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STATE OF HAWAI'I
OFFICE OF HAWAIIAN AFFAIRS

560 N. NIMITZ HWY., SUITE 200
HONOLULU, HAWAI'l 96817

April 27, 2023

Judith Walker

Federal Preservation Officer
Federal Aviation Administration
800 Independence Ave
Washington, DC 20591

Re:  National Parks Air Tour Management Plan for Haleakala National Park
NHPA Section 106, Continuing Consultation and Finding of No Adverse Effect
Papaulana, ‘Aleiki, ‘Alaenui and Kakalehale Ahupua‘a; Kipahulu Moku; Maui
Mokupuni
Tax Map Keys: (2) 1-6-002:001-004, 007, 008, 011, 012; 1-6-03:001, 002, 008,
015, 017, 021, 022, 023, 025, 028, 029; 1-6-004:001, 002; 1-6-005:013, 016, 024;
and 1-6-006:001, 002, 003, 004, 006, 020

Aloha e Ms. Walker:

The Office of Hawaiian Affairs (OHA) is in receipt of your March 27, 2023, letter
continuing National Historical Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 consultation and
providing a Finding of No Adverse Effect for the Haleakala National Park (HALE) Air
Tour Management Plan (ATMP). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is preparing
this ATMP in cooperation with the National Park Service (NPS) for all commercial air
tours flown at or below 5,000 feet above ground and within a half mile of the HALE park
boundaries. Absent an ATMP, commercial air tour flights over HALE would continue
virtually unrestricted under the FAA’s Interim Operating Authority (IOA) with no limits
on flight routes, altitudes, or times of day. Consultation was first initiated in March 2021
via a letter from the FAA, with various virtual meetings and updates occurring between
October 2021 and present.

The current letter indicates that Alternative 3 has been selected as the preferred
alternative and that there would be no adverse effect to historic properties from its
implementation. This Alternative would include a single flight route that moves air tours
away from the most sensitive cultural resources in the area of potential effect (APE) and
avoids direct overflights of most resources, including Haleakala. Set flight times would
occur between 11AM to 2PM for non-quiet tech flights and 11AM to 4PM for quiet-tech
(QT) flights. Sundays and Wednesdays would be designated as no-fly days. 6 no-fly days
will also be observed during the Hawaiian moon calendar and Makahiki season. 2
additional fly no-fly days will be observed for Hawai‘i State holidays of historical
importance with prior notice to operators.
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The FAA argues that implementation of Alternative 3 would reduce existing air
traffic by at least 50%, minimizing flights from an annual average of 4,824 to 2,412.
Further, the Noise Technical Analysis conducted by the FAA establishes specific noise
level decibel thresholds that would interrupt the outdoor experience and interpretive
programs. It is believed that the implementation of QT flights per the ATMP would keep
noise within these thresholds and greatly reduce existing aircraft related noise. Soundscape
monitoring would be conducted by NPS to ensure thresholds are met.

Background on OHA Section 106 Involvement

Previously, OHA participated in NHPA Section 106 consultations for the ATMP
and did submit formal comments on November 28, 2022. As noted in our letter, a member
of the Kipahulu and Lind ‘Ohana had indicated that the Kipahulu Kupuna Council,
originally formed in cooperation with NPS,EI has adamantly been against helicopter tours
in the area since 1998. The Kipahulu Kupuna Council has argued that all of Haleakala is
sacred and that there are significant adverse effects caused by low flying commercial flights
impacting the use and serenity of the vast cultural landscape of Kipahulu. We further
observed complaints from consulting parties alleging that flight operators were flying
below minimum altitudes.

Our letter strongly recommended that a traditional cultural property (TCP) study be
done to better understand cultural resources within the park and to ensure that adequate
vertical buffers were implanted to protect cultural practitioners and the cultural landscape.
Through follow up conversations between OHA and the Lind ‘Ohana, there was a concern
over “poor consultation” conducted by NPS under current leadership. They generally felt
as if they were not being listened to and that prior HALE Superintendents were more
involved in NPS related consultation efforts. OHA believes that a proper TCP study with
an extensive consultation component has the potential to help mend any fractured
relationships with cultural practitioners and re-establish some level of trust with them.

OHA Comments on FAA Finding of No Adverse Effect
1) Traditional Cultural Property Study

OHA certainly acknowledges that the current preferred Alternative would indeed
greatly reduce the number of flights occurring per year and likely reduce the amount of
existing flight related noise. However, we believe, that the determination of no adverse
effect is still premature, as it is solely based on improving current flight conditions
without a full understanding of the cultural resources within HALE. Since our initial

! The Kipahulu Ohana has had a partnership agreement with Haleakala NPS for the operation of Kapahu
Living Farm and has helped coordinate Kupuna Council meetings.
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comments, it has been our stance that such knowledge could be obtain through a TCP
study. The FAA has opted not to do one and further fails to even acknowledge the
utility of completing such a study. OHA maintains that a TCP study be done first prior
to issuing an adverse effect determination and that appropriate vertical buffers be
established given the abundance of cultural concerns presented during Section 106
consultations. It is simply not enough to make an adverse effect determination based
on a reduction of the current number of flights without fully understanding the cultural
needs of the Native Hawaiian people and cultural resources within HALE.

