United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore
Route 1, Box 4
Bayfield, Wisconsin 54814-9599

IN REPLY REFER TO:

Dear Friend of the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore:

Following three years of effort, it gives me great pleasure to release the Final Wilderness Study /
Environmental Impact Statement for Apostle Islands National Lakeshore. The purpose of the wilderness
study has been to develop a proposal to the Director of the National Park Service, the Secretary of Interior,
the President, and ultimately the United States Congress regarding how much, if any, of Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore should be designated as wilderness. That proposal will be documented in the study’s
Record of Decision, which is scheduled to be released in a few weeks.

We can easily say that there has never been an issue at Apostle Islands National Lakeshore that has
generated more interest and discussion. During the past three summers, we met with hundreds of you at 15
open houses, dozens of meetings with local governments and organizations, and even a formal public
hearing. In all, nearly 10,000 people sent us their comments. We learned a lot from you, and | can honestly
say that the results of the study would not have been the same without your input.

We have learned that some level of designated wilderness in the Apostle Islands makes sense to many,
many people. We have also learned that many of you are anxious about preserving the level of access to the
islands that you currently enjoy. In terms of the sheer quantity of comments, these were the two central
issues of the study. We have worked hard to ensure that all of the action alternatives (alternatives B, C, and
D) will guarantee both — preserving the wildest parts of the islands themselves as wilderness, while also
preserving the means of access to the islands that our visitors enjoy today.

What will the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore be like if wilderness were designated by Congress in the
future? From a modern visitor’s perspective, the change would be nearly imperceptible. Many have asked
us “Why bother if nothing will change?” My favorite reply has been to state that the answer is in the
question. The vast majority of the islands are wild, and nearly everyone we spoke to oppose any major
change in development levels in the park. “It’s perfect,” they say, “don’t change it.” We believe that
wilderness is the best way to ensure that the Apostle Islands experience that you treasure today will be as
tangible and as accessible to future generations as it is to you. Perhaps that earlier question could be
reframed “Why not, if nothing will change?”

The past three years have been extremely rewarding for us. I’m grateful for the dialogue, and for all the
relationships that sprang from it, and I urge you all to remain engaged in future issues at Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore.

Sincerely,

Bob Krumenaker
Superintendent, Apostle Islands National Lakeshore



FINAL
WILDERNESS STUDY /
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

March 2004

APOSTLE ISLANDS

National Lakeshore - Wisconsin



(Back of Title Page Blank)



FINAL WILDERNESS STUDY
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
APOSTLE ISLANDS NATIONAL LAKESHORE
Bayfield and Ashland Counties, Wisconsin

This Final Wilderness Study / Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) describes and analyzes four
alternatives for designating wilderness in Apostle Islands National Lakeshore. Based on the findings of
this study, a formal wilderness proposal will be submitted to the Director of the National Park Service
for approval and subsequent consideration by the Department of the Interior, President, and Congress
under the provisions of the Wilderness Act.

Alternative A, the “no-action” alternative, provides a baseline for comparing the other alternatives.
Under this alternative, no wilderness would be proposed in the park. This could lead to major changes
in the management of Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, because 97% of the park’s land base has
been managed as de facto wilderness since 1989.

This wilderness study includes three alternatives that propose wilderness areas of differing sizes and
locations in the park. None of the waters of Lake Superior would be proposed as wilderness under the
alternatives. Alternative B would propose the highest amount of wilderness (94% of the land base).
Only the areas determined to be not suitable for wilderness would be excluded. Alternative C, the
National Park Service’s preferred alternative, would propose that 80% of the park’s land base be
permanently protected as wilderness. This alternative is intended to ensure that there will be
outstanding opportunities for people to learn both the stories of the people who settled and altered
these islands and the story of the subsequent restoration of the park’s “wilderness” qualities. It also
strives to minimize the number of small, fragmented areas of wilderness or nonwilderness. Alternative
D would limit wilderness to remote areas and cover about 55% of the park’s land base. It would
include those undeveloped and isolated areas that provide the best opportunities for solitude and
primitive recreation during the busy summer season. These areas are not on the current tour boat
route, and generally are more distant from the mainland.

This document also discusses the potential consequences of each alternative’s actions on natural
resources, cultural resources, wilderness resources, visitor nonwilderness experiences, and park
operations. Each alternative has a mix of beneficial and adverse impacts. The main benefits of alterna-
tive A are that it would provide maximum flexibility to park managers to expand recreational and
interpretive facilities into new areas and to carry out park programs and operations, and that it would
allow the greatest number of the park’s cultural resources to be protected in the largest variety of ways.
Alternatives B, C, and D would better protect the park’s natural and wilderness resources in the long
term than alternative A (largely in proportion to the amount of wilderness recommended in each) and
would also provide additional indirect protection to many of the park’s cultural resources. The main
drawbacks of alternative A are that it would provide the least amount of protection against potential
new development-related impacts to natural, cultural, and wilderness resources, and it would provide
the least amount of certainty that the park would continue to look and feel as it does today.
Alternatives B, C, and D would offer reduced levels of flexibility to park managers to expand the level
of development in the areas recommended for wilderness, which may put development pressure on
the areas excluded from the proposals. These alternatives would also reduce, but do not eliminate, the
treatment options available for cultural resources contained within the areas recommended for
wilderness. The National Park Service believes that Alternative C would provide the best mix of
beneficial impacts, while minimizing many of the adverse ones.

The public review period on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement ran from July 11-October 17,
2003, and included several public open houses and one formal public hearing. The no-action period
on this final study and environmental impact statement will end a minimum of 30 days after the
Environmental Protection Agency has accepted the document and published a notice of availability in
the Federal Register. For further information, contact the park wilderness study coordinator, Jim
Nepstad, Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, Route 1, Box 4, Bayfield, WI 54814, write an e-mail
message at apis_comments@nps.gov, or call 715-779-3398, extension 102.

United States Department of the Interior « National Park Service



A GUIDE TO THIS DOCUMENT

This document contains the Final Wilderness
Sudy, which isintended to determine if and
where lands and waters within the Apostle
Islands National Lakeshore should be proposed
for wilderness designation.

FINAL WILDERNESS STUDY /
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

This Final Wilderness Sudy / Environmental
Impact Satement (EIS) isorganized in
accordance with the Council on Environmental
Quality’ s implementing regulations for the
National Environmental Policy Act and the
National Park Service' s Director’s Orders on
“Park Planning” (DO-2) and “Environmental
Anaysis’ (DO-12).

Chapter 1: Purpose of and Need for the
Wilder ness Study sets the framework for the
entire document. It describes why the study is
being prepared and what needs it must address.
It gives guidance for the alternatives that are
being considered, which are based on the
Wilderness Act, 1989 General Management
Plan for Apostle Islands National Lakeshore,
and NPS management policies.

The chapter also provides background on the
wilderness study and details the issues and
concerns that were raised during public
scoping meetings. This chapter concludes with
a statement of the scope of the environmental
impact analysis; specifically what impact
topics were or were not analyzed in detail.

Chapter 2: Wilderness Alter natives, begins
by describing what areas were considered not
suitable for wilderness designation. It then
describes a no-wilderness aternative
(alternative A, the no-action alternative).
Alternatives B, C (the agency’s preferred

aternative), and D are then presented, which
propose varying areas for wilderness
designation. Next, there is a discussion of
which alternative was determined to be the
environmentally preferred alternative and a
description of alternatives considered but
dismissed. The chapter concludes with
summary tables of the alternatives and the
environmental consequences of implementing
those alternative actions.

Chapter 3: Affected Environment describes
those areas and resources that would be
affected by implementing the various
alternatives — natural resources, cultural
resources, wilderness resources (including the
visitor wilderness experiences), visitor
experiences in the nonwilderness areas, and
park operations.

Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences
analyzes the impacts of implementing the
alternatives on the topics described in the

“ Affected Environment” chapter. Methods that
were used for assessing the impacts in terms of
the intensity, type, and duration of impacts are
outlined at the beginning of the chapter.

Chapter 5: Consultation and Coordination
describes the history of public and agency
coordination during the wilderness study effort
and lists agencies and organizations who will
be receiving copies of this document. This part
also includes copies of organizations' and
selected individuals comment letters and NPS
responses to substantive comments.

The Appendixes present supporting
information for the document, along with
selected references, a glossary, alist of the
study authors, and an index.



SUMMARY

The purpose of this wilderness study is to
determine if and where lands and waters
within the Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore should be proposed for
wilderness designation. The study
identifies a range of possible wilderness
configurations within the park and
evaluates their effects. Based on the
findings of this study, a formal wilderness
proposal will be submitted to the Director
of the National Park Service for approval
and subsequent consideration by the
Department of the Interior, President, and
Congress under the provisions of the
Wilderness Act.

The National Park Service (NPS)
Management Policies 2001 (§6.2.1, NPS
2000) require that all lands administered
by the National Park Service be evaluated
for their suitability for inclusion within the
national wilderness preservation system.
When the state of Wisconsin donated
lands in the Apostle Islands to the
National Park Service, it requested that the
wilderness qualities of these lands be
protected. The 1989 General Management
Plan for Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore directed that a formal
wilderness study be done for the lands and
waters within the park to determine if
areas should be proposed to Congress for
wilderness designation. The plan stated
that about 97% (41,054 acres) of the park’s
land base may be suitable for wilderness
and instructed that these lands “...be
managed to preserve their potential
wilderness values until a formal wilderness
study has been completed and forwarded
to Congress.” For the past 14 years the
National Park Service has managed these
lands to preserve their wilderness values
pending completion of a wilderness study.

In the 2001 Department of Interior
appropriations bill, Congress specifically
directed that the National Park Service
conduct a wilderness study for the Apostle
Islands National Lakeshore.

WILDERNESS STUDY PROCESS

In the summer and fall of 2001 the
National Park Service began to seek public
input on wilderness designation for the
Apostle Islands. The public raised several
major issues and concerns regarding
designating or not designating wilderness
during the scoping period, including:

« impacts of potential new developments
on the islands

« changes in access to the park

« changes in visitor uses and experiences

« impacts to local communities and the
economy

« impacts on Native American treaty
rights

« protection of cultural resources

« changes in park operations

Once the issues were understood, the
study team began to identify draft
alternatives for designating wilderness in
the park. In preparing these alternatives,
the study team first identified those areas
in the park that clearly do not meet the
Wilderness Act suitability criteria (see the
“Planning Background: Wilderness and
the Apostle Islands” section for a list of the
suitability criteria). Eight areas or types of
areas were found to be clearly not suitable
as wilderness and therefore were not
considered in any of the wilderness study
alternatives:



« waters and submerged lands of Lake
Superior up to the high-water mark

« public docks on the islands

« the mainland unit

« light stations and adjoining cultural
landscapes

« housing/administration areas on
Stockton, Rocky, Sand, and Oak
Islands

« Manitou Island fish camp

« Southeast tip of Sand Island

« West Bay Club on Sand Island

The study team initially identified six draft
alternative proposals for designating
wilderness in the park. A series of open
houses and meetings were then held with
the public and interested organizations in
July 2002 to gather public input on the
alternatives and determine which
alternative was favored. After analyzing
this public input, the study team revised
the alternatives and dropped two of the
preliminary alternatives. The four
remaining alternatives (which have been
renamed) and their environmental impacts
are presented in this final document. A
preferred alternative was selected among
these alternatives using a “Choosing by
Advantages” (CBA) process.

