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“Dear Mr Chairman

L4

In response to your request of May 18, 1971, this 1s our report on
the adequacy of selected environmental impact statements prepared
under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

Our principal observations are summarized in the digest De-
cause of your desire to expedite the 1ssuance of this report, we did not
obtain advance review and comments from the departments included in
the review The matters presented in this report, however, were dis~
cussed with agency officials at the regional and Washington levels

Two of the projects included in our review--the Corps of Engi-
neers' proposed Bonneville Second Powerhouse on the Columbia River
and the Forest Service's proposed Elk Mountain Road in the Santa Fe
National Forest--are currently involved in litigation aga:nst the Gov-
ernment concerming their environmental impacts

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation and
members of the Yakima Indian Tribe filed suit in the District Court of
the United States for Oregon against representatives of the Corps of
Engineers and the Bonneville Power Administration because they be-
lieved the construction of the proposed Bonneville Powerhouse violated
treaties The legality of granting funds for the proposed Elk Mountain
Road prior to preparing an environmental impact statement was con-
tested by a group of citizens because they believed that the road would
destroy the wilderness character of the area and the adjacent Pecos
Wilderness Some of the details concerning the litigation are discussed
in chapter 2 We wish to point out that, although our findings are not
1o be construed as comments on the legal adequacy of the statements
involved, public disclosure of this report, as 1t relates to these proj-
ects, possibly could prejudice the Government's cases

We believe that the contents of this report would be of interest
to executive departments and agencies of the Government However,
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release of this report will be made only after your agreement has been
obtained or public announcement has been made by you concérning the

contents of the report,

-

- ¥ Sincerely yours,

i 2,

Comptroller General
of the United States

The Honorable John D, Dingell
Chairman, Subcommattee on Fisheries
and Wildlife Conservation
Commattee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries
-  House of Representatives
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COLPTROLLY ™ CENERAL'S FIPOCT TO
THE SUPCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES
AND WILDLITEF CONSLERVATICHN
COMMITTLE ON MERCHANT MARINE
AND FISHERIES

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

DIGEST

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE

The Chairman, Subcommittee on
Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation,
House Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, requested the Gen-
eral Accounting Office (GAO) to
evaluate the 1mplementation of sec-
tion 102 of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969 and the
adequacy of selected environmental
impact statements prepared under
the section 102 requirement

A GAO report 1ssued May 18, 1972,
dealt with improvements needed 1n
Federal agency procedures for im-
plementing the act. This report
deals with the adequacy of selected
environmental impact statements
Because of the desire of the Chair-
man to expedite the processing of
this report, GAO did not obtain ad-
vance review and comments from the
departments included 1n the review.

Background

Section 102 requires Federal agen-
cies proposing legislation or
simiarly important actions that
will sigmificantly affect the qual-
ity of man's environment to include
with the proposals detailed state-
ments on-*

--The environmental mpacts of the
proposed actions

--Any adverse environmental effects

1= 2BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE"

ADEQUACY OF SELECTED ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENTS PREPARED UNDER
THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY
ACT OF 1969 B-170186

which cannot be avoided should
the prooosals be implerented

--Alternatives to the proposed ac-
tions

--The relationship between local
short-term uses of man's environ-
ment and the maintenance and en-
hancement of Teng-term produc-
tivity

~--Any 1rreversible and irretrievable
commitments of resources 1nvolved
1in the proposed actions should
they be 1mplemented

These points are usually considered
and discussed 1n environmental m-
pact statements.

Section 102 of the act also requires
Federal agencies to obtain comments
of other Federal agencies with ju-
risdiction or special knowledge of
possible impacts on the environment.
The objective of this requirement 1s
to i1nduce agencies to consider care-
fully the environmental impacts of
proposed actions Copies of the
statements with comments by Federal,
State, and local agencies must be
made available to the President, the
Counci1 on Environmental Quality,
and the public.

GAQ selected the following environ-
mental impact statements for review

--The So11 Conservation Service's

NOv. 27, 1972



statement for the proposed East
Fork of the Whitewater River
Watlershed Project, Indiana and
Oho

--The Corps of Engineers' statement
for the proposed Bonneville Sec-
ond Powerhouse on the Columbia
River, Oregon and Washington

--The Bureau of Reclamation's state-
mént for the proposed Archer-Weld
Transmission Line and Weld Sub-
station, Colorado River Storage
Project, Colorado

--The Federal Highway Admimistra-
tion's statement for the proposed
Hami1ton-Clermont Timited-access
highway 1n Ohio

--The Forest Service's statement for
the proposed E1k Mountain Road 1n
the Santa Fe National Forest, New
Mexico

-~The Department of Housing and
Urban Development's statement for
the proposed new community of
Riverton 1n Monroe County, New
York

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

GAQ's review of the statements 1in-
dicated that the Federal agencies
were defimitely concerned about the
environmental impacts of their pro-
posed projects. However, the use-
fulness of the statements reviewed
by GAO in planning and making de-
cisions was impaired by the follow-
g common problems

--Inadequate discussion of, and sup-
port for, the i1dentified environ-
menial impacts

--Inadequate treatment of reviewing
agencies' comments on environ-
mental impacts

-~-Inadequate consideration of alter-
natives and their environmental
mmpacts

In addition, GAQ noted the following
shortcomings in 1ndividual state-
ments

East Fork of the Whitewater River
Watershed Progect

The statement did not discuss the
(1) 1mpact on water quality result-
1ng from the proposed project or

(2? relocation of businesses and
private dwellings resulting from ac-
quisition of Tands for the project

The statement was neither prepared
in time to be available to the vari-
ous agencies during their field re-
views of the project work plan, con-
trary to agency guidelines, nor made
available for public comment. (See
pp. 8 to 16 )

Hami lton-Clermont highway

The statement (1) was not made
available to two Federal agencies
for comment although certain 1den-
tified enviromental 1mpacts were
within their areas of expertise,
(2) did not include the mpact that
salt, oil, and gasoline on the high-
way would have on the Little Miam
River, and (3) did not deal with
certain public comments. ({See pp.
25 to 31.)

The new community of Riverton

The statement did not (1) discuss
the wmpact the proposed community
would have on the existing community
of Scottsville, New York, (2) dis-
cuss the alternative of constructing
the new community at a different lo-
cation, and (3) adequately assess
adverse environmental effects the
proposed community might have or
measures that might minimze those

BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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effects HUD decided to offer a
financial guarantee commitment to
the community developer before the
statement was completed (See

pp 36 to 43.)

Tear Sheet



CHAPTER 1 4 ~7 DOCUMENT AVAILABLE

INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE

The Chairman of the Subcommittee on Fisheries and
Wi1ldlife Comservation, House Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, in a letter dated May 18, 1971 (see app. 1),
requested that the General Accounting Office evaluate the
ifiplementation of section 102 of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C, 4321 et seq. ) to determine
whether such implementation was uniformly and systematically
in accordance with applicable legislation. In a report to
the Chairman entitled ""Improvements Needed in Federal Efforts
to Implement the National Envirommeuntal Policy Act of 1269"
(B-170186, May 18, 1972), we commented on selected Federal
agencies' procedures for preparing envirommental impact
statements on legislative proposals and other major Federal
actions significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment.

The Chairman also asked us to evaluate the adequacy
of selected environmental impact statements prepared by the
agencies., This report deals with that request.

Section 102 of the act requires Federal agencies prepar-
ing the statements to consider

~-the envirommental impacts of the proposed actious,

--any adverse environmental effects which cannot be
avoided should the proposals be implemented,

—-alternatives to the proposed actions,

-~the relationship between local short-term uses of
man's enviromment and the maintenance and enhance-
ment of long-term productivity, aund

--any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of
resources involved in the proposed actions should

they be implemented.

Before preparing statements on proposals, Federal agen-
cies are required to consult with, and obtain the comments

*  BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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of, any other Fecderal agency having jurisdiction, by law or
special expertise, with respect to any environmental impact
involved  Copies of the statements and the comments and
views of the approrriate Federal, State, and local agencies
authorized to develop and enforce envirommental standards
are to be made available to the President, the Council on
Environmental Quality, and the public and are to accompany
.the proposals through existing agency review processes,

The objective of this requirement is to build into the agen-
ciest decrsionmaking process an appropriate and careful con-
sideration of the environmental impacts of proposed actiomns.

