely cold lakes, the human body can tolerate less than
ten minutes immersion before severe hypothermic conditions interfere with judgment
and physical performance. An accident in the middle of a lake could, therefore,
cause serious problems.

Accidents involving horses being ridden or led through rocky, mountainous
terrain are not common, but are a possibility. Accidents involving backpackers could
also occur. EPA would use personnel experienced in backcountry packing operations
and would train less experienced members of the survey crew to minimize the
likelihood of accidents.

Mitigation measures. EPA Base Coordinators would work closely with local FS,
NPS, and Indian tribal land managers in identifying sensitive resources and developing
appropriate mitigation measures. Experienced personnel would be used to handle
stock and comply with regulations within wilderness areas. Training of survey crews
would include instruction on safety procedures, wilderness values, and survival
techniques. Radios would be provided for emergency communications and
coordination of sample pick ups outside wilderness areas. Landing sites outside
wilderness areas would be selected to avoid creating disturbances within these areas.

Alternative 3 (Helicopter and ground access)

Wilderness values and use. Impacts for this alternative would be intermediate
between Alternatives 1 and 2, and would depend on the proportion of lakes sampled
via helicopter vs ground.

Wildlife and endangered/threatened species. This alternative would involve
some minor impacts from aircraft noise, but the overall incidence would be less than
for Alternative 1 because a portion of the lakes would be sampled by ground crews.
Significant effects could be avoided by proper coordination with local wildlife
officials.

Water bodies. Potential effects (potential spills or leaks) on water bodies under
this alternative would be unlikely and would only pertain to those lakes sampled via
helicopter. For those lakes to be accessed with pack horses, the probability of
impact is slight.

Human safety. Potential impacts would involve both the limited possibility of
death or serious injury in a helicopter accident and the possibilities of accident in
sampling cold, alpine lakes from a small rubber boat and in traveling by horse or foot
in remote areas over difficult terrain.

Mitigation measures. Mitigation measures described for Alternatives 1 and 2
would be applicable to this alternative depending on the access mode chosen for a
particular lake. EPA would work closely with the FS, NPS, and other land managers
to determine which access mode would be used for which lakes. In addition to the
criterion of 7 h in which to transport the sample from the lake to a pick up site
outside the wilderness area, factors to be considered will include, but not be limited
to, presence of sensitive resources within the specific areas, areas of high visitor use,
schedules of special hunts, and safety considerations.




Alternative 4 (No action)

Wilderness values. This alternative would produce no data from wilderness
areas that could be used specifically for identifying potential or realized acidic
deposition problems inside the areas. Data collected for potentially sensitive lakes
that do not include wilderness areas are likely to be biased at a regional level by
underrepresenting the number of sensitive lakes. Control strategies based upon such
a data base are, therefore, unlikely to place sufficient emphasis on the most sensitive
areas. The present approach of wilderness area land managers is to conduct research
on individual areas. The data developed from such efforts can be used to identify
local situations where acidification may be taking place, but they are of limited value
in dealing with the regional problems, inherent in acidic deposition, of evaluating
trends throughout an entire region (i.e., including the western wilderness system) and
developing regional solutions that would control emissions at their source. A
potential long-term indirect impact to wilderness character could be severe if acidic
deposition were to damage aquatic ecosystems and/or forest within the wilderness
system. Because the western lake survey would be based only on non-wilderness
lakes, the resulting data would likely be biased towards characterizing the less
sensitive lakes and would contain no information on wilderness area lakes.

Wilderness use. There would be no direct impacts to wilderness users under this
alternative. Indirect impacts may result from the absence of data generated by the
survey that could be used to protect the areas from the effects of acidic deposition.
Long-term degradation of wilderness characteristics could cause a diminished fishery
resource, fewer and less vigorous game species, and loss of aesthetic quality of the
natural setting.

Wildlife and endangered/threatened species. Because there will be no activities
associated with the NSWS survey within wilderness areas under this alternative, there
should be no direct, short-term impacts of the survey on human or ecological
resources within these areas.

Human safety. This alternative would involve no impacts to human safety in
wilderness areas because these areas would not be sampled.

Mitigation measures. Because no wilderness areas will be sampled, there is no
need for mitigation measures to avoid or minimize impacts on these areas.

CONSEQUENCES FOR THE NSWS OBJECTIVES

The NSWS lake survey is designed to provide a high quality data base for
assessing the nature and extent of lakes sensitive to and affected by acidic deposition
throughout the United States. The development of these data will enable EPA to
respond to a Congressional mandate to assess the sensitivity of water bodies to acidic
deposition and to develop emission control policies to prevent further environmental
degradation. The consequences of adopting each of the four alternatives on meeting
these objectives are summarized below.

Alternative 1 (Helicopter access only)

Alternative 1 would enable EPA to meet the objectives of the NSWS as has been
demonstrated with the Eastern Survey. The majority of lakes selected for sampling
in the high mountains of the West would be sampled during a six-week period between



mid-September and late October when a representative random sample can be
obtained. Sampling protocols developed and proven during 1984 sampling in the
midwestern and eastern portions of the NSWS, would be used. All critical chemical
parameters needed for the survey could be measured. The data so obtained would be
of similar quality and directly comparable to data from the other regions. In
addition, there would be no difference between the sampling protocols used within
and outside of wilderness areas. Logistical problems have been addressed in the 1984
fall surveys, and the experience gained in addressing these problems could be directly
applied to the western survey.

Of the 21 chemical variables being measured, the analyses for extractable
aluminum, pH, and dissolved inorganic carbon (DIC) are considered the most critical
by EPA in terms of the requirements for sampling by helicopter to meet the
maximum specified holding times. Information on these variables is needed to
characterize the chemistry of the lakes so that data collected from detailed studies
in Phase II and III can be extrapolated to a regional level, including wilderness area
lakes. In the NSWS, pH will be used not only as an indicator of acidification status of
lakes (first primary objective of the survey) but also as a quality assurance check on a
number of other measured variables.

Dissolved inorganic carbon (DIC) consists of carbon dioxide, bicarbonate, and
carbonate, the relative proportions of which are a function of pH. These chemical
species contribute to alkalinity, which is a measure of the ability of water to absorb
acidic inputs without changing pH, the measurement of which is the second primary
objective of the survey. The DIC data collected in the NSWS will be used to quantify
the contribution of inorganic carbon to alkalinity and acidity, and to calculate total
anion concentration and verify pH measurements, both of which are
quality-assurance measures.

The Western Survey will establish a baseline for monitoring aluminum in high
altitude lakes. High levels of aluminum are considered to be a probable explanation
for observed toxic effects (such as loss of fish populations) in acidified waters. A
number of researchers have observed that low-pH (i.e., acidic) waters are associated
with high concentrations of aluminum. Monomeric aluminum (species such as Al 3+
and the various aluminum hydroxides) appears to be the aluminum species of concern
from the standpoint of toxicity to fish, rather than total aluminum (which also
includes polymeric, colloidal, extremely stable organic, and hydroxy organic
complexes). By providing statistically valid characterizations of water quality, the
survey will provide data useful for interpreting the complex interaction of variables
such as pH and extractable (i.e., monomeric) aluminum on aquatic biota.

It is desirable to analyze (or, in the case of aluminum, extract) the samples as
soon as possible because of possible sample degradation. DIC and pH can change with
time as a result of chemical/biological processes within the sample and as a result of
exchange of CO; with the atmosphere. Aluminum speciation (forms of the element)
can change with time as polynuclear species are formed from monomeric species
present at the time of collection (potentially causing an underestimate of the true
concentration of monomeric aluminum); aluminum concentrations and speciation may
also change as a result of changes in DIC, pH, and temperature, and as a result of
absorbance onto container surfaces. In addition to these three parameters, filtration,

aliquot preparation, and sample preservation, must be completed for the other
parameters within 12 hours.
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The extensive Quality Assurance (QA) approach has been defined, documented
and implemented in the NSWS to provide the best possible data to support the
objectives of the NSWS. Thirty percent of the total samples were blanks, duplicates,
and audits. Redundant measures and checks are calculated for all primary
parameters. The utility of the approach has been demonstrated in the eastern portion
of the NSWS. The QA approach for the NSWS involves the following steps to ensure
that adequate data are provided:

1. Standardization of sampling and analytical methods and procedures.
2 Simplification of the field operations as much as practical.

3.  Thorough training of all personnel involved.
4

Use of Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) samples and
procedures to allow verification of the data.

9. Field and laboratory audits to assure that all activities are properly
implemented and performed.

6. Daily QA contact with the field and laboratory activities to assure
that they are properly performed and that any problems are
identified and resolved.

7. Thorough evaluation of the reported data and verification of data
quality.

All of these steps must be performed to assure that adequate data are provided
to support the objectives of the NSWS, and ensure the quality of the data collected
will not be questioned.

Alternative 2 (Ground access)

The number of lakes that could be sampled under Alternative 2 is smaller than
those under Alternative 1. The exact number of lakes that could not be reached is
unknown at this time, but a preliminary analysis of five wilderness areas suggests
that as many as 20% of the lakes would be inaccessible by horse and some unknown
number are likely to be totally inaccessible. This could lead to a serious compromise
of the sampling design and failure to meet the objectives of the survey. Lakes
deleted because they are inaccessible reduces the population from which conclusions
can be drawn by an equal percentage. Adoption of Alternative 2 requires EPA to
develop a new set of sampling protocols so that samples could be filtered and
processed at the site of collection. This could not be done in time for fall 1985
sampling. The new protocols would introduce additional sources of variation that
include: (1) the possibility of sample contamination during filtration and processing at
the collection site, (2) increased numbers of sampling crews, and (3) more variable
transport time to the field base laboratory because of differing distances and
difficulties of access. An additional equivalency study of lakes would be needed in
which samples would be collected from the same lakes by helicopter and by ground
access so that the comparability of data from the two approaches could be
ascertained. To perform these tests, and to pilot the complex logistics associated
with ground crews coordinating with helicopters outside wilderness areas, a one year
delay of the western survey would be necessary. Even with this additional set of
studies, the data might be of less quality than required by EPA data quality
objectives. The following QA problems could occur:
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1. Data across sampling teams, field base stations, and subregions
might not be comparable. Thus, key objectives of the NSWS might
not be achieved.

2. More complicated logistics would likely reduce or eliminate the
ability of the survey to provide comparable data of acceptable
quality or to complete sampling of all the lakes.

3.  More personnel would be involved in the sampling process and there
would be a higher probability that problems would arise of data not
being comparable or being of unacceptable quality.

4.  Unsystematic sample contamination would be much more likely to
occur as the number of sampling teams and forms of access
increase. This would result in invalid data and result in key survey
objectives being unfulfilled.

o. Holding times that have been established for the NSWS, and must be
met, would likely be exceeded. Anyone opposed to the conclusions
of the survey or subsequent regulatory actions could use the
exceedence of established holding times in a court action to
challenge data quality and comparability.

6. Calibrating equipment such as a Hydrolab in the field, rather than in
a heated field base laboratory, would be difficult, even under the
best of conditions.

If different sampling or analytical methods or means of access were used
in the West, calibration of the methods with the Eastern lake survey protocols
must be done. It is expected in any comparison that two different methods will
not be in perfect agreement. As a consequence, there may be random or
systematic bias between methods. It is then important to determine whether
the differences between methods impact the characterization of chemical
distributions and the confidence intervals around the values for the primary
objectives.

Since Alternative 2 involves a combination of sampling methods, a
calibration between these methods must be done in order to make regional
extrapolations. The extent to which the two sampling methods correlate will
affect the certainty associated with the regional extrapolation estimates.

These extrapolations will take the form of frequency curves. These
curves are designed to predict what percent of lakes in a region are below a
critical value for a certain parameter (i.e. pH 5). The NSWS data objectives
focus on those values at the low end of the curve, (e.g. pH 5.0 or acid
neutralizing capacity (ANC) 50 microequivalents/liter). Most wilderness lakes
are expected to fall in this category. In this range even close correlations
between methods can lead to significant increases in the error associated with
an estimate. The higher the error, the more uncertain the estimate is.
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This can be seen by considering those 2% of all lakes with either the
lowest pH or ANC. The number of lakes in this category will be very important
from the perspective of estimating present or potential damage from acidic
deposition. If the correlation between Alternative 2 sampling methods is 0.95
(a high level of correlation), the error associated with the estimated number of
lakes could be as high as 17%. If the correlation between methods decreases to
0.50, the error could rise to 205%. It is impossible to predict beforehand how
close the two sampling methods will correlate. It is likely that the correlations
will be between 0.95 and 0.5.

The survey objectives call for less than a 12% level of error associated
with each estimate. The results of the Eastern lake survey indicate that the
protocols will generate data within that error limit. Using the combined
method approach in Alternative 2 could increase the error to the point where
the ability of the survey to generate regional estimates would be seriously
impacted.

In addition, to properly calibrate the ground sampling method, the
comparison study would need to include helicopter sampling on lakes that are
accessible by ground in wilderness areas. Since the values for parameters like
ANC and pH are likely different in wilderness areas than outside them, it would
bias the regional estimates if the comparison study were conducted outside of
wilderness areas (See Appendix E.1 for further discussion).

In summary, adoption of Alternative 2 would delay the western survey one
year to perform required comparability testing and pilot studies, and jeopardize
the data quality. Completion of sampling an adequate number of lakes for each
area needed to meet NSWS objectives would also be uncertain.

Alternative 3 (Helicopter and ground access)

Alternative 3 would differ from Alternative 2 in that every effort would
be made to maintain NSWS sampling protocols. Samples from lakes accessed
via horseback or on foot would be collected from inflatable boats but would
then be returned to the field base laboratories within 7-8 h so that operational
holding times could be met for critical parameters. Roughly 60% of the lakes
could be accessed on the ground within 7-8 h (see Appendix E.4).

Quality Assurance problems discussed above for Alternative 2 would also
be likely to occur for this alternative. Although the objectives of this
alternative would be to maintain NSWS protocols as closely as possible, there
would be greater uncertainties and possibilities for error than for
Alternative 1. These would result from increased numbers of samplers, less
control of sample conditions during transport, and a greater chance of not
sampling the necessary number of lakes due to adverse weather conditions.
Unknown sources of variation associated with differences in sampling and
transport would need to be evaluated. An additional study of lakes inside and
outside wilderness areas and a year delay, as described for Alternative 2, would
also be needed to determine the comparability of data.

Problems of logistics would be similar to those described for
Alternative 2, although fewer sampling crews and less equipment would be
needed. The risk of obtaining inadequate data to meet the survey objectives is
still high for this alternative because of the additional risk to data quality
associated with collecting samples via horseback or foot.
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Alternative 4 (No action)

The principal consequence to NSWS objectives under Alternative 4 would
be that more than half of the lakes randomly selected for sampling in the West
would be omitted from the study. Although a data base could be developed, it
would have limited meaning because many of the most sensitive lakes in high
mountain situations would not be represented (e.g., 82% of alkalinity Class 1
(the most susceptible) lakes selected are in wilderness areas; Table 4.4-1). The
data could not be used to make any evaluation of the situation in wilderness
areas and would be of very limited use for wilderness management. Attempts
to extrapolate the data to a regional level as a basis for developing and/or
evaluating possible emission control strategies would be questionable. As a
consequence, sampling in the West may not be done.

CONCLUSIONS

Wilderness area lakes must be included in the western survey. The
preferred means of access is using helicopters to sample all lakes (i.e.,
Alternative 1). The conclusions of EPA scientists are based on the findings that
(1) the environmental impacts of using helicopters would be transitory and
would not be significant, and (2) their use is the only alternative which will
clearly result (as demonstrated by the Eastern lake survey) in the acquisition of
data necessary to meet the national need for evaluating the nature and extent
of acidic deposition.

Alternative 1 involves a one-time request for mechanized access to
wilderness areas to carry out the survey. The following unique features of the
survey should severely limit the ability of others to use the survey as
precedence for justifying additional entries into the wilderness system:

0 The purpose of sampling lakes in wilderness areas is to protect
individual wilderness areas and the entire wilderness system from
long-term damage due to acidic deposition; a problem of regional,
national and international importance.

o The need for helicopter use is based on data quality and
comparability, not on efficiency, convenience or economy. The
survey uses peer-reviewed, state-of-the-art methods, and a unique
and comprehensive QA program to ensure the completion of a data
base of known high quality for regulatory decisions.

o  The survey will provide information on AQRVs and establish baseline
conditions for sensitive receptors in areas classified as Class 1 under
the Clean Air Act. These areas include federally designated
wilderness areas. This information will allow the Federal Land
Manager (i.e. the FS or NPS) to carry out an affirmative
responsibility under the Clean Air Act to protect these values,
which include lake quality. At present, there is limited comparable

:i:j:a on lake damage and sensitivity for western wilderness area
es.

0 The survey will provide a statistically valid representative data base

for managing individual wilderness areas and also the wilderness
system as a whole.
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o The survey will allow land managers to select representative lakes
for continued long term monitoring of acidic deposition effects.

o Under the Acidic Precipitation Act of 1980, the Interagency Task
Force on Acidic Deposition is required to present regional
assessmemts on acidic deposition damage and sensitivity. The
information obtained from the western portion of the NSWS will be
used in a 1987 report to Congress that is also mandated by the Act.

o The difficulty of ground access for a significant number of
wilderness lakes, the impact on data quality of alternative analysis
methods, and the increased error that will result from using
different sampling methods will seriously compromise the ability of
the survey to meet its data quality objectives if either of the ground
access alternatives are selected.

Tables S-1 and S-2 present summary comparisons of the four alternatives
considered in this EA. Table S-1 indicates that Alternative 1 should have greater
environmental impacts on wilderness areas than Alternatives 2 and 4, but all of these
potential impacts are of a minor and transitory nature. Table S-2 clearly shows that
only Alternative 1 provides the type of high-quality data for the most representative
set of lakes with the minimum set of logistic problems that will permit the survey
objectives to be obtained. A more detailed discussion of this comparison is given in
Sect. 2.5.

EPA's opinion is that the data collected in the NSWS are needed for
administration of wilderness areas. There is increasing evidence and concern that
acidic deposition is occurring in the West. Wilderness areas, because of their location
in high mountainous areas, are particularly susceptible to acidic deposition. The FS is
currently conducting research on this problem, but most of its efforts are focused on
specific wilderness areas. Phase [ of the NSWS will provide a statistically valid data
base that will enable the results of extensive studies of lakes within and outside and
wilderness areas to be extrapolated to a regional perspective as well as provide
information for the management of individual wilderness areas. Because the acidic
deposition problem is regional in scope and origin, the only way wilderness areas can
be managed for this problem is to have access to a regionally consistent and high
quality data base. Clearly, the FS has a mandate under the Wilderness Act to protect
wilderness resources from man-caused degradation, such as could be or is occuring
from acidic deposition. The NSWS would provide a management tool to help the FS
manage AQRYVs.

Under requirements of the Wilderness Act [Sect. 4(c)], the FS believes that EPA .
must demonstrate that permission to use helicopters in wilderness areas is "necessary
to meet minimum requirements for administration of the area for purposes of"
wilderness. EPA concludes that the acquisition of high quality data is of paramount
importance to meet the objectives of the NSWS and that the NSWS is critical to
preservation and protection of long-term wilderness values. The NSWS would
contribute baseline data for management of wilderness areas: (1) the wilderness
system as a whole and also individual areas because of the ability to extrapolate using
the NSWS design and (2) the representative sampling within individual wilderness
units (e.g.. Bridger-Teton, High Uintas). Use of ground access would introduce
additional risks for obtaining the quality of data needed. A data set could be
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obtained using ground access, but it would require modification of sampling protocols,
reduction of the number of lakes that could be sampled, and introduction of
additional sources of variation. These problems create major uncertainties about the
data to be collected using other methods for meeting survey objectives. Therefore,
EPA believes the use of helicopters, a proven access mode for meeting survey
objectives, is the minimum requirement for collecting data of the necessary quality.

Finally, EPA believes that helicopter operations, in this unique and one-time
sampling effort, can be used to gather data on certain resources in a manner which is
compatible with the preservation of the wilderness environment (Section 4(d)(2) of
the Wilderness Act). The mitigation measures which EPA would undertake in
protecting wilderness values and wilderness uses would include: (1) scheduling
operations to avoid peak user periods; and (2) planning flight paths to avoid heavily
used areas (such as trails), specific activities (such as hunting), and environmentally
sensitive areas (critical habitats of threatened and endangered species.) EPA will
coordinate its activities with the land managers prior to sampling each lake in order
to identify the actions which should be taken in the helicopter operations.
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Table S-1. Comparison of Environmental Consequences for the Alternatives

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
(helicopters) (horses) (horses and (no action)
helicopters)
1. Wilderness Values
0 MWilderness Character
- Long-term preservation +° + + -
~ Precedent setting - 0 - 0
0 HWilderness solitude - - - 0
o MHWilderness uses
~ Hunting and other
recreation - - - 0
~ Scientific study + + + 0
2. Biota (including E/T species) - - -~ 0
3. Human safety (probability
of serious injury or death) - - - 0
4. Cumulative effects 0 0 0 0

2u." {ndicates a positive effect; "0" indicates no effect; "-" indicates a negative effect.
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Table S-2.

Summary Comparison

of Consequences to the NSWS Primary Objectives for the Alternatives

Primary Objective

Alternative 1
(helicopter
access)

Alternative 2
(horses/
foot access)

Alternative 3

horseback/foot

and helicopter
access)

Alternative 4
(no action)

1.

Quantification of
acidification status
(pH) of lakes

. Quantification of

susceptibility to
acidification (alkalinity)
of lakes

. Characterization of

lake chemistry

. Selection of regionally

representative lakes for
Phase II and Phase II

a

“+" Indicates a positive effect, the expected satisfactory meeting of the NSWS primary objective;

“-" indicates a negative effect, the expected failure to meet the NSWS primary orjective:
“?" indicates considerable uncertainty related to quality assurance, an uncertainty that can only

be resolved by the comparability studies discussed in the draft EA.
b

Expected failure to meet the primary objective is due largely to bias resulting from deletion of
most inaccessible lakes.
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E.1l. AN EVALUATION OF THE POTENTIAL FOR TWO ALTERNATIVE METHODS
OF SAMPLING/CHEMICAL ANALYSIS TO BE "SIMILAR"

In Comment #119, the FS calls for a quantification of the effects that changing
sampling protocols would have. I further discussions with FS staff, the request has
been restated as the need to present a quantitative analysis of how data quality would
be affected if sampling protocols were changed as described for Alternatives 2
and 3. EPA has prepared the following evaluation in response to these comments.

BACKGROUND

Approximately 82% of the most potentially sensitive lakes in the Western U.S.
are within wilderness areas. As such, this wilderness resource clearly represents a
potentially unique one from a regulatory perspective, and one undeniably essential to
making appropriate protection decisions. To exclude these areas in a Western Lake
Survey would clearly bias the results of the study and result in an underestimate of
low and neutralizing capacity systems. Obviously, extrapolations to the population of
concern could not include the wilderness area without the samples for that area.

There is significant concern relative to allowing helicopter access to the
wilderness areas of the U.S. Generally, to test "comparability” between alternative
methods, paired sampling (using both methods on the same sample) is required. The
issue subsequently reduces to one of calibration; it is expected in any comparison that
two methods will not be in perfect agreement. Thus, calibration of one method
against another allows for adjusting one data set to more closely align with the
method of choice.

In the case of ground vs. helicopter sampling of lakes, (Alternative 2 or 3) a test
of comparability of methods would include sampling the same lake, at approximately
the same location within the lake, and at the same time by both methods.
Subsequently, the data collected for any parameter is compared (using regression
techniques) and the ground sampling data are adjusted as necessary so that the
resultant data have a one-to-one correspondence in the final data set. All lakes not
sampled by helicopter are then adjusted using the regression equation to force
comparability within the limits of error associated with the computed regression
equation. The adjustment to the ground data, rather than the helicopter data is done
primarily because the helicopter data base is larger than the other data bases
(considering East and West). It is the "limits of error" then which are of primary
concern.

The reasons why alternate lakes cannot be substituted in the study which
employs equally allocated sample sizes within a stratified sampling design are
discussed in the Environmental Assessment. The concerns over logistics and holding
times are also covered in that document. Assuming, however, that all logistics and
holding times are not of concern for the purpose of this examination, a calibration
test between two methods cannot exclude a population of interest. Therefore, the
risk of a methods comparison which excludes a large percentage of the population of
interest could result in a seriously flawed calibration test.
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PURPOSE

The purpose of this evaluation is to conceptually examine the problems
associated with using two methods for data collection, including collections of sample
size from a large, potentially diverse population (in this case, a population of lakes),
expected regional and subregional variation, and bias resulting from error, if two
methods are not found to be identical. Although no data are available which actually
allow direct comparisons of backpacker vs. helicopter sampling, examples of bias
introduced by using calibration techniques can be developed from the Eastern Lake
Survey (ELS) data set.

To use another method of field collection for acquiring lake water samples, we
must be certain that both are equivalent and/or that there is a known quantitative
relationship of the bias introduced by an alternative method. Only paired
comparisons can be used in such a calibration approach. The ELS has paired data for
examining relationships between methods of analysis for chemical parameters that
serve to illustrate potential problems arising from calibration testing. These will be
used as examples in this evaluation.

It is first important to recognize that since the wilderness lakes are of interest,
the test cannot exclude them. These lakes may be unique and their exclusion would
undoubtedly bias the results and the predictive power of the study design. The range
of chemistry they represent is probably quite different than for those lakes not in the
wilderness. To use data from lakes expected to be chemically similar increases the.
risk of failure, and as a result helicopter access to the wilderness would be required
in the test.

The experiment required to calibrate the methods would need to include five
assumably different subregions. (three areas of the Rockies, the Cascades, and the
Sierras). Unfortunately, the appropriate number of samples for the test cannot be
confidently determined at present, thus further adding to the risk.

CALIBRATION

Calibration is a technique that can be used to adjust one methodology to
another. Calibration procedures commonly utilize the relationship derived from a
regression analyses.

COMPARISON OF pH METHODS

The ELS assumed that in situ pH and field base lab pH were the same. Since
there was considerable skepticism in the scientific community over this point, the
field lab pH was identified as the method of choice. However, because there was a
chance that an error could be made in the field laboratory, the in situ measurement
was taken as a suitable backup. If the in situ and field lab measurements did not
agree, both numbers were flagged until other checks could be performed to identify
the correct value.

The r? values for plots of in situ vs field lab pH represent a measure of the
variability explained by the relationship and are essentially equal. About 92-949%, of
the variability can be explained by the regression. Six to eight percent of the
variability remains unexplained and contributes to the prediction error introduced if
one attempts to adjust one method to the others.
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Although this is an excellent r? (subjectively) for field data, predicting a pH for
one method from the other for any single point can be grossly in error. It is not at all
unlikely that backpacker vs. helicopter data would look similar. The significance of
the remaining 6 to 8 percent of unexplained variability in predicting lake population
below a critical pH value will be discussed in the Estimation of Bias section.

COMPARISON OF ALUMINUM METHODS

Monomeric aluminum is quantitatively related to total aluminum. Therefore,
these two paired measurements are used as an example similar to that discussed in
the Comparison of pH Methods.

For these parameters, a poor relationship is expected (r? values from .11 to .32).
Monomeric aluminum is known to be affected by, at a minimum, pH and dissolved
organic carbon. If these variables are added to the regression model as covariables,
undoubtedly the variability explained by the model could be greatly improved.
However, if the backpacker and helicopter data were similar, major errors would be
introduced in the final analyses of predicting what percent of the population has
aluminum concentration below or above some critical value. Unlike this example,
however, we would not know what factors to introduce to the calibration to improve
the predictive data adjustment power.

ESTIMATION OF BIAS

The previous examples illustrate the potential results of using two different
methods. As noted earlier, the real issue is what does the variability introduced in
the ealibration of two methods do to the confidence of the results? The purpose of
the Western Lake Survey is to characterize the population of lake chemistries. Thus,
we are not as interested in the mean of the population (the average lake so to speak),
but to the cumulative distribution function (CDF). The CDF is the probability of
obtaining a particular value for a variable (Z) equal to or less than an observed value
(see Fig. E-1.1).

Fig. E.1-1 shows the changes in a CDF diagram for various levels of
measurement error. To the left of the center point (the mean of the population) lies
the critical values we are most interested in, e.g., if we wanted to know how many
lakes might be below a selected critical value. The point where these lines cross
might be, e.g., pH 6.59 (the population mean for pH in the Northeast). If we wanted
to show how many lakes are below pH 5.5, this point might be, e.g., around -1.8 on
the X axis (this axis is the standard deviation from the mean). The population
percentage below pH 5.5 (or -1.8 on the graph) varies significantly on the X axis
(representmg 0 to 100% of the populatxon) depending on the line used to intersect the
X axis. For our examples, assuming no measurement error, lines labeled A, B, C, and
D apply. These lines represent the theoretical bias introduced when r? is 1, .99, .50,
and 0, respectively.

At one standard deviation from the mean, when r? is .95, the absolute bias to our
predictions is only .36%. At r? equals .50 the absolute bias is 3. 5%. However, the
relative bias at this point for the two r? values is 9.9% and 97%. The latter would
seriously jeopardize the ability to predict accurately the population of lakes below
the critical value. If the critical value was at -2.4 on the X axis (2.4 standard
deviations from the mean), the relative bias introduced from the model error if r?
was .95 and .50 is 17% and 205% respectively.
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To assume that two field methods would compare better than an r? of .95 would
be unwise. The data quality objectives state we would like to predict the population
below critical values within 12%. For the ELS we were well within these guidelines.
To add 9.9% bias due to calibration error using two different methods may be an

unacceptable risk.
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E.2 RANDOMNESS OF SAMPLING

The FS has raised the concern (Comment #132) that the analysis in the EA "does
not dispel the latent belief that lake selection was aimed at wilderness areas ...".
EPA developed a random sample design as described in the EA (pp. 10 and 14) and
selected the lakes for sampling without knowing the location of wilderness areas
within the sampling universe. Therefore, no targeting of wilderness areas in lake
selection could have occurred.

The following analysis has been prepared to describe the random process that
was used for selecting lakes in the NSWS. Fig. E.2-1 has been prepared as an
example for one Subregion to show graphically the relationship of alkalinity classes
and wilderness area boundaries. EPA believes that if another random sample of equal
size were taken, the number of lakes that would occur in wilderness areas would have
an equal probability of occurring in the same proportion as in the original sample.
Because it would take several months to rerun the sample to demonstrate this point,
no attempt has been made to include such a re-analysis here.

The basic sampling approach is a stratified design with equal allocation of
samples, randomly chosen within strata. The objective of stratification was to
minimize the confidence intervals of the various estimates by maximizing use of
existing information relevant to the survey objectives. Regions of the United States
were defined as major physiographic provinces distinguished by both distance and
characteristics of the aquatic resources. Within these regions there were two
stratification criteria: subregion and alkalinity class. Sufficient existing water
quality data were available to suggest that some areas within each major region have
similar physiographic and land use characteristics. To ensure that a regionally valid
sample was drawn from each apparently similar portion of regions, they were further
divided into Subregions.

Within each subregion there were some lakes known to have different
alkalinities. These alkalinities were mapped for the nation, as classes, by EPA in
1982 using existing data. They have been further refined by creating regional
alkalinity maps, which depict areas of suspected similar alkalinity based on alkalinity
data and related information. Alkalinity was chosen as a third major stratification
criterion based on these existing alkalinity maps. The alkalinity classes were ranked
in decreasing order of expected importance to the project as follows: less than or
equal to 100, 101-200 and greater than 200 ueqL™'. Each alkalinity class was a
stratum within a subregion of a region.

From each stratum of the mapped population, a random sample was drawn. No
lakes or areas within strata were specifically targeted for drawing of the sample.
The fact that a relatively high proportion of lakes chosen for sampling turned out to
be in wilderness areas is a consequence of the correlation of both wilderness location
and low alkalinity with high altitude, remote, mountainous areas in the West. The
correspondence between wilderness and low alkalinity class is illustrated graphically
for Region IVD in Fig. E.2-1. Another random sample drawn from the same mapped
population would very likely have a similar proportion of lakes in wilderness. An
approximately equal sample size (about 50 lakes) was maintained per stratum. The
nature of the sample design provided a statistically representative sample of each
stratum population and allows for rigorous estimation and comparison of the various
populations. This sample also provides a sound basis for selection of representative
lakes for subsequent (Phase II and III) studies.
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The population of lakes represented on the 1:250,000 maps, and defined as the
"map population,” generally represents lakes over 2 ha in size. The selected lakes
were examined on larger scale maps (7.5’ and 15") and identified for field visiting and
sampling. Several kinds of lakes have been or will be classed as "non-target" lakes,
either from the large scale maps, or at the time of field visitation. Non-target lakes
include those sites that are actually not lakes, those lakes that cannot be sampled
according to the established protocol, and several other similar classes. The
remaining sample lakes are considered as belonging to the target population, and all
descriptions apply to that population.
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ORNL-DWG 85-1759

2 MONTANA

WILDERNESS AREA

Fig. E.2-1. Relationship of wilderness areas and alkalinity classes in
Subregion IVD.
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E.3 SAMPLING SCHEDULE FOR EACH SUBREGION

EPA has evaluated existing information on lake overturn in the five
subregions that would be sampled in the West. The following schedule shows the
tentative schedule for sampling that is currently being used for planning the
western survey. Changes may be made to this schedule as additional information
becomes available during latter stages of planning.

Subregion Sampling Window

IVA September 23 to November 15
IVB September 25 to November 8
IvC September 9 to October 21
IVvD September 16 to October 20

IVE September 16 to October 11



E-11

E.4 ACCESSIBILITY OF LAKES UNDER ALTERNATIVE 3

EPA Base Coordinators have developed additional information since the draft EA
was published on the accessibility of lakes selected for sampling in the five
subregions of the West. The coordinators worked with FS staff who had experience
and knowledge of the specific lake locations and terrain. Accessibility was evaluated
in terms of the 7 h time constraint for transporting a sample from a lake to a
helicopter pick-up point as described in the EA for Alternative 3. The data obtained
by the coordinators are as follows:

Western Lake Survey Accessibility of Surface Mode Wilderness Lakes

Subregion Accessible Not Total %
Accessible

4A 56 48 104 93%
4B 46 28 74 62%
4C 48 32 80 60%
4D 61 43 104 98%
4E 50 20 70 71%

TOTAL 261 171 432 60%

The data show that an average of 60% of the selected lakes are accessible by
horseback within the 7 h time constraint. Although the analysis was based on
accessibility by horseback, the data would also reflect accessibility by foot, in most
cases. .
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E.5 ATMOSPHERIC EMISSIONS OF HELICOPTER ENGINES

The presence of helicopters in wilderness areas would result in emissions of
pollutants from their engines. Table E.5-1 gives the amount of various pollutants
that would be emitted by a large turbine helicopter (e.g., Bell Huey) while idling on
the lake surface for 20-minutes. Except for carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons,
emission rates during climbout and approach would be higher, with total quantities
dependent on the times involved. Compared to an automobile travelling at 88 Km/hr
for 20 minutes, these emissions range from about 1.5 to 34 times that emitted by
automobile. These values are far below pollutants produced by an average car in a
year. It is expected that the emitted pollutants would be rapidly dispersed to
negligible (unmeasurable) concentrations.

Table E.5-1. Total pollutants emitted in 20 minutes by large helicopters under

idling conditions.
Pollutant Emissions (Kg)
Carbon monoxide 4.4
Nitrogen oxides 0.13
Total hydrocarbons 1.9
Sulfur oxides 0.02
Particulates 0.016

Source: EPA. 1980. Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors.
3rd Edition, AP-42.
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E.6. COORDINATION AND PLANNING ACTIVITIES

As discussed in Sects. 4.1.6, 4.2.6, and 4.3.6 of the EA, EPA would plan to
minimize conflicts with wilderness area users and sensitive wilderness resources
under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. Detailed plans on specific mitigative measures will be
developed by EPA Base Coordinators, working closely with local staff of the FS, NPS,
and other land managers.

If Alternative 1 were selected, mitigative measures would primarily be aimed at
scheduling helicopter operations (1) to avoid planned activities (e.g., special hunts),
heavy use periods (e.g., weekends), and sensitive resources (e.g., staging areas of
whooping cranes) and (2) to route helicopter flights away from high-use areas and
sensitive resources. In a few very sensitive areas where the land managers identify
lakes where no helicopter access can be permitted because of a sensitive resource,
elimination of lakes from the sample program will be considered to avoid disruption.
Decisions to eliminate lakes would be greatly limited and would involve the NSWS
statistician so that the integrity of the random sample can be maintained. Specific
evaluation of any sensitive resources or uses identified would be made during
planning. Training of Base Coordinators, survey teams, and helicopter crews would
involve instruction on sensitivity and appreciation of wilderness values and resources
and means of minimizing the effects of helicopter intrusion (e.g., the use of the "Fly

Neighborly" Program).

Under Alternative 2, detailed planning by the Base Coordinator and local land
managers would involve evaluating each lake to be visited, the accessibility of the
lake by horse or foot, and the location of camping areas and routes to be used in
moving from lake to lake within a particular wilderness. Survey crews would be
instructed on procedures to follow when working in wilderness areas (e.g., removal of
any waste materials, such as packaging materials or extra solutions, from the
wilderness area) and on appropriate camping techniques to be used within wilderness.
Crews would also receive instruction on how to interact with concerned members of
the public they might encounter during their trips.

Under Alternative 3, Base Coordinators and local land managers would conduct
detailed planning on the appropriate mode of access for each lake (i.e., by foet,
helicopter, or horse). In general, all lakes which are more than 7 h transport time by
foot or horse would be sampled by helicopter, and mitigative measures as described
for Alternative 1 and in Sect. 4.1.6 of the EA would be implemented. In limited
cases, lakes may be dropped from the sample if the uses or resources are considered
to be too sensitive to permit helicopter sampling. For lakes within 7 h transport
time, decisions whether to use horse or foot access would be made by Base
Coordinators and local land managers. These decisions would be based, at least in
part, on the ruggedness of the terrain, types of trails, availability of experienced
personnel, and numbers of lakes to be sampled on each trip into the wilderness.
Survey crews would be trained as described above for Alternative 2 and in Sect. 4.2.6
of the EA. It is probable that some decisions would be needed on using helicopters to
reach some of the lakes located within the 7 h transport time limit. This situation
would be a last resort, but it is probable that weather might limit ground access to at
least some lakes. In such circumstances, Base Coordinators would attempt to
schedule ground access at least two to three times. If none of these attempts were
successful, then helicopter access would be considered. Base Coordinators would
inform the local land managers about each such situation and solicit their advice on
ways to limit the helicopter use.
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Under Alternative 4, the only mitigative measures that would be developed
would be to avoid flying helicopters over wilderness areas in any manner that would
violate local restrictions on air space.
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E.7 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT ANALYZED

This Appendix has been developed in response to Comment #130 from the FS. In
this comment the FS identifies the following alternatives that it feels should be
considered to show that EPA is concerned with protecting wilderness values:
(1) changes in sample design; (2) choosing lakes close to wilderness boundaries to
reduce ground transport time to a helicopter outside the wilderness; (3) limiting the
chemical parameters analyzed to only those needed to identify acid lakes outside
wilderness, conducting any more detailed analyses on nonwilderness lakes; and (4)
sampling the most critical "short holding time" variables outside wilderness areas to
accommodate wilderness values not discussed.

EPA has evaluated the possibility of changing the sampling design to limit the
number of lakes that would be sampled in wilderness areas. Eliminating wilderness
areas from the sample is considered unacceptable because a large proportion of the
lakes most sensitive to acidic deposition are found in wilderness areas (Appendix
E.2). The assessment of Alternative 4 addresses the consequences of such a change in
sample design. Other approaches to limiting the number of wilderness lakes that
would be sampled would result in a non-random design, which would not serve the
objectives of the survey of being able to statistically estimate the number of lakes
potentially sensitive to acidic deposition. EPA's proposed design includes a
reasonable number of lakes to satisfy the NSWS objectives and maintain a margin for
unforseen problems in sampling.

Selection of lakes close to wilderness area boundaries presents two problems.
Such selection would violate the randomness of the sample and would statistically
invalidate the data collected. Secondly, any such sample taken would not represent
the lakes that are remote from wilderness boundaries. There is a reasonable
probability that these remote lakes may be among the most sensitive lakes present,
and their elimination from the sample would create a strong bias in the resulting
estimates.

EPA has defined a set of chemical parameters which are considered essential in
identifying sensitivity of lakes to acidic deposition and trends in acidity. Some of
these parameters (e.g., monomeric aluminum) must be included because the results of
detailed studies on biota conducted during Phases II and Ml will be extrapolated to
subregions and regions. Unless these data are available for each of the Phase I lakes,
the ability to regionalize the data will be limited and the data would not be
representative of conditions in wilderness areas.

Sampling short holding time parameters outside wilderness areas and not within
the areas presents the same problems as discussed in the preceding paragraph. High
quality data on pH, monomeric aluminum, and DIC are needed to accomplish the
NSWS objectives of characterizing the lakes and providing a basis for selecting
regionally representative lakes for Phase I and II studies.

Also, while the Draft EA was being reviewed, a comment was received that EPA
use pigeons to sample the wilderness lakes. Under this scheme, pigeons would be
carried in to the wilderness and then would be used to fly the samples out. In
evaluating this alternative, EPA attended a demonstration at Rattlesnake Lake,
Washington on 3/1/85. During that demonstration pigeons carried 10 ml samples back
to their home base. However, the sample size required for the survey is 4 liters,
which is 400 times the amount of water that the pigeons could each carry. It was not
felt that a pigeon could carry this sample size. To break the sample up into small
enough aliquots that the pigeons could carry was also not considered feasible.
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E.8 ERRATA TO DRAFT EA

4
7
10
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p. 27

p- 29
p. 38

p- 41

p- 45

p. 47
p. 47

(2nd parag., 6th line). Eliminate "occurs."”

(1st parag., after list, 3rd line). Delete "of" at end of line.

"Alternative" is misspelled on the first line of the first paragraph.

(3rd parag.). The MIBK aluminum extraction is done on the four liter
sample, not on the syringe samples, so it is not isolated from the
atmosphere.

(2nd parag., 4th line). The period should directly follow the previous word.
(last parag., 2nd line and 5th line). Change "(DOQ)" to "(DQO)".

(4th parag., 3rd line). Insert "that is" before "maximum"; insert after
"blanks" "should be."

(last parag., lines 5 and 6). Change the explanation in parentheses to read
as follows (i.e., 60% more sampling time will be needed due to bad
weather, mechanical problems, etec.)

(last parag., 2nd line). Change USEPA 1984d to USEPA 1984f.

(2nd parag., 3rd). Insert "(to verify the pH adjustment before addition of
MIBK)" after "pH meters."

(1st parag. last sentence). Add to the end of the sentence ", and to assess
comparability with data collected by helicopters outside wilderness areas
in the West."

(4th parag., 1st sentence). Add "when possible" after "day."

(4th parag.). Add a last sentence "Coordination of air and ground crews
will be needed to pick up samples for transport to field base laboratories.

(2nd parag., 1st line). Delete phrase "in at least some cases,".

(Legend). Add "* indicates national parks which have both wilderness and
non wilderness lakes that would be sampled; the first number indicates the
total number of lakes that would be sampled in the park; the second
number indicates those that are in areas designated as wilderness."

The number of lakes for the Selway Bitterroot Wilderness should be
changed from "15" to "16"

The number of lakes for Grand Teton National Park should be changed
from l|2" to "3"

(2nd parag.). Change "menziessi" to "menziesu."

(3rd parag., 6th line). Change "crooki" to "h. columbianus". Change
"Elaphus sp." to "Cervus elaphus."
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.48 (1st parag., 4th line). Change "Haliaaetus" to "Haliaeetus."
.49 (2nd parag., 9th line). Change "visitor's" to "visitors'."
.51 (2nd parag., 4th line). Delete comma after "to."

o I~ T ~ B

.63 (3rd parag., 2nd line). Change "Huge and difficult-to-see" to
"Unpredictable.”

65 (last parag., 5th line). Change "grow" to "gross."
86 (2nd parag., last line). Change "accidential" to "accidental.”
91 (5th entry). Change "Steinborne" to "Steinborn."”

£ R Y

91 The following individuals should be added to the List of Preparers:

Sharon Teague, EPA, Corvallis, Oregon, Technical Assistant for the
NSWS.

Dan Michaels, Radian/EPA, Washington, D.C.
Judith Troast, EPA, Washington, D.C., Office of Federal Activities.

Sharon Clarke, Northrop Services, Inc./EPA, Corvallis, Oregon,
Spatial analyst.

Lee Marshall, EPA, Region 10, Seattle, Washington; Regional
Coordination and Operation.

Ray McCord, Scientific Applications Inc./ORNL; data management.
p- 106 (8th entry, 2nd line). Change "Pacaific" to "Pacific."”

pP. XXV Make the following change and additions:
Change "U.S. Geological Service" to "U.S. Geological Survey."
Add: NEPA - National Environmental Policy Act
USC - U.S. Code.
AQRYV - Air Quality Related Values.
LAC - Levels of Acceptable Change
NTSB - National Transportation Safety Board

p. A-12 The Lake designated 4B2-046 (Lake No. 2) should be removed from the
Glacier Peak Wilderness. References to the number of lakes in this
wilderness area should all be reduced by one (i.e., on the Washington map,
p. 49, and in Table 3.2-1, p. 46). The total number of wilderness area lakes
should also be reduced by one.
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APPENDIX F

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
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F.1. LIST OF COMMENT LETTERS

The comments submitted on the draft EA included 42 letters from state and
federal agencies, environmental groups, and citizens. Nearly all commenters agreed
the wilderness areas should be sampled. One half of the letters (21 out of 42)
strongly preferred Alternative 2 (ground access only) or. Alternative 3 (combined
helicopter and ground access) over Alternative 1 (helicopter access only), which is
EPA's preferred alternative. The majority of those letters objecting to Alternative 1
(13 out of 21) may accept EPA's preferred alternative if additional infromation were
provided (e.g., lake by lake justification). This Appendix provides a list of comment
letters, copies of the letters submitted with specific comments numbered, and EPA
responses to each comment.

1. State of Washington, 21. Washington Wilderness Coalition
Department of Game 22. Denver Audubon Society
2. Bridgerland Audubon Society 23. Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain
3. Bureau of Indian Affairs, Chapter
Wind River Indian Agency 24. Michael Lee Wilson
4. Bureau of Indian Affairs, 25. Sierra Club, Oregon Chapter
Phoenix Area Office 26. State of Washington,
5. Idaho Department of Fish and Game Department of Ecology
6. State of Utah Natural Resources 27. Wyoming Outdoor Council
7. National Audubon Society 28. Bob Oset
8. State of Idaho, Department 29. Robert V. Walker
of Health and Welfare 30. The Colorado Mountain Club
9. Wm. A. "Bill" Worf 31. U.S. Forest Service
10. American Wilderness Alliance 32. The National Park Service
11. The National Outdoor 33. State of Wyoming, Game and
Leadership School Fish Department
12. Wyoming Recreation Council 34. Wyoming Outfitters
13. Environmental Testing 35. State of California, Air
" and Balancing Resources Board
14. Oregon Department of 36. Montana Audubon Council
Environmental Quality 37. Laurie Ellen Scheer
15. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 38. Dennis Austin
Helena, Montana 39. League of Women Voters,
16. North Cascades Conservation California
Council 40. State of Wyoming, Office of
17. Sierra Club the Governor and State
18. The Wilderness Society Engineer's Office
19. National Audubon Society, 41. State of Colorado, Division
Rocky Mountain Regional Office of Wildlife
20. Gary Paull 42. Environmental Defense Fund
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Vo \ LETTER #2
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STATE OF AWASTINGEON ) ’gc’ a 4'913@&
DEPARTMENT OF GAME o1 Sock g
O NG Capntid Wy L e O Wanslunglon RENMT e () 753-5200 l"du ’o,l oc‘c‘q
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Marcn 6, 1985 PQAOOX 3501 LOSANL ,UTAN . 843U
10 March, 1985
Wayne D. Elson
EA Project Officer, M/S443
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Wayne D. Elson
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101 Er Froject Officer, W/S 443
1200 Sixth Ave,
Dear M. Elson:

Seattle, WA 98101
The major concern | have with the alternatives outlined in the draft en-

vironmental assessment report for the National Surface Water Survey--Western Dear Mr. Elson,

Wilderness Arca Lakes is the inadequate documentation of the specific timing We appreciate the opportunity to examine the druft EA for the

of the surveys. After searching through the report I finally found reference Western Wilderness Area Lakes - Nutional Surrace Water Survey.
suggesting the surveys will be conducted during hunting season (page VI, Our primary oonoern was the possibility of setting a precedent
second piragraph). The statement is made that helicopter visitation in for increased helicopter activity in wilderness areas. The draft EA
the fall would "result in fewer users being affected by helicopters than #1 addressed this issue well und we see no problem. .
during more popular hiking and camping seasons" (page VII, first paragraph).

The report does not document vistor use days according to season. Given

We are also pleased to see you have included a plan to a
that sempling ~>uld not be done during winter when lakes are frozen, I y plan lert

wilderness users to the helicopter activity. This ie probably
am inclined to think that sampling during spring-early sumner may result esgsential to avoid misunderstanding and resentment from
in less distrubance to recreationists than sampling durin? fall, If this wilderness users.
kind of information is available it should be clearly spelled out in the

report.

Unfortunately we do not have an estimate of the number of sportsmen that
use the wilderness areas you are proposing to sample in Washington State.

| Sincerely,
Albeil we do know that sportsmens use of these areas fs greatest from 7 4 . v
mid-Seotenber Lhrough the end of October, excluding the first 2 weeks W2 : ﬁ' .Y,(«.ZL
nf Devaher, |f vou decide that surveys should be conducted concurrent 1
with tall hunting seasons | encourage you to avoid sampling during these Stephari D. Flint,
peak periods of use.

Conservation Chairman
Stncerely,

HE EP}\'Z;‘ENT OF GAME
@'/ ' lj‘/!.&d

T
D. ‘John Pierce, Manager
Big Gume Investigations

copysRobert M. Reed

DJIP:ty
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"“‘;.'X".'QC:"}
é%« United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
gy gV

sl

WIND RIVER INDIAN AGENCY
FORT WASHAKIE. WYOMING 82514 %1

IN REFLY REFER TO L w
Land Operatiouns o)

March 14, 1985

Mr. Wayne D. Elson, LEPA Project Officer, M/S 443
U.S. Enviroumental Protection Agency, Reglon X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 931Ul

Subject: NSWS Western Wilderness Area Lakes Draft EA
Dear Mr. Elsou:

As ldentified in the subject document, 9 lakes included in the
study area are located in the Wind River Roadless Area on the Wind
River Indian Reservation. Due to a misunderstanding we did not
identify these lakes in our previous communications. Prior to
sampling these lakes, you should contact the Joint Business
Council of the Shoshone and Arapahoe Tribes to obtain thelr iunputs
and conceras.

The Wind River lndian Reservation is the home of the Shoshone and
Acapahoe Tribes and thelr government should be consulted
concernlng any actiun contemplated to occur on, or affect, the
reservation. I have provided the Tribes with a copy of the Draft
EA for study. Since the Tribal goveinment has not yet been
consulted, an extension of the March 22 deadline for comments may
be necessary to allow the Tribes ample time to study the Draft EA.
You may contact the Tribal Covernment directly at:

Joint Business Council

Tribal Complex

Fort Washakie, WY 82514

We have no fuither comments about the Draft EA, but wish to have a
copy of the final EA when available.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you need more
infoimation, contact Charlie Dillahunty at (307) 255-8306,

Sincerely,

20 el

Superintendent

ATTNOF1

LETTER #4 UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
o memorandum
DATE)

ACTING

meeevvo  Phoenix Area Divector %P

T4

suscer: Draft €A for National Surface Water Survey e

Western Wilderness Area Lakes ey

vor  Wayne D. Elson
EA Project Officer, M/X 443
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101

We have reviewed the draft document (EPA 910/9-85-125), None of the
proposed lakes are on Indian lands under our jurisdiction and there

will apparently be no resultant impacts within our jurisdictional

responsibilities.

Lol sbecl

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
PHOENIX AREA OFFICE
P.O BOX 7007
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 83011

OFTIONAL FOAM NO 10
(AEV 1-30)
GEAFPFMN(AICIR) 101N ¢
W14

WU 0P 0, Ip3~3uiTI20/040)0
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LETTER #5

h Ve
IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME ‘%‘
600 South Walnut ¢ Box 25
Boise ¢ Idaho ¢ 83767

March 15, 1985

Mr. Wayne D. Elson

EA Project Officer, MS 443

V.S, Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Re: EPA 910/9-85-125

Dear Mr. Elson:

My staff has reviewed referenced document. We believe the sampling
proposed iP Idaho is essential. Maintaining these pristine waters and
understanding what is happening to them is very important.

We have no objection to your proposal to use helicopters to obtain the
necessary samples. We would, however, recommend selecting times when

visitor use is winimal to avoid “degrading" the wilderness experience i
of any smore people than absolutely necessary.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposed sction.

S8incerely,

/é/im%) /7,%«.1

Jerry M. Conley
Director

cc: HRobert Reed ’
Oak Ridge Mational Lab

JHC:CHN:t1ly

r LETTER #6
v k ‘ STATE OF UTAH
W NATURAL RESOURCES ,,.
Wildiile Resouices f.;.} 12 ],.35
Jy

1596 West North Tempie - Salt Lake City, UT 84116 - 801-533-9333

March 13, 1985

Mr., Wayne D. Elson

FA Project Officer, M/S 443

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Mr. Elson:

Ve have reviewed the Draft Environmental Assessment of the National
Surface Water Survey for Western Wildecrness Area Lakes, and offer the
following comments.

We are concerned that the oversll scope of the proposed study may be too
limited. Reduced to its simplest terms, the acidification potential of a
lake 18 determined by two factors: {its buffering capacity, and the
occurrence of acid deposition in the watershed. We are conceroed that
the study may not adequately address the first factor, and tke second
factor not at all.

Considerable evidence suggests that the spring period immediately follow—
ing snowmelt may be the most critical with respect to acidification. If
acid deposition has occurred i an ares, the spring thaw could release &
"pulse” of acid water into aquatic systems. Sampling lakes in the fall
will miss this critical perfod. The Western Lakes Pilot Survey conducted
last fall io the High Uiota Wilderness (Utsh) by EPA showed that 25
perceat of 20 sampled lakes are very sensitive to acidification
(alkalinity betweea 76 sod 100 ueq/l), and 65 percent of the lskes are
ultra-sensitive (alkalinity less than 75 ueq/1l). Since the fiigh Ulnta
Lakes are downwind from Salt Lake City (s non-attainable air qualfity
arca) and other industrlalized areas along the VWasatch Front, the
potential for springtime flushes of low—ph runoff may be high. The High
Uints Wilderness Area in Utah may prove to be the most acid-censitive
region in the nation. A comprehensive companion study to the lakes
survey would be an air quality/enowpack quality survey to identify
locations near wilderness aress where acid deposition is taking place.

With regard to the envitonmentsl concerns pertaining to helicopter use in
the wilderness arcss, we generslly anticipate no signiflicant impacts by
this sctfion proviced that protocols are adhered to. We feel that using
helicopters provides the best mesns to achiave the objectives of the

study in s ressonsble time frams. However, a few specific concerns that
wa have are identifiod below.

Scott M Moineson, Governcr
Temple A Reynoids Executive Dnecior
Douglas F Doy. Division Director

#5

#6




Mr. hayue L. Elscn
March 13, 1985

Pupe Two

Ttew 3.4, Endanpered und Threatencd Specles, p. 48, and
1tem 4.1.3,, Impacts to Wildlife and Threatened and Endangered
Specivs, p. Ul

The federally listed endangered whooping crane (Crus americana)
i mentioued in the parrative of both sectlons relative only to
the area near Gray's Lake, Idaho. We would polnt out that
whooping cranes are occaslonally observed among sandhill craanes
migrating from Gray's Lake National Wildlife Refuge (Idaho) to
Bosque del Apache Refuge (New Mexico) from about September 20
to Octouber 10, over the Ulnta Mountains Wilderness Area ln #7
Utulis The cranes fly at relatively low altitudes, typically ia
tlocks of 10 to 50 birds. Although most of the cranes migrating
through Utah are sandhills, whooping cranes are also observed.
Migrating cranes are seldom encountered west of the Yellowstone
River drainage in Utah, but are particularly common in the
Wiiterocks River, Ashley Creek, Sheep Creek, and Carter Creek
dralnages. Disturbance of, and even collision with, crancs is

a possibility, so hellcopter pllots should be aware of this
potential problem.

Ttew 4.1.2, Impacts to Recreation: MHunting, p. 60.

We do not feel the issue of hunter-helicopter conflicts was
advquutely consldered in the Environmental Assessment. While
it may be true that some types of hunting (e.g. for certain
specles) may not be wilderness-dependent activities, a hunter's
choosing to hunt in & wildermess area reinforces the argument
that he desires a high quality experience with minimal chance
of outside interference. Although we do not oppose the usge of #8
helicopters for the sampling effort, we feel that a protocol
needs to be esptablished to deal with hunter-helicopter
conflicts. We suggest that flying high above the terrain on
approaches to lakes, avolding observed big game animals and
hutters, and stuying away from known trails and campsites will
pu s long way toward alleviating this potential problem. We
sleo recommend that sampling be discontinued on weekends from
Septewber 14 through October 13, 1985, to minimlze interactions
with lLunters. .

-

Tten 1.5, Alternatives and Issuea Considered But not Analyzed,
pe 6-9.

The iuuue of spring ve. fall sampling should be recanalyzed. If

acld deposition has occurred 1n an area, spring snowmelt may

tlush larpe amounts of low pll water into aquatic systews. The #9
acld "pulsce” so produced may exceed the buffering capacity of a

Mr. Wayne D. Elson
March 13, 1985
Page Three

lake at that time, with aquatic communities affected as the
result. As mentfoned before, this 1s perhaps the critical time
for determining the true acidification potential of many of
Utah's high mountaln lakes. We feel the benefits to be gained
from information collected in the springtice would far outwelgh
the potential impacts on nesting and calving wildlife in the
spring-summer period.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental
Asgessment. Please provide us with a copy of the final assessment. We
algo requeat that EPA contact the Division of Wildlife Rescurces prior to
sampling so that we may coordinate our activitles. If we can asslst your
project further in any way, please contact us accordingly.

Sincerely,

DIVISION OF WIEDLIFE RESOURCES

ces Oak Ridge National Laboratory ~ Robert Reed

H9
(CONT™;
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National Audubon Society

Western Regional Office
355 AUDUBON PLACE, SACRAMENTO, CA 95825 (916} 481-5332

March 15, 1985

Mr. Wayne D. Elson

EA Project Officer, M/S 443

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Mr. Elson:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and evaluate the Environmental
Assessment for the National Surface Water Survey, Western Wilderness Area
Lakes. Our interests in your proposed survey are the lakes located in
wilderness areas in the states of California, Oregon, and Waghington.

The National Audubon Society is deeply concarned with the nationwide
threst to fish and wildlife posed by acld rain. Therefore, we support
strongly your agency's work to develop a scientifically accurate assessment of
acl8 rain impacts on 8 wide range of waters throughout the United States.

We view your effort as being important both nationally and regionally. It
is our belief that the impacts of acid rain are already occurring in the
Western United States to an extent largely misunderstood by the general
public. 1If, as we fear, this study demonstrates considerable damage has
already occurred or is likely to occur, then hopefully the acid vain issue
will truly be perceived as a national environmental concern.

While we strongly support the goals snd objectives of thia study we are
concerned with the heavy reliance on helicopters for data gathering in the
preferred alternative. We understand that edministrative provisions exist for
allowing the use of motorized vehicles in wilderness areas for specific
purposes. However, we are troubled with the possibilities that this program
with its worthy goals could be cited as a precedent for futuro programs which
may not be in the interest of maintalning a heslthy and productive wildernocse
resource. ’

#10

Mc. Wayne D. Elson
March 15, 1985
Page 2

We urge the EPA to proceed by using the least obtrusive method of access 10
which meets all scientific objectives of this lmportant study. Selection of (Zont)
the helicopter alternmative should be made only on the basis of scientific ont)
need, Convenlence or economy are not adequate reasons to select this
alternative. '

It 1 our understanding that a comprehensive proposal to access the lakes 1
by ground is being prepared by the Mational Outdoor Leadership School in
Wyoming. Please consider this and similar proposals carefully in choosing
your method of access.

1t 18 not our position to oppbse this study strictly on the question of
access. However, in keepling with the intent of the Wilderness Act: it is #12
clear non-motorized access should be chosen if such methods are suitable and

available.

If it is determined that helicopter access is the only method available,
we would urge you to coordinate the visits to minimize conflicts with wildlife
and recreational users of wilderness areas. Hellicopter visits should be #13
gcheduled to avoid breeding periods by wildlife species such as the Bald
Esgle, Peregrine Falcon, migratory waterfowl, and big game.

We would also urge csution in the operation of aircraft and the management
of fuel and reagents while in the vicinity of the sample lakes. Ecologically #14
fragile wilderness waters, slow to recover from disturbance, deserve youc
great care in implementatlion of the study.

Under no circumstances should our reluctant acceptance of helicopter use
ag a finsl alternative be secen as a change in our general belief about
motorized activities in wilderness areas. We view this proposal as & one-time
exception, limited in pe and sary for the long-term health of our
wilderness resource.

Thank you for your consideration of our views. We look forward ta
following with interest the progress of this important study.

Sincerely,

DTl

DANIEL TAYLOR
Reglonal Representative

DT/cr
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LETTER #8

)) STATE OF IDAHO 20 g

LB DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH DIVISION 2|F EhNVmONMENT
AND WELFARE Boise, bisho 83720

March 15, 1985

Ronald A. Lee

Environmental Evaluation Branch

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattie, WA 98101

Dear Mr. Lee:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the National Surface
Water Survey Environmental Assessment for Western Wilderness Area
Lakes. The Division of Environment concurs with EPA's selected al-
ternative which employs helicopters as the means of access to wilder-
ness area lakes. Given: 1) the data quality requirements to meet
the project objectives, 2) the fastidious logistics involved in con-
ducting field activities, and 3) the relative low and transitory
anticipated environmental impacts, helicopter use appears to be the
only feasible means of conducting the study.

Please keep us informed as you finalize this assessment and begin
work on the project.

Sincerely,

Lee W. Stokes, Ph.D.
Administrator

LWS :par

cc: Susan Martin
Gwen Burr

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

US Environmental ProteclonAge ;
< Seattle,WA%lOl :

s, Environmental Consultant * .

March 18 1985 '
USA . v

¥ Wayne D. Elson R
EA Project Ofﬂcer H/s 443

1200 Sixth Avenue

: Dear r1r Elsan, )

i~ {'ve served since 1978 83 an active member of the Commission On Ecology for the
. International Union for the Conservetion of Neture (IUCN). OOE recognises acid depasition as
+one of the most urgent of global environmental issues.

management policies from Sept. 1964 through 1981. | served on a special task force

regulations and policy. 1 headed the Forest Service wilderness Progam from 1965 to
During that time most of the policies now governing administration of National Forest
.. Wildernesses were developed. From 1969 through1981 | headed the Recreation, Wil

. and Lands Progams in the Forest Service Northern Region.

propose to sample. These include numerous horse pack trips lesting from 3-14 days i
them - the High Uintas in Utah and the Bridger in Wyoming.

8! gathering Information aboul mineral or other resources, 1f such éctivi

Sen.tulw Care of Wild Places and C tion with

W A B Worl | &y

’ .
This is tn mmment on you drafl Envlrunmental Aﬁessment on the National Surfme Waler
" Survey of Western Wilderness Lakes.* Following ere my credentials for these comments: * o

fmmediately after the W1ilderness Act passed to make a first dralt of the implementing

# Following are my commentson the draft EA/~ 7 1 * &, b =7 8k L8 L L

e

Phone (406) 777-5450

- I was closely involved in the develbpemenl ond administration of Forest Service wiiderness

1969.

derness

- Nearly 31 years as a Forest Service officer. . This involved extensive eiperinee in organizing ;e
and |mplemenlmg back country pm)ects using pack stock to meet difficult logistic problems.

|vabwnonatleaslmeovernlghthorsea'back peck trip in 28 of the Wildernesses you oo

in two of

: Absolutety! Section 4(d)(2) sws")/olﬂ/hg' In this Act shall prevent within national :
-forest wilderness sreas any aclivily, including prospecting, for the purpose of vk

ly is

v parried on In @ menner compatible with the preservation of the wildernsss #15
environment. ~ NSWS is clearly sllowed under this provision, as are wildlife studi
enlomological surveys, soil surveys, forage studies, etc.. It should be noted, however,
4 1 done under this proviston must be conducted in @ menner compatible with the preservation of the
: -~ wilderness envlronment Sectlon 4(c) makes 1t clear that the use of hellcopters Is na\ .
R ‘. mmpatlble | s . . P

ies,
that work R

Hwbel Sec 4(0) permlls lha approvul of eircraft Iandin@,slrmtum installations, | #16

Dieo



lemporary roals, and the use of motor vehicles, motorized equipment, motorboats, or other

forms of mechanical transport f they ore ~... mecessary to meet the minimum

requirements for edministration of the area for the purposes of this Act... " The

fir st question - 1S NSWS 8 “m1nimum reguirement to meet a purpose of the Wilderness e
Act™? 1f the answer isyes we must ask - is the helicopter really “snecessary ? I'litry to
answer both of these questions later. :

wilder 2

Not A number of suthers and individuals ere quoted end referenced , however the way tﬁls
mater1al was assembled missed key points. This is not surprising since none of the Preparers
listed on pages 90 and 91 indicate experlies in this very complex subject. Following are

comments concerning my most important concerns:

\. The document fails ta identify the purpose for which the Wilderness System was e
established In the Summary on top of page v It 1S noted that wildernesses are o be thvoled
\othe public purposes of recreation, scenic, scienlific, educstional, . .. g,
conservation, and historical use “The drafl alludes to this phrese n several other
places and seems to imply that these are the purposes for the Wilderness Act. in ectuality
{hese are uses recognized as consistant with wilderness. The purpose the Act was passed is
s\mply ~... lo assure 1hat sn increasing population, accompanied by expanding
seltlement and growing mechanization, does not occupy and modily all éreas
within the United States... "

2. The draft fails to recognize the wilderness respurcg, Even though the words are usedon " * i
page 33, the authors apparently missed the significance. it wes not even listed 8s a value B
when assessing environmental impacts (Pages v, 32,49, 71, 85 & 87) The values referred
{0 on these pages are primarily hose essociated with one use - recreation. The Act declared
8 national policy ... lo secure for the Americsn people of presént and fvturé
generation the benelils of on enduring resource of wilderness. © The wilderness
resource once covered the entire continent. 1t is an aura of wildness, 8 ack of evidence of
modern man, an absence of man caused noise or smells end e freely functioning ecology. It is
analogous to olher resources like water. Watsr can be fished in, swum In, boated on, drunk,
bathed tn, used for irrigation, etc.. The wilderness resource cen be hiked in, fished in and
hunted in. It cen also be used s place to study nature and natural processes and the mere
fact of It's existance can enhance peoples non-wildernass outdoor experinces. Individual - -,’4
users and uses can be effected by a specific activity such as the sound of 8 power saw or the -
landing of en aircrafl These have a temporay effect on the wilderness resoures olso byl a‘,éc.,-'.. ;
much more significant effect on the wilderness resource is the policy decision that .
determines whether or not to permit such activity to occur. 1t will determine the quality of
the resource wa pass on to future generations. Tha illegal landing of a helicopter in a remote
wilderness to poach a Bighorn ram would have 8 much smaller impact on the wilder ness 3
resource than the mcmon to use o helicopter for edministrative purposes if such use isnot  °,.
truely necessary A LT

(Y
F A
y

wooa ot 4
ie

3. The dreft gives good recognition that wﬂderném serve 63 natural museums but makes only
passing mention (on bottom of page 32) of one of wildernesses most important values - that
of serving &s a cultural museum not uniike Colonial Williamsburg in Virginia. Aldo Leopold
sald " 7he day Is almost upon us when 8 pack must wind 1t's way up a graveled .. T
highway and turn out it's bell mare In the pasture of 8 summer hotel, When | ? ﬂ{, .
that day comas the pack Iraein will be dead, the dismond hitch will be mara/y &

-8 rope, and Kit Corson and Jim Bridger will be nomes In a history lesson. * "

Partly because of Aldo Leopolds vision we now have & wilder ness System whare each year I 41‘
1ens of thousands of Americans (recreationists, Forest &rv\ce oiﬂears u:!-nusl' Ilvaﬁnck %

- L e Wlrn. 2%

L>~ l.lv&’ "‘ X St
#16 4 U
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‘s people, outfitters, prospectors and students) are traveling, living and working the 61d

- foshioned way. They are keaping elive the pack train, diamond hitch, cross-cut-saw and
" many primitive skills from Americas’ heritage. These users also gain In the process by

- demonstrating to themselves that they are not weaker or less resourceful than their
forebearers. EPA could make a significant positive contribution to this valua.

#20
(coNTD)

4 There is considerable reference in the drafl to the Acts’ provision that wildernesses ere’
y . Jor the use snd enjoyment of the American people... " We need also to

emphaslze five words that also eppear twice i Sec. 2(a) of the Act - ..use and
. enjoyment as wilderness...". The meaning and significance of these words relate very
.. closely to the three preceding comments. Wildernesses are not to be used as recreation

. areas, widlife management areas, research areas, elc.. They are lo be used as WILDERNESS,
..Uses of the recreation, wildlife and sclentific values may occur es Tong as the use does not
. - roerode the wilderness resource. The NSWS survey crews will be wilderness users and will

B be en]oylng the benefits of the wlldernes resource,

A ”%‘.w.-‘b S A

L g et

an

-

Sren g
[EER ST A

the graft.

- : -
, \..,,,_)?} N \'_~~ At ,?.‘Q..u(‘x,, ) n,

ional questions or concerns about the findin nclusions
1. On page xi1, it ts estimated that 208 of the selected lakes are inaccessible by horse. |
certainly don't know all the lakes selected but my general knowledge of 28 wilder nesses
i and exper fence with horses tells me that figure is much to high. In any event vt seems that
™ ., EPAcould randomly select alternate lakes that would be accessible by horse without

" ., serfously effecting the objectivity of the study.

2. The dreft concludes that maximum sample holding times wuld lkely be exceeded under
. alternative 2. | would wager a large sum that | could personslly ride out to 8 trail head in
, under 7 hours from any lake accessible by horse in etther the Bridger or High Uinte
" Wildernesses. This would be done safely and with a ssmple. There are local people better
¢ qualified to do #t then I. My general knowledge of the wildernesses and experience with
. hor ses together with discussions with outfitters, guides, and others familiar with the
.. situation convinces me thet the required times can be met for most if not all of the lakes

. mlblebynors& ) . N R I
3 “The estimeted eostofAlL 2 ($7 000 000 ) Is'grosly Inﬂated With 60 crews, eu:hcrew N
would have to sample only en sverags of 8.3 lakes. Some lakes are very close to the
boundary and in some {nstances more than one lake could be sempled from a single camp.
It seems that 1f we allow an average of three crew days per lake (25 days lotal per crew)’ ¥ '“
they would be able to do their work and still have time to do 8 lot of fishing. | don't know
. the cost of the sampling equipment but $ 1,000. should be a generous estimate of the cast
, of putting e 4 person crew tn the field with horses. tn many cases the sampling team and .1 .
o .+ tha courier could hike using pack anfmals o carry ssmpling angd comp equipment. This .~ T
-, would save expanss problems and time. . .

! . . .‘ a i;»" .

-.r'-.\n“,‘t'

wk?,,mm

: 4 There i8 no lndlmllun in the mn that eny euntact Was mede wl(h any oulmter or qulda
while evaluating Alt.2. Serving most wildernesses you will find a group of professionals
In the art of meeung difficult loglsltcnl problems by horss or mule.
.S, The droft lnﬂlcates the Impncts of hellmpter use are 8ll very short- -term. It piays down the
- slgnificance of precident. Yet EPA s using precident as an ergument supporting this
5 requast { paga 49). Tho decision by the Chief of the Forest Service regarding this request
will reverberate throughout the Wildarness System for years to come like the “s40¢

.. T

v

/)Mrdcrmmv Mo »'arld‘ The same provision wmeh permits the cmer to grant
- R 72
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permission to fand aircraft also allows him to permit motorized equipment, temporary :
roads, mechanical transport, mutorboats, structures and Installstions, Over thepast 21 -+«
years there have been literally hundreds of requests under that administrative pravision .
renging from a bulldazers to maintain existing dams lo telephone repeaters to helicoplers :" o
for grizzly bear studies 1o a Defense Department activily that was so secret they wouldn' [
tell us whel it was, Even as | wrile there is a group of scientists tn Colorado writing & ;
justification for the installation of a network of electronic instruments to help predict " -
flooding in the Colorado River Besin and e Forest Supervisor in Wysming recommending
the helicopter installation of Gri2zly proof caches. The propanants all stress tha
tempor ary nature of the aclivity or that it will be done when few people are around or t' s o .'
extreme importance to wilderness or it's importance to some public progrem that really =< -~
is much more important than wilderness. ¥

i

‘."
-.A}

6. Related to S, the draft assures us that the pending streum survev phne I -will mt
require the use of helicopters. How does the study differ so that this is possible? Or °
would that change once permission to use wplers in the laka survey ls obtalned?

7. The “public involvemeni” proposed on page 64 is really “hardse)l !

8. The statement regarding proposed training of the NSWS crews on page24 indicates a lack of
sensitivity to wilderness. Regardless of which access alternative is eventusily employed -.°
oll personnel should receive intensive training on the importance and vaiue of the o
wilderness recource. '

-

s the NSWS a "minimum reguirement” for meeting the dr of the Wilderness Act? .

The evidence presented in the droft does not prove that it is, Surely the date gathered in the
wildernesses will help the NSWS but 1f the Nation undertekes programs that prevents damage -
from acid dzposition (o lands and waters surrounding the wildernesses the wilderness waters -
should also be pretty safe. '

No! Even if the NSWS is found to be 8 “minimum requirement” for wilderness purposes, it mn be
accomplished to an adequate standard by use of horses and mules '

mmmm:- '.'.I 1!. g;
SR -,‘,“m

1. EPA should complete the NSWS for wnmnim Jakes,
2. The survey shoum be done without the use of helicopter access in wildernass.

3. Recognizing that virtually no planning toward implementing Alternative 2, 1t may nat be’:.
possible to complete the survey in 198S. f so the program should be postponed eyear ‘

Thank you for the opportunity 1o comment. }f EPA needs assistence In plenning for horse access | -
or in training of field crews on the impartance and meaning of wilderness, ! would be avallable on Y
8 time and expense basls. '
Sincerely a

A ”76 Yo
| S

William A, Wor(
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Mr. Ronald A. Lee, Acting Chief
Environmental Evaluation Branch
Environmental Protection Mency
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

Attentiaon of: M/S 443

Dear Mr. lee:

This is in regard to your agency's Environmental Assessment far
the vestern lakes portion of your national acid rain water
survey.

Please make this statement a part of tle official recad on the
subject matter.

The American Wilderness Alliance is a western-based national
nm-prof it crganization whose memkers are working to canserve
tre nation's decreasing publicly ovned wildlands, wildlife
habitat and free-flowing river resources. We have memlers in
all 50 states, but a little over half of them are lccated in
the western states.

We have also keen reavily involved in warking with the U.S.
Farest Service and other wilderness resaurce agencies in the
proper management of established wilderness areas.

We note that you wre proposing to use helicopters to take vater
samples fram lakes in wilderness areas in connection with the
acid rain survey.

We strangly suppart your agency in obtaining these needed data.
But we respectfully request that you find non-mechanized neans
to get them.

Yours is not the anly agency, firm ar individual proposing to use
motarized vehicles or nechanical transport within Aerica's
statutorily designated wiklernoss arcas.

The use of helicopters an such a large scale as proposed by the
EPA woull set an extremely bod precedent. As you know, the 1984
Wilderness Act prohibits use of motarized vehicles and wmechanizod
transpart in established wilderness arcas, except in a few re-
stricted instances. If such use of hrlicopters by the EPA takes
place, all the other aoencies (foderal anl state), firms, and
individuals now proposing motorized vehiclular use in established

%
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lar, Ronald A, Lee
thach 14, 1985
Paje 2

willorness areas will le clonkring far similar consideration
anl use, liow shall aw le allowd and the others denicd?
The floal gate woull e opencld--and a wilderness designation
unler fxleral law would becore neaning less.

It is not so difficult to decide wirther a proposal to use
motarizan] vehicles is in tle interest of the wilderness. But
with tho presswes of several ajencies, firms and individuals,
this line of Jdecision can quickly brcone fuzzy or be e liminated
altogjetiur by political intervention.

For exam:l>, weather malification agencies and farecasters are
even now Jemand ing widespreal use of established national farest
willorness far tivir motarized snowcats, snowmobiles and the
duve lgment of perraent structwres.  Theae saurods can exort
poerful political pressures on the wilderness resource agencies
to allow such non~confarming uses.

Mjain, officials of sone state wildlife departments have continued
their demands over the years that they be allowed to use snowmobiles
to consus and manage wildlife, such as big-game herds. 1Is this

in the interest of the wilderness?

Fram just these two situations, I hope that EPA officials can see
the problems they are creating with their plan to use heliccopters
in designated wilderness areas.

Wilderness areas are not primarily recreation areas. Recreation
is only one type of public use ar purpose for wilderness. But
wiklerness recreation requires solitude and freedam from man-made
structures a other developments and motarized vehicles. Other
public uses ar purposes, as noted in the parent Wilderness Act,
are scenic, scientific, educatianal, conservaticn and histarical.

Some EPA officials have indicated that since the helicopter flights
would take place within. a relatively short pericd (apprakimate ly
awe month) in the fall, few if any wilderness visitars would be

in the arcas, Tlus, according to tleir thinking, the planmd
overflights ad landings should not ke objecticnable,

This thinking not anly misszg the point as to why we have and

must protect wikierncss as inviolate, but it also overlooks tha
fact that in the fall many hunters and othor vigitars do indeed

use our wilderness areas. They would have their quality wilderness
erperionce violated and spoiled by the presence of motorized
equipment.

Mareover , ve sericusly question the "reed” to usa halicopters i
the first place. No high mountain lakes in Forest Service Region 2

#34
(contd)
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Mr. Rmmald A, lee
March 14, 1985
Page 3

are mare than a day's (12 hours) travel, round trip, by harseback
and packstock fram the cdge of the wilderness and road-ends

a possible landing fields outside the wilderness. HMost of them
would involve much less time. I have worked with saddle

and packstock virtually all my life an ranches and in wilderness
areas and know vhat can ke accamplished ly these means.

By using the services of autfitters and guides, you would have
experienced horsemen and packers vho are familiar with the areas
and could expedite getting your technician and equipment into
the lakes, taking the samples, and lringing them out. Accarding
to the EPA information I have, this should require a total of
only two saddle harses and a packhorse for the autfitter,
technician and equipment. Use of harses and packstock would cut
the time to half ar less over foot travel and greatly fucilitate
transparting rubler raft and vater testing cquipment.

There would probably ke extremely few, if any, lakes that the
experienced cutfitters couldn't get into and cut of expediticusly.
Finally, the cost of the survey would te greatly reduced.

It should ke enphasized that the Wilderness Act autharizes the

use of autfitters and guides—and their use is in harmony with  +
the wilderness philosophy and concept. As a matter of fact,
ctfitting and quiding is the only caimercial confarming use |
allowed under the Wilderness Act in established wilderness areas.
Aecordingly, the American Wilderness Alliance would have no
objection to the use of cutfitters far yaw water survey. Indeed,
we would suppart it,

The cutfitting &nd guiding industry maintains asscciations of
thelr cutfitters on a statewide basis, amd I lelieve their
officials would e pleasad to help you expoedite this important
water study.

Accardingly, the Arerican Wilderness Alliance strongly cbjects to
the use of helicopters for the EPA water survey and strongly
supparts outfitted saddle harse anl packstack use far this study.

Would you please let us hear from you soon on this matter?

& Ko
\\1\

R. Merritt
Executive Director

co=-EPA1 Coltrado, Maho, Montana, Oregon, Wyauing

#37
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LETTER #11

March 19, 1985

Dr. Bernard Goldstein

Assist. Adm. for Research & Dev.

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
401 M. Street S. W.

Washington, DC 20460

Dear Dr. Goldstein:

Enclosed please find a proposal from the National Qutdoor
Leadership School (NOLS) to the Environmental Protection Agency
for the NSWS sampling of Western Wilderness Lakes.

There are four alternatives discussed in the proposal, all :
detailing different levels of NOLS involvement in the study. 1

am convinced that foot access is a viable alternative for the sampling
of Western Wilderness Lakes, and hope that you will give it due
consideration.

1 look forward to your response regarding this proposal. I will be
leaving town beginning the week of March 25 for several weeks.

A1l communications should be directed to Steven Forrest listed

on the proposal cover.

Sincerely,

Y

Jonathan Kusel
Special Projects Director

Enc.

cc: C. Riordan L. Svoboda
J. Huang R. M. Reed
L. E. Coate R. Linthurst
W. D. Elson D. Landers
R. Lee

The National Outdoor
Leadership School

Jim Rtz
Freotive Durcctor

I"O. Hux AA
Lander, Wyunung 82520
A07-332-0973
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A PRUPOSAL TCG THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, NATIONAL
SURPMICC WHTER SURULY: NOHMOTORIZED LOGISTICAL SUPPORT FOR
SHMPLING ULSTCRH UILDERHESS ARLAS

INTRODUCTION

in 1S87, tre Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Office of
Fesearch ana Jevelcpment, initiated 8 national effort to estaplish
baseline 3313 :-n acid deposition, the National Surface Water Survey
(L5w3s, EPA 122420 2 Draft Eovironmental Aszessment (EPA~510/5-35~125) on
the "I15.,5 of Westerrn Uilcernass Area Lales on 1| March 1965. In the
Assassmernt, E74 consyders four aiternatives in terms of poiential
envircnmzntal impactes on the saisting wifderness and potentis] effects
wpan whe SLjezii.e23 of the H3W5, and trst Alternative | (all wildernass
isree sa»piea oy neiicopters i1e the prajerrea alternative,

Z1323321:7 with EPA off1z:ais anc reports in the Jackson Hole Guide,
-1£-35, Cenver Post, Z-24-8%, and San Francisco Chronscle, 2-12-

g -4

7 i€, Z

22 :pcizate 1Py if Neiicogilers are nit granieo access to wilderness

H z Vi Forest Zervice, the NSWS study wiil be postiponed until

5304 F3L undertE o en At all,

f ire urgzznt rseo for osseline asts, this proposal
iternatises o moterizac sampling witnin wildsrness areas
rfers tre aszistance >f the Matioral Outgoor Le2eoership

non=arofit sutdsor aoucationsl institutson, to provide
iszistical suppert for this pregranm,
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s#ciives of the overall EFA study are slmost universally
3 s currently denying heliccpter access {0 survey

cince noferized ancess 1v clearly not in kaeping with

v of the Jildernsss Aci. As nAztad 1n the EA, 1hs

77 Zect, s(c)) ang the F5 fecrzation Manual (USDA
7y alicu far autporized ssreraft use

L]
[T TT I
X
m

15 wE2t MIpIRUm requirenents for protection and sdministration
il spe sras 7o raet the surpozes of the act, for tona fide
zrar Jeriies snveiving tna nealin and salety of parsens within
tna srca, Tre wige 3f ecouipment, struactures, or activities
ii31¢2 #22.8 na. 02 SEErivad »ito: (1) [Khen] aitner an
DEMLAIUO Y. s LM 4 LCLLEFSILYE S0 avitly mssars sl 1o the
vosgnvart cr try ylgorrase sgerec ~assiosaly ca sccemeljspad
alIl Lt L A g i A nansa-nsntas) meana, In
Osterminatscn 21 whev 35 ressonsbis, thare must bs & showing
tnyt ine nsed 1s pased uzon »ors tnen efficiency, convenience,
and £2onohy .. L erpnasss vo0oead)
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Thare is ¢onsiderabls guestion by the FS and concerned outside
groups regarding the EPA position that the study cannot ba reasonably
accomplished by nonmechanical means, A feifure Lo resolve this i1ssue i1n a
timely manner could result in postponement or cancellation of the survey
within the wildernsss system, Since many potentially sensitive lases
occur insida wilderness boundaries, and because beseline data 1s urgently
needed 1n some cases, postponement or deletion of sampling within the
wilderness aystem may only create dats voids which ultimately could prove
detrimentsl to management and msintenanca of wilderness values,

OBJECTIVE

This proposal provides & means (o avoid potenttal mission conflicts
betwaan the NSWS and USFS execution of the Wilderness Act, NOLS will
eupply logistical and ground suppert for nonmotcrized sampling of western
wilderness areas while masntaining the integrity ang censistency of tha
samoling affort.

We propose that the Neticnal Outdcor Leadership School, & non=profit
outdoor educational institution based in Lancer, Wyoring, provide such
suppart necessary to insure completicn of the NSWS within wildernsss
areas in nine western states within tha 1SES time frama,

BACKGROUND

Tha National Outdoor Leadership School was estaplished in (965 ang
offers international programs 1n a)l sreas of outrdsor educastion. Tne
school conducts nearly one hundrad and fifty courses anaually in seven
weetern states, Alaska, Mexico and Africa, maintaining branch scnools in
Wyoming and Washington in the west, NOLS maintains 1ts own transpertation
staff and horsepaching outfittars, and 1s currently permitted to outfit
in over saventeen Netional Faorests and numerous National Psris and
Monuments. Instructors are hignly trained in wilderness travel and
mountaineering 4nd ere rasponsible for retioning, bacecouniry a~ergancy
msoical cara and teaching technical any non-technical wiloerness shalls
to over 1600 students throughout the yeer on courses ranging from Luwo
wesl s to three montha. Tha consistent recorn of ercellance in texcring
outdoor skills and safety in the wilderness has given NOLS the reputation
of one of the finest outdoor schocls (“NOLS, the Harvarg of Wilderness
Secheols " Monay Magazine. 1877, Sed Appendis | ana 119,

Alternative 2 of tha EA (use of grouna eccess only! did not closely
gassmine the use of foot access, stating in Sact, 1.6 that this
altarnative "...has not besn fully avalvated in the EA...", and mucn of
ths realavant discussion involves the impagta of only norse-led sampling
afforte, NOLS sspsrisnce sugoests Lhat oistances inoizavec in Taple <.2-4
2l the EA as "probable’ (@=14 =ilas) can oe traveled assiiv by & runngr
on foot from & samploo lake to ‘s iraslnesn or on aerial prchup paant
outside the wilderness boundary within NSWE time constraints. Longer
distences would require close examination of the terrsin travelea to
detarmine whsthar a runner can meat the NEWS desdline of seven hours from
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sawpling time to helicopter piclup, and 1f horse transport or a
combination of runner ana horse transporti of a sample 1s necessary.,

DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES

Four aiternative levels of service provided by NOLS based on the
acove censiosrations sre suggestea

Alternative |

HILS pisns and manages all logistics for the western region sampling
of wilgerress lands. NOLS organizes ano supplies 25 field study teams,
five per mccile lap unit, consisting of two NOLS instructors and four
qualified gracuates of NOLS bactpachling espeditions. They will escort two
E-4 tezmnicians~-uno must be physically prepared for demanding field
cIrattiens v MCU3 will outfiti--1into wildernese lakes, carrying all study
eluipment 1n pactpacks., EPA technicians will collect samples that will
be car~123 0v runners to the nearest helicopter landing area beyond the
wiizernzs: bcunagary. Runners will return to the group or be replaced by
tws cirers (1o carry study equipment) 1f the runners are traveling from
la-as l,irg Jeep within wilaoerness boundaries. Samples gathered at
S1:tart leres mav recuire norse transport and possibly a combination of
f::t arg Rorte transpert to insure the seven hour lake to helicopter
trzres et t,me 15 metr, NOLS will coordinate all of these efforts, and
cozrzirate nel.copter pickups of samples, NOLS field logistic protocols
&=z rac:os, e:tner amplaying FS repeating stations, or radiotelephones
wnich requirs no direct line of sight to communicate, will be used to
maltntain s-ecise coorcination with sample transport and helicopter
pi1ziup. ISLS venicles ano contracted helicopters will be used to
transpzrt study teams to optimium wildernass entry points to access study
laresa. NS will coordinate this effort, The budget included with this
s-cgzsal 1s far our preferred Alternative 1. The budget does not include
zny :amgling equipment or field radios supplied by the EPA, and we feel
tne Ducget 1s atcturate with our present unadersianding of the testing
grscegure detasled 1n the EA and the Methods Manual for the National
l.riace Wate- Survey Froject-Phase 1, EPA, Las Yegas, Nevaga, contract

N2, 227ua™2d

Alrernztyve

Altarrative 2 13 1dentical to Alternative | eacept that NOLS staff
aill zomplete frelc campling, and no EFA technicians will accompany study
teoms, Wilh oreger training, familiarity with sampling methods and
Jntential scurces of errcr NOLS field staff can accurately carry out
resaired f1eia tesiing (perscnal communication, Dr. Charles Driscoll and
e Lrrae Franea--uriverdity of Maine), and transport samples as
Geacrlied an ALternative §, Tre budget fontaineg herean would be roughly
the zape, wiln a small reduction an fleld equipment and rations costs,
ang 1nclude an incresse for training NOLS staff (Both Drs. Driscoll and
Krcren stated that Post-doctoral and Doctorate candidates could be made
asailavle in August for traiming NOLS field personnel),
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Alternative 3

NOLS instructors will accompany sampling teams to coordinate field
activities, providing backcountry expertise and safety assistance. NOLS
will not be involved with the planning and logistics, except in the
field, and then only as dictated by EPA coordinatcrs. This L& @ minimum
NOLS 1nvolvement in the NSWS effort and will cost only Instructor time
and travel e«penses, plus a minimal administrative fee for contracting
NOLS Instructors.

Alternative 4

NOLS trains individuals who will be working i1n the field on the
NSWS. Field workers will travel to NOLS Uyoming for training in
backcountry travel, camping and safety. This alternative 15 possible on
a space and permit availability only, and snould begin 1mmediately pricr
to the NSWS sampling. Cost will be similar to standard NOLS student
prices, actual cost determined primarily by length of field time and the
particular educational demands by the EPA,

SUMMARY

Because of the immediate need for baseline data, NOLS does not wish
to see the NSWS 1n the west postponead or cancelieo. NOLS 1s confiaent of
1ts ability to escort EFA tecnnic:i:ans to stuady lares 1n wilderness areas,
and meet NSWS protocols of holding and transport times when evacuating
samples from the field to the helicopter pickup site. We are also
confident, that foilowing proper training, our instructors can learn and
perform required field sampling procedures. ;

There may be several advantages to nonmotorizeo sampling. Extracting
aluminum 1n the field may prevent rapid speciation ana preserve Al
concentrations (personal communication, Charles Driscoll and Chris
Kronen, aluminum sampling experts), as opposed to 1solating and
refrigerating samples that are estrdacted 1n up to 12 hours, as ts
nrcposed 1n the EPA assessment (Dr. Kronen has stated that samples may
begin to degrade 1n as little as one-half hour).

There may be an 1increase in the overall saiety of the western survey
by using baclpsclers and limited horse use rather than tne propcsea
action of helicopters. As stated in the EA, high altitude and mountainou:s
terrain, characteristic of many of the wilderness study lakes, invclve
aangerous flying conditions, quite unlite conditions e«perienced in all
other regions af the NSWS. With the proposed sampling schedule there 15 a
ane 1n ten chance of a helicopter accident. Oetailed 1n the EA, this
estimate 13 considered conservative, but ooes not takte i1nto account the
high altitude nature of the proposed action, thus 1ncraasing the chance
of an accidant.

Baclpacling 18 a routine activity at NOLS, with little risk even 1n
the most inclement weather, While thete remains 3 possiblity of injury ta
tactpacters, the chance of a seri1ous injury 1% minimal, Due to the rativ
of NOLS instructors to other team members, the use of MNOLS graduate:z 1in
our alternatives, and the overall outetanding safety record of NOLS,
there 13 considerably less hazard with the backpacking option than the
EPA helicopter option.

¢



A. STAFF PAYROLL
1. Agministrative

Project Leader

Ass’t Project Leader
Sub-Region Cecorainators(g)
fss’'t S-R Coorainators(5)
Cecretary(l)

Food Fackagers{4)
£3a:prent Starf(2)

2. Fieio Staff
Fegional brivers{(S;
Instractors
Stuagy Team Lsaders(27}
Aes't Leaoers{Z7)

Sub-teotal Payrcll

Fayroll Tases (B.6%
TOTAL PAYROLL

B. FIELD EXPENSES

page S

BUDGET
oAys RATE/DAY TOTAL
165 $240 $39,600
145 200 29,022
145 175 126,875
70 75 26,259
135 3 4660
($1,000 for pericd) 4000
($1,780 for period) 2560
ss 50 13,750
€5 60 89,100
€5 50 74,232
410,245
2
446,347

I. Instructsr Medical Insurance

2. Rationse fcr 40 Field Days

3. Eguipmerits

Outfifting Supplies

eTotzis include tws EFA
Technicians per study team

4, Privatre Services

i1zed tents for Hyearolsbs(26)
1irst Aid Packs, Maps, Misc,

TOTAL EQUIPMENT

wrsnglzrs for Zamgie Tranzpors
ursnglers for fisia ratioming of study teams

Evacuation E«penze

TOTAL FRIVATE SERVICES

TOTAL 5,375

TOTAL $31,800

£38,812
§,190

€
351,302

$25,500
30,750
1875

© 957,825

C. TRAVEL AND TRANSPORTATION

1. Administration DAYS PER DIEM

Sub-Region Coordinators (1] $25 per diem
69 $35 per hotel

Ass't 5-R Coordinators 60 $25 per diem
60 $35 per hotel

Transportation
COORDINATORS TOTAL

Pro;ect‘Leader‘anH
Ass't Leader 50 $25 per diem
50 $35 per hotel

Transpor{atlon .
PROJECT LEADER AND ASS'T TOTAL

Miscellaneous: phones and other TOTAL

2, Field Staff
Instructors and

Volunteers (1S6) 18 $25 per dienm
18 $35 per hotel
TaTAL
Drivers{(5) 5S4 $25 per dienm
$3S per hotel
Transportation {
BRIVER TOTAL
Vehiclea 20 Vans
{7 Waeks) S Station wagons

VEHRICLE TOTaAL

PROJECT suB TOTAL

Administrative {(19,5%)

PROJECT TOTAL

TOTAL

$8125
11,378

Tse
10,500

8,750
$45,250

70,200
98,380

$165,489

8750
9450
‘2509
$18,709

$126,000

¢ #£19,675
$125,87%

$1,183,988
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APPENDOIX I

KEY NOLS PARTICIPANTS FOR NSUWS

Breoject Leszer: Jonathan Kusel, M.F.S. 1982, Yale School of Forestry and
Environmental Studiesi currently, Special Projects Oirector, The National
Outdgocr Leaacrship Scheol. Research Asscciate, National Park Service,
Coogperative Park Stuoles Unit, University of ldaho, 1932-83; NOLS
Instructor seven years, Senior Staff, Instructor Trainer.

Assystzary Project Leader: Douglas Frisbie, Ph.0., Political Science and
Research Metrhods, University of Minnesota: currently, Director, Frisbie
anl Associates. Esecutive Directecr Minnesota Crime Prevention Center.
1573-31. Project Director Statewide Crime Research Program, head of
grofessionai staff of 10, 1975-76. Director, evaluative resesarch efforts
state of Minneszota, staff of 15, 1973-75; Research Methods Instructor.
Miami University 1563-73: NOLS Instructor, 3 years.

S.o-Reg:ion Csgrdinatorsy

Cr-se= Project Director Colorado Outward Bound School (COBS) since.
winter Prcgram Director at COB85 1532: Course Director CCBS 1979-50;
215 NOLS Northweszt Branch School 1975-78: NOLS Irstructor, 6 years,

r Staff.

)

o

Liuise Forrest- M.F.S., 198@, Yale Schocl of Forestry and Environmental
Stucies. currently, Research Associate, Black-Footed Ferret Conservation
Stuc:ee population status, winter ecology and data analysis. Research
Asscciata, Thorne Ecological Umit, 1981 NOLS Instructor 6 years, Senicr
Staff, Instructior trainer

lorr Gocians Staff Sargent United States Marine Reserves; Coordinator

] einter tratning film for USMC, 198S; Company Training Officer for a
razcpnalssanze ccmpany’ plans annual training schedules and supervises
instractisna; starf, Battal:on Commanger western field manuevers. NGLS
ircstructar 4 years, Senmior Staff «Incomplete, i1ndividual 1s in the

fielad,

ite 20 Fepresr: MUFLS. 1582, Yale School of Forestry and Environmental
Stuates, currently, Researcn Associate Biota Research and Consulting:

Fieli Csorarnatcr CANUSA Spruce Budworm project with the University of
l.3ar2> ang ire USF5 Forestry Scilences Latecratory in Corvallis, 1979-89.

Eri,ia_karnton Agministratise Assistant, NOLS, 1985. Director of Raptor
Fetearen Frageam, Snosnone National Forest, USFS, 1978: Research
fAczzsciate Rocty Mountain Timber Wolf Recovery Stuates, 1976; Wilderness
flang2~, USFS Region 4, 1S71-72. Wildlife Biologist, Alasta ODepartment of
Fion and Game, 1967-71. NOLS Instructor, 12 years, Senior Staff,
Incrructor Trainer Alaska Branch School Darector 1974,

vr——— e -

NOLS-Project Safety Officer:

Tod Schymelpfeniq: 12 years with NOLS: Certified and practicing Emergency
Medical Tecnnician (EMT) for 14 years: currentl,, nationally registered
ENMT, Wyoming EMT II-Defitrillaticn; EMT Instructor CPR Instructor-
trainer: Developer of nationally known Backcountry Emergency Care
Curriculum: Published outdoor medicine articles, spesker at numercus
mountain medicine seminars aAnd Symposiums.
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THE STATE

ED HERSCHLER
GUVEHNUR

Wroming RecreaTioNn CoMMISSION

122 WEST 25Tn-HERSCHLER BLDG CHEYENNE. WYOMING 82002

ALVIN F BASTAON. P E
Duetior
777 7695

March 18, 1985

Wayne D, Elson

EA Project Officer, M/S 443

U.S. Eavironmental Protection Agency

1200 Sixth Avenue Y

Seattle, Washington 98101 2%

RE: §Draft Eavironmental Assessment:
Wilderness Area Lakes

National Surface Water Survey, Western

Dear Mr. Elson:

After review and evaluation of the four alternatives presented in the Draft
EA, the Wyoming State Historic Preservation Officer has determined that the use
of helicopters for sampling lakes in the wilderness areas of Wyoming would have
no impact on cultural resources. Indeed, the absence of shoreline contact and
the avoidance of camping activities likely to be associated with other alter-
natives virtually guarantee that surface cultural resources will not be
disturbed or adversely effected. We support EPA in this preferred alternative.

Sincerely,

Theowso éﬁ NMou (2an—

Thomas E. Marceau
Review & Compliance Section Head

TEM:K I
cc: Robert M, Reed
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Through A Better Environment
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LETTER #13

Environmental Testing & Balancing Inc.

P.O. Box 594
Snoquaimie, WA 98065
(206) 643-1666

(206} 454-5450

&MR2.lgu5

19 March 1985

Wayne D. Elson

EA Project Officer M/S 443 .

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency N
1200 Sixth Avenue -

Seattle, WA 98101

Y

Dear Mr. Elson:

e el e e Ve s N . e . .
" The attached correspondence contains comments on 1) the National Surface Water Survey

Western Wilderness Area Lakes Environmental Assessment Draft, 2) Methods Manual for
the National Surface Water Survey Project - Phase I, and 3) Scoping Document.

Environmenta) Testing and Balancing is responding to the above documents due to con-
_ cerns about apparent inconsistencies, inaccuracies, omissions, and unknowns found in
" them. This additional letter is being written to express the frustration we have en-
countered in attempting to give constructive input regarding this prgject.

Subsequent to reading reports in the media of the EPA's plans to sample westeen wilder-
ness area lakes using helicopters, our company attempted to contact the EPA to discuss
an alternative method for transporting lake water samples. Our efforts were to no
avail. Our letters to the EPA went unanswered and several phone calls received little
or no response. In an attempt to show the EPA a sample delivery method that we feel
deserves serious consideration, our company planned, organized, and funded a demonstra-~
tion using carrier/homing pigeons to transport water samples from a lake site to a pre-
set destination. In our estimation, and substantiated by media observers, the test
was a total success. However, as reported in one newspaper, EPA officials were “unim-
pressed". If this is true, it is both disappointing and hard to accept. There has been
* much publicity about the problems the EPA has encountered in attempting to obtain per-
mission to use helicopters in the wilderness areas and the obvious desirability of long-
* term monitoring of acidic deposition effects on wilderness lakes. It appears the EPA
4 should welcome, or.at least be willing to consider, what could be a relatively simple
solution to what has become a complex problem. If a solution to a problem seems easy
and less costly, is that a good enough reason to discount it without due consideration?

As an added note, to.confirm the abilities and dependability of carrier/homing pigeons,
_ contact the U.S. Army Signal Corps.

'

Stncerely,

ENVIRONMENTAL TESING & BALANCING, INC,

ool € Beoehe_.

Robert L. Brooke
President . -

- RLB:bh - :
N LAy IR o -
cui-. Robert M. Rmed, Oak Ridga National Laboratory
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Environmental Testing & Balancing Inc.

PO Box 594
Snogqualmie, WA 98065
{206) 643-1666
(206) 454-5450

19 March 1985

Wayne D. Elson

EA Project Qfficer, M/S 443

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

cc to:

Robert M. Reed

Environmental Sciences Division
Bldg. 1505

Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Oak Ridge, TN 37831

Dear Mr. Elson:

Enclosed are our comments on the "National Surface Water Survey - Western Wilderness
Area Lakes, Environmental Assessment". Our comments are separated into two sections,
Section [ deals with apparent incongruities and omissions by the EPA in their prepa-
ration of the EA. Section Il deals with our proposed alternative to the use of heli-
copters for water sampie delivery from wilderness lakes. Our proposal to use homing/
carrier pigeons as an alternative to helicopters was made to the EPA prior to publi-
cation of the EA but was not addressed in the document. Considerable research and
planning went in to the pigeon proposal and we feel it is a workable plan and possibly
the only viable alternative to using helicopters that has been proposed. Therefore,
we are submitting it to the EPA and a concerned Public once again for consideration.

Sincerely,
ENVIRONMENTAL TESTING & BALANCING, INC.

Diad | .- - \

Robert L. Brooke
President ’

RLB:bh

encl .

kmmow and hydronic balancing®HVAC system analysis and troubleshootingsmechanical system documentation —@‘

“A Better World
r- <&}Through A Better Environment”

Environmental Testing & Balancing Inc.

P.O. Box 594
Snoqualmie, WA 98065
{206) 643-1666
(206) 454-5450

COMMENTS ON “NATIONAL SURFACE WATER SURVEY
WESTERN WILDERNESS AREA LAKES
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT"

19 March 1985 dtd MARCH 1985

I. Incongruitfes and Omissions in the Environmental Assessment

A. Setting a Precedent

Environmental Testing & Balancing has reviewed the Environmental Assessment (EA)
~for the National Surface Water Survey - Western Wilderness Area Lakes (NSWS).

There appears to be a fundamental incongruity concerning the LPA's expressed need

for the use of helicopters to deliver water samples in an expedient manner during

Phase 1 of the NSWS but not finding it necessary to use them during Phases Il or III

of the NSWS.

S,

In the EA, under SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS, Envirommental Impacts {p v}, it states,
"Alternative 1 involves a one-time request for motorized access which is unlikely
to serve as a precedent for granting other requests. Few, if any future requests
would meet the following unique research and administrative objectives and the
methodolgical (sic) constraints of the NSWS survey:..." .

. The primary goal of the NSWS is to collect baseline data which will assist regula-
tory agencies in setting up long-term monitoring programs to track Acid Rain de-
position. Phase III of the NSWS will address this need. If continued monitoring
is to be conducted on selected representative lakes under Phase II1, the EPA would
need to select those lakes which exhibit the greatest threat of Acid Rain deposi-
tion (i.e. wilderness lakes exhibiting low alkalinity).

#40

In Section 1.2 PURPOSE OF THE ACTION (p 2 para 3).it states, ...{2) helicopters

will not be used to gain access to wilderness areas during Phases Il and III;

(3) in most, if not all cases, lakes to be sampled during Phases II and II! can

be sélected outside of wilderness areas;..." The request for helicopter access

by the EPA for Phase I has been reasoned on a basis of utility in sample transport.

During Phase III, however, it is stated that in "most, if not all" cases helicop-

ters will not be needed. If the EPA does not plan to monitor wilderness lakes

during Phase Il for Acid Rain deposition, what relevance is there in the data

collected from these lakes in Phase I as far as it concerns meeting the main goal

of the NSWS. If the EPA DOES choose to monitor wilderness lakes during Phase Il -

and logic is that this might be both desirable and necessary - then the same logis-

tical constraints for sample delivery will exist and helicopters will be needed
_again (under present Analytical Protocols).

B. Random Sampling

The EPA has stated in the Scoping Document titled "LAKE SURVEY SUMMARY" (undated)
that “...we have chosen a sampling technique called random sampling. This allows
us to sample far less lakes than we normally would have to, and then extrapolate
the results of this sample to the area as a whole. One drawback is that after the
random sample of lakes has been selected, we cannot delfete lakes from that list

a1

L Alrfiow and hydronic balancingsHVAC system analysis and troubleshootingsmechanical system documentation s



(Chapman and Feldhamer 1982)."

cE . PRENE "~ TTE T Y

The Game Department does commonly use helicopters to disband elk herds for protec-
tion from hunters. This proves that a helicopters presence is effective in dis-
turbing or scattering herds of elk. And, a helicopter on a water sample retrieval
mission in September could not help but disturb the elk during their rutting season.
It appears there is an incongruity here and we feel this potentfal problem needs to
be given more consideration. :

2. Migratory Water Fowl

The impact on migratory water fowl was not discussed at all in the EA, The EPA
should address this fmportant {ssue and consfder the following: 1) Many species

of migratory water fow) (i.e. Canadian Geese) use lakes located in wilderness areas
as temporary resting stops during migration; 2) If the EPA encounters flocks of
these birds on lakes to be sampled, on what criteria will they base their decision
on “§f” and “where” to land?; 3) What precautions will be taken to protect the birds

41 the decision is made to land?; 4) 17 a largs flock of geess were startlied and
230w I0to meving psrts of the aircraft, could this causa the craft to malfunction

e

Sl
ifuy :
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“A Better World L e Better World
r ‘Q:'Througn A Better Environment” 1 r ‘@"rmough A Better Environment”
Environmenlal Testing & Balancing Inc. R Environmental Testing & Balancing Inc.
P.O Box 594 N P.O. Box 594
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P ,
IB. Random Sampling (contd" ) D. Impacts on Bodies of MWater
)
without invalidating the entire sampling scheme. This would make it impossible | In the EA Section 4,1.4 “Impacts to Water Bodies (p 62), the discussfon on the
to come up with regional assessments from the lakes we do sample" '4 possibility of a fuel spil1l does not address the potential toxic effects to the
‘. Q lake's surface biolodical populations, Certain lake surface organisms are part
In the EA Section 4.1.7 Consequences to the Survey Objectives (p 68), it states- #BU|  of the food chain of fresh water fish. A fuel spill could also render lake
“Alternative 1 in this EA is identica) to the survey protocol used successfully g sampling invalid if afrcraft rotors have an opportunity to mix the spill with lake
in the East and Midwest in 1984. In the East and Midwest, most of the lakes to . water to be sampled.
be sampled were in fact sampled;..."* The use of the word "most" fndicates that, J‘QW,%';QQZQI e i IR "
#41 | NOT ALL of the lakes in the random sample were actually analyzed. According to M, E. Noise Criteria
(cont] the scoping document, this invalidates the entire sampling scheme. L
Noise criteria data referenced in the EA addresses only piston-powered rotorcraft
The EPA is presently proposing the same random sampling for the western U.S. If even though the probable craft of choice would be a turbine-powered rotorcraft.
it will come under the same stringent guidelines set down in the East and Midwest P As stated in the EA, there are many unknown factors with regard to sound levels
study, then serious doubt exists as to whether the EPA can accomplish thefir goals. ‘ e ; generated. It stands to reason that under certain conditions sound levels could
Our concern is that if early winter snow storms or inclement weather should pre- S .| exceed those which are acceptable.
vent the sampling of even one lake in a given random sample then, according to #u5
the Scoping Document, the entire effort would be invalidated. It is common know- o There are other potential sound level problems that the EPA has not addressed,
ledge that in the western U.S, early winter snow storms are common occurrences at ' such as 1) sound-generated avalanches, 2) hearing damage to wilderness usgrs in
higher elevations. - close proximity to turbine rotorcraft, and 3) hearing damage to sound-sensitive
animals ({.e, bats).
C. Wildlife .
1. Bk o 11. Proposed Alternative to Use of Helicopters'
In the EA Section 4.1.3 “Impacts to Wildlife and Endangered Species - Wild)ife" i A. Sample Transport by Carrier/Homing Pigeons .
(p 61) it states, “Lakes to be sampled in Olympic National Park are in areas used "
by elk during the mid-September rutting season (NPS 1985). It is highly desireable '~ ., | Carrier/homing pigeons can be used to transport water samples’from wilderness area
to avoid disturbing these animals during this time. The fact that effects are in { lakes 1n the time-critical manner gtated in the Oraft Analytical Protocol (DAP)
most cases relatively minor is supported by the widespread use of helicopters to -with one slight modification. The DAP (also titled METHODS MANUAL FOR THE NSWS
42 | enumerate big game, including bears, mountain sheep and goats, caribou, and wolves PROJECT - PHASE 1) specifies 60-ml syringes for sample gathering. Two 30-ml syringes

in place of one 60-m} syringe would need to be used to accommodate the bird's maxi-
mum carrying capacity. "

This method {s simple, workable, technologically appropriate and carries minimal to
zero environmental consequences. A demonstration to prove the workability of this
‘method was conducted on 1 March 1985. With USFS, EPA, and media representatives

as observers, water samples were taken from a King County lake and transported via
carrier/homing pigeons to a pre-determined site. It is estimated that maximum elapsed
time from sample retrieval at wilderness lake to delivery at analyzing 1ab with
transport via carrier/homing pigeon would be five hours. There is flexibility in
this method in that mobile rgosts can be establiished at trailheads and sample deliv-
ery time to a mobile lab can be cut down to thirty minutes if necessary.

#46

' Long-term monitoring (Phase II1) using this method continues to have minimal to
v zero environmental 1impact.
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B. Pilot Study Proposal

To substantiate the ability of carrier/homing pigeons to deliver water samples

within the guidelines set in the DAP and to dispel the skepticism that accom-

panies new ideas, we propose a ten (10) lake pilot program. This pilot program,
financed by the EPA, would entail a comprehensive evaluation of all parameters

#U5 associated with meeting the goals of the NSWS. We would encourage c]ose scrutiny |
(cont by members of the scientific community to evaluate the results and findings of the
pilot study. X - e _— .“V\a
The relatively minor costs of running this pilot program would seem to be justi-

fied when compared with the larger financia) and environmental consequences of

taking helicopters into the wilderness areas.

We hope the EPA will give careful consideration to this proposal to use carrier/
homing pigeons instead of helicopters for the NSWS Project.

END OF COMMENTS
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KUUTI"G
/f!_m._
TO BE USED ON ALL LONG DISTANCE i(’f' 1hy

TELEPUONE CALLS, INCOMING CR OUTGOING, File
AND ANY 1OCAL CALLS MERITING RECCRDING
PREPARE IMMIDIATELY - SUBMIT DAILY

TELEPHONE USE REPORT

Oriiinutor

CALL FROM: Gearheard PREPAID [/  COLLECT /7
Check one
TITLE! Director, Oregon Operations Office
DATE OF
LOCATION & PHONE NO. 1t CALL 3/21/85
Complcred
CALL TO: Wayne Elson
TIME OF
TITLE t Environmental Lvaluation Branch CALL £:00 pm
T Portians Tice
LOCATION & PHONE NO. 1 FTS 399-1828 DURATION
OF CALL
- frutes

SUMMARY OF CALL:

I reported DEQ's position on the LSWS Wilderness Lakes €A, Their position is:

DEQ recognizes the need to gather data on acid depcsition in Westera

lakes. DEQ supports efforts to characterize baselire lave water guality

and lake susceptibtlity to acidification, However, the use of

helicopters to collect samples in wilderness areas will viclate State

rules at OAR 340-13-020, A variance from the rules will be needed to

allow the proposed use of helicopters, DEQ will have to be convinced pu7

fcopter
of the need for sucnﬂes??ng before recorrending that the £5C grant a

variance,

l

' . 6%46’4%( ’%/ 2 /f/

(Signature) (Date)
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UNITED STATES

. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR y>
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 2
Endangered Species, Field Office 9%
Federal Bldg., U.S. Courthouse 0y

301 South Park
P.0. Box 10023

e REPLY k[HEK 1C:
W.ll & M.11 Helena, Montana 59626 March 19, 1985

SEATTLE. WASHINGTON

l,’,)ﬂ 22 m

STATEMENT OF B
Mr. Wayne D. Flson ‘-WQONME'.‘:E‘LCE‘VALUA"O“

EA Project Ofticer, MS 443 NORTH CASCADES CONSERVATION COUNCIL
U.S. Fnviconmental Protection Agency

1200 Sixth Avenue

Scattle, Washington
Seattle, WA 98101

on
Dear Mr. Elson:

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Assessment for the
National Surface Water Survey of Western Wilderness Area Lakes. of

We wish to add the following comment to those we provided in

" a NATIONAL SURFACE WATER SURVEY
previous correspondence.

i X WESTERN WILDERNESS LAKES
If an alternative involving horse and/or backpack access is

selected by EPA for certain highly sensitive areas we recommend
that proper guidelines be followed for back country use in
grizzly occupivd areas. Since a variety of land management
agencies (Forest Service, Park Service, Tribal Lands) may be
involved under this alternative, we are willing to work with
you and these agencies to provide specific grizzly guidelines L8
appropriate for all areas of occupied grizzly habitat. 1If these
agencies wish to provide you with guidelines for areas under their

management we wish to review these guidelines to assure that they
.provide reasonable safety precautions in grizzly habitats and to

satisfy our joint responsibilities under the Endangered Species
Act.,

March 22, 1985

We have no further comments on the EA or this project at this
time. Plcase contact us whenever necessary during further
planning and operation of this program.

Sincerely,

0L,

Dale Harms
Acting Field Bupervisor
Endangered Spoecies’

ccs g5, Billings, MT
€8s, Cheysnps, WY



The North Cascades Conscrvation Council 1s a membership organization,
founded in 1957 and dedicated to the protection of wild lands in the Cascade
Mountain range, from the Columbia River to the Canadian-U.S. border. The NCCC
hax worked hard, for over 25 years, to establish Wildernesses and National
Park units in the Washington Cascades.

The NCCC appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental
Assessment of the Natiunal Surface Water Survey, Western Wilderness Lakes. We
are deeply corcerned about the impact of increasing acidic precipitation on
the high mountain lake ecosystems, as well as on the forest productivity and
regeneration on exposed ridge-line areas in marginal sites where logging has
or will occur. We are also very concerned about the proposed use of helicopters
to perform the water sampling from lakes in wildernesses, National Parks, and
other wilderness areas. Herein we have restricted our comments to the impacts
of the proposed sampling on the Washington Cascades.

i, Helicopters should not be utilized as the sole means of access to all
lakes to be sampled. This form of transportation should be justified
only in those specific instances where the analytical data obtained from
the water samples would be adversely affected by non-mechanical transpor-
tation. We urge the use of foot and/or horse transportation to all lakes
to be studivd except in those specific instances where helicopter use can
be demonstrated to be essential. A lake-by-lake justification for the
form of transportation selected should be prepared.

2. Each lake has specific environmental components of affluent leachate, -
adjacent vegetation, and submerged organic residue. The variations in
the magnitudes and proportions of these components would necessitate each
lake having its own control baseline analysis, to be compared with its
own subsequent monitorirg analyses. Thus, access either by foot or
horseback or helicopter can be specified for each lake, based on the
recessity, not convenierce, of using the selected transportation mode,
both for baseline sample collection and subsequent monitoring.

3. For the baseline, initial, control assessment of acidity in the lakes to
be significant, all subsequent monitoring assessments must follow the iden-
tical procedures of sample collection, transportation and analyses as used
for the bascline samples. Thus, if helicopters are employed initially at
a given lake, due to demonstrated necessity, they also would have to be
used each time that specific lake was monitored. Therefore, the frequency,
times, and duration of the sampling program must be designated before the
prugram starts. Once helicopter use 1s started on a given lake it may
well turn out that this will continue for years as the monitoring proceeds.

4. The spurious statement that the wilderness user is unaffected by the
intrusion of the helicopter on his wilderness experience is absurd.
Many of our members have complained about such intrusions at any time
during their wilderness trip.

5. We question whether the samples to be taken would be affected by the prop-
wash from the helicopter. According to our understanding, the helicopter
would land on the lake and would remain with its engine running for ap-
proximately twenty minutes while samples were taken. Prop-wash would
radically alter surface waters and possibly resuspend sediments in shallow
lakes. Helicopter exhaust gases may contaminate surface waters producing
false results.
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6. All the above concerns we have expressed apply to all lakes considered
for study. What is the specific justifcation for each lake selected or
were they chosen at random?

Respectfully submitted,

Patrick D. Goldsworthy

Chairman of the Board

North Cascades Conservation Council
2514 Crestmont Place West

Seattle, Washington 98199
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22 ¥arch 1985
dazne D, Zlson CO;
23 Froject Officer, N/S 433 o
C.S. nvirormental Protection Agerncy
12CC Sixth Averue w5 w22 Pas
Seaitle, Wa 63108

ES: YATIGUAL SYRPACE VATER SURVEY
WEISTZRI WILDERNESS ABZA LAKIS
BUVIROMMITAL ASSISS¥EIT
DRATT

BPL 91C/9-85-125

Teer Mr. Blscns
Thank you for the opportunity to cozmert on the draft Brvirom:mental

isaesszent concerning the pretczed Naticnal Surface Water Survey as it affects
certain lakes ir vestern wilderress areas.

SFPICIAL COAVENTS 7 T2 SIZRRA CLUB

The draft docuzert was sent by the EPA to nurerous individual leaders snd
state srd local unizs cf the Sierra Ciubt. I sm sure tkat yor have received
sonsideradle com=est frca Sierra Club leaders. These msy express a variely of
viewpointa, &ll of whica we trust you will take under conaiéeration.

However, as your propozal deals with a national study and has inplications
ror hundreds cf wildermess lakes acrcss the entire West ~- as well as for funda-
asctel legal issues pertainipg ¢o the Naticnal Yildernese Preservation Systea -~
tois lettes is the offictal etateaerz of tine views, policies and legal
corncerns c¢f “‘he Sierra Ciub.

SIERRA CLYB SUPEORTS ACID RAIX R2SZARCH -- AND ACTION!

The Sierra Club hss long been & leader in bocth the preservatico of wilder-
sess and 1ip the effort to curtail pecllution which contributes to acid rain. e
siromgly suppcrt corntinued research on the causes and effects of fcid raia.
Houever, ws strongly disagres with the position of the Reagan Adnanlatrqtion and
the Ecvirormental Protestion Agenzy tnat additiousl research is prerequisite to
any nationsl program to ccntrol sulpnur dicxide and nitrogen oxide a:in:icno.
wilderness lakes -- acd the totsl wildernese ervironzent -- which are aZfacted
ty scid depositior would te in detter shape today had tae Reagen Adninistration
ot blozked acid raic control legislation for the past four 7ears. Thiblzggttn-
uing posturs of intransigence ty tce Adainistrstion nas rtnulto: tn an:h:
esatigiee tC vesult in serious, cuauln}ive danage ©o vildorn.f. akes,
esvironment geperaliy saud huzan heslti.

The

e vt 7"”““"'**‘%

EPA 13 THES WRONC AGENCY

Turning to the specifie proposal you are advancing, we must izmediately
ncte that the approach bteing taken in the analysis of this propoeal is furda-
neatally flawed. It ia NOT the responsitility of the Ervironzental Frotection
igszzey to judge and decide the issues of appropriate eccess to federally-desig-
nated wilderness areas and national parka. Xor is the EPA the rigkt ageacy to
fomulate and judge among alternative means of access to federal vilderrneas areas.

In this regard, we are concerned that the EPA docuzent -- despite brief
sllusiona to the role of the 1land managing agencies -- sy seriously zisleed tke
public.

To the degree that you needed to specify the rature and requirecents of
your proposal, this would best have been done directly with the land nanaging
agancies involved. It is those agencies whichk &re required to evaluate jyour
proposal, consider alternatives, and provide for public imvolvemernt ir iheir
decision about whether to grant your request. In fect, the EZPFA in this zatter
is in exactly the same position as eay other appliceant or rermittee seekirg a
particular apecial or ncn-conforring use of the putlic lends. Tre turder of
satisfying toth the lational Envirornmental Policy Act erd the Wiiderness Act
lies with the land managing agencies, not with the eppliczant.

Por exanple, & mining compary zeexing motorized access to wilderpess for
=mineral development does not prepare the ZA or decide whetrer or no: the
propogsed acticn merits an EIS as orposed to en Zi, Had tne USIS prorosed a
geientific etudy of mineral core sanples frca saeveral hurdred locations within
scores cf wilderness areas in every western state, we would not accept tie ySGS
preparing the assessment, or deciding whether or nct this wes a major federsl
&ction. Fraokly, this sketchy BA would not be considerad adequate.

SEPA STANDARDS ARE XOT THE TEST FOR VILDERNESS ACCESS

The Environmental Assessaent purports tc assess tha environnental izpacts
associated with the proposal for helicopter acceass to huandreds of wilderzeas
lskes spread across the entire West. It is written in 3 style whick sugzests
that EPA considers the uajor legal issua 'here to te cne arisicg under thne
Hational Environnental Policy Act.

in effect, this analysis purports to compare the ENVIROIMENTAL IMPACTS
of alternative ceans of access to wilderness lakes. Ia suniarizing 1ts
rationale for preferring the sll-helicopter aslterrative (Yo. 1), the EPA
uaes standard YZPA language (p. 31, final paragraph):

“Mo irretrievable or irreversible coxmitmeat of resources would occur,
The temporary and largely mitigable iapacts are not considered to te
‘significent’ 1apacts to the 'human environment' under the Natiorsl
Environsental Policy Let ...."

Bven assuming all the above-quoted EPA conclusiona to be true, they &re basicall;
irrelevant to the decisions rwquired if helicopter access is to te perzitted.
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Hor is it up to the EPA to "consider” vhether these iznpacts exist c» are “signif-

icant.” 7That decision rests wvith the Secretary of Agriculture or the Secretary
of the Interior, depending on the particular vilderness; or park involved —-



00% with ZPA. The issue to be decided is NOT whether the proposal involvea
“stgnificant lapacis” to the “human envircnnent.” MNor whether those izracts
“esaporary” or “eitigable,” or are “irretrievable” or “irreversible.” Urnder
“Affezted Environaent,” the 2A treats autkerization for motorized eztry only as
= philosophicel 4discussion of wildermess valuea. It is mot. It is an interpre-
<ation of iaw -- the dilderness ict.

are

dilderness ereas have beer designated, in the Wilderness Act and im indivi~
dusl statutes, “for preaergation srnd protection in their maiural condition...”
f4:1dernesa act, 3ec. 2(a)j. The law is clear: the introduction of mechanical
ard =otorized contrivances is antithetical to this purrose.

The Wilderress Act does provide for effective maunagsmert of wilderness areas.
The Secretary cf Azriculiure and the Secretary of the Interior have certain mnar-
sowly drawn 2cthority to per=mit inccaratidle activities or installations within
wilderness areas. The whcle thrust of the law is, hovever, to assure that these
izcexpatible intrusions are sllowed only in extraordinary circunstances. In such
ces2a -- whick clearly aust be veighed on a site-spezific, case-by-cese bzais --
it zust te detercined by the appropriate Secretary that any such yroposed intru-
8ior is "necessary to reet ririvun requirexzenis for the adsinisiration of the
srze for toe prjose of this Act...” [Wildermess act, See, 4(c) emphasis added].
Thnis dusl test of Toth necessity ard zinimum irtrusion is epecified in
zecticn 4¢) of tre Wilderness Act. It has teen reinforced ty repeated congres-
¢cna)l directives, aet forth in comnittee reporis from toth the House snd the
séze.

(7. I

That decision has to do witn whether -- on a lake-by-lake tasis -- the sam-
piing propossd by IFA is necessary &nd, if it is, vhether helicopter access is
ths pinicoum desas ¢f access in terzs of Intrusion on the wilderness. Tre-
zffirzative duty to make the decizions lies upon these officials, not the ZPA.
Tre statute which must be spplied is the Wilderress Act (resd 1n the light of
tre additional requirments of IZFA), not NEPA itself.

As it atardas, the EPA docusent does not persuade the lay reader that
pelicopter access is necessary *hese nearly 5C0 wildertneas
izxes. Nor does it persusde the readsr that the alterrative of horase-party
access is inconpetible with the ZPA sanpling protocola.

In fact, ou the tasis of a careful reading of the BPA document, we are
pevouaded that tre use of helicopters -- ss opposed to hersetack or otker non-
notorized access -- i3 nct essential apd is based almost entirely upon effi-
eiency, converience and purported cost savings. These are factors not permitted
to affect the land nanagezent egency's decision required by the Wilderress Act.

However, tne issue is not wheither this ZPA documesnt is persuasive. Without
regard tc ZPA'a assertions, it #will bté up to tke Secretary of igriculture and
che Secretary of the Interior, &nd the land managirg sgencies reporting tc them,
+s arrive at their cun conciusisns on these poirts in making the tests required
ty the Wilderrcess Act.

LAND MANASING AGECNCIZS MUST ASSZ3S WHETHEIR THE ZPA

FEOFOSAL 15 "LECZSSARY” AND TMInivd¥," NCT EPA

We assert that ihe proposed access by EPA is in no way different from any
other requept for an inccapatible us¢ or inatallation witnin a wilderceas aree.
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(cont);

The: your proposal involves a more worthy purpose (scientific research on acid
rain) than othera does not make it subject to any different, less strirgent
atanderd of decision for the Secretary involved. The Wilderneas Act crestes no
sush "superior™ class of noncenpztible uses.

The Forest Service and the Hational Perk Service must ireat your proposal
just as they would any other request fer introduction of a nonccapatitle uee
into & wilderneas area. They must satisfy themselves -- on the record, not by
nerely accepting SPA's assertions —- that the proposed use is indeed mecessary.
fhus, for example, they must ascertain whether the sanglingvrotocols do irndeed
zszdate the kird of turn-arcund times for access you assert. Tneir cwn exgerts
in water enalysia can help, and they kave available disinterested consultants
(for example, the Hational Acedeny of Sciences).

They wust also consider whether, if necessary, your requirexzent for accesas
can te met in a more “mipimum” way, that ia less incczpatirle vith the wilder-
zs33 ctaracter (not just environnent) thsn your Troposal. They =zay noi, under
the law, merely accept your assertions in this regazd. Nor =ay they accept a
=zzeping generalization that all of nearly 5C0 lakes nust te accessed in the
saze fashion.

The Forest Service Nanual cited on page 36 of the Eistates that sircraft nay
te used when "either an adninistrative or a cooperative activity esseatial %o
tne managenent of the wilderness cannot reasonably te acconplisked wita primi-
+ivy methods or by mechanical means. In determiration of what is reasoravle,
there must be a showing that the need is based uron zore than the efficiency,
convenience, and econony..."

EPA demonstrates precisely the opposite in its ervironmental assessment:
that is, that the use of helicopter landings in every laks is not essertial ‘to
the management of wilderness and the selection of hzlicopters over otner alter-
zxtives for every lake 1s based almost entirely on efficiency, conveaience, and
8COn0RT -

L3

7213 DECISION MAY ONLY EE MADE ON A

= LOERNESS-DI-WILDEANESS, CASS-BI-CASE BASIS

1

It is a fundanental error for the Environmental Protecticn Ageacy to pro-
fose that the land managing agencies consider this matter of heliccpter access
on a weet-wide dasis. Tbat is not Low the 1&aw ccnanards the Secretary *5 reach

is deciaion. FEach intrusion into each irndividusl lake in each wilderness area
-- fcr however worthy a cause -- zust te corsidered arld dacided or its cwn
zerits, in the sjite-specific circunmstances of that particular area.

The courts have consistently ruled that broad, generalized aralysis snd
s7aluation of wildermesa quelities is unacceptabie. The couris have Leld -- and
teen affirmed on apreal -- that such analysis aust provide site-specific con-
aideration [Staze of CA vs. Black, 650 F.2d 753{9th Cir. 1S32). The Congress
kas, op punerous occasions, expressed ite strong suppcTt for this view.

The parallel to your proposal is exact. If the qualities of proposed
wilderness areas amust te given aits-gpecific evaluation by the ageacy studying
sheir possible designation, then certsinly proprosala for inconpatible intrueions
magt have equally site-specific evaluation. It is this issue on which the
Sierra Club has grave concerns as to the precedent involved in your propcsal -
not the issus of helicopter access per se.
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Heiicopters have teen permitted to enter wilderness areas in the past,
erd for a variety of reasons conatstent with the Wilderneas Act. ¥e are not
zaserting that helicopter access per se is tarred by law in every instance for
#vary lake is which 1t is being proposed. But it may be darred dy law in cany
-+ even =08t -- instencea.

dhether helicopter access is to te allowed to the specific lakes you pro-
pose is a maiter to be decided on a case-by-case basis, lake-by-lake by the
Sscretary involved, im view of the particular circumstances and sltermatives
<kach pay be agrrlicable and practicsble in each case.

detghing against this clear legal requirement are the nseds you assert for
access which assures adhersace tc the saxnpiing protocols of your study. These
importance concerns -~ but £ct cnes on which the assertiona of the applicant
¢ar ke taken by the appropriate Secretary as definitive. If en applicant for a
noacornforming use witnin a wilderzess arees 2=ay sinply assert conditioas which
23x@ only one fora of access practical, we will have allowed a most dangerous
pracedert.

are

7ria EA is clearly insdaquate to the task of evaluating each individuasl
lzxe, each asseaszert of atandarda. An BA could te produced for each lake or
perthaps for each wildernmess 3o long as it is urnderatocd thst within a single
wilderness some lakes may xset ihe staadardas for helicopter sccess and scme may
Lot. lHowever, if the Forest Service should choose to asaees several hurdred
lskea in one docunent, it would necessitate a full Environmental Iopact State-
zent, oot taile sketcny Environzenial Assessment.

SUMMARY

The Sierra Club strongly supports action to stop the pollution which causes
acid rain. In this regard, we support research to identify effects of acid
degesition, including within wildernmees arsas azd national pariks. ¥e wish it to
re clearly understaocd that we dc not orpcoese the National Surface Water Survey in
&ny wWay. llor do we aproase conductimg such research within wilderress areas.

The question of what form of access is to te yermitted for such sanypling
#ithin wilderness aress has Yeen improperly rortrayed in the EPA document. It
is not EPA's place, as the applicant for a non-conforming use of hucdreds of
wilderness aress, to define the environmental impacts nor to frane the al<erna-
tives. We regret the public corfusion the EPA docunent may cause in thia regard.

Decinions adout the formm of access intc each wilderness lake must be made
vy the lsnd managing agency on & case-by~case tasis. Juat as they may not make
& blanzet decisicr to perzit helicopter access to all of nearly 5C0 lakes
(vithout a finding that no other form of acceas im practicable to any ¢f those
lakes), 30 they cay not make a8 tlanket decision that helicopter use ia
ipherertly prescribed in all cases.

It i3 the purpose of this letter to comzent on the EPA dreft Environmental
hssessment, YWe consider the TA to te legally inadeguate on i%s face. Excep-
ticns to the Yilderness Act are ¢f such significance, under ths law, that orly a
site-epecific arcalysis is sdequate. However, it is the responsiblility of the
Sacretary of Agriculture and ihe Secretsary of the Intericr -- not fPA == to
pr re an envircnaertal assessaent or full environmental impact statezent on
this zatters They, not the ZPA, should evaluate ike prypoogd nonconforming use
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(cont

ol each wilderneas lake as to its necesaity. They, not the EPA, should forau-
late alternatives, going well beyond thoae conaidered in the ZPA docuaent.
They, not the EPA, must consider the legal requirements and liattaticrs ingposed
ty the Wilderneas act and other applicable law.

The Sierra Club expects to take a vigorous role in the decisions pertaining
to access to ecach lake in each wildernmess area, working with %the respcnsaitle
iand ranaging agencies. Because we believe that site-specific evaluaticn and
decisions must be reached on a case-by-case tasis, our individuel chapters in
sach weatern state will deal with each wilderneas area, applyirg the national
Sierra Cludb policy outlined in this letter.

We appreciate the hard work evidenced in the EPA docuzent.
BPA for vigorously pursuing important research on acid rain.
this opportunity to offer our views.

de cormend the
And ve appreciate

Sincerely,
Michele Perrault

Preaident
SIZRRA CLUR

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT DISTRIBUTION:

Hon. John Block, Secretary of Agriculture
Hon. Donald Hodel, Secretary of the Intericr
Hon. Lee Taltot, Admiristrator, Environzental Frctection Agency
Bernard Goldatein, Assistant Adainistrator for Resesrch and Levelorment, EPA
Erneeta B. Parnes, Regional Adninistrator, Hegion 10, EPA
Rotert ¥. Reed, Environnental Sciences Division, Oak Ridge Hationel Laborstory
Max Peterson, Chief, Forest Service
Ruasell Dickinson, Director, National Park Service
Regional Foresters, All Affected Regiona, Forest Sarvice
Regional Directors, All iffected Regions, National Park Service,
!

SIERRA CLUB DISTRIEUTION:

Regional Vice Preaidents, All Affected Regions

Regional Conservation Committes Delegates, Al Affacted kegions
Chapter Chaira and Chapter Conservation Chajira, All Affected Chapters
Rose Stricklsnd, Chair, & All Memters, Public Landa Coaxitiee

Vivian Li, Chair, Air Quality Coanittes

Field Offices

SIERRA CLUB LECAL DEFENSE FUND DYSTRIBUTION:
Rick Sutherland, Brxecutive Directcr

Vawter Parker, Legal Coordinatar
R+ Anthony Ruckel, Denver 3ffice
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY

CHARLES M CLUSEN
VICE PRISIDENT o CONSLRVATION

'44R251955

21 March, 1985

Wayne D. Elson

EA Project Officer, M/S 443
Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Mr. Elson:

The Wilderness Society has received the Environmental Assess-
ment of the National Surface Water Survey (NSWS) for Western
Wilderness Area Lakes and would like to comment on the
assessment.

We are sympathetic to the goals of the NSWS and are concerned
with acid rain degradation of wilderness areas -- as well as of
non-wilderness lands. We recognize scientific research as one
of the objectives of the Wilderness Act and support the basic
intent of EPA's proposed survey. However, the preferred
alternative of helicopter access for all lakes in the survey
raises several major problems that are not answered in the
Environmental Assessment. In addition, the precedent of
allowing helicopter access into wilderness areas is ignored.
We must, therefore, oppose the Survey until and unless these
questions are adequatvely addressed.

In the EA, you state that you met with Forest Service officials
in late 1984 to discuss the Survey. Yet you had already
completed the eastern and midwestern portions of the study
before beginning to scope the EA necessary for the western
portion ot the project. Given the size and importance of this
project, it is possible that involving Forest Service officials
-- as well as state officials and other interested parties --
in determining the design of the whole project, modifications
could have minimized the number of wilderness lakes included in
the survey. Too often an environmental assessment is
considered a hurdle to be overcome rather than a helpful part
of the decision-making process. This Assessment appears to be
an example of such thinking.

100 EYE STREET, NW, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005
(202) 842-3100
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wayne D. Elson
21 March 1985
Page Two

The Environmental Assessment states that the -use of helicopters
will be limited to Phase I of the survey. It does not explain
why helicopters will not be necessary in Phases II and III --
or why " regionally representative" lakes can be used in Phases
IT and III but not in Phase I. Indeed, given the emphasis
placed on the proposed protocols for short holding times, the
EA does not explain how Phases II and III would work. The EA
is disingenuous in ignoring the fact that if the Environmental
Protection Agency surveys 498 lakes in wilderness areas,this
baseline information may well be included in later studies --
which could include requests for helicopter access in the
future., It may be 1mpossible to quantify additional requests
for access, but the possibility should have been acknowledged
and discussed in the EA.

The Environmental Assessment includes a section of a USDA
regulation stating that the use of aircraft must be ' based on
more than efficiency, conveniience, and economy." Yet only 2
pages earlier,at the bottom of page 3, of the 4 reasons given
for proposing helicopter use in wilderness areas, 2 are clearly
for the convenience of the agency. And it is nard to believe
the last of the 4 reasons -- that helicopters are safer than:
access on horseback or foot. Later, on page 24, the downtime
due to bad weather or mechanical problems is identified as 60%
~~ which seems to contradict the earlier listing of the bene-
fits of helicopters.

We were also concerned with the decision not to consider foot
access on the grounds that consequences would be the same as
those caused by using horses. We do not believe that this is
true. Access by foot would often create much less damage to the
wilderness than would horse access.

We respect the responsibility of federal land managers of Class
I areas to protect those areas. But this is a secondary goal
of the proposed survey and protection of wilderness lands is
sacrificed for the primary goal of the survey. As we read the
Wilderness Act, helicopter access should not be allowed for
this project because it is not essential for managing wilder-
ness areas. We would hope that the EPA modifies 1ts proposals
to meet these concerns. We were less persuaded by the urgency
expressed by the EA than we might have been had the Administra-
tion not just proposed delaying the acid rain program of the
Forest Service.

Section 4(b} of the Wilderness Act states that "each agency
administering any area designated as wllderness shall be
responsible for preserving the wilderness character of the
area". Helicopter use in wilderness will disrupt the
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wayne D. Elson
21 March 1985
Page Three

wilderness character of designated areas -- as will acid rain
deposition. Therefore, a method must be found to protect
scarce and fragile wilderness resources from both acig rain
damage and from the intrusion of helicopter use.

The EPA's proposed survey should be evaluated as other
non-conforming uses of wilderness are evaluated by federal land
managers: the Forest Service should prepare an environmental
impact statement to consider the use of helicopters in 498
lakes in designated wilderness areas, with this EA serving as
the application for a non-conforming use. The standards set
forth in the decision of the Ninth Circuit Court in State of
California V. Block provide that the EIS‘'s "form, content, and
preparation foster both informed decision-making and informed
public participation." This standard has not been met by the
EA, but we believe site-specific information prepared by the
land managers will answer many oi the questions left unanswered
by the EA.

Sincerely,

Charles M. Clusen

#66
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March 20, 1985

Wayne D. Elson

EA Project Officer, M/5 443

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Mr. Elson:

We appreciate having this opportunity to comment on the draft
Environmental Assessment for the National Surface Water Survey, Western .
Wilderness Area Lakes. Our major concerns with the proposed action involve
lakes in Montana, ldaho, Wyoming, Colorado, and Utah, and specifically
potential impacts on the threatened grizzly bear (Ursus arctos).

A number of the lakes proposed for sampling are located in occupied
grizzly bear habitat. From reading the EA and from conversations with U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service personnel, we conclude that the survey will, in
fact, probably not impact this species in any substantial way. The lakes
sampled are primarily at high altitudes, time of sampling would be limited
to early fall, and the sampling itself is a one-time event. Even if
helicopters were used in every case, disturbance to grizzlies by a one-time
flight would be temporary and minimal. The season of sampling is important;
in the fall, grizzlies generally move to lower elevations, seeking the food
necessary to tide them through hibernation. The bears may not be present in
the sampling areas at all.

We have to qualify these statements, however, by noting that repeated
passes by helicopters at low elevations can substantially disturb the bears.
Thus our conclusion of minimal or no impact depends on the flights being
strictly limited as to height above ground, The machines should fly only on
the predetermined route; no low-elevation scenic touring en route to or from
the targeted Vakes should occur. This would help to minimize impacts on
other sensitive species, as well,
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The question of motorized access into wilderness areas also concerns us
greatly. In this case, a survey to collect desperately needed, and
crucially important, data on the bio-chemical characteristics of
high-altitude lakes is at issue. There can be no question that the data are
necessary to develop public consensus on strategy to deal with acid
precipitation. It's also obvious that the data must be of high quality,
comparable to those collected in other parts of the country, and legally
defensible. Wu agree with you that the eventual impacts of not collecting
such data will include long-term damage to aquatic ecosystems and forest
productivity, inside and outside wilaerness areas.

There is constant pressure on wilderness managers to allow motorized
access in Wilderness for various purposes. While the Wilderness Act does
provide some flexibility on this topic, each case needs to be well explained
and justitied. This is where the draft EA needs improvement.

Our suggestions:

1. EPA should take a case-by-case approach and determine the degree of
accessibility of each lake specifically.

2. Examine other alternatives in more detail, rather than rejecting them
out-of -hand. For example, the National Outdoor Leadership School has
submitted a proposal to access the lakes on foot. This would certainly
protect wilderness values, but what are the implications for data quality?
This ana other proposals may turn out to be infeasible, but you should
carefully consider them before so deciding.

3. Above all, clearly define the terms "accessible" and “inaccessible," as
they apply to the lakes under consideration.

We have gotten conflicting statements from scientists in this field
about the need for analysis of samples within 12 hours. Generally the
feeling seems to be “"the sooner, the better." There is also evidently a
question of making the data comparable to those collected elsewhere. If the
12-hour analysis is the conmon standard, please say so. We would regard the
need for consistency in the data set as a valid reason for requiring a
12-hour turnover.

We believe this proposal is part of an important and needed study of
national surface water conditions; In arder for the data to be useful for
national policy decisions, they must be consistent with data already
collected. However, motorized access into wilderness, even in a good cause,
remains a difficult, controversial issue. In this context, we would urge
EPA to look carefully at each case where access is necessary and determine
what methods can both protect wilderness values and provide the quality of
date needed. we firmly believe that wilderness areas can and should serve
their vatuable function as an ecological baseline in this case. However,
the case for motorized access must be clearly justified. Non-motorized
access ‘should be chosen if it is suitable and available.
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If it is determined that helicopter access is the only method
available, we urge you to plan the survey to minimize conflicts with other #74
wilderness resources, such as wildlife.

Again, let me stress that this case seems unique. The long-term
effects of acid precipitation threaten the very integrity of our Wilderness
system. The seriousness of the threat in this instance may well justify use
of motorized access to Wilcerness. However, we view this proposal as a
one-time, limited exception to the general prohibition on motorized vehicles
in wilderness.

Thank you for considering our concerns.
Sincerely,
Ftiow P
Pauline D. Plaza

Issues Specialist

cc: Dan Taylor
Jay Copeland
Chapter Presidents



LETTER #20

vayne D. Elson

L.\, Project Officer MJS 443

U.S. Envirommental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Ave.

%
Seattle, WA 98101 4 March 22, 1985

Deur !Mr. Elson,

I an pleascd that the EPA is attempting to obtain baseline data on the
current lovel of acidification of western U.S lakes. Having lived in Wash-
ington State all my life I have seen the visual effects of metropolitan air
pollution spreading farter into the Cascade valleys and worder how severe the
effects may be on the forests and waterways of the Cascades arxi other areas.
1 have spent much of the last 16 seasons in the high country of the Cascades
ard been to many of the lakes which are proposed to be sampled. I also have
been intimately involved with the management of the wildermess areas and Nat-
ional Parks in the state and have worked to keep motorized intrusions to a
minimum in these areas.

My general impression of the EA was that it gave no reasonable alternatives
to the use of helicopters samplling to camplete the survey. Instead, it
seams, the document is a strongly biased justification towards the use of
helicopters for convienience and simplicity. Long sections in the EA discuss
the noise produced by helicopters and how severely peoples "wilderness exper-
ience will be impacted by Alternative 1 are examples. Another example is
table $-1 which as +'s, 0's, and ~'s to indicate effects. Here + = "pos~
itive effect”, 0 = no effect, an ~ = a "minor negative effect”. 2n unbiased
E2 would have left this as a "negative effect”.

There is a definite lack of creativity in coning up with the four alternatives.
There are many intrepid hikers in this state who cammonnly pack rubber boats

to wilderness lakes and wilderness rangers who pack all sorts of strange objects
into the wildermess. The EPA should investigate the use of volunteer groups,
such as Volunteers for Outdoor Washington, and also investigate the possibility
of contracting same of the work out to the Porest Service.
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What bothers me most about the proposed use of helicopters is that there was
no effort on the part of the EPA to camply with the spirit of the ¥ilderness
Act. It may not be any great disaster landing a helicopter on a remote lake,
but it is a violation of the Wilderness Act fram which government agencies
should not be exempt. EPA should have designed its study, to begin with,
under the assumption that motorized equipment would not be allowed in the
wilderness areas.

In addition to the above caments I have the following specific caments on
the proposed study:

1) There are no sites to be sanmpled in Nevada and only a few in the desert
SW. Is this due to the low precipitation in these areas or because there are
fewer sensitive lakes. Since acid precipitation may be im portant in causing
soil damage should not these large areas dwornwind fram the California metro-
politan areas and coal plants in the Four Corners area be surveyed?

2) Crews reaching the lakes in the study by foot travel may be able to ‘
sample sane lakes during inclement weather which would be inaccessible to
helicopters.

3) Would helicopter exhaust have any effect on the surface samples?

4) On page xiii it is mentioned that a sample packed out on horse back may
shake a lot which would effect the samples quality. Why do you feel that
shaking by a harse is any different than shaking by helicopter?

5) I would like clarification on the claim made that the NSWS data would be
of use to wilderness managers. It looks like the data will be useful to law
makers, urban planners, and those legislating acid precipitation requlations.

Thank you for considering my camments and I look forward to seeing a copy of
the final E.A.

Sincerely,

Gy Pty

Gary Paull
P.O. Box 1973
Chelan, WA 98816
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LETTER #21

Washington Wilderness Coalition

P.O. Box 45187, Seattle, WA 98145-0187  (206) 633-1992

22 March 1985 ‘95,:%

Wayne D, Elson

EA Project Officer, M/S 443

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 sixth Avenue

Scattle, Washington 98101

Dear Mr. Elson:

The Washington Wilderness Coalition (WWC) appreciates this
opportunity to address the National Surface Water Survey, Western
Wilderness Area Lakes, draft environmental assessment.(EA). The
WWC, consisting of over 1000 individuals and 30 organizations, is
dedicated to the protection, preservation, conservation and sound
management of wilderness, public lands, wildlife and water
resources of Washington State. Our organization was deeply
involved with the establishment of the new Wilderness Areas by
the Washington State Wilderness Act of 1984, and is currently
participating in resource allocation and wilderness management of
these areas and other lands in the U, S. Forest Service's Forest
Planning process.

COLLECTION OF DATA

The WWC strongly supports the collection of data on the effects
of acid ruin inglgkespgoth inside and outside of Wilderness
Arcas. Establishing a baseline on lake acidity is essential to
monitor the increase in acidity and thereby to assist the
usyencies and the public to better combat air pollution.

Duspitc some rumors to the contrary, acid precipitation
constitutes a serious threat to the aquatic ecosystems of ]
Wushington State. Ve are particularly concerned about the water
quality in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness Area, due to ;he lack of
buffering agents on the water combined with the proximity of the
area to the large industrial centers of Puget Sound.

USE OF HELICOPTERS

Despite our concern over the water quality of the lakes,
especially high alpine lakes in Wilderness Areas, however, we are
appalled by the notion, as described in the EA (p. 1), that
“sampling protocols established for the national survey call for
the use of helicopters to gain access to lakes for sampling.”

In no way has the EPA proven within reasonable doubt that the
use of helicopters is the only way that this study can be
accomplished. The EA reads like a justification for the use of
helicopters, with page after page of discussion about why
helicopters should be allowed. The discussion is intended to
lead the reader to believe that helicopter use constitutes the
most efficient and convenient means of water sample collection.
But this is not the point.

The point is that Wilderness Areas have been established to
protect the wilderness and wildlife resources and to provide for
primitive and unconfined forms of recreation. Activities within
the Wilderness Areas must be in compliance with the Wilderness
Act. Nowhere in the Wilderness Act are allowances made for
vehicular use based on efficiency, convenience and economy.

Helicopters flying into nearly 500 lakes in the West would
constitute a major disruption on those areas. We maintain that
the proposed action is illegal, that none of the exceptions ,
listed in Sec. 4(c) of the Wilderness Act of 1964, which allows
the use of aircraft only "as necesssary to meet minimum
requirements for the administration of the area for the purposes
of this chapter (including measures required in emergencies
involving the health and safety of persons within the area},"
apply to this proposed EPA study.

ARRAY OF ALTERNATIVES

The EA is limited in its array of alternatives by discussing
only four options: helicopters, horses, helicopters and horses,
and no action. The section regarding on-the-ground access has
been severely restricted to include only discussion of access by
horses, :

The EA fails to discuss the most obvious type of access, by
foot. The EA fails to address the use of voluntcer teams of
hikers, which could be organized to carry the gear in and the
samples out of the Wilderness Arecas. Volunteers could also be
trained to conduct the water samples and field experiments. Even
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if the use of volunteers to conduct the actual water sampling
does not fall within the rigorous scientific procedures required
by the EPA, hikers could still provide a major contribution to
this project, namely their musclepower.

In cases of tight timing, the strongest hiker in the party
could be loaded up with the water sample and he or she could head
for the trailhead, leaving the others to pack up the equipment
and boat and hike out more slowly. Plenty of opportunities exist
to enlist the aid of college students, or Eagle Scouts, or
Outward Bound, or Volunteers in Outdoor Washington, or others who
could be brought into the project. The net result would be
completion of the project in a legal manner, a stronger
cooperative effort between the EPA and the citizenry, and an
improved public image in the press.

Other methods do exist, such as that proposed by Environmental
Testing and Balancing. In the case of very remote lakes, the
syringes could be sent out separately (or flown out, in the case
of the carrier pigeons, or run out) from the rest of the sample.
Those experiments which are time-critical could then be conducted
on those water samples.

CONCLUSIONS

In couclusion, we wish to restate our stromng support and-
endorsement of the acid precipitation study. The data is
essential to future monitoring and controlling of air pollution,
in addition to protecting of our alpine lakes and their
ecosystems.

At the same time, however, we are disturbed by the view
advocated by the Environmental Protection Agency that the only
way for this study to be accomplished is by use of helicopters.
We challenge the EPA to be creative in the development of this
project. Ways do exist for major sampling to take place by
primitive or non-mechanical means. We strongly encourage the EPA
to explore and utilize those non-mechanical means in this study.

Thank you very much for this opportunity to comment.

Very truly yours,

Y

o fn A At e
aren M. FPant
Executive Director
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DENVER AUDUBON SOCIETY )

1720 Race Street Denver, Colorado 80206

arch. 22, 1,25

%aync¢ D. Tlson
A Project Officer, /S 443

U.3. “nvironuental Protcctien Azency e Rng '\(3“5
1200 Sixth Avenuc AhR &
Scatile, YA 98101 '

Dear Sir:

On behalf of Denver Audubon Socicty, I would 1like to suimit the followin:
comments in re the Draft Znvironmental Assessaent for ine Surizez aler
Survey (:%5\3) relatin; to Uestern "1]dcrnn s _Area

1./

Ye fully arrce to the importance of ilSUS for lon: ran:c policy nlannin: o
mitigate acid deposition impacts, arnd recognize in this respect tie i .o“wmc of
high altitude lakes of low alkalinity, many of whiech are in vildernoss arcass

iational

Tt
SOluhe

i'levertheless, it cannot be too strongly stressed that it is Phase IT and Thase
IIT of iiSYS what will provide most of the informaiion on zeid deposition izpacts cn |
individual lakes. 1t is only in these phases of ..0UG — uwaich do not involve uce
of helicopters — that the crucial data will be acquircd on seasonnl cficels, chanser
over a period of time, and biolojical iupacts. Fhase I without ikace IT would
make little sense for the study of acid deposition impacts. Soue of the ].;;.c.)
sclected for Phase II, and possibly for Phase III should be within wilderne

On' the other hand, perhaps %
is that it will help to resolve questions of loeation of lsies of rijhesi rick te
damage by ceid doposition, and guide the selection for {iase II aud Fhase III.

S
3

(22

2./

With some reservations, we tend to agree that to acquira data of the quality
needod for Phase I of !SU3, helicoptor ageess to thie lakes is necded. Ve find
no reason to queation the conclusion that the helicopter insult o wilderness values
would in general, bnrring accidents, be limited and temporary in naturc.

AL tho same t.irrc, the principle of elri'xat.m* uotorized acsess Vo Uilderness
Arcas scems to us cxtremely inmportant. ellcop.cr do not repragent the minimun
tood for gelting tho data. If elternative modes o. soeess are consilerad, the
jugue appears to bo wheiler some deblorioration in qLL.llx.\' convrol on the data for
vildornoss lakes, and some logistic inconveniences, can b toleraved without
compromising the objuctives of LSS,

It should e incumbont on iFA for cach wilderness lake proposed for ..‘;.u:i},' to
rogssoss its importanco io the data base for lon; ranje policy rlanmn', and to
olimlnalo molorizod meeuss whorover foasillom= for c).‘....ple, by substisuling a lake
oulaido of Yilderness, or by reducing the nwibor of lakes sazpled, or usin; toous
on horscobaclk. In noking judgoments, LPA should not lose sight of Lhe ...ucial

importance ol Fhaso II, rar.her than Phase I, for loug ranse poliecy planning

3./

he stromgest argument for ihe importance of lhase 1f

It appoars from tho information in Fig. 3.2-2 and Tablae 3.2«1 of tha Jm!‘l. N.AJ Jeso

137




-2
that an extraordinarily larze number of lakes are proposed for Phase I
samplin; in the arca which includes Rocky Mountain lational Park, the iever 190
Sunmer fanze, and the Indian Peaks Wilderness: A total of 48 lakes, or 307 con
of the total in and out of wilderness proposcd for all of Colorado. In the

short tire “"window"' for access to these high altitude lekes in early fall, this
i:ph;.. an izpact greater than just the sun of individual visits,. Surely there
is redundancy herel Would it truly comprozixe the study to scale back some of
this?

“his concentration, one suspects, arose in the random selection of a
preconccived nusber of lakes out of the very limited pool of high altitude lakes
of low alkalinity. It is true, to be sure, that each lake is a case by itself,
but would it not umake scnse to trade a cut in the proposed number for Phase I
;amrlln* in this area for attention to a few more lakes during the more meaningful

hase I1?

Sincerely yours,

Gl

Franci® 3. Clough, Ph.De

Nemfer, Conservation/Wildlife uonmittee,
Denver Audubon Society

ec:

R.l'e %eed, Znvir, Sci. Div./02IL

Lois Webster, DAS

Raren lollwe:, LAS

SIAfT Merritt, DAS

Polly Plaza, .atl. Audubon Soc., Western Region

LETTER #23

Sierra Club

Rocky Mountain Chapler

JILDERNTSS COMML [T EM
R35’

"...TO EXPLORE. ENJOY AND PRESERVE THE NATION'S
FORESTS, WATERS, WILDLIFE AND WILDERNESS .. ."

Wayne D. 4lson

EA Froject Officer, /S 443

U.5. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Mr, Elson:

The Rocky Mountain Chapter of the Sierra Slub supports the lational
Surface Water Survey in an effort to establish vaseline values for
lakes in our National Nilderness kreservation systeme. The ilavortance
of the baseline values will allow wildermess managers to assess th;
impacts that man is having in wilderness areas. 1t is, therefore,
extremely important that the acquisition of the samples that will
provide the baseline values be accomplished in the most sensitive
manner,

Suggestions have been made that any helicopter access Lo remote
wilderness lakes which cannot fall within the twelve hour "sawuple-~to-lab”
criteria will further widen the door for helicopter access for any one

of a number of reasons, The Rocky -lountain Chapter does not totally
subscribe to that fear. However, we stfongly recommend that a full

review be made before method of access to the most reacte lakes is

placed into action., It is imperative that the access procedures main- 451
tain the hightest regard for the wildcrness resource,

The Rocky Mountain Chapter wishes to thank the RPA for tne opportunity
to respond to the Draft Environmental Assussumeut.

/Z?CG elv

Hartin Jorensen

Chairman

29303 Spruce Canyon Drive, Golden, CO 80403 (303) 642-0224
WRTARREXBIREAX XXRE VR KESEA N K KBNS XXBOILK R B



LETTER 424

mr. Wayne 0. Clsan)
EA Pra)eés afficer -EPA
mr., Elsdnll

-wlkzs 1985 mey 22, 1185~

T applaud. “he ForsightT oF “he EPA in underTahing “he AdTianal Surface ueTer
STuapr in ..uc.una acid conTaminationd of Americas waTers. Commoniy Such ,r-ann.:
are wnaerTaMen oaty after criges are percicued, and passibic action aifficury or
incFFecTioe. Thare is MTTle Adoul? Tha7 waTer scperdicS our plendy From o therd LC
previaing “he medium To baTh incubaT& andh SwITain 1FE., The preseryaiion of
an uncasiaminated and feravasie hrdmsphere s cSSenTidl -To e Swruioa of
evcry I.u.nJ ’.L.:na inkA.BZT-'n& owr planct. CanTamieaTiod) Lt acA -Lero-t-'a'-'un'l “Aesah Ani.o“'
IS perhaps The MmaST perueside and immedidiely desTodiiue of The IdT.

T wouwld UKke To casT ~ Juﬂ'er‘rins usie Por RiTernayiue |, t1eiicepTer

@access Only, undersTwnd ing e oduesiages as wcll as paTediial AIKS of Stuch a
.

pan. cuT‘\-‘.t narse aress onty Cplant A) wWouid be much mere Time. wand Mman powes”

corsumplise as well as frok:br'h'na qu- chemical snalysesS of wiaTer Samples i

Some ceasCS. Plan 3/ HEICOPpTEr and MO[SE oacccsSS IS pccopiale as an «Geraiive.

annlzl M warkT WC can 40 [$TO do nﬂ’l'n'ru * Arernaiivg 5, no afiied,

ar e “osTrick’ meTAUTE wit naly do a greaT dea o da.ma("‘b anr
g,.“l.!'-‘nnd-‘n of “me sircsses cutre Ty cﬂ‘«-‘ﬁns ol swrface coaters,

4 STmagty .s...f(ﬂ"r tlan | of “ne EPA psiTional Swrfuce waier Surer wies1ern)
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March 21, 1985

Wayne D.Elson

EA Project Officer, M/S 443

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

RESPONSE TO
NATIONAL SURFACE WATER SURVEY
WESTERN WILDERNESS AREA LAKES
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Iwould like to take this opportunity, on behalf -of the Oregon
Chapter of the Sierra €lub, to comment on the National Surface
Water Survey, Western Wilderness Area Lakes, Draft Environ-
mental Assessment. The Sicrra Club has set acid rain control as
a high national prierity, so we would of course like to see the
NSWS successfully completed. On the other hand, the Club was
created to protect and defend American wild lands, and has
worked hard for the creation and preservation of our splendid ‘
system of designated wilderness. Because of the nature of our
organization, our comments Wwill deal specifically with activities
within the state of Oregon.

We are uncomfortable about responding to this EA, not only
because of our conflicting concerns about the problem, but
because we feel we have been backed into a corner by the
survey procedures. Here we are halfway through a major,
multi-year study and we are told that while there are four
theoretical ways to proceed, to choose any but the established
way would be to invite possible failure,

An EA should be a proposal of a variety of serious, practical,
possible alternatives, but despite the objective mentioned on

page six, that "The EA should not be a justification of a specific

alternative", this is precisely what we find. The description
of Alternative 1 continuously infers that this is the only way
to get satisfactory results, The descriptions of the other
three alternatives recpeatedly dwell on the rcasons why they
would be unsatisfactory, always holding the veiled threat that
if the resulting data is imprecise, then (illogically) nothing
will be done about the acid precipitation problem and the lakes
will ultimately be damaged.

#92
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It is untovtunate that the study could not have been designed
with more toresipht, anticipating the western wilderness con-
tlict and designing protocols, or even equipment, that could

make non-motorized access and on-site testing more practical,

Despite all of this we support the selection of Alternative

2 and are cunfident that acceptable data can be obtained without
subjecting wilderness to this serious level of motorized incursion.
There 3is no doubt that the writers of the EA understand the value
ol wilderness and the wilderness experience: some of the descrip-
tions of wilderness values (sec. 3.1.1) and uses (3.1.2) are among
the most sensitive and thoughtful that I have read. The explana-
tion of the subtle but profound effects of helicopter intrusions
on the spiritual backcountry experience, including the principal
that the most serious effect would be on the fewest, most isolated
persons, shows great depth of understanding. So because of this,
and because the sanctity of wilderness is important regardless

ot recreational use, we {eel that the EPA must follow the Forest
Service direction that “wilderness values must be dominant, about
compromise, and enduring."” (p. 35) and do everything in its power
to conduct the study by means other than helicopter access to

the wilderness lakes.

Some specific comments:

1. The EA states on page 51 "...,some people may see the actian
as setting precedent. If viewed as precedent, Alternative 1 '
could be seen to lead to other exceptions that could, in
their totality, seriously damage short- and/or .long-term
wilderness character.” This problem should not be minimized.
Just as the EPA considers previous helicopter use as precedeny
for its proposed action, future proposals by agencies or
individuals would certainly rely on the major precedent of
498 helicopter intrusions in a period of several weeks, if
this action were allowed., At a time when the Forest Service
is attcupting to tighten up its policies on helicopter use
in wilderness (p. 50) Alternative 1 would serve to open the
floodgates of applications for exceptions and make the Forest
Service's job of protecting the wildernss much more difficult.

2. As stated on page 76, some measurements would actually be .
enhanced by changing the protocol to fit the horse sampling
procedures: “Extraction immediately. . .following collection
would be preferable to the existing NSWS protocol..."

3. Orcegon wildernesses are small enough in size to make nearly
every lake accessable in the required time, including the
fact that trail routes out of the wildernesses are almost
all downhill. Gur preliminary studies show none of the tar-
geted lakes to be more than 15 miles from a trailheald (most
are in the 4-10 mile range) and less than 25% include any
off trail travel., This would place most in the "probable"

h

range, as supgested by the chart on pages 81-84.
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4. It is implied on page 75 that if at least 40 of 50 lakes
in each strata were able to be sampled the results would be
statistically acceptable, and even less than that could still
be useful, This, and the fact that 18% “"extra" lakes are
built into the sample (15 strata x 50 lakes = 750, sample
total 888) would make it appear that it would not iavalidate
the study if a few lakes were found to be inaccessable with-
out alrcraft,

5. The Oregon Chapter of the Sierra Club proposes to help the
EPA sampling team in any way possible (probably with hikers
and packers) to render accessable any lakes off of horse
trails, thus increasing the number of lakes tested and
improving the statistical sample.

To answer some of the objections to this plan listed on
page 8 "alternatives not analyzed":

‘A, The EA suggests that veolunteers could not be reliably
used, but the possibility of training (the training
period is described as being only a month or so long)
or even hiring (thus ensuring responsibility) experi-
enced backpers and outdoors people is ignored, Or the
volunteers could be used as packers, accompanying EPA
technicians, under the direction of a paid coordinator.
Either way the volunteer role would be limited to only |,
a small percentage of lakes.

B. On the question of liability, the Sierra Club has |its
own liability insurance on official Club outings, 'and
hiking and packing teams could be organized as part of
the continuing tradition of protecting the wilderness
through service, or work party, outings.

C. The question of whether or not the necessary equipment
could be carried on foot and over what type of terrain
is never adequately addressed in the EA., The actual
size and wieght of such items as the llydrolab or the
Van Dorn sampler is not given, only the general descrip-
tion of "bulky and heavy", Some might consider the
50~-60 pound beackpacks regularly carried by long distance
hikers are bulky and heavy. The EA admits the possibility
of carrying the equipment: "it might be possible to
sample a few lakes [on foot].a short distance from heli=-
capter landing sites" (page 8) or from the end of the
horse trail. And how far is a "short distance"? A mile
and a half?

For the above reasoms the Oregon Chapter of the Sierra Club belicves
that the wilderness must and can be preserved, while the required
data is obtained, using Alternative 2, with the assistance of
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volunteers.  The Orepgon Chapter offers to participate in this
volunteer propgram. The EA states that Alternative 2 could take
anothet year to implement, which would give additional time to
iron out lupistical and coordination -details.,

ffiank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerecly,

se it Wil

Joseph Hinton

Acting Wilderness Coordinator
Oregon Chapter, Sierra Club

3525 S. E. Milwaukie Ave.
Portland, Or 97202
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DEPARTMINT OF ECOLOGY
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March 21, 1985

by, Wayne D. Elson

EA Project Officer, M/S 443

U.S. Environmenlul Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Mr. Elson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the environmental assessment
for the "National Surface Water Survey, Western Wilderness Area Lakes".
Generally, we are satisfied with the proposed analytical procedures,
however, we do have some concerns.

The issue of disruption in the wilderness areas as a result of helicopter
use may cloud over the real question of what is the present or potential
impact of acid rain in the Western United States. With public opinion
concerning the sensitivity of wilderness lake areas at a high level, all #102
possible methods of sampling should be carefully evaluated.

One alternative to the use of helicoqters or horses would be a modified
version of Alternative 3. The lakes outside the wilderness areas could
be sampled by helicopter as originally planned, while the wilderness area
lakes could be accessed by foot. A crew of two to three people should be
able to sample two or three lskes per day within a close region. tach
leke would be sampled from a small inflatable raft which would be trans-
ported to the lake by one of the members. A location would be designated #103
for helicopter pick-up at the end of each day. If the pick-up puint is
on a ridgetop, the helicopter need only approach the areas for a matter
of seconds and somples could be dropped in a basket suspended from ahove.
With this method, the impact is minimal both from helicopters and a
human stand point. This method should also reduce the cost of sampling.

One aspect of using horses which was not considered is that numerous

lukes in the Cascades will be dangervus to approach with horses. In #104
those cases, oll sompling equipment and bouts would have to be carried

down to the lake and back out again anyway.

Some brief calculations based on the four aptions described in this assess
ment indicate that each sample collected will cost $8,000 to $14,000,

‘deponding on tho option chogsen. This coust appears to be extreomely tigh. #105
Thia sumner the Department of Ecology will be cellecting and unalysing
40 somEdigoafar §$21.825% or sbout -SS%S. Rer Bumolin. T IR R A seien sy
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use helicopters, but 1t does 1ndicate that sampling can be done for less I (
money .

We urge you to consider the slternative outlined above. It would indeed
be unfortunate 1f the positive monentum of public awareness and interest
concerniny actd rain were to be minimized by the necessity to justify
helicopter use.  There may be an opportunity to use the Washington
Cotwervation Corps (WCC) which would definitely cost less. The WCC
program was created by the 1983 Leqislature to employ young adults.
Proegiam 1 menaged by the Department of tcology, and we are currently
conduct ing projects in covperation with other fFederal, state, and local
dpencles.

The

David Roberts of our Air
Linda Bradford, Conservation

[t yuu have any question, please call Mr.
Prograns Office at (206) 459-6712, or Ms.
Corps Prugrum Manager at (206) 459-6131.

Sincerely,

Greg Sorlie, Supervisor
Environmental Review and
Permit Management Section

cc: David Roberts
| 1nda Bradford

#105
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS

PRESIDENT

John Perty Badow

Cora, Wyoming

VICE PRESIOEN
Sally Gordon

Mr, Wayne Elson

EA Project Officer, M/S 443

v U.S. Eavironmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue

Kayces, Wyoming

SECRETARY
Dennla Freeman

Mounlain View, Wyoming

Sandy Horner

Scattle, WA 98101

Dear Mr. Elson:

Laramie, Wyaming

Lacey Maans
Landar, Wyomin,

Multy Moore

Cheyenns, Wyoming

Chris Plant

Rock Springs, Wyoming

Jack Pugh

Grewn Alves, Wyaming

Amy Spleimak e

Lander, Wyoming

Stuart Thompaon

Cora, Wyoming

MEMBER

ORGANIZATIONS

Travelle lzaak Wallon League
Yeliowslona Cosliion

The Wyoming Outdoor Council (WOC) has reviewed the National
9 Surface Water Survey-Western Wilderness Area Lakes Draft
Environmental Assesment (EA) and respectfully submits the fol~
lowing comments,

WOC endorses EPA's selection of Alternativel (Use of Helicopters
Only) as the preferred alternative for conducting the survey. We
are firmly convinced that the only practical, reliable means of
retrieving samples from more rcmote lakes within the recommendud
holding times for certain analytical procedures is by the use of
helicopters, It is also apparent to us that helicopturs provide
the only dependable means of accessing the number of selected
lakes within the time available. Perhaps most important, the use
of helicopters would reduce to the practical minimum the potentlal

“mM“OMnmt“d"mwsm,ﬂfor variability due to sampling procedures and technique which is

Wyoming Sieirs Club

SUPPORTI

ORGANIZATION

inherent in a survey of this type. Helicopter access would also
NG help ensure the comparability of wilderness and non-wilderness
lake data.

Horthasn Lights lastitute

It is WOC's primary concern that this survey be conducted, and that
the data obtalned be as reliable and above reproach as possible,

For this very basic reason we find alternatives 2 and 3 objection-
able. The numbers of sampling technicians required under both
alternatives, and the wix of soampling procedures necessitated by
alternative 3, introduce variability which would almust certarnly
reduce the accuracy and precision of the data obtuined. Further-
more, the logistics of coordinating helicopter and packing oper-
ations under alternative 3 increase the risk of delays in getting
samples to the lab (due to the potential for timing problems, inabil-
ity to communicate by radio, cte.), The necessity to resample o lake



Mr. Wayoe Elson
March 21, 1985
Poage 2
would increase the time required to complete the survey. The use of
helivopters would at least minimize the cime required to revisit a lake,

I valid sample was not collected from a lake and the laoke was not revis-
ited, the statistical design of the survey would be jeopordized.

WOC hus recently learned that another pruposal for accessing the lakes has
been submlteed to EPA. We feel that in order for this or any other proposal
to be ofticially considered it should receive the same type of comparative
evaluat b as that conducted in the EA.  Neverctheless, its our current opinion,
based on available information, that our criticisms of alternatives 2 and 3
would apply to this latest proposal as well. It would be difficule, if not
impossible, to vnsure the logistical feasibility of ground access by back-
pack teams, more sumpling pursonnel would be involved than in the helicopter
option, and the numbers of people in wilderness areas and hence the potential
for disturbance to recreational wilderness users would be increased.

WOC tinds alternative 4 totally unacceptable. Of greatest concern in the West
is the potential for acid deposition impacts in Class I areas. The Bridger
aond Fitzpatrick Wilderness Areas in Wyoming's Wind River Mountains are prime
examples of susceptible Class I areas. The results of the survey must be
applicable to such areas; therefore, wilderness lakes must not be excluded
from the survey.

For all the reasons stated above, WOC supports alternative I, We are not unmind-
ful of the potrential short .erm impacts of helicopter use, however, and urge

EPA to employ all possible measures to mitigate such effects, We refer you to
our letter of January 10, 1985, to Mr. Ron Lee. We also wish to reiterate at
this time our request that EPA hold meetings in as many locations as possible

to afford the public an opportunity to comment on the conduct of the survey in
specific areas.

One final note about helicopter usage. It should be made eminently clear to

the public that authorization of the use of helicopters for this survey, sets

a0 precedent, i.e., that it constitutes no implied approval for similar fequeste
in the future, Although authorization is the responsibllity of the federal land
manugers, EPA (an help ensure the correct public perception by appropriately
designed informational compaigns. Finally, WOC urges EPA to scrupulously

review the proposced sampling protocol particularly for the critlicol DIC and
extractable aluminum tests, Lo ensure that they will hold up under scientific
scrutiny.  For oxample, If extracting aluminum in the field is feasible and
would increane the accuraey of the subscquent analysis, such procedure should

be advpted.  The additional cquipment required for the extraction should be
carcied in the bellcopter, It 1s essential that the dats collected In this
survey be pencrally aceepted by lund managers, regulatory agencles, scieatists,
iqdustry, and public jnterest groups. It must not be disputable on the basis

ol sampiing or wnalytical protocol, )

In sunmary, WOC belicves that the urgent need for data on the acid deposition
sceositivitivs ot high mountain western lakes mandates the use of hellcopters
for accessing wilderness lakes, and further that the potential long term ben-
efits of acquiring these data override the short term impacts of helicopter
vperation in wilderness arcas. It ls our opinion that the Wilderness Act

#107
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authorizes such use., We do not belleve that an individual wilderness area

must be threatened by acld deposition before helicopter access to that arca
could be authorized. Acid deposition impacts to any wilderness area damage

the system as 3 whole, Furthermore, the date comparability considerations

of this study dictate that all lakes be accessed and sampled in the same
fashion, Future management declsions which may be necessary to prevent and/

or mitigate acid deposition effects, and thus preserve wilderness character,
will depend on the availability of information obtainable only from a survey of
this  type combined with more intensive followup studies.

We commend EPA and ORNL personnel for their part in preparation of this
thoughtful and thorough environmental assessment, and thank you for the oppor-
tunity to comment, 1f you have any questions, don't hesitate to contact us,
Please kecp us informed of all fucure action in this macter.

Sincerely,
-

Lot St

Debra Beck
Executive Director

DB:mw

cc: Mr, Robert M. Read
Mr, Max Peterson
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LETTER #30
LETTER #29

S etiesn am0t Tée Colorado /” ountain 14 /ué

March 21, 1985

(- y TELEPHONE 2530 WEST ALAMLDA
Wayne D. Elson ‘\’f Z‘f 9228315 DENVER. COLORADO 60219
EA Project Officep, M/S 443 35 - OFFICE HOUNS MONDAY THAU FHIDAY 9 AM 10 2P M AND MUSLAY TULSDAS A6D DreasbAr L tatdsl, 7 10 3 P M
U.S. Environnental Protection Agency /.@5
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 38101

Wayne D. Els m.?.‘;
Dear Mr. Elson: y Elson

EA Project Officer, 1/S 443 %

I'm sending comments in response to the sampling methods proposed ‘11226 g?;t?mgﬁil Protection Agency
in the draft Environmental Assessment of the Western Wildemmess Area Seattle, WA 98101 llarch 21, 198
Lakes Surface Water Survey. I wholeheartedly support the survey and ' are . 1985
its goals, but do not belicve violation of the Wildemrmess Act is - Dear Itr. Elson
necesalry to procure water samples. Altermatives to helicopter - : ’
sanpling have not been sufficiently considered. Following are comments fron the Colorado liountain Club on the draft

Even given water volume and time constraints, on-foot delivery Envirommental Assesoment for the Lational Surface iater Survey Western
of sanmples is feasible. Here are several possibilities: #llderness Area Lakes.

Siur'p;) Cl;hui?yzroiigéz::;s "Izifm:::lr:,b:ug‘gggl‘zladd.by the Mountaineers, 1) GiC connents on the scoping document requested that EFA nore thoroughly

2) Use of fast individual hikers. I know several backcountry explain the sanpling mothodology necessary to coaplete the survey and the
rangers and friends who regularly make rapid hikes or daytrips with #113 alternative logistical means of obtaining somples. e feel that CPA responded
light to moderate loads, at speeds of 4 to 5 miles per hour. Mountain to this request. It is clear that in order to obtain uniforn results and results
Rescue teams could recommend individuals. vhich can stard up in court, helicopter access is the only satisfacviory neans.

3) Use of ultramarathoners and mountain runners. I have seen The QiC supports this alternmative. Ue telieve EFA could sivengthen fts cace 'l
runners on mountain trails who pass me both going and coming in an by explaining in more detall the safety and logistical problens assoclated
aftermocn. A running organization could supply you with names of with using horses.
individuals.

2) Our major comments on the BA are represented by the enclosed letter fron
the Club to liax Peterson of the Forest Service urging Chief Feterson to crant
the helicopter access.

Basing hiking times on guidebook estimates is inaccurate, as
these times are meant for average recreational hikers with full packs, #114
not organized, mission-oriented teams.

Thank you for your consideration. Helicopter sampling in wilderness . 3) The final point we wish to make is that this EA has involved the user groups.
arvas could set a precedent for other motorized infringements on places #115 Wle appreciate the fact that EPA has gone to great lengths to obtaln public
that were set aside to be free from them. comnent. This EA ard the process followed by EPA should sct a precedent for
dealing with requests for motorized access into wilderness.
Sincerely,
WV :%—- Sincerely,
. v
Robert V. Walker (eoee Oie ez

Anne Vickery

Enc, Conservation Dircctor
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TELEPHONE

2530 WEST ALAMEDA
422-8315

DENVER, COLORADO 80219

OFFICE HOURS MUKRGAY THRU FINOAY $ 4 M 10 2 F M AND MONDAY TUESOAY AND THURSDAY EVENINGS 7 10 9 P M

liax Ieterson, Chief
U.5.D.A. Foroest Service
I'.0.Lox 217
Weshington, D.C. 20013 jlarch 14, 1985

Dear lir. reterson,

I an writing as Conservatlion Chalr and President-Elect of the Colorado
lliountaln Club to urgently request that you grant the Enviromnmental Protection
Areney helleopter access to the wilderness arcas in order to carry out the
uestern area lakes portlon of the Lational Surface Yaler Survey.

“he Colorado liountain Club is a Colorado recreation amd conservatlion
orjunization of over 8,000 wmembers. We have 14 groups in 12 cities amnd
toins across the state. Our members use the Fational yllderness areas
extensively for hiking, backpackinz, climbing and skiing. The Colorado
hountain Club has been a major force in the designation of Colorado Willderness
arcas in 1960 ard 1980. "We have participated with the Forest Service in
many meetlngs, ficld trips and activities designed to improve wilderness
management. e also participated extensively in the developnent of the
Coloralo 15D rerulation durlng which proceelings we strongly supported the
role of the Forest Service as a Federal lLand llanager with an affirmative
responsibility to protect Air Quality Related Values.

de urderstand the concerns of the Forest Service that granting EPA
helicopter accccs could set a precedent for general hellcopter access into
villderness. The Colorado Hountain Club would strongly oppose any such
concept of a peneral, casual motorized access into the lational Wilderness
Systen. llovever, the EPA request is for a onc-time entry and is for an
activity uhich will provide a lake-water baseline which in the future will
te essential to protecting the wilderness characteristics. We have been
ascured by Bl Coat, EPA Field Manasmer for the Survey, that Phase II and
I'hace IJI of the survey uill not involve helicopter access Lo the wllderness
but can te coapleted by backpacking or horsepacking into the lakes, camplng
for a perlod of tlme and doing the necessary lab anadysis on site.

Az you may Fnow, Colorado currenily has 24 areas in lational Forests
in the iatlonal Jilderness System. These arcrs attract visilors from across
the U.3, amd from foreinmn countries anl thus "o 2 consideraole touriut
attraction for the state. The Colorade tourism industry. much of which
is based on the recreational opportuniticc In Vational roresis and latlonal
Parks briags in over 4 billlon dollars annually., One blllion dollars of
this is cttrituted to hunting and fiching. ome of the fishing takes piacc
1n the high altitude wilderness lakes in drainazes that are known to be
poorly tuffered and therefore sensltive to acld deposition. The acidification
of soue of the wilderness lakes in the state could quickly affect the ref-
utatlon of the state as a prime fishing arca. The EPA baseline survey is
one vital inol in the PID permltting process which requires adequate controls,
modeling and monltoring to prevent such an occurrence.’

\lax keterson .
Harch 14, 1985
Page Tuo

The state of Colorado is currently ammiting approval from iPA to take
over the P.D program. The Coloradn 15D regulation was developed afler an
exterded hearing involving imlustry, enviromicntal, state and federal
interests. One issuc uas Lhe validity of data usel to detemiine inpacts
to Alr Quality Related Values. A key ingrodient of the EIA proposal is
that the data be gatherol in such a nanncr as Lo stand up in court.

Durlns the past feu years alkalinlty data has Lecn rathered from the Flattops
and lit. 4irkel iilderness Areas by backpacking and horsepacking. The

Colorado Division of Wildlife which is concerncd about impacts to trout

and other aquatic life has questioncd whether this data will stand up in
court because of the time delay in processing the samples. The GIC uants
the data gahtered by the EPA to be free of any such questions. ife believe
that the EPA proposal to gather the data by hellcopter solves this problem,

liembers of the (GIC who have had extensive experlence with horsepacking
support the EPA's conclusion that it is, lo<istically, a difficult urder-
taking to sample the 424 iilderncss lakes by horse within the tine fraae
necessitated by the study. le leel that the elements of risk ard delay are
considerably increased by using horses.

You should be aware that Colorado is not frce from acid deposition
impacts. Researchers at the Rocky Hountain Bioloszical Laboratory (the
llexican Cut lakes above Cothic, Co. in the Gunnison lational Forest) are
reporting that they observed the short-tem acidification in their study
lakes during snow-mclt last summer. The pll in one lake dropped to L.9.
rthis occurred at the time the salamander eggs uere hatching. According to
John Harte, the principal researcher, this may explain why the salamanders
have failed to successfully reproduce for the last 2 years.

In conclusion, I feel that the practical, on-the-sround experience
of the Coloradu liountain Club as a user of the wilderness ard our work with
wilderness managenent, wilderness designation and qir quality issues
slves our organization an excellent insirht into the activities and the means
of carrying out these activities uhich are necessary to preserve and protect
our wilderness arcas in their "natural condition...unimpaired for future
use ard enjoyment as wilderness".

Ve again urpe that you grant EPA helicopter access for the survey.
We belleve with the proposcd EPA technlque the Forest Service, the EFA,
the states and the user public will have a baseline uhich will stand up
in court, and, which can help the Forest Gervice Lo carry out its respon-
sibillty to protect wilderness characteristics and Air Quality Related
Values.

Gincerely,

Al Ossinger, ;;nai man

Conservation Conmittee
cc. Governor Rtichard Lanm lresident-Llect
Jim Torrance



LETTER #31
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MR 1%

v, L. E¢min Coate

Depaty Regional Admin{strator

U. S. Eavironuental Protection Agency

1200 Sixth Avenue

Scattle, LA 56101

Jdear nr. Coate:

e appreciate EPA’s effort in aeveloping the March 1 Draft Environmental
Pssessuent {EA) concerning the lational Surface hater Survey - VWestern
vilderness Area lLakes. Attached 1s our resporse to this Draft €A, Our staffs
met on larch 28 3nd 23 to discuss these concients, to improve the adequacy of

this araft, anc to review the public corents,

Sincerdly,

> 0AVTD &, WZER
Sirectior of Latershiee and Alr Hanagemont

Cnclosure

cc: siob lee!, Cak Ridge Mat) tab
Wayne Zlson, [PA, Scattle
Poy Feuchter, Rn
Josephine Muang, CPA
Rick Linthurst, [PA, KC
ave Yetchani, EC

ASEA T BYALE 1 TVI3NzLs 4/ 3/Ch

Comments on Draft Environmental Assessment
NSWS - Western Wilderness Area Lakes

Page ti{ - First paragraph - As currently written the Summary and Conclusion
js a biased justification to use helicopters without regard to the intent of
the Wilderness Act. The need for this EA in 1ight of the Wilderness ‘Act
prohibition of mechanized equipment including helicopters must be clearly
stated. Therefore, add the following as the second paragraph of the Summary
and Conclusions and the Introduction.

“The Wilderness Act of 1964 severely 1imits the use of mechanized equipment in
wilderness The following exceptions are the only provisions in the Wilderness
Act under which helicopters could be authorized.

1. If necessary to meet the minimum requirements for adminfistration of
the area for purposes of wilderness, [Section 4(c)].

2. The gathering of information about resources if such activity is
carried out in a manner compatible with the preservation of the wilderness
environment, [Section 4(d)(2)].

3. As specifically provided for concerning the establishment of water
facilities when approved by the President, [Section 4(d)(4)(1)].

This assessment documents the impact of different methods of access for
sampling on wilderness and on the objectives of the national VYake survey."

Page 1ii - "Sampling protocols established . . . ." The Western Lake Survey
is a distinct subset of the NSWS. The sampling protocols can be changed.
However, the effect this change would have on NWSW objectives needs to be
quantified.

Page iii - Mid-page "(2) The date collected . . ." The need for this level of
precision ({.e. 0.01 of mg 1 -1 figure 2.1-4 page 18) for a national
assessment should be more fully explained. The quality assurrance and quality
control protocols are more precise than usual for a national assessment. The
selected protocols seem more suitable for nutrient cycling and energy flow
experiments within small watersheds.

Page iv - The time frame criteria of 7 hours should not be the only criteria.
Some ?uiding philosophy concerning protecting the local wilderness values
overriding the need for economy and convience should be added. This
alternative could also have different sampling protocols to remove most of the
time constraints,

Page ifv - Alternative 4 (no action) needs to be a realistic way of attaining
the NSWS goal,- This alternative should show the effect of not sampling
wilderness lakes but still achieving the same NSWS goal by adjusting or
expanding the sampling design. 'As currently described Alternative 4 is not a
viable alternative for achieving the NSWS objectives.

#117

#118

#11¢

#120

#12Q



Page v - Next to last paragraph - Helicopters are not “in keeping with the
spirit and letter of the Wilderness Act" when other means of access are
available and meet the need. This statement should be deleted.

Page v - Last paragraph - Disagree. This 1s purely an assumption and a
presumption.

Page xiii - Alternative 4, if it were a viable alternative, would show why it
is necessary to sample lakes in western wilderness areas when there are so
many similar lakes available outside wilderness.

Page 2 - The Alternatives need to be compared against NSNS objectives stated
in the last paragraph on this page.

Page 5 - Last paragraph - All Wildernesses and National Parks are not class I
Federal Areas.

Page 6 - First paragraph - The information gathered in the survey may be
useful to a limited extent in managing wilderness areas although it probably
will not be specific enough for management decisions on individual
wildernesses. For us to justify helicopter use for wilderness management
reasons, it must be shown that we cannot obtain the information we need by
means compatible with wilderness.

The law prohibits helicopter use except as necessary to meet minimum
requirements for administering the area for wilderness purposes. What data
does EPA plan to collect that the wilderness manager must have that requires
the use of helicopters?

Page 8 - A discussion concerning changing the sampling design, parameters to
be measured, protocols and other sampling methods considered to meet the
intent of the Wilderness Act, and the basis for their rejection should be
added here. The impact of choosing protocols without time constraints on
attaining the objective of the NSWS is not fully discussed.

No change in sample design was considered. No change in lakes selected for
sampling was considered.” The idea of choosing lakes close to the wilderness
boundaries so that ground crews can bring samples to helicopters outside
wilderness for rapid transport of samples is not addressed. Also not
discussedis the option of choosing chemical sampling only needed for the basic
mission of identifying acid lakes in wilderness and obtaining the more
detailed chemical information outside wilderness. Sampling the most critical
“short holding time" variable outside of wilderness to accommodate wilderness
values is not discussed. The only accommodation the NSWS has made to consider
the intent of the Wildernesss Act has been method of accesss. The impact of
changing access on the objectives of the NSHWS is not quantffied (Table S-2
does not include the objectives of the NSWS described on page 2). The reason
for this seeming lack of concern for wilderness must be explained in
relationhip with the objectives of the survey by any sampling design.

Page 9 - The evaluation criteria used in selecting the current sampling
protocols plus peer review of the selected sampling design and protocols
should be discussed. The peer group review process and response to the draft
NSWS study plan should be referenced or included in the appendix,

‘ 423"
#1254
#125+

#126"

#127"

#128-,

#1289

#136°

#1371

Page 13 - The percent of lakes Inside and outside wilderness and the percent
of sampling planned for each category by subregions and alkalinity class
should be added to Table 2.1-1 to display the randomization and objectivity of
the lake selection process. The document does not dispell the latent belief
that lake selection was aimed at wilderness areas to reduce other unmentioned
influences or variables.

Page 16 - The importance of the measurement of monomeric aluminum in
relatfonship to objectives of NSWS described on page 2 is not addressed. It
appears that the main argument for using helicopters is the need to preserve
samples for measuring monomeric aluminum within 12 hours after samples are
collected, We hear conflicting reports from the scientific community on
this. Alternative field protocols are used by numerous researchers.

Monomeric aluminum is time, temperature, DIC, and pH dependent. Western lakes
seldom have less than 6 pH. The sample season will be cold enough to inhibit
chemical reaction. The final EA must display strong evidence that data on
monomeric aluminum is needed, that the time constraints are real and there are
not realistic alternatives other than motorized access.

Questions concerning the lack of scientific consensus on the chosen protocols,
the belief by some that the preferred protocol may be too precise for a
national background survey, the suggestion that the preferred protocol for
monomeric aluminum can be revised to eliminate the need for helicopters and
the effect of lakeshore protocols for monomeric aluminum on the objectives qf
the NSWS need to addressed and quantified in the final EA.

Page 27 - The process and criteria for selecting which lakes would be accessed
by helicopters should be established. Appropriate criteria are discussed
throughout the document for wildlife sensitivity, hunting seasons, visitor-use
patterns, safety considerations, and others, but these need to be specified as
part of the alternative in the final EA so both EPA and the wilderness manger
have guidance. A guiding thought to include would be for the local situation
concerning protecting wilderness values will take presidence over statistical
considerations of the survey including economics and conviences.

Page 37 - Add a paragraph (3.1.4) to highlight the steps considered and those
included 1n the NSWS sampling design to preserve the wilderness environment
and to protect the wilderness values of natural conditions and outstanding
opportunities for solitude.

Page 47 - First paragraph - Problems with weather, icing, sudden storms,
etc,, that would hinder different types of access and impact human safety
should be included here.

Page 49 - The EA recognizes the need to tailor the sampling activities to each
site. However, guidelines and criteria concerning when and how this tailoring
will occur with the local land manager, need to be detailed in this
programmatic level analysis. The effects of the alternatives cannot be fully
displayed until something is known about these site-specific procedures.

$132
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#137



Page 68-69 - This clearly states that sampling will not be suffictent to
understand (characterize) an individual lake. This means the data is not
satisfactory for wilderness management of specific lakes and yet the EA
alludes to meeting the need of the wilderness management. The concept of
protecting the wilderness system must be based on protecting each wilderness
area. Wilderness Act prohibits use of aircraft including helicopters 1f such
use s beyond the minimum needed for management including emergencies.

Page 69 - The proposed sampling design was selected to give a statistical
picture of the nation's lakes and not wilderness lakes by subregion and
alkalinity class. The expected error in data for wilderness lakes by
subregion and alkalinity class should be included to support the concept of
providing data needed for wilderness management. The need to gather this data
by helicopter is still in question.

Page 74 - The EA fails to establish the need to collect data using helicopters
except for convenience and economy. The problem of QA/QC of the resulting
statistics for regulatory purposes should be quantified. This may be the real
reason for the need for helicopters. The problem with historical data in
confrontation with different polluters and the need for this precise data for
writing new legislation needs to be clearly described.

The public involvement process used during the development of the EA should be
described. [Please note: EPA's purposeful fallure to highlight the conflict
with the Wilderness Act in the Draft EA's Summary and Conclusfon, may have
invalidated the public involvement effort since the real reason for this EA
was masked by the furor over acid rain.)

#138

#139

#1490
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DRAFT

ER 85/321

Wayne D. Elson

EA Project Officer, M/S 443

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Mr. Elson:
The Department of the Interior has reviewed the draft environmental assessment for the

National Surface Water Survey -~ Westem Wilderness Area Lakes and has the following
comments.

There appears to be some inconsistency in the summary data provided in table S-1. For
example, table S-1 now indicates that Alternative 4 (no sampling) would have only
"minor" negative impacts on long-term wilderness protection but arguments presented on
page 87 suggest that falling to collect samples in wilderness areas could lead to severe,
long-term indirect impacts. Perhaps table S-1 should reflect only positive versus

negative impacts without making reference to the magnitude of those impacts.

The final assessment should note that entry into wilderness areas on Indian Reservations
is controlled by the tribe (25 CFR 265). Any entry, therefore onto tribal land for the cm‘(L
purposes of this study must be approved by the tribe.

(
We support the proposed sampling effort since we believe it is important to understand | 4 gé
the acid deposition problem in wilderness areas. However, we have concerns about the | pav*
use of helicopters to carry out this effort in specific areas of the National Park System emt
included in this study. Large portions of the parks noted in Appendix 3 are now "proposed
wilderness" and should be so identified in the assessment, These areas that are proposed
are managed as wilderness until a final decision is reached. The final assessment should
recognize these limitations. r‘/s_
b8AE
14

We also want to emphasize the importance of closely coordinating sampling efforts in
units of the National Park System with Park Superintendents and the need to obtaln



. . "\ h
clearance from them prior to sampling any lake within a park area. We also request that \:éq/
all sampling activities take into econsideration sensitive areas and the timing of sampling t \_-)

72

to minimize impacts to visitors and natural resources. Careful consideration should also
be given to other water quality studies and investigations related to the proposed
sampling effort in order to avoid duplication. Contacts for regional offices are included
in the attachment to this letter.

In addition, on a technical basis, the National Park Service (NPS) reviewed and \\H’
commented on February 11, 1985, on the preliminary draft of the assessment. We note wit”

. . “L
that the concerns raised in that letter were not addressed in the draft .assessment. o:.‘n_
Therefore the final assessment should consider the ecomments sent to you previously
(copy attached).
Specific Comments
Olympic National Park
'

At Olympic National Perk, the alternative preferred by EPA (Alternative 1) is the least N
acceptable to the NPS. The analysis of wilderness impact in the gssessment centering | cpp -
primarily on horses versus helicopters, does not correspond to the analysis of the 'ut\nl
situation at this particular park by the NPS. More specifically, NPS believes that in

some instances, the impact of using horses to carry out the sampling effort at Olympic
National Park can be less than the use of helicopters. This issue should be resolved.

Another alternative which was not considered in the assessment is foot access only.
While this may not represent a practical alternative in other wilderness areas, we believe |
that at Olympic National Park, three of the four lakes proposed to be sampled are easily
accessible on foot within the time constraints described in the assessment.

Olympic National Park would be willing to furnish the necessary logistical support with
bnckpaéking "Sherpas" (or with park-owned horses and mules if necessary) to sample the 150
three accessible lakes (Boulder Lake, Hoh Lake, and Lunch Lake). However, the fourth gyt
luke (Lake 4B3-056), an unnamed lake in the Rustler drainage, is in an inaccessible, | scws
remote, and totally undeveloped area where foot access is difficult, horse access
impossible, and helicopter access inappropriate. We prefer that this lake be deleted from

the survey (as long as such deletion does not invalidate the entire sampling process).

3 sl

. s
Lake 4B3-032 is not located in Olympic National Park: it is located in the BuckhornJ (
Wilderness of Olympic National Forest.

Mount Ranier National Park

i

>
Both lakes proposed to be sampled by EPA in Mount Ranier National Park are known to N‘W
have goat populations nearby. Therefore helicopter crews sampling these lakes should oK”L
contact the Park Superintendent before entéring the park so that park staff may instruet et
the pilot regarding preferred routes and approaches to these lakes. We believe that this
consultation will permit the proposéd sampling activity to be accomplished with
minimum disruption to nearby goat herds.

We hope these comments will be helpful to you.

Sincerely,

Bruce Blanchard, Director
Environmental Project Review

Enclosure

ce: Robert M. Reed, Oak Ridge National Laboratory



ATTACHMENT I

February 11, 1983

L34 (479)
ER-85/132

DRAFT

Hr. Wayns Elson

£1S and gnergy Keview Sectionm, n/s 443
U.S. EPA, Regioo 1V

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Wa 93101

Desy NMr. Llson:

The Nationsl Patk Ssrvics (MFS) has revicwved the Enviroomcntal Prolvetion
Apency’s (EPA's) Prceliminacy Drart Lavirunmcbtdi AsLussment ilor Proposud
Sampilng ol Mcstern Wilcernces Arca Lakes Uslog Helicopters duricg Phass 1 of
the Mationss Surface Watar Survey. We otfer the cowsuats fudicated Leluw anu
tn the eoclosuzus to this letter vn 8 technical ssaistance basis.

NPS suppoxts tho proposed sampliog eftort since we bulteve it fs important to
undarstand the aciy Jeposition probles fo wilderusss arass. Hovwever, we Lave
concerns about the use ot helicopters to carry out this e¢fforc 1n specific
areas 0f thue National Park Syatem focluded tn this study. We have iuentitiad
these specific concesns in enclosures o thie latter.

1 would likc to amphasiie the taportance of classly coordioating ssupliug
ettorts in units of tha Hatfonal Park Systes with our Park Suporintendeuts and
the need to obtaln clearauce (ros thes prior to saspling any lake within a purs
arca., We 2180 tequest that all sampling sctivities take LUty consigerativa
scnaitive snd patural resources. Cateful considaration should alse be zived tv
other water quality studies and f{nvestigations related to tbe prcposed sempling
affort 1o order to svoid duplication.

1{ you hsve quastious related to these comsmeots, [ sugiest that you coatact tie
tollowing iadividuals in our Regioual Otfices (or il you lave quustions witn
rusyect to 8 yurcicular patk unit. pavdse contact the Supariutenaunt of Chet
uait): '

Pacific Northweat Begion: Rou Hyes Fi$ 399-3366 (Seattle)
Wustero Reglon: Jim Huddisstun ¥TS 550-0313 (san yranciaco)
Rocky Mountsin Kegion, ¥oo Sssparek FIS 776-d7dv {venver)

Thank you for this opportunity to provide technical sss{stacce

Siacersly,
/3pd/ Thumss Vi, Lucks

Thomes ¥. Lucke, Chuief
Vater Resources Division

Anclosures

ec,
c Robdart M. Reed, Environmeutal Scisnces Divisgon, O

:::?r;::zy ak kidgo Hatlomai
" Garr - ::p:' Josk - Supe.
LAVO - Supt. Pk 7 byca/hordgron
noRA - Bupe, MNR ~ Xasparek/Hetmance
OLYM - Subt WR - Budglestun/Cherry
NS - ‘u:‘- 479 - Kiwball, DE
SIKT - S\lpt: 473 ~ Christiane, DEN
YZLL - Supt. 353 - Barvmsua/Baran, ric

762 ~ Verstrawte, WASQ



sNCLUSUKE |}
NATIOGAL PARK SERVIVE CuMiMLNTS

PRLLIMINARY LRAFT ZNVIKUNHENIAL ASSeSSHLGWT (Pwka)
PRUPOSID SAMPLIWG UF MeSTLRN WILLLRLLSS LAKLS USING HELICOPTERS
PHASE L. NATIOHAL SUKFALE WATLR 3UKVEY

Genatel

oMo N Le

1. Page 5, Lizst svnteuce. Thy PDEA statcs “Concerns associsted with
Netivunl Packs are assuted €2 ue slwtinr to those o wildefucsn aruss apd a
scpuCale wQdlysle ;s Ul Preeented.” A, pendix A which identistlue lakes uithin
tue Nutlouol Park System Lo bw samyluu LB the proposed wtlort notus Lies o8
“"Not la Wilderaeas,” It shouly be aotsu that latgs jurtivos ol thuse parke ore
uow "proposed wilderpess” moa this shourd bLu indlcatic in the EA. The
Pepartuent ot tie Interior, ReUsyes proposad wildofness as vildernvas to
malutaly 41Cs fUCegCiCy until & 1inal dectsion s made, Thus, those Limitations
noted in the Wilderness ACt also sapyly to thesc arcas ot thy National Park
Systum,

visftor use. Mitlgatton measurss should tnclude sdjustiug esmpiiug tiwee to
avola periods ol heavy vimitor usd. Gencraily, this would be aiter the ficst
wuek 1D SeptuBoer and oo weekdsys. Jhe feejeciive Park Superintinaauts snould
also be consulted regarding vptizmal sempliog times during ¢he day.

3. 1ha LA should wlso coosider impacts oo aquatic lilc from helicopter

EY N’" lsodiugs va Jakva and wlso the iBpacts of uwlicoptar exhaust. {TLe potentinl
o("‘" lor oemple coutsmination by hellcopter exiwust should slso b2 constucted.) A
(‘”(‘ posesble altervatise woich shouia b eviiLsted s laudlog & sloct dietence vey

s0d welking tu tie lake Lo odtain a sampls.

=5 [2. Som: Gi the laxcs dualgnaled for sampliug 1o Parhs urc in 2reas of hign

.ﬁiﬂ’ 4. Intormaticn concernlng tuis sumpling program shoudd Le given tu cech

o‘l"'" buckcouatry user group (or at least maus avallable to thiex). &PA shtovld

t”,ﬂﬂ yrovide tnis laforsation to WF¥ tor distribstics,

' 3, Coplus ot wil data on tneividusl lakus. iocluding sarial photoa, shovlé be
ul“‘ an providsd 1o the Tespective packs tor theit ;1;:.. A compleld set ot dats
o{u"‘, qu] tesuitiog trum thie |u-p11u5.-xxon snould e iorvaroud to tdu NPS Water
i(ﬂ"' Uesourcus Divisjou in Fort Coliins, Lolorado.

1 v Close coordinstion shoulsc Lu Baintalned with our Perk Supctintendents fu
*"“’" c;rr)lug Gut this efiorc, We Luiluve this cooraluetion wouid ulse oe uelplus
baﬂ"“ to CPA «od 1t8 contreclols since suny Lips muuntsin lahes ace difzleult to

jucati @od parr statft cuusd oc help.ul in locaclng speciilc lares.

8pecific Copmants - Pacific Nortbwest Region Parks

16b Vlyspic National Parhk
»ﬁ‘“u 1. Ia Olyapic Kational Parh, the clk rutting scason {n Bid-S«ytitber shuuld
M“\L ba avoided. All of the laxes seicctud fu Ulyapic iational Purk are in olk
jww " habltat and in aress usud durtop ths rut.
ul
_\,'\:\rt 2. The Hoh River Valley ir Olympic tetivuai Park s programscd 20T iolenslve
RN sampling tor long-term ucosyate® Sfructs tron eir and water gullutaats.
¢m2- Therefors, any helicopter ues fo the valisy is uodosirabls.
AV .
(|’~“ 3.  Becauss of the sensitive nature of the vcosystem of Olywmplc lationsl Park,

1w
,pﬁ LPA should work very cioscly with the Park staf{ to deturmine cousditions uadet

0«."“‘: which lakes 1o the Purt can be sampiey &) helicoptur,
" W North Cascedss Rational Park
u,,,.xnf L. It te suspected that Diable Leku (£452050) {n Noctn Cascades Netfonal Karh
,:w% was fucluded by mistaks since 1t 13 o low-slevatlon nyiroeloctric reserveir.
§pecific Comments ~ Wastern kagion Parke
J Yoseaitu Natiousl Park

16 .
‘M?r:f_,g.. ' It 1e gucommended that ssmpling taxe plsce after the middle or Scptember
o¢ to avoid ths period of high visitor use o tbe wilderooss.

’ 2. It 1s aleo recommcnded that two of the unnamed iakas lo Toscwite dationss
“q@“ Park bu dropped trom the survey. Loke 4AS-UlL {8 sbuwn op topcygraphic amspe as
8 watur body, howevor, there 48 in {act no Lehe 0 thin sxeca. Park stali nas
NQws conrirmed this through on-site sud acTial pLhoto inspection. Lais GAZ~0U30 40 &
shallov seseotial pond that dcias up tu late suwmer and probudly willd D9C extst

in the fall if sampling takes place at that time.

Sequola-Kings Capyon Mationsal Purks.
1. It 1s not evideut that thire has Lucen wny investijstion into work sirssdy

A1
-HH" being done on the effects of acld uegosition in thuese parks. 1o: Parhs' stait
scientists nave been Working 1or Lwu yedlh Gu velcline a8la colicclidn, iu

L " cooperation with the Caliloruiw ALr Resourcos Boatd, wrea unteersicive, wnc
b other Fedirsl ageaciss. Iu suditfon, Southern Lalifornia cdisou nav syonwotvd
e o water chemistry fnventory oL ovel ont hundsed SicTrau 1akes LOF Che past

sevaral yoars, snd the Statc of Caiiloruiu i8 AGULT TO undcrteko an adultionsi
survey of lake chemistry. It mey be pousible tuat some aata vailst or Could bu
gathervd {n connoction with thase on-golng Studies thal could satisiy the nouds
of portions ot EPA's proposcd sampiing Jffost sud thus PUINALIY E2OUCE OF uvel
eliminate the necd to samp.c umkes 40 thase parks.



,;‘ - Rocky Mouatain Kationsl Park
¥
”-l"f 1. The asscssmont should anelya: the need to sabpie 34 lanes ia Rock
O‘HV Hountaln Nationsl Park. ocky
enus
A It fe aifficuit to detersinu fr 3
o om Appeudix A which lakes in
’.;(:: a[b- sampled. Appeadix A ahould bu revised to clarity tlaa. the pare widl
AR E
o . t 1s raquested that close coordinatt i [ ¥
O on b8 asintaized watn Parx
:l‘:t’_wz(pnucuhrly radio contact with the Parn dispatoher during sampling). neatt

&
*"‘T'”G' ‘n 18 aleo tequested that | Tior to sampiing, LPA contact the Park fug
apu

uu_,_,\t as to flight paths end heights.
%
¢|QQ\I S. for sampling in Rocky Mountafn National Park, experiinced mouutain pilots
S(NL‘“‘ :::: be usua, aod helicoyters must have a celifng capabllity of at least 13,uv0
Ters )

T 6 ALl tnat ‘
" L . ndividusls invojved in the sampling eftort must be propuriy equipped
mw-(" 80 walk out ot backcountry arces {f helicopter probiems ate cocuuntercd. ’

Grend Tetou Matfonal Park

of.
b-*
a9 T an 1. Park stalf have 1dentified potentisi lsading sftes around Cirque Luke Lo
|'.N(' Horan Canyon. Acrisl photos are avaiiedlc trom the Supesiotaadunt to sssfet in
locsting the lsuding sites.

Yellovatone Wational Parck

"‘q\ ol 1. 1‘tne PUEA 1ndicates that 1 laxes 1o Yelilovetouv Natiovsl Park wili b¢
2 samplea by kelicopter to obtair Jdata on acid deposition It wildurpeés lakes.

‘!N\, Becavse Ycllowstoae Natiouai Pars Lus & aigh Jevul ot iptecest iu acld
usposition anc other 1RpACEZ 08 WiideTnuss lekvs, 211 iukes of 5 acras in si%e
2 (= or greater have boen studicd i1n detasl oy the Fisherics Assistapce Orfice v.s.

Fish end Wiidlile Service (ENS)) tu Yullowstune Matiousl Perk. Deta ou Lish
productivaty, pH, tempersturc, acd other watep clemistcy vatiablus ;wve bsun
colleccted and ate avaslable tor use by LPA un Meay 0f thy proyvscd vuspliosg
lakes. 1o sddition. sn fu-depth study ol aclalilcatiunm in toe Rocry Houutain
-~ Rogion (Afr Pollution sud Actd Rain Rcport by, 47, October, 4703} has becn
yesepatizd by J. H. Glbtou of Coiagacu Stats Uutversity vncer contract wili. toe
WS, Onv ot the primarpy OLjcelives 9L this s$tudy Wue (0 diteIMile Bhe
sunsitivity of wsurtece watzrs in Y.liowstonn Netiouu) Park to acidiirvetion by
acid rein. It 18 Tecommenced tnat LPA Tuview the EeBults i this sLudy AU
€oosult with Dr. Gibson 80 ap 10 wupviit Lrom bis wors.

L

trﬂl"(‘" 2, Ycllovutone Park starf bas geviuwed the veopossd sampitug iocstions aud
011/ viters the spscitic comments iisted im cuc.osute 1l.

v“/

o

Y
)’%? 2. The 1ist of lakes L0 De safipyled in Suquoiu~Kings vauyon Hutional Parks
+ v includcs 15 lukus that are nut Ldeutitied by nuwu. The Parks’ stuii novus Lo
ol" kpow the naavs anc locations of these inkes {u vtder tv #valuaty the tLiming of

o yotential etfects of helicopter 141gLts on yack etock or backpsckers.
we
M‘:ﬂ‘ 3. Due to the intenalve stusies uodervdy at Zsurald lake fu Seoquuis Retional

°U‘““_ | Park, sampliog st this sits caunot bo approvad.
ar
J5¥®  Lassmo Volcenic Ratfousi Park

a‘; 1. The PDEA dous wuot apucirlcal.y addrass whoether ssspling activities will
“"\, bu carrfed out on wurkdays or wockands. Park stari prefurs that sanpling ne
0“‘.4— dons oa weekdays when there is luss use in the bachcouutry.

Spscific Covmants = Rocky Mountain Rogiocn Farke

Glacier Hational Park

3-u week sampling window). ARy proyosal IO Increase Aciicugter Use Aun the Para
should be caritully snalyged given tiu accesslliiity to thedt wrcas.

\30

A¥eh . Bascd upon on suslysiv by Ulaclur Latiouss Park's Rusearch ana Rasvurce
Henagomvut Divisions, u systematic spproack to wstablish baseliine data in
h(l“"’ Glacler's pristine lakas Las Daen vevejopcd. TELn proccess sumpice 13 lakes,
(L,.(b tuice a year, with sasple testing done by the Univereity of Hontaua's Yuliow
S Bay Laboratory, s leading test raciifity for water samplus and a8 EPA Gortiried.
'J'>“’ Qur analyses fudiceted that in order to wstaiblist sty meaninptul bessecline data,
8 timy #eTlos bPPEOSCH OVer a ioug Lerm would o aeccesary. Also. buged o
tnformation pressnted in the PDEA, our chemical anslysis of water samjplcs 1s

much more comprehensive.
‘:H‘_ 2. Helicopter use 1n Glecler National Pari has baen uoder closs secutiny the
L] last few ycars, resulting ib & 2,000 toot above grouad lzvei (AGL) sinimus
@t limitation bulng plecod oa afrcrait filying over tie Park, HMoust lakes
0 ant 1dentified can be rcacbed by ground mcccse (vspeciniiy when vne cunsiders K

1
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orn-

3. Page 7, Scoping lesua I. This isdua. the JaUCAUE UL ueiiCopLuls ap
Wiid¢INeds aTcad, 18 & vely volatile wub vet Ln Gisci r Hationed Fafa. Hany
advurse iattecs bave beon recLivug CONCIrUiRg BEilCo Lar ubs  (whding On lekes

'u*“— in the kark wouid corteisunly bring sore adverse ronction.

2 4. DPage 33, Altcruativs §. In the CiSCussivu ui thig slternative. Lao POLA

[ \“3 Notes that "iof srves regucrded a0 Doiug peflicularay sunsilive to jutiusioas

e 0.4y oo Whatu high vuetoutionss vae 8 anclcipated 68 tae TARr UL sanpitng)

b"(, U"L Unrrieon Luncs sii bavoe backcountry campgrounds. wiwirubsnce to Purk vieltors
<ty

fo thu sfum Vi thest L8K.® WOU.G O + XLX @® 3¢ Duilcopters atu usvd. bheac
laxas can be hiked into in the Lall.



ENCLOSUKE IX

YeLLUWSTUNL RATJIONAL PAKK COHRCNTS

PROPUSED SANMPLING LOCALTIONS LN XLLLOWS UK. NALLONAL Paka
SAMFLING UF WLSTEAN WILDLKNLSS AKLA LAKES USLIMG BMLLICORTLEY
PHASE 4. BATIUNAL SUKFALE WAldd SVURVEY

Heme

Medride Lake

Nysph Laka

Goose Laks

Pern Laka

4Nl-0

403-12

AD3-13

4DJ3-18

4DJ-19

LDs-2v

_Jocation

syjacent to Blough Creck

Comments

cear highway

oealr Fret
¥irehole

ght Road and
Kiver

west of White Lake

Latituge / Longltude

44938°25°

44955'0"

“051 154"

46930 0

44%220 25"

44%3ut 37

1100220 a0"

110%2' 32"

110%553"

110922045

110927 0"

110%70"

laxc subweyed, pH; 6.7),
total alkaifntty: v pym,
wata availabis on water
chsmaistry

lahe Burveyeo, affectud by
tharmal activity, pH: 3.0,
totsl alxalinity: 36 ppm,
data wveilable ou watur
chemistry

lake survuyed, pH: 6.}, total
alkaliaity: 5¢ ppm, deta
available on watur chemiatzy

lake surveysd, acld thermai
loflusuce, pR: 5.0, totsl
alesiinity: 18 ppm, data
aveliabic ou witefl chemistry

waat ot White Laxe,
dystrophic bLug sikwdy

cest oL Nymph Laie and nipu-
we), acid geothoraali arca

cuast of Griczly lLeku, a
shallow atrsh ilkaly

tne middle o1 Yullowstone
Lexe. plit 7.4, tocal
slkalinity 0.3l ppm, abundaat
data available (catipy back
to carly 1900's)

souti ot vclusion Luke,
dystropaic bog Jikely

lsks probably dry

3. Approxnuoxy 2,032,721 scres of Ycilowatone National Park have basn

recovmendad to Congress for desigoation as wilderunsss.
management of the backcountry is carried out in & destigoation,

Yeilowstund's
NPS policics

(1978) specify that wildernass manugesect policivas are wXtended to "palk aress

Pox thuse

that nave buen atudiad and recommundad for wiiderness deetgnation.”
. reanons, and to protuct othar wilderoess-related valuws,

Yalluwoeto

py KHaclonai

Park stalf is geverally opposed to the uae ot hulicopters to ssmple lakes iu

the backcountry.

If 1t can be shown that the only feasibic meaus ut asspling s

limited nusber of lakes 48 by the usc ot s Lelicopter, sonaideration Wili be

given ou & case-by-caze basis.

4.  Yellowstonc tational Park steff is prepared

norses, vehicles, end personnsl i

the ssmyliing sfiort.

to sssist EPA resssrchars with
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~— LETTER #33
THE STATE N\ -855/ OF wyoming ED HERSCHLER
Coums —————t ———— s
tion RS .~ :
Mame i 1REREIOR Game and Fish @eﬁa'z/men/
Latitude / Loopitude
) 0sgr 35n Tetlohits Laken, aurveysd, CHEVENNE. WYOMING 82002
w3-74 460491457 11075073 gi: 7.8-8.3, total alkalloi- W-DONALD DEXTER March 22, 1985
e o ald= HRECTOR »
1ty. 10-40 ppu, dats avi
able ou water chemistxy EIS 2606/L3
US/EPA-Region X-Western
: 6.9-7.1, : .
. 051% 40" lokes sampled, pi: b, Lakes Acid Rain Surface
442135 111°%1% tey: lé-1o ppa,
tal alkalinlty Water Survey
40373 :::- svailable oo wvatsr

chemt oty - Environmental Protection Agency

Region 10-1200 Sixth Ave, M/S
Seattle, WA 98101

n Attention: Mr. Ron Lee (M/S 443) et :

Dear Mr. Lee:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental
Assessment. Most of our comments, (December 28, 1984), on the preliminary
draft document were adequately covered in the Draft EA. We view the pro-

posed EA program as essential if the acidic deposition issue in the western
states is to be addressed.

We agree with the EPA proposal that use of helicopters is the most prac-
1 means for obtaining water samples from many wilderness lakes and for
transporting these samples to analytical facilities in a timely manner, pro-
vided guidelines outlined in our letter of January 31, 1985 regarding heli-
copter flights is incorporated. Information which we have reviewed from
various state and federal sources indicates that many lakes within wilder-
ness areas of Wyoming are indeed susceptible to adverse effects from acidic
deposition. Use of helicopters for collection of data to enable control of
acidic deposition would, in our opinion, be consistent with enhancemeut of
the wilderness value in accordance with the 1964 Wilderness Act.

tica

Please contact us if we may be of further help.

Sincerely,

7

FRANCIS PETERA
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR

OPERATIONS
FP:HBM: gsc

cc: Game Div,
Fish Div,
SPC



~, -LETTER #34

=

4’9‘,,‘903

March 26, 1985

Wayne D. Elson

EA Project Officer, M/s 443

US Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue

Scattle, WA 98101

Dear Mr. Elson:

I am sorry this reply is a little late, however, I did not realize
that the EPA was going to do a National Surface Water Survey of Western
Wilderness Lakes this soon. I was also unaware that the comment period
was so short. It is unfortunate that you did not get your information
out to more of the people whom this survey will directly affect,

1 am strongly opposed to any use of the helicopter to obtain these
water samples for this survey. I have been involved in the wilderness
movement for twenty-five ycars and I feel I was somewhat instrumental
in the Montana movement for the creation of the Wilderness Act of 1964.
This act specifically forbids motorized transportation of any kind, in~
cluding the landing of helicopters within wilderness.

As a commercial outfitter for twenty-five years, I know the Bob
Marshall Complex thoroughly and am well acquainted with other wildernesses
within Montana. I can strongly urge that you use conventional transporta-
tion to obtain these water samples, such as the horse or hiking. Most all
of the lakes and water areas can be visited very easily by these modes of
transportation. You have cbviously known for some time that these water
samples were necessary and again, I fecl strongly that you did not notify
‘the public and the people affected by this early enough so that public
response could be made. The water samples you plan to take happen to
takc place in the fall and this is the outfitter's primary season for
hunting big gume. Outfitters, of course, have their wilderness camps or
hunting sreas around many of these lakes and will be disturbed greatly by
a "scientific heliocopter®.

MEMBER QF
MONTANA QUTFITTRA ANG GUIDK'E ABSBOCIATION

RN

Smoke and Thelma Elser

. Telephone (406) 549-2820
; 3800 Rattlesnake Drive
MISSOULA, MONITANA 59802

#i8s

#186

#187

PROFERBIONAL WILDERNESE OUTHIYTEA'S ABBOGCIATION » MONTANA WILBRANSES ABRGGIATION J

Page 2
March 26, 1985
Wayne D. Elson

In closing, I would like to state that I am strongly opposed (as
I'm sure most outfitters or users of the wilderness would be if they knew
of this survey) to using heliocopters as a way of getting water samples
for the National Surface Water Survey. 'I feel you are spending way too
much money for this survey that could be done very easily by the old tried
and proven method of hiking or horseback.

Please keep me informed.
Sincerely,
o P 7/4/ =
dé’mﬁgg ,%.uz' L &u;
Arnold “Smoke" Elser

AE:te

#183



LETTER #35

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

d
» 35

GEORGE DEUKMENIAN, Govsmor

AIR RESOURCES BOARD
1102 Q SIREET

PO 80x 2813

SACRAMENIO, CA 95812

&

;‘Z
(916} 445-4383 s\fe

March 27, 1985 N

Wayne D. Elson
Environmental Assessment
Project Office (M/S 443)
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

bear Mr. Elson:

Thank you for forwarding to the Air Resources Board
copies of the "Draft Environmental Assessment for the National
surface wWater Survey, Western Wilderness Area Lakes® prepared
by the Environmental Protection Agency. This document presents
a clear picture of the need for implementing the lake sampling
program to establish the sensitivity of lakes to acid
deposition damage in the western United States.

This survey marks the first time the federal acid rain
research program has implemented a comprehensive project of
direct interest to California, so we are particulary pleased to
offer our endorsement.

The evaluation of potential impacts of the four
alternative sampling strategies is well done and relatively
complete, However, the discussion of "Impacts to Water
Bodies"of helicopter use on page 62, Section 4.1.4 needs
further elaboration. 1t is desirable that the effects of
routine helicupter emissions on both the terrestrial and
aguatlc systems be consiaered, During the on-gite sampling
period, helicopter engine emissions may have an adverse impact
on pristine air quality in the wilderness areas and on dilute
surface waters in sensitive regions. While these lmpacts ace
minimal and probably transitory, information on the level of
emissions ano possible mitigation measures needs to be included
in this document if it is to be considered complete.

#189'

wayne D, Elson -2 March 27, 1985

Again, thank you for your efforts in support of
california. I would appreciate your keeping us informed on the
progress of your survey in California and on the sampling
approach you ultimately select. 1f you have any gquestions
regarding these comments, please contact Dr. John R. Holmes,
Cchief, Researcn Division at (916) 445-0753.

Sincerely,

ccs Robert M. Reed
Environmental Sciences Division
Building 1505
Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Oak Ridge, TN 37831



LETTER #30

MAR 27
1365 James Phelps
Fublic lands Chair
Montana Audubon Council
2110 Bradbrook Court
Billings, Montana 59102

March 22, 1985

Wayne D. Elson

EA Project Officer, M/S 443

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
12C0 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Sir:

Please consider this letter as comment upon the draft
Environmental Assessment, National Surface Water Survey,
Western Wilderness Area Lakes, dated March 1, 1985. Ve

note comment is due by this date, March 22, 1985. This is

& very short period of time for a citizen conserwation group
to cunvass it members on an issue, find among them those with
information, and in turn make the necessary comment. With
all toe other issues we Just simply did not have sufficient
time to do so. We realize the statutes governing and/or

the regulations are probably set within this time frame,

but agein had no real opportunity to check. It is also

not uncommon to extend comment periods without everyone
affected learning about such extensions. With all of

tnis, we bope you accept the brief comment.

The proposal seems to be a common-sense approach to the
problem. No one wants to damage or destroy the wilderness
values and the use of heliocopters--perhaps a transitory
disturbance--looks to be the best alternative. Acid rain
is a question that needs addressing and knows no boundaries.

Therefore, we offer no objection.

I will propose our Council discuss the question at our
next meeting so as to gain the attention of our 8 chapters.

Yery truly yours,

COpyY
"r. Robert M. Reed
znvironmental Sciences Division

Building 15C5
Oak Ridge National lLaboratory
Oak Kidge, TH 37831

Harriet Marble, President
Montana Audubon Council
P. O. Box 649

Chester, HMT 59522

LETTER #37

5201 Dumaret Ave. Apt. 25
- Bukersficld CA 93309
] 3 1o URG
[-,,‘Rg ’ 1S March 21, 1985
Wayne D. Elson
E.A. Project Officer
M/S 443 USLPA
1200 6th Avenue
Scultle WA 98101

Dcar Mr. Elson;

I am writing this note to inform you of my support of the Environmental
Protection Agency's plan to sample western wilderness area lakes by helicoptor
for potential acid rain damage.

This alternative is superior over pack animal sampling because it is much
faster, cheaper, and would probably cause less "foreign" dumage than a horse
or mule pack expedition. An exception to the no moterized vehicles policy
should be muade in these wilderness and near wilderness areas 1n this one case.
I don't believe that the effect ol a momentary blast of helicopter noise could
compare with the iong term potential damage to un ccosystam by acid rain run-off
into lakes and rivers. There is no natural buffering systum of limestone and
other carbonate rocks in California, so this could someday be a significant
problem if the amount of carbon dioxide and other reactants releuased 1nto
the atmosphere continues.

1 work for a petroleum engineering company as a geologist and I enjoy
hiking and camping in the mountains around Bakersfield. I have then both
professional and personal interests in the resolution of this issue.

Thank you for allowing me L0 express my support of the exclusive use of
helicoptor sampling plan, and for your desire to moniter and solve a very
real and serious problem.

Slnceroiy,

“aurie Ellen Scheer



LETTER #33
COLLEGE OF NATURAL RESOURCES
UMC 52

S
8”%

Utah State Univernty
Logen, Utah 84322

March 22, 1983 OEPANTMENT OF
MANGY BCIENCE
001.760-2471

Dr. Wayne Elson
EPA Reglon Six
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Sirp:

Subjectt Acld raln survey in 10 western status

I have kaun personal as wull as professional intavest fon thia esubject,
particularly in regards to the Utnta Mountain lakes in Utah., Aw you are
probably aware, data collected by the Utah Division of Wildlifa Rewources
fn the 19%0's compared with that collected in recent ywvars shows
considuradle change in the pH. Even though tha data collected In the
19%0's {s quuestionable as to ite accuracy because of the methods used, .the
large, consistent dilfurences, often in excass of 1.0 pll, strongly suggest

acidification of lakes. This secms reasonable givan the low buffering
capacity of these lakes.

Sincu only a few of theoe lakes have 2-3 data collection dates

begtnning in tha 1950's, 1 would suggest one or two of thess lakaes be | #190
includud in your survey, it they are not included at this time.

Plesse add my name to your mailing list concerning this project. 1

would be espuclally interested in knowing which lakes, 1f any, in the Uinta
Mountsins you are planning to sample,

Bincerely,

Db D At

Dennis Austin
Wildlite Biologist

DA: fa

APR. 10 ‘65 11104 EPA SEATTLE RCGIOH X

" pud

Paul Clasry
Merch' 6, 1989
Page 2

The cawe made iw aupport of helicopter xccans Lo Section 3.1.3,
baginnlng on page 37, could also be vead in eupport of some means
of depoaltlon moaitoring. As suggestad therela, avca an arua is
designaced wildernues (¢t comss under human influence due to Lte
mansgamant requivamsate and the more or less concentratad ioflunx
of people and horses, A faw dipccately locsted municoring eices
should ba lass objectionable than tha svidences of visitxtion in the
mare papulae portione of the ares,

As stated in my pravious letter, we cen suppart the proposed

wampling e€favk as & means to wdd to the knowladge of Lake acidity; aa
o deviee te lepose furthar iadussrial regulatnione without a bady of
supporting evidence, Y oauld not endorss LE.

Wa appraciate tha opportunity to reviaw this draft, and would
1ike 0 be kept inforwad on the projuct.

LEA/ht

ca1 Oworge L, Chriatopulos
Stacs Englineer '

w193

194
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S 6‘_@"‘5::7 THE STATE GOVERNOR
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Mary Jsne Merrill, President March 11, 1985 CHEYENNE, WYOMING 82002
W. DONALD DEXTER
DIFECTOR March 22, 1985
Ay EIS 2606/L3
807‘98 US/EPA-Begion X-Western
4) Lakes Acid Rain Surface
Water Survey

MEMO

TO: State Forest Department Rm. 1416
Resources Building
9th and O Street

Environmental Protection Agency S— b e
Sacramento, 95814 Region 10-1200 Sixth Ave. M/§ ,[! //m::’u,r :
8 le, WA 98101 e
FROM: League of Women Voters of California sarele IUI\A .
926 ] Street #1000 Attention: Mr. Ron Lee (M/8 443) [t
Sacramento, 95814 (oot iy
. Lo b Lot
. Dear Mr. Lee: £, iBlGa 10
RE: Permission for EPA to proceed with the Natlonal

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental
Assessment. Most of our comments, (December 28, 1984), on the preliminary
- draft document were adequately covered in the Draft EA. We view the pro-
The League of Women Voters would mke you to grant the above posed EA program as eseential if the acidic deposition lssue in the western

atates is to be addressed.

Surface Water Survey of Callfornia Lakes

permit. After attending the briefing meeting on the project, held

We agree with the EPA proposal that use of helicopters is the most prac-
in San Francisco last month (Feb.1l), it is our opinion that any iz 1. ;'3 tical means for obtaining water samples from many wilderness lakee and for
transporting these samples to analytical facilities in a timely manner, pro-
vided guidelines outlined in our letter of January 31, 1985 regarding heli-
copter flights is incorporated. Information which we have reviewed from
various state and federal sources indicates that many lakes within wilder-

disruption of the environment would be of a very temporaty

nature. At this point, when concern about acld deposition has ness areas of Wyoming are indeed susceptible to adverse effects from acidic
! deposition. Use of helicopters for collection of data to enable control of
been receiving much public attention, the data to be obtained acidic deposition would, in our oplnion, be consisteat with enhancement of,
the wilderness value In accordance with the 1964 Wilderness Act.
appears to be valuable and necessary if we are to establish a -
Please contact us if we may be of further help.
viable progra
program for protection of our mountain lakes. Sincerely,
Thank you for this opportunity to attend the briefing meeting ( ;2
Ll £ea ~—
and to comment on the proposal. PRANCIS PETERA
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
yw Dher OPERATIONS

FP:HBM:s8cC
Mary Jane Merrill , President cc: Game Div,

‘(“W Fish Div.
gpC

Jeanne Harvey, Water and Air Quality Director

cc: ~EPA
Caltfornia Parks Department
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Letter # 4) P.85 f APR.O3 ‘85 16:47 EPA SEATTLE REGION X P.o2
STATE OF LOLOAADG )
Piahars ©. Lomen: Gavermor HATTYOm bettec & 42
DEPA NTRINNT OF NMATURAL RELOUROES
DIVISSION OF WILDLASE
Jenes B Ruch, Director
9000 Brasdwey
Desver, Cotormda 80218 (397-1103)

MO'W

April 2, 1985 ‘&4 .
rd
April 8, 1985

Wayne D. Elgon % -
BA Project Qfficer, M/8 443 Mr, Wayne D. Elson
U. S. Eavirgomental Protection Ageacy EN Project Officer, M/3 443
1200 6th Ayzoue U.S. Bovironmental Protection Agency
Seattle, WA ga101 1200 Sixth Avenus

Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Mr, Elgon: ’
RE: National Surface Water Burvey

Thank you for the opportunity to comment oo the Draft Envirommentsl Asaesgs~ Western Wilderness Area Lakes EA

ment for the Hational Surface Gater Survey, We are aorry for the late Teply

but hope that our comments caa be considared nonetheless, Our commants are ’

a8 follows: Dear Mr. Elsons
- Becausa of the short duration of sampling at each lake, we do not gnclosed ara commentk by the Environmental Defense Fund on the
bove— oneed BA- P b layad €4 1
snticipate any serious detrimsncal impact og wtldlife in the aras. rn g?f;: g'to protact Eﬁe Rc‘::k; oteznt:.!.:‘::a:.e frg?n :?\ohzavaqns of
acid pollution damage. As part of EDF's campaiga, wa have
= We are concerued about estgblishing a precedent for the uae of participated sotively io new source permit proceedinga under the
halicopters in wilderness are=s, but feel that the importance of "itle Clean Adr Aat, and ara in litigatien in Arizona against the two
this study and the narrow "window" for data gathering justifies the largest 802 emitters in the West.

use of helicopters in this inscaace.
e We also lobbied extensively last year to expand the NAPAP

= Qur msjor concerm is the possib resaarch program to include an asseasment of effects on aquatic
big 3aie huntera in the igai; dt:tg;‘:::bf:::;x::;:e:gﬁfic;:::t resources in tha West., EDF was pleased and encouraged by NAPAR's
quest that sazpling ochedulas be adjusted as much as possible to #1480 deciasion last summer to extend the National Surface Water Survey
avoid opea bunting grese. Wz bave discudsed this slready with Leas to include western high country lakes, EOF ia convinced that the
8prenger of your Denver office and faal that most conflicts can be pristine wildarness lakes in the Weat are extremely vulnerable to

avoided or reduced, acid pollution damage, and that preventative measuras must bs

taken now to engure protection of'this invaluable resourca.

= Wo suggaat ttat the helicoptars ba clearly marked "EPA Acid Rain Baclosed is a copy of EDF's strategy for protecting high country,
Study” or similar wording so thac backcountry vigitors in the srea #1971 "Safequarding Acid-Sensitive Watars in the Intarmcuntain West.®
will be icforwed 88 to the purpesa of the viait. Those decisions will be made primarily within the context of
permitting new saurcas of acid pollutien under the Clean Alr Act.
=~ Wo would like access to the data whea it 18 collected and procesdsed, But good decisions will not be made if good data deacribing
We fecl that this will ba aa imporcant addition to our lake data bank | #19¢ current lake chemistry are not available,

aod general understanding of high lake chenistry,
On the whole, data are available for only a amall fraction of

Plesss fael frea to contect us if you have questions or need wore information, the wilderness lakes at risk from acidification in Colorado,
) Utah, Wyoming, Montana and Idaho, And of these, only about 16
Sinceraly, have more than a single summer grab sample. Recent avidence

collected by a university research toam at lakes adjacent toe

' Bnowmass Wilderness in Colorado showa that short-tarm

acidification is already occurring during snow melt. A mors

David Webfr thorough and broader-based inveatigation of high country lakes,
Wild1ife Progrem Spaciafiee empacially headwater lakes, is desperately needed.

o8/4n )

L EPANYIMENT OF NATURAL RESBOURCED, Devid M. = «WILOLIEG COMMIBEION, Jamen &, Kennedy. Chaliman
W, rd . AP o

Vies etttohaet K. Highee, ry «Ri , PLmmbs e
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The NSWS will help £111 this large gap in our knowlaedge of
pollution effects in the Weat. The data to be collectaed this
year as part of the region-wide survaey of more than 700 lakes is
a nacesesary part of designing an adequate long-term sampling
program that will reflect the effacts of pollution over tima.
This year's survey 18 a first step that provides a basis for
selecting senmitive watersheds that will be atudied in phases 2
and 3 of the N8WS, Without a broad~based data set from which to

target lakae for more datailed study, tha maney spent on phases 2
and 3 might be misdirected.

A8 we note in our commsnts, tha U.S. Porest Service has a
statutory mandate to protect forest wildearness lakeas from the
sffects of increased air pollution. But the Porest Service to
date has not collected adequata data to carry ocut that mandata.

EDY therefore calls on EPA to carry out the NSWS in the Wast. but
we alsa ask that you make evary effort to minimize unnecessary
intrusiona inte the wildaeness by helicopter. We urga you to
evaluate carefully, in conijunction with the Forest Bervica, where
timely sumple racovery can be accomplished without helicapter
wee. But where justified., we urga the Porest Service to allow
helicopter access to lakes that are not readily accesaible by

ground transport within the time required for sample recovary and
analysia. B8inse the lakaa most in nead of campling arae

the headwater lakes, EDP expects that helicopter sccess will be
needed in aome wildarneas areas.

Access in this case is fully justified bacause of the mandate to
protect wilderness area values, including lakes, from acid rain
ucder the Clean Alr Act. Access for this purpose should not be
confused with access for purposaes unrelated to performing the
Yorest Barvice's atatutory mandate to protect the wilderness from
increased pollution. Ko other data-gatharing proposal raceived
by the Porest Servica is designed to contribute to fulfilling the
Poresst Bervice mandate under the Air Rat. Nor ars any likely to

Thapk you for yeur decision to expand the NBWS to inoclude western
kigh country lakas.

Sincerely,

e T

ces Max Peterson, Chief, USPS
John B. Crowell, Assistant Secretary, USDA
Lee Thomas, Administrator
John Wellea, Ragional Administrator
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1, INTRODUCTION

The following comments are filed on bahalf of the
Smviveamansal Dafense Pund (RDOP). EDY is s charitable, non=~
profis, public wembership organization composed of scisntista,
&u-y.;l, economists, educators and other concerned citigens
dedicated to the protection and enhancemant of human health and
the environment through research and education and through
judicial, legislative, and administrative action. Organized
under the lawas of the Gtate of New York, EDP maintaine regional
offices in Boulder, Colorado; Washington, D.C.; New York Citys
fdchmond, Virgisia; and Berkelaey, California. EDPF has 47,000

activse merbera nationwide.

II., SUMMARY

ZDF's comments on the Eavironmental Assessmant (EA) prepared
by BPA for the conmpletion of the National Surfacs Water Survey
(E5WS) ia the western wilderness area lakes focus on 1) the
alternatives proposed by EPA for completing that study, 2) the
duty of the Porest Service (FS) pursuant to the Wilderness Aot
(¥WA) and the Clean Air Act (CAA) to gollect data about all the
lakes in the Wilderness Systsum, including those moat sensitive to
acid depoaition, 3) the obligation of the P3 to allow EPA to use
helicopters in a limited manner to zeach lakes within wilderness
areas, unaccessable by other means, based on their WA/CAA duty,
and 4) the need to narrowly dsfine this uss of helicapters £o

tnvta 4t will not be used as s precedent for futura motoriced

Underlying all of our comments ig tho knowledge that the
high mountain lakes above 10,000 feat are the moat sensitive to
aold deposition. Headwatar lakes ara particulaerly sensitivae

ownnes al ahe absenss of shavaokeristios that contribute moat ta

?
——— . i o e o o Bbhme aMwds = mmdlm- el SAewret Sowaw. Ton

Colorado, Wyoming, end Montana, high elevation headwater lakes
are almest all located in wilderness araess, many of which ara
Class I areas under the CAA. Consequently, thase lakes are tha
most lmportant ones to be studied.

Ay alternative which exoludes thess wilderness lakas must ba
rejected. With this propositien in mind, BPA has an obligation
to minimize the environmental effects invelved with the NSWS. 1If
it is posseible to gather accurate data using a combination of
horsas and helicopters, EPA should choose this course over using
helloopters exolusively. If some use of helicopters is Taguired
to achiaeve accens tc headwater llk?l or other high lakes located
deep within she boundaries of a wildernesn, the P5 has an
obligation to allow such s limited use pursuant to its duty under
the WA and CAMA to protect wilderness areas for future opearstiona.
Any une of hellcopters, howaever, must be justified based on a
review which provides an adequate basis for concluding that the
purposes of the NSW@ cannon be achieved by less intrusive means
of accass.

I1Z. RPA'S POUR ALTBRNATIVES FOR COMPLETING THE NATIONAL
BURPACE WATER SURVEY IN WESTERN WILDBRNESS ARBA LARES
BPA haw proposed four algc:nnuivo plans for gompleting tha

LA
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to reach all lakes gelected for the survay. The helicoptera

will land, take meveral messuremants along with a water sampla,
Bly we ermwhes lelhe we wsepens hhe procasa. and then wekusn o a

field base lab where the water sampleas will be analyaed.
Altarnativa 2 replaces halicopters with horses carrying survey
teams. The survey teams wlll collect the water samples using a
rubbar raft, take some initial measurementa, prepare the samplas
for transport, and return them to the lab for further analysia,
Alternative 3 combines the £irst two alternatives, uasing horses
to reach those lakes from which samples can be trzanaported within
8 hours to the field base lab, and helicopters to sample all
othera. Under this plan, all chemical measurements and
analytical procedures uead, including those performed on samples
gathered by teams on horseback, will be identical to those used
in Alternative 1. Finally, under Alternative 4, the ™no

action" alternative, no data will ba collected from wilderness

area lakes.

A. Altarnative 4 Is Kot An Acceptable Option.

EDF contands that Alternative ¢ is not acceptable because of
the critical need to characterize the chemiastry of western lakes.
To date, limited researah efforts in the Flat Tops. Mount zitkle:
Jim Bridger and Wemjinuche wilderness areaa shawv that high
mountain lakes bhava low alkalinities, and the high altitude
watersheds often have little, if any, of tha featuras that can
provide acid neutralizing capacity such as dov;lapea soils and
the biomess of a mature forest. In the Jim Bridgaer, for

examplé, some lakes have alkalinities as low as 20 ueq/l, and many l.
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aze below 50 ueg/1l. In other words, many of tha wilderneas area
lakes melacted for study are among the moat sansitive lakes on
the planet, and could be acidifjed with 10 times leas acid input
then some lakes that have already been acidified in the
portheast. Consaquently, theass lakes aras the most important
ones to atudy. If the wilderness is to be protacted for future
generations as mandataed by both the WA and tha CAA, it is
essontial that data be gathered about the most fragile parts of
the system. Without such baselina data, it ie virtually

impossible to apply the protactions guaranteed by the CRA because

the Act requires a demonatration by the FLM that an adverse .

{npact will be caused by emissions from a new sourcs. 42 U.S.C.
7475 (d)(ZHB)(iii). But such demonstration cannot be mada
without data, unlass EPA adopts the NBPA rule raquiring "worst
case” assumptions to be used when data ara not available. Sao far
EPA has not required the states to use such an assumption.

Absent such a requirsment, the Act imposes an "affirmative
rasponsihility” on the PLM which cannat be met without data.
Therefora the no action altarntive ias unaccaptable unlass the FS
implements an equally comprehensive program of data collectien on

its awn.

H. The Alternative Belected Must Provide Raliable And
Accurate Data

In ite REA, the RPA contends, and EDF agraees, that regardless
of the method ochoasen, the data gathered muat bs accurate. Tha BA
ansessse the various alternatives in terms of the quality of tha

dats produced and censludaes that Alternative 1 (heliceptars only)

P2
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will yield the most accurate and complete data. The EA also
concludes that Altarnative 2 (horsea only) will produce
unreliabls data because of 1) the possibility of sample
contsmination during filtration and processing at the asite, 2)
the increased number of sampling crewsd, 1) the variable transport
time to the field baae lab, 4) the incompatibility of the data
with data collected in the midwest and east, bacauss of different
protocola, and 5) the reduced number of lakes that could be
sampled because of physicl logisticsa, certain NSWS criteria, and
a limited amount of time in which to collect the data (3 - 6
weaks .

vwhile many of thase assertions remain unsuppported by
evidencs in the EA, EDF balieves that the raduced numbar of lakas
surveyad using horses only, is enough to cast serious doubt on
this approach. As previocusly expiéined. the most important lakes
to study are those located at the highast elevations, and
conseguently, have the longest travel times or are the most
difficult to reach by horse. Under Alternative 2, thesa lakes
would uadoubtably ba the firat to be dropped from the study, The
importance of including these lakes in the WBWS is bagsed on more
than tbeir sersitivity to acid deposition. As the EA points out,
if a study based on a small portion of the total number of lakes
is to be valid a8 to tha whole, the aample portion must be
selectad randomly, including lakes from all areas. If those lakes
which are 4ifficult to reach are dropped from the selection pool,
the selection will no longer be random, and the validity of the

-u:vcy will ba seriously undermined., Thus, not only are the

~ot
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number of lakes sampled important to the quality of tha gtudy, but
the types of lakes studied are important aa wvell. PFor thesw
reasons, EDF recommends that in completing the NA&WS, the EPA
!hculdnottllyonhorlesfuruccosatalaknlwhntadataqunlity
requirements would he sericusly compromised. But the data

quality requiremanta need to be adeguately documanted. We
suspect, however, that there will be lakes in larger wilderness

areas where timely sample recovery will not be feasibla without

helicoptar aocess,

As for Alternatives 1 and 3, thae choice is less clear.
Under Altarnative 31, many of the most significant problams
associated with the uss of horses excluaively, will be
eliminated. Because horses will only bae used to reach those
lskes from which a sample can be raturned within eight hours,
excosading the 12 hour holding tié- astablished for the N8WS will

nat oasux. Incomparabiliey with maidwastarn and sastern NEWA d-e;

-— - weomcwlbis .l BLSGam——t mmmem—menbie —ALL e e - el - ————

ahe samplas will mewely he malleated and ereaneporeed vo « (liald
bsse lab. The lack of on site filtration and processing of tha
samples will also greatly reduce the risk of contaminatien., On
site measurements of tempsraturs, pH, conductivity, and

transparency of the watar will be collected in the same manner by

hoth holicoprawr and howea suseuy tasas.
Whuem A g m  mn nbn b Bemcn gy bnes bl b d o b de— - - o - e w= o e s

e moadnsadn HANE prabccels oo wleacely oo perewibla, Shoece will | S,

srvasnnar undavhainsliae and pecsibilicsion fuw wrvesr shan B

Alsarnseive 1. Paose would sewwlie Swwm A a
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rubber rafts, less contreol of eample conditions during transport
(exposute of samples to dust and comnstant motion), and grexter
thapce of not sampling the necessary number of lakes due to
advarse weather conditions., Nowhere in the BA, however, are the
effects of these factors on the reliability, accuracy, or
comparability of the data, fully explained or supported by actual
data. At a minimum, EPA should make an asgesement of the number
of lakes that can be sampled by horaeback within the guidelines
of the NSWS tc sas if Alternative 3 i1s feasible, Without such an
asssessment, no conclusion can be drawn about the completeness of
the data under this alternative. Assuming most lakes could be .
sampled, EDF is still not psrauaded by the BA that Alternativa 3
will produce unreliable or inaccuratae data.

C, The EPA Has An Obligetion To Minimize Bnvironmantal
Effacts,

Not withstanding the well- justifiad objective of obtaining
the best data posaible, EPA hag the obligation to minimize the
environmental effects caused by gathering the information lnside
wildernoss areas. EDF strongly believes cthat E;A'. avermll

objective should he to gather the most relisble data it canm,

Savaine e lesas enviwsnseweal Aemeoeacs secedicdoe- vmas ®Reagin e

impact of Altozn;civa 1 (helicopters only) may be limited, the
iopact of Alternative 3 (relicopters and horsss) appaars to bs
leas. If Alternative 3 can acheive the sama data gathering
objaectives, EPA has the obligation to use it., Withoue knowing
the number of lakes which rust be sampled by helicopter ratheé
than by horses, neither the impact nor the feasibility of

Alternative 3 can he adeyuately assensed. ’

w VY

w1
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Under either alternative, EDP guspects that goma halicopter
uge will be necessary. While ED?P recognizes that allowing
helicopters into the wildernasa will hava a tamporary adverse
impact on the wildarness, we balleve that the crucial objective
of gathering data from the mos sanaitive leskes in the Wildarness
Bystem justifies thair use. Yurher, we contend that the Federal
land manager has a duty to allow their use pursuant to the CAA
E
and thae WA of helicopterd are found to be tha only viable meang
of gatharing reliable data.

Vv, THE POREST SERVICE HAS AN AFFIRMATIVE DUTY TO GATHER ACCURATE
DATA CONCERNING THE ACIDIPICATION OF LAKES UNDER ITS
JORISDICTION PURSUANT TO ITS OBLIGRTICN UNDER THE ‘
WILDERNESS ACT AND THE CLEAN AIR ACT TO PRCTECT WILDERNESS
AREAS

c :

Purguant to the Wilderness Act, thae federal land manager

(FLM) must adminiater wilderness areas so as tc protect them and

prassrve their wildarnass ochawsckew few fusura genewawiena.

Under tha Clean Air Act, the PLM hag an affirmative
responsibility to protect tha air quality related values in such
areas. Taken together, these acts create an obligation on the FS
to collect data that ia necessary to protect wildsrnesa areas.

If thie information can be reasonably gathered only by using
helicopters, then the PS's ohligation raquires their use, This
obligation is further illustrated by tha language of the Acts

themgelves and the lagislative history accompanying them,

A, The Tederal Land Manager's Duty Under the Wilderness Act
Bection 2(A) of the WA directs the FLM to adminlster

wilderneaa &zreas 80 ad ¢o insure their eternal proteation,

1{s



[Wildernesa areas] shall ba adminietered for the usa
ard enjoyment of tha American peopla in such a manner
as will leave then unimpalred for future use and
enjoy=zent as willarness, and 80 as to provide for the
protaction of these areas, the preservetion of thelr
wilderress charscter, and for the gathering and
disseminaticn of inforzation regarding their use and
6z joyment a2a willerness , , .
16 U.8.C. Section 1131(a).

The plain language of the statute raquires the FLM to take
protective action necessary to guarantee that high elsvation
lakes located in wilderness areas will remain "unimpaired for
future use and enjoyment as wilderness.” Thus the FS has a duty
to collect data so that informad decisions can be made regarding
actions that would affect wilderness aress. If such data can
bs collected only by allowing EPA brief access inte wildernsss
areag with halicopters, then the P5's duty requires such
permiseion be granted. This obligation is made aven clearer by

the ChA.

B. The Pederal LAnd Mapager's Affirmative Duty Pursuant
To The CAA.

Section 165(d1(2}(B) of the CAA charges tha faederal land
manager with an affirmative duty:

The Pederal Land Managexr and Federal official charged
wish diwees sespensibilicy Sow menageaments of aueh landas
ahall have en affirmativae zesponsibility to protect
the air guality related valuss (including visibility)
of such lands witbin a Clasas I area.

42 U.8,.C, section 7475(d)(2)(3).
FNe® PEIRTULY AS SLEAN ON LU0 FROe ey Yyha Grhans % ABGAVE muse
be protected by the federal land manager. 7The Aot's legislative

history further supports this intention. The Benats report
-

The Poderal land manager holds a powerful tool. Ha
is required to protect federal lands from deterioration
©f an eptablipned valuse; even whan Class I numbera are

not exceeded . . .

while the general scope of the Faederal Government's
activities in preventing significant daterioration has
been carefully limited, the federal land manager should
assume an aggressive role in protacting the air
quality values of land areas under his juriediction . .

6.Rep.No. 127, 95th Cong., let Sess., 36.

ITIA® SRPLASLE MADAARSE FLVENR Shw Seodeenl leand manayes G
Protect an arxea's AQRVa, read sogethex wish she WA, can only be

satisfied if the FLM has adequate data. Bacause Congreas
mandated that these AQRVE ba aggreasively protected by the
faderal land manager, it is a neceasary implication that Congress
also imposed cn the FIM an affirmative responsibility to obtain -
adeguate information with whioh to protect the wildernass.
Without such information, the PLM Gannet protect wilderness areas
in a CAA proceeding. Since tha FS does not have a plan of its own
designad to gather this data from a rapresentativa, statistically
valid sample of wildernass area lakes, its CAA/WA bamed duty
requires it to allow the EPA to use helicoptaers to reach lakes
that are otherwipas unaccessable within the guidelines of the
RBWE.

As an example of a recent case 1llustrating the nead for the

tyg. of data the EPA atudy would supply, EDPF cites the Exxo
an

Chavron permit procsedings, conducted in Wyoming in 1584. In

both oase tha P8 found itaelf compelled to recommand the permits
ba issued because of the lack of data to support objecticns to

the Projecta: DUt in making its recommendasions, the rFs



data. Napely, the F5 was of the opinion that:
1] 7There is relatively little information available to

idantify @ensitive receptors for air quality related
values in alpine and subalpine ecosystexs.

] - »

2] Therc i1s IolATiVely litile ANZGTrMATAON aveilable forx
determining baseline physical, chamical, and/or
biological conditions of sensitive receptors.

» » *

[3] There is relatively little information available
for identifying threshold levels for air pollutant
inpacts on identified sensitive receptors.

Letter from James F. Tozrence, P8, to Randolpbh Wood, Wyoming DRQ.
This information, which waa lacking in thesa permit procaeedings,
ie precisely the type the F5 has ap affirmative responsibility to
collect but failed to obtain prior to making dacisions

regarding impacts of the Chevron and Sxxon projects on the Wind
River range. But tbis also is the type of information the NEWS
is deesigned to provida,

Furthermore, although Wyoming DEQ and the F8 relied on data
preparad by Chevron hased on four lakes considered to be
representative of the most semsitive lakes in the wilderness
area, the PS determined later ;n the proceedings that these lakes
were not the moat sensitive. In short, decisioums to allow Exxon
and Chevron to initiate new facilities were made without knowing
what consequences these actions would have on large wildernass
areas., EPA 1a proposing to gather some of tha informatien the FS

should have before these permit decisions ars made.

C, Lagislative History Demcnstrates Congressional Intent
That the FLM Exr On the 3ide of Frotection.

When doubt arises, whether an AQRV will be adversely
impactad, Congress has directed the PLM not to subject a Class I
land's RQRVs to such a risk. Senate Report No, 127 accompanying
tha Act states that, "In case of doubt, the land manager should
err on the side of protecting the air quality related values for
future generations.” BS.Rep.No. 127, 95th Cong., leét Sess., 36.
This policy directive demonstrates the high level of protection
intended for Class I AQRVS. While it undoubtably appliea to the
FLM when he is determining whether to allew increased pollution
in a Class I area, it also applies to this situation whera the
PLM must balance the present impact of helicopter access against
the £u:u§o impact of forther acid deposition. If the PLM is to
comply wiﬁh this congressional policy to err on the side of
protection, it muat allow the temporary, limited impact of
helicopter intrusion ipnto the wildernees, in order to gather Jdata
that will serve to protact the AQRVs for futurs generations.

D. Not Only Does the Forest Service Eave A Daty

to Allow EPA to Use Eelicopters Where Required,
But Tbis Uge is Consistent with F8& Ragulationsg

Under Sact. 4(c) of the Wilderness Act, FS policy (USDA,

undated) states that aircraft (Sect.2320.3)
way be anthorized for uge by other Federal agencies,
officers, employees, agenciea or agents of Staras and

cvounty governmenta whan necassary to moat minimun
regquirementsa for protection and administration of the
area to meet the purpcses of the act. The use of
equipment, atructures, or activities lieted abovae may be
approved alson: (1) [YWhen)] either an administrative or a
cooperative activity egsential to the management of tke
wilderness canoot reascnably be accomplished with
primitive methods or by nonmachanical means. 1Ia
determination of what is reasonable, thore must be a

'y



shcwing that the need is based upon more than
efficliancy, convenience, and €conomy . . .

PS regulatiors go on to state that motorized equipment
and/or mucpanical transportation in wilderness areas can be
perxmitted only if tha situation mests at least one of ths
following conditions (Sect.2326.11):

a. It is obvious that the situation involves an
irescapable urgency and temporary need for speaed bsyond
that available by primitive means . .le.g., fire
suppreseion, health and safety, law enforcement]

b. A delivery or application problem existe which cannot
reasonably ke mer with the use of primitive methods . .
[e.g., Qalivery of supplies or materlal to comastruct or
raintain improvements necessary for management of the
area for the purposes of tha act , . .]

c. An activity essential for administezing the wilderness
is confined by limitations of time, season, primitive
manual ekills, or other restriction which makes the job
impcssible by primitive means . . .[e.g., maintenance
of trails and other improvements, construction of
trails arnd cther improvements, geodatic controll

a. A necesssry and gontinuing program was established
DOLfOre thHe VNIt wWae LNGErporated insce the Wasiomal

Wilderness Preservation System on the basis of using
motorized equirment, and its continuad use is essential
to cortinuation of the program,

The limited use of helicopters to reach high elevation,
sengitive lakes in ordex to gathd: data, helping to prevent

their destruction, is certainly an "activity esmential to the

mapuagement of the wildernese [which)] cannoce reasonably bae

accomplisned with primative methods or by nonmechanioal means.”

furthber, this usa is congistant with both Section 2326.11(a) and
(D) without some helicCoprer usey; bDRcause ©f the nesed for spesd,
and limitations of time and season, many of tha most :

semeitive lakes will go unstudisd. Beocauss the lim{ted use of

malicertars te carrv out an sctivity essential to the proteation

of tha wilderness aystem is consistent with FS regulations and
policy, EDF urges that such permission be granted,
V. THIS EXCPTION TO THE GENERAL PROBIBITION OF MOTORIZED

ACCESS TO WILDERNESS AREAB MUET BE CAREFULLY LIMITED

TO ONLY TEOSE BITUATIONS WHERE SCIENTIFIC MONITORING

I8 NEEDED TO PROTECT THE ENTIRER WILLCERNESS PRESERVATION

SYBTEM FROM A LOMG TERM SYSTEM-WIDE TEREAT

EDF sharea the concern of thae ¥S, EPA, and other

snvironmental organizations that this one time request for
motorized accaess will werve as a precedent for granting other
requasts. In order to insure that this undesirable result doas
not occur, the FS must narrowly tallor thia exception. EDPF
beliavas that the proper standard for asuch requests for motorized
intrusion into wilderness areas should be limited to those casas
where the purpone of the acientific study is to protect the

gntire Wilderness Preservation System from a long term, system-

wide threat. EDF amphasizes the worda "protect™ and “entire
Wildernesa Preservation Systam,” because these criteria will
geverly limit any further intruni&na. It is highly unlikely that
a study for the puxposa of protection, of this magnitude will
ocour again. If it does, it may be that the intrusien is
Justified. In any svent, this standard will almost exclusively

limit helicopter use to this NSWS atudy.
V. CONCLUBIONS

For the reasons ast out above, EDF recommends the following
acticn:

l. BEDPF document the need to analyze samples within the

short heldine timea atated in the RBA.
v,

0
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F-35

This comment also deals with the appropriateness of the selected water-quality
parameters, stating that buffering capacity was not being adequately addressed.
This is to be addressed in the NSWS by measurement of alkalinity (the capacity
to absorb input of strong acid without change in pH beyond a stated limit); of
course, as with other variables in Phase I of the NSWS, this measurement of
alkalinity is based on a single measurement in time and space for each of the
sampled lakes - more detailed studies are to be conducted in Phases II and III of
the NSWS.

Two comments (6,9) pointed out the importance of the pulse of snowmelt
runoff to lake chemistry. This is true, but it would be difficult to
measure as part of Phase I (as noted on pp. 8-9 of the EA). The input of
snowmelt runoff is being studied elsewhere in the National Acid
Precipitation Assessment Program and is appropriate for study in Phases
II and III of the NSWS. Also, see response to Comment 5.

EPA concurs with this concern and will incorporate the suggestion to alert
pilots to the possibility of disturbance to or collision with whooping cranes
as part of the training program for the survey and helicopter crews
described on p. 64 of the EA.

EPA concurs with this concern as discussed on p. 68 of the EA. Specific
suggestions will be included in the training program for survey and
helicopter crews described on p. 64 of the EA.

See response to Comment #86.

National Audubon Society (Letter #7)

10‘

11.

EPA recognizes that the program could serve as a precedent for using
helicopters for planned research in wilderness areas (EA pp. 29, 51, and
71), but believes that few, if any, future such research programs will be
able to advance equivalent justification for helicopter access. The survey
is unique in that is is designed to develop data for the entire nation on a
problem of national concern; few future studies are likely to involve the
widespread geographic scope of possible effects and sources, the lack of
available data, unique monitoring and quality control procedures, and the
high policy and legislative priority. In some wilderness areas, the use of
helicopters has been permitted in the past, and the issue of precedent is
moot; in areas where helicopters or other aircraft have not been used, the
potential for concern about precedent is real. If the FS allows helicopter
use (i.e., adopts Alternatives 1 or 3), their decision will clearly document
the criteria used to limit any interpretation of "precedence". As stated
on p. 36 of the EA, EPA recognizes (as does the FS Manual) that a
reasonable need for using aircraft in wilderness areas cannot be based
merely on "efficiency, convenience, and economy."

EPA has broadened Alternatives 2 and 3 to include the possibility of
accessing lakes by foot. The implications of these alternatives on data
quality are discussed in the supplemental analyses provided with the Final
EA. EPA is reviewing submitted proposals.



12.

13.

14.

F-36

The discussion on pp. 50-51 of the EA addresses the suitability of using
helicopters in wilderness areas. Problems with using non-motorized
access are discussed in Sect. 4.2.8 of the EA.

Sampling during the fall will avoid breeding periods of the bald eagle,
peregrine falcon, and migratory waterfowl. As described on p. 61 and pp.
64-68 of the EA EPA Base Coordinators will work closely with local land
managers to schedule sampling to minimize impacts to wildlife and
recreational users.

Two comments (14, 44) dealt with the potential for adverse ecological
effects from spills of fuel or reagents. As noted in Comment #44, some
toxic effects could occur other than those discussed on p. 62 of the EA;
however, the volatility of the fuel should minimize the period of exposure
for aquatic biota. Part of the training of survey and helicopter crews (p.
64 of the EA) deals with practices to avoid the possibility of spills of
reagents and fuels; also, proper maintenance of helicopters should reduce
the likelihood of fuel spills.

State of Idaho, Department of Health and Welfare (Letter #8)

15.

16.

17.
18.

Comment acknowledged.

. "Bill" Worf (Letter #9)

The EA (pp. 35-37) and the revised Summary and Conelusions address
these concerns.

The comment does not correctly quote from the Wilderness Act. The Act
does not set forth "THE minimum requirements" (emphasis added). It
states "minimum requirements,"” thus suggesting that such requirements
are dependent on each situation and context, and not some body of set,
inflexible minimum requirements. The revised Summary and Conclusions
discusses "minimum requirements” in relation to this action.

Staff expertise is appropriate for the issues addressed.

The Summary and Conclusions have been revised to clarify the discussion
of the purpose of establishing the Wilderness System. The EA clearly
states (p. 53) "While the most obvious wilderness use is recreational,, it is
not the primary reason the National Wilderness Preservation System was
established. The objective of the Wilderness Act is to preserve an
enduring wilderness resource characterized by naturalness and outstanding
opportunities for solitude; primitive recreation is provided for, with these
goals as overriding constraints . . .".

The EA also describes in detail the goals and values of the wilderness
preservation (pp. 32-37). The EA (Sect. 1.3, p. 4) includes a description of
wilderness (from the Aect), which certainly demonstrates that EPA
understands what is meant by wilderness and why it is in need of
protection. Simply setting aside land and calling it "wilderness" does not
keep it so. Formal designation alone is insufficient protection for these
lands. They must be actively managed. Yet, this is the dilemma the FS
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and other wilderness managers find themselves caught in: the more you
manage wilderness to protect it, the less by definition it remains true
wilderness. This problem was discussed in the quotation from Roderick
Nash (pp. 33-34) from a FS publication, and is indeed the source of many
of the issues addressed by this EA.

The first paragraph on p. 33 of the EA notes that wilderness lands are set
aside by law in wilderness areas specifically because they are wilderness
and are not subject to the same uses and management as are national
parks, forests, and wildlife refuges. This discussion also identifies the
problems with an approach to wilderness that puts too much emphasis on
resource management.

Wilderness as resource was not listed as a wilderness value because the FS
itself does not list it that way in its own publications (cf. p. 32 of the
EA). EPA (p. 49) follows the same three values as identified on p. 32 and
examines projected impacts on these values. Wilderness as resource is not
identified as such on p. 32, nor are impacts of alternative actions on
wilderness as a resource assessed as a value in subsequent sections.
Reecreation is not assessed anywhere in the EA as a value, only as a use, as
the document's structure and text clearly show. The first paragraph on p.
49 states that "the foremost value in wilderness management is taking
those actions that preserve wilderness character, that maintain the
integrity of the wilderness" (empahsis added). This probably comes
closest to what the commentor means when wilderness as resource is
identified. Environmental impacts on recreation of Alternative 1 are
discussed on pp. 53-61, while the environmental impacts on wilderness
values are discussed on pp. 49-53. Recreational impacts were identified
in the scoping process as an area of significant public concern, and,
therefore, received considerable attention in the EA.

The EA, as stated above, concerns itself with the three primary
wilderness values identified by the FS. The aspect of "cultural museum"
is an attribute of wilderness mentioned neither directly nor indirectly in
the Wilderness Act.

EPA concurs with the comment and believes that it has adequately
demonstrated the idea that wilderness should not merely be used as
wilderness (as the comment states), but also be valued as wilderness (pp.
32-37 of the EA).

EPA has developed additional information on the accessibility of lakes by
horse (see Appendix E.4). Approximately 40% of the lakes would not be
accessible by ground access within the time constraints defined under
Alternative 3. EPA has a list of randomly selected alternate lakes
available. However, a significant bias would be introduced if these lakes
were used to selectively replace lakes.
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In discussions with local FS staff responsible for the Bridger Wilderness,
and in maps and other information supplied by them (see Table 4.2-1 and
accompanying notes on p. 84), it was made clear that (1) there were lakes
the survey crews need to sample that are farther than a 7 h horseback
ride, and (2) that there are lakes to be sampled that have no horse or
other trails leading to them. No contact was made with FS staff in the
High Uintas for the analysis prepared in the EA.

EPA Base Coordinators have developed additional information on the
accessibility of lakes to be sampled in western wilderness areas since the
draft EA was prepared (Appendix E.4). This analysis shows that as many
as 40% of the lakes are too inaccesible for samples to be transported out
by horse within the 7 h time constraint of Alternative 3.

The cost of Alternative 2 is composed of two parts. Part 1 is the
estimated cost of the original survey, which is $3.8 million. Part 2 is the
added cost of Alternative 2, which is $3.2 million. These costs are
additive because helicopters will probably still be required to take the
samples to be analyzed. In addition, a study would be required to compare
25 lakes sampled by the two protocols.

EPA staff discussed feasibility of using pack animals with FS rangers in
five wilderness areas (see Table 4.2-1 and accompanying notes on p. 84).
These people were completely familiar with local packers' stock,
procedures, availability, and experience. It was beyond the scope of the
EA to contact individual packers.

EPA did not introduce the issue of precedence; it was identified during
the public scoping process (p. 7 of the EA). An evaluation of the extent to
which Alternatives 1 and 3 might contribute to the setting of a precedent
naturally would involve examining and documenting previous helicopter
use in wilderness areas. The issue of precedence is addressed on pp. 29,
51, and 71 of the EA. The EA does contain a statement (p. 71) to the
effect that a reasonable argument could be made that Alternative 1 is
consistent with FS criteria, and, therefore, "neither establishes or
contributes to any sense of precedence." The proposed study (of which the
survey is a critical component) is developing data for a congressionally
mandated assessment and is not merely national in scope. EPA makes no
claims that the purposes of this study are more important than wilderness
values. EPA believes that wilderness values are most directly protected
by implementation of Alternative 1. That results of the study may lead to
measures that also protect lands outside of wilderness should not diminish
the relevance of study results for protection and preservation of
wilderness values. Also, see response to Comment #10.

EPA does not intend to use helicopters or install equipment in wilderness
area streams in the West. Few, if any, streams in the West will be
included in the survey.
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28. EPA has already initiated a public involvement process during scoping of
the EA (Sect. 1.4). The Agency intends to continue this process and feels
that informing the public of its activities, both inside and outside
wilderness areas, is an effective way to mitigate impacts on wilderness
users.

29. Training crews in appropriate wilderness values for whichever alternative
is chosen would be part of the EPA-FS coordination activity (Sects. 4.1.6,
4.2.6, and Appendix E.6).

30. The Summary and Conclusions have been revised to address this concern.

31. As discussed on pp. 78-80 of the EA, the risk of not obtaining data of
sufficiently high quality is least with Alternative 1, which uses an
approach that has been proven in the eastern and midwestern portions of
the NSWS. The use of a new approach to sampling in western wilderness
areas presents a higher, but unquantifiable, risk to obtaining data of
adequate quality. See supplemental analysis provided with this Final EA.

American Wilderness Alliance (Letter #10)

32. Alternatives that include non-mechanized means (Alternatives 2 and 3)
are evaluated in the EA.

33. Previous use of helicopters in wilderness areas is discussed on pp. 49-50 of
the EA.
34. See response to Comment #26

35. Section 3.1 of the EA addresses these concerns.

36. These concerns are addressed on pp. 57-61 and 68 of the EA.

37. See response to Comment #22 and #23.

38. Use of outfitters and guides falls within the concept of Alternative 2 as
described in the EA; Alternatives 2 and 3 have been broadened to include
backpacking as a mode of access.

The National Outdoor Leadership School (Letter #11)

39. EPA has modified Alternatives 2 and 3 to include the use of backpackers
so that as many lakes as possible could be sampled by ground access. EPA
is reviewing the NOLS proposal.

Wyoming Recreation Commission (Letter #12)

Comment acknowledged.

Environmental Testing and Balancing, Inc. (Letter #13)

40. The issue of precedence is more fully discussed on pp. 29, 51, and 71 of
the EA. See responses to Comments #10 and #27.
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Statistically, the statement by EPA that "... we cannot delete lakes from
that list ..." is different from failure to sample a few lakes for a variety
of unforseen reasons. Any intentional or systematic deletion of selected
lakes may have serious statistical consequences, but accidental,
essentially random deletions will not, as long as the sample size remains
large enough to obtain reasonable error bounds to the estimates. Thus,
the perceived contradicition is not real.

Helicopters will not be flown in the manner in which they are used for
disbanding game herds. Proper flight approaches when landing in the
center of a lake will minimize, if not eliminate, disturbance of game. As
stated in the EA, all flights will be coordinated with local land managers
to ensure that all such mitigation practices are followed as needed for
particular lakes.

The EA (p. 61) specifically mentions Canada geese as of note for animals
potentially disturbed by helicopter noise. The possibility of bird/aircraft
collision is a safety consideration that is real but extremely remote.
Pilots will be experienced in western flying and hence aware of the
potential hazard posed by birds. The aircraft will not be flown as if they
were herding animals or doing stunts, but instead in a manner to minimize
noise effects and maximize safety. These considerations are already
addressed in the EA.

If a fuel spill were noted, the lake would either not be sampled or the data
sheet would be marked to guarantee that the sample was identified as
potentially contaminated. Also, see response to Comment #14.

The detailed noise data presented in Appendix C are for the Bell 206L
(Long Ranger) helicopter, a turbine-powered machine. Sound-generated
avalanches in early fall are an extremely remote possibility. Wilderness
users would not be exposed to sufficiently loud helicopter noises from
sufficiently close distances (hovercraft would land near centers of lakes,
if that is the deepest point) for sufficiently long durations (20 min. vs a
likely 8 h at 50-ft. distance) to cause ear damage. Bats would not be
active at the time of helicopter flights. Bats, as other animals, would
avoid hearing damage through fright responses and would, as mentioned
above, not be exposed to sufficiently loud noises for sufficiently long
enough times (at sufficiently close distances) to be permanently affected.

During review of the Draft EA, a comment was received that EPA use
pigeons to sample the wilderness lakes. Under this scheme, pigeons would
be carried in to the wilderness and then would be used to fly the samples
out. In evaluating this alternative, EPA attended a demonstration at
Rattlesnake Lake, Washington on 3/1/85. During that demonstration
pigeons carried 10 ml samples back to their home base. However, the
sample size required for the survey is 4 liters, which is 400 times the
amount of water that the pigeons could each carry. It was not felt that a
pigeon could carry this sample size. To break the sample up into small
enough aliquots that the pigeons could carry was also not considered
feasible.
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Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (Letter #14)

47.

As discussed in Sect. 4.1.6 (p. 64 of the EA), EPA Base Coordinators will
work closely with local land managers to satisfy local requirements such
as the variance mentioned. In addition, a major purpose of the EA is to
identify such concerns so that they can be addressed by EPA, working
with the State agency or other concerned party.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Helena, Montana (Letter #15)

48.

As discussed on p. 64 of the EA, EPA plans to work closely with local land
managers to minimize potential impacts.

North Cascades Conservation Council (Letter #16)

49.

50.

al.

52.

23.

Alternative 3 considers a combination of access modes. If this alternative
were chosen, detailed planning by EPA Base Coordinators, interacting
with local land managers, would consider each lake to determine the
appropriate mode of access (Appendix E.6 and Sect. 4.1.6).

This comment encourages the use of a mode of access (foot, horseback, or
helicopter) found necessary for each lake; this is similar to Alternative 3.
The same comment suggests that each lake, in recognition of site-specific
differences in watershed and lake-chemistry characteristics, have a
unique baseline analysis. This approach is more suited for later phases of
the NSWS than for Phase I, which is aimed at developing a consistent set
of data for all lakes.

The Summary and Conclusions Section has been revised to clarify the
relationship of the three phases of the NSWS. No subsequent survey of
large numbers of lakes similar to the Phase I survey is planned. Phase I
will provide the statistical basis for extrapolating results from detailed
Phase II and III studies to wilderness areas. The Phase II and III studies
will involve more detailed analysis of fewer lakes, most, if not all, of
which will be outside wilderness areas. Helicopter access to the Phase II
and III lakes will not be needed. In the event that a Phase II or III lake is
in a wilderness area, only ground access would be used.