2) No-Fly Days

As stated above, the current Alternative will include 6 no-fly days during the Hawaiian
moon calendar and Makahiki. However, its unclear to OHA how this number was
derived and who was consulted to obtain it. During the most recent consultation
meeting on April 20, 2023, members of the Lind ‘Ohana had expressed a desire to
increase the number of no-fly days during Makahiki to 12. In response, the FAA stated
that this could be addressed through the National Environmental Protection Act
(NEPA) process that still needs to be initiated.

OHA points out that the amount of no-fly days during Makahiki was not initially
included in the Alternative options when Section 106 consultations began. As it is
based on cultural needs and something that changed during the consultations, OHA had
assumed it came about through the Section 106 process. However, it seems the FAA
was not able to answer where the idea to have 6 no-fly days came from. OHA believes
the amount of no-fly days is directly related to the current Section 106 effort as it
pertains to mitigating adverse effects to ongoing cultural practices. Thus, adjusting it
should not have to be deferred to the NEPA process. As such, OHA asks that the FAA
and NPS reconsider the amount of no-fly days as requested by the Lind ‘ohana as part
of the Section 106 process and that an explanation be provided as to how the no-fly
days during Makahiki was developed.

3) Possible Impacts to Lo ‘alo ‘a Heiau in Kaupo

Its OHA’s understanding that following comments that the FAA and NPS received
from consulting parties in November 2022, the APE was expanded to include the entire
Kaup0d area south of the “Kaupd Gap” to the Denman Parcel near the shoreline. During
the April 20, 2023, consultation meeting, residents of Kaupo had noted that the
Lo‘alo‘a heiau is in this area and that helicopter noise has been disturbing cultural
practices. OHA notes that this heiau is in fact recognized as being on the National
Register of Historic Places (NHRP) by NPS and also the Noholoku archaeological
sites.2 Yet, it would appear that these sites were not included in the FAA’s list of
historic properties within the APE.

2 https://www.nps.gov/places/loaloa-heiau.htm
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The FAA claims that the current flight route for Alternative 3 was chosen to move air
tours away from the most sensitive areas. However, this decision appears to have been
prematurely made as it does not account for Lo‘alo‘a heiau within the expanded APE
area. OHA requests that [.o‘alo‘a heiau and Naholoku archaeological sites be included
as part of the list of historic properties in the APE and a re-evaluation of the current
flight route in light of this information.

Closing Remarks

Mabhalo for the opportunity to comment. OHA looks forward to continuing
consultation and seeing that the FAA fully consider our recommendations. Should you
have any questions, please contact OHA’s Lead Compliance Specialist, Kamakana C.
Ferreira at (808) 594-0227 or by email at kamakanaf(@oha.org.

‘O wau iho no me ka ‘oia ‘i‘o,

Sylvia M. Hussey, Ed.D.
Ka Pouhana, Chief Executive Officer

SH:kf

CC: Natalia Gates, Super Intendant, Haleakala National Park
Carmen “Hulu” Lindsey, OHA Chairperson and Maui Island Trustee
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United States Department of Transportation

Federal Aviation Administration

Office of Policy, International Affairs, and Environment
Office of Environment and Energy

800 Independence Ave, SW Suite 900 West
Washington DC 20591

To Judith Walker and the larger ATMP Team,

Haleakala Conservancy does not concur with the finding of no impact, as presented
within the Section 106 Consulting Party Meeting for the Haleakala National Park
Air Tour Management Plan on April 20™, 2023.

Haleakala Conservancy is the philanthropic partner to Haleakala National Park, with
our philanthropy focused on ways to improve the Park for our community and support
projects that protect and provide access to the varied resources of the Park. We
believe that we share a common goal of preserving and protecting our natural
resources and cultural heritage for future generations. It is for this reason that we
support a full ban on commercial air tour flights over the Park’s air space, as the
proposed plan still includes an allowance of 2,412 flights annually, for the following

reasons:

1. The vast majority of Haleakala National Park is formally designated as
Wilderness Area wherein there are strict prohibitions against any kind of motorized
activity - ranging from vehicles to battery-powered hand tools. While this designation,
when originally created, did not contemplate commercial air tours, it should be
understood in the context of its fundamental intent to protect our most fragile
ecosystems in the face of evolving impacts.

