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Feral Hog Management Plan and Environmental Assessment

Hardin, Jasper, Jefferson, Liberty, Orange, Polk, and Tyler Counties

Summary: The National Park Service (NPS) has prepared a Feral Hog Management Plan /
Environmental Assessment (EA) for Big Thicket National Preserve (BTNP). The plan describes how
feral hog populations will be managed to prevent or mitigate impacts on Preserve resources and
values. The EA, prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
provides the decision-making framework that identifies significant issues and concerns facing
Preserve management, a presentation and analysis of a reasonable range of management alternatives
and their effects, and a strategy to determine long-term management of feral hog populations at
BTNP.

This environmental assessment (EA) evaluates two alternatives. Alternative A examines baseline
conditions under “no action.” In this case, “no action” means that BTNP would not implement a
feral hog management plan, public hunting through issuance of hunting permits would be the
primary means of reducing feral hog population numbers, and feral hog impacts to BTNP resources
would continue in the future. Alternative B evaluates implementation of a feral hog management
plan in BTNP which includes an array of management options for feral hog management in addition
to continued public hunting. The following resources and other concerns were given a limited
analysis but dismissed from further evaluation in this EA because they are not found in the analysis
area, would not be impacted, or due to the application of mitigation measures, there would be less
than measurable impacts (meaning minor or less effects): air quality, soundscapes, lightscapes,
cultural resources, socioeconomics, minority and low income populations, energy resources, prime
and unique farmlands, Indian trust resources, and climate change. Impacts on the geologic
resources, water quality and quantity, floodplains and wetlands, vegetation (including plant species
of special concern), fish and wildlife (including faunal species of special concern), visitor use and
experience, Preserve operations, and introduction or promotion of non-native species in the
Preserve would experience measurable impacts and consequently were carried forward for further
evaluation in this EA. Alternative B is both the environmentally preferable and NPS preferred
alternative.

Public Comment: If you wish to comment on the environmental assessment, you may post
comments online at_http://parkplanning.nps.gov/BTNP, or mail comments to the name and address
below. These documents will be on public review for 30 days. Before including your address, phone
number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying information in your comment, you should be
aware that your entire comment - including your personal identifying information — may be made
publicly available at any time. While you may ask us in your comment to withhold your personal
identifying information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.

Superintendent

Big Thicket National Preserve
Attn: Ms. Stephanie Burgess
6044 FM 420

Kountze, TX 77625
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

Introduction

Within the United States, National Park Service (NPS) lands have been greatly affected
by feral hog impacts (Singer, 1981; Vitousek ez al. 1996). Several NPS units have
implemented, or plan to implement, feral hog management strategies to protect affected
natural resources; these units include but are not limited to Virgin Islands National
Park, Channel Island National Park, Canaveral National Seashore, Pinnacles National
Monument, Haleakala National Park, Hawaii Volcanoes National Park, Great Smoky
Mountains National Park (GSMNP), Congaree National Park, and Cumberland Island
National Seashore (Zengel, 2008). Since many NPS units harbor sensitive species,
sensitive ecological communities, and federally listed species that are affected by feral
hogs, it is imperative that proper feral hog management strategies be implemented on
these federal lands.

Big Thicket National Preserve (BTNP), currently composed of over 108,208 acres in
East Texas, was the first national preserve established by Congress and was set aside in
1974 to assure the preservation, conservation, and protection, of the natural, scenic, and
recreational values (NPS, 1996). Numerous plant species of conservation importance
are found or could likely occur within the Preserve boundaries, including the federally-
listed endangered Texas trailing phlox (Phlox nivalis var. texensis) and Navasota ladies-
tresses (Spiranthes parksii), and the rare bog coneflower (Rudbeckia scabrifolia), giant
spiral ladies’-tresses (Spiranthes longilabris), Kral’s yellow-eyed grass (Xyris louisianica),
smooth indigobush (Amorpha laevigata), white fire-wheel (Gaillardia aestivalis var.
winkleri), and over 20 species of rare orchids (NPS, 1996, Gulf Coast Network, 2010).
These federally listed species and numerous rare plants and plant communities of
conservation importance are negatively affected by feral hogs.

