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APPENDIX C: PROGRESSION OF MONITORING
TECHNIQUES CURRENTLY USED DURING
UNGULATE MANAGEMENT AT
HAWAI‘I VOLCANOES NATIONAL PARK
A progression of monitoring techniques is currently used to evaluate ungulate management at Hawai‘i
Volcanoes National Park, depending on phase of management, species, and the environment being
managed. Management phases include (1) initial assessment, (2) reduction, (3) post-reduction, and
(4) maintenance. When ungulates such as mouflon sheep are abundant and inhabit relatively open
environments, particularly during the initial assessment phase, systematic aerial surveys are an effective
means to assess population levels. Feral pigs, however, are the most problematic ungulate to assess during
all management phases because they inhabit environments with dense vegetation, making them unlikely
to be detected from aircraft even at high population levels. Therefore, ground-based systematic
monitoring techniques are often used when feral pigs are at high population levels. Systematic monitoring
techniques are less effective for all species at low population levels because ungulates may congregate in
small numbers between original monitoring locations. Adaptive strategies and combinations of multiple
techniques may be necessary to monitor small numbers of ungulates remaining in management units.
Monthly perimeter inspection of fences is the primary means of assessing the integrity of management
units during the maintenance phase. Occasionally, some monitoring techniques may be used out of
sequence or during other phases of ungulate management, as needed.
1) Initial Assessment Phase. Initial assessments are conducted prior to initiation of control work. The
goal of monitoring during this phase is to estimate initial abundance levels and distribution, and to
determine the amount of resources that will be necessary to manage ungulates within prescribed
areas.
a) Aerial surveys for feral cattle, goats, sheep, and mouflon sheep
i)

Line or belt transects spaced 500–1,000 meters apart depending on vegetation density.
Methods may follow Hess et al. (2006).

b) Ground-based transect survey for feral pigs
i)

Transects spaced 400–500 meters apart. Presence of scat, tracks, digging, wallows, rubs, and
browse are recorded on 50-square meter plots. Plot density may range from 50 to 310 per
square kilometer. Methods and analysis follow Anderson and Stone (1994).

2) Reduction Phase. This first phase of control work begins typically at or near maximum population
density, and usually after trespass has been controlled by fences. The goal of this phase is to reduce
the population as much as possible in a short period of time, thereby reducing population recruitment
and curtailing excessive ecosystem damage. Repeated systematic surveys may be used to determine
population trajectory and the rate of removal necessary for further population reduction. Systematic
surveys may become less effective as abundance decreases.
a) Repeated aerial surveys as in 1a may be used to assess the effect of control work during the
reduction phase for feral cattle, goats, sheep, and mouflon sheep.
b) Repeated ground-based transect surveys as in 1b may be used to assess the effect of control work
during the reduction phase for feral pigs.
3) Post-reduction Phase. This phase occurs when remnant levels of ungulates have been achieved, and
ungulates often become more difficult to detect, monitor, and manage. Transect-based systematic
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methodology becomes less effective because ungulates may congregate in small groups between
original transects. Remaining ungulates may also learn to avoid locations repeatedly visited by staff.
a) Systematic sweeps with staff spaced at regular distances of approximately 200 meters increases
the probability of detecting ungulates. Sweeps may be oriented perpendicular to original
transects.
b) Systematic sweeps as in 3a with the assistance of dogs may be used to detect feral pigs, and in
some cases, other ungulate species.
c) To increase the chances of encountering ungulates, staff may follow game trails and check areas
with preferred forage, escape terrain, or other locations favored by ungulates. Areas with
ungulates detections are visited repeatedly.
d) Judas goats or Judas cattle are effective means of locating remnant ungulates in units being
managed because they usually join with their conspecifics (Taylor and Katahira 1988).
e) Aerial scouting. Short nonsystematic overflights may be useful in locating ungulates where
ungulates have been observed frequently in the past or in favorable habitats, or to verify reports at
other locations from other agencies.
4) Maintenance Phase. The goal of this phase of management is to prevent ingress to management
units in which ungulates have been fully removed. Detecting ungulates during this phase is potentially
the most difficult because there may be only one or a few individuals which have reentered
management units. It may be necessary to employ several monitoring methods simultaneously in
combination.
a) Fence inspection
i)

Monthly perimeter inspection of fences is the primary means of assessing management unit
integrity. Fence breaches caused by fallen trees, tipped-up trees, or uprooted anchors indicate
a high probability of ingress. Ungulate sign and fence condition assessment is recorded on
standardized data sheets and reported immediately. Global positioning system (GPS)
locations or marker tags on fences may be used to relocate damaged fences and ungulate sign.
Other monitoring methods may be initiated when ingress has been detected.

b) Systematic sweeps
i)

Systematic sweeps as in 3a may be used when fence inspections indicate ingress has
occurred. Dogs are generally not used during these sweeps because sign from a small number
of ungulates may become obscured.

c) Judas animals
i)

Judas goats or Judas cattle as in 3d are effective means of locating some ungulates that have
entered managed units because they usually join their conspecifics (Taylor and Katahira
1988). This method may be avoided to reduce further damage in areas where sensitive native
plants occur.

d) Browse survey
i)

410

Ungulates such as mouflon sheep may occasionally jump over intact fences, rendering fence
inspection inadequate as a stand-alone monitoring technique. The presence of any tracks,
scat, browse, or bark stripping indicates ingress has occurred. Browse is most likely to occur
on highly palatable native plants. Such preferred plants therefore serve as indicator species
during browse surveys.
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e) Monitoring rare plantings and natural plant populations
i)

Rare native plant species such as silverswords and Silene spp. provide an opportunity for
efficient ungulate monitoring because these species are preferentially eaten before less
palatable species. Botanical specialists may monitor and care for these species during
restoration efforts and will therefore often be the first to notice and report browse damage.

f) Remote-triggered cameras
i)

Infrared-triggered remote cameras may be used to monitor fence lines and sensitive plant
species. These types of cameras are useful in identifying ungulate species if this is not clear
from other monitoring methods.

g) Ad hoc methods
i)

Occasionally other methods may be necessary to detect small numbers of ungulates such as
opportunistic observations from ground or aircraft, or the use of night-vision or thermal
imaging equipment. The amount of time staff are present in management units increases the
likelihood of encountering small numbers of ungulates. Observations from staff of other
agencies are also encouraged.

Literature Cited in Appendix C
Anderson, S. J. and C. P. Stone
1994

Indexing sizes of feral pig populations in a variety of Hawaiian natural areas. Transactions
of the Western Section of the Wildlife Society 30:26-39.

Hess, S., B. Kawakami, D. Okita, and K. Medeiros
2006

A preliminary assessment of mouflon abundance at the Kahuku Unit of Hawaii Volcanoes
National Park. US Geological Survey Open File Report OF 2006-1193.

Taylor, D. and L. Katahira.
1988

Radio telemetry as an aid in eradicating remnant feral goats. Wildlife Society Bulletin
16:297-299.

Protecting and Restoring Native Ecosystems by Managing Non-native Ungulates

411

Appendices

412

Hawai’i Volcanoes National Park

APPENDIX D: ACOUSTIC SAMPLING AREAS INFORMATION
Measured L50 Natural Ambient Sound Levels
Acoustic Sampling Area1
Zone 1 (Shoreline)

Zone 2 (Coastal Lowlands)

Zone 3 (Sparsely Vegetated)

Zone 4 (Montane Rain Forest)

Zone 5 (Mauna Loa Montane/Subalpine)

Zone 6 (Dry Ohi'a Woodlands)

Zone 7 (Mauna Loa Alpine)2

Zone 8 (Lowland Rain Forest)

Zone 9 (New Lava Flows)

Zone 10 (Kahuku Pastures)

Measurement Site L50 Natural Ambient Sound Level (dBA)
1A

54.2

1B

46.6

2A

28.3

2B

32.7

2C

29.1

3A

31.4

3B

29.1

3C

32.7

3D

20.4

4A

33.5

5A

35.0

5B

22.1

5C

27.5

6A

28.0

6B

28.0

6C

32.7

N/A

N/A

8A

42.6

8B

38.2

8C

29.7

9A

28.6

9B

28.6

9C

25.4

N/A

N/A

Source: USDOT-FAA 2006, unpublished data
Notes:
1. Kahuku was acquired subsequent to the measurement study, so no data were collected. Measurements
conducted in older sections of the park were extrapolated to Kahuku based on vegetation type and elevation.
2. Weather and accessibility to Zone 7 prevented the ability to take measurements in this zone. However, sound
levels for these zones were characterized based on the similarity in attributes when compared to Zone 3.

Zone 1 (Shoreline). Sounds from surf and waves as well as birds are prominent natural sound
characteristics of this zone. This zone is also comprised of strong trade winds, bluffs, and low shoreline
vegetation with elevations ranging from sea level to approximately 100 feet. Additional sounds within
this zone include aircraft overflights, vehicles, and hikers, especially in the vicinity of measurement site
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1B, which is nearest to the lava eruption viewing area. L50 natural ambient sound levels range between
50 to 55 dBA in the southwestern portion of this zone and 45 to 50 dBA in the northeastern portion of this
zone. Variability within the zone may be attributed to differences in visitor activity (USDOT-FAA 2006).
Zone 2 (Coastal Lowlands). This zone extends over an elevation range of 100 to 1,500 feet, has strong
trade winds like the shoreline due to the mountains, contains low grass or scrub vegetation as well as
widespread barren lava flows, and has natural animal sounds (i.e., compared to pets brought by park
visitors) that are negligible. Near the measurement site locations (2A, 2B, and 2C), sound sources include
wind noise through the grass, insect noise, and vehicle noise. L50 natural ambient sound levels within this
zone range between 25 to 35 dBA, where variability may be attributed to differences in visitor uses
throughout the zone (USDOT-FAA 2006).
Zone 3 (Sparsely Vegetated). Elevations within this zone range between 700 and 3,800 feet, with recent
lava flows and low vegetative cover. The predominant natural sound source in this zone is the trade
winds. In the vicinity of the measurement locations, winds, insect noises and aircraft activity also
contribute to sound levels. L50 natural ambient sound levels range between 30 to 35 dBA in the
northernmost tip and southern portion of this zone and between 20 and 30 dBA in other portions of this
zone. Variations may be attributed to differences in visitor activity and higher wind speeds in some
locations (USDOT-FAA 2006). Data was extrapolated to areas of similar vegetation and topography for
Kahuku, since no ambient data was collected for this area of the park.
Zone 4 (Montane Rain Forest). This zone encompasses the tree fern rain forest on slopes of Mauna Loa,
with elevations between 3,300 and 4,400 feet in ‘Ōla‘a, and from 5,000 to 6,200 feet elevation in Kahuku.
The dominant natural sounds include rain on the tree canopy, crickets, and some bird sounds within
specific locations. L50 natural ambient sound levels within this zone range between 30 to 35 dBA
(USDOT-FAA 2006). Data was extrapolated to areas of similar vegetation and topography for Kahuku,
since no ambient data was collected for this area of the park.
Zone 5 (Mauna Loa Montane/Subalpine). This zone covers an elevation range between 4,000 and
8,500 feet on the Mauna Loa slopes. It contains forest, shrublands, grasslands, and lava flows. Wind
speeds are less than along the coast and bird sounds are heard in the forested portions of the zone.
Additional sounds sources observed near the measurement locations within this zone include vehicle
noise from the nearby Mauna Loa Strip Road and aircraft activity. L50 natural ambient sound levels range
between 20 to 25 dBA in the western portion of this zone, 25 to 30 dBA in the central portion, and 30 to
35 dBA in the easternmost portion. Based on the measurement data collected at sites 5A, 5B, and 5C,
variations in sound level ranges may be attributable to differences in air tour activities within the zone
(USDOT-FAA 2006). Data was extrapolated to areas of similar vegetation and topography for Kahuku,
since no ambient data was collected for this area of the park.
Zone 6 (Dry ‘Ohi’a Woodlands). Elevations within this zone range between 1,000 and 3,300 feet, with
forests, woodlands, and savannas. The predominant natural sound source is the trade winds rushing
through the forest canopy. Additional sounds observed at the measurement locations within this zone
include insect noise and aircraft events. L50 natural ambient sound levels range between 25 to 30 dBA
throughout most of this zone and between 30 and 35 dBA in the portion adjacent to zones 2, 8, and 9.
Variability in the sound levels may be attributed to aircraft activities (USDOT-FAA 2006). Data was
extrapolated to areas of similar vegetation and topography for Kahuku, since no ambient data was
collected for this area of the park.
Zone 7 (Mauna Loa Alpine). This zone comprises the barren portion on Mauna Loa from approximately
8,500 to 13,677 feet. The climate is dry, and although winds are not strong, the dominant natural sounds
in this zone are winds rushing over the lava fields, as well as occasional birds. Weather and accessibility
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to this zone proved to be issues during the measurement period, and therefore ambient data collected from
zone 3, which has similar vegetative and topographical cover to zone 7, was used to characterize the
acoustics of zone 7. L50 natural ambient sound levels range between 30 and 35 dBA throughout the entire
portion of this zone (USDOT-FAA 2006).
Zone 8 (Lowland Rain Forest). Located along the edge of Kilauea Caldera and the East Rift Zone,
elevations within this zone range between 2,000 and 4,000 feet. Dominant natural sound sources include
rain on vegetation and a great number of birds in the closed canopy forest. Additional sounds observed at
the measurement site locations within this zone include traffic noise from Highway 11 at sites 8A and 8B,
and aircraft activity at site 8C, which is near Napau Crater. L50 natural ambient sound levels range
between 25 to 30 dBA in the portion of the zone where measurement site 8C is located and between 35 to
45 dBA in the remaining portion of the zone where measurement sites 8A and 8B are located. Variability
in the sound levels within the zone may be attributable to human activity, including aircraft sounds and
traffic noise (USDOT-FAA 2006).
Zone 9 (New Lava Flows). This zone is located on the East Rift Zone of Kilauea, where elevations range
between 8,500 and 13,677 feet, and includes recent lava flows (within the past 40 years). Sounds within
this zone from the newest lava flows include: bench collapses, rock fall from cinder cones and pit crater
edges, crackling of cooling pahoehoe flows and sounds of clinkers falling in moving ‘a’a flows, gas
venting, methane explosions, and falling trees on the edge of lava flows (USDOT-FAA 2006, 18).
Additional sound sources observed near the measurement sites include birds and insects and aircraft
activity, especially near measurement site 9A, which was along an air tour flight path. L50 natural
ambient sound levels range between 25 to 30 dBA throughout the entire zone (USDOT-FAA 2006).
Zone 10 (Kahuku Pastures). This zone was added to Hawai‘i Volcanoes subsequent to measurement
data collection and contains woodlands and rainforests, lava flows, ancient archaeological sites, and
Mauna Loa’s southwest rift zone. Since no ambient data was collected for this area of the park, vegetative
and topographical comparisons were used between this zone and zones where ambient data was collected
to characterize the acoustics of Zone 10. Knowing this zone contains rare and endangered plant, bird, and
insect species, the predominant natural sound sources expected include bird and insect sounds. L50
natural ambient sound levels were estimated between 25 to 30 dBA. Variations may be attributable to
traffic noise from Highway 11 (USDOT-FAA 2006).