2. Commercial air tour overflights profoundly compromise one of the documented

and cherished hallmarks of Haleakala National Park - its silence.

www.haleakalaconservancy.org PO Box 880878 Pukalani Hawaii 96788 808-757-9436
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3. Allowing commercial overflights of Haleakala National Park will demonstrate a complete

dismissal of and disregard for the concerns expressed by the community and Kanaka

Maoli about the disastrous impacts of overflights to sacred lands and disrupt cultural

practices that are integral to the vitality of Hawaiian culture.
Two additional moments from the call show the lack of adequate review during the assessment
period, leading to our belief that this proposal needs to be revisited from the beginning and the
proposal for a no-fly zone over all of Haleakala National Park reconsidered. The two instances

were:

1. The Area of Potential Effect was not appropriately expanded to include sacred cultural
sites like the Loaloa Heiau, which had been brought up in prior stakeholder calls as an
area of impact but was summarily forgotten, leading to a general mistrust of the nature of
the entire assessment.

2. A request for information by a Kanaka Maoli cultural practitioner as to how to add other
dates to the no-fly calendar was dismissed by the FAA representative. The questioner and
the rest of the participants were told they should hold on submitting any such requests for
the future NEPA review. This directive from the FAA is incorrect, as clearly, this review
was the most appropriate time to submit this type of request. The unavoidable conclusion
from this unfortunate exchange was that the Kanaka Maoli were, once again, asked not to
comment.

Thank you for your time and review of our comments. We appreciate your commitment to
formalizing the plan for air tours above Haleakala National Park and want to ensure that due

diligence has been given to the comments of its stakeholders.

Mabhalo,

J. Scott Meidell, President of the Board of Directors Wendy Rice Peterson

Erik McLellan, Vice President Jamie Woodburn

Donne Dawson Olena Alec, Executive Director

Donna Howard

www.haleakalaconservancy.org PO Box 880878 Pukalani Hawaii 96788 808-757-9436
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April 28, 2023

Judith Walker

Federal Preservation Officer

Federal Aviation Administration

U.S. Department of Transportation

Office of Policy, International Affairs & Environment
Office of Environment and Energy

800 Independence Ave. SW, Suite 900 West
Washington D.C. 20591

Sent via email to: judith.walker @faa.gov and ATMPTeam@dot.gov

Re: Comments on Proposed Finding of No Adverse Effect for
Haleakala National Park Air Tour Management Plan

Dear Ms. Walker,

The National Trust for Historic Preservation (“National Trust”) appreciates this
opportunity to comment on the Haleakala National Park Air Tour Management Plan
(“ATMP”) pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (“NHPA”) and
36 C.F.R. §§ 800.2(c)(5) and 800.3(f)(3). We support the comments and concerns that have
previously been raised by the Historic Hawai’i Foundation in/ their November 18, 2022
letter, and by the Office of Hawaiian Affairs in their letter dated November 28, 2022. Many
of these comments remain unaddressed. We encourage the FAA to more directly address
these concerns, as well as those raised by the Native Hawaiian organizations and
individuals who have participated in this consultation.

This letter responds to the proposed finding of no adverse effect by the Federal
Aviation Administration (“FAA”) for this undertaking, and to the discussion at the April 20,
2023 consultation meeting. The National Trust disagrees with the FAA’s proposed finding
of no adverse effect, pursuant to 36 C.F.R. § 800.5(c)(2)(i). In our view, this undertaking
will indeed have adverse effects upon historic properties, and the majority of the other
consulting parties obviously agree that adverse effects will occur. We believe the FAA’s
proposed finding is based on an erroneous interpretation of relevant law.

During the April 20, 2023 consultation meeting, the FAA’s representative stated that
the proposed finding of no adverse effect was based on a comparison of future air tour
operations under the new ATMP versus current air tour operations. The FAA’s
representative stated that, since the undertaking does not propose to increase existing
adverse effects to historic properties, the undertaking merits a finding of no adverse effect.
This represents a fundamental misstatement of the scope of this undertaking and of the
FAA’s statutory responsibility to evaluate adverse effects under Section 106 of the NHPA.

600 14th Street NW, Suite 500, Washington, DC 20005
E law@savingplaces.org P 202.588.6035 F 202.588.6038 SavingPlaces.org
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This undertaking is being developed pursuant to the National Parks Air Tour
Management Act of 2000 (Pub. L. 106-181) and its implement is appropriate ing
regulations contained in 14 C.F.R. Part 136. Nowhere in either the statute or the regulations
are ATMPs required to permit existing adverse effects. The development of this ATMP is
instead a de novo evaluation of appropriate air tour uses within Haleakala National Park. It
is an exercise of federal jurisdiction and management authority. There is thus no baseline
that is required to be accepted in the Section 106 process, and all adverse effects resulting
from this undertaking must be taken into account.