The Draft Wilderness Study /
Environmental Impact Statement was
published in July 2003. The National Park
Service accepted comments on the draft
study for over 90 days. A series of public
meetings were held on the study in July
and August, and a formal public hearing
was held in Ashland, Wisconsin, on August
27. The comment period ended on
October 17, 2003. No major changes were
made to the alternatives in the draft
document or to the analysis of
environmental consequences.

Vi

ALTERNATIVES
Alternative A (No Wilderness)

This alternative, the “no action
alternative,” is required under the
National Environmental Policy Act. It
provides a baseline for comparing the
changes and impacts of the other
alternatives. Under this alternative no
wilderness would be proposed for Apostle
Islands National Lakeshore. If this
alternative were selected, it is assumed that
Congress would approve the no
wilderness recommendation. As a result,
the National Park Service would no longer
be required to manage the park to protect
the area’s wilderness values. However, for
at least the short term the National Park
Service would continue to protect and
maintain the park’s wilderness
characteristics indirectly through the
existing zoning framework in the 1989
General Management Plan. In the long
term it is possible that alternative A could
be a departure from how the National
Park Service has managed Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore in the past — when the
existing general management plan is
revised or a new general management plan
is adopted, the management directions for
the park could change, which may result in
less protection for wilderness resources in
parts of the park.

Alternative B (Maximize Wilderness)

Alternative B only excludes the areas
determined to be not suitable in all of the
alternatives. Of all the alternatives,
alternative B would be most similar to how
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore is
currently being managed because 97% of
the park’s land base is being managed as de
facto wilderness. Altogether, approxi-
mately 39,500 acres of the park’s 42,160-
acre land base (94%) would be proposed



as wilderness under alternative B (see the
Alternative B map on page 31). This is the
equivalent of 57% of the entire park
(69,372 acres), if one considers the waters
as well as the lands within the park
boundary.

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative and
Environmentally Preferred Alternative)

Alternative C is the National Park Service’s
preferred alternative for designating
wilderness in Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore. This alternative is intended to
permanently protect most of the park’s
natural, cultural, and wilderness resources.
It also is intended to ensure that there will
be outstanding opportunities for people to
learn both the stories of the people who
settled and altered these islands and the
story of the subsequent restoration of the
park’s “wilderness” qualities. Basswood,
Sand and Long Islands would not be
included in this wilderness proposal.
Alternative C also would also strive to
minimize the number of small, fragmented
areas of wilderness or nonwilderness.

Altogether, approximately 33,500 acres of
the park’s 42,160-acre land base (80%)
would be proposed as wilderness under
alternative C (see the Alternative C map on
page 35). This is the equivalent of 48% of
the entire park (69,372 acres), if one
considers the waters as well as the lands
within the park boundary.

Alternative D (Limit Wilderness to
Remote Areas)

Alternative D emphasizes those remote,
isolated areas that provide the best
opportunities for solitude and primitive
recreation during the busy summer season.
These areas are not on the current tour
boat route, and generally are more distant
from the mainland. Altogether, approxi-
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mately 23,000 acres of the park’s 42,160-
acre land base (55%) would be proposed
as wilderness under alternative D (see
Alternative D map on page 39). This is the
equivalent of 33% of the entire park
(69,372 acres), if one considers the waters
as well as the lands within the park
boundary.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The study team evaluated the potential
consequences the different wilderness
proposal alternatives would have on
natural resources, cultural resources,
wilderness resources, visitor
nonwilderness experiences, and park
operations. In order to analyze the impacts
of wilderness designation it was assumed
that Congress would approve the no
wilderness recommendation. It was
further assumed that if wilderness was not
designated in the park, administrative or
visitor developments could be built in the
undeveloped parts of the islands, provided
they were consistent with the park’s
general management plan. It was also
assumed that the current general
management plan could be modified to
allow new development in areas outside
the current development zones. The
beneficial or adverse effects of wilderness
designation were categorized as either
short or long term, and their intensity was
rated as negligible, minor, moderate, or
major. The impacts of the alternatives are
summarized in table 3. No cumulative
impacts were identified in any of the
alternatives. None of the impacts in the
alternatives were found to be of sufficient
intensity to constitute an impairment of
park resources and values. No impacts
were identified due to wilderness
designation that would require mitigation
measures.



Natural Resources

Alternative A would have the least
certainty that the park’s natural resources
would continue to be protected and
maintained as they have been. Depending
on the level and type of future develop-
ments that occur, there would be the
potential for moderate, adverse, long-term
impacts to soils, plants, and coastal
processes, and negligible to minor, long-
term, adverse impacts to wildlife.

Wilderness designation in alternatives B,
C, and D would provide an additional
layer of protection and ensure that natural
resources would be permanently
protected. Alternatives B and C would
have moderate, long-term, beneficial
impacts in the wilderness area, while
alternative D would have minor to
moderate, long-term, beneficial impacts.
In the nonwilderness areas alternative B
would have negligible to moderate, short
and long-term impacts on natural
resources in localized areas, depending on
the new developments that occurred.

Alternative C would have the same type of
impacts as alternative B, but more natural
resources could be adversely affected in
more areas, depending on the level of
development that occurred. Likewise,
alternative D would have the same type of
impacts as alternative B, but more natural
resources could be adversely affected in
more areas than in alternatives B and C.

Cultural Resources

Alternative A would provide maximum
flexibility in managing and preserving
cultural resources, including flexibility in
locating new developments to avoid
cultural resource impacts. But alternative
A also has the highest potential of all the
alternatives for adverse, long-term impacts

associated with increased visitation in
more areas. Depending on the level of
development that occurred, alternative A
might have the potential for minor to
moderate, long-term, adverse impacts to
cultural resources throughout the park.
However, it appears probable that
alternative A would have little or no net
impact on cultural resources.

Alternatives B, C, and D have the potential
for a mix of beneficial and adverse impacts
relative to cultural resources. Some minor,
adverse, long-term impacts could occur in
the wilderness area in each of the
alternatives due to the chance that some
structures could be removed and due to
reduced flexibility in the treatment
options that would likely be used to
manage and protect some cultural
resources. Moderate, long-term, adverse
impacts could occur to cultural resources
in the nonwilderness areas under
alternative B, and minor to moderate,
long-term, adverse impacts in alternatives
C and D, if new developments were built
near existing developments where there
were concentrations of cultural resources.

Wilderness Resources

Because no wilderness is proposed in
alternative A, this alternative would
provide the least assurance that wilderness
resources, such as apparent naturalness
and opportunities for solitude, would
continue to be protected as they have
been. There would be the potential for
minor to major, long-term, adverse
impacts on wilderness resources,
depending on the level of future
development that occurred.

Alternatives B and C would have major,
long-term, beneficial impacts on
wilderness resources , including visitor
wilderness experiences, and alternative D



would have moderate, long-term,
beneficial impacts, due to permanent
protection bestowed by wilderness
designation. In the nonwilderness areas
alternative B would have some negligible,
long-term, adverse impacts on wilderness
resources due to new developments. In
alternative C there could be some loss of
wilderness resources, such as solitude and
apparent naturalness, due to potential new
developments, primarily on Basswood,
Sand, and Long Islands, which would be a
minor to moderate, long-term, adverse
impact. Under alternative D there could be
a loss of wilderness resources due to
potential new developments, primarily on
12 islands, which could have a minor to
major, long-term, adverse impact.

Visitor Nonwilderness Experiences

Alternative A would have the potential for
a minor to moderate, long-term, beneficial
impact on those visitor experiences not
related to wilderness, primarily due to
managers’ flexibility to expand
recreational and interpretive facilities into
new areas. Visitors would have additional
opportunities to learn about the park’s
stories and further understand the area’s
significance.

Alternative B would have the potential for
a moderate, long-term, adverse impact on
visitors’ nonwilderness experiences,
primarily due to limiting the expansion of
certain visitor facilities into new areas.
Visitors could have fewer new opportuni-
ties to gain an understanding of the park
and its significance than they would have
under alternative A. Removing picnic
tables from about a third of the campsites
also would adversely affect some visitors’
experience.

Alternatives C and D would have both
beneficial and adverse impacts on visitors’

nonwilderness experiences. Compared to
alternative A, alternative C would have the
potential for a minor, long-term, adverse
impact, primarily due to limits on the pos-
sible expansion of certain visitor facilities,
such as nonpersonal, interpretive media,
into new areas, which would forego po-
tential opportunities for visitors. Remov-
ing picnic tables from about 20% of the
campsites also would adversely affect
some visitors’ experience. Alternative D
likewise would have the potential for a
negligible, long-term, adverse impact for
the same reasons. But both alternatives
would have the potential for a beneficial,
long-term impact by providing visitors
with more opportunities onsite to learn
the wilderness and nonwilderness stories
of the Apostle Islands. Of all the alterna-
tives, alternative C has the most visible
“edge” between wilderness and nonwild-
erness on the islands, which would pro-
vide more opportunities for the National
Park Service to educate visitors onsite on
the role that wilderness plays in shaping
the American cultural and physical
landscape. This would have a beneficial
impact on some visitors’ experience.

Park Operations

All of the alternatives would have the
potential for both beneficial and adverse
impacts to park operations, depending on
the level and type of new developments
that occur. Alternative A would have the
potential for minor to moderate, long-
term, beneficial impacts due to a high
degree of management flexibility in carry-
ing out park programs and operations. But
increased levels of development that could
occur under this alternative also could
have minor to major, long-term, adverse
impacts on the park’s operations, primarily
due to increased costs and increased
demands on park staff’s time and energy,
assuming staffing levels did not change.



Compared to alternative A, alternative B
could have a minor to moderate, long-
term, beneficial impact on park opera-
tions, due to new developments mostly
being confined to a few areas, which
would result in lower operational costs.
Alternative B also would have minor to
moderate, long-term, adverse impacts due
to decreased management flexibility and
possible increased costs in managing the
few facilities that are in the wilderness
area.

Alternatives C and D would have similar
effects but in varying intensities due to the
changes in the size of the areas being pro-
posed for wilderness. Compared to alter-
native A, alternative C would have the
potential for minor to moderate, long-
term, beneficial impacts, and alternative D
would have the potential for minor, long-
term, beneficial impacts, because there
would be fewer areas where new develop-
ments would occur. Both alternatives C
and D also would have minor, long-term,
adverse impacts due to a reduction in
management flexibility and possible
increased costs of management in the
wilderness area.

THE NEXT STEPS

This Final Wilderness Study /
Environmental Impact Statement, which
includes agency and organization letters
and responses to all substantive
comments, has been distributed. After a
30-day no-action period has elapsed, a
decision will be made on what action the
National Park Service intends to take
regarding a wilderness proposal for
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore. A
record of decision will be issued which
documents this action. If the decision is
made to propose wilderness, and the NPS
Director concurs, a wilderness proposal
will then be sent to the Assistant Secretary
of Fish and Wildlife and Parks and the
Secretary of the Interior, who may revise
or approve the proposal. The Secretary
may then forward a wilderness
recommendation to the President. The
President may approve or revise the
recommendation and then transmit his
recommendation to Congress for
consideration.
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PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE ACTION

PURPOSE OF THE
WILDERNESS STUDY

The purpose of this wilderness study is to
determine if and where lands and waters
within the Apostle Islands National Lake-
shore (also referred to as the park in this
document) should be proposed for wild-
erness designation. The study identifies a
range of possible wilderness configura-
tions within the park and evaluates their
effects on the human environment. Based
on the findings of this study, a formal
wilderness proposal may be submitted to
the Director of the National Park Service
(NPS) for approval and subsequent
consideration by the Department of the
Interior, President, and Congress under
the provisions of the Wilderness Act.

It is important to note that the purpose of
this study is not to examine questions
regarding how a wilderness area should be
administered. These questions would be
addressed in a subsequent wilderness
management plan, which will be prepared
if Congress passes legislation designating
any portion of the park as wilderness. (For
more details on wilderness management,
see the NPS Management Policies 2001,
which are available on-line at www.nps.
gov/apis/wstudy.htm.) Some questions
that a wilderness plan will need to address
are listed in the text box on the following

page.

NEED FOR THE
WILDERNESS STUDY

The Wilderness Act and National Park
Service Management Policies 2001 (§6.2.1,

NPS 2000) require that all lands adminis-
tered by the National Park Service be
evaluated for their suitability for inclusion
within the national wilderness preserva-
tion system. Section 6.2.2 further states
that “lands and waters found to possess
the characteristics and values of wilder-
ness, as defined in the Wilderness Act and
determined suitable pursuant to the
wilderness suitability assessment, will be
formally studied to develop the recom-
mendation to Congress for wilderness
designation.”

The 1989 General Management Plan (see
the Glossary at the back of the document
for a list of terms) for Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore directed that a formal
wilderness study be done for the lands and
waters within the park to determine if
areas should be proposed to Congress for
wilderness designation. The plan stated
that about 97% (41,054 acres) of the park’s
land base may be suitable for wilderness
and instructed that these lands “...be man-
aged to preserve their potential wilderness
values until a formal wilderness study has
been completed and forwarded to
Congress.” For the past 15 years the
National Park Service has managed these
lands to preserve their wilderness values
pending completion of a wilderness study.

In the 2001 Department of Interior
appropriations bill, Congress specifically
directed the National Park Service to
conduct a wilderness study for the Apostle
Islands National Lakeshore.



WHAT IS WILDERNESS?

As defined in the Wilderness Act, wilderness is “...an area of undeveloped Federal land...without
permanent improvements or human habitation, which is protected and managed so as to preserve its
natural conditions and which (1) generally appears to have been affected primarily by the forces of
nature, with the imprint of man’s work substantially unnoticeable; (2) has outstanding opportunities
for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation; (3) has at least 5,000 acres of land or is of
sufficient size as to make practicable its preservation and use in an unimpaired condition....”
{Emphasis added}

It is important to note that wilderness does not have to be pristine or greater than 5,000 acres in size —
smaller areas and those that have been previously altered by people can qualify for wilderness
designation.

“Potential wilderness” also is a term that the National Park Service uses. As defined in NPS
Management Policies (§6.2.2.1), potential wilderness is an area that is surrounded by or adjacent to
lands proposed for wilderness designation but does not qualify for immediate designation due to
temporary, nonconforming or incompatible conditions. If so authorized by Congress, potential
wilderness areas become designated wilderness upon the Secretary of the Interior’s determination that
the nonconforming use has been removed or eliminated. Areas that may be potential wilderness
include areas with use and occupancy cabins and areas where there are rights owned by entities other
than the federal government.




USES AND MANAGEMENT IN WILDERNESS

Although this study is not examining use or management of wilderness, the Wilderness Act and NPS policies

permit and prohibit various uses, developments, and actions. These directions need to be considered in evaluating

impacts of the wilderness proposals.

A variety of recreational uses, management actions, and even facilities are permitted in wilderness areas under the

Wilderness Act and NPS policies. Among the uses, management actions, and facilities permitted in wilderness are:

e nonmotorized recreational uses (e.g., hiking, backpacking, picnicking, camping)

e hunting and trapping (where otherwise permitted by law, as in the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore) and
fishing

e Native American religious activities and other actions recognized under treaty-reserved rights

e guided interpretive walks and onsite talks and presentations

e use of wheelchairs, service animals, and reasonable accommodations for the disabled that are not in conflict
with the Wilderness Act (e.g., barrier-free trails, accessible campsites)

e scientific activities/research

e  monitoring programs

e management actions taken to correct past mistakes or impacts of human use, including restoration of
extirpated species, controlling invasive alien species, endangered species management, and protection of air
and water quality

o fire management activities (including fire suppression)

e protection and maintenance of historic properties eligible for the National Register of Historic Places

e trails

e  campsites

e  certain administrative facilities if necessary to carry out wilderness management objectives (e.g., storage or
support structures, ranger station)

e signs necessary for visitor safety or to protect wilderness resources

e uses and facilities permitted for landowners with valid property rights in a wilderness area

The Wilderness Act also specifically prohibits certain uses and developments. Under section 4(d) of the Act, the

following uses are not permitted in a wilderness:

e permanent improvements or human habitation

e  structures or installations

e permanent roads

e temporary roads

e use of motor vehicles

e use of motorized equipment

e landing of aircraft (except for emergency purposes)

e other forms of mechanical transport (e.g., bicycles)

e commercial enterprises (except for commercial services that are necessary for realizing the recreational or
other wilderness purposes of the area, such as guiding and outfitting)

With the exception of permanent roads, the Act does recognize that the above uses may be permitted if necessary
to meet the minimum requirements for the administration of the area as wilderness or for emergency purposes.

In addition to the above prohibitions, NPS policies also prohibit some developments:

e new utility lines

e permanent equipment caches

e  site markings or improvements for nonemergency use

e borrow pits (except for small quantity use of borrow material for trails)

e new shelters for public use

e  picnic tables

e interpretive signs and trails and waysides (unless necessary for visitor safety or to protect wilderness
resources)




BACKGROUND FOR THE WILDERNESS STUDY

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF
APOSTLE ISLANDS NATIONAL
LAKESHORE

Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, on
the tip of the Bayfield Peninsula in
northern Wisconsin, includes 21 islands in
Lake Superior and a 12-mile narrow strip
of mainland shoreline (see figure 1).
Established by an act of Congress on
September 26, 1970, the purpose of the
park is “to conserve and develop for the
benefit, inspiration, education,
recreational use, and enjoyment of the
public” the islands and their related
geographic, scenic and scientific values.
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore
encompasses 69,372 acres, of which 27,323
acres are submerged lands in Lake
Superior; the park boundary extends a
quarter mile from the shore of the
mainland and from each island. The
islands range in size from 3-acre Gull
Island to 10,054-acre Stockton Island. A
variety of scenic features can be found on
the islands, including examples of some of
the earliest and latest events of geologic
history in the lower 48 states. The park
features pristine stretches of sand beaches
and coves, spectacular sea caves, remnant
old growth forests, a diverse population of
birds, mammals, amphibians, and fish, and
the largest collection of lighthouses in the
national park system. People have used the
islands for thousands of years. During the
historic period, people constructed
residences and started farms, fishing
operations, brownstone quarries, and
logging camps on the islands. Several of
these historic sites are listed on the
National Register of Historic Places.

PLANNING BACKGROUND:
WILDERNESS AND THE APOSTLE
ISLANDS

Throughout the planning efforts that led
to the establishment of Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore, the importance of
protecting the wilderness qualities of the
islands was recognized. The 1965
Department of Interior proposal for the
park stated that the islands “...should be
considered as primitive and wild areas and
as such only minimum basic facilities are
necessary for their use and enjoyment.”
Assistant Secretary of the Interior Leslie
Glasgow stated in testimony at a March
1970 Senate hearing that “The majority of
the islands are...ideally suited for
wilderness camping, hiking, and natural
science studies....” Jordahl (1994) noted
that in establishing the park Congress
clearly intended that, with the exception
of Sand Island, the islands be kept wild
and primitive.

The state of Wisconsin also directed that
wilderness qualities be protected in the
park. One of the conditions the Wisconsin
legislature stipulated when it donated its
lands to the federal government for the
park was that this area’s wilderness
character be preserved. The legislature
stated: “It is the policy of the legislature
that the Apostle Islands be managed in a
manner that will preserve their unique
primitive and wilderness character”
(Wisconsin Statutes §1.026(1)(b)).

As noted above, the 1989 General
Management Plan, Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore, called for a formal wilderness
study for Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore. The General Management Plan
found approximately 97% of the lands
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in the park under NPS jurisdiction (about
41,054 acres) may be suitable for
wilderness. These lands and waters were
placed in the natural zone in the General
Management Plan and have been managed
to preserve their potential wilderness
values pending completion of a formal
wilderness study.

National Park Service Management Policies
2001 direct that a wilderness suitability
assessment be prepared that identifies all
areas within the park that potentially
qualify as being suitable for wilderness
designation. The accompanying text box
describes the criteria that are used to
determine if areas are suitable for
wilderness. On April 27, 2001, the NPS
Director concurred that the park’s 1989
General Management Plan met the
requirements for a wilderness suitability
assessment (see appendix A).

WILDERNESS SUITABILITY
ASSESSMENT AND STUDY
POLICIES AND GUIDELINES

The Wilderness Act (PL 88-577) and
National Park Service Management Policies
2001 (NPS 2000) provide directions and
guidelines for wilderness suitability
assessments, which also apply to
wilderness studies. These policies and
guidelines delineate existing and future
conditions and uses that are compatible
with wilderness designation. Congress also
implied in the Wilderness Act and the
Eastern Wilderness Act (PL 93-622) that
wilderness does not have to consist solely
of pristine old-growth forest and that
lands previously disturbed can be
rehabilitated to meet wilderness standards
and qualities.

The following directions are particularly
relevant to the Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore wilderness study:

Past Uses — Lands that have been
logged, farmed, grazed, mined, or
otherwise utilized in ways not
involving extensive development
or alteration of the landscape may
also be considered for wilderness
designation if the effects of these
activities are substantially
unnoticeable or their wilderness
character could be maintained or
restored through appropriate
management actions.

Management — An area will not be
excluded from a determination of
wilderness suitability solely
because established management
practices require the use of tools,
equipment or structures, if those
practices are necessary to meet
minimum requirements for the
administration of the area as
wilderness.

Historic Features — Historic fea-
tures that are primary visitor
attractions (e.g., light stations) will
not be recommended for wilder-
ness designation by Congress.
However, an area that attracts
visitors primarily for the enjoyment
of solitude and unconfined recrea-
tion in a primitive setting and that
may also contain historic features
may be recommended for wilder-
ness. Typical historic features that
may be included are archeological
sites, historic trails, travel routes,
and minor structures.

Existing Developments — Areas
where evidence of people and their
developments are obvious and are
expected to remain are not suitable
for wilderness designation. NPS
development zones, as identified in
the General Management Plan,
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore,
are not compatible with wilderness
designation.



WILDERNESS SUITABILITY CRITERIA

Under National Park Service Management Policies 2001, NPS lands will be considered suitable for
wilderness if they are at least 5,000 acres or a sufficient size to make practicable their preservation and
use in an unimpaired condition, and if they possess the following characteristics as identified in the
Wilderness Act:

o The earth and its community of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor who
does not remain.

e The areais undeveloped federal land retaining its primeval character and influence, without
permanent improvements or human habitation.

e The area generally appears to have been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint
of man's work substantially unnoticeable.

e The areais protected and managed so as to preserve its natural conditions.

e The area has outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of
recreation.