We selected the Federal agencies and statements for
review through consultation with the Subcommittee staff.
For each of six agencies we selected one statement which
had been processed at least to the point of receipt and
disposition of agency and public comments on the draft and
which appeared to be of significant importance. The state-
ments selected for review were.

-~The Soil Conservation Service's (SCS's) statement for
the proposed East Fork of the Whitewater River Water-
shed Project, Indiana and Ohio.

~~The Corps of Engineers' statement for the proposed
Bonneville Second Powerhouse on the Columbia River,
Oregon and Washington.

~~-The Bureau of Reclamation's statement for the proposed
Archer-Weld Transmission Line and Weld Substation,
Colorado River Storage Project, Colorado.

--The Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA's) state-
ment for the proposed Hamilton-Clermont limited-
access highway, Ohio,

~--The Forest Service's statement for the proposed Elk
Mountain Road in the Santa Fe National Forest, New
Mex1ico.

-~The Department of Housing and Urban Development's

(HUD's) statement for the proposed new community of
Riverton in Monroe County, New York.

G



We examined the content of each selected statement and
the supporting records and documents; reviewed comments
received on the statements from Federal, State, and local
agencies and the public; and interviewed officials of the
selected Federal agencies and of the commenting agencies.



CHAPTER 2

EVALUATION OF THE ADEQUACY OF

SELECTED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS

Our review indicated that the agencies were definitely
concerned about the environmental impacts of their proposed
projécts, Our review indicated also that the usefulness of
each of the statements to agencies in their planning and
decistonelkang had been impaired by the following common
problems,

--Inadequate discussion of, and support for, identified
environmental impacts.

~--Inadequate treatment of reviewing agencies' comments
on environmental impacts,

~-Inadequate consideration of alternatives and their
environmental impacts,

These and other inadequacies in individual impact state-
ments are discussed in the following sections of this report.

EAST FORK OF THE WHITEWATER RIVER
WATERSHED PROJECT,
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE

The East Fork of the Whitewater River Watershed Project,
authorized for planning in 1968, includes (1) 47 small lakes
to help control sedimentation, (2) three multiple-purpose
reservoirs for flood prevention and public recreation,

(3) two multiple-purpose reservoirs for flood prevention
and municipal and industrial water supply, (4) one single-
purpose floodwater-retarding reservoir, (5) approximately
20 miles of multiple-purpose channel improvement, and

(6) about 10 miles of stream environmental corridor develop-
ment (between Richmond, Indiana, and the Corps of Engineers!
Brookville Reservoir™ in Indiana) for public recreation and

1
The Brookville Rescvolr is a multiple-purpose project which will pro-
vide flood control, water supply, and recreation The project, esti-

mated to cost about $40 million, 1s scheduled for completion in March
1974

BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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wildlife sanctuaries  The primary objectives of the project
are to provide (1) outdoor recreation, {2) additional water
supply for Richmond, and (3) reduction of sedimentation and
floodwater dem2ges in the watershed,

SC5 financed the planning for the project and, after
the Congress anproves and authorizes it, plans to finance
,approximately 30 percent of the estimated project cost of
$10.5 millzon.

On October 20. 1971, SCS submitted a draft statement
to the Council on Znvironmental Quality, other Federal agen-
cies, the Goverrors of Indiana and Ohio, and the State clear-
inghouses for review and comment. The final statement was
prepared by the SC5 State office in Indiana and filed with
the Council on July 25, 1972

SCS's final statement for the proposed East Fork Proj-
ect did not adequately discuss (1) the impact of the project
operation on water quality--stream flow, temperature, pollu-
tion, and sedimentation, (2) project alternatives and their
environmental impacts, and (3) the relocation of businesses
and private dwellings resulting from the acquisition of
lands for the project. SCS did not prepare a draft statement
for the project in time to accompany the project draft work
plan sent to the various Federal, State, and local agencies
for informal field review. SCS did not make the draft state-
ment available to the public for comment.

Impacts on water quality

Stream flow and water temperature

The proposed watershed project is located upstream from
the Corps of Engineers' Brookville Reservoir and includes
47 small lakes ranging from 8 to 20 acres and six reservoirs
ranging from 32 to 474 acres. The plans provide for locat-
ing four of the six reservoirs on tributaries having peren-
nial flow and, under normal conditions, for controlling
approximately 25 percent of the water entering the Brookville
Reservoir, The plans provide also for the six reservoirs
to have a constant-level water pool and for water to be re-
leased only if that level is exceeded. Construction of the
reservoirs will raise the temperature of the water because

BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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a larger water sur{ace area will be exposza to direct sun-
light than 1s eaposed under existing stream conditions,

In commenting on the draft statemert, the Ohio Depart-
ment of Natural Resources stated that, due to the fishery
resources 1in the area, water temperature and stream flow
should be maintained or improved, SCS's vesponse to this
.comment was limited to a discussion of the effects on fish
in 2.3 miles of the East Fork in Ohio. SCS concluded that,
since existirg shade would not be disturbed in this section,
water tewperature wo.ld not be affected  5C5 did not men-
tion in the final statement the eifects orn stream flow or
water temperature at the proposed reservoir sites,

SCS officials in Indiana advised us that water quality
is not a prozect purpose and that, under normal conditions,
the plans for operating the reservoirs do not provide for
controlled releases of water to regulate stream flow or to
maintaln water temperature,

The officials advised us also that during a drought,
when water flow into the reservoirs is less than the evapora-
tion loss, the water level may fall below the constant-
level water pool and that, when the reservoirs are being
filled, they do not plan to release water to maintain stream
flow comparable to that currently existing.

SCS should have disclosed in the draft statement that
no plans had been made for releasing water to maintain
stream flow or water temperature at the reservoirs. This
would have enabled the public and the various Federal, State,
and local agencies having jurisdiction or special expertise
to consider the effects of the lack of such plans on water
quality. We believe that reducing or eliminating stream
flow, particularly during a drought, possibly could have
adverse effects on fish and wildlife resources, on property
owners who rely on stream flow for agricultural purposes,
and on the Brookville Reservoir's ability to supply water,

Water pollution

The statement lists as favorable envirommental effects
to be provided by the project (1) recreational opportunities
for an estimated 238,700 visitor-days annually and

1o REST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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(2) municipal and industrial water supply to meet the year
2020's projccted raeds for Richmond, allowing for continued
residential and industrial growth

In commenting on the section of the draft statement on
recreational and vater supply functions, the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) suggested that the following adverse
enyirommental effects be i1dentified in the final statement

1. Water and other pollution will increase in the proj-
ect areas--not only temporarily during construction
but also afrer the project is completed--due to in
creased human activity evolving around recreation
and other activities,

2. The water supply aspects of the project will increase
municipal end industrial activities in and below
Richmond, which could increase water quality prob-
lems.

In response to the first comment, SCS revised the sec-
tion of the statement entitled "adverse environmental effects
which cannot be avoided" to state that air and water quality
would be affected during and after construction of the proj-
ect, SCS officials advised us that they had based this re-
vision on their professional judgment, had not made studies,
and had not consulted with other agencies to determine the
extent of these environmental effects.

SCS made no change in the statement concerning the ef-
fect that increased water supply for municipal and indus-
trial activities would have on water quality. Although the
final statement does say that additional stream flow at
Richmond is currently needed for sewage dilution, it does
not state the amount of water that is needed or whether 1t
will be available after the project 1is completed. The Ohio
River Basin Comprehensive Survey, which was used to project
water supply needs for the project, indicated that about 45
cubic feet per second are currently needed for sewage dilu-
tion below Richmond but that only 2 cubic feet per second
of dependable flow are available.

In commenting on this aspect of the project, the Indi-
ana Board of Health, which 1s responsible for maintaining

" BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE



the State's water cualitv, stated that the draft statement
lacked sufficient deotails on the development of municipal
and industrial water supply to permit specific comments

The board requested SCS to submit additional information as
soon as it was developed.

. Board officials told us that about 12 million gallons
_of sewage per day 1s discharged by the Richmond sewage
treatment plant ainto the East Fork and that about 25 million
to 30 million gallons of water per day (39 to 46 cubic feet
per second) are rceded for sewage dilution at certain times
to maintain water quality. They stated that, although they
had not received the additional information requested, they
question whether the completed project could provide the
water needed annmially for sewage dilution. The officials
stated also that, when the Richmond Sanitary District pro-
vides advanced waste treatment, the water neeaed for sewage
dilution would be somewhat less than is currently needed
but that by 1990 as much or more would be needed.