Indeed, the FAA has the authority to prohibit air tours within Haleakala National
Park. The National Trust supports Alternative 2, as it would truly avoid or minimize adverse
effects.B If the FAA instead adopts an ATMP that allows air tours, a finding of adverse effects
is appropriate in connection with the Section 106 review of this undertaking.

The National Trust specifically asserts that the permitting of air tours within
Haleakala National Park would cause adverse effects by diminishing the “setting ... feeling,
or association” of the park’s historic resources per 36 C.F.R. § 800.5(a)(1). Air tours within
the park also result in an “[I]ntroduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that
diminish the integrity of the property's significant historic features;” per 36 C.F.R. §
800.5(a)(2)(v).

During the April 20, 2023 consultation meeting, the FAA did not explicitly dispute
that air tours cause adverse effects to historic properties within the Haleakala National
Park. Rather, the FAA’s position that this undertaking will have no adverse effects seemed
primarily based on the argument that it would not result in an overall increase to existing
adverse effects, and under some metrics, existing adverse effects would be reduced. As we
stated during the consultation meeting, this represents a failure to consider cumulative
impacts. The Section 106 regulations explicitly require the consideration of “reasonably
foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther
removed in distance or be cumulative.” 36 C.F.R. § 800.5(a)(1) (emphasis added). And
cumulative effects are defined to include “past” effects:

Cumulative effects . . . result from the incremental effects of the action when
added to the effects of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person
undertakes such other actions. Cumulative effects can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a
period of time.

40 C.F.R. § 1508.1(g)(3) (emphasis added).
The National Trust remains concerned about the potential precedent that an agency

management plan or decision explicitly authorizing adverse effects could be deemed
allegedly not adverse, simply because the authorized adverse effects are not as severe as

1 Comments submitted digitally on April 1, 2022.



they used to be, when the agency has the authority to prohibit the adverse effects.
Accordingly, we urge the FAA to revise its proposed finding of effect to reflect the reality
that the undertaking as currently proposed would result in cumulative adverse effects to
historic properties. In the absence of a revised finding, it will be necessary for the FAA to
refer this disagreement to the ACHP, pursuant to 36 C.F.R. § 800.5(c)(2)-(3), given the
widespread opposition to the finding among the consulting parties.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments, and we look forward to
continuing to participate in this Section 106 consultation.

Sincerely,

Z@ywwmﬂ“

Elizabeth S. Merritt
Deputy General Counsel

it (el

Chris Cody
Associate General Counsel

cc: Rachel Mangum and Jaime Loichinger, ACHP
Natalie Gates, NPS Superintendent, HALE
Rachel Hodara, NPS Cultural Resources Program Manager
Honeygirl Duman, NPS Hawaiian Community Liaison
Alan Downer, Jessica Puff, Stephanie Hacker, and Susan Lebo
Hawaii State Historic Preservation Office
Kiersten Faulkner, Historic Hawai’i Foundation



Friends of Haleakala National Park
PO Box 322
Makawao, HI 96768

May 2, 2023
United States Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
Office of Policy, International Affairs, and Environment
Office of Environment and Energy
800 Independence AVE, SW Suite 900 West
Washington DC 20591

To Judith Walker and the larger ATMP Team,

The Friends of Haleakala does not concur with the finding of no impact af the proposed ATMP for
Haleakala National Park as described in your letter of March 27, 2023.

Instead, we find that by your (FAA) own analysis, the provisions of the proposed ATMP for
Haleakala National Park allow both audible and visual impact on visitors to historic sites in the
management area. Many of these sites are remowned for their silence and/or for their wilderness
character. Introduced noise and visual disruption at these sites clearly will have an impact an
adverse impact on the vistor experience at these sites.

While we acknowledge that the proposed ATMP will likely result in a reduction of the adverse
impact on these sites from commercial air tours as compared to what is currently allowed or
practiced, a plan that allows flights within the management area, (that is within 1/2 mile outside
the Park boundaries) still has a adverse efect on historic sites in the management area.

Hence, we do not concurr with a finding of no adverse effect.

Regards,
Watt- Wordoman

Matt Wordeman, President, Friends of Haleakala National Park



From: Neal Desai

To: ATMPTeam

Cc: Walker, Judith <FAA>; Ward, Vicki L; Haas, Shauna (Volpe); Trevino, Karen; Hodara Nelson, Rachel;
sarah Killinger@nps.gov; summer roper todd@nps.gov; Jackson-Retondo, Elaine

Subject: NPCA Objection to Proposed Findings for Haleakala National Park and Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park

Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 12:24:07 AM

Attachments: Final Air tour letter from NPCA and NTHP - HAVO and HALE 6-20-2023.pdf

This email originated from outside of the Department of Transportation (DOT). Do

not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content
is safe.