Literature Cited in Appendix D
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INTRODUCTION AND GUIDE
INTRODUCTION
Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), its implementing regulations, and NPS
guidance on meeting the Service’s NEPA obligations, Hawaii Volcanoes National Park (the park) must
assess and consider comments submitted on the Draft Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for
Protecting and Restoring Native Ecosystems by Managing Non-Native Ungulates (draft plan/EIS). This
report describes how the NPS considered public comments and provides responses to those comments.
Following the release of the draft plan/EIS, a 60-day public comment period was open between
November 18, 2011, and January 20, 2012. This public comment period was announced on the park
website (www.nps.gov/havo); through mailings sent to interested parties, elected officials, and
appropriate local and state agencies; and through press releases and newspapers. The draft plan/EIS was
made available through several outlets, including the NPS Planning, Environment, and Public Comment
(PEPC) website at http://parkplanning.nps.gov/havo_ecosystem_deis, the Hawaii Volcanoes National
Park Kīlauea Visitor Center, several libraries throughout Hawaii Island, and was available on CD or
hardcopy by contacting the park Superintendent. After reviewing the draft plan/EIS, the public was
encouraged to submit comments regarding the draft plan/EIS through the NPS PEPC website, or by postal
mail sent directly to the park.

PUBLIC COMMENT MEETINGS
Three public open-house meetings were held in December 2011 to present the plan/EIS, provide an
opportunity to ask questions, and facilitate public involvement and community feedback on the draft
plan/EIS for non-native ungulate management at Hawaii Volcanoes National Park.
All three of the public meetings were held during the public comment period for the draft plan/EIS from
6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m., as follows:


Monday, December 5, 2011: Hawai'i Volcanoes National Park Kīlauea Visitor Center. One Crater
Rim Drive, Hawai'i National Park, HI 96718



Tuesday, December 6, 2011: Na'alehu Community Center. 95-5635 Mamalahoa Hwy, Na'alehu, HI
96772



Wednesday, December 7, 2011: Kona Outdoor Circle. 76-6280 Kuakini Hwy, Kailua-Kona, HI
96740

These public meetings were held to continue the public involvement process and to obtain community
feedback on the draft plan/EIS for non-native ungulate management at Hawaii Volcanoes National Park.
Release and availability of the draft plan/EIS, as well as public meetings, were advertised as described in
the “Introduction” section above.
A total of 54 meeting attendees signed in during the three meetings. All of the meetings were an open
house format where attendees had the opportunity to ask questions and observe informational displays
illustrating the study area; the purpose, need, and objectives of the plan; summaries of the five proposed
alternatives; and information on the history of non-native ungulate management at the park. The open
house format allowed the attendees to submit comments, and discuss issues with the project team and
resource specialists in small groups. Comments made to park staff during the open house meetings were
recorded on flipcharts. If the commenter did not want to submit comments at the meetings, comment
420
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sheets were available at the sign-in table. Attendees could fill out the forms and submit them at the
meeting or mail them to the park at any time during the public comment period. Those attending the
meetings were also given a copy of a brochure sent to the park’s mailing list, which provided additional
information about the NEPA process, background regarding the project, and how to comment on the
project, including directing comments to the NPS Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC)
website at http://parkplanning.nps.gov/havo_ecosystem_deis. Public comments received are detailed in
the following sections of this report.

METHODOLOGY
During the comment period for the draft plan/EIS, 28 pieces of correspondence were received.
Correspondences were received by one of the following methods: email, hard copy letter or comment
sheet via mail, comment sheet submitted at the public meetings, flipcharts from the public meetings, or
direct entries into the Internet-based PEPC system by the commenter. Letters received by email or
through the postal mail, as well as the comments received from the public meetings, were entered into the
PEPC system for analysis. Each of these letters or submissions is referred to as a correspondence.
Correspondences that were received after the public comment period had closed do not appear in this
report. However, the comments in the late correspondences are very similar to other comments received
during the public comment period and therefore the content of the late comments has been captured
through the concern statements presented in this report.
Once all the correspondences were entered into PEPC, each was read, and specific comments within each
correspondence were identified. A total of 274 comments were derived from the correspondences
received. Each comment recorded on flipcharts at the public meetings described above was counted as a
separate comment.
In order to categorize and address comments, each comment was given a code to identify the general
content of a comment and to group similar comments together. A total of 33 codes were used to
categorize all of the comments received on the draft plan/EIS. An example of a code developed for this
project is AL10000 Alternatives: Meat Handling and Donation. In some cases, the same comment may be
categorized under more than one code, reflecting the fact that the comment may contain more than one
issue or idea.
During coding, comments were also classified as substantive or non-substantive. A substantive comment
is defined in the NPS Director’s Order 12 Handbook as a comment that does one or more of the following
(Director’s Order 12, Section 4.6A):


Question, with a reasonable basis, the accuracy of information presented in the EIS;



Question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy of the environmental analysis;



Present reasonable alternatives other than those presented in the EIS; and/or



Cause changes or revisions in the proposal.

As further stated in Director’s Order 12, substantive comments “raise, debate, or question a point of fact
or policy. Comments in favor of or against the proposed action or alternatives, or comments that only
agree or disagree with NPS policy, are not considered substantive.” All comments were read and
considered and will be used to help create the final plan/EIS. Typically, only those comments considered
to be substantive are analyzed for creation of concern statements for NPS response. This process is
described below. However, some non-substantive issues have been identified for response during this
process.
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Under each code, all substantive comments were grouped by similar themes, and those groups were
summarized with a concern statement. For example, under the code AL1000 Alternatives: Elements
Common to All Alternatives, one concern statement identified was, “Commenters stated their opposition
to the park’s goal of zero non-native ungulates within the park; one commenter asked why the non-native
ungulates need to be eradicated.” This concern statement captured many comments. Following each
concern statement are one or more “representative quotes,” which are comments taken from the
correspondence to illustrate the issue, concern, or idea expressed by the comments grouped under that
concern statement.
Approximately 19% of the correspondences received contained comments related to 2 of the 33 codes—
AL10000: Alternatives: Meat Handling and Donation, and AL12000: Alternatives: Support Removing
Non-Native Ungulates. Of the 26 correspondences, 19 (73%) were from commenters in the state of
Hawaii, while the remaining correspondences were from commenters in 6 other states. The majority of
comments (88.46%) were from unaffiliated individuals rather than organizations or state or federal
agencies.

GUIDE TO THIS DOCUMENT
This report is organized as follows:
Content Analysis Report: This is the basic report produced from PEPC that provides information on the
numbers and types of correspondences and comments received, organized by code and by various
demographics. The first section is a summary of the number of correspondences that contain comments
for each code and the percentage of correspondences that contain comments under those codes. For
example, it states that code AL10000: Alternatives: Meat Handling and Donation appears in 11
correspondences. This means that 11 correspondences addressed meat handling and donation. Those 11
correspondences also likely addressed other issues, and those comments were categorized under different
codes, which is why the total number of correspondences in this table is not the same as the number of
correspondences received.
Data are then presented about the correspondence by type (i.e., amount of emails, letters, etc.); amount
received by organization type (i.e., organizations, governments, individuals, etc.); and amount received by
state and country.
Concern Response Report: This report summarizes the substantive comments received during the draft
plan/EIS public review comment process. These comments are organized by codes and further organized
into concern statements. Representative quotes are then provided for each concern statement. An agency
response will be provided for each concern statement.
Attachment 1 – Correspondence List: This attachment cross-references the unique tracking number
assigned to each piece of correspondence and the corresponding commenter name.
Attachment 2 – Index by Organization Type Report: This attachment provides a listing of all groups
that submitted comments, arranged and grouped by the following organization types (and in this order):
federal government agencies, recreational groups, state government agencies, and unaffiliated individuals.
The commenters or authors are listed alphabetically, along with their correspondence number and the
codes of their comments, organized under the various organization types. Correspondence identified as
N/A represents unaffiliated individuals.
Attachment 3 – Index by Code Report: This attachment lists the commenters or authors (identified by
organization type) that commented on the various topics, as identified by the codes used in this analysis.
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The report is listed by code, and under each code is a list of the authors who submitted comments
categorized in that code, and their correspondence numbers. Correspondence identified as N/A represents
unaffiliated individuals.
Attachment 4 – Copies of Letters from Agencies, Organizations, and Businesses: This attachment
contains copies of correspondences received from agencies, organizations, businesses, etc., excluding
those received from individual commenters (non-affiliated).
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CONTENT ANALYSIS REPORT
CORRESPONDENCE DISTRIBUTION BY CODE

Code

Description

# of
Correspondences

% of
Correspondences

AE12000

Affected Environment: Wildlife And Wildlife
Habitat

1

0.88%

AE12500

Affected Environment: Wildlife And Wildlife
Habitat (Non-Substantive)

1

0.88%

AE13000

Affected Environment: Cultural Resources

1

0.88%

AE20000

Affected Environment: Land Use

1

0.88%

AL1000

Alternatives: Elements Common To All
Alternatives

7

6.19%

AL10000

Alternatives: Meat Handling and Donation

11

9.73%

AL11000

Alternatives: Using Volunteers

7

6.19%

AL11500

Alternatives: Using Volunteers (NonSubstantive)

3

2.65%

AL12000

Alternatives: Support Removing Non-Native
Ungulates

11

9.73%

AL14000

Alternatives: Lethal Removal of Non-Native
Ungulates

2

1.77%

AL15000

Alternatives: Elements Common To All
Alternatives (Non-Substantive)

6

5.31%

AL17000

Alternatives: Relocation

9

7.96%

AL2000

Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated

6

5.31%

AL2500

Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated (NonSubstantive)

2

1.77%

AL4000

Alternatives: New Alternatives Or Elements

4

3.54%

AL5200

Alternatives: Support the No Action Alternative

3

2.65%

AL7000

Alternatives: Alternative C

7

6.19%

AL7200

Alternatives: Support Alternative C

2

1.77%

AL8000

Alternatives: Alternative D

2

1.77%

AL8200

Alternatives: Support Alternative D

6

5.31%

AL8400

Alternatives: Oppose Alternative D

1

0.88%

AL9200

Alternatives: Support Alternative E

1

0.88%

CC1000

Consultation and Coordination: General
Comments

3

2.65%
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Code

Description

# of
Correspondences

% of
Correspondences

CR4000

Cultural Resources: Impact Of Proposal And
Alternatives

2

1.77%

ED1000

Editorial

1

0.88%

GA1000

Impact Analysis: Impact Analyses

2

1.77%

GA1500

Impact Analysis: Impact Analysis - Fire Danger

2

1.77%

LC1000

Late Correspondence: Received after Comment
Period Closed

2

1.77%

MT1000

Miscellaneous Topics: General Comments

4

3.54%

PN3000

Purpose And Need: Scope Of The Analysis

2

1.77%

WH4000

Wildlife And Wildlife Habitat: Impact Of
Proposal And Alternatives

1

0.88%

114

100.00%

TOTAL

Note: Because correspondences likely contain comments that are coded under several different codes, the total
number of correspondences in this table is not an accurate representation of the actual amount of
correspondences received. This is explained further in the “Guide to this Document” section.