Feral hogs are free-ranging members of the Suidae family that are not native to the
North American continent. Introduced into the present day United States by early
European settlers in the 1500s through the escape of domestic pigs, feral pigs have
naturally proliferated and spread in distribution and abundance, assisted historically by
migrating settlers and more recently by translocation for hunting purposes (Conover
2007; Timmons et al. 2012). In Texas, early Spanish explorers most likely introduced
hogs over 300 years ago, with later importation and release of European wild hogs
known as “Russian boars” by ranchers and sportsmen for hunting. Many of these
“Russian boars” escaped and interbred with feral hogs (Taylor, 2003). Feral hogs have
persisted and continue to proliferate since introductions by early European settlers, and
BTNP has been no exception.

Within BTNP, feral hogs have been estimated to affect up to 30,000 acres through
rooting and wallowing behavior (Chavarria, 2006; Siemann et al. 2009). Assuming



hunter harvest data represent general feral hog population trends, feral hogs have
doubled in population densities in 25 years at BINP (Chavarria, 2006; Chavarria et al.
2007). Increasing hog numbers pose greater risk to BTNP resources and visitor safety.
Preserve programs like Texas trailing phlox recovery efforts and longleaf pine (Pinus
palustris) restoration are negatively impacted by hogs. Several Texas trailing phlox re-
introduction plots occur within areas of relatively high feral hog activity. Longleaf pine
restoration is another BINP priority. However, feral hog damage is documented as a
primary cause of seedling failure and the consequent delay of restoration efforts for
many species (Lipscomb, 1989; Whitehouse, 1999; Mayer et al. 2000). Fire management,
which is an integral part of resource management at BTNP, and longleaf pine
restoration, can be difficult to implement in areas of severe hog rooting, where bare
ground can prevent prescribed fires from traveling across an intended burn unit.

Purpose and Need

The purpose of this environmental assessment (EA) is to evaluate the potential effects of
a feral hog management plan on various resources (e.g., natural, cultural, social, and
economic resources) within and surrounding BINP. The purpose of the proposed
action, implementation of a feral hog management plan, is to protect native species and
resources within BTNP. The need for the feral hog management plan is crucial as
increased hog numbers and damages are affecting natural resources (e.g., direct
damages to sensitive plant communities and federally listed species) and ecological
processes (e.g., alteration of community dynamics through spread of invasive plant
species), and pose public safety concerns (e.g., potential vector for pathogens, and safety
risk to Preserve visitors). NPS must comply with federal policies on federally-listed
species protection and conservation, exotic and invasive species management, and
recreation, as specified in enabling legislation (16 USC § 698 [1993]; 36 CFR § 7.85; NPS,
1991;1996).

1.1 OBJECTIVES OF TAKING ACTION

The objectives of this EA are to accurately evaluate the potential impacts to Big Thicket
natural resources if a feral hog management plan is implemented. This EA was prepared
in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, regulations
of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR §1508.9), and NPS Director’s
Order (DO)-12 (Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision-
Making).

The objectives of the feral hog management plan are the following:
1) Provide for the safety of visitors, staff and volunteers;
2) Reduce current damage to native plants, animals and the ecological structures
and functional processes upon which they are dependent caused by feral hogs;



3) Preventirreparable damage to resources from feral hogs so they are available

for future generations; and
4) Comply with policies on endangered species, exotic species, and recreation as

specified in BTNP’s enabling legislation.



Figure1:  Vicinity Map of Big Thicket Natural Preserve Project

A

Af ."

B 16 sampy g o0 N
CREEK UNIT ‘ Hitnos

E A o S

}\ HICKO RY CREEK
SAVANMAF UNT-
- ’

7

- Park Boundary

i __i Counties -.‘-’-'h'h

' Jefferson

7Y perlies 2 i@,

&

Figure 1

Regional Vicinity Map

Big Thicket National Preserve
Hardin, Jasper, Jefferson, Liberty, Orange,

0255 10 15 20 Polk, and Tyler Counties Texas

e Kilometers



1.2 SPECIAL MANDATES AND DIRECTION

Management to reduce impacts of non-native species is consistent with NPS policy to
protect natural ecosystems and would be done so in compliance with existing federal,
state, and NPS laws, regulations and policies.

1.2.1 NPS Organic Act and General Authorities Act

The NPS Organic Act as amended by the General Authorities Act of 1916 (16 U.S.C.§ 1,

et seq.) provides the fundamental management direction for all units of the National
Park System. Section 1 of the Organic Act states, in part, that NPS shall:

“...promote and regulate the use of the Federal areas known as national parks,
monuments, and reservations. . .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.” 16 U.S.C. § 1.

The National Park System General Authorities Act of 1970 (16 U.S.C. § 1a-1 et seq.)
affirms that while all National Park System units remain "distinct in character," they are
"united through their interrelated purposes and resources into one national park system
as cumulative expressions of a single national heritage." The Act makes it clear that the
NPS Organic Act and other protective mandates apply equally to all units of the system.
Subsequently, the 1978 Redwood Act Amendments to the General Authorities Act
further clarified Congress’ mandate to NPS to protect park unit resources and values.
The Amendments state, in part: “[t]he authorization of activities shall be construed and
the protection, management, and administration of these areas shall be conducted in
light of the high public value and integrity of the National Park System and shall not be
exercised in derogation of the values and purposes for which these various areas have
been established, except as may have been or shall be directly and specifically provided
by Congress.” 16 U.S.C. § 1a-1.

Current laws and policies require the analysis of potential effects to determine whether
actions would impair park unit resources. While Congress has given NPS the
managerial discretion to allow certain impacts within park units, that discretion is
limited by the statutory requirement (enforceable by the federal courts) that NPS must
leave park unit resources and values unimpaired, unless a particular law directly and
specifically provides otherwise (Management Policies 2006, § 1.4).

1.2.2 Big Thicket National Preserve Enabling Act

Congress established BTNP with the Act of October 11, 1974, Pub. L. No. 93-439, 88
Stat. 1254, codified as amended at 16 U.S.C. §§ 698-698e (2000), which designated the



Nation’s first Preserve “[i|n order to assure the preservation, conservation, and
protection of the natural, scenic, and recreational values of a significant portion of the
Big Thicket area in the State of Texas and to provide for the enhancement and public
enjoyment thereof.” The authorizing legislation directs the Secretary of the Interior to
administer the lands within BTNP “in a manner which will assure their natural and
ecological integrity in perpetuity.” The Preserve comprises 15 separate units, totaling
approximately 108,208 acres (169.08 square miles).

The establishment of BITNP as a “national preserve” created a new National Park
System category, which meets different criteria than other parks and recreation areas
within the system. These criteria were set forth in the House of Representatives
committee report (House Committee Report No. 93-676 pertaining to the establishment
of BTNP and Big Cypress National Preserve), approved on the same date, as follows:

“Preserve refers more definitively to the keeping or safeguarding of something
basically protected and perpetuated for an intended or stated purpose, as with
the specific objectives for [BTNP] provided by this legislation. In general,
national preserves will be areas of land and/or water which may vary in size, but
which possess within their boundaries exceptional values or qualities illustrating
the natural heritage of the Nation. Such areas would often be characterized by
significant scientific values, including, but not limited to, ecological communities
illustrating the process of succession, natural phenomena, or climax
communities. In addition they could be characterized by a habitat supporting a
vanishing, rare or restricted species; a relict flora or fauna persisting from an
earlier period; or large concentrations of wildlife species. Other scientific,
geologic, geomorphic or topographic values might also contribute to the
purposes for which an area might be recognized.

The principal purpose of these areas should be the preservation of the natural
values which they contain. They might differ, in some respects, from national
parks and monuments insofar as administrative policies are concerned. Hunting,
for example, subject to reasonable regulation by the Secretary, could be
permitted to the extent compatible with the purposes for which the area is
established. Other activities, including the extraction of minerals, oil, and gas
could be permitted if such activities could be conducted without jeopardizing the
natural values for which the area seeks to preserve. Management of the
watershed resources might also be appropriate if that would enhance the value of
the preserve as it serves other needs.

All management activities within these areas should be directed toward
maintaining the natural and scientific values of the area, including the
preservation of the flora and fauna and the reestablishment of the indigenous
plant and animal life, if possible. Areas where scientific discoveries or historical
events took place would contribute to the values of the preserve and should be
managed in a manner which will maximize both the natural and historical values.



National preserves may accommodate significant recreational uses without
impairing the natural values, but such public use and enjoyment would be limited
to activities where, or periods when, such human visitation would not interfere
with or disrupt the values which the area is created to preserve. Construction of
physical facilities of any kind would be minimized and would be limited to those
developments which are essential to the preservation and management of the
area and the safety of the public. To the extent such facilities are deemed
necessary and appropriate they would be constructed in a manner which would
minimize their impact on the environment and their intrusion on the natural
setting.”

1.2.3 Approved NPS Planning Documents

Approved NPS planning documents also provide a framework for determining how
feral hog management actions are conducted within Preserve. The General
Management Plan (GMP) is the major planning document for all National Park System
units. The GMP sets forth the basic philosophy of the unit, and provides strategies for
resolving issues and achieving identified management objectives required for resource
management and visitor use. The GMP includes environmental analysis and other
required compliance documentation. A GMP was completed for BTNP in 1980. The
Preserve has prepared a new Draft GMP/EIS, which was distributed in May 2013. The
GMP/EIS was put on public notice and was available for review for 60 days. The final,
approved plan should start implementation in 2014.

Management of non-native species, such as feral hogs, within NPS units is further
guided by NPS general management document, Management Policies 2006. Therein, the
following direction is provided in regards to management of such species, which
includes the feral hog:

1 NPS will “maintain as parts of the natural ecosystems of the parks all plants and
animals native to park ecosystems” and “prevent the introduction of exotic
species into units of the national park system, and remove, when possible, or
otherwise contain individuals or populations of these species that have already
become established in parks”;

1 “Exotic species are those species that occupy or could occupy park lands directly
or indirectly as the result of deliberate or accidental human activities”;

1 “Exotic species will not be allowed to displace native species if displacement can
be prevented”;

1 “All exotic plant and animal species that are not maintained to meet an identified
park purpose will be managed -up to and including eradication- if (1) control is
prudent and feasible, and (2) the exotic species interferes with natural processes
and the perpetuation of natural features, native species or natural habitats;
disrupts the genetic integrity of native species; disrupts the accurate presentation
of a cultural landscape; damages cultural resources; significantly hampers the



management of park or adjacent lands; poses a public health hazard .. .; or
creates a hazard to public safety”;

1 “High priority will be given to managing exotic species that have, or potentially
could have, a substantial impact on park resources, and that can reasonably be
expected to be successfully controlled”;

1 “The decision to initiate management should be based on a determination that
the species is exotic”;

1 “For species determined to be exotic and where management appears to be
feasible and effective, superintendents should (1) evaluate the species’ current or
potential impact on park resources; (2) develop and implement exotic species
management plans . . . (3) consult, as appropriate, with federal, tribal, local, and
state agencies as well as other interested groups; and (4) invite public review and
comment, where appropriate”;

1 “Programs to manage exotic species will be designed to avoid causing significant
damage to native species, natural ecological communities, natural ecological
processes, cultural resources, and human health and safety”;

1 “[T]he Service will use scientifically valid resource information obtained through
consultation with technical experts, literature review, inventory, monitoring, or
research to evaluate the identified need for population management; the Service
will document it in the appropriate park management plan”; and

1 “[T]he Service may directly reduce the animal population by using several animal
population management techniques, either separately or together. . . .includ[ing]
relocation, public hunting on lands outside a park or where legislatively
authorized within a park, habitat management, predator restoration,
reproductive intervention, and destruction of animals by NPS personnel or their
authorized agents.”

The NPS proposed action, development of a feral hog management plan, is in
accordance with the goals and objectives described in the above-mentioned planning
documents. During the scoping and development of the plan of operations and of this
EA, the planning framework provided in BTNP’s GMP has been followed. Table 1
below summarizes many, but not all, of the statutes, regulations, executive orders, and
policies that govern the management of non-native species, specifically feral hogs, in
units of the National Park System.

Table 1: Current Legal and Policy Requirements

RESOURCES AND VALUES AFFORDED

AUTHORITIES PROTECTION

Statutes and Applicable Regulations

All resources, including air resources, cultural and
historic resources, natural resources, biological
diversity, human health and safety, endangered
and threatened species, visitor use and

National Park Service (NPS) Organic Act of
1916, as amended,
16 U.S.C. § 1 et. seq.




AUTHORITIES

RESOURCES AND VALUES AFFORDED
PROTECTION

experience, and visual resources

National Park System General Authorities
Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1a-1 et seq.

All resources, including air resources, cultural and
historic resources, natural resources, biological
diversity, human health and safety, endangered
and threatened species, visitor use and
experience, and visual resources

NPS Omnibus Management Act of 1998,
16 U.S.C. §§ 5901 et seq

Any living or non-living resource

16 U.S.C. § 19jj (commonly referred to as
the Park System Resource Protection Act)

Any living or non-living resource that is located
within the boundaries of a unit of the National
Park System, except for resources owned by a
non-federal entity.

Enabling Act for Big Thicket National
Preserve, 16 U.S.C,, § 698a

Natural, scenic, and recreational values.

Animal Damage Control Act of 1931, as
amended, 7 U.S.C. §§ 426 — 426d; 46 Stat.
1468

Control of nuisance wildlife species

Antiquities Act of 1906, 16 U.S.C. §§ 431-
433;
43 CFR Part 3

Cultural (e.g., historic and archeological) and
paleontological resources

Archeological Resources Protection Act of
1979, 16 U.S.C. §§ 470aa - 470mm; 18 CFR
Part 1312; 32 CFR Part 229; 36 CFR Part
296; 43 CFR Part 7

Archeological resources

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1544; 36 CFR
Part 13; 50 CFR Parts 10, 17, 23, 81, 217,
222, 225, 402, and 450

Plant and animal species or subspecies, and their
habitat, which have been listed as threatened or
endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) or the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS)

Federal Water Pollution Control Act of
1972 (commonly referred to as Clean
Water Act), 33 U.S.C. 8§ 1251 et seq.; 33
CFR Parts 320-330; 40 CFR Parts 110, 112,
116, 117, 230-232, 323, and 328

Water resources, wetlands, and waters of the U.S

Historic Sites, Buildings, and Antiquities
Act (Historic Sites Act of 1935), 16 U.S.C.
§§ 461-467; 18 CFR Part 6; 36 CFR Parts 1,
62, 63 and 65

Historic sites, buildings, and objects

Lacey Act, as amended, 16 U.S.C. §§ 3371
et seq.; 15 CFR Parts 10, 11, 12, 14, 300,
and 904

Fish, wildlife, and vegetation

Migratory Bird Treaty Act, as amended, 16
U.S.C. §§ 703-712; 50 CFR Parts 10, 12, 20,
and 21

Migratory birds
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AUTHORITIES

RESOURCES AND VALUES AFFORDED
PROTECTION

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
of 1969, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 et seq.; 40 CFR
Parts 1500-1508

The human environment (e.g. cultural and
historic resources, natural resources, biodiversity,
human health and safety, socioeconomic
environment, visitor use and experience)

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966,
as amended, 16 U.S.C. §§ 470-470x-6; 36
CFR Parts 60, 63, 78, 79, 800, 801, and 810

Cultural and historic properties listed in or
determined to be eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places

Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act, 25 U.S.C. §§ 3001-3013;
43 CFR Part 10

Native American human remains, funerary
objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural
patrimony

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, as
amended, 33 U.S.C. §§ 401 et. seq.; 33 CFR
Parts 114, 115, 116, 321, 322, and 333

Shorelines and navigable waterways, tidal waters,
and wetlands

Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974, 42 U.S.C.
§§ 300f et seq.; 40 CFR Parts 141-148

Human health and water resources

National Park Service, Department of
Interior; 36 CFR Parts 1, 2, and 7

Visitor use and Preserve management

Executive Orders

Executive Order (E.O.) 11593 - Protection
and Enhancement of the Cultural
Environment, 36 Federal Register (Fed.
Reg.) 8921 (1971)

Cultural resources

E.O. 11988 - Floodplain Management, 42
Fed. Reg. 26951 (1977)

Floodplains and human health, safety, and
welfare

E.O. 11990 - Protection of Wetlands, 42
Fed. Reg. 26961 (1977)

Wetlands

E.O. 12088 - Federal Compliance with
Pollution Control Standards, 43 Fed. Reg.
47707 (1978)

Natural resources and human health and safety

E.O. 12898 - Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations,
amended by Exec. Order No. 12948, 60
Fed. Reg. 6379 (1995)

Human health and safety

E.O. 13007-Indian Sacred Sites, 61 Fed.
Reg. 26771 (1996)

Native American sacred sites

E.O. 13112 - Invasive Species, 64 Fed. Reg.
6183 (1999)

Vegetation and wildlife
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RESOURCES AND VALUES AFFORDED

AUTHORITIES PROTECTION

E.O. 13186- Responsibilities of Federal
Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds, 66 Migratory birds
Fed. Reg. 3853 (2001)

Policies, Guidelines and Procedures

All resources, including natural resources, cultural
NPS Management Policies 2006 resources, human health and safety, visitor use
and experience, visual resources, and others

Department of the Interior (DOI),
Departmental Manual (DM) 516 -NEPA The human environment
policies

NPS Director’s Order (DO) -12 and
Handbook — National Environmental The human environment
Policy Act (2001)

NPS DO - 28 — Cultural Resource

Management (1997) Cultural, historic, and ethnographic resources

NPS 77 — Natural Resources Management

Guideline (1991) Natural resources

NPS DO 77-1 — Wetland Protection Wetlands

NPS Special Directive 93-4 - Floodplain

Management Guideline Floodplains

Secretary of the Interior’'s “Standards and
Guidelines for Archeology and Historic
Preservation,” 48 Fed. Reg. 44716 (1983), Cultural and historic resources
also published as Appendix C of NPS DO
28 - Cultural Resource Management

Selected Texas Laws and Regulations

Texas Parks and Wildlife Code 1.101(4) Feral hogs considered exotic livestock and not a
and Texas Agriculture Code 161.001(a)[4] game or non-game species

TAC Title 4 Part 2 Chapter 55 Rule §§ 55.9

Feral Swine Trapping and movement of feral swine

Definition of captive feral hogs as “exotic
livestock”; regulation and registration
requirements of feral swine holding facilities and
movement restrictions

Texas Agriculture Code Title 6, Subtitle C,
Chapter 161, Secs. 161.001, 161.0412,
161.054, 161.1375, 161.150

This EA was prepared in compliance with NEPA and its implementing regulations. The
EA is being made available to the public for a 30-day review. Upon completion of this
review, NPS will assess all public comments, and if necessary, modify the EA. A Finding
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of No Significant Impact (FONSI) would then be issued finalizing the decision, or, if the
potential for significant impacts were identified, a Notice of Intent (NOI) would be
publicized in the Federal Register for preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS).

This EA evaluates specific actions to manage feral hogs in BTNP. Additional
compliance may be necessary for site-specific actions where the potential for sensitive
resources exists or the action is in an area or is of a nature that creates a public concern.
The public would be notified of any such proposals prior to implementation.

1.3  ISSUES AND IMPACT TOPICS EVALUATED

Issues and concerns affecting this proposal were identified from past NPS planning
efforts at this Preserve and other National Park System units (including several parks
that are planning or implementing feral hog management), environmental groups, and
input from other state and federal agencies and the public through scoping, as further
described in section 4. Issues were identified for both the no action and the action
alternative. For the no action alternative, general issues include feral hog damage to
native plants, animals, and the ecological structures and functional processes upon
which they are dependent; irreparable damage to resources so that they are unavailable
for future generations; and detrimental effects of continued feral hog activity on both
visitor use and experience and Preserve operations. General issues identified for the
action alternative are related to management activities and include negative impacts to
natural and recreation resources, such as vegetation trampling, non-target species
capture, temporary trail closures, and increased labor demand on BTNP staff. Positive
effects to resources should result from the reduction of negative feral hog impacts under
the action alternative, and these benefits should offset and exceed anticipated negative
effects under this alternative for all resources or issues except for Preserve operations.
Potential issues under both the no action and the action alternative include compliance
with policies on endangered species, exotic species, and multiple-use recreation, as
specified in enabling legislation for BTNP.

Specific impact topics were developed to focus discussion of environmental
consequences, and to allow comparison of the impacts of each alternative. These
impact topics were identified based on federal laws, regulations, and executive orders,
as well as NPS Management Policies 2006 and NPS knowledge of limited or easily
affected resources. Impact topics that are carried forward for further analysis in this
environmental assessment are those where the no action or the action alternative may
have a measurable effect, defined as “moderate” or greater intensity (as described in
section 1.4). There were eight impact topics retained for further analysis. Some impact
topics were dismissed from further consideration when the environmental effects were
estimated to not be measurable. A brief rationale for the selection of each impact topic
is given below.
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Geologic Resources (includes Soils, Bedrock, Streambeds, etc.): According to
Management Policies 2006, NPS will preserve and protect geologic features and natural
processes from disturbances and “will actively seek to understand and preserve the soil
resources of parks, and to prevent, to the extent possible, the unnatural erosion,
physical removal, or contamination of the soil or its contamination of other resources.”
Feral hog behavior, especially rooting, can result in disturbance to geologic resources,
especially soils and streambeds. The action alternative would include activities that may
disturb geologic resources, such as increased foot traffic in the backcountry. A
reduction in the BT NP feral hog population under the preferred action would lessen the
negative impacts of these animals on geologic resources, having a positive effect.
Therefore, geologic resources will be addressed as an impact topic in this EA.

Water Quality and Quantity: NPS policies require protection of water quality
consistent with the Clean Water Act. The purpose of the Clean Water Act is to “restore
and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters.” To
enact this goal, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has been charged with
evaluating federal actions that result in potential degradation of waters of the U.S. and
issuing permits for actions consistent with the Clean Water Act. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) also has responsibility for oversight and review
of permits and actions, which affect waters of the U.S. Feral hogs can impact water
quality by altering erosion/sedimentation rates, changing flow paths, introducing
bacteria and fecal coliforms, and through various other mechanisms. The proposed
action would include activities that may affect water quality, such as sedimentation
caused by soil disturbance during limited vehicular access or the placement of traps,
blinds, or fencing. A reduction in the BTNP feral hog population under the action
alternative would lessen the negative impacts of these animals on water quality, having a
beneficial effect. Therefore, water quality and quantity will be addressed as an impact
topic in this EA.

Floodplains and Wetlands: Executive Order (EO) 11988 “Floodplain Management”
requires all federal agencies to avoid construction within the 100-year floodplain unless
no other practicable alternative exists. NPS guided by the Management Policies 2006 and
DO 77-2 Floodplain Management will strive to preserve floodplain values and minimize
hazardous floodplain conditions.

EO 11990 “Protection of Wetlands” requires federal agencies to avoid, where possible,
negative impacts to wetlands. Further, Section 404 of the Clean Water Act authorizes
USACE to prohibit or regulate, through a permitting process, discharge of dredged or
fill material or excavation within waters of the U.S. NPS policies for wetlands as stated
in Management Policies 2006 and DO-77-1 Wetlands Protection, strive to prevent the loss
or degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial
values of wetlands.

Feral hogs can impact floodplain and wetland habitats, although floodplain impacts by
hogs do not include those specified in EO 11988. The proposed action would include
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activities that may affect floodplains and wetlands, such as trampling of vegetation or
soil compaction due to pedestrian or vehicular traffic, or the placement of traps, blinds,
stands, or fencing. A reduction in the BTNP feral hog population under the action
alternative would lessen the negative impacts of these animals on floodplains and
wetlands, having a positive effect. Therefore, floodplains and wetlands will be
addressed as an impact topic in this EA.

Vegetation (includes Rare & Unusual Vegetation and Plant Species of Special
Concern): The National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) calls for an
examination of the impacts a proposed action may have on all components of affected
ecosystems. Management Policies 2006 states NPS will preserve and maintain all plant
species native to the naturally evolving park unit ecosystems by preserving and restoring
the abundances, diversity, dynamics, habitats, distributions, and natural processes of
native plants.