FAA:

This email letter follows up on our discussion on Friday July 7, 2023, where the National Parks
Conservation Association (NPCA) expressed our objection to the proposed Finding of No Adverse
Effect for both Haleakala and Hawaii Volcanoes National Parks. Per your prompt inquiring if NPCA
would be submitting an objection in writing, we write here to do that.

Despite consultation with Native Hawaiian Organizations, Kupuna, and others highlighting that
allowing even a reduced level of air tours, as proposed in the undertaking, would not sufficiently
mitigate the impacts to traditional, ceremonial, cultural, and religious use and connection to the
Park, the FAA decided to find No Adverse Effects for both parks. This finding is factually incorrect.
NPCA agrees with commentors, for the reasons they have outlined and which are referenced in the
proposed Finding, that adverse effects will be present under the proposed undertaking. NPCA’s
NEPA comment letter, which speaks to acoustical data and analyses found within the proposed
Findings for both parks and is attached here, also explains why there would be adverse effects in
both parks under the proposed undertakings.

Thank you,
Neal

Neal Desai
Senior Program Director, Pacific Region | National Parks Conservation Association

Mobile: 510.368.0845 |ndesai@npca.org
(Pronouns: he/him/his)

Preserving Our Past. Protecting Our Future.
Speak up for national parks. Join us at npca.org

From: ATMPTeam <ATMPTeam@dot.gov>

Sent: Friday, July 7, 2023 2:49 PM

To: ATMPTeam <ATMPTeam@dot.gov>

Cc: Walker, Judith <FAA> <judith.walker@faa.gov>; Ward, Vicki L <vicki_ward@nps.gov>; Haas,
Shauna (Volpe) <shauna.haas@dot.gov>; Trevino, Karen <Karen_Trevino@nps.gov>; Hodara Nelson,
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June 20, 2023

National Park Service and Federation Aviation Administration
c/o Volpe National Transportation Systems Center

Kaitlyn Rimol, V-326

Attn: HAVO/HALE ATMPs

55 Broadway

Cambridge, MA 02142

Re: Opposition to the preferred alternatives (Alternative 3) in the Air Tour Management Plans for
Hawai’i Volcanoes and Haleakala National Parks

Dear NPS Director Chuck Sams and FAA Administrator Billy Nolen:

On behalf of the National Parks Conservation Association and the National Trust for Historic
Preservation, and our nearly 2.6 million members and supporters nationwide, we submit these
comments on the Air Tour Management Plans (ATMP) for Hawai’i Volcanoes and Haleakala National
Parks.

Since 1919, National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) has been the leading voice of the American
people in protecting and enhancing our National Park System. The National Trust for Historic
Preservation in the United States is a private nonprofit organization chartered by Congress in 1949 to
“facilitate public participation” in the preservation of our nation's heritage, and to further the historic
preservation policy of the United States.

We believe the National Park Service (NPS) and Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) should have
prohibited air tours in both parks in order to protect natural sounds, visitor experiences, Indigenous
sacred sites and ceremonial areas, natural and cultural resources, wildlife, and wilderness resources and
values. We assert the preferred alternatives allowing commercial air tours 1) result in unacceptable
impacts to the aforementioned resources and people and 2) do not support the management objectives
of the parks.

The agencies incorrectly applied the National Air Tour Management Act (49 U.S.C. 40128) and National
Park Service laws (54 U.S.C.) in the ATMPs for both parks. These laws are intended to protect national
parks, not promote commercial air tours.

The NPS Organic Act and the Redwoods Amendment Act together create a clear conservation mandate,
and that use of national parks cannot derogate from the values and purposes for which those protected
areas were established. The NPS’s 2006 Management Policies create a binding interpretation of the





Organic Act (Greater Yellowstone Coal. v. Kempthorne, 577 F. Supp. 2d 183, 196). The NPS Management
Policies explain that the Organic Act creates two independent mandates: a conservation mandate and a
prohibition on impairment. Those mandates require NPS to “seek ways to avoid, or to minimize to the
greatest extent practicable, adverse impacts on park resources and values” but also “allow impacts to
park resources and values when necessary and appropriate to fulfill the purposes of the park, so long as
the impact does not constitute impairment of the affected resources and values.” § 1.4.3. Further,
where there is conflict between conserving resources and values and providing for enjoyment of them,
conservation is to be predominant.