DISTRIBUTION BY CORRESPONDENCE TYPE
Type

# of Correspondences

% of Correspondences

Web Form

14

50.00%

Letter

8

28.57%

Other

4

14.29%

E-mail

2

7.14%

Total

28

100.00%

DISTRIBUTION BY ORGANIZATION TYPE
Organization Type

# of Correspondences

% of Correspondences

Federal Government

1

3.57%

Recreational Groups

1

3.57%

State Government

2

7.14%

Unaffiliated Individual

24

85.71%

Total

28

100.00%
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DISTRIBUTION BY STATE
State

# of Correspondences

% of Correspondences

HI

21

75.00%

CA

2

7.14%

AZ

1

3.57%

TX

1

3.57%

DC

1

3.57%

NJ

1

3.57%

Unknown

1

3.57%

Total

28

100.00%

DISTRIBUTION BY COUNTRY
Country
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# of Correspondences

% of Correspondences

USA

28

100%

Total

28

100%
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Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park
Draft Plan/EIS for Protecting and Restoring Native Ecosystems by Managing
Non-Native Ungulates

CONCERN RESPONSE REPORT
Report Date: 07/09/2012
AE12000 - Affected Environment: Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37443
One commenter stated that the park fences disturb ungulate migration patterns.
RESPONSE: The purpose of the boundary fences is to modify the movement of
non-native ungulates such that animals can be located and removed from inside
fences, and outside animals prevented from entering fenced areas of the park.
Impacts are expected to be minimal for species that have small populations or small
home ranges. For other species, park fences would prevent animals from entering
the park where they could be lethally removed. To address this comment, additional
text has been added to the impacts analysis for “Land Management Adjacent to the
Park” in chapter 4 of the plan/EIS.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 21
Comment ID: 256600
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Park fences are disturbing the migration patterns of the
ungulates.

AE13000 - Affected Environment: Cultural Resources
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37444
One commenter stated that because the draft plan/EIS lacks Native Hawaiian
experts as part of the list of preparers, it lacks sufficient information regarding
Hawaiian culture; misinterprets cultural accounts about the pua'a; contains
inaccurate information pertaining to the Hawaiian culture; and lacks an
understanding of Hawaiian cultural traditions.
RESPONSE: Several individuals with extensive backgrounds in Hawaiian culture,
history and prehistory contributed to the compilation of this document (refer to list
of preparers and consultants in chapter 5). The cultural sections were intended to
summarize existing knowledge based on available literature, and were not intended
to be independent research. Additionally, Native Hawaiian individuals and groups
associated with areas in and adjacent to the park including the Kupuna from these
areas were consulted in preparing the draft plan/EIS and were provided the
opportunity to review the document.
Chapter 5 of the plan/EIS has been updated to document all Kupuna meetings
where non-native ungulate management or the draft plan/EIS was discussed.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 14
Comment ID: 256307
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The DEIS lacks Native Hawaiian experts as part of its list
of preparers and consultants. Yet, there is a long list of Science Team Members,
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NPS staff, and others that were consulted. As a result, the DEIS lacks a Hawaiian
cultural understanding of the relationship of the pua'a with the forest. The DEIS
also has basically cited only a few select Hawaiian accounts without any
comprehensive research or understanding that resulted in inaccurate statements
pertaining to the Hawaiian culture, especially as it pertains to the pua'a.
Corr. ID: 14
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256263
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The DEIS lacks substantial cultural understanding and
insight about the role of the pua'a in Hawaiian culture and in the forest
environment. In addition, the DEIS misinterprets cultural accounts about the pua'a
and disperses several inaccuracies.
Corr. ID: 14
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256309
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Case in point, the following inaccurate conclusion that was
contrived from the story of Kamapua'a demonstrates a lack of understanding about
Hawaiian cultural traditions.
“ These stories are interesting because they illustrate that a pig problem existed
prior to Western contact as Native Hawaiians struggled to control the pigs." (p.
135)
In addition, there are several other erroneous statements pertaining to Hawaiian
cultural traditions found throughout this document.

AL1000 - Alternatives: Elements Common to All Alternatives
Concern ID:
CONCERN STATEMENT:

37446
One commenter suggested that the draft plan/EIS should include a DNA sampling
plan prior to any ungulate management actions in order to determine if any of the
pua'a within the project area are the last descendants of Polynesian pua'a. The
commenter also indicated there should be a cultural plan to address those pua'a
that are Polynesian.
RESPONSE: Non-native ungulates are contributing to the degradation of native
ecosystems and other cultural resources in the park. A DNA analysis and cultural
plan for the pua'a would not change the need to manage the impacts of non-native
ungulates, including pua'a which may be of Polynesian descent, or the populationlevel objective described in chapter 2 of the plan/EIS. Additional text was added to
clarify that European and other domestic strains of pigs have become the dominant
type in the wild in the impact analysis for “Ethnographic Resources” in chapter 4
of the plan/EIS.

Representative Quote(s):

Corr. ID: 14

Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 256310
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The DEIS assumes that there are no descendants of the
Polynesian pua'a remaining in the project area. However, a sampling of DNA from
wild pigs on Hawai‘i Island has disclosed that some pua'a are direct maternal
descendants of the first pigs brought to this island. Their mtDNA sequence
samples have documented they share a "Pacific Clade" sequence (PC3). Although,
they might not be 100% Polynesian pigs, they are still significant. Likewise, just
because many individuals are not 100% Hawaiian, they are still significant.
Therefore, the DEIS should include a DNA sampling plan prior to any further
eradication to determine if any of the pua'a within the project area are some of the
last descendants of Polynesian pua'a. There should also be a cultural plan to
address those that are Polynesian.
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Concern ID:
CONCERN STATEMENT:

37447
Commenters stated their opposition to the park’s goal of zero non-native ungulates
within the park; one commenter asked why the non-native ungulates need to be
eradicated.
RESPONSE: Non-native ungulate management experts and other experts were
identified and included on a Science Team to provide scientific expertise and
technical input during the alternatives development process. Science Team
members were asked to consider non-native ungulate population levels necessary
to support the plan’s purpose of long-term ecosystem protection, as well as the
recovery and restoration of native vegetation and other natural resources. The
Science Team members noted that there are well-established, scientific links
between non-native ungulates and impacts to native ecosystems in Hawai‘i and
elsewhere. A bibliography containing references for over 60 documents on this
topic was provided to the Science Team by the U.S. Geological Survey. The
Nature Conservancy was also contacted to obtain an annotated literature review
related specifically to feral pig research and management in Hawai‘i. These
publications all support the Science Team’s recommendation that non-native
ungulates must be completely removed to successfully restore native ecosystems.
Because of these findings, the NPS has identified a population objective of zero
non-native ungulates, or as low as practicable in managed areas, as noted in the
plan/EIS (“Elements Common to All Action Alternatives” in chapter 2 of the
plan/EIS).

Representative Quote(s):

Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256459
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Animals introduced in 1700s. Why do they no longer
belong?
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256476
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Why does it have to be zero ungulates?
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256527
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Need more control versus eradication, we can all live
together.
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256451
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Control goats down to low numbers, but don't eradicate.
Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256591
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: No to eradication.

Protecting and Restoring Native Ecosystems by Managing Non-native Ungulates

429

Appendices

Concern ID:
CONCERN STATEMENT:

37448
Commenters provided suggestions regarding park fencing, such as opening the
fences so that pigs can exit the park, and fencing Koa to protect it and allow it to
shade out non-native plants. One commenter asked if the fences are erected to
restrict animals or people, while another commenter suggested that fencing and
spending for ungulate control could be better used on other services, such as public
health.
RESPONSE: The plan/EIS does not specifically identify types of fences that
could be used within the park. The types of fences to be used would be determined
on a case-by-case basis, keeping in mind those considerations presented in the
“Fencing” discussion of the “Elements Common to All Alternatives” and
“Elements Common to All Action Alternatives” sections of chapter 2.
Providing openings where pigs could leave the park on their own would minimize
the effectiveness of the fencing. However, the park has considered temporarily
opening fences as part of relocation activities, as described in the “Relocation”
section under “Alternative C: Comprehensive Management Plan that Maximizes
Flexibility of Management Techniques” in chapter 2. As described in this section,
the NPS would need to consult with adjacent landowners before this option could
be implemented.
Erecting fences around Koa is a restoration tool that the park is already applying,
and would continue to explore further as restoration of these areas is undertaken.
Inside fenced areas, park staff are experimenting with koa in combination with
planting of other native trees and understory plants to shade out invasive nonnative plants (McDaniel and Ostertag 2009).
In regards to the purpose of the fencing, the park erects fences as a tool to restrict
non-native ungulates from entering certain areas of the park; fences are not used to
restrict visitors. The purpose of the plan/EIS is “to develop a comprehensive and
systematic framework for managing non-native ungulates that supports long-term
ecosystem protection; supports natural ecosystem recovery and provides desirable
conditions for active ecosystem restoration; and supports protection and
preservation of cultural resources.” Funding public health services is not part of
the mission of the NPS at Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park. Therefore, allocating
funds to public health is outside the scope of this plan/EIS.