Additionally, Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires all federal agencies to
consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to ensure that any action
authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency does not jeopardize the continued
existence of federally listed species or designated critical habitats. NPS Management
Policies 2006 and DO-77 Natural Resources Management Guidelines require NPS to
examine the impacts on federal candidate species, as well as state-listed endangered,
threatened, candidate, rare, declining, and sensitive species.

Feral hog activity can impact vegetation communities as well as populations of
individual species, including species of special concern, through disturbance, herbivory,
spread of non-native species, and other mechanisms. The proposed action would
include activities that may affect vegetation, such as trampling or clearing due to
pedestrian or vehicular access and during the placement of traps, blinds, stands, or
fencing. A reduction in the BTNP feral hog population under the action alternative
would lessen the negative impacts of these animals on vegetation, having a positive
effect on the resource. Therefore, vegetation will be addressed as an impact topic in this
EA.

Fish and Wildlife (includes Species of Special Concern, Unique or Important
Wildlife or Wildlife Habitat, and Unique or Important Fish or Fish Habitat):
Management Policies 2006 states that NPS will preserve and maintain animals native to
the naturally evolving park unit ecosystems by preserving and restoring the abundances,
diversity, dynamics, habitats, distributions, and natural processes of native animals.
BTNP hosts a large diversity of wildlife: about 60 mammal species, 90 reptile and
amphibian species, more than 1,800 invertebrates, and almost 100 fish species.

Feral hog activity can impact fish and wildlife communities and species’ populations,
including species of special concern, through disturbance, herbivory, predation, spread
of non-native species, competition, disease, and other mechanisms. The proposed
action would include activities that may affect fish and wildlife resources, such as the
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accidental trapping of non-target species and disturbances (pedestrian or vehicular
traffic, dog activity, noise, and fencing) that cause avoidance behavior or displacement
of individuals. A reduction in the BTNP feral hog population under the action
alternative would lessen the negative impacts of these animals on fish and wildlife,
having a positive effect. Therefore, fish and wildlife will be addressed as an impact topic
in this environmental assessment (see also Vegetation, where regulations for species of
special concern are addressed).

Visitor Use and Experience (includes Recreation Resources, Visitor Experience,
Aesthetic Resources, etc.): NPS Management Policies 2006 states that the fundamental
purpose of all National Park System units is for the enjoyment of unit resources. NPS is
committed to providing appropriate, high-quality opportunities for visitors to enjoy the
parks, preserves, and other units, and will provide opportunities specifically suited for
the natural and cultural resources found within each area. The enabling legislation for
BTNP allows for hunting, in addition to the typical range of opportunities found in
natural areas.

The presence of feral hogs in BTNP and signs of their disturbance can affect visitor use
and experience, with the type and intensity of the effect dependent on the visitor and
their perspective on feral hogs. The proposed action would include activities that may
affect visitor use and experience, such as the temporary closure of certain Preserve areas
during directed shooting activities or when using dogs, the potential for disturbance
during the use of dogs, and the impacts of trap placement or fencing on aesthetics. A
reduction in the BTNP feral hog population under the action alternative would
negatively affect some visitors but would generally lessen the negative impacts of these
animals on most visitor uses and experiences, producing a positive effect. Therefore,
visitor use and experience will be addressed as an impact topic.

Preserve Operations: BTNP has a relatively large land base in relation to its small
permanent staff. Feral hog disturbance negatively affects BTINP operations by impeding
activities, such as restoration projects and removal of invasive species, which results in
added labor and capital costs. A reduction in the BTNP feral hog population under the
proposed action would lessen the negative impacts of these animals on Preserve
operations, having a positive effect. However, implementation of the proposed feral
hog management plan would also affect resource management and maintenance
responsibilities of BTNP staff, necessitating both increased labor and capital costs that
may limit allocation of these resources to other activities. Therefore, Preserve
operations will be addressed as an impact topic in this EA.

Introduce or Promote Non-Native Species (Plant or Animal): EO [|jjjjl|}
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