In Hawai’i Volcanoes and Haleakala National Parks, the NPS has identified the protection of natural
sounds as a primary purpose for each park. The NPS 2006 Management Policies define the natural
soundscape as a park resource. § 1.4.6. The policies also define “unacceptable impacts” as “impacts
that, individually or cumulatively, would... unreasonably interfere with... the natural soundscape
maintained in wilderness and natural, historic, or commemorative locations within the park.” § 1.4.7.
There is no doubt natural sound is a resource protected under the NPS Organic Act.

Furthermore, NPS 2006 Management Policies’ section on “soundscape management” states, in part,
that “The National Park Service will preserve, to the greatest extent possible, the natural soundscapes of
parks” (§ 4.9) and a section on “cultural soundscape management” provides that “The Service will
preserve soundscape resources and values of the parks to the greatest extent possible to protect
opportunities for appropriate transmission of cultural and historic sounds that are fundamental
components of the purposes and values for which the parks were established” (§ 5.3.1.7).

Air tours are and will continue under the preferred alternatives to cause unacceptable impacts to park
resources including natural sounds, visitors and Indigenous communities that utilize the parks. Existing
air tours are already impairing park resources and conditions per the NPS Organic Act.

Furthermore, when implementing the Wilderness Act (16 U.S. C. 1131-1136), NPS is obligated to choose
Alternative 2 which offers the “greatest protection” for the designated, eligible and proposed wilderness
for both parks. In a case involving snowmobile noise near wilderness, Izaak Walton League of America,
Inc. v. Kimbell, 516 F. Supp.2d 982 (D. Minn. 2007). Conservation organizations sued U.S. Forest Service
challenging the decision to construct a snowmobile trail connecting lakes adjacent to Boundary Waters
Canoe Area Wilderness. The plaintiffs claimed that the trail at issue would project the sights and sounds
of snowmobiles into the wilderness area in violation of § 4(b) of the Wilderness Act.

The court held, inter alia on cross motions for summary judgment: (1) fact issues existed as to whether
the agency's actions degraded the wilderness character of designated wilderness area; (2) the
Environmental Assessment (EA) failed to properly analyze noise impact resulting from snowmobile use
on the trail; and (3) the EA did not conduct any quantitative measurements of the sound impact in the
wilderness. The court concluded:

“[T]he analysis of sound impact contained in the EA is inadequate to support the
[Finding of No Significant Impact]. The EA provides no quantitative evidence or analysis
of decibel levels projected by the South Fowl Trail into the adjoining wilderness... As
discussed above, agency activity that results in sound that is louder, more constant,
more frequent, or of a different quality, than the sound that presently exists within the
wilderness, is more likely to degrade the wilderness character from its present condition
and thus result in a violation of § 4(b) of the Wilderness Act.





Id. at 995-96. (Emphasis added.). Notably, the court also observed that “an agency's duty to preserve
the wilderness character under § 4(b) of the Wilderness Act may apply to agency activity that occurs
outside of the boundaries of the wilderness area.”! Id. at @989. We raise this specific issue because
both parks are considering commercial air tour management within and near federally designated
wilderness.

For both parks units, we believe the National Environmental Policy Act (42 United States Code (U.S.C.),
4321 et seq.) has not been correctly applied. The starting point of the analysis should be the natural
ambient sounds of each park unit, and the impact analysis must judge the noise impacts of commercial
air tours while they are taking place in each park—specifically which areas will be impacted by noise
from air tours in each park. We encourage the agencies to apply this approach to every ATMP.

Hawai’i Volcanoes National Park

NPS created foundational documents for every park unit. They are grounded by each park’s enabling
legislation and provide guidance for planning and management decisions. Foundation documents speak
to the purpose, significance, fundamental resources and values, and interpretive themes for each park.

NPS describes fundamental resources in the following way:

The fundamental resources and values are those features, systems, processes, experiences,
stories, scenes, sounds, smells, or other attributes determined to warrant primary consideration
during planning and management processes because they are essential to achieving the purpose
of the park and maintaining its significance. Fundamental resources and values are closely
related to a park’s legislative purpose and are more specific than significance statements.

Fundamental resources and values help focus planning and management efforts on what is
truly significant about the park. One of the most important responsibilities of NPS managers is
to ensure the conservation and public enjoyment of those qualities that are essential
(fundamental) to achieving the purpose of the park and maintaining its significance. If
fundamental resources and values are allowed to deteriorate, the park purpose and/or
significance could be jeopardized.

The following fundamental resources and values have been identified for Hawai‘i Volcanoes National
Park:

- Volcanoes and Associated Volcanic Features and Processes. Two active hot-spot shield volcanoes,
dynamic geologic processes, and volcanic features demonstrate the effects of the forces of
nature and record the geologic history.

- Body of Scientific Knowledge and Investigations. Documents, collections, and observations
contribute to scientific discovery and range from early first-hand accounts of eruptive events to
current scientific research and museum collections.