Representative Quote(s):
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Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256472
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Fencing and control spending could be better used on
other services - public health, etc.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256419
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fence areas to be reforested; let the Koa grow to shade
out non-native plants, then move the fence out.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256474
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Are the fences to keep animals in/out or people out?
Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256535
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: People are doing the damage through the fencing. All the
pigs are trapped inside the fence. Open the fence so the pigs can get back out so
we won't have the problem with the pigs.
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Concern ID:
CONCERN STATEMENT:

37449
Commenters stated that the plan should include any non-native species that are not
yet established on the island. One commenter provided a link to a Maui County
document that relates to deer and mouflon management at Lanaꞌi.
RESPONSE: Because deer and other non-native ungulates could be found in the
park within the next 15–20 years, the plan/EIS has been modified to address this
possibility and subsequent management actions, in the following sections:
 Chapter 1, Purpose and Need for Action
 Chapter 1, Axis Deer
 Chapter 1, Purpose and Need for Action
 Chapter 2, Elements Common to All Alternatives

Representative Quote(s):

Corr. ID: 11
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256352
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: I am hopeful that the EIS can be written to include species
not yet on this island.
Corr. ID: 12
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256389
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Park planning needs to include the control of any
ungulates not yet established on the island (Axis deer are an example).
Corr. ID: 23
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256437
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Your plan should include deer strategies and impacts as
well, as they are likely here to stay.
Corr. ID: 23
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256435
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Here is a link to a Maui County document relating to
ungulate management on Lana'i. It is the only situation that I am aware of where
surveys and population analysis is done on any introduced game animal by the
state since Jon Giffin's work 30 years ago.
http://www.co.maui.hi.us/documents/Water/Water%20resource%20Planning%20
Division/2009%20Lanai%20WUDP/Ch_6_Source_Water_Protection_pgs_49_to_
60.pdf

AL10000 - Alternatives: Meat Handling and Donation
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37450
Commenters suggested that people should be able to benefit from the availability of
non-native ungulates (whether they are volunteers or simply people living on the
island), stating that ungulates are an important food source for people. Some
commenters suggested ways in which the meat could be distributed or donated to
the public, while one commenter stated that volunteers assisting in non-native
ungulate lethal reduction actions should be able to keep the meat because it is a
culling activity, as opposed to a hunting activity. The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency suggested that the final plan/EIS identify specific communities
that would benefit from meat donation and include a plan to coordinate with these
communities to facilitate the most practicable plan to maximize opportunities for
donation.
RESPONSE: The NPS recognizes the potential food source that non-native
ungulates provide and the associated benefits of donating meat from those animals
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removed from the park. This is why the NPS would salvage and donate meat from
non-native ungulates when possible, and in accordance with all applicable public
health and government property guidelines, under the preferred alternative.
However, exactly how this program is carried out in the future is an operational
issue, and details have not been developed yet. While it is likely local communities
would benefit most from such a program, identification of specific communities
that could receive meat donations is not possible at this time.
Ultimately, flexibility will be needed to maximize such a program over time, and
public comments submitted during review of the draft plan/EIS will be considered
as the NPS implements the meat donation program.
In regards to the suggestion that volunteers keep the meat from ungulates they
remove, please see the response to concern ID 37451.
Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 2
Comment ID: 256267
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: I think killing the Pigs, Sheep, Goats and Cattle and
leaving the carcess there is a waste of meat, when people can make use of meat.
Corr. ID: 11
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256353
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: I oppose hauling meat to pick-up locations or distribution
of meat unless it is from the volunteers to themselves. Donations of meat to nonprofit organizations could be considered if it is practical and within park policies.
Corr. ID: 12
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256392
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Consideration should be given to donation of carcasses
from ungulate control work to non-profit organizations such as the food bank, if
there is interest and it is practical.
Corr. ID: 17
Organization: Environmental Protection Agency
Comment ID: 256508
Organization Type: Federal Government
Representative Quote: EPA appreciates the NPS plan to "pursue opportunities to
salvage and donate meat," (p, 235). We suggest the Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS) identify specific communities that would benefit from these
practices and include a plan to coordinate with these communities to facilitate the
most practicable plan to maximize opportunities for donation.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256493
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Ungulates are an important food source for island people
dependant on shipping lines.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256409
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: FHFH (Farmers and Hunters For Hunter) may be an
example to follow
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256504
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Subsistence is big topic/concern. Trying to be selfsufficient. If wasting animals, everybody loses.
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256546
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Don't waste the meat, throwing away food, give to the
people, let volunteers take the carcass.
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256547
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
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Representative Quote: Donate meat to homeless shelter/Cooper Center
Corr. ID: 26
Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 257773
Organization Type: Recreational Groups
Representative Quote: At the very least, NPS personnel could allow volunteers to
participate in a general raffle for portions of the meat in the cull. This is the option
currently being used at Rocky Mountain National Park. However, under this
scenario, a volunteer stands the chance of not being selected and this seems a rather
extreme method distinguishing "culling" from "hunting."
Volunteers should not be penalized for offering to participate in Volcanoes
National Park's ungulate management effort. True "hunting" required fair chase,
which is not a part of the cull of Volcanoes NP's ungulate removal. The ability to
use the meat from a take does not convert a legitimate cull into a hunt.
Corr. ID: 26
Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 257772
Organization Type: Recreational Groups
Representative Quote: If the NPS finds it absolutely necessary to prohibit each
volunteer from taking a portion of the animal that he or she shot, park personnel
could certainly distribute equally divided portions of the general take by volunteers
and park personnel to each volunteer participant.

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37451
Commenters asked why Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park should modify its
longstanding practice of allowing volunteers to keep some portion of their take
solely because the NPS has adopted a relatively new practice in two other parks
(Theodore Roosevelt National Park and Rocky Mountain National Park) of
prohibiting volunteers from keeping any portion of the animal taken.
RESPONSE: As described in the “Hunting in the Park” in the “Alternatives
Eliminated from Further Consideration” section in chapter 2 of the plan/EIS,
volunteer participation in culling activities is not recreational, does not involve
personal taking of meat or other parts of animals, and is not bound by the principles
of fair chase. Allowing volunteers to keep parts of the animals would be contrary to
National Park Service practice at the other parks that have recently studied and
instituted culling programs. It also could be seen as making the culling program
more like hunting, which is strictly prohibited by this park’s enabling statute.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 19
Comment ID: 256490
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Work on changing the requirements preventing meat
harvest for NPS across the U.S. Control ungulates and be able to utilize meat.
Would like alternate D to make sure that meat can be used.
Corr. ID: 26
Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 257770
Organization Type: Recreational Groups
Representative Quote: The NPS offers only a single reason for the modification
of its existing Deputy Ranger Control Program - to make the program consistent
with NPS policy. This solution seems rather ironic. Why should Volcanoes
National Park modify its longstanding practice of allowing volunteers to keep some
portion of their take, solely because the NPS has adopted a relatively new practice
in two other parks, of disallowing volunteers to keep any portion of the animal
taken? The irony deepens where the evidence (or lack thereof) suggests that the
newer policy - applied to Rocky Mountain National Park and Theodore Roosevelt
National Park was developed without consideration of the successes achieved over
the last four decades with Volcanoes National Park's program. It would make more
sense to modify the programs at RMNP and TRNP to match the policy established
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by Volcanoes National Park, long before these other parks initiated their more
recent volunteer programs.
Corr. ID: 26
Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 257771
Organization Type: Recreational Groups
Representative Quote: Volcanoes' Ungulate Plan suggests that a program that
allows the volunteer to keep the animal he or she takes appears more like "hunting"
than "culling." (Volcanoes' Ungulate Plan at 78). However the stigma associated
with keeping the meat from one's personal take of an animal does not truly apply to
the volunteer program as it is operated on National Parks. In a true fair-chase hunt,
the hunter normally gets to choose the animal he or she wishes to take. That is
generally not the case for volunteer programs operated on a National Park where an
NPS official (or in some cases a state game and fish officer) identifies the animal to
be taken and instructs the volunteer to take the shot. Consequently, the volunteer is
not selecting a particular animal to hunt and take home. Instead, he or she is
removing an unwanted animal from the park and is making use of that unwanted
animal's meat, and possibly its hide and other parts. Volcanoes NP should at least
give volunteers the opportunity to share some portion of the general meat taken by
the full volunteer contingent.
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37452
One commenter suggested leaving non-native ungulate carcasses on the ground, so
the site will benefit from the nutrients.
RESPONSE: As stated in the description of carcass handling and disposal for the
preferred alternative in chapter 2, non-native ungulate carcasses may be left on the
ground as necessary or relocated from sensitive areas.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 20
Comment ID: 256514
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Do not remove meat (carcass). Leave it they represent
nutrients taken from site and need to stay.
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37453
Commenters stated that allowing volunteers to harvest meat from non-native
ungulates killed during management actions is costly in money and time.
RESPONSE: Volunteers would only be able to harvest meat from non-native
ungulates under alternative A. Refer to chapter 2, table 3, “Carcass Disposal” of the
plan/EIS. This is inconsistent with NPS practice at other parks that have recently
studied and initiated culling programs and could be seen as making the program
more like hunting, which is strictly prohibited at Hawaii Volcanoes. Therefore, this
would not be continued under any of the action alternatives. However, as described
for alternative D in chapter 2, while the NPS would salvage and donate meat when
possible, carcasses may be left in the field as necessary.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 18
Comment ID: 256403
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: While I respect and understand wishes of hunters to utilize
the meat, this is neither cost-effective nor efficient, and would be costly in time,
money, and resources to monitor and regulate.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256496
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - 100% harvest of meat is not the answer either. Need to
see what is feasible.
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AL11000 - Alternatives: Using Volunteers
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37454
One commenter suggested that the draft plan/EIS should clearly define “current
NPS practices,” in reference to volunteering and being able to keep the meat.
RESPONSE: The text of the “Qualified Volunteer” discussion in the “alternative
B” section of the plan/EIS (chapter 2)—which also applies to the NPS preferred
alternative (alternative D)—has been updated to indicate that under current NPS
practice, lethal removal of wildlife in accordance with an approved management
plan is not a recreational activity, does not involve the principles of fair chase, and
qualified volunteers involved in such activities are not allowed to personally take
the meat or any other parts of animals they remove.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 24
Comment ID: 256356
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Suggest: SPELL OUT "Current NPS Practices" and
HAVO's option/lack of option to differ from this.
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37455
One commenter stated that the resources and efficiencies for administration of the
park should not be considered a valid factor in deciding how to continue the
volunteer program, that the stated benefits of the program are more important, and
that the data used to illustrate the costs of using volunteers is incomplete and lacks
details. Commenters also suggested ways to reduce the costs of the volunteer
program.
RESPONSE: The NPS recognizes the benefits of the volunteer program, which
furthers the purposes of the Volunteers in Parks Act and NPS Management
Policies 2006 related to the use of volunteers by engaging the surrounding
community and general public in stewardship of park resources as authorized
agents of the NPS; and by providing an opportunity to increase awareness of nonnative ungulate adverse impacts. As a result, the NPS has kept the volunteer
ungulate control program as part of the preferred alternative.
In regards to data on volunteer versus staff effectiveness, the volunteer program to
control mouflon sheep was begun in 2004 when the park acquired Kahuku, which
contained large numbers of these animals. No data exists for previous efforts
comparing efficiencies by the use of volunteers. Data on the staff directed
volunteer ungulate control program are not available prior to 2004. Thus the
available data indicate that NPS staff are more efficient at conducting lethal
removal activities than volunteers (see chapter 2, alternative C, “Qualified
Volunteers”). When implementing the plan, the park may consider additional
selection requirements for volunteers and may modify how volunteer operations
are conducted to increase the efficiency, and would consider any public comments
received in doing so.

Organization: Safari Club International
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 26
Comment ID: 257775
Organization Type: Recreational Groups
Representative Quote: Regardless of what the additional data might show, the
cost issue should not be considered a valid factor in deciding whether or how to
continue the volunteer program. The visitor experience and stewardship
opportunity discussed above in this letter should outweigh any suggestion that
volunteer participation has a cost that outweighs its benefits.
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Corr. ID: 26
Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 257774
Organization Type: Recreational Groups
Representative Quote: Volcanoes' Ungulate Plan suggests that the use of
volunteers is more costly than exclusive utilization of park personnel. The data
upon which the NPS offers this premise is far from complete and lacks details
about which if any restrictions are placed upon the volunteers' ability to take
ungulates during their participation in the program that could potentially increase
the cost of the program. It is quite likely that the cost of the program may be
inflated by the choice of methods employed by park personnel. For example, the
Park assigns one NPS officer for only two volunteers.
Volcanoes' Ungulate Plan at 60.
Perhaps a 1 to 6 ratio of park employees to volunteers would be more efficient and
cost effective than the I to 2 ratio being employed. The Volcanoes Ungulate Plan
also suggests that park officials are more efficient at removing mouflon sheep than
qualified volunteers, noting that for the closely directed volunteer program at
Kahuku, NPS staff took 5.2 sheep per day as compared to a 4.6 per day take for
volunteers during the period between March 2004 and February 2007. Id. at 62.
This information is too limited to give an accurate picture of the comparison
between volunteer and staff-only effort. The program has been in operation since
1971, so an accurate picture would require data from
before March 2004 and after February 2007. In addition, the plan mentions a
comparison of staff-only to staff-volunteer removal effort for a single day in
September of 2009. Since there is no data to indicate the conditions affecting the
take on either day, or any other disparities that might affect the success of staff vs.
volunteers, this comparison offers very little to help define the efficacy or cost of a
program that has been in effect for over 40 years.
Corr. ID: 26
Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 257762
Organization Type: Recreational Groups
Representative Quote: Perhaps the most valuable piece of information included
in the Volcanoes' Ungulate Plan is the brief description of the benefits, other than
the removal of unwanted ungulates, that both the park and the volunteers achieve
from the program: The majority of volunteers are from the Island of Hawai‘i,
while some are from communities adjacent to the park. This program allows these
local residents access to the park for recreation; provides interaction with the park
staff, which supports social connectedness and public-federal relations; promotes
communications among landowners of the region; and also allows local residents
to assist in helping protect park resources (i.e., park stewardship)
Volcanoes' Ungulate Plan at 153. These are very kinds of experiences that
National Parks were designed to offer. Regardless of any "cost" to a park of
running a volunteer program, the fact that the park is able to provide these types of
experiences in a safe manner, should outweigh any criticism or suggestion to
modify or discontinue this program.

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37456
Commenters stated that the volunteer program should continue or should be
expanded.
RESPONSE: Under alternative D, the preferred alternative, the volunteer
program would be continued. Alternative C is the only alternative that would
discontinue the volunteer program (see chapter 2, table 3, of the plan/EIS), and
this was not selected as the preferred alternative. Expanding or altering how the
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volunteer program is implemented would be at the discretion of park staff based
on their expertise, cost, and available funding for the program; availability of
volunteers and staff members to assist the volunteers; available opportunities for
volunteers (how accessible non-native ungulates are in relation to the terrain); and
the effectiveness of the program.
Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 2
Comment ID: 257120
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: If you want to get rid of them, then let volunteers that are
hunters help to remove the animals or work together with park rangers.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256465
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Add weekend shoot days and alternate weekend
locations.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256442
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Increase the number of volunteer hunt days per month
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256509
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Wish more use of volunteer hunts. No just current lottery
1X month.
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256542
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Increase volunteer numbers for ungulate removal, list is
too long.
Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256581
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Volunteer program (although labor intensive) has bought
some credibility with public outreach. If any part can be continued is good w/o
slowing process too much.
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37457
Commenters suggested there should be better public communication about the
volunteer program. One commenter suggested creating a “stand-by” list that
would be used in cases when volunteers do not show up for their volunteer
opportunity.
RESPONSE: As noted in Concern ID 37456, there may be changes to the
volunteer program in the future. Comments and recommended changes to the
volunteer program will be considered by park staff as the management measures
in this plan/EIS are implemented.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 19
Comment ID: 256410
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: More advertisement for control work (volunteer control)
and education about the program.
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256545
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Start standby list for no show volunteers good for retired
people more flexible.
Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256599
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Better public communication about volunteer program.
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Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256597
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: More advertisement about relocation and the volunteer
program.
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37458
Commenters suggested changes to the current volunteer program, such as splitting
the lottery into two groups (one for people of Kaꞌu, one for everyone else),
charging an entrance fee and allowing volunteers to use archery for removal
activities, allowing volunteers to assist in trapping and relocation activities,
allowing more local citizens to participate, and only allowing volunteers to
participate once (which would give more opportunities to volunteers who have not
participated).
RESPONSE: As stated in the previous two responses (for Concern IDs 37456 and
37457), potential modifications to the volunteer program (including splitting the
lottery into two groups, only allowing volunteers to participate once, as well as
allowing more local citizens to participate) are potential future changes to the
program that would be determined at a later date during implementation.
In regards to charging fees, volunteers are acting as agents for the NPS; it would
not be appropriate to charge them a fee when they are essentially donating their
services to NPS, unlike recreational users. Further, the NPS has considered the use
of archery for volunteers and has found this method to be unfeasible and
inefficient in the setting of the park. Using archery has considerable limitations,
including the archer’s limited range. In the park, the typical shot to kill a nonnative mouflon is 200 yards.
In regards to allowing volunteers to participate in trapping and relocation
activities, under alternatives A, B, D, and E, volunteers could be used for a range
of non-native ungulate management activities, including direct reduction with
firearms, fence construction and maintenance, monitoring, baiting, trapping, and
relocation (see chapter 2, table 3, of the plan/EIS).

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 19
Comment ID: 256413
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: If allowed archery, you could have more hunters in at one
time and charge entrance fee that would go back to the park (goes with permit
comment above) and donate meat to not have it be "hunting" (and with education
comment).
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256485
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - If a hunter already went on one hunt, park should give
other hunters who didn't get a chance to go, and names should not go on the draw
list.
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256549
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Drive animals from Mauka Kakuku to paddocks more
opportunity for volunteers.
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256505
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: If park needed man-power for the hunt, public could help
with corralling, pushing, relocating. (Look at offers in past that were made)
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Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256534
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Archery is also a technique to be considered with use of
volunteers.
Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256598
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Volunteer program: chose more locals/district of kau.
Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256583
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Allow volunteers to help w/trapping and relocation;
consider directly relocating to processing facilities (increases costs) or to
individuals.
Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256539
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Lottery should be split - one for Kau people and everyone
else in the other. One group (of the 2) is from Kau lottery, the other is from the
"other" lottery group.
Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256577
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: More local participation
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37459
One commenter suggested that the plan should discontinue the volunteer program.
RESPONSE: The NPS did consider discontinuing the volunteer program in the
plan/EIS. This element is included under alternative C (see chapter 2 of the
plan/EIS).
As described in the draft plan/EIS, the park would retain the volunteer program in
the preferred alternative (alternative D) because (a) it assists in removal of nonnative ungulates in support of the plan/EIS; (b) it furthers the purposes of the
Volunteers in Parks Act and NPS Management Policies 2006 related to the use of
volunteers by engaging the surrounding community and general public in
stewardship of park resources as authorized agents of the NPS; and (c) it provides
an opportunity to increase awareness of non-native ungulate adverse impacts. In
addition to removing mouflon by ground shooting, under alternatives A, B, D, and
E, volunteers could be used for a range of non-native ungulate management
activities, including fence construction and maintenance, monitoring, baiting,
trapping, and relocation (see chapter 2, table 3, of the plan/EIS). However, the
NPS has the discretion to discontinue or expand the volunteer program depending
on its effectiveness in helping the park meet its non-native ungulate management
objectives. Text to this effect has been added in the description of the alternatives
that involve the use of volunteers in chapter 2 of the final plan/EIS, and to the
impacts analysis in chapter 4 for “Park Management and Operations.”

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 20
Comment ID: 256516
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The potential for public assistance in animal removal is
coming to a close as mouflon decline, so it should not be continued in plan
adopted.
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AL14000 - Alternatives: Lethal Removal of Non-Native Ungulates
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37460
Commenters expressed concern about the humaneness of the lethal removal
program.
RESPONSE: As stated in the “Humane Management Actions” section in chapter 2
of the plan/EIS, “The NPS would adhere to guidelines from the American Society
of Mammalogists and the American Veterinary Medical Association to ensure that
management actions are conducted as humanely as possible to minimize non-native
ungulate suffering. When using direct reduction with firearms, consideration would
be given to the choice of firearm, ammunition, and shot placement to ensure the
humaneness of the action.”

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 5
Comment ID: 256290
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: If you need the animals removed please be humane.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256421
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: It is not humane to shoot an animal and leave it or to injure
and leave it.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256467
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Concerned about humaneness of shooting ewes with
young.

AL17000 - Alternatives: Relocation
37461
Concern ID:
CONCERN STATEMENT: Commenters made suggestions for relocation activities, such as relocating the nonnative ungulates to the Kaꞌu Forest, relocating them to other hunting areas
(including a specific recommendation to use helicopters to roundup animals to an
enclosure first), and relocating them to Bishop Estate Land (adjacent to Kahuku).
RESPONSE: The NPS has reconsidered the element of relocation in response to
concerns raised by the public during the comment period for the draft plan/EIS (see
concern ID 37462 and 37463). This element would still be included under
alternatives D and E, but would be limited to driving non-native ungulates to
adjacent property where the landowner is a willing recipient, as opposed to trapping
and transporting. In addition, relocation would be limited so that non-native
ungulates would only be relocated to areas where non-native ungulate populations
have already been established in large numbers.
To reflect this change, the following sections were revised in the plan/EIS:
 Executive Summary, page xii, Table (under alternative D,
Socioeconomics)
 Chapter 2, Table 3 (under alternative D, Relocation)
 Chapter 2, Table 4 (“Notes” at the bottom of the table)
 Chapter 2, (“Relocation”)
 Chapter 2, Table 6 (under alternative D, Socioeconomics)
 Chapter 4, alternative D & E analysis, where appropriate throughout
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Representative Quote(s):

Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256494 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Use the helicopter to chase animals to an enclosure then
relocate to other hunting grounds.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256448 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - On Kahuka boundary adjacent to Bishop relocate sheep.
Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256576 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Step eradication of ungulates, re-locate ungulates to
hunting areas.
Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256590 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Like relocation to let others to hunt instead of just
eradication.
Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256604 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Relocate the ungulates to Kau Forest.

37462
Concern ID:
CONCERN STATEMENT: One commenter asked where the non-native ungulates would be relocated.
RESPONSE: Details on the proposed relocation program, which have been
modified based on public comments, are provided under Concern ID 37461.
Representative Quote(s):

Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256602 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Where will they be relocated?

37463
Concern ID:
CONCERN STATEMENT: Commenters opposed relocation, stating that relocation on the island will only
move the problem to another agency even though non-native ungulates are already
in the state game management and forest reserves. The Hawaiian Homes
Commission requested that no non-native ungulates be relocated to their lands near
South Point.
RESPONSE: The NPS has reconsidered the element of relocation in response to
the concerns raised. Please see the response to Concern ID 37461.
Representative Quote(s):

Corr. ID: 9
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256346 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Additionally, for the same reasons, considering
translocation and driving ungulates to adjacent lands means moving the destructive
nature of these animals to other lands. This neither helps our native forests and
watersheds nor addresses why these these ungulates are a problem and should be
eliminated.
Corr. ID: 12
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256393 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Unless it is easier for the park, ungulate relocation is not
needed. There are plenty of ungulates already in the state game management and
forest reserves.

Protecting and Restoring Native Ecosystems by Managing Non-native Ungulates

441

Appendices
Corr. ID: 15
Organization: Department of Hawaiian Home Lands
Comment ID: 256396 Organization Type: State Government
Representative Quote: With a large landholding near the Kahuku area of the park
and with limited resources to manage that track of land, please be sure that any
action that you are taking to relocate and prohibit ungulates from the National Park
does not result in ungulates inhabiting or being displaced to our lands near South
Point.
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256513 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Totally irresponsible to translocate outside park (look at
examples of degradation of those places) w/translocated animals.
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256532 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Relocating transfers the problem and impact to another
area. Don't do it!

AL2000 - Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37464
Commenters suggested that hunting in the park should be allowed and that hunters
should be able to keep the meat from their kill. Commenters questioned why
hunting is not allowed within the park. Commenters also suggested several
elements related to hunting (such as using hunting guides). The commenters felt
these elements could accelerate eradication. Commenters suggested that one fenced
area should be used for sustained hunting. Other commenters noted the following:
hunting is both a Hawaiian and local cultural practice; licensed organizations (hunt
clubs) should be used for removal; the NPS should issue permits for hunting; the
NPS should open access to neighboring hunting areas which would allow hunters to
come through park to access other hunting areas; and the NPS should attempt to
change the legislation in order to allow hunting.
RESPONSE: The plan/EIS explains the reasons why hunting is not allowed at
Hawaii Volcanoes National Park. This explanation, which can be found in chapter
2 in the section “Alternatives Eliminated from Further Discussion,” notes that
hunting would be inconsistent with long-standing laws, policies, and regulations for
Hawaii Volcanoes National Park and all other NPS units where hunting is not
authorized. Changing these longstanding servicewide policies and regulations
regarding hunting in parks is beyond the scope of this plan/EIS, is inconsistent with
the purposes of this park.
The issue of access through the park to adjacent hunting areas is beyond the scope
of this plan. However, it has been communicated to the planners involved in the
park’s general management planning effort, which is still ongoing.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 19
Comment ID: 256458
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Hawaiian island hunting important for hundreds of years
to people of Hawaiian islands.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256481
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Open up access to neighboring hunting areas allowing
hunts to come thru park to access other hunting areas.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256455
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
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Representative Quote: - Hunting is both a Hawaiian and local cultural practice.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256502
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Consider issuing permits for limited time; control total
number hunters/day and quantify all animals removed.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256411
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Have a permit/tag system (with check point) that is
specific to sex and number of each allowed.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256428
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Change legislation to allow hunting.
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256543
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Use licensed organizations for removal, example hunt
clubs. Insured, chartered, have all the legal paperwork in line. Hunters of Hawaii.
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256553
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Keep one fenced area for sustained hunting.
Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256587
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: On South Point, using hunting guides helped to speed up
eradication of goats.
Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256586
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Why doesn't the park allow hunting by public? More
hunting by locals, archery hunting like the PTA archery hunt for 3 weekends to
knock down and then agency went in to eradicate.
Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256594
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Being able to hunt helps families eat.
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37465
One commenter suggested that the park should consider the possibility of using
toxicants.
RESPONSE: As noted by the commenter, one toxicant for ungulate control is
currently being researched for use in the United States. However, it is not currently
approved for management purposes, and it is not clear if it would become available
during the life of this plan. Ultimately, the park could pursue its own research with
this toxicant, which would require separate NEPA documentation, and if approved
for use as a management tool, could revisit this plan/EIS when it becomes
available. Text has been added to the plan/EIS discussion of “Toxicants and
Poisons” in the “Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration” section of
chapter 2 to indicate this potential.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 9
Comment ID: 256347
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: On page 80, HAVO should consider adding a sentence to
leave room open for potential toxicants for feral pigs (you could identify threshold
uses similar to the birth control section previously). At the recent Wildlife Society
Conference held in Kona, a presentation was made introducing a potential feral hog
toxicant (HOGGONE) being tested in Australia. It is very safe and humane (all it is
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is sodium in high doses). USDA APHIS is currently conducting test trials on
delivery of this toxicant on the mainland, with the eventual goal of pursuing an
experimental use permit from EPA in the next 2-3 years for this toxicant.
According to the speaker, they are looking for test sites in Hawaii as well.
Therefore, it is very possible a toxicant for feral pigs could be available for use by
HAVO in the lifespan of this plan.

AL4000 - Alternatives: New Alternatives or Elements
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37466
Commenters suggested several new elements should be added to the alternatives,
such as creating a fenced area and charging visitors to view them; corralling the
animals and allowing people to take them home; using game animals to control fire
risk; evaluating new technologies with controlled experiments; and using boundary
fence devices that would allow animals to leave the park but restrict them from
entering again.
RESPONSE: Creating a fenced holding-area for non-native ungulates and
allowing visitors to view them is not consistent with the purpose of the plan/EIS, or
the park. Maintaining any non-native ungulates in the park would be inconsistent
with the population-level objective described in chapter 2. Even if fenced, as these
animals could escape and damage park resources. Thus, this is not a viable option
in the plan/EIS.
Corralling non-native ungulates and allowing people to take them home would be
similar to the type of relocation that has been eliminated from the plan/EIS based
on concerns raised during the public comment period. Please see the Concern ID
37461.
Allowing any non-native ungulates to remain in the park in order to minimize fire
danger is not consistent with the purpose of the plan/EIS, because any number of
remaining non-native ungulates in the park would prevent the park from restoring
native ecosystems. Additionally, the NPS recognizes the potential for increased fire
risk, and fire management measures are in place, as described in the “Weed and
Fire Management” discussion under the “Elements Common to All Alternatives”
section of chapter 2, and in the “Fire Ecology and Management Inside and Outside
the Park” discussion in the “Cumulative Impacts Scenario” section of chapter 4.
While the park is willing to evaluate new technologies with controlled experiments,
the details for these future, potential experiments have not yet been established. In
addition, such research would be outside the scope of this management plan, and
would require separate compliance prior to conducting any related activities.
While the plan/EIS does not specifically identify types of fences that could be used
within the park, the park recognizes that the types of fences used would be
determined on a case-by-case basis. Please see Concern ID 37448 for an
explanation of fencing within the park.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 19
Comment ID: 256420
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fence area, have a corral, then have people come get the
animals (they can bring trailers, etc.)
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Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256418
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Create fenced area where there are purchased mouflon and
charge visitors to view - this would also keep grazers and alleviate fire hazard.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256454
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Use game animals to control grass so you lower fire risk
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256500
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Should evaluate new technologies with appropriate
controlled experiments.
Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256603
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Establish trap-gate like fences: pigs can leave but can't get
back in. Use bait to lure them out.
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37467
One commenter asked why the park is not wrapping tree trunks in order to protect
them.
RESPONSE: Wrapping and protecting individual trees is not a feasible or efficient
method to protect native ecosystems in the park. Wrapping tree trunks can protect
individual trees, but it is inefficient when the purpose is to protect entire landscapes
and native vegetative communities. Furthermore, the process would be very time
consuming and costly, and the benefits would not justify the costs.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 20
Comment ID: 256422
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Why not protect trees by wrapping the trunk?
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37468
Commenters made suggestions that are outside the scope of the project, such as
examining ways to eradicate food shortages and disease, providing water
easements, prohibiting pets inside the park, privatizing building and operations
maintenance that would support education and reforestation efforts, providing
transportation to the hunting areas, and providing access to the Ka‘ū Forest.
RESPONSE: The suggestions presented within these public comments were
determined by the NPS to be outside the scope of the plan/EIS. Please refer to the
“Purpose and Need for Action” section in chapter 1 of the plan/EIS for a clear
statement on the scope of the plan/EIS.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 19
Comment ID: 256475
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Privatize building, operate maintenance of hunting cabins
- a concession to NPS. Would support education and reforestation efforts (a
requirement of participation)
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256524
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Provide transportation to hunting area.
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256526
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Look at ways to eradicate food shortages and disease.
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Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256538
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Help in the district to provide water easements to the water
sources.
Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256601
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Need access to the Kau Forest for the community.
Corr. ID: 22
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256564
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: In a related side issue, I think it's also time to prohibit pets
in the park. This is the ruling in some other national parks and even though most
dog owners follow regulations, all it takes is one who lets their dog run off-leash
and off-trial in the forest to disturb some of our unique species; for example, nene
will not nest where a dog has been. I appreciate the solicitation of input on your
draft and EIS and hope you will also seriously consider disallowing pets to enter
into VNP.
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37469
One commenter asked how the park plans to manage invasive plant species.
RESPONSE: Management actions related to non-native and invasive vegetation
are addressed in several sections of the plan/EIS. As stated under “Weed and Fire
Management Programs” in chapter 2 of the plan/EIS, “The NPS would continue to
implement the weed control program and the fire management plan that are already
in use at the park.”
For further information, please refer to the “Vegetation” section in chapter 3 and
the “Cumulative Impacts Scenario” in chapter 4 of the plan/EIS.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 20
Comment ID: 256530
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: If the park is putting together an ungulate management
plan, then what is the plan for invasive plants?

AL7000 - Alternatives: Alternative C
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37470
Commenters supported alternative C because it would align with the State of
Hawaii’s near-term goals of native forest watershed protection, and because it is the
most efficient alternative.
RESPONSE: All of the alternatives analyzed in the plan/EIS will facilitate the
protection and restoration of native ecosystems in the park. This includes forest
areas that would help the State of Hawaii reach near-term goals of native forest
watershed protection. While alternative C is expected to be the most efficient, the
park’s preferred alternative, alternative D was identified as the NPS preferred
alternative for those reasons described in chapter 2 of the EIS (see the “Preferred
Alternative” section), most notably because it provides the most management
flexibility and would still meet the purpose, need, and objectives of the plan.
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Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 8
Comment ID: 256327
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: By adopting Alternative "C" of this Draft Plan, HAVO will
be aligned with the State of Hawaii's near term goals of native forest watershed
protection. I suspect that at least parts of HAVO are part of the Big Island's
watershed so that protecting native forest in the Park will benefit the protection of
fresh water sources on the island.
Corr. ID: 9
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256345
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: I would like to express support for Alternative C because it
more effectively and efficiently meets the purpose and need.
Corr. ID: 10
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256344
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: I am in support of the NPS objectives and goal of 0 or as
low as practicable non-native ungulates and complete boundary fencing for Kahuku
and '?la'a rainforest and using professional staff. I feel Alternative "C" will best
reach this goal for protection and restoration of native ecosystems in HVNP,
specifically the Kahuku Unit.
Corr. ID: 13
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256398
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Because Alternative C allows for reaching the population
objective sooner and more efficiently, I favor it.
Corr. ID: 16
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256417
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: I believe Alternative C would be the most effective, as it
allows any and all methods deemed necessary to kill the ungulates and keep them
out. It seems in keeping with the NPS to place this in the hands of trained
personnel. This alternative also seems to keep vested interests of hunters from
being involved.

AL8000 - Alternatives: Alternative D
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37471
One commenter opposed alternative D because of the additional costs and
administrative oversight expected.
RESPONSE: As stated in the “Preferred Alternative” section in chapter 2 of the
plan/EIS, although alternative D would be expected to involve some increase over
other alternatives in the time, costs, and administrative oversight needed to achieve
the population-level objective, this would not prevent the NPS from fully meeting
its non-native ungulate management objectives. However, should it be determined
that the volunteer program is precluding the ability of the NPS from meeting its
non-native ungulate management objectives, the park has the discretion to
discontinue it. Similarly, if the volunteer program proves to be more effective than
anticipated, additional opportunities could be explored. Text to this effect has been
added in the description of the alternatives that involve the use of volunteers in
chapter 2 of the final plan/EIS, and to the impacts analysis in chapter 4 for “Park
Management and Operations.”
Additionally, among all alternatives evaluated, alternative D provides NPS with
assistance in resource management activities; furthers the purposes of the
Volunteers in Parks Act and NPS Management Policies 2006 related to volunteers
by engaging the community and general public in stewardship of park resources as
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authorized agents; and provides an opportunity to increase awareness of non-native
ungulate adverse impacts.
Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 8
Comment ID: 256334
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Page vi under Preferred Alternative (= Alternative D)
states "Although alternative "D" would likely include some additional costs and
administrative oversight over the other alternatives??..". There lies the problem.
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37472
One commenter was opposed to translocation, which is an available option under
alternatives D and E. A commenter was also opposed to induced estrus, which is
also an available option under alternatives C, D, and E.
RESPONSE: As with all alternatives selected for analysis, a variety of
management techniques and methods would be used in order to reach the desired
goal of zero non-native ungulates within the park. As discussed previously
(Concern ID 37461), the plan/EIS has been modified to include the potential for
relocation activities on a limited basis, based on park staff expertise and public
comments. For an explanation of how relocation would be conducted, please refer
back to Concern ID 37461.
Under alternatives C, D, and E, the NPS would consider inducing estrus in captive
female non-native ungulates to lure other non-native ungulates. This is only one of
several methods and techniques that the park would consider using for managing
non-native ungulate populations in the park and due to its inherent limitations,
would not be used as a standalone management technique. Park staff would decide
if inducing estrus would be a viable option on a case-by-case basis, based on their
knowledge and expertise. Sterilization is a technique that could be used for judas
animals as a way of locating remnant animals in management units.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 20
Comment ID: 256511
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Induced estrus fails every time it has been tried and failed
w/every organism everywhere.
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256517
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Dumbfounded that plan still contains elements of failed
methods i.e., translocation and sterilization and meat removal. All distractive and
ineffective.

CC1000 - Consultation and Coordination: General Comments
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37474
One commenter stated that the draft plan/EIS does not contain adequate
consultation with Native Hawaiian organizations and individuals.
RESPONSE: The park believes it has consulted adequately as pertains to Section
106. Consultation occurred with parties that meet the definition of 36 CFR 800.2,
which is related to consulting parties, and 800.16 (s) (1) and (2), which defines
Native Hawaiian and Native Hawaiian organization. In addition to the six kupuna
consultation meetings where non-native ungulate management and/or this plan/EIS
was discussed, the NPS held 3 public meetings, and mailed 42 letters to 31
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organizations and 11 individuals that have interest in and knowledge of park
resources that live in the adjacent communities.
The NPS also believes it has met all of its obligations under NEPA for consultation
and soliciting comments on the draft plan/EIS. This has included numerous
consultations with Kupuna groups for this planning effort, which have been better
documented in the final plan/EIS (see chapter 5). Through consultations with the
Kupuna and state agencies, and the solicitation of public comments, we believe the
plan/EIS adequately addresses a variety of concerns to native peoples, and no
further consultation is necessary.
Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 14
Comment ID: 256314
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Likewise, nowhere in this DEIS has it been cited that
consultation has occurred directly with those ancestral akua, 'aumākua, kupua, kia'i
and others connected to the project area. Some of them are manifested in the
natural elements and other life forms, while others serve in the capacity as
guardians for this sacred landscape. Although this cultural perspective might seem
difficult to grasp by those unfamiliar with these traditional practices, there are
individuals who have the ability and gift to interact and communicate with those
still connected to the project area.
Corr. ID: 14
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256262
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The DEIS does not include adequate Section 106
Consultation with Native Hawaiian Organizations and/or individuals as required by
federal law.
Corr. ID: 14
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256304
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Section 106 Consultations with Native Hawaiians
Organizations (NHO) and individuals have not been adequately done for this
project. According to this document (page 303), Native Hawaiian consultation was
only conducted at two Kupuna consultation meetings in 2008. Therefore, a more
expansion form of Native Hawaiian consultation should be planned and
implemented. Also, a detailed description of the outcomes of these Section 106
Consultations should be included in an appendix as part of the public record.
It is recommended that the preparers of this DEIS follow the guidelines provided
by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation in their document, Consultation
with Native Hawaiian Organizations in the Section 106 Review Process: A
Handbook. An excerpt from this handbook is noted below:
Consultation means the process of seeking, discussing, and considering the views
of other participants, and, where feasible, seeking agreement with them regarding
matters arising in the Section 106 process.(36 CFR Section 800.16 (f)).
Consultation constitutes more than simply notifying a Native Hawaiian
organization about a planned undertaking. The ACHP views consultation as a
process of communication that may include written correspondence, meetings,
telephone conferences, site visits, and e-mails.
The requirements to consult with Native Hawaiian organizations in the Section 106
review process are derived from the specific language of Section 101(d)(6)(B) of
NHPA.
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According to Section 101(d)(6)(B) of this act, it requires "the agency official to
consult with any Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization that attaches
religious and cultural significance to historic properties that may be affected by an
undertaking."
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37475
Commenters noted that there should have been additional public meetings in the
northern areas of the island, and that the posters used at the public meetings should
be available on the park website.
RESPONSE: The park would like to thank these commenters for the suggestions
regarding the public meetings and the suggestion to include the posters used at the
public meetings on the park website. The park will make the public meeting posters
available on their website, and will consider doing this for future planning efforts.
Regarding the locations of the public meetings, the NPS held the public meetings in
the communities most directly affected by non-native ungulates and non-native
ungulate management actions at the park. Although public meetings were not held
in other parts of the island, other outreach was conducted including mailing a
newsletter, publishing press releases in major newspapers informing residents of
the public scoping for the preparation of the draft plan/EIS, publishing press
releases in major newspapers for the public comment period on the draft plan/EIS,
and providing the information on the park website. Additionally, every interested
individual, organization, business, and agency had an equal opportunity to read the
plan/EIS, and provide comments on it.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 19
Comment ID: 256436
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - More meetings in north part of island.
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256533
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Put public meetings boards on website
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37476
One commenter suggested that the NPS create a partnership with the state for this
program.
RESPONSE: As stated under “Formal Partnerships” in chapter 2 of the plan/EIS,
formal partnerships would be pursued and continued under all alternatives. Please
refer to the “Formal Partnerships” section in chapter 2 of the plan/EIS for the full
description.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 20
Comment ID: 256503
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Partner with state

CR4000 - Cultural Resources: Impact or Proposal and Alternatives
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:
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Commenters stated that the proposed action would have significant impacts to the
Hawaiian culture and ethnographic resources. Further, one commenter stated that
the draft plan/EIS failed to consider and/or disclose the adverse impacts of the
proposed actions upon the ancestral akua, aumakua, kupua, kia'i and others
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connected to the areas of proposed actions. Lastly, commenters stated that the use
of metal posts (vs. wooden posts) implanted into the ground causes a significant
disturbance to the natural electromagnetic field and energy lines that cross through
the project area.
RESPONSE: Part of the purpose of the proposed plan is to preserve the cultural
(including natural) resources within the park by removing non-native ungulate
species that disrupt the natural environment and hence the broader cultural ties to it.
As described in the analysis of impacts to “Ethnographic Resources” in chapter 4,
while there may be some temporary impacts to Hawaiian culture and ethnographic
resources during implementation of management actions, the long-term effect
would be to protect and restore native flora and fauna integral to Hawaiian culture.
Regarding the use of metal posts, this practice is not unique to the park, is not a
new action, and has not been raised as a concern when consulting on past fencing
projects. Also, the proposed fencing does not include the use of bulldozers, and
other measures would be implemented to avoid or minimize impacts on cultural
resources when constructing new fences (see the “Cultural Resources” discussion
in the “Elements Common to All Alternatives” section of chapter 2).
Additionally, actions on NPS lands to manage non-native ungulates would not
change how adjacent lands are administered, including those lands where they are
managed as game animals.
Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 14
Comment ID: 256294
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Also, this DEIS has failed to consider and/or disclose the
adverse impacts of the proposed actions upon the ancestral akua, 'aumākua, kupua,
kia'i and others connected to the areas of proposed actions.
Corr. ID: 14
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256300
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The existing and proposed activities cause a disturbance to
the 'äina and everything and everyone connected to it at many different levels and
dimensions.
The impacts of the proposed fencing project utilizing metal posts and associated
ground disturbance of the cultural landscape in the project area were not adequately
addressed in this DEIS. Firstly, the use of metal posts (vs. wooden posts) implanted
into the ground causes a significant disturbance to the natural electromagnetic field
and energy lines that cross through the project area. In addition, associated ground
disturbances associated with several different fencing activities in the past have
been significant. The bulldozing of the sacred landscape in various areas due to
fence installations has at times done more damage then ungulates. The DEIS fails
to provide a detailed description of the proposed method and scope of the fence
construction in the project area.
Corr. ID: 14
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256301
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: In addition, the pua'a is a Hawaiian cultural and
ethnographic resource. Therefore, total eradication of the pua'a from the project
area would be significant to Hawaiians.
Corr. ID: 14
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256261
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The proposed activities identified in the DEIS (especially
when assessed from a cumulative perspective of this impact along with the past,
present, and future activities associated with HAVO) would contribute to a
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significant disturbance to the Hawaiian cultural and ethnographic resources as well
as natural resources in this area.
Corr. ID: 14
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256273
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The DEIS lacks any DNA analysis of the types pua'a that
the NPS plans to eradicate. As a result, there is a potential that some of the last
descendants of Polynesian pua'a that have been in these islands over 1,000 years
would be eradicated with the proposed action.
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256439
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: So deleting goats is deleting part of the history of the area.

ED1000 - Editorial
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37478
One commenter noted that on pages 146 and 173 of the draft plan/EIS, information
about the fence at Hakalau's Kona Forest Unit needs to be updated (the fence work
began in 2011 and is anticipated to be completed in 2012).
RESPONSE: The text regarding the fence at Hakalau’s Kona Forest Unit has been
revised (chapter 3, “Land Management Adjacent to the Park, National Wildlife
Refuges”; and chapter 4, “Cumulative Impact Scenario,” “Non-native Plant and
Animal Species Management Outside the Park, Including Fencing and Game
Management”).

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 9
Comment ID: 256348
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: On pages 146 and 173, information on the fence at
Hakalau's Kona Forest Unit needs to be updated. The fence work began in 2011
and is anticipated to be completed in 2012.

GA1000 - Impact Analysis: Impact Analyses
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37479
Commenters questioned the overall viability of the fencing program, noting that
fences are expensive to maintain. Commenters questioned whether the non-native
ungulate control program is sustainable if park funding or the economy decline.
RESPONSE: Sustained management of non-native ungulates inside barrier fences
has been effective in large portions of the park since the early 1970s. The park is
committed to maintaining the non-native ungulate control program, including the
fencing program, as it is integral to meeting the mission of the NPS at Hawai‘i
Volcanoes National Park.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 19
Comment ID: 256456
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Fences are expensive to maintain.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256449
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
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Representative Quote: - How sustainable is ungulate control if economy goes
down?
Corr. ID: 21
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256574
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: No more $ for fences.
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37480
One commenter stated that recreational access in the park can displace animals.
RESPONSE: Recreational access and how it may affect wildlife is addressed
within the plan/EIS. As stated under the “Cumulative Impacts” section for Native
Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat in chapter 4 of the plan/EIS, “Visitation at the park
could also contribute to localized disturbances to native wildlife and wildlife
habitat if visitors encounter any wildlife or damage habitat by wandering off
designated trails.”
Further, visitation is addressed under the “Cumulative Impacts” section for Rare,
Unique, Threatened and Endangered Species in chapter 4 of the plan/EIS:
“Visitation at the park could also contribute to localized disturbances to rare,
unique, threatened, or endangered species and their habitat if visitors encounter any
species of special concern or damage habitat by wandering off designated trails.”

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 19
Comment ID: 256469
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Increasing recreation access also damages and displaces
animals.
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37481
One commenter questioned the value of birds and plants to human beings.
RESPONSE: It is the purpose of the NPS to protect and preserve natural and
historic resources. The NPS has the responsibility for administering the national
parks, and receives its overall authority from the Act of Congress, approved August
25, 1916, by which the NPS was established in the Department of Interior. The Act
states:
“The Service thus established [the National Park Service] shall promote and
regulate the use of the Federal areas known as national parks, monuments and
reservations hereinafter specified by such means and measures as conform to the
fundamental purpose of the said parks, monuments, and reservations, which
purpose is to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild
life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by
such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.”
Furthermore, the Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park purpose statement reads:
“Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park protects, studies, and provides access to Kīlauea
and Mauna Loa, two of the world’s most active volcanoes; and perpetuates
endemic Hawaiian ecosystems and the traditional Hawaiian culture connected to
these landscapes.”
Thus, it is the purpose of the NPS and of Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park to
protect birds and plants. These birds and plants are part of the reason visitors come
to Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park, and visitation has socioeconomic benefits to
local communities. The flora and fauna of the park are also integral parts of the
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natural environment and the broader cultural ties to that environment, so their
protection and restoration also benefits native cultural practices and belief systems.
Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 21
Comment ID: 256592
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: What is the benefit of birds and plants to people? They
don't feed us.

GA1500 - Impact Analysis: Impact Analysis - Fire Danger
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37482
Commenters stated concerns about fire danger as a result of eradicating the nonnative ungulates.
RESPONSE: The potential for increased fire risk in the absence of non-native
ungulates is addressed in the plan/EIS. As stated in chapter 4, in the analysis for
alternative B for vegetation, “Also, fire risk could increase in certain areas where
grazers and browsers are removed, while for other areas fire risk could decrease or
remain unchanged. The implementation of weed and fire management programs
(see chapter 2) through existing plans, and weed sanitation protocols to prevent
establishment of invasive species, would limit the potential adverse effects of nonnative weeds and an altered fire regime on vegetation.” Based on the analysis in the
plan/EIS, the NPS found that the adverse impacts of retaining non-native ungulates
would be greater than the risk of fire in the absence of non-native ungulates.
Additionally, because the NPS recognizes the potential for increased fire risk, the
park has fire management measures in place to address them, as described in the
“Weed and Fire Management” discussion under the “Elements Common to All
Alternatives” section of chapter 2, and in the “Fire Ecology and Management
Inside and Outside the Park” discussion in the “Cumulative Impacts Scenario”
section of chapter 4.
Furthermore, allowing non-native ungulates to remain in the park in order to
minimize fire danger is not consistent with purpose of plan/EIS, as any number of
remaining non-native ungulates in the park would prevent the park from restoring
native ecosystems.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 19
Comment ID: 256441
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - When the vegetation comes back inside the fence, who
manages the fire hazard that results, more problems are created that need to be
managed.
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256471
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Removal of hooved animals will increase fire hazard
Corr. ID: 19
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256484
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - Fire hazard after removal of ungulates.
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256551
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Cut number of animals down but don't eradicate. Make
sure numbers aren't too high but can help during drought - fire risk lower from less
brush/grass.
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PN3000 - Purpose and Need: Scope of the Analysis
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37483
One commenter suggested that the NPS should work beyond park boundaries to
help remove non-native ungulates from the entire island, while another commenter
questioned how the park determines what is native and non-native on the island.
RESPONSE: Although the plan/EIS focuses on removal of non-native ungulates
within the park, the NPS recognizes the importance of working with its partners
toward common goals. As stated in the “Formal Partnerships” section of chapter 2
of the plan/EIS, formal partnerships would be pursued and continued under all
alternatives.
As stated in the section titled “Impacts Associated with Non-native Ungulates at
Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park” in chapter 1 of the plan/EIS, the NPS considers
non-native species to be those “that do not naturally occur in the ecosystem and
were introduced by humans, accidentally or incidentally, into the environment from
elsewhere.”

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 3
Comment ID: 256286
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: But while removing them from the park will be beneficial,
it is important to also work beyond park boundaries and remove them from entire
islands.
Corr. ID: 20
Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 256525
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: How does the park determine what is non-native when
everything on this island is introduced. Nothing is native.

WH4000 - Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: Impact of Proposal and Alternatives
Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

37484
One commenter asked how sheep are harming forest birds that live in trees.
RESPONSE: Please see the explanation on the harm non-native ungulates are
inflicting on natural resources in the park, as described in the section titled
“Influence of Non-native Ungulates” in chapter 3 the plan/EIS.

Organization: Not Specified
Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 20
Comment ID: 256522
Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Forest birds live in trees so what harm does the sheep do?
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Correspondence ID
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Name

1

Kept Private

2

Kept Private

3

Kept Private

4

Kept Private

5

Kept Private

6

Kept Private

7

Kay, Byron

8

Kept Private

9

Kept Private

10

Kept Private

11

Kept Private

12

Kept Private

13

Robichaux, Rob

14

Flores, E. Kalani

15

Nahale'a, Albert

16

Kircher, Ann

17

Goforth, M. Kathleen

18

Lyle, John

19

Public Meeting, KailuaKona

20

Public Meeting, HI
National Park

21

Public Meeting, Nāʻālehu

22

De la Cruz, Rochelle

23

Warshauer, Frederick

24

Levin, Ruth

25

Ikagawa, Mary

26

Anderson, Kevin

27

Kawauchi, Jamie M

28

Conry, Paul J
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ATTACHMENT 2: INDEX BY ORGANIZATION TYPE REPORT
Federal Government
Environmental Protection Agency - 17; AL10000 - Alternatives: Meat Handling and Donation. AL15000
- Alternatives: Elements Common to All Alternatives (Non-Substantive). AL8200 - Alternatives:
Support Alternative D.
Recreational Groups
Safari Club International - 26; AL10000 - Alternatives: Meat Handling and Donation. AL11000 Alternatives: Using Volunteers. AL11500 - Alternatives: Using Volunteers (Non-Substantive).
AL5200 - Alternatives: Support the No Action Alternative.
State Government
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands - 15; AL12000 - Alternatives: Support Removing Non-Native
Ungulates. AL17000 - Alternatives: Relocation. AL8200 - Alternatives: Support Alternative D.
Department of Land and Natural Resources - 28; AL15000 - Alternatives: Elements Common to All
Alternatives (Non-Substantive).
Unaffiliated Individual
Carnegie Institution - Stanford University - 4; AL11500 - Alternatives: Using Volunteers (NonSubstantive). AL8200 - Alternatives: Support Alternative D.
Pu'u Kukui Watershed - 6; AL12000 - Alternatives: Support Removing Non-Native Ungulates.
N/A - 1; AL5200 - Alternatives: Support the No Action Alternative. 2; AL10000 - Alternatives: Meat
Handling and Donation. AL11000 - Alternatives: Using Volunteers. 3; AL12000 - Alternatives:
Support Removing Non-Native Ungulates. PN3000 - Purpose and Need: Scope of the Analysis. 5;
AL14000 - Alternatives: Lethal Removal of Non-Native Ungulates. AL17000 - Alternatives:
Relocation. AL2000 - Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated. 7; AL10000 - Alternatives: Meat
Handling and Donation. AL2000 - Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated. 8; AL12000 - Alternatives:
Support Removing Non-Native Ungulates. AL15000 - Alternatives: Elements Common to All
Alternatives (Non-Substantive). AL17000 - Alternatives: Relocation. AL7000 - Alternatives:
Alternative C. AL7200 - Alternatives: Support Alternative C. AL8000 - Alternatives: Alternative D.
AL8400 - Alternatives: Oppose Alternative D. 9; AL17000 - Alternatives: Relocation. AL2000 Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated. AL7000 - Alternatives: Alternative C. ED1000 - Editorial. 10;
AL7000 - Alternatives: Alternative C. 11; AL1000 - Alternatives: Elements Common To All
Alternatives. AL10000 - Alternatives: Meat Handling and Donation. AL12000 - Alternatives: Support
Removing Non-Native Ungulates. AL17000 - Alternatives: Relocation. 12; AL1000 - Alternatives:
Elements Common to All Alternatives. AL10000 - Alternatives: Meat Handling and Donation.
AL11000 - Alternatives: Using Volunteers. AL12000 - Alternatives: Support Removing Non-Native
Ungulates. AL15000 - Alternatives: Elements Common to All Alternatives (Non-Substantive).
AL17000 - Alternatives: Relocation. 13; AL12000 - Alternatives: Support Removing Non-Native
Ungulates. AL7000 - Alternatives: Alternative C. AL8200 - Alternatives: Support Alternative D.
MT1000 - Miscellaneous Topics: General Comments. 14; AE13000 - Affected Environment: Cultural
Resources. AL1000 - Alternatives: Elements Common to All Alternatives. CC1000 - Consultation
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and Coordination: General Comments. CR4000 - Cultural Resources: Impact of Proposal and
Alternatives. 16; AL12000 - Alternatives: Support Removing Non-Native Ungulates. AL7000 Alternatives: Alternative C. 18; AL10000 - Alternatives: Meat Handling and Donation. AL12000 Alternatives: Support Removing Non-Native Ungulates. AL8200 - Alternatives: Support Alternative
D. 19; AE12500 - Affected Environment: Wildlife And Wildlife Habitat (Non-Substantive). AL1000
- Alternatives: Elements Common to All Alternatives. AL10000 - Alternatives: Meat Handling and
Donation. AL11000 - Alternatives: Using Volunteers. AL11500 - Alternatives: Using Volunteers
(Non-Substantive). AL14000 - Alternatives: Lethal Removal of Non-Native Ungulates. AL15000 Alternatives: Elements Common to All Alternatives (Non-Substantive). AL17000 - Alternatives:
Relocation. AL2000 - Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated. AL2500 - Alternatives: Alternatives
Eliminated (Non-Substantive). AL4000 - Alternatives: New Alternatives or Elements. CC1000 Consultation and Coordination: General Comments. GA1000 - Impact Analysis: Impact Analyses.
GA1500 - Impact Analysis: Impact Analysis - Fire Danger. MT1000 - Miscellaneous Topics: General
Comments. 20; AL1000 - Alternatives: Elements Common to All Alternatives. AL10000 Alternatives: Meat Handling and Donation. AL11000 - Alternatives: Using Volunteers. AL15000 Alternatives: Elements Common to All Alternatives (Non-Substantive). AL17000 - Alternatives:
Relocation. AL2000 - Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated. AL2500 - Alternatives: Alternatives
Eliminated (Non-Substantive). AL4000 - Alternatives: New Alternatives or Elements. AL7000 Alternatives: Alternative C. AL7200 - Alternatives: Support Alternative C. AL8000 - Alternatives:
Alternative D. AL8200 - Alternatives: Support Alternative D. CC1000 - Consultation and
Coordination: General Comments. CR4000 - Cultural Resources: Impact of Proposal and
Alternatives. GA1500 - Impact Analysis: Impact Analysis - Fire Danger. MT1000 - Miscellaneous
Topics: General Comments. PN3000 - Purpose and Need: Scope of the Analysis. WH4000 - Wildlife
and Wildlife Habitat: Impact of Proposal and Alternatives. 21; AE12000 - Affected Environment:
Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat. AE20000 - Affected Environment: Land Use. AL1000 - Alternatives:
Elements Common to All Alternatives. AL10000 - Alternatives: Meat Handling and Donation.
AL11000 - Alternatives: Using Volunteers. AL12000 - Alternatives: Support Removing Non-Native
Ungulates. AL17000 - Alternatives: Relocation. AL2000 - Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated.
AL4000 - Alternatives: New Alternatives or Elements. AL5200 - Alternatives: Support the No Action
Alternative. AL7000 - Alternatives: Alternative C. AL9200 - Alternatives: Support Alternative E.
GA1000 - Impact Analysis: Impact Analyses. MT1000 - Miscellaneous Topics: General Comments.
22; AL12000 - Alternatives: Support Removing Non-Native Ungulates. AL4000 - Alternatives: New
Alternatives or Elements. 23; AE19000 - Affected Environment: Other Agencies? Land Use Plans.
AL1000 - Alternatives: Elements Common to All Alternatives. 24; AL10000 - Alternatives: Meat
Handling and Donation. AL11000 - Alternatives: Using Volunteers. 25; LC1000 - Late
Correspondence: Received after Comment Period Closed. 27; LC1000 - Late Correspondence:
Received after Comment Period Closed.
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ATTACHMENT 3: INDEX BY CODE REPORT
Code

Description

Organization

Correspondence ID

AE12000

Affected Environment: Wildlife And
Wildlife Habitat

N/A

21

AE12500

Affected Environment: Wildlife And
Wildlife Habitat (Non-Substantive)

N/A

19

AE13000

Affected Environment: Cultural
Resources

N/A

14

AE19000

Affected Environment: Other
Agencies? Land Use Plans

N/A

23

AE20000

Affected Environment: Land Use

N/A

21

AL1000

Alternatives: Elements Common To
All Alternatives

N/A

11
12
14
19
20
21
23

AL10000

Alternatives: Meat Handling and
Donation

Environmental
Protection Agency

17

Safari Club International

26

N/A

2
7
11
12
18
19
20
21
24

AL11000

Alternatives: Using Volunteers

Safari Club International

26

N/A

2
12
19
20
21
24
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Code
AL11500

AL12000

Description
Alternatives: Using Volunteers
(Non-Substantive)

Alternatives: Support Removing
Non-Native Ungulates

Organization

Correspondence ID

Carnegie Institution Stanford University

4

Safari Club International

26

N/A

19

Department of Hawaiian
Home Lands

15

Pu'u Kukui Watershed

6

N/A

3
8
11
12
13
16
18
21
22

AL14000

Alternatives: Lethal Removal of
Non-Native Ungulates

N/A

5
19

AL15000

Alternatives: Elements Common To
All Alternatives (Non-Substantive)

Department of Land and
Natural Resources

28

Environmental
Protection Agency

17

N/A

8
12
19
20

AL17000

Alternatives: Relocation

Department of Hawaiian
Home Lands

15

N/A

5
8
9
11
12
19
20
21
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Code
AL2000

Description
Alternatives: Alternatives
Eliminated

Organization
N/A

Correspondence ID
5
7
9
19
20
21

AL2500

Alternatives: Alternatives
Eliminated (Non-Substantive)

N/A

19
20

AL4000

Alternatives: New Alternatives Or
Elements

N/A

19
20
21
22

AL5200

Alternatives: Support the No Action
Alternative

Safari Club International

26

N/A

1
21

AL7000

Alternatives: Alternative C

N/A

8
9
10
13
16
20
21

AL7200

Alternatives: Support Alternative C

N/A

8
20

AL8000

Alternatives: Alternative D

N/A

8
20

AL8200

Alternatives: Support Alternative D

Carnegie Institution Stanford University

4

Department of Hawaiian
Home Lands

15

Environmental
Protection Agency

17

N/A

13
18
20
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Code

Description

Organization

Correspondence ID

AL8400

Alternatives: Oppose Alternative D

N/A

8

AL9200

Alternatives: Support Alternative E

N/A

21

CC1000

Consultation and Coordination:
General Comments

N/A

14
19
20

CR4000

Cultural Resources: Impact Of
Proposal And Alternatives

N/A

14
20

ED1000

Editorial

N/A

9

GA1000

Impact Analysis: Impact Analyses

N/A

19
21

GA1500

Impact Analysis: Impact Analysis Fire Danger

N/A

19
20

LC1000

Late Correspondence: Received
after Comment Period Closed

N/A

25
27

MT1000

Miscellaneous Topics: General
Comments

N/A

13
19
20
21

PN3000

Purpose And Need: Scope Of The
Analysis

N/A

3
20

WH4000
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N/A

20
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ATTACHMENT 4: COPIES OF LETTERS FROM AGENCIES,
ORGANIZATIONS, AND BUSINESSES
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As the nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for most
of our nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering wise use of our land
and water resources, protecting our fish and wildlife, preserving the environmental and cultural values of
our national parks and historic places, and providing for the enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation.
The department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to ensure that their development is
in the best interests of all our people. The department also promotes the goals of the Take Pride in
America campaign by encouraging stewardship and citizen responsibility for the public lands and
promoting citizen participation in their care. The department also has a major responsibility for American
Indian reservation communities and for people who live in island territories under U.S. administration.
(2013)
United States Department of the Interior · National Park Service