Some have questioned whether the Apostle Islands meets the criteria for wilderness designation. It is
true that the Apostle Islands are not a pristine landscape. Logging, quarrying, and farming have altered
the landscape of many of the islands. However, in both the Wilderness Act and the Eastern Wilderness
Act, Congress recognized that areas smaller than 5,000 acres and/or areas that have been altered by
past human activity can still be considered for wilderness designation. The key questions that need to
be answered are: 1) Will the area recover significantly to a natural state (not necessarily to its original
state)? 2) Can the area be reasonably protected in the future as wilderness? In the case of the Apostle
Islands National Lakeshore, the National Park Service determined in the 1989 General Management
Plan that most of the park’s land base was recovering and could be reasonably protected as wilderness.
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WILDERNESS STUDY PROCESS

In the summer and fall of 2001 the
National Park Service began to seek public
input on wilderness designation for the
Apostle Islands. A public open house was
held in Bayfield and meetings were held
with agencies, tribes, and organizations.
However, the formal public scoping
process for the wilderness study, required
for an environmental impact statement
under the National Environmental Policy
Act, began on October 12,2001, when a
notice of intent to prepare the wilderness
study/environmental impact statement
was published in the Federal Register.
Letters were sent out at that time to the
park’s mailing list, requesting the public to
identify the major issues and concerns
regarding the wilderness study. The
mailing list that the park staff routinely
uses to invite public input on its plans and

studies was used as the starting point for
the wilderness study mailing list. This list
was supplemented with individuals and
organizations who expressed interest in
the study after it was publicized. Once the
issues were understood, the study team
identified six draft alternative proposals
for designating wilderness in the park. A
series of open houses and meetings were
then held with the public and interested
organizations during the summer of 2002
to gauge public reaction to the alternatives
and determine which draft alternative was
favored (see the “Consultation and Co-
ordination” chapter for a list of these
meetings). After analyzing this public
input, the study team revised the alterna-
tives, and dropped two of the preliminary
alternatives. The four remaining alterna-
tives (which have been renamed) and their

TREATY AND PROPERTY RIGHTS PERTINENT TO THE WILDERNESS STUDY

Certain treaty and property rights apply to the alternatives being considered in the wilderness study:

Treaty and Other Reserved Tribal Rights: The Apostle Islands region is located within the heart of
the ancestral homeland of the Ojibwe people. As such, the area’s significance to Ojibwe traditions and
culture cannot be overstated. Ojibwe treaty rights will continue to be honored under all of the alterna-
tives being considered in the study — none of the alternative being considered would impede, prevent,
or in any way negate treaty rights. Wilderness will not, and indeed cannot, affect the harvesting of
plants or plant materials, hunting, fishing (including commercial fishing in Lake Superior) or trapping
rights (although with appropriate consultation with affected tribal governments it may affect the
manner in which treaty rights are exercised). For the Apostle Island National Lakeshore, these rights
are reserved by the tribes and guaranteed by the United States in the treaties of 1842 and 1854, and
have been affirmed in a number of court cases, including State of Wisconsin vs. Gurnoe and Lac Courte
Oreilles Band of Chippewa Indians vs. Voigt. In addition, for those portions of the park that lie within
the boundaries of their reservations, the Red Cliff Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians and the
Bad River Band of the Lake Superior Tribe of Chippewa Indians enjoy a number of other rights of self-
governance and self-determination that are reserved and protected in the Treaty of 1854 and other

federal enactments.

Other Valid Rights: Wilderness will not affect the owners of various valid property rights under all of
the alternatives being considered in the study. This includes county and township owned lands, min-
eral right owners, and individuals with use and occupancy rights. The National Park Service will con-
tinue to honor and respect the valid rights of these entities and individuals under all of the alternatives,
as required under the provisions of the Wilderness Act and NPS management policies.




environmental impacts are presented in
this final document. A preferred
alternative was selected among these
alternatives using a “Choosing By
Advantages” (CBA) process (Suhr 1999).
This process, which has been used
extensively by government agencies and
the private sector, evaluates different
choices (in this case, the four alternatives)
by identifying and comparing the relative
advantages of each according to a set of
factors. The factors used to evaluate the
alternatives were

« ability to ensure long-term
preservation of natural and cultural
resources

» consistency with the spirit and
intent of the Wilderness Act,
Eastern Wilderness Act, other
relevant legislation, NPS policy and
the Wisconsin Legislature’s policy
in donating its lands to the federal
government

 ability to preserve and tell the
stories of the Apostle Islands

« consistency with public comments
received on the preliminary
alternatives

The Draft Wilderness Study / Environ-
mental Impact Statement (EIS) was pub-
lished in July 2003. The National Park
Service accepted comments on the draft
study for over 90 days. Nine public meet-
ings were held on the study throughout
the region in July and August, and a formal
public hearing was held in Ashland,
Wisconsin, on August 27. The comment
period ended on October 17, 2003.

After the comment period ended, the
study team reviewed comments on the
draft document, and determined if
revisions needed to be made to address the
comments. Based on the comments that
were received, no major changes were
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made to the alternatives in the draft
document or to the analysis of environ-
mental consequences. This final document
includes responses to substantive written
and oral comments on the draft document
— comments that modify the preferred
alternative, the range of alternatives, or the
environmental analysis.

A minimum of 30 days after the publica-
tion of this final study / environmental
impact statement, a record of decision will
be prepared and published in the Federal
Register. This record of decision will
document what action the National Park
Service intends to take regarding a
wilderness proposal for the Apostle
Islands National Lakeshore.

If the decision is made to propose wilder-
ness, and the NPS Director concurs, a
wilderness proposal will be sent to the
Assistant Secretary of Fish and Wildlife
and Parks and the Secretary of the Inter-
ior, who may revise or approve the pro-
posal. The Secretary may then forward a
wilderness recommendation to the Presi-
dent. The President may approve or revise
the recommendation and then transmit his
recommendation to Congress for
consideration. Congress may enact
legislation needed to include the area
within the national wilderness preserva-
tion system as “designated” and/or
“potential” wilderness.

It is important to note that under NPS
policies the 97% of lands within the park
that have been found suitable for
wilderness designation will continue to be
managed as de facto wilderness until
Congress takes action on a wilderness
recommendation or the Secretary of the
Interior recommends to the President that
no lands be recommended to Congress for
designation as wilderness.



PRIMARY ISSUES AND CONCERNS

Several major issues and concerns
regarding designating or not designating
wilderness were raised prior to and during
the public scoping period by citizens, local
governments, state agencies, and tribes.
These issues and concerns were expressed
at a public open house, held on July 25,
2001, in Bayfield, mailed in via comment
forms and the Internet, and voiced at
several meetings members of the planning
team held with agencies and organizations
during the summer of 2001.

It is important to note that the issues and
concerns listed below are the perceptions
of those who commented during the
scoping period. They do not necessarily
reflect how the National Park Service
would actually manage wilderness. For
more details on wilderness management,
see the NPS Management Policies 2001,
which are available on-line at www.nps.
gov/apis/wstudy.htm.

1. IMPACTS OF POTENTIAL NEW
DEVELOPMENTS ON THE
ISLANDS

The most frequent concern raised by
individuals and conservation groups was
the possibility that in the future new
developments could be built or other
actions taken that would change the
character of the park. Many of these
people wanted to ensure that the islands
be maintained as they are for present and
future generations. Concerns were raised
that without the protection provided by
wilderness, there could be fewer oppor-
tunities for those seeking solitude and
quiet, primitive recreational experiences,
and that adverse impacts could occur to
the islands’ wildlife and other resources.
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2. ACCESS TO APOSTLE ISLANDS
NATIONAL LAKESHORE
(MOTORBOATS AND SAILBOATYS)

Another issue frequently raised by
individuals and local governments was
access to the park. People were concerned
that wilderness would “lock up” the park,
preventing or reducing access and use of
the islands and preventing motorboat
access. Local residents were worried that
they would not be able to use the islands.
People were apprehensive about wilder-
ness extending out into the }4-mile water
area surrounding the islands. Concerns
were expressed that wilderness designa-
tion would prevent docks from being used,
prevent people from snowmobiling by the
islands to ice fish, result in restrictions
being placed on anchorages, and prevent
people with disabilities from accessing the
islands. This issue was considered but was
not addressed further for the reasons
outlined at the end of this chapter.

3. CHANGES IN VISITOR USES
AND EXPERIENCES

Another major concern was how the
visitor experience would change as a result
of wilderness designation. A fear was
expressed that wilderness would result in
more and more restrictions being placed
on uses of the islands over time, which
would alter the experience people now
have. Some expressed the opinion that
with wilderness, visitors would have less
freedom to do what they want, whenever
and wherever they want, compared to the
present. Other concerns were what effect
wilderness would have on hunting and
trapping and commercial fishing.



4. IMPACTS TO THE LOCAL
COMMUNITIES AND ECONOMY

A fourth major concern was what effect
wilderness designation would have on the
local communities and their economies.
Concerns were expressed that wilderness
designation would threaten the tourism
industry, which is vital to the area and has
shaped itself around the park’s current
management approach. This issue was
considered but was not addressed further
for the reasons outlined at the end of this
chapter.

5.IMPACTS ON NATIVE
AMERICAN TREATY RIGHTS

Representatives of Native American tribes
expressed concerns that wilderness might
interfere with their treaty and other
reserved rights. The tribes noted that the
islands are historically and culturally
significant for the Ojibwe and that their
members rely upon the natural resources
found in and around the park for
subsistence, medicinal, cultural, religious
and economic purposes as they have for
many generations. Specifically, the tribes
were concerned that they continue to have
access to the resources they need for these
purposes and that the park be maintained
and preserved in a manner that is
consistent with these needs as required by
applicable treaties, other federal
enactments, and the federal government’s
trust responsibility of good faith and fair
dealings toward tribes and their members.
Specific concerns included the possibility
of banning commercial fishing and
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motorized access to the islands,
particularly for fishing purposes or to
ensure that elders are able to access the
natural resources that they need. These
issues were considered and are addressed
as pre-existing tribal treaty and other
reserved rights, as outlined in the text box
in the previous “Wilderness Study
Process” section.

6. PROTECTION OF CULTURAL
RESOURCES

Concerns were expressed that wilderness
designation would restrict actions that can
be taken to maintain and protect cultural
resources, such as the quarries and old
farmsteads. Some people believe that
wilderness designation would increase the
temptation to remove and obliterate signs
of past human use. Specific details regard-
ing the management of cultural resources
in wilderness are beyond the scope of this
wilderness study and are more appropri-
ately considered in a subsequent
wilderness management plan. However,
this concern is generally addressed in the
“Environmental Consequences” chapter
of this environmental impact statement.

7. PARK OPERATIONS

Concerns were raised that wilderness
designation would reduce the flexibility of
park managers to use machinery and other
motorized equipment to manage resources
and visitors in wilderness. This could
reduce the productivity of staff, increase
the number of staff needed to complete a
task, and increase costs.



IMPACT TOPICS CONSIDERED IN THIS
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

To focus the environmental impact
analysis in this document, and to ensure
that the alternatives were evaluated against
relevant topics, the study team selected
specific impact topics for further analysis
and eliminated others from evaluation.
The impact topics selected for analysis in
this document, listed below, were based
on public and other agency concerns
identified during scoping, federal laws,
regulations and orders, and National Park
Service Management Policies 2001 (NPS
2000). A brief rationale for selecting each
impact topic is provided below.

NATURAL RESOURCES
(GENERAL)

This topic includes geology and coastal
processes, soils, water quality, vegetation,
and wildlife. None of the alternatives
being considered would alter the park’s
soils, biotic communities, vegetation or
wildlife populations, or other natural
resources. Wilderness designation would
not substantially affect either the
management of natural resources, such as
vegetation and wildlife in the park, or uses
within the park that could affect these
resources. In all of the alternatives the
National Park Service would continue to
protect and conserve native vegetation,
wildlife, and other natural resources as
required under the NPS Organic Act and
NPS Management Policies 2001. However,
in implementing the alternatives there is
the potential that future developments
could occur in those areas that are
excluded in the various wilderness
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proposals, which could affect the park’s
natural resources.

Any loss or alteration of coastal processes,
soils, vegetation, wildlife, etc., would be of
concern to visitors, the general public, and
NPS managers. This impact topic
addresses issue #1.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
(ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES,
HISTORIC STRUCTURES,
ETHNOGRAPHIC RESOURCES,
AND CULTURAL LANDSCAPES)

Wilderness designation could affect the
park’s cultural resources, including
archeological and ethnographic resources,
historic structures, and cultural
landscapes. In all of the alternatives the
National Park Service would continue to
protect and conserve cultural resources as
required under the National Historic
Preservation Act, Archaeological
Resources Protection Act, NPS Organic
Act and National Park Service
Management Policies 2001. But like the
natural resources, in the implementation
of the alternatives there is the potential
that future developments could occur in
those areas that are excluded in the
various wilderness proposals, which could
affect the park’s cultural resources. Any
loss or alteration of archeological sites,
historic structures, cultural landscapes,
and ethnographic resources would be of
concern to visitors, the general public, and
NPS managers. This impact topic
addresses issue #6.



WILDERNESS RESOURCES
(INCLUDING THE VISITOR
WILDERNESS EXPERIENCES)

The primary purpose of this study is to
determine whether or not wilderness
should be proposed for Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore. A wilderness type
experience is important to many visitors
who come, or want to come, to the park.
Director’s Order 41 (“Wilderness
Preservation and Management”) and
National Park Service Management Policies
2001 require that the wilderness qualities
found in 97% of the park’s land base be
protected until Congress takes action on a
wilderness recommendation. Thus, the
park’s wilderness resources are important

to consider in the management of the park.

During the scoping period many people
emphasized the need to protect the park’s
wilderness resources. Any decreases in
opportunities for solitude, the apparent
naturalness of the park, and opportunities
for primitive, unconfined recreation
would be of concern to some visitors,
managers, and the public. This impact
topic addresses issue #2.

VISITOR NONWILDERNESS
EXPERIENCES

This topic relates to the quality of those
visitor experiences not related to
wilderness, including the range of
activities available to visitors. The purpose
of Apostle Islands National Lakeshore is
“to conserve and develop for the benefit,
inspiration, education, recreational use,
and enjoyment of the public.” Any actions
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that would diminish the quality of visitors’
experiences in the park would be
important to visitors and managers —
changes in available visitor opportunities,
the character of the visitor experience, or
what activities are and are not permitted
would be of concern to many people.
During the scoping period many people
expressed concerns about the impacts of
wilderness designation on their experience
in the park. This impact topic addresses
issue #2.

PARK OPERATIONS

This topic concerns park staffing levels
and workloads, maintenance activities,
costs, planning needs, and the ability to
consider facilities in the future to support
island administrative operations. Although
much of the park could be designated as
wilderness under the alternatives, most
island operations would not be affected
because major developments would not be
included in any of the wilderness
proposals. But wilderness designation
could increase some workloads and staff
needs and decrease other needs. Proposed
management actions, such as adminis-
trative use of motorized equipment or
mechanical transport, would need to be
evaluated to determine if they are
consistent with NPS wilderness policies
before they could be authorized. Any
changes in park operations due to wild-
erness (e.g., changes in maintenance
activities, ranger patrols, or costs) may be
of concern to both NPS staff and visitors.
This impact topic addresses issue #7.



IMPACT TOPICS CONSIDERED
BUT NOT ANALYZED IN DETAIL

Several potential impact topics were
dismissed because they would not be
affected, or the potential for impacts
under all of the alternatives would be
negligible. These topics are listed below,
with an explanation of why they were not
considered in detail.

PRIME AND UNIQUE
AGRICULTURAL LANDS

There are no prime or unique agricultural
soils within the boundaries of Apostle
Islands National Lakeshore (NPS 1989).

AIR QUALITY

In all of the alternatives the National Park
Service would continue to protect and
conserve air quality as required under the
NPS Organic Act and NPS Management
Policies 2001. None of the alternatives
being considered would substantially alter
the park’s air quality. Wilderness designa-
tion would not substantially affect either
the management of air quality in the park
or uses within the park that could affect air

quality.
FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS

None of the alternatives would alter the
park’s wetlands and floodplains.
Wilderness designation would not
substantially affect either the management
of wetlands and floodplains in the park or
uses within the park that could affect
wetlands and floodplains. In all of the
alternatives the National Park Service
would continue to protect and conserve
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the park’s wetlands and floodplains as
required under the NPS Organic Act,
Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain
Management), the NPS “Floodplain
Management Guideline,” Executive Order
1190 (“Protection of Wetlands”), NPS
Director’s Order 77-1 (“Wetland
Protection”), and NPS Management
Policies 2001. If potential developments
were to be built in areas not proposed for
wilderness, the National Park Service
would avoid building facilities in flood-
plains (except as permitted under the
floodplain guidelines) or wetlands. If a
trail was to be built that passes through a
wetland, and that wetland could not be
avoided, the project would be analyzed to
minimize impacts to the wetland.

FISH

The Apostle Islands area is important for
commercial and recreational fishing.
However, none of the alternatives propose
wilderness for the waters of Lake Superior
or would result in changes that would
affect the fish populations within the park
portion of Lake Superior. Recreational
and commercial fishermen would
continue to be able to harvest fish within
the boundaries of the park under all of the
alternatives, subject to the regulations of
the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources. No changes would occur to the
management of the commercial and
recreational fishery or commercial fishing
by Native Americans within the
boundaries of the park solely due to
wilderness designation under any of the
alternatives.



THREATENED & ENDANGERED
SPECIES

Apostle Islands National Lakeshore
supports populations and/or habitats for
several federal and state listed threatened
and endangered species (see appendix B).
Federally endangered timber wolves
(Canis lupus) have begun to utilize por-
tions of the mainland unit, federally
threatened bald eagles (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus) nest in the park, and Long
Island and the Michigan Island sandscape
have been designated as critical habitat for
the federally and state endangered piping
plover (Charadrius melodus). The Apostle
Islands also provide important habitat for
five state endangered plants (butterwort
(Pinguicula vulgaris), moonwort (Botry-
chium lunaria), mountain cranberry
(Vaccinium vitis-idaea), satiny willow
(Salix pellita), lake cress (Armoracia
lacustris)), and 12 state threatened plants.
None of the alternatives would affect
threatened and endangered species or
habitats that occur within the park. Wild-
erness designation would not substantially
affect either the management of threat-
ened and endangered species in the park
or uses within the park that could affect
these species and their habitats. In all of
the alternatives the National Park Service
would continue to protect, conserve, and
restore threatened and endangered species
populations in the park as required under
the Endangered Species Act, NPS Organic
Act, and NPS Management Policies 2001. If
potential developments were to be pro-
posed or development were to be pro-
posed in nonwilderness areas, the Na-
tional Park Service would seek to avoid
adverse effects on listed federal and state
species and their habitats in consultation
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources.
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LIGHTSCAPE

Under the NPS Organic Act and NPS
Management Policies 2001, the National
Park Service is required to protect to the
greatest extent possible the natural light-
scapes (i.e., night sky) of the park. In par-
ticular, the policies call for the National
Park Service to protect natural darkness.
None of the alternatives in this wilderness
study would alter the park’s lightscape.
Wilderness designation would not sub-
stantially alter activities within the park
that could modify the lightscape. It is also
considered likely that a potential develop-
ment that may be built in a nonwilderness
area on the islands would have only a
negligible impact on the night sky. Most
potential developments, such as campsites,
trails, and picnic areas, would not have
artificial light sources. If lights were
needed, they would be localized, affect
only a small area, and be designed to not
adversely affect the lightscape.

SOUNDSCAPE

Under the NPS Organic Act, Director’s
Order 47 (“Soundscape Preservation and
Noise Management”), and NPS Manage-
ment Policies 2001, the National Park
Service is required to protect to the great-
est extent possible the natural soundscape.
None of the alternatives in this wilderness
study would alter the park’s soundscape.
Wilderness designation would not sub-
stantially affect activities within the park
that could alter the soundscape. Although
a potential development could be built in
an area not proposed for wilderness,
increasing noise levels in that area, it is not
likely that a substantial change would
occur in the park’s soundscape. The pri-
mary source of noise in the park would
continue to be motorboats and people at
the existing primary developments, which



would occur regardless of whether or not
wilderness was designated.

MUSEUM OBJECTS

Museum objects are manifestations and
records of behavior and ideas that span the
breadth of human experience and depth of
natural history. None of the proposed
alternatives have potential to affect
museum objects.

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

None of the alternatives would result in
identifiable risks to human health and
safety. Wilderness designation would not
change visitor activities or management
activities that would substantially alter the
potential for threats to the health and
safety of people in the park — regardless of
whether or not wilderness would be
designated, Lake Superior would pose the
same risks for people who paddle, sail, or
motor to the islands.

ACCESS TO APOSTLE ISLANDS
NATIONAL LAKESHORE

None of the alternatives in this study
would affect access to the park by any
currently legal means, including
motorboats and sailboats — all currently
permitted access methods would continue
regardless of whether or not wilderness is
designated in the park. None of the
alternatives would result in the removal of
public docks, or prohibit boats from being
beached on the islands, which also could
affect access to the islands.

SOCIOECONOMIC
ENVIRONMENT

Apostle Islands National Lakeshore affects
local businesses and the economy of

Bayfield and other communities in the
area. Any actions that would alter visitor
use levels or visitor use patterns would be
of concern to many local businesses,
including marinas, lodges, motels and
restaurants, supply stores, guides,
outfitters, and concessioners. During the
scoping period many people expressed
concern that wilderness designation
would adversely affect the local economy.
The two-county economy would be
negatively affected only if designating
wilderness (and managing these areas as
wilderness) would cause negative changes
in the numbers of visitors and/or their
expenditure patterns, to the extent that
individuals or firms would experience a
loss of jobs and/or income. Because none
of the alternatives would affect existing
docks or access to the islands, no changes
would be expected in overall visitor use
levels or use patterns, and thus no changes
would be expected in visitor expenditures
related to the park.

Also, NPS policy is to manage parklands
and waters that have the potential for
wilderness designation in a manner that
preserves the wilderness potential and
qualities of these resources. The islands
being considered for designation as
wilderness are currently being, and have
been, managed to preserve wilderness
values. Consequently, very little change in
management activities and allowable types
of use would occur in these areas of the
park. As a result, official recognition and
legal protection of wilderness in the park
would not cause negative impacts to the
local economy.

There are no studies that support the
hypothesis that negative impacts would
occur to the local and regional economy as
aresult of the alternatives — there is a lack
of evidence to substantiate claims that
designating wilderness actually harms a



local county economy. Thus, the belief
that there is a connection between
wilderness designation and negative
economic impacts, such as a loss of jobs or
income within the local region, has not
been substantiated. On the contrary,
several research studies indicate that
wilderness is a positive (or at least neutral)
factor supporting the growth of local
economies — there is evidence that wild-
erness positively correlates with increased
economic growth and increasing popu-
lations in rural counties (Duffy-Deno
1998, Lorah 2000, Power 2000, Rudzitis
and Johnson 2000).