" But note: The court also stated that: “In other words, where the agency activity does not increase or exacerbate
the existing sound impact on the wilderness area, such activity would not degrade the wilderness character of the
area. On the other hand, agency activity that results in noise that is louder, more constant, more frequent, or of a
different quality, is more likely to degrade the wilderness character from its present condition and thus violate §
4(b).” Id. at 989-990.
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- Opportunities for Scientific Research and Monitoring. The park serves as a world-class living
laboratory for geologic research, conservation biology, ecosystem development, island
biogeography, and evolution that continues to build on the existing body of scientific knowledge
for resource protection, public safety, and environmental understanding.

- Biological Diversity. The park contains an extraordinary assemblage of native plants and animals—
more than 90% of which are endemic to the Hawaiian Islands and many of which are rare,
endangered, and threatened with extinction.

- Ecological Integrity. The park perpetuates native ecosystems and communities, many of which are
unique to the park, and provides a refuge for endemic plants and animals that span seven
ecological zones ranging from seacoast to alpine. The park also supports the continuation of
natural processes and interactions among species and between the biotic and abiotic
environments.

+ Natural Sounds. Park soundscapes are protected from many human-caused sounds and are
dominated by the sounds of wind, ocean, volcanic activity, and native species.

Night Sky and Scenic Vistas. The unobscured night sky is characterized by an absence of artificial light
and scenic vistas are unobstructed by development and human-caused air pollution.

- Remote and Challenging Experiences. The park promotes opportunities for visitors to experience
solitude, primitive conditions, and challenge.

- Natural Landscape Character. From mauka (toward the mountain) to makai (toward the ocean), vast
expanses of the park’s wilderness have been affected primarily by the forces of nature—retaining
their primeval character.

- First-hand Volcanic Experiences. The park provides opportunities for visitors to approach and
experience active volcanic eruptions including fountains, fissures, and flows.

- Pelehonuamea. Volcanic landscapes and all active flows and products of eruptive events are the
representation of Pelehonuamea, deity of Hawaiian volcanoes.

- Wahi Kapu (Sacred Places) and Wahi Pana (Celebrated Places). The entire park landscape and all of
its inhabitants and features, including the sky as a layered extension of the landscape, are sacred to
Native Hawaiians, particularly Halema‘uma‘u Crater (home of Pelehonuamea), Mauna Loa’s
Moku‘aweoweo caldera (a focal point for the greater Hawaiian relationship to the universe-stars,
sun, moon), and mauka forested areas.

- Opportunity for Traditional Cultural Use. Native Hawaiian traditional uses in the park perpetuate
traditional practices, knowledge, and the cultural importance of this area. These practices,
including chants and dances, depend upon natural sounds, unobstructed views of mountain
summits, and an environment that has not been greatly altered by human-caused changes.

- Cultural Resources. The park’s rich and varied cultural resources, including objects, archeological sites,
cultural landscapes, historic structures, and ethnographic resources are preserved and contribute to
interpreting and understanding the greater Hawaiian culture and the more recent human history within
the park.





As described above, Hawaii Volcanoes is national park with many unique resources and attributes. From
active volcanoes to rare, endemic species, this wilderness is enjoyed by over a million visitors a year. The
park is sacred to many Native Hawaiians and part of their centuries-old culture. Commercial air tours are
not a fundamental resource or value and create unacceptable impacts to those resources and values.

In the Environmental Assessment, the agencies conclude that Alternative 2 prohibiting commercial air
tours will best protect the fundamental resources identified by the NPS in its foundational document. It
states:

Noise: “Alternative 2 would provide 365 days per year without noise from air tours within the ATMP
planning area and would reduce noise in the most noise sensitive regions of the Park resulting in direct
beneficial effects compared to the No Action Alternative and Alternative 3.” (page 39)

Biological Resources: “Under Alternative 2, commercial air tour aircraft would not fly within the ATMP
planning area which would eliminate this source of noise from the planning area. Therefore, there
would be a direct beneficial effect on biological resources since the intensity and likely presence of noise
from commercial air tours would be less than under the No Action Alternative.” (page 73).

Cultural Resources: “Under Alternative 2, commercial air tour aircraft would not fly within the ATMP
planning area. The elimination of commercial air tours from the ATMP planning area would reduce the
noise and visual intrusions from directly impacting the feeling and setting of cultural resources within
the APE and result in beneficial impacts to ethnographic resources and sacred sites, TCPs, archeological
resources, cultural landscapes, historic districts, and prehistoric and historic buildings and structures
compared to current conditions.” (page 93).