It is unclear from the comment where in the EA any such statement
occurs. On p. 49, EPA states, "That the visual and audible presence of a
helicopter would be incompatible with visitors' expectations of the
aesthetie quality of a wilderness is clear." The EA (p. 30) cites numerous
instances of the projected negative impacts of helicopters on wilderness
users.

A study conducted by EPA in September, 1384, demonstrated that the
helicopters are not a source of contamination. Comparison of data for all
twenty-one NSWS chemical variables showed that samples collected by
helicopter did not differ significantly from samples collected from the
same lake using a boat (E. Meier, EPA, Las Vegas, Nevada, personal
communication to R. Cushman, ORNL, Apr. 4, 1985). Not sampling very
shallow lakes (important in ensuring that the Van Dorn sampler not disturb
the bottom when the water sample is taken from a depth of 1.5 m) will
also prevent propwash from disturbing bottom sediments.
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The lakes selected for sampling during Phase I of the NSWS were selected
at random as discussed in Sect. 2.1.1 (pp. 10-14) of the EA.

Sierra Club (Letter #17)

55.

26.

o7.

28.

EPA believes that the agency is correct in undertaking a NEPA review in
this actaion. The Federal action in this case is EPA's proposed sampling
of western wilderness area lakes. The means of access to the lakes and
the sample protocols are all part of the proposal. While the FS and NPS
have the authority under the Wilderness Act to decide what type of access
is appropriate, EPA will make the ultimate decision on whether the
proposal will be undertaken. EPA prepared this EA to determine if the
proposal could have a significant impaect on the environmentally sensitive
wilderness areas. The FS provided substantial input throughout all phases
of developing this EA. The findings in the EA will assist EPA in its
decision on undertaking the proposal.

EPA believes that NEPA and the Wilderness Act both apply in this
proposal. EPA has a responsibility under NEPA to determine the impact
of its proposal on the wilderness environment. The FS and NPS are
responsible under the Wilderness Act for determining the mode of access
to these areas. The broad-based environmental review that has been
performed under NEPA addresses the issues that are of consideration
under the Wilderness Act. The findings in the EA will assist EPA in its
decisionmaking process on the proposal to sample in the wilderness areas.
The EA will also provide the information which the FS and the NPS need
on order to make a decision on access.

We agree that the FS and the NPS are the federal agencies which are
responsible for making the decisions on EPA access to the involved
wilderness areas. Their decision will be based on the criteria in the
Wilderness Act. We have revised our EA to more fully address these
considerations and believe that the EA now provides sufficient
information for the FS and the NPS to make a decision on this matter.

EPA prepared this environmental assessment to determine if its proposal
would have a significant impact on the western wilderness area lakes. On
a cumulative and individual basis, we have determined that the impact of
the sampling would not have significant impact. Based on our experience
with the Eastern portion of the NSWS, and specific information on some
of the lakes, we do not anticipate any significant site-specific impacts.
However, prior to sampling any of the lakes, we will coordinate with
Forest Service Supervisors and Park superintendents to determine
conditions at the lakes and any measures which should be taken to avoid
any significant impacts on the environment.

The Wilderness Society (Letter #18)

99.

The issue of precedence is not ignored; it is addressed on pp. 29, 51, and
71 of the EA. See response to Comment #10.
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The selection of lakes was done randomly. Many of the most sensitive
1akes are located within these areas. See Appendix E.2.

The purpose of the Phase I survey is to provide a statistically valid data
base that can be used as a basis for extrapolating results from future
studies, including Phase II and III, to a regional or national level. Without
the Phase I data, selection of regionally representative lakes for Phases II
and III would not be possible. The problem with existing data is that there
is no statistical base that can be used for extrapolation, so that
quantitative regional assessments cannot be made. Phases II and I will
provide the detailed studies needed to evaluate trends in acidification and
the resulting effects on biota and the ecosystem as a whole. EPA has no
intention of making additional requests to use helicopters in wilderness
areas because the detailed studies would require repeated visits and more
elaborate equipment so that ground access would be most appropriate.

EPA has presented its reasons for preferring to use helicopters in the EA.
EPA believes several reasons relating to the need to gather accurate,
reliable, and usable data necessitate helicopter use. These reasons are
unrelated to efficieney, convenience, and economy. Whether helicopters
are safer than horseback or backpack access is unknown at this point
(Table S-1). Discussions with George Schaller (see Table 4.2-1, p. 84), a
FS staff member with the Custer National Forest in Montana having
responsibilities for the Absaroka-Beartooth Wilderness Area, resulted in
his recommendation that the helicopter sampling mode be chosen over
other access modes because of safety (and other additional reasons). In
this particular wilderness area, he cautioned, no access mode was
particularly safe in the fall. He stated it was unusually rugged, and some
of the lakes selected offered severe challenges.

Downtime is considered during planning to allow for weather conditions,
maintenance of equipment, mechanical problems, and unforseen
circumstances. The 60% figure for downtime was used during the eastern
and midwestern portions of the NSWS and proved to be a good
approximation. This figure should not be a disadvantage of using
helicopters, but simply a realistic planning tool.

Alternative 3 has been broadened to include access by foot.

EPA disagrees with the statement that protection of wilderness lands will
be "sacrificed for the primary goal of the survey." It is true that the
primary goal of the survey is not to collect data on wilderness areas
per se, but it is also true that the data obtained from the survey can and
will be used by wilderness area managers to identify areas susceptible to,
or already experiencing, acidification and assist these managers in taking
steps, along with other agencies such as EPA, to limit the damage done
and thereby protect the wilderness system. The problem of acidie
deposition is a regional one, and a regional data base is needed to evaluate
the extent of the problem and possible solutions. In addition, the regional
data base will permit the results of studies done outside wilderness to be
applied to speecific wilderness areas and problems.
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Figure 4.1-1 and accompanying text on pp. 50-51 lay out the relationship
of the long-term threat of acidic deposition vs the short-term intrusion of
helicopters. Whether intrusion by helicopters has been, is, or could
become a long-term problem is a matter of FS policy. The issue of
precedence is discussed on pp. 29, 51, and 71 (see response to Comment
#10).

EPA disagrees. EPA believes that the Federal action in this case is EPA's
proposal to sample western wilderness area lakes. Thus, EPA is correct in
undertaking the NEPA review on this action. See response to Sierra Club
comments. EPA also believes that this EA has adequately addressed all
the considerations necessary to make an informed decision on this
proposal including the FS and NPS decision on wilderness access.
Furthermore, in this particular action, EPA has gone beyond the EA
process by providing opportunity for public participation which is
comparable to the environmental impact statement process, i.e., a
scoping process and public review of the draft EA. Site-specific
considerations will be addressed through coordination with the lane
managers prior to sampling.

The National Audubon Society, Rocky Mountain Regional Office (Letter #19)

68.

69.

70.
71.

72.

73.

74.

As noted in the comment, grizzlies are less likely to be encountered
during the sampling period than at other times. The possibility of
encounters will be ascertained by coordination with local officials and
steps taken to minimize effects. Sampling will not involve "repeated
passes at low elevations" but one-time, direct descents to lake surfaces.

As discussed on p. 64 of the EA and in Appendix E.6, EPA Base
Coordinators will work closely with local land managers. At this stage in
planning, which will begin shortly after the decision on access mode is
made, detailed planning for each lake will be undertaken.

See response to Comment #11.

Accessibility for Alternative 2 is defined in terms of distance and the
presence of trails to lakes in the Analysis of Feasibility discussion on pp.
80-85. Accessibility must take into account the ability to get both
sampling crews and equipment to the lake.

This comment and #133 question the universality of the recommended
NSWS protocols. The proposed methods have not necessarily been
followed by the scientific community in a uniform manner; however, the
goal of the NSWS is not so much to provide data comparable to previously
published data (which vary widely in quality) as it is to provide an
internally consistent data set of expected high quality. See response to
Comment #50.

Alternative 3 provides for a combination of access methods that would
take into account protection of wilderness values. There would be a
greater risk of developing comparable data quality with this alternative

‘(Appendix E.1).

Section 4.1 (pp. 64-68 of the EA) describes the suggested mitigation for
these concerns.
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Gary Paull (Letter #20)

75.

76.

77.
78.
79.

80.

81.

82.
83.

84.

The EA provides three reasonable alternatives for gaining access to
wilderness area lakes. EPA has broadened Alternatives 2 and 3 to include
ground access by foot as well as by horse. Statement of an agency's
preferred alternative is normally done in a NEPA document.

The EA, as a NEPA document, is a full-disclosure document. EPA believes
the EA presents a balanced comparison of alternatives, including the use
of non-mechanical means of access and has discussed the importance and
usefulness of the data that would be generated by the survey.

The table has been modified in response to this comment.
See response to Comment #75.

Landing a helicopter on a wilderness lake does not violate the Wilderness
Act, if the FS or other appropriate land management agency permission
has been obtained. EPA believes that use of helicopters is the best
approach to obtaining high-quality data that could be used to develop
control strategies for reducing acidic deposition. Although not within the
explicit mandate of the Wilderness Act, such controls (and the processes
that generated them) are in keeping with the purposes and the spirit of
the Act (pp. 50-52).

The absence of lakes in Nevada and the desert SW is a consequence of the
sampling universe used (see Fig. 2.1-2, p. 12, alkalinity and subregion
boundaries) and of the random selection process. Another random sample
drawn from the same universe might have a few more lakes in Nevada and
New Mexico, but the number would still be few because of the absence of
lakes of interest in these states.

The statement is true, but there are also situations where a helicopter
could reach a lake after a snow storm when access by foot would be very
difficult or impossible.

See response to Comment #53.

Shaking of the sample by pack horse is likely to be longer in duration.
Shaking in a helicopter, however, will also occur.

See p. 35-36 and revised Conclusions Section of EA.

Washington Wilderness Coalition (Letter #21)

85.

NEPA does not call for any alternative action to be proven beyond
reasonable doubt as the only way any objective can be accomplished.
NEPA calls for a full disclosure and consideration of all the environmental
impacts associated with proposed actions. Some of the reasons for using
helicopters that are beyond their efficiency or convenience are listed at
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the bottom of p. 3 of the EA. EPA is not advancing Alternative 1,
because of the efficiency, convenience, and economy of helicopter use.
Instead, EPA believes that use of helicopters is the best approach to
obtaining high-quality data that could be used to develop control
strategies for reducing acidic deposition (see Sect. 2.5).

The use of helicopters in wilderness areas is a legitimate action under
Sec. 4(c) and 4(dX2) of the Act, associated FS Manual, and USDA
regulations. See revised Summary and Conclusions.

EPA has broadened Alternatives 2 and 3 to include access by foot. Use of
volunteers to collect samples is discussed on p.8 of the EA.

Denver Audubon Society (Letter #22)

87.

88.

89.

90.

Phase I is critical to Phases II and III because it will provide a statistical
basis for selecting lakes to be studied in detail and over the long term and
will allow the data from these studies to be extrapolated to regional and
national levels.

The quality of data collected in the survey is critical to the survey
objectives and is the primary factor driving EPA's need to use helicopters
in wilderness areas. EPA believes that to get the high quality data needed
for regional and national assessments, use of helicopters is necessary.
Collection of data by other access modes will produce data that is of
lower quality and/or a data base that cannot be used to assess acidic
deposition in the West. EPA believes these data ean be used by the FS in
managing its wilderness system and believes the approach is the
"minimum tool" needed to obtain this kind of information. The FS must
decide if the long-term protection of the wilderness system is best served
by allowing these data to be collected.

Alternative 3 provides for a combination of access methods to be used,
which would, within certain time constraints, allow some of the lakes to
be sampled from the ground.

Lakes were randomly selected, and there is no redundancy here. The
reason for the large proportion of lakes in wilderness areas is that both
low alkalinity lakes (i.e.. potentially sensitive lakes) and wilderness areas
are correlated with high altitudes in the mountains. Adding more lakes
for Phase II would not be advisable, because the purpose of Phase [ is to
get an adequate statistical sample; having fewer lakes in Phase I would
increase the confidence limits of the Phase I data base.

Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter (Letter #23)

9l1.

The EA presents a consideration of three reasonable alternatives that are
being considered for access.

Michael Lee Wilson (Letter #24)

Comment acknowledged.
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Sierra Club, Oregon Chapter (Letter #25)

92.
93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

See response to Comment #104.

Additional consideration of alternative access modes has been made in
preparation of the EA, with specific consideration given to the
possibilities of using ground access. The FS and NPS will determine
whether the use of helicopters can be permitted within wilderness areas
under the provisions of "minimum requirements" needed for
administration or in a manner "compatible with wilderness values."

EPA believes that the "minimum requirements" for protecting wilderness
from acidic deposition is the use of helicopters for the survey, and that
helicopter access is compatible with preservation of wilderness values in
these circumstances. As stated on p. 49 of the EA, "To the extent that
other alternatives cannot meet the timing and quality guidelines of the
lake survey, Alternative 1 would be in keeping with the spirit of the
Wilderness Act.” EPA believes the use of helicopters, in this context, is
"within the concept and philosophy of the intent of retaining an enduring
resource of wilderness unimpaired for present and future use and
enjoyment as wilderness" (p. 35).

See response to Comment #10. Nowhere in the EA does EPA consider
"previous helicopter use as precedent for its proposed action.” On p. 49,
other precedents are cited, but not used as justification for the issue at

hand.

Two comments (109, 122) note that immediate extraction of monomeric
aluminum in the field is preferable to extraction in the field base
laboratory after several hours, in that less sample degradation may
occur. This is correct, although there are also potential drawbacks to
extraction in the field, as discussed on pp. 76-78 of the EA. The overall
quantitative effect of such a modified protocol on data quality has not

been determined (see Appendix E.1).

See response to Comment #23. Subregion B of the NSWS, which includes
Oregon, has one of the lowest percentages of lakes that have been
determined to be inaccessible by ground access (Appendix E.4.)

A small number of lakes could be dropped from the sample as long as the
lakes are not systematically deleted and as long as the sample size
remains adequately large. The inclusion of randomly selected alternate
lakes in the sample allows for some leeway in obtaining an adequate

sample.

Alternatives 2 and 3 have been broadened to include the use of
backpackers.

The question of liability would have to be evaluated carefully on a
case-by-case basis if any volunteers were involved in the survey.
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EPA agrees that it is possible that backpackers could carry the necessary
equipment. The following estimates of weight of equipment have been
developed assuming a four person crew: food and water (50 lbs.), camping
equipment (96 lbs.), sampling equipment (121 lbs.), and a raft (65 lbs.).
This would mean that if the weight were equally divided, each crew
member would carry approximately 80 lb packs. Equipment such as the
raft and hydrolab are bulky and would require one individual each. It is
likely that more backpackers would be needed, especially for lakes that
are distant (i.e., greater than five miles from the nearest trailhead).

-State of Washington, Department of Ecology (Letter #26)

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

EPA has conducted an extensive review of sampling methods, which has
been peer-reviewed, and believes that the methods selected are essential

to obtain the high quality data needed for developing an adequate data

base that can be used to relate future and past research to the regional
problem of acidic deposition. Possible access methods are evaluated in
the EA, and consequences to the quality of data are evaluated in the EA
and the supplemental materials included with this Final EA.

Alternatives 2 and 3 have been broadened to include the access by foot.
If this alternative is chosen, the suggestion made will be considered in
detailed planning for sampling conducted between the EPA Base
Coordinators and the local land managers. See Appendix E.6.

Alternatives 2 and 3 have been broadened to include foot access. EPA
concurs that the situation described might ocecur.

The cost of each alternative ranges from $4200 per lake to $7800 per
lake. For example, the costs of Alternative 3 are about $4200 per lake.
This figure can be calculated by dividing the cost of the survey for
Alternative 3 ($3.8 million) by the number of la.kes (about 900). There are
several things that contribute to this cost.

Sample analysis costs are about $750 per lake. This is because a more
extensive analysis is done than that performed by the Department of
Ecology. In addition, about 40% of the samples are QA samples, because
of the stringent QA/QC requirements associated with this program.
Logistic support, including mobile field labs, field crews, and helicopter
support amounts to about $2300 per lake. Data analysis costs are about
$1000 per lake. The remaining management costs bring the total cost per
lake to $4200.

EPA has broadened Alternatives 2 and 3 to include the use of
backpaekers, and will consider the availability of experienced personnel if
one of these alternatives is chosen.

Wyoming Outdoor Council (Letter #27)

107.

EPA has broadened Alternatives 2 and 3 to include the use of
backpackers, but agrees with the comment that ground access will present
logistical problems and would have a higher chance of disturbing
wilderness users. In addition, the increased numbers of sampling teams
would mean that a significant risk of lower data quality would exist.
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See response to Comment #10. A public involvement and education plan
for Alternative 1 or 3, to be sponsored by EPA, will be developed to assist
the FS in informing the public about survey activities.

This comment advises that the NSWS data must be able to "hold up under
scientific scrutiny." The peer-review process used in recommending
protocols (see p. 15 of the EA) was employed for this goal.

Bob Oset (Letter #28)

110.

111.

112.

113.

As addressed in the EA, Alternatives 2 and 3 involve the use of ground
access as alternatives to use of helicopters.

The issue has been addressed on pp. 29, 51, and 71 of the EA. See
response to Comment #10.

Alternatives 2 and 3 have been broadened to incorporate the use of foot
access. Random sampling is required for statistically valid, legally
defensible results; there is no basis for selecting "representative " lakes.

Alternative 2 has been broadened to incorporate the use of hikers. If this
alternative is selected, EPA will use experienced personnel. EPA is
concerned with liability in using volunteers (Sect. 1.5 of the EA).

Robert V. Walker (Letter #29)

114.

115.

See response to Comment #23. Hiking and horseback times were not
estimated from guidebooks but were, as shown in Table 4.2-1 (p. 84),
estimated for one-way transport out by FS staff in the respective
wilderness areas involved.

See response to Comment #10.

The Colorado Mountain Club (Letter #30)

116.

The EA identifies the major safety and logistical problems of using ground
access. Further evaluation of these problems can only be done during the
detailed planning which will occur after the decision on access mode is

made.

U.S. Forest Service (Letter #31)

117.

118.

The Summary and Conclusions included in the Final EA have been revised
to place an earlier emphasis on the conflict of using helicopters under the
wilderness Act. EPA has attempted, in cooperation with the FS, to define
reasonable alternatives to gaining access to wilderness area lakes. Under
NEPA, EPA is required to state its preferred alternative. It is also
necessary to understand the consequences of adopting any alternative in
terms of data quality and logisties in making the final decision.

The suggested wording has been added as the second paragraph in the EA.
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Presenting a quantitative analysis of how data quality under each
alternative would differ is difficult to do with the data available.
However, EPA has prepared a supplementary analysis to address this issue
(see Appendix E.1).

This comment and #133 address whether the expected data under
Alternative 1 would not be more precise than needed. The objective of
the NSWS is to obtain data of the highest quality that is feasible,
anticipating that policy-makers will need data that can withstand
challenge (e.g., if expensive controls on emissions are proposed).

This comment points out that criteria other than sample holding time
should be used to select among the alternatives; factors such as
protecting wilderness values were discussed in the EA and will likely be
used by the FS in arriving at their decision. The seven hour criterion is
not for economy or convenience, but rather for ensuring sample quality.

The description of Alternative 4 in the Summary and Conclusions has been
rewritten.

EPA believes other means of access are not suitable for meeting the
needs of the survey and, therefore, that the sentence, as written, is
appropriate (see fuller explanation on pp. 50-52).

The paragraph has been rewritten in the revised Summary and
Conclusions. The response to Comment #10 discusses the precedence
issue.

The Summary and Conclusions has been revised to address this concern;
the random sample must include wilderness areas to be representative of
the region. See Appendix E.2..

The revisions to the Summary and Conclusions address this concern (see
revised Table S-2).

Appendix E.7 indicates that the second and third lines of the last
paragraph on page 5 will be modified to read ..."(i.e, most wilderness
areas and national parks)...."

The data collected in Phase [ of the NSWS should be useful to wilderness
area managers concerned with taking steps to protect these areas from
the effects of acidic deposition. In some wilderness areas (e.g., the
Bridger Wilderness Area in Wyoming) sufficient numbers of lakes will be
sampled to provide information useful to the specific area. More
importantly, however, Phase I will provide a regional data base that will
provide wilderness area managers a unique perspective on potential
sensitivity of lakes within the wilderness system. The Phase I data base
will allow extrapolation of results from detailed studies in Phases II and III
and other ongoing research to geographic areas, including wilderness, thus
allowing land managers to understand the nature and extent of the threat
and take steps along with other government agencies such as EPA to
protect the resources. Without such a data base, wilderness area
managers will be faced with collecting data for each area piecemeal and
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will not be able to place their results in a regional context. It is
important to understand that the acidic deposition problem is regional in
scope, and a regional approach to developing data is needed to understand
and deal with it. Exclusion of wilderness areas from the survey would
severely limit the applicability of the NSWS data base to wilderness area
management problems; i.e., it would be difficult to apply Phase II and III
results to these areas and to develop control strategies that would
objectively factor in the sensitivities of wilderness area resources.

It is not the specific chemical determinations that will be made during the
NSWS that should be at issue here. Most of the parameters can be
measured with alternative protocols so that use of helicopters would not
be needed. Measurements of monomeric aluminum using the established
protocols require a short holding time and would provide a uniform
evaluation of this biologically important chemical parameter. What is
unique about the NSWS survey is the collection of high quality data from a
large number of lakes within a short period of time so that the data are
comparable to one another and can be used as a basis for extrapolation of
more detailed studies in the future. Without this data base, trends of
acidification will be difficult to identify and proposed approaches to
establishing emission controls will be subject to legal challenge. Appendix
E.1 evaluates the risk of reducing data quality that would be involved in
adopting alternative access modes. EPA believes that use of helicopters
is the most efficient and effective way of obtaining the data needed.

Section 1.5 of the EA addresses some of the concerns raised in this
comment. Appendix E.7 has been added to provide supplementary
discussion of the concerns raised in this comment.

The peer review is discussed and referenced on p. 15 (first paragraph after
the list of chemical variables). Also, see revised Summary and
Conclusions.

Information on whether or not each of the 13,506 lakes is located within a
wilderness area is not available. The identification of lakes within
wilderness area lakes was only done for those lakes selected as the
random sample. The location of wilderness areas was unknown at the time
the random sample was selected, so there could have been no targeting of
wilderness area lakes for inclusion in the sample.

The comment questions the need for measurement of extractable
aluminum in the NSWS as a whole, and in western lakes in particular.
Data on extractable aluminum are important in characterizing the
chemical composition of lakes and in the selection of regionally
representative lakes for Phases II and III (see expanded list of primary
objectives in the revised Summary and Conclusions). While western lakes
are generally of near-neutral pH and presumably have low concentrations
mof aluminum, the data are important for two reasons: (1) there is recent
evidence that acid sensitive lakes exist in the West [pp. 1-2 of the EA,
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The American West's Acid Rain Test World Resources Institute Research
Report #1, March 1985] and (2) the NSWS calls for a consistent set of
data, and it would not be proper to omit certain measurements because of
the presumed results. See also responses to Comments #70 and #120. An
expanded discussion of the importance of monomeric aluminum follows:

The NSWS objectives relate to all three phases of the survey. Phase II
will include a determination of biological resources in a representative
subset of Phase I lakes. Phase Il will be a long-term chemical and
biological monitoring program of a still smaller subset of Phase II lakes.
Moreover, an ancillary objective of Phase I is to determine what data
must be collected to support other projects within NAPAP, particularly
within the Aquatic Effects Task Group.

There are substantial data available indicating that monomeric aluminum
is the major ichthyotoxiec form of dissolved aluminum and that it
demonstrates a complex mode of action which includes impaired ion
exchange and mucous clogging of the gills. The occurrence and
bioavailability of this toxic form of aluminum is a function of pH, the load
of organic ligands, and the caleium concentration in the receiving water.

In the absence of complexing organic ligands, dissolved monomeric
aluminum levels can be expected to increase exponentially with
decreasing solution pH. In the presence of weak organic acids with pK's
near 4.5, dissolved aluminum will be complexed and precipitated,
producing an apparent solubility maxima near pH 5. By providing
statistically valid estimates of pH, monomeric aluminum and color (a
surrogate for organic carbon), the NSWS will provide data useful for
interpreting the complex interactions of these parameters and how their
effects on aquatic biota are mediated by regional hydrogeology and water
quality.

Measurements of monomeric aluminum in the NSWS population is eritical
if the survey is to meet its objectives vis-a-vis Phase II, Phase III, and
NAPAP.

As indicated on p. 64, there will be detailed coordination between EPA
Base Coordinators and loeal land managers in planning sampling of
specific lakes. Under Alternative 3, three access modes would be
considered for each lake (helicopter, horseback, or foot). The revised
Summary and Conclusions Section of this Final EA includes a more
detailed discussion of criteria that would be used for Alternative 3.

Such wording is appropriate for Sect. 4 (Environmental Consequences)
rather than Sect. 3 (Affected Environment). Sect. 4.1.6 describes the
suggested mitigation for conducting the NSWS under Alternative 1. In
selecting lakes for sampling, wilderness areas were not considered
because the objective was to get a completely random sample that could
be used for extrapolating more detailed studies to an entire region. EPA
proposes to preserve the wilderness environment by measures discussed in
Sect. 4.1.6.
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EPA believes that such considerations are more appropriate in Sect. 4 of
the EA where safety is considered, rather than in Sect. 3, a description of
the affected environment. [mplications of extreme weather are discussed
on pp. 66 and 73 of the EA.

See response to Comment #134.

The comment questions whether the data would be sufficient to
characterize an individual lake. Characterization of individual lakes is
not within the scope of the NSWS, Phase I, although some wildernesses
could be characterized to the extent that several lakes within a
wilderness are sampled; the number of lakes within a given wilderness was
a random result of the process of lake selection.

The statement "the concept of protecting the wilderness system must be
based on protecting each wilderness area,” is an area of legal
interpretation that is cloudy (pp. 35-36, 50-52, and 68-69) and of
significance to the issue at hand. The Wilderness Act is ambiguous on the
point (p. 69) as is the FS Manual. In either case, the FS Chief has the
authority to permit helicopter use if it is felt such action is necessary for
the protection of the wilderness system (p. 36).

A quantitative estimate of the error cannot be made without first
collecting the data. On the basis of existing information, it is apparent
that the error would be large because many of the lakes most sensitive to
acidic desposition are located in wilderness areas. By not sampling the
lakes in these areas, one would be biasing the study towards less sensitive
lakes. Helicopter access is preferred because the highest quality data
can be obtained using established protocols (Appendix E.1). A complete
survey of location of sensitive lakes and in alkalinity classes in relation to
wilderness areas was outside the scope of this EA.

See revised Summary and Conclusions and Appendix E.

See Appendix G.

National Park Service (Letter #32)

142.
143.

144.

145.

146.

Table S-1 has been modified as suggested.

This statement has been added to the Affected Environment section of
the revised Summary and Conclusions.

A statement recognizing this concern has been added to the Summary and
Conclusions. Detailed planning between the EPA Base Coordinator and
local NPS staff, as described on p. 64 of the EA, will take this type of
concern into account before sampling occurs.

Close coordination will occur (see response to Comment #155 and pp. 61,
62, and 64 of the EA)

Sensitive areas will be considered during coordination (Sect. 4.1.6);
existing studies have been considered during design of the NSWS and will
continue to be used in later phases.



147.

148.

149.
150.

151.

152.

153.

154.
155.

156.

157.

158.
159.
160.
161.

162,
163.
164.

F-54

NPS comments on the preliminary draft were not received in time to
incorporate major changes into the Draft EA.

The EA recognizes the sensitivity at Olympic National Park (p. 61). EPA
Base Coordinators will work closely with NPS staff at the Olympic
National Park to resolve this concern.

Alternatives 2 and 3 have been broadened to include foot access.

Because EPA anticipates deleting a few lakes from the sample for reasons
similar to those mentioned in the comment, there should be no problem in
deleting this one.

This change is noted in the errata sheet provided with the Final EA.

EPA Base Coordinators will work closely with local NPS staff at Mount
Rainier to resolve this concern.

EPA plans to work closely with local land managers (p. 64) in detailed
planning for sampling.

See response to Comment #144.

EPA Base Coordinators plan to work with local NPS staff to mitigate any
potential impacts on visitors (pp. 64-68 of the EA).

This comment suggests that if the effects of helicopter landings and
exhaust on the lakes were a problem, the helicopter could land near the
lake and the sampling crew could walk to the lake (and presumedly use an
inflatable boat to sample, similar to Alternative 2). As discussed in
responses to Comments #14, #53, and #186, effects of the helicopters on
the lakes are not expected to be significant.

See the Public Involvement Plan attached to this EA. EPA will work with
NPS staff in preparing materials and administering the plan.

EPA will provide the information as requested.

See response to Comment #144,

The analysis on p. 61 of the EA addresses this concern.

EPA Base Coordinators will work with local NPS staff to determine
whether -any samples should be collected in this area, and depending on
the alternative selected, the mode of access.

See response to Comments #148 and #149.

EPA will re~-evaluate this lake.

See response to Comment #155; adjusting schedules for sampling is one
such mitigation measure.
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Dropping a few lakes from the sample is anticipated by EPA; Base
Coordinators will work with local NPS staff at Yosemite to resolve this
concern.

The purpose of the Phase [ survey is to provide a uniform data base for
the Nation so that data from specific studies such as the one mentioned
and from Phase II and III can be statistically related to a regional context.

EPA used USGS maps to determine lake names, and in some cases
contacted local land managers for assistance in naming lakes. EPA Base
Coordinators will work with NPS staff to refine the identification of lakes
in Sequoia-Kings Canyon National Parks and elsewhere during the detailed
planning phase.

EPA notes this restriction.

Sect. 4.1.6 indicates that sampling on weekends will be avoided when
necessary to minimize impacts on backcountry users.

Once Phase I is completed to establish a statistical data base on the
distribution of sensitive lakes, Phase II and Phase IIl, incorporating the
types of studies described in the comment, will be undertaken (see p. 2 of
the EA).

Alternatives 2 and 3 include alternatives to using helicopters.

See response to Comment #149; EPA Base Coordinators will work with
Glacier Park personnel to resolve conflicts of using helicopters if
Alternatives 1 or 3 are selected.

See responses to Comments #155 and #172.

The number of lakes selected for sampling in Rocky Mountain National
Park is based on a random sample, and probably reflects the fact that
lakes in the three alkalinity classes being sampled primarily occur in high
mountain lakes. It is unlikely that another random selection would change
by much the number of lakes being sampled in the park.

Appendix A.2 lists the lakes in each National Park.

EPA Base Coordinators will work closely with local NPS land managers
(Sect. 4.1.6 of the EA).

See response to Comment #176.
EPA will use experienced pilots (pp. 65-66).

Such measures will be included as part of the training program and safety
program described in Sect. 4.1.6 of the EA.

If helicopters are used, EPA plans to land on the lake, not around it. EPA
Base Coordinators will work with Grand Teton National Park staff to
resolve this problem.
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EPA Management Team staff are familiar with the studies described and
will consider them in developing all three phases of the NSWS.

These comments are noted. EPA Base Coordinators will discuss them
with local NPS staff during detailed planning.

See response to Comment #144.

EPA appreciates NPS cooperation; Base Coordinators will contact NPS
staff during planning after the decision on access mode is made.

State of Wyoming, Game and Fish Department (Letter #33)

Comment acknowledged.

Wyoming Outfitters (Letter #34)

185.

186.

187.

188.

EPA regrets that you were unaware of this proposal. As discussed in Sect.
1.4 of the EA, EPA has made an extensive effort to involve the public and
government agencies in defining the scope of the EA, including press
releases that generated numerous stories in the press and on radio and
television.

Alternative 2, which has been broadened to include foot access, is
described in the EA as one alternative to obtaining the samples within
wilderness areas.

Public notice of the proposed project was made on December 20, 1985,
(see response to Comment #185) and numerous stories appeared in the
press and on radio and television thereafter. EPA plans to work with local
land managers to minimize conflicts with hunters and other wilderness
users (Sect. 4.1.6 of the EA).

Data quality is extremely important in this survey, and there is legitimate
concern that the survey objectives cannot be met with access modes other
than helicopter. Alternative 2, however, has been developed as a
reasonable alternative to be considered in making the decision on access
to wilderness areas.

State of California, Air Resources Board (Letter #35)

189.

EPA believes that routine helicopter emissions will have minimal effects
on air quality in wilderness areas because of the short time the
helicopters will be present within wilderness. A supplementary analysis is
included with this Final EA to show the levels of emission from helicopter
engines similar to those that will be used in the survey. See response to
Comment #53 for discussion of potential effects of emissions on aquatic
resources.
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Montana Audubon Council (Letter #36)

Comment acknowledged.

Laurie Ellen Scheer (Letter #37)

Comment acknowledged.

Dennis Austin (Letter #38)

190.

The EPA management team will consider the possible addition of these
lakes to the sampling program, but they would, of course, not be part of
the random sample.

State of Wyoming, Office of the Governor and State Engineer's Office (Letter #40)

191.

192.

193.

194.

The purpose of the Phase I survey is to provide a statistically valid data
basis that can be used to identify potentially sensitive lakes and for
extrapolating data from future, more detailed studies on trends in
acidification and the effects thereof. EPA agrees that the Phase I data
will not by themselves provide a measure of trends.

As noted in the response to the previous comment, more detailed studies
will be parts of Phases II and III (also, deposition monitoring is addressed
in other NAPAP research tasks). EPA does not foresee the(-GO-TO-GL-)
mechanized transport in wilderness areas for these later studies. In fact,
an advantage of having the Phase I data set is that detailed studies
involving repeated visits and installation of equipment can be focused on
regionally representative lakes outside wilderness areas. It will be
possible to relate the results of these studies to wilderness area lakes
because of the statistical data developed during Phase I.

EPA has no intention of doing deposition monitoring within wilderness
areas. Such monitoring might be more appropriate for the FS and NPS.
Deposition monitoring on a national basis is conducted as a part of
NAPAP.

The Phase [ study addressed in the EA should be evaluated in the context
of the whole NSWS, the scope of which should be responsive to your
concerns,

State of Colorado, Division of Wildlife (Letter #41)

195.
196.

197.
198.

See response to Comment #10.

EPA will work closely with local land managers to minimize any impact
on big game hunters (p. 68 of the EA).

EPA is considering marking the helicopters as suggested.

The data generated during the NSWS will be made available to interested
parties.
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Environmental Defense Fund (Letter #42)

199.

200.

201.

202.

203.

204.

206.

206.
207.

208.

209.

Alternative 3 provides a basis for detailed planning of several access
modes (foot, horse, and helicopter). No matter which of the alternatives
is selected, EPA Base Coordinators will work closely with the FS, the
NPS, and other land managers in planning the sampling program to
minimize impacts (Sect. 4.1.6 of the EA).

Under Alternative 3 of the EA, EPA would be able to work with the FS
and NPS to limit the use of helicopters to lakes where they are most
needed. Additional information developed by EPA in consultation with FS
and NPS staff (Appendix E) indicates that under Alternative 3, as many as
40% of the lakes would not be accessible by horse and would, therefore,
have to be accessed by helicopter or foot.

Under Alternative 3, EPA would have the option of limiting helicopter
access to those lakes which could not be sampled in a manner that would
significantly modify the established protocols. Data quality, however,
would be less certain than for Alternative 1. EPA has spent considerable
time in documenting the quality of data required in this study. The
methods chosen and the sampling design have undergone extensive peer
review (p. 15 of the EA).

As noted in response to Comment #200, EPA has developed additional
information that indicates as many as 40% of the lakes would not be
accessible by horse (Appendix E.4). If Alternative 3 were selected, EPA
Base Coordinators and local land managers would work closely together in
assessing the number of lakes that can be reached by horse or foot within
the 7 h time constraint. By combining different sampling techniques
cumulative sources of error are introduced and data quality is less certain.

Alternative 3 is being considered by EPA in the EA.

EPA concurs with EDF's comment and believes that the request to
conduct NSWS sampling in wilderness areas is a unique request which
should not set a precedent for future requests.

The short holding time protocols have been subject to scientific peer
review, which is referenced on p. 15 of the EA. Also, see Appendix E.1.

See responses to Comments #200 and #202.

Identification of specific lakes would occur during detailed planning
between EPA Base Coordinators and local land managers.

EPA would attempt to do this within the logistical and data quality
constraints discussed in the EA under Alternative 3.

The FS plans to issue a decision in early May.
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APPENDIX G
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN

A scoping process was undertaken to involve affected government agencies and
the public in defining issues to be addressed in the EA. The scoping process has
consisted of three types of interactions. Initially, meetings were held between
headquarters staff of EPA, the FS, and the NPS to discuss the concerns of the land
management agencies and to define the type of analysis that would be needed.
Following a meeting in Washington D.C. on November 7, 1984, EPA decided to hold a
series of scoping sessions with FS staff in the five most affected FS Regions, to
describe the proposed survey and solicit regional FS concerns. Meetings were held in
Missoula, Montana; Ogden, Utah; Portland, Oregon; San Francisco, California; and
Lakewood, Colorado, between November 26 and December 7, 1984. In addition to FS
and EPA staff, representatives from the Department of the Interior and various state
agencies attended some of the meetings. On December 14, 1984, a request for public
comment was sent directly to interested organizations. On December 20th, a press
release was sent to the Associated Press and United Press International wire services
in each of the affected states. Since that time numerous stories have appeared in the
press and on the radio. These stories have generated a number of comments to EPA.

The draft EA was published on March 1, 1985, and comments from government
agencies and interested members of the public were solicited. Forty-two letters with
comments on the EA from state and federal government agencies, environmental
groups, and citizens were received. These comments have been reviewed and the EA
revised in response (Appendix F).

If a decision is made that allows access of wilderness area lakes by helicopter
(Alternatives 1 or 3), a communications plan will be developed to describe and
coordinate EPA's activities for release of information to the public on the western
lakes portion of the national acid rain survey. The objective here is to mitigate the
effect of EPA's sampling in the wilderness areas on those who depend on those areas
for solitude and moral restoration. This plan will provide a variety of information to
the public. The purpose of the survey as well as EPA's reasons for preferring to use
helicopters will be presented. In addition, the actual schedule of sampling will be
presented. This will allow people to see when EPA will be sampling in each of the
affected wilderness areas. If Alternative 2 (ground access only) is selected, a
somewhat reduced plan will be prepared because ground access would be of less
concern to wilderness users.

This part of the plan will include the following actions: presentations to
interested groups; notices of the action, posted at all wilderness entrances and
distributed to the public through the FS and NPS, and other government agencies, the
preparation of news releases, public service announcements, and videotapes for
newspapers, radio and television; and the preparation of articles for state game and
conservation magazines.

EPA's regional office in Seattle will have the lead responsibility for developing
and implementing this communications plan. However, the regional offices in San
Francisco and Denver will also play a role in soliciting public input and informing
interested parties in each phase of the plan.