SCS should have studied and more fully discussed in
the final statement the possible increase in water pollu-
tion resulting from recreational activities. SCS should
have determined and discussed in the statement whether the
water would be available for sewage dilution after comple-~
tion of the project and whether the proposed allocation of
water for municipal and industrial purposes would further
aggravate the water pollution problems in the East Fork at
Richmond.

Sedimentation

Sedimentation results from soil erosion and adversely
affects reservoirs by reducing storage capacity, increasing
the cost of water purification, and reducing the overall
attractiveness of the body of water for recreational pur-
poses. A primary objective of the East Fork Project is
to reduce sedimentation from other projects in the watershed
area by trapping the sedimentation in small lakes and res-
ervoirs. Another objective 1s to provide recreation and
fish and wildlife use opportunities.

In commenting on the draft statement, the Ohio Depart-
ment of Natural Resources stated that*

" aEST DOCUMENT AV ALABLE



"the effects on water quality with a reduction of
sedimentation in streams and reservolrs merits
further discussion. This has a direct bearing on
the amount of agricultural nutrients that enter
the various bodies of water and the composition of
aquatic organisms in the stream system."
+ EPA, 1in commenting on this aspect, stated that "agri-nutrient
build up in the reservoirs 1s a possibility that could ad-
versely affect water quality."

In response to these comments, SCS revised the state-
ment to say that (1) agricultural nutrients and aquatic
organisms were expected to be less concentrated in the
stream system and (2) water quality would be improved by
trapping sedimentation in reservoirs and additional land
conservation measures, However, SCS made no revision to
recognize the possible effect of the agri-nutrient buildup
in the lakes and reservoirs.

SCS officials advised us that they had based the re-
visions on their professional judgment, had not made studies,
and had not consulted with other agencies to evaluate the
extent of these environmental effects.

We discussed the effects of sedimentation and agri-
nutrient buildup in the proposed lakes and reservoirs with
EPA officials. They stated that, if the buildup is exceées-
sive, a potential exists for a number of water quality
problems--such as nuisance algae growths and objectionable
taste and odor--and that these problems could adversely af-
fect municipal and industrial water supply and could result
in reduced recreational use of the lakes and reservoirs.

SCS should have studied and more clearly discussed in
the final statement the possible effects of sedimentation
and agri-nutrient buildup on water supply and recreational
activities,

Project alternatives

Even though the proposed East Fork Project 1s a multiple-
purpose development, the final statement listed several
single-purpose alternatives to the project but did not

13 BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE



adequately discuss the alternatives or the envirommental
ampacts of these alternatives. The alternatives included

(1) alternative sites for flood-retarding structures,

(2) Fflood prevention by land treatment, (3) ground water

for municipal and industrial uses, and (4) expansion of ex-
1sting recreational facilities in the project areas, includ-
1ng Corps projects

- ar

The impact statement did not present any information
on the environmental impacts of the listed alternatives.
The Council's guidelines require not only a rigorous explora-
tion and description of alternatives but also an analysis
of their environmental impacts. Therefore, the statement
should have discussed the environmental impact of each of
the listed alternatives,

Our review showed that the first three alternatives
were rejected primarily because they could not meet the
multiple objectives of the proposed project. For example,
flood prevention by land treatment was rejected because it
would not provide for the recreation and/or water supply
objectives desired by the watershed sponsors. The state-
ment did not, however, present this alternative with a com-
bination of other single-purpose alternatives which possibly
could have met the overall objectives of the project.

The final statement stated that SCS had not considered
an expansion of existing or planned recreation facilities
because such facilities would not meet the recreation demands
of the area. The statement did not, however, contain any
facts on why this alternative was not acceptable even though
SCS guidelines require such information.

Our review showed that extensive recreation facilities
are proposed at the Corps' Brookville Reservoir and that the
completion of those facilities would satisfy many of the
recreation needs of the area. The impact statement should
have discussed a combination of alternatives, including the
expansion of existing Corps facilities, so that all re-
viewers and SCS could have considered a viable alternmative.

BLST UGCIMENT AVAILABLE
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Relocation of businesses
and private dwellines

SCS officials informed us that, if the proposed East
Fork Project were constructed, 18 farms, 23 owner-occupied
dwellings, 11 tenant-occupied dwellings, and two mobile homes
would have to be relocated, which would affect about 136
persons. This information should have been disclosed in the
statement. SCS officials in Indiana agreed and told us that
the nondisclosure was a serious omission,.

Statement not avarleble during field review

SCS procedures provide for a draft statement for a
proposed project to accompany the draft work plan for the
project through its informal field review by Federal, State,
and local agencies. SCS did not prepare the draft statement
for the East Fork Project until June 1971, 2 months after
it sent the draft work plan to the agencies for informal
review and 1 month after the sponsors approved and signed
the work plan. SCS should have delayed sending the draft
work plan to the agencies for review until the draft state-
ment was available so that the agencies' comments on the
statement would have been available for project sponsors'
consideration in arriving at their decision to approve the
work plan.

Public participation

SCS released the draft statement on October 20, 1971,
but did not publicly announce its availability in the news-
papers, on the radio, or through any other media, nor did
it hold a public meeting to discuss the statement. SCS of-
ficials in Indiana advised us that they do not intend to
obtain any public comments or hold any public meetings to
discuss the final statement because, in their opinion, the
public had sufficient opportunity to comment on the project
during the public meetings which were held to discuss the
draft work plan. However, the last public meeting took
place on August 7, 1970, and as previously noted, a draft
statement was not available at that time,

SCS officials in Washington advised us that SCS had
presented and discussed environmental information at the

15



public meetings. However, in reviewing the minutes for the
meetings, we found that SCS had presented the environmental
impacts very generally and had not discussed the adverse
effects of the proposed project on the surrounding areas.

3
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BONNEVILLE SECCWD PO TERHOUSE
ON THE COLUMRIA TIVER,
CORPS OF ENGIN=ERS

The Corps' Portland, Oregon, district prepared a draft
statement shciiny the envirommental impact of the proposed
construction of an eight-unit second powerhouse at the ex-
1sting Bonneville Dam on the Columbia River. The district
made the draft statemen:t, dated August 5, 1971, available
to the various Federal, State, and local agencies and to the
public for commert  The district included i1ts responses to
the comments rece'ved in a separate section of the final
statement, which 1t filed with the Council on April 10, 1972.

Subsequent to our review, court action was initiated
that may ultimately affect the second powerhouse project.
On March 14, 1972, the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla
Indian Reservacion and members of the Yakima Indian Tribe
brought suit in the District Court of the United States for
Oregon, against representatives of the Corps and the Bonne-
ville Power Administration. The suit asked for an injunc-
tion against the planned construction and alteration of
power-generating facilities at three dams on the Columbia
River (Bonneville, the Dalles, and John Day), on the basis
that the construction violated treaties. On March 30, 1972,
the court suspended issuance of an injunction as long as the
parties to the suit attempt to resolve their differences in
a manner satisfactory to the court. As of August 30, 1972,
negotiations between the Corps and the Confederated Tribes
were still underway.

The final statement for the proposed second powerhouse
did not adequately discuss (1) the impact on fish from the
operation of the project, (2) the economic impact on the
region from the production of additional hydroelectric power,
and (3) project alternatives. Also, the identified environ-
mental impacts were not adequately supported.

Impacts on fish

The Corps did not adequately assess the impact of the
proposed project on fish in the Columbia River.

17
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The statement indicates that general and peakingl
operations of the proposed project would have a definite im-
pact on fish. First, gereral operations would (1) under
certain conditions, reduce fish fatalities by lowering the
level of nitrogen supersaturatlon2 as more water passed
through the additional turbines than over the spillway,

(2) increzase fish fatalities because more fish would pass
through the additional turbines, and (3) make fish more
vulnerable to predators as a-result of disorientation.

Secondly, the peaking operations would cause (1) delays
to upstream and downstream passage of anadromous f1sh3 be-
cause of altered flow conditions at fishways, (2) partial
loss of spawning areas for salmon and other fish, and (3) in-
creased difficulty in sport, commercial, and Indian fishing.
A major factor in the Corps' justification for constructing
the second powerhouse was the contribution it would make to
meeting peak demands for electric power.

With regard to the impact of general operations on fish,
the draft statement stated that:

1Hydroelectrlc power 1s produced by generators operated by
water passing from one side of a dam to the other through
turbines. As the demand for electricity increases during
a day and fossil-fuel plants are unable to meet the demand,
additional water i1s released through the turbines. The re-
sult can be a significant change in the water level on both
sides of the dam. The process is referred to as peaking
operation.
2
Water falling over the spillway of a dam traps air and
carries 1t beneath the water surface. Some of the trapped
air gases dissolve into the water, resulting in supersatu-
ration of nitrogen. Supersaturated water can kill fish
under severe conditions.

3
Anadromous fish spend most of their lives in salt water but
migrate to fresh water for breeding.

18
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"The majority of downstream migrant fish now pass
Bomneville through the powerhouse turbines or
over the spillway. The proposed powerhouse will
increase the number of migrants that will pass
through the turbines. Mortality rates of down-
stream migrants directly associated with passage
probably will not change."

-

s

In commenting on the draft statement, Federal and State
agencies expressed concern that the mortality rate would, in
fact, increase because more fish would have to pass through
the turbines. For example, the Oregon Fish Commission com-
mented that the above-quoted statement 1is contrary to the
well established fact that the mortality rate of fish pass-
ing through turbines of the type proposed at Bonneville 1is
many times greater than that of fish passing over the dam.
The Department of Commerce's National Marine Fisheries Serv-
ice made similar comments.

As a result of these comments, the final statement 1in-
cluded a statement that the fish mortality rate, resulting
from operating the additional turbines at Bommeville, would
increase to a maximum of 11 percent and that half of the
increase was indirect, that i1s, caused by disorientation
which makes fish more vulnerable to predators.

The Corps' documents supporting the 1ll-percent mortality
rate did not include an allowance for predation. We dis-
cussed this matter with representatives of the National
Marine Fisheries Service and the Oregon Fish Commission, who
stated that the ll-percent mortality rate appears to be sat-
isfactory 1f 1t 1s not intended to include mortality due to
predation. They stated also that studies at Ice Harbor Dam
by the National Marine Fisheries Service have shown that
mortality rates may go as high as 30 percent due to fish
passing through turbines and predation. They also said that
the Corps should have determined the effects of predation on
the fish passing through the turbines and should have clearly
supported the use of the ll-percent mortality rate.

In addition to preparing the statement for the second
powerhouse, the Corps prepared a statement on the proposed
peaking operations on the Columbia River. The Corps sent
both draft statements under one cover, and the majority of
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the comments received from other agencies concerned both
statements.

Little 1s apparently known of the specific effects of
peaking operations on fish. The Oregon, Washington, and
Idaho fish and game agencies expressed concern over these
effects in a joint statement to the Corps on the environ-
mentdl impacts of the peaking operations involving Bonne-
ville Dam. They commented as follows on the value of a
Corps fisheries impact study.

"The fisheries impact study consists of only a sur-
vey of the existing, limited knowledge on the ef-
fects of flow and river level changes on fish laife.
Unfortunately, it 1s not a study of the pertinent
cause and effect relationships between peaking
operations and fish. Little is known of the seri-
ous effects of peaking on fish - their nature,
degree, and the means of minimizing adverse condi-

tions."

The three State fishery agencies also expressed dis-
satisfaction with the Corps' approach to determining the ef-
fects the peaking operations would have on fish. They stated

that:

"The fishery agencies are generally dissatisfied
with the approach the Corps has taken to define
the impact of the proposed actions on fisheries.
We find ourselves in a situation where immediate
action 1s necessary yet we are without adequate
knowledge to make decisions as to which set of
operating conditions and which type of power-
house will best serve the interests of fash."

The final statement indicated that, although the spe-
cific effects of peaking on fish were not known, the Corps
would proceed with the proposed project The Corps stated
that:

"Because peaking operation is not irreversible, we
believe that implementation of the proposed action
affords the best opportunity to assess accurately
the relationship between peaking operations and
fish."
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The final statement on the project and on the peaking
operations did not explain why the peaking operations are
not irreversible. Although this may be so, a constructed
second powerhouse would be an irretrievable commitment of
the resources used in its construction. Proceeding with the
construction of the second powerhouse without knowing the
effect of peaking operations on fish could conceivably re-
sult in not providing necessary fish-protection measures.

Economic impact

The final statement for the proposed project did not
adequately discuss how the additional hydroelectric power to
be generated by the second powerhouse would influence growth
and development in the Pacific Northwest.

The statement acknowledged in a general way that the
second powerhouse would influence expansion and development
by stating that:

"Secondary effects relating to land use would in-
volve possible construction or expansion, and sub-
sequent operation, of developments in the Pacific
Northwest as a consequence of the power production
from the second powerhouse."

The statement also indicated that these effects have not
been specifically identified because:

"The electric power distribution system 1s too
interconnected and consumption too diffuse for
those effects to be specifically identified."

Although the Corps acknowledged that power production
from the second powerhouse would have some secondary effects
on land use, we believe the statement should have identified
and discussed the impact of expanding power production in
the Pacific Northwest.

Project alternatives

The final statement neither adequately discussed the
environmental impacts associated with altermatives to the
proposed second powerhouse nor presented or supported the
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conclusion that the proposed second powerhouse was the best
available alternative.

The statement listed three basic alternatives.

--Using alternative sites and sizes for the proposed
- eight-unit powerhouse.

—-Abandoning plans for the second powerhouse and forego-
ing the additional power-generating capacity it rep-
resents.

--Using alternative means of generating an equivalent
amount of electricity.

The Corps studied 11 alternative sites while planning
for the second powerhouse. The statement briefly stated
why the Corps had rejected the other 10 sites but did not
include any details on the envirommental impacts of those
sites. For example, the statement pointed out that the
Corps had not selected two of the alternative sites because
of the additional costs involved and mentioned the structural
differences between the two sites and the proposed site, but
it contained no details on the envirommental impacts of the
two sites. The statement should have dealt with these im-
pacts because the additional costs involved might have been
justified on the basis of the envirommental benefits that
could have been realized.

In discussing the possibility of abandoning plans for
constructing the second powerhouse (‘'mo action" alternative),
the statement indicates that even without the second power-
house, alternative generating capability would be provided.

"Without the second powerhouse *** an alternative
generating capability would almost certainly be
provided. The largest portion of that capability
would probably be provided by a base-load thermal
plant, either nuclear or fossil-fueled, located
in the Pacific Northwest. The balance of the
alternative capability would probably be provided
by a gas turbine peaking plant. The impacts re-
lated to those plants (use of construction mate-
rials and non-renewable fuel resources, genera-
tion of waste heat, etc.) would then occur in
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the Pacific Northwest 1n lieu of the second
powerhouse impacts."

However, the statement collectively rejected these
alternatives on the basis that:

""k*% a comparison of the economic, social, and
fishery benefits of power production and reduced

~ nitrogen supersaturation, with the monetary, ma-
teriral, fishery, wildlife, and social costs of
relocations, resource, consumption, increased
fingerling mortality, and other factors, indi-
cated the proposed action as more responsive to
total human and envirommental needs.”

In our opinion, the above statement did not explain what
envirormental impacts had been compared or what envirommental
trade-offs might have been made. We therefore asked the
Portland district to provide us with detailed data support-
ing the statement. We were informed that the statement was
a professional opinion of district and division officials
and was not based on a formal comparison as stated.

Because a comparison of alternatives was a key element
in deciding to go ahead with the proposed second powerhouse,
we believe that the statement should have attributed the com-
parison to professional opinion, identified the professional
expertise of the person(s) who made the comparison, and
presented details on how the comparisons were made and on
the specific results of the comparison which led to the con-
clusion that the second powerhouse is the most responsive
to needs.

23




ARCHER-WELD TRANSMISSION LINE AND WELD
SUBSTATION, COLORADO RIVER STORAGE
PROJECT, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

The Archer-Weld 230-KV Transmission Line and Weld Sub-
station Project is an extension of the Bureau of Reclama-

- tion's Colorado River Storage Project transmission system
Jhich 1s designed to deliver electrical energy to power
market centers in northern Colorado. The Archer-Weld Proj-
ect was authorized prior to the passage of the National En-
virommental Policy Act of 1969, The following dates pro-
vide a brief chronological history of selected project events.

December 1968 Transmission line surveying was ini-
tiated.

March 8, 1971 Draft statement was filed with the
Council.

November 2, 1971 Final statement was filed with the
Councal.

January 12, 1972 Phase I contract was awarded.

The statement did not adequately discuss the effects
that the additional electrical energy supplied by the trans-
mission line and substation would have on growth and devel-
opment 1n northern Colorado.

Social and economic impacts result from supplying ad-
ditional electrical energy. These impacts include popula-
tion growth, industrial expansion, and increased urbaniza-
tion. Such impacts, expressly recognized by the Congress
as a major concern, were factors that led to the enactment
of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 1In ad-
dition, the Council's guidelines for preparing statements
refer to these impacts and provide for their amalysis by
Federal agencies.

In commenting on the draft statement, the Bureau of
Outdoor Recreation (BOR), Department of the Interior, ex-
pressed concern about the effect the transmission line would
have on the population patterns and resource base of the
area. Specifically, BOR wanted to know if the project would
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result 1n a change in populetion either i1n terms of more
pcople, or more people concentrated in certain areas *** !
However, tte final statement did not discuss any population
changes which woild occur as a result of the project.

BOR also commented that the final statement should dis-
cuss the social, economic, and environmental objectives
Whlch would have to be foregone 1f the transmission line
was not installed The final statement indicated some of

the objectlvas,but only indirectly and generally. For ex-
ample, 1t stated thatl the project would reduce economic
losses to industry, agriculture, and business by making the
area less vulnerable to power failures  In addition, the
statement pointed out that the increased availability of
electrical power would help industries which provide jobs
BOR's comments, for the most part, were not included in the
final staterment

The Bureau of Reclamation did not circulate the draft
statement for comment to HUD, an agency having expertise
in social impacts of the type generated by this project.
Bureau officials in Washington agreed that the final state-
ment had not adequately considered the social impacts of
the project and stated that this problem happened, 1in part,
because the majority of their projects were in rural areas

However, they said that future statements would be circulated

to such agencies as HUD to insure that all environmental im-
pacts receive adequate review and consideratiomn.

HAMILTON-CIERMONT LIMITED ACCESS HIGHWAY,
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

FHWA, Department of Transportation, has delegated the
responsibility for preparing environmental impact statements
to the State highway agencies. FHWA's role is to (1) estab-
lish policies and procedures for the States' use in pre-
paring statements, (2) insure that the States follow all
applicable policies and procedures, and (3) serve as a re-
viewing agency. FHWA regional offices are now responsible
for review and acceptance of statements for FHWA actiomns.
The Department of Transportation’s Office of Environmental
Quality must concur in FHWA approval before final environ-
mental impact statements become official Department of
Transportation statements.
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We selected the statement for the Hamilton-Clermont
Highway Route 50-29.63/0.00 for review. (This statement
was processed under interim guidelines which placed the re-
sponsibility for its review and acceptance in the FHWA Ad-
ministrator's Office.) The purpose of this proposed highway
18 to provide a limited-access highway--about 10 miles in
length--to bypass the villages of Fairfax, Mariemont, Ter-
race Park, and Milford in Hamilton and Clermont Counties,
Ohio. This proposed highway 1s to be located west of, and
parallel to, the Little Miami River.

The Ohio Department of Highways prepared the draft
statement and, on April 1, 1971, made it available to wvar-
1ous Federal, State, and local agencies and to the public
for comment.

After 1t received the comments, the Ohio Department of
Highways prepared the final statement which was forwarded
to, and approved by, FHWA division, regional, and Adminis-
trator offices on September 16, 1971. The FHWA Administra-
tor's office forwarded copies of the statement to the Office
of Envirommental Quality. After meetings with citizen
groups and FHWA staff, the Office of Envirommental Quality
advised FHWA on March 9, 1972, that the statement was not
being approved and requested that FHWA and the Ohio Depart-
ment of Highways further consider the alternatives to the
proposed project,

The proposed final statement for the Hamilton-Clermont
highway did not adequately explain or support the identified
impacts. Comments on the draft statement were not obtained
from two Federal agencies, even though some of the 1denti-
fied impacts were within their areas of expertise, and com-
ments from other agencies were not dealt with in the proposed
final statement.

Envirommental impacts

The draft statement for the proposed highway lacked
sufficient information about impacts of the highway on the
environment and about alternatives to enable adequate re-
views
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The draft siatemert listed 14 impacts but, 1in most
cases, the discucsion was limited to short ststements whach
did not fully disclose the impacts on the environment  An
example was the statement that "there will be no appreciable
effect on the wildlife and general ecology of the area."

The draft statement did not contain any information or sta-
tistics on the-number or types of wildlife in the area; the
effects, good or bad, that the highway would have on wild-
11fe, or an explanation of what was intended by the term
"oeneral ecology M

Another example was the statement that

"noise and air pollution incident to motor vehi-
cles will be reduced in the communities and on
the proposed facility since the vehicles will be
operating in this most efficient range Ko pol-
lution of water will occur."

The draft statement did not explain how air pollution would
be reduced in the communities or hov noise and air pollution
would be reduced in the area of the proposed highway, even
though the addition of vehicles in the area 1is certain to
increase the noise and air pollution. For example, the
statement did not provide data on the quality of air in the
area of the proposed highway, the extent of air pollution
from existing sources in the area, or the projected in-
creased pollution that would result from constructing the
highway,

We also noted that the draft statement did not include
as an impact the potential effects on the Little Miami River
of salt (for snow and ice control) or oil and gasoline from
the highway.

Federal agencies' reviewing officials told us that
draft statements should contain information similar to that
discussed above to enable an adequate review of the state-
ments., They told us also that such information not only
was lacking in the statement for the Hamilton-Clermont high-
way but also was lacking in other statements submitted for
review by the Ohio Department of Highways and other State
highway departments. These officials clso said that tech-
nical terms stould be set forth in comrmon language so that
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all reviewing agencies would fully understand what 1s being
discussed or that the statements should include a glossary
of such terms.

The Chief of the Environmental Development Division,
FHWA, disagreed generally that there 1s a need for statements
to contain detailed, quantitative information on cited 1im-
pacts., He told us that the purpose of draft statements was
not to contain all the data considered in making judgments
regarding specific impacts and that short statements on im-
pacrs are sdequate as long as they include the bases for
the statements,

Officials of the Office of Envirommental Quality agreed
with the views of the Federal agencies' reviewing officials
that a more detailed discussion of the identified environ-
mental impacts would have been appropriate for inclusion in
the statement for the Hamilton-Clermont highway and perhaps
in others. They pointed out that full consideration of en-
vironmmental impacts necessarily requires technical discus-
sion and that an attempt to cover these points in common
language could result in oversimplification and in in-
accurate evaluations. They agreed, however, that a glossary
of terms might be helpful to the reviewing agencies.

Support for impacts

Of the 14 impacts identified in the statement, 12 were
not supported by studies or quantitative data,

An official of the Ohio Department of Highways, who
prepared the draft statement, told us that the identified
impacts were based on his opinions and experiences as a
highway engineer and on a location document prepared by the
consulting firm that made the proposed route location study
for the department. The official of the consulting firm
who prepared the location document told us that the majority
of the statements of fact contained in that document were
based on his opinions and experiences as an englneer

An example of an identified impact not supported by any
documentation was the statement:

"The area suitable for recreation and/or a green
belt strip along the Little Miami River will be
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eahanced Y, L.~ nropo-ed alignrent's ability to
shieid the existiag open pit mining of gravel and
the potertial 1n-ustrial development of the area "

BOR, in commenting on the araft statement, objected to
the statement that the area would be enhanced bty construct-
1ng the highwas Thr DBureau said

ek ye teel ttat the envirommental 1mpact state-

ment tcnd-~ to ririmize the negative ympact that

tne {resva wiit have on the 1iver fhe stare-

rent hoids a® a four to six lene f:ieeway could

in a serse prctect the natural values of the

river by acting as a barrier to incdustrial en-

croachment on the river, This may re true 1in

areas where a wice green belt would bte estab-

lished between the river and the highway  How-

ever, 1in thosc areas vhere the freeway 1s in

close proxamity to the river the cure seems as

bad as or worse than the disease. To the river

user the noise, sight, and smell of a freeway

would be as obnoxious as most industry, and more

obnoxious than adjacent gravel pit operations "

Another example of an unsupported impact was the state-
ment that no natural or historic landmarks would be en-
countered in constructing the highway. The Ohio Historical
Society commented that the highway may have an adverse ef-
fect on one historic and several prehistoric landmarks, The
society furnished the Ohio Department of Highways with a last
of eight documented prehistoric landmarks in the immediate
vicinity or on the proposed right-of-way. The society also
pointed out that several undocumented, but soon-to-be-
surveyed, Indian campsites were located immediately within
and adjacent to the proposed highway. An assistant profes-
sor of anthropology at an Ohio university testified at the
highwvay location hearing that four prehistoric sites would
be destroyed 1f the highway was constructed at the proposed
location. The draft statement made no reference to the fact
that prehistoric sites existed in the project area.

In our opinion including potential environmental im-

pacts of proposcd actions that are not adequately discussed
and supported in draft statenments does not provide for an
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effective evaluation of the proposed actions by Federal,
State, and local agencies or by the public.

Officials of the Office of Envirommental Quality agreed
that impacts of proposed actions identified in draft state-
ments should be fully disclosed and documented. They stated
that the Department of Transportation's procedures make it
clear that the responsibility for doing this lies with the
office originating the environmental impact statement--in
this case the Ohio Department of Highways in conjunction
with the FHWA Division Engineer. They stated also that they
have attempted to make 1t clear, both in the Department's
procedures and in a series of envirommental conferences held
throughout the country, that a systematic, interdisciplinary
approach, as required by the act, should be used by the orig-
inating office in its basic studies of proposed projects and
in the preparation of the statements.

Coordination with other apencies

The draft statement for the proposed highway was not
circulated to HUD or EPA for their review and comment, even
though 1t included impacts which are in these agencies'
areas of expertise.

An official of the Ohio Department of Highways told us
that, when the enviromnmental impact process was first
started, HUD and EPA were not included on the Department's
distribution list for draft statements. The official could
not give us any reason for this omission but assured us that
these agencies now receive copies of all draft statements
for review and comment.

The most signmificant comments of the reviewing agencies
that were not dealt with in the proposed final statement
were those received from BOR and the Bureau of Sport Fisher-
ies and Wildlife and from the public at hearings on the ef-
fects that air, noise, and water pollution would have on the
Little Miami River and the adjoining area.

BOR, 1in addition to making the comments on page 29,
recommended that (1) additional land be purchased for green
belt purposes and (2) special landscaping be provided to
retain the natural characteristics of the bank of the Little
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. Miami River and to screen the highway. Officials of BOR
told us that they were dissatisfied with the disposition of
their comments; they said that Chio's response to their
comments and recommendations was so general that the Chio
Department of Highways was not obligated to take any action.
They stated that they would have liked to have had the Chio
Department of Highways agree to make a joint study with the
Ohio Department of Natural Resources to determine the best
measures for screening the freeway from the river and for
developing the river for recreational uses  They also ex-
pressed concern that their comments on potential water pol-
lution--even though that 1s not in their area of expertise-
were not adequately discussed in the final statement.

The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife stated that
the measures indicated for controlling siltation were 1in-
adequate because erosion and siltation standards to be in-
cluded i1n the construction contract had not been provided
and because no explanation was included as to how such
standards would be enforced during construction.

The only reference in the proposed final statement to
the comments by the two Bureaus regarding pollution of the
river or the adjacent area was as follows:

"Another objection raised was that during the
construction of the highway there would be large
amounts of erosion and sedimentation."

The proposed final statement disposed of this objection by

stating that 1t was discussed previously in answer to com-

ments received from the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild-
life,

Officials of commenting agencies told us that in most
instances they did not get an opportunity to see how their
comments were treated in the final statements, They said
that the process would be more meaningful if they were pro-
vided with copies of final statements on which they had com-
mented. Officials of the Ohio Department of Highways told
us that they plan to send copies of final statements to all
agencies which commented on the draft statements.
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ELK MOUNTATN ROAD, SANTA FE NATIONAL FOREST,
FOREST SERVICE

We selected for review the Forest Service's environ-
mental impact statement for the Elk Mountain Road--a 34-mile,
double-lane road--in the Santa Fe National Forest. The con-
struction of this road will complete the scenic roadway
known as the Rio Pecos Forest Drive which was initiated in
1963 and which was partly completed by 1967. At that time
the completion of the drive was halted because of the scar-
city of funds,

Because of local interest in the potential economic
benefits from constructing the Elk Mountain Road, the Eco-
nomic Development Agency in October 1970 offered a grant of
80 percent of the estimeted cost of $4.7 million and the
New Mexico State Highway Department offered a commitment of
20 percent of the estimated costs.

The Forest Service's region 3 in Albuquerque, New Mex-
ico, prepared the draft statement dated February 9, 1971,
and the final statement dated June 17, 1971, which was filed
with the Council on June 25, 1971,

The legality of the Economic Development Agency's
granting of funds for the road prior to preparinga statement
has been contested by a group of citizens who are opposed
to the construction of the road on the basis that it could
destroy the wilderness character of the area and the adja-
cent Pecos Wilderness.,

The District Court of the United States for the District
of New Mexico and the U.S, Court of Appeals for the 10th
Circuit, Denver, Colorado, ruled in favor of the Government;
stated that the Forest Service is responsible for preparing
the statement; and noted that, although the grant by the
Economic Development Agency would permit accelerating the
construction of the road, it was not entirely dependent on
such funding. Forest Service officials advised us that the
court rulings had been appealed to the Supreme Court of the
United States which had agreed to hear the appeal.
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Fnvirormental imnacts

The final statement for the Elk Mountain Road did not
adequately discuss or support the listed adverse environ-
mental impacts that constructing the road would have on air
natural beauty, timber, range, wilderness, and wildlife.

- Tn discussing adverse environmental effects on fish
.and wildlife, for example, tne statement said:

"Construction of this road will have some effect
on wildlife., The improved access will attract
more hunters to the area, thus increasing hunting
pressure, The fencing of portions of the road-
way could affect established game routes and herd
movements **%%, Developing the proposed road will
increase the possibirlity of harassment tc wild-
life species." (Underscoring supplied.)

Concerning wilderness, the statement said:

"The Elk Mountain Road will give better access to
the southeast portion of the [Pecos] Wilderness
which is now only lightly used, This will help
disperse use in the Wilderness but, at the same
time, the increased pressures may have some ad-
verse effect on the Wilderness., Increase in use
of over-snow vehicles in the vicinmity of Elk
Mountain and Rosilla Ridge would necessi-

tate applying administrative control to prevent
users from taking the vehicles into the Wilder-
ness." (Underscoring supplied.)

The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife and the New Mex-
1co Department of Game and Fish, in commenting on the draft
statement, pointed out that 1t lacked sufficient details of
the impacts that constructing the road would have on fish,
wildlife, and wilderness and suggested that the statement
include specific proposals for replacing or developing wild-
life resources which would be lost 1f the road is built.
These agencies also expressed concern about the environ-
mental impact of the proposed recreation sites to be built
1n conjuaction with the road. Both agencies suggested also
that, si1ance the draft statement lacked a detailed analysis
of the i1mpact on fish and wildlife, mitigation features,
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and development controls, the Forest Service should select
another location for the road from those listed as alterna-
tives in the statement that would have a less detrimental
impact on the area's wildlife resources.

The Forest Service, in responding to these requests for
specific data, stated that the impact on fish and wildlife
resulting from the proposed road and additicnal recreatioaal
developments would be evaluated at a later date and that at
that time specific recowmendations for mitigation measures
or enhancement opportunities would te determired, The
Forest Service did not mention development controls other
than that it is currently evaluvating goals and technigLes
for managing recreation areas, Officials of the Bureau of
Sport Fisheries and Wildlife and the New Mexico Department
of Game and Fish told us that they were dissatisfied with
the Forest Service's responses to their comments on the
draft statement. They stated that the fish and wildlife
studies should have been completed before the final state-
ment was prepared.