Wilderness: “Under Alternative 2, commercial air tour aircraft would not fly within the ATMP planning
area, which would offer the greatest protection to Wilderness. Compared to current conditions, this
would enhance Wilderness character by reducing the intensity of noise and number of noise events over
Wilderness areas. There would be direct beneficial impacts to the natural quality of Wilderness and the
opportunities for solitude under Alternative 2.” (page 105)

Visitor Use and Experience: “Under Alternative 2, commercial air tours would not fly within the ATMP
planning area which would eliminate this source of noise from the ATMP planning area. Therefore, there
would be a direct beneficial impact to Park visitor use and experience since the intensity and presence
of noise from commercial air tours would be less than under the No Action Alternative. Alternative 2
offers the greatest protection of visitor use and experience.” (page 115).

It is obvious the ATMP should have recommended eliminating commercial air tours as it provides the
“greatest protection” and “direct beneficial impact” for the park. Both the ATMP and Environmental
Assessment provide evidence that the current commercial air tours as well as Alternative 3 that would
continue to allow air tours, will harm visitors, natural and cultural resources, wilderness, and wildlife.
The agencies found that, “The Park has the highest visitor use among the nine NPS units in Hawai’i.
Noise from low flying air tours can have notable impacts on visitor experience. A 2007 survey conducted
at the Park found that the majority of people who reported hearing aircraft considered it either
unacceptable or annoying and reported negative emotions or feelings associated with aircraft sound.”
(ATMP at page 11). These broad statements about noise impacts to visitor experience have been
ignored for decades by NPS and FAA. Now that the agencies have an opportunity to address this direct
conflict by prohibiting commercial air tours, this ATMP recommends continuing this conflict in areas of
the park.





Knowing several species could be harmed by noise, the agencies propose mitigation measures that will
not guarantee the best possible conditions for them. The ATMP states, “Helicopter noise detrimentally
affects physiology, pairing and breeding success, and territory size of birds by limiting communication
between individuals. These effects could have a greater impact on critically endangered Hawaiian
endemics, which already face a number of additional stressors.” (page 11). This careless approach to
ensuring the survival of many species violates NPS laws and policies.

We continue to be baffled by the ATMP’s recommendations allowing helicopters to hover over the park.
On one hand the ATMP states, “Hovering, loitering and/or circling on the Kahuku Route and the Coastal
Route are prohibited because they could negatively impact visitor experience and cultural and natural
resources, including sensitive sites.” (page 12). As a general matter, we agree that hovering over an area
is hugely disruptive for visitors and resources. Yet, the ATMP allows hovering where it states, “Hovering,
loitering, and/or circling for up to five minutes is permitted on the Pu ‘u ‘o ‘o Route and in the Pu ‘u ‘o ‘o
QT Zone. Circling aircraft must turn away from the advancing blade as much as possible minimize noise.”
(at page 7). The flight path where hovering is allowed is directly adjacent to a state protected area,
Kahauale’a Natural Area Reserve and close to the East Rift Designated Wilderness in the park. As we
mentioned earlier, the Wilderness Act’s protections apply to activities inside and outside of a wilderness
area. Allowing commercial air tours is already problematic in the park, adding up to five minutes of
hovering and loitering only adds to the violation of laws and policies.

Hakeakala National Park

The following fundamental resources and values have been identified for Haleakala National Park:

- Natural Sounds, Viewsheds, and Dark Night Skies — Natural sounds, panoramic views, and dark
night skies greatly contribute to Haleakalad’s unique sense of place. Ambient sound levels in the
Haleakala Crater are so low that they approach the threshold of human hearing, and the crater and
summit offer world-renowned stargazing opportunities. Visitors flock to the summit to witness
spectacular sunrises over the park’s natural landscape—this and other views in the park are
supported by its excellent air quality. In addition to being highly desired values for visitors, dark
night skies and natural soundscapes are vital components of a healthy, intact, biological
community. Each plays an important role in wildlife communication and behavior. The preservation
of natural sounds, viewsheds, and dark night skies is also critical to effective wilderness
management.

- Kipahulu Moku District (including ‘Ohe‘o Gulch and Palikea Stream) — Handed down over the
centuries through oral tradition and practice, the ‘Aha Moku system is the traditional Hawaiian
system of natural resource division and management for ocean and land resources. The undiverted
free-flowing Palikea stream and ‘Ohe‘o Gulch are part of an intact East Maui watershed that begins
at the piko, or navel, of the island. The park is fortunate to protect nearly all of the Kipahulu moku,
including intact ahupua’a (smaller land divisions) within it. The Kipahulu Biological Reserve is
discussed and analyzed as part of the Native Hawaiian Biological Diversity fundamental resource and
value.

Wilderness — Approximately 24,000 acres of Haleakala National Park is federally designated
wilderness. The wilderness area includes the majority of the Haleakala Crater and the Kipahulu
Biological Reserve, