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Dear ORV Advisory Committee Members:

I was looking through the letters that came in in response to the proposed management plan for the BCNP Addition Lands and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement submitted by NPS. One letter in particular caught my attention. It was submitted by the Region 4 (Southeast) office of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

The entire letter is available at the following address:

http://parkplanning.nps.gov/document.cfm?parkID=352&projectId=11164&documentID=29995

In their concluding remarks, the EPA states the following:

"EPA DEIS Rating

EPA, rates this document EC-2 (Environmental Concerns, additional information requested). We have concerns that NPS's Preferred Alternative will have impacts on the environment that could and should be avoided. The DEIS does not contain sufficient information to fully assess the environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to protect the environment. Additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be included in the FEIS (Final Environmental Impact Statement).

Summary

EPA finds that the Preferred Alternative may adversely impact surface water flow; the control of exotic/non-native plants; the Florida panther's food supply; the redcockaded woodpecker and localized impacts on major game species. EPA also has concerns for potential impacts to wetlands and other waters of the US. Overall, the aquatic environment could be negatively impacted by the addition of 700 ORV permits in the Addition area. EPA recommends that the FEIS provide a cumulative impact analysis for the entire Big Cypress National Preserve, including the Addition. It is essential that the FEIS provide a clear understanding of the potential direct, indirect (secondary), and cumulative environmental impacts the proposed alternatives will have on the aquatic and other affected resources within the project area in association with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects. We also recommend consideration of Alternative F which would emphasize resource preservation, restoration, and research while providing recreational opportunities with limited facilities and support. This alternative would provide the maximum amount of wilderness, no ORV use, and minimal new facilities for visitor contact along 1-75."

With regard to the ORV Advisory Committee, I believe it is important that the committee members are aware of this recommendation by the Environmental Protection Agency. This is not the first time that the need for research and assessment of ORV impacts has been requested. Table 3 of the ORV Management Plan for the preserve (2000) lists 25 studies called for to assess the different ways ORV use impacts the natural resources of the preserve and its varied users and how those impacts can be avoided and mitigated. The preserve administration has consistently stated that they have not undertaken any of these studies due to a lack of funding. The entire ORV plan is available for download at this website -

http://www.nps.gov/bicy/planyourvisit/orv-use.htm

It is long past the point that the kind of scientific study called for by both the NPS and now the EPA should have been carried out. The ORV Advisory Committee clearly should have the benefit of the results of these studies in making its recommendations on the management of what NPS calls a 'high impact' recreational activity. It would be good to see the committee members united in a call for this kind of very practical science to be carried out as soon as possible.

Best regards,

Matthew Schwartz