Support for impacts

The statement was based on a Forest Service Multiple
Use Survey and Report prepared in November 1970, Since in-
terest in constructing the road goes back to the early
1960s, voluminous data on the road was accumulated before
the statement was prepared. Most of this data did not address
itself to specific envirommental impacts, which necessi-
tated updating the studies and meking additional studies
prior to the preparation of the statement.

Some of the data supporting the road constructicn was
provided by other agencies. Economic data was developed by
the staffs of the Santa Fe National Forest, the North Cen-
tral New Mexico Economic Development District, and the New
Mexico Highlands University. A projection of this data
showed that a major economic benefit from constructing the
road would be a long-term increase of 756 jobs. Officials
of the Economic Development Agency told us that the antic-
ipated long-term employment was the basis for their funding.
This economic data was obtained by requesting 186 businesses
in the area to estimate how much their business and
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employment would increase as a result of opening up the
national forest for recreation and winter sports by con-
structing the road, The questionnaire used to obtain the
data was worded in a manner that elicited favorable response

Of the 186 requests, only 71 responded. The estimates
were expanded by the sponsors to include all 186 businesses
1n our opinion, the projection of the responses to indicate
-thé benefits that would be realized by all of the 186 busi-
nesses was improper because of the large percentage of non-
responses,

BLSt DOCUMENT AV AILABLE
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THE NEW COMMUNITY OF RIVERION, HUD

The Urban Growth and New Community Development Act of
1970 (42 U.S C 4511, et seq.) authorizes the Secretary of
HUD to assist private and public developers of new communi-
ties through the New Communities Development Program. This
program consists primarily of the Federal Government's guar-
anteeing obligations and making grants and loans to devel-
opers to (1) contribute to a better enviromment, (2) provide
improved living conditions, (3) increase the housing supply,
including that for persons of low or moderate incomes,
(4) promote sound economic growth, including employment, and
(5) generally provide a viable alternative to disorderly ur-
ban growth. HUD provided guarantees for loans of about
$104 million in fiscal year 1971 and $116 million in fiscal
year 1972.

We selected for review the statement for the proposed
new community of Riverton, about 10 miles south of Rochester,
New York. The project as designed comprises an area of
2,335 acres and provides for a population by 1989 of 25,600
living in 8,010 dwelling units.

HUD issued the draft statement for Riverton on July 27,
1971, and the final statement on November 19, 1971. On
May 2, 1972, the developer signed the project agreement
which outlined the detailed plans for constructing Riverton.

The draft statement for the proposed community did not
(1) contain sufficient information to permit reviewing of-
ficials to evaluate envirommental impacts and the adequacy
of access roads to, and transportation services within,
Riverton, (2) discuss the impact of the proposed new commu-
nity on Scottsville, New York, or (3) discuss constructing
the proposed community at another location. HUD did not
adequately assess adverse envirvormental impacts of the pro-
posed community or what measures could be taken to minimize
these impacts. In addition, HUD had not completed the final
statement at the time 1t decided to offer a loan guarantee
commitment to the developer of the proposed community.

36



' LEST DOCUMENT AVAILARLE

Ervironmental 1mpacts

Reviewing officials of Federal and Strte agencies stated
that the draft statement did not contain sufficient informa-
tion about (1) the adequacy of transportation services 1n
the proposed community, (2) certain characteristics and nat-
ural features on the site of the proposed community which
may be worth preserving, {3) the impact of the proposed com-
munsty on Scottsville, and (4) the alternative of not con-
structing the proposed community at the designated location

The final statement contained nc further info.nation on
the weaknesses cited by the agencies.

We believe that, of the environmental impacts 1dentifiea
in the statement, 18 were not adequately discussed in the
statement. Some of these are discussed belew.

1. Access and internal transportation--The scatenent
said that major access from Rochester to Riverton 1is via
West Henrietta Road and East River Road. The steilarent did
not discuss the current volume of traffic on existing roads
or whether the roads would require upgrading to handle the
increased traffic resulting from constructing Riverton. Our
review showed that many of these existing roads were already
subject to heavy traffic and that the development of River-
ton would further increase traffic problems on these roads,
especially in the northern section of the site in the area
of East River, Erie Station, and West Henrietta Roads.

In evaluating the developer's application for loan
guarantee assistance, HUD's engineering consultant stated
that, by:

"i%% combining the traffic produced by the in-
dustrial sites and the shopping center, during
rush hours, a theoretical total of about 5,000
vehicles could be attempting to travel on East
River Road. Being a two-lane highway, with a

capacity of about 2,000 vehicles per hour, 1t

could take this road 2 1/2 hours to distribute
this traffic.”

In addition, the consultant stated that the roads in the
Riverton area are essentially rural and aie not designed to
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carry traffic of suburban or urban density and concluded
that the roads in the area would probably require upgrading.

The Department of Transportation noted problems con-
cerning the adequacy of Riverton's internal transportation
services as presented in the draft statement. The Depart-
ment was interested especially in the availability of trans-

® portation services for low- and moderate-income families.

HUD, in its comments, recognized that transportation for
these income groups could be a problem but indicated that the
proposed land-use plan for Riverton would limit the need for
automobile transportation. HUD stated that access to areas
beyond the community would depend on a proposed rapid transit
system and on the introduction of extended bus service from
Rochester. As of April 24, 1972, the problem of transporta-
tion for low- and moderate-income families had not been
solved.

2. Project size--The statement noted that ''the plan-

ning area of the proposed new community comprises 2,350
acres **%," The studies for the project, however, were
based on a project size of only 1,510 acres. The additional
acreage for the proposed community is located in the north-
ern and eastern sections of the site and 1s to be used pri-
marily for commercial, residential, and industrial purposes.
We could find no evidence that the envirommental effects of
developing the additional acreage had ever been studied.

3. Alternatives to the proposed action--Upon reviewing
the disclosure of impacts in the section of the statement on
alternatives to the proposed action, the Genesee/Finger Lakes
Regional Planning Board stated:

"In considering alternatives in any environmental
question 1t 1is always germane to ask: should this
project ever be built in this particular place at
all? This alternative was not considered in the
HUD statement. It is the question that goes to
the fundamental issue in the state's new town pol-
icy. By allowing developers to put together thear
own parcles [sic] of land for a new community, are
the best sites for such communities being chosen,
both from the physical and social environmental
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standpoints? TJ- 1t too late in the process to ask
for an environmental i1mpact statement on 2 nNew
community proposal when a site has alrcady been
selected and plans for development advanced?"

Our review of this section of the statement showed that
the only alternatives considered were (1) the gradual devel-
opment of the ldnd during the next 15 to 20 years by in-
crefsed single-family residential construction and (2) the
possibility of using a portion of the site along the Genesce
River as a park Alternative locations for the project were
not discussed in either the draft or the final envirommental
impact statement.

4. Sanitary sewage--The statement pointed out that
Riverton would be serviced by the local sewer district.
However, the statement did not mention whether the existing
facilities have adequate capacity for handling the in-
creased sewage that would result from Riverton or whether
additional facilities would have to be built.

The Department of the Interior recognized this problem
in 1ts comments on the statement and noted that the state-
ment did not disclose whether existing sanitary sewage fa-
cilities were adequate to serve the new community. The De-
partment also stated that, in the event these facilities
became inadequate to serve the projected population, alter-
native treatment facilities would be needed.

The Genesee/Finger Lakes Regional Planning Board stated
that existing sanitary facilities available to Riverton are
a 27-1nch sewer cormnected with the Gates-Chili-Ogden treat-
ment plant and the Scottsville sewage treatment plant, that
the 27-inch sewer ''does have some minor excess capacity over
the next few years to receive sewage from Riverton,' and
that ''the Scottsville treatment plant 1s designed with mini-
mum capacity anticipated to serve the Village and selected
areas in the town of Wheatland ***." The board concluded
that 1t would be necessary to revise its plans and construc-
tion schedules for sewage facilities to provide adequate
capacity for Raiverton.

EPA expressed concern that the joint drinking-water
intake for Rochester and Monroe County 1s located only

39



BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE

3-1/2 miles from the po.nt nere the Gate»-Chili-Ogden sew-

age treati ent plant discharces into Lake Ontario and stated

that HUD should make certain that the sewage treatment plant
has adequate capacity

Although Federal and State agencies expressed concern
over the adequacy of existing sanitary sewage facilities to
handle the wastes from Riverton, the final statement did not
deal with the agencies' comments on the adequacy of existing
sewage facilities or the improvements that would be needed
1in these facilities to handle the wastes from Riverton.