LAND USE

There are no local land use plans that
would affect the islands being considered
for wilderness designation in this
document. Wilderness designation under
any of the alternatives also would not
induce any changes in land use, or increase
pressure for development, on the
mainland adjacent to the park.

INDIAN TRUST RESOURCES

Secretarial Order 3175 requires that any
anticipated impacts to Indian trust
resources from a proposed project or
action by Department of Interior agencies
be explicitly addressed in environmental
documents. The lands and waters
comprising Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore, including the lands on the
mainland that are part of the Red Cliff
Indian Reservation (and possibly Long
Island in relation to the Bad River Indian
Reservation), are not held in trust by the
Secretary of the Interior for the benefit of
Indians due to their status as Indians.
However, this is not to say that the tribes
do not have certain other rights to the
lands and waters in the park. Those rights
will continue to be honored regardless of
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the alternatives being considered in this
wilderness study.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Executive Order 12898 requires federal
agencies to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects on
minority and low-income populations.
Minority or low income populations
would be treated the same way under all of
the alternatives considered in this study.
None of the alternatives being considered
would have a disproportionately high and
adverse effect on any minority or low-
income population or community. This
conclusion is based on the following
information:

o The wilderness proposals in the
alternatives would not result in any
identifiable adverse human health
effects. Therefore, there would be
no direct, indirect, or cumulative
adverse effects on any minority or
low-income population or
community.

o The alternatives would not trump
or take precedence over Native
American treaty rights — Native
American tribes with treaty-
reserved rights would continue to
be able to hunt, fish, trap, and
gather within Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore, consistent
with those rights.

o No natural resource adverse
impacts were identified due to the
alternatives that would
significantly and adversely affect
minority or low-income
populations or communities.



The alternatives would not result in
any identified effects that would be
specific to any minority or low-
income community.

The study team actively solicited
public comments during the
development of the wilderness
study and gave equal consideration
to all input from persons,
regardless of age, race, sex, income
status, or other socioeconomic or
demographic factors.

During the study process park staff
consulted and worked with the
Red Cliff and Bad River Bands of
the Lake Superior Chippewa, and
the Voigt Intertribal Task Force of
the Great Lakes Indian Fish and
Wildlife Commission, and will
continue to do so in cooperative
efforts to improve communications
and resolve any problems that
occur. The study team did not
identify negative or adverse effects
due to wilderness designation that
would disproportionately and
adversely affect these Native
Americans.

No impacts were identified to the
socioeconomic environment due
to the alternatives that would
substantially alter the physical and
social structure of the nearby
communities.
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NATURAL OR DEPLETABLE
RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS AND
CONSERVATION POTENTIAL

None of the alternatives being considered
would result in the extraction of resources
from the park. Under all of the alternatives
ecological principles would be applied to
ensure that the park’s natural resources
were maintained and not impaired.

ENERGY REQUIREMENTS AND
CONSERVATION POTENTIAL

None of the alternatives would result in a
measurable change in energy consumption
compared to current conditions. Depend-
ing on the approaches used to satisfy NPS
wilderness management policies, the
park’s use of energy could slightly decline
due to reduced use of mechanized equip-
ment in the wilderness areas in alternatives
B, C, and D. The use of energy could also
slightly increase due to the need to take
more trips to the islands if crews used
hand tools to maintain wilderness facilities
such as trails and campsites. However, the
change in energy consumption due to
these actions in alternatives B, C, and D
would be expected to be negligible com-
pared to the overall energy consumption
of the park.

The National Park Service would pursue
sustainable practices whenever possible in
all decisions regarding park operations,
facilities management, and developments
in Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, as
called for in NPS Management Policies
2001. As with the existing island facilities,
any new future developments in the
nonwilderness areas would be powered by
solar electrical systems or other alternative
energy sources in all of the alternatives.



POSSIBLE TOPICS FOR A FUTURE WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT PLAN

If wilderness is designated in the park, a wilderness management plan eventually will be prepared.
Listed below are some of the topics such a plan will need to address:

. Management of vegetation to protect cultural resource sites

. Management of fire, non-native species, threatened and endangered species, and other
natural resource concerns

. Stabilization of cultural resource sites

. Visitor use management

. Maintenance and development of trails

. Construction of other new visitor facilities

. Maintenance and development of new campsites

. Maintenance and development of administrative facilities

. Establishment of a procedure to determine what are the minimum requirement for
administrative facilities normally prohibited in wilderness

. Providing access for people with disabilities

. Management of valid existing rights within the wilderness

. Administration of scientific activities, including research, within the wilderness

. Interpretation and education

. Emergency services
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WILDERNESS ALTERNATIVES
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INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the National Park
Service’s proposal for designating
wilderness in Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore (the preferred alternative), and
three alternative proposals. The first
section in this part describes which
segments of the park were considered not
suitable for wilderness in all of the
alternatives and why. Then alternative A,
the no wilderness alternative (“no-action”)
is presented, which provides a baseline for
comparing the effects of the other
alternatives. Next, alternatives B, C, and D
are described, which present alternative
wilderness proposals. The alternatives
vary in the locations where wilderness
would be proposed, as well as in the
acreage amounts.
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For alternatives B, C, and D maps and
general descriptions are provided that
show where wilderness would be
proposed in the alternatives. Each
alternative also includes a brief rationale
for why wilderness would be proposed in
that particular configuration. At the end of
this part there is a description of
alternatives that were considered by the
study team initially but dropped from
further analysis. There are two tables at
the end of the chapter: table 2 shows
which islands would be included as
wilderness in each of the alternative; table
3 summarizes the impacts of each
alternative.



AREAS CONSIDERED NOT SUITABLE FOR WILDERNESS

One of the first tasks of the study team in
developing alternatives was to identify
those areas in the park that clearly do not
meet the Wilderness Act suitability criteria
and therefore will not be considered in any
of the wilderness study alternatives (see
the text box on wilderness suitability
criteria on page 10). Eight areas or types of
areas have been found to be clearly not
suitable as wilderness. Most of the areas
listed below were excluded because they
are primary visitor attractions with a lot of
people, have obvious signs of develop-
ment, or are being managed for human
activities. Areas with use and occupancy
structures and life estates currently have
nonconforming uses, but potentially could
be suitable as wilderness in the future, and
were not included in this list.

WATERS AND SUBMERGED LANDS
OF LAKE SUPERIOR UP TO THE
HIGH-WATER MARK

Rationale for not considering: The
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore
boundary encompasses both waters and
submerged lands of Lake Superior. The
state of Wisconsin owns the submerged
lands and may own the water column
(there are legal questions about this), so
the waters likely do not qualify for
consideration under the Wilderness Act
criteria. In addition, there is the question
of whether it would be possible to manage
a “4-mile wilderness boundary: it would be
extremely difficult for most visitors and
managers to tell when they are within or
outside the }4-mile limit.

Furthermore, inclusion of the waters
would do little, if anything, to enhance the
wilderness experiences of the

islands, given that motorboats would still
operate outside the }4-mile boundary.
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It is important to note that beaches on the
islands, which are below the ordinary
high- water mark, fall in this category and
are not included in the wilderness
proposals in this wilderness study. This
means that under all alternatives boats
could continue to be beached on the
islands and would be outside all the
wilderness proposals.

PUBLIC DOCKS ON THE ISLANDS

Rationale for not considering: The
public docks within Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore are analogous to
parking lots and trailheads in traditional
national parks. They are vital access points
for visitors, are designed to accommodate
motorized watercraft, and visitors
necessarily congregate near them in
relatively high numbers. In addition, the
vast majority of each dock lies upon the
submerged lands discussed above. For all
of these reasons, each public dock and all
land areas within a radius of at least 100
yards of the end of each dock, or the
maximum perimeter that encompasses all
existing developments in the vicinity of a
dock, were not considered suitable for
wilderness. Public docks are located at
Basswood, Oak, Michigan, Stockton,
Manitou, Outer, Rocky, South Twin,
Otter, Devils, Long, Raspberry, and Sand
Islands.

The nonwilderness areas around the
docks were modified from the June 2002
alternatives workbook to better define the
boundaries of these areas on each island
and to ensure that developments
associated with the docks were completely
incorporated into the nonwilderness
areas. On some islands the nonwilderness
areas were increased, while on others the
nonwilderness areas were decreased.



THE WILDERNESS BOUNDARY AND LAKE SUPERIOR
For most bodies of water, the state of Wisconsin defines the term "ordinary high-water mark" to mean

"The point on the bank or shore up to which the water, by its presence and action or flow, leaves a
distinct mark indicated by erosion, destruction of or change in vegetation or other easily recognizable
characteristic."

In other words, it is a dynamic line based upon the actions of water within the particular lake or stream
bed in which it lies, rather than upon a static elevation. The primary advantage of such a definition is that it
is based on something that is often very visible (such as a vegetation line or a dune), which the public can
readily identify themselves. In the case of Lake Superior, however, the state of Wisconsin equates the
ordinary high-water mark to a static elevation: 602 feet above sea level. Some have pointed out that under
such a static definition, the beaching of boats would be impossible at any time that lake levels exceed 602
feet.

Due to this technicality, the National Park Service has chosen to use the term "high-water mark," as
opposed to "ordinary high-water mark," when referring to the boundary between wilderness and the lake.
It needs to be emphasized that whenever the term "high-water mark" is used in this document, it is defined
in the dynamic, classical sense, rather than the static, elevation-based sense. Under such a definition, lake
levels can never exceed the high-water mark, and any area where a boat could be beached would be
outside wilderness, regardless of lake levels.

Another consequence of adopting this definition is that the wilderness boundary around each island
would be "elastic" to a certain degree. As water levels rise, the wilderness boundary retreats a short
distance away from the lake. As water levels decline, the boundary moves outward, although ultimately it
will stop when it reaches the boundary with the state-owned lake bed. As shorelines erode away, the
boundary retreats inward. As beaches adjacent to wilderness build up, the wilderness boundary
incorporates those portions that rise above the high-water mark. This type of boundary is ideally suited for
the dynamic nature of islands within Lake Superior, and it ensures that wilderness will never extend out
into the lake itself.

The beaching of boats is a long-established tradition in the Apostle Islands, and it is the intent of the NPS
to allow this activity to continue in the future, regardless of lake levels.
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MAINLAND UNIT

Rationale for not considering: The
mainland unit was not considered suitable
due to its geography and the presence of
roads and developments. Both Little Sand
Bay and the Meyers Beach area, at either
end of the mainland unit, are major visitor
use areas, with visitor support facilities,
historic developments, and roads.
Between these areas there are many four-
wheel drive roads, which are used by local
residents and visitors to varying degrees. It
is not possible to close all of these roads —
these roads are under township jurisdic-
tion, and at least one of them, the Big Sand
Bay Road, must be used to access lands
outside the park’s boundary. There are
also a couple of nonfederal tracts in the
unit. Consequently, the narrow mainland
unit (often only }4-mile wide) is frag-
mented by developments, roads, and
nonfederal land. Thus, despite the fact that
the 1989 General Management Plan found
the area “may be suitable,” it not feasible
to manage the mainland’s undeveloped
areas as wilderness.

LIGHT STATIONS AND ADJOINING
CULTURAL LANDSCAPES

Rationale for not considering: The light
stations and surrounding environs are
major visitor attractions with many signs
of people. They clearly do not meet the
Wilderness Act criteria. These exclusions
include the historic clearings around the
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lighthouses, which are part of the cultural
landscapes.

HOUSING/ADMINISTRATION AREAS
ON STOCKTON, ROCKY, SAND, AND
OAK ISLANDS

Rationale for not considering: These
areas all have multiple developments and
many signs of people. There are no plans
to remove any of these facilities.

MANITOU ISLAND FISH CAMP

Rationale for not considering: This
historic site is a major visitor attraction,
which under NPS policies should not be
recommended for wilderness designation.
The area is being managed to preserve
human activities.

SOUTHEAST TIP OF SAND ISLAND

Rationale for not considering: This area
has many historic residences, structures,
and developments, many of which will be
maintained for the foreseeable future.

WEST BAY CLUB ON SAND ISLAND

Rationale for not considering: This
historic two-story structure, with
outbuildings, is clearly a sign of past
human activity. The structures will be
maintained for the foreseeable future.



ALTERNATIVE A: NO WILDERNESS
(NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE)

This alternative, which is required under
the National Environmental Policy Act,
provides a baseline for comparing the
changes and impacts of the other action
alternatives. Under this alternative no
wilderness would be proposed for Apostle
Islands National Lakeshore. (This was
alternative 5 in the June 2002 workbook.)
If this alternative was selected, no lands
would be recommended for wilderness in
the park. Consequently upon congres-
sional approval, the National Park Service
would no longer be required to protect the
area’s wilderness values.

However, for at least the short term the
National Park Service would continue to
protect and maintain the park’s wilderness
characteristics indirectly through the
existing zoning framework. The lands in
the park’s natural zone would continue to
be managed to preserve natural features,
including many wilderness characteristics,
as directed in the 1989 General Manage-
ment Plan. Existing recreational uses and
developments would continue.
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No major changes in resource manage-
ment could occur and no new major
developments could be built in the natural
zone.

Itis important for readers to keep in mind
that alternative A would not ensure that
existing conditions and management
would continue in the future. In the long
term it is possible that alternative A could
be a departure from how the National
Park Service has managed Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore in the past. The
National Park Service would no longer be
bound to protect and manage most of the
park’s land base as de facto wilderness in
this alternative. As a result, when the
existing general management plan is
revised or a new general management plan
is adopted, the management directions for
the park could change, which could result
in less protection for wilderness resources
in parts of the park —a new plan could
propose new developments or manage-
ment actions that are not currently
permitted.



ALTERNATIVE B (MAXIMIZE WILDERNESS)

Alternative B would exclude only the areas
determined to be not suitable in all of the
alternatives (i.e., the waters and
submerged lands of Lake Superior, all
public docks on the islands, the mainland
unit, all light stations and cultural
landscapes, the Manitou Island fish camp,
housing/administrative areas at Stockton,
Rocky, Oak, and East Bay of Sand Island,
and the southeast tip and West Bay Club
on Sand Island). Of all the alternatives,
alternative B would be most similar to how
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore is
currently being managed because 97% of
the park’s land base is being managed as de
facto wilderness. Altogether, approxi-
mately 39,500 acres of the park’s 42,160-
acre land base (94%) would be proposed
as wilderness under alternative B (see the
alternative B map on page 31). This is the
equivalent of 57% of the entire park
(69,372 acres), if one considers the waters
as well as the lands within the park
boundary.
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Under alternative B the following areas
would be potential wilderness: the
nonfederal tracts on Sand and York
Islands and the use and occupancy
reservations on Sand, Rocky, and Bear
Islands (except for those reservations on
Sand Island that have been found to be
unsuitable for wilderness designation).
Although these areas are identified as
potential wilderness, the National Park
Service would continue to honor and
respect all of these valid rights as required
under the provisions of the Wilderness Act
and NPS management policies.

This alternative was alternative 1 in the
June 2002 alternatives workbook. Except
for changes that were made to the
exclusion areas around the docks (which
also apply to alternatives C and D), no
changes were made to the original
alternative.
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ALTERNATIVE C: (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AND
ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

Alternative C is the National Park Service’s
preferred alternative for designating
wilderness in Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore. Altogether, approximately
33,500 acres of the park’s 42,160-acre land
base (80%) would be proposed as
wilderness under alternative C. This is the
equivalent of 48% of the entire park
(69,372 acres), if one considers the waters
as well as the lands within the park
boundary.

This alternative is intended to perma-
nently protect most of the park’s natural,
cultural, and wilderness resources. It also
is intended to ensure that there will be
outstanding opportunities for people to
learn both the stories of the people who
settled and altered these islands and the
story of the “rewilding” of the park — a
term that environmental historian James
Feldman uses to describe the process
whereby the park’s historical “wilderness’
qualities are gradually returning (Feldman
and Mackreth 2003).
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To ensure that future opportunities for
interpreting the environmental history of
the Apostle Islands are preserved,
Basswood and Sand Islands would 7ot be
included in this wilderness proposal.
These two islands are relatively close to
the mainland and have a representative
cross-section of all the types of cultural
resources found in the park. They are
ideally suited for the expansion of
interpretive opportunities, such as some
limited facilities to help visitors under-
stand the historical and natural processes
on the Apostle Islands. Wilderness desig-
nation would likely preclude some of these
facilities and foreclose potential
interpretive opportunities.

Alternative C also strives to minimize the
number of small, fragmented areas of
wilderness or nonwilderness. As an
example, rather than excluding numerous
small locations along the southern shore of
Stockton Island, this alternative excludes
two areas that encompass all of these sites.
Some areas were excluded because of the
potential for expanding visitor facilities
(consistent with the General Management
Plan), but again, always with an eye toward
minimizing small isolated pockets of
wilderness or nonwilderness.

Long Island also was not included in this
wilderness proposal for several reasons.
The island has a high level of day use,
which combined with the narrow nature
of the island, limits opportunities for
solitude during the summer. In addition,
the island would have required at least two
areas of nonwilderness (the areas
surrounding the two lighthouses) and
possibly a third, making the boundary
complex and the potential for wilderness
acreage smaller. Finally, the Bad River
Band of Lake Superior Tribe of Chippewa
Indians did not support wilderness
designation for Long Island because they
believe it may be within their reservation
and do not want an additional designation
of the island to potentially interfere with
that claim.

The following areas would be proposed as
wilderness under alternative C: all of Bear,
Cat, Eagle, Gull, Hermit, Ironwood, North
Twin, and York, and most of Michigan,
Otter, Outer, Raspberry, Rocky, South
Twin, Devils, Manitou, Oak, and Stockton
Islands (see the alternative C map on page
35).



Under alternative C the following areas
would be potential wilderness: the
nonfederal tract on York Island, and the
use and occupancy reservations on Rocky
and Bear Islands. Although these areas are
identified as potential wilderness, the
National Park Service would continue to
honor and respect all of these valid rights,
as required under the provisions of the
Wilderness Act and NPS management
policies.

Alternative C reflects the same general
goals and direction of alternative 3 in the
June 2002 alternatives workbook.
However, the alternative has been
modified to refine the wilderness
boundaries so they are more easily
identifiable on the ground, to enhance
opportunities for future interpretation of
significant cultural resources (which were
not necessarily provided for in the original
alternative 3), and in some cases to reduce
the fragmentation of wilderness and
nonwilderness areas on islands. Among
the major changes that were made to the
original alternative 3:

o All of Sand Island was excluded
from proposed wilderness. The
island still has extensive evidence
of human occupation. The change
would reduce fragmentation and
make the island easier to manage,
provide more possibilities to tell
stories about the island and to
interpret resources in ways that
wilderness would not allow, and
keep open the possibility of the
island accommodating additional
development to provide for
increased use.
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o The nonwilderness portion of
Manitou Island was reduced. This
change provides a better, more
discernible boundary, consistent
with how other cultural resources
are treated under the alternative

o The nonwilderness portion of
Rocky Island was increased,
incorporating a former fishing
community along the east shore of
the island. (This change provides
more possibilities to interpret a
significant cultural resource,
beyond what is allowable in a
wilderness area, and keeps open
the possibility of providing
additional visitor developments to
accommodate increased use in one
of the park’s most popular areas.

o The nonwilderness area on
Stockton was decreased, with two
areas, Quarry Bay and the Presque
Isle area, being excluded from the
proposal rather than one large area
connecting the two. The new
boundary would be easier to
identify on the ground, would
decrease the size of the exclusion
area, and would keep open the
possibility of providing additional
visitor developments to
accommodate increased
recreational use in the immediate
vicinity of these popular areas.

In addition to the above changes, as in the
other alternatives, small changes were
made to the nonwilderness areas around
the docks.
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ALTERNATIVE D (LIMIT WILDERNESS TO
REMOTE AREAS)

Alternative D emphasizes remote, isolated
areas that provide the best opportunities
for solitude and primitive recreation
during the busy summer season. These
areas are not on the current tour boat
route and generally are more distant from
the mainland. Altogether, approximately
23,000 acres of the park’s 42,160-acre land
base (55%) would be proposed as
wilderness under alternative D. This is the
equivalent of 33% of the entire park
(69,372 acres), if one considers the waters
as well as the lands within the park
boundary.

Under this alternative Cat, North Twin,
Ironwood, Bear, Eagle, Gull, most of Outer
and Michigan, and portions of Stockton
would be proposed as wilderness (see the
alternative D map on page 39). These are
all areas where one could be best assured
of solitude and a primitive wilderness
experiences regardless of the time of year.

Under alternative D the use and
occupancy reservations on Bear Island
would be potential wilderness. Although
this area is identified as potential
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wilderness, the National Park Service
would continue to honor and respect
these valid rights as required under the
provisions of the Wilderness Act and NPS
management policies.

This alternative was alternative 4 in the
June 2002 alternatives workbook. One
change from the workbook is that the
nonwilderness area on Stockton Island has
been decreased, with two areas, Quarry
Bay and the Presque Isle area, being
excluded from the proposal rather than
one large area connecting the two. As in
alternative C, the new boundary would be
easier to identify on the ground, would
decrease the size of the exclusion area, and
would keep open the possibility of
providing additional visitor developments
to accommodate increased recreational
use in the immediate vicinity of these
popular areas.

In addition to the above change, as in the
other alternatives, small changes were
made to the nonwilderness areas around
the docks.
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TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF APPROXIMATE TOTAL ACREAGE (%) PROPOSED FOR

Lake Superior
Mainland Unit
Basswood
Bear

Cat

Devils
Eagle

Gull
Hermit
Ironwood
Long
Manitou
Michigan
North Twin
Oak

Otter

Outer
Raspberry
Rocky

Sand

South Twin
Stockton
York

WILDERENESS IN EACH ALTERNATIVE*

Alternative A  Alternative B

(No Action)
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Alternative C Alternative D

(Preferred Alternative)

0% 0%
0% 0%
>99% 0%
100% 100%
100% 100%
94% 94%
100% 100%
100% 100%
100% 100%
100% 100%
99% 0%
>99% >99%
96% 96%
100% 100%
>99% 99%
>99% >99%
>99% >99%
97% 97%
>99% 95%
97% 0%
99%0 99°0A)
>99% 93%
100% 100%

*NOTE: All percentages have been rounded and are approximate.

0%
0%
0%
100%
100%
0%
100%
100%
0%
100%
0%
0%
96%
100%
0%
0%
>99%
0%
0%
0%
0%
93%
0%

TABLE 2: SUMMARY OF APPROXIMATE ACREAGE PROPOSED FOR

WILDERNESS IN EACH ALTERNATIVE®

Alternative A | Alternative B (% | Alternative C (Preferred Alternative D (% of land
(No Action) of land base) Alternative) (% of land base)
base)
0 acres 39,500 acres 33,500 acres (80%) 23,000 acres (55%)
(94%)

*NOTE: All acreage figures have been rounded and are approximate.
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ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The environmentally preferred alternative
is defined as “the alternative that will pro-
mote the national environmental policy as
expressed in §101 of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act.” Section 101 states that
“...it is the continuing responsibility of the
Federal Government to...

(1) fulfill the responsibilities of
each generation as trustee of the
environment for succeeding
generations

(2) assure for all Americans safe,
healthful, productive, and
aesthetically and culturally pleasing
surroundings

(3) attain the widest range of
beneficial uses of the environment
without degradation, risk to health
or safety, or other undesirable and
unintended consequences

(4) preserve important historic,
cultural, and natural aspects of our
national heritage, and maintain,
wherever possible, an environment
which supports diversity, and
variety of individual choice

(5) achieve a balance between
population and resource use which
will permit high standards of living
and a wide sharing of life’s
amenities

(6) enhance the quality of
renewable resources and approach
the maximum attainable recycling
of depletable resources

Two of the above goals did not make a
difference in determining the environ-
mentally preferred alternative. Goal 1 is
satisfied by all of the alternatives: Apostle
Islands National Lakeshore is already a
national park unit and as a trustee of this
area the National Park Service would con-
tinue to fulfill its responsibilities to protect
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this area for future generations. The differ-
ence between the alternatives in this re-
gard is not appreciable. Goal 6 also was
determined to be not applicable to this
study.

When considering the remaining goals, the
environmentally preferred alternative is
the NPS preferred alternative in the
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore Wilder-
ness Study / Environmental Impact State-
ment. Of all the alternatives considered,
alternative C best satisfies the four nation-
al environmental goals at a relatively high
level. In particular, by designating 80% of
the park as wilderness, it ensures that most
of the park’s natural and cultural resources
would continue to be protected — this
alternative would strike the best balance in
protecting the park’s natural and cultural
resources. It would permanently protect
most of the park’s wilderness resources.
From a regional and park perspective, the
alternative would ensure that a diversity of
landscapes are protected, ranging from
more developed landscapes to wilderness
landscapes, which are relatively scarce in
the Upper Midwest. The alternative also
would provide for the possible expansion
of visitor facilities in limited areas in the
future if needed to meet visitor needs.
Managers would have flexibility to plan
where future development occurred, with
public involvement, and in providing new
opportunities for interpretation of the
park, assuring a diversity of individual
choices for the visitor. There would be
many places where visitors could go and
learn about the park’s human history and
wilderness stories, contrasting the differ-
ences between wilderness and nonwilder-
ness. Alternative C would provide visitors
with the opportunity to have solitary
experiences in much of the park. It also
would provide opportunities for visitors to



gain a greater understanding and appreci-
ation of wilderness through onsite inter-
pretive media. Thus, alternative C would
best satisfy national goals 2, 3, and 4, and 5,
ensuring for the long term that visitors
coming to the park see an aesthetically and
culturally pleasing area, providing a wide
range of opportunities for visitors to learn
about and enjoy the area with minimal
adverse impacts, and preserving the park’s
important natural and cultural resources.

Alternative A, the no-wilderness alterna-
tive, would not achieve the national goals
as completely as alternative C, because the
beneficial impacts of wilderness designa-
tion would not be realized. Under alterna-
tive A there would be the potential for
additional developments in the future,
which in turn could result in adverse
impacts. Thus, the protection of cultural
and natural resources, as articulated under
national goals 2, 3 and 4, and 5, would be
at a lower level than under alternative C.
Wilderness is a scarce resource both in
Wisconsin and in much of the country.
With the potential for the loss of wilder-
ness resources in the future, alternative A
would not provide as wide a range of
beneficial uses (goal 3), would not achieve
as good a balance in sharing of life’s
amenities (goal 5), and would not be as
likely to ensure an environment that
supports diversity (goal 4) as alternative C.

Alternative B would protect the greatest
amount of the park under wilderness,
ensuring long-term protection of more of
the park’s natural resources than under
alternative C. For instance, the biologically
important sandscapes on Stockton and
Long Islands would be protected as wild-
erness under alternative B, but not under
alternative C. However, alternative B
would have a higher potential for cultural
resource impacts in the nonwilderness
areas because future developments and
associated high visitor use levels would be
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restricted to a relatively few areas that also
contain a high concentration of cultural
resources. In other words, if developments
need to be built in the future, alternative B
would pose a greater threat to cultural
resources in the nonwilderness areas than
alternative C. There would also be more
areas where managers might not apply the
full range of historic structure treatment
options, resulting in the possibility of cul-
tural resources being left to decay or being
removed. With so much of the park’s
islands being wilderness, there would be
fewer opportunities to install interpretive
infrastructure onsite and fewer places
people could go to and contrast the dif-
ferences between wilderness and nonwild-
erness — with fewer onsite opportunities
people would not understand as well the
effects of wilderness on people and the
landscape. Consequently, alternative B
would not preserve and tell the stories of
the park onsite as well as alternative C.
Thus, alternative B would not satisfy
national goals 3 (attaining a wide range of
beneficial uses without undesirable
consequences), 4 (preserving important
cultural and historic resources), or 5
(providing a balance that would resultin a
wide sharing of life’s amenities) as well as
alternative C.

Alternative D is similar to alternative C in
meeting the national goals. However,
alternative D would provide permanent
protection to less of the park’s wilderness
resource and would have more areas
where natural and cultural resource im-
pacts could occur due to future develop-
ments. Thus, alternative D would not meet
quite as well national goals 3 (attain the
widest range of beneficial uses of the
environment without degradation), 4
(preserve important cultural and natural
resources), or 5 (providing a balance that
would result in a wide sharing of life’s
amenities) as alternative C.



ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT DISMISSED

The study team considered one other
alternative proposal, which was alternative
2 in the June 2002 alternatives workbook.
The alternative called for designating
extensive areas as wilderness while still
providing space for potential new devel-
opments designed to ensure a diversity of
recreational experiences. This alternative
strived to be as consistent as possible with
the 1989 General Management Plan. It was
similar to alternative B, but it would ex-
clude a small number of additional areas
for potential future development to sup-
port recreational uses that are consistent
with the General Management Plan. In
addition to the areas excluded from all
alternatives, areas within a 4-mile radius of
the docks at Stockton Presque Isle,
Manitou Island, Oak Island, and East Bay
of Sand Island were also excluded, along
with all of Basswood Island. Excluding
these “growth” areas would ensure that
the park would continue to accommodate
a diversity of recreational uses in areas
with the highest numbers of visitors. Most
of these areas are visited by the tour boat,
and if use continued to increase, a need
might develop for additional facilities to
support this use. In order to match this
alternative as closely as possible with the
park’s 1989 General Management Plan, all
known significant cultural resource sites
were also excluded from this alternative
the approach used by the General
Management Plan.

The following areas were proposed as
wilderness: all of Eagle, Gull, and North
Twin Islands, and most of Stockton, Oak,
Manitou, Sand, Bear, Cat, Hermit, Iron-
wood, Michigan, Otter, Outer, Raspberry,
Rocky, South Twin, York, Devils and Long
Islands.

The study team dropped this alternative
for several reasons. With all the exclusions
around cultural resources, the wilderness
area would be highly fragmented. This
would make it extremely difficult for both
managers and visitors to know when one is
in or outside the wilderness. Also, there is
no reason to exclude cultural resources
from wilderness, unless they are major
visitor destinations, because all applicable
laws, regulations, and NPS policies apply
to the protection of cultural resources
whether or not they are in wilderness. In
addition, the distinction between this
alternative and alternative B is fairly minor
— the alternatives only differ by about
2,500 acres. Eliminating the alternative
would not substantially alter the range of
alternatives being considered — there is
nothing distinctive in this alternative that
is not included in one of the other
alternatives. Finally, very few people
supported this alternative during the 2002
public review period.



TABLE 3: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

beneficial impacts due to
high management flexibility,
and minor to major, long-
term, adverse impacts,
depending on the level and
type of new developments
that occurred

beneficial impacts due to
minimizing new develop-
ments in new areas, and
minor to moderate, long-
term, adverse impacts, due
to reduction in manage-
ment flexibility and in-
creased costs of manage-
ment in wilderness

impacts due to a reduced
likelihood of new develop-
ments in new areas, and
minor, long-term, adverse
impacts, due to reduction in
management flexibility and
increased costs of manage-
ment in wilderness

Impact Alternative A (No Alternative B (Maximum Alternative C (Preferred Alternative D (Limit Wilder-
Topic Wilderness) Wilderness - 94% of land Alternative & Environ- ness to Remote Areas - 55%
base proposed for wilder- | mentally Preferred Alter- of land base proposed for
ness) native- 80% of land base wilderness)
proposed for wilderness)
Natural Potential for minor to Moderate, beneficial, long- | Moderate, beneficial, long- Minor to moderate, long-term,
Resources moderate, adverse, long- term impacts in the term impacts in the wilderness | beneficial impacts in the
term impacts in localized wilderness area; negligible area; negligible to moderate, wilderness area; negligible to
areas due to future devel- to moderate, short and short and long-term adverse moderate, short and long-term
opments; least certainty that | long-term adverse impacts impacts in localized areas in adverse impacts in localized
the park’s natural resources in localized areas in the the nonwilderness areas; areas in the nonwilderness
would continue to be nonwilderness areas however, more natural areas; more natural resources
protected and maintained as | depending on new devel- resources could be adversely could be adversely affected in
they have been opments that occurred affected in more areas thanin | more areas than in alternatives
alternative B, depending on B and C, depending on the level
the level of development that | of development that occurred
occurred
Cultural Potential for minor to mod- Potential for minor to Potential for minor to mod- Potential for minor, long-term,
Resources erate, long-term, adverse moderate, long-term bene- erate, long-term, beneficial beneficial and adverse impacts
impacts, depending on the ficial and adverse impacts in | and adverse impacts in both in the wilderness area, and
level of future development; the wilderness area and the wilderness and the non- minor to moderate, long-term,
minor to moderate, long- moderate, long-term, wilderness areas, depending adverse impacts in the non-
term beneficial impacts adverse impacts in the on the new development that | wilderness areas, depending on
related to increased flexi- nonwilderness areas, occurred the new development that
bility for treating cultural depending on the new occurred
resources and for sitingnew | development that occurred
developments
Wilderness Potential for minor to major, | Major, long-term, beneficial | Major, long-term, beneficial Moderate, long-term, bene-
Resources long-term, adverse impacts, impacts due to permanent impacts due to permanent ficial impacts; could be minor
depending on the level of protection bestowed by protection bestowed by to major, long-term, adverse
development that occurred; designation; could be some designation; could be some impacts in nonwilderness areas
least certainty that wilder- negligible, adverse, long- minor to moderate, adverse, due to new developments,
ness resources would term impacts in long-term impacts in non- primarily on 12 islands
continue to be protected as nonwilderness areas due to | wilderness areas due to new
they have been new developments developments, primarily on
Basswood, Sand, and Long
Islands
Visitor Non- | Potential for minor to Potential for moderate, Potential for minor, long- Potential for negligible, long-
wilderness moderate, long-term, long-term, adverse impacts, | term, adverse impacts, term, adverse impacts, pri-
Experiences | beneficial impact, p