Moreover, although the draft statement identified many
potential envirommental impacts, 1t d:d not provide suffi-
cient disclosure of these impacts to enable the reviewing
agencies or the public to adequately comment on them.

Support for impacts

Although the final statement identified adverse environ-
mental impacts resulting from the construction of Riverton,
we found no evidence that the developer or HUD had made any
studires to determine the extent of these impacts. We be-
lieve that HUD, in addition to disclosing these effects in
the statement, should have assessed their degree of adversity
and discussed possible means to minimize them. In addition,
the studies submitted by the developer did not adequately
support some of the disclosures made in the statement. For
example, the statement discussed the fact that paving in the
area of Riverton would prevent water from soaking into the
ground and would increase the flow of water into the Genesee
River. The statement also noted that grading, site prepara-
tion, and excavation would cause siltation in the river and
that the developer proposed to construct three lakes at
Riverton which, 1n addition to having recreation and aesthetic
values, would serve as water impoundment areas and would
thereby control, to a degree, surface runoff and siltation.
However, we found no evidence that the developer or HUD had
made any studies to determine the anticipated amount of in-
crease 1n runoff and siltation, the effect on the quality of
water 1in the Genesee River, or the compatibility of using
the lakes to control runoff and siltation with the other
values associated with their construction.
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he stateme -t also poted that the nurber of automobiles
vrould increase, wvhich would increase automotive emissions
However, the statement did not set forth in detail the im-
pacts of this increased traffic on the project area.

Coordination with other agencies

The most significant of the agencies' comments on the
draTt statement pertained to the effects of the proposed
community of Riverton on the existing community of Scotts-
ville, wilclife, solid waste, and the increase in the number
of automobirles. Some of these effects are discussed below-

The Genesee/Finger Lakes Regional Planning Board stated
that.

4%+ the environmental impact statement does not
discuss the impact of the proposed new community
on the life and environment of the village of
Scottsville, one of the oldest, most stable com-
munities in Monroe County.

"Experience with new towns in Britain, many of them
'grafted' onto old village communities, resulted in
serious social friction. The old residents re-
sented the new community and the increasing social,
transportation and recreation problems they brought
with them."

HUD's consultant for evaluating the developer's appli-
cation for guarantee assistance also recognized the effect
that Riverton would have on Scottsville. The consultant
stated that:

"The area which may be most severely affected is
the nearby Village of Scottsville *¥%%, It is
important that Riverton complement and not over-
whelm Scottsville. Unless careful control of
land use and development design i1s exercised,
the resources of Scottsville may be overpowered
and 1ts i1dentity and prospects for self renewal
worsened."
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Although the Riverton project will obviously alfect Scotts-
ville, the effects were not discussed in either the draft or
the final statement.

The draft statement noted that all animal habitats in
the flood plain area had been eliminated because the land
was being used for cultivation. The Department of the In-
terior, however, took exception to this statement and pointed
out that cultivation had changed only the original habitat
and species composition and that the State Division of Fish
and W1ldlife considers Lhe area to be 2 prime ring-neck
pheasant habivat providing excellent hunting opportunities
to the residents of Rochester and surrounding communities.
Interior also stated that deer and fox squirrels inhabit the
project area and that the fishing resources of the area
should be discussed in the final statement  The New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation made similar
comments. However, neither of the agencies' comments were
dealt with in the final statement.

Statement not available at time
decision made to offer a commitment

HUD did not complete the statement before deciding to
offer a loan guarantee commitment to the developer.

HUD's procedures pertaining to such offers of commit-
ment are as follows:

HUD offices review a developer's application for
guarantee assistance for the development of a new
community and submit a report on their findings
and recommendations to the board of directors of
the Community Development Corporation. The board,
on the basis of its review of the application and
the report, decides whether or not an offer of
commitment should be made. When the board decides
that an offer should be made, HUD 1issues a letter
of commitment to the developer providing for the
guarantee of a specified amount and for its ac-
ceptance within 120 days. If the guarantee 1s
accepted, HUD enters into a project agreement with
the developer, setting forth the commitment, under-
standings, and conditions pertaining to the entire
project.
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On November 30, 1970, the developer of the proposed new
community submitted an application to HUD for guarantee as-
sistance The board of directors of the Community Develop-
ment Corporation met on July 30, 1971, 3 days after the
draft statement was released for comment, and decided that
an offer of commitment should be made to the developer.
Although the actual offer of commitment was not made until
December 20, 1971, 30 days after the final statement was
filed with the Council, we believe that the board of direc-
tors should have had the benefit of the final statement be-
fore it made i1ls decision to make an offer of a loan guaran-
tee to the develorer.
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JAMES ¥ STANTOR, OMIO

RCEERT J MCELROY CHIEF CLERK

Honorable Elmer B. Staats

Comptroller General of the United States
General Accounting Office

441 G Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Staats:

Section 102{2) {C} of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 {P.L. 91-190) requires all agencies of
the Federal Government to include in every recommendation
or report on proposals for legislation and other major
Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of
the human environment, a detailed statement on:

1. the envaironmental aimpact of the proposed
action,

2., any adverse envirommental effects which can-~
not be avoided should the proposal be imple-
mented,

3. alternatives to the proposed action,

4, the relationship between local short-~term uses
of man's environment and the maintenance and
enhancement of long-~term productivity, and

5. any irreversible and airretrievable commitments
of resources which would be involved in the
proposed action.

We would like your office to undertake an evaluation
of the inplementation of the Section 102 requirement for
submigsion of environmental impact statements as adminis-
tered by about four or five departments or agencies. The
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review should compare procedures and practices of ék%if'
several agencies to ascertain whether Section 102 is
being implemented uniformly and systemataically, in
accordance with applicable legislation.

Consideration shoald also be given to such matters
as {1} the agencies?®! views on actions not requiring impact
statements, {2} the coordination between State and Federal

b agencies 1in reviewing and commenting on impact statements,
£3) the use made of impact statements as a decision making
tool, {4) the adequacy of selected impact statements, {5)
the role of the Council on Environmental Quality and the
Office of Management and Budget, and {6) the adequacy of
the agencies® procedures as a means of developing effec-~
tive public particapation in making agency decisions with
environmental implications,

As discussed by my Subcommittee's staff members
with your representatives, the Congressional Research
service has agreed to provide the occasional services of
staff personnel from a variety of disciplines to assist
the GAO 1n 1its evaluation of selected environmental
impact statements., Also a principal researcher and an
assistant of the Environmental Policy Davision of CRS will
be available to assist GAO by such means as participating
in interviews with agency officials and providing informa-
tion for the development of the report. T understand that
the details of thas collaboration will be determined at
subsequent meetings.

Please do not hesitate to call on my staff 1f we
can be of further assistance.

dohn D. Dingell, Chairman
Subcommittee on Fisheries
and Wildlaife Conservation
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ADMINISTRATION OF ACTIVITIES

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

Tenure of office
From To

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

SECRLTARY OF AGRICULTURE®

Earl 1. Butz Dec. 1971 Present
Clifford M Hardin Jan. 1969 Nov. 1971
CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE:
Edward P, Cliff Mar. 1962 Present
ADMINISTRATOR, SOIL CONSERVATION
SERVICE:
Kenneth E. Grant Jan. 1969 Present

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE:
Melvin R, Laird Jan. 1969 Present

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

SECRETARY OF THE ARMY:
Robert F. Froehlke July 1971 Present
Stanley R. Resor July 1965 June 1971

CHIEF OF ENGINEERS:
Lt. Gen. Frederick J. Clarke Aug, 1969 Present
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Tenure of office
From To

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT :
George Romney Jan. 1969 Present

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR:

Rogers C. B. Morton Jan., 1971 Present
Fred J. Russell (acting) Nov. 1970 Jan. 1971
Walter J. Hickel Jan. 1969 Nov. 1970

COMMISSIONER OF RECLAMATION:
Ellis L. Armstrong Nov., 1969 Present

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION:

John A. Volpe Jan. 1969 Present
ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL HIGHWAY
ADMINTSTRATION.
Francis C. Turner Mar. 1969 Present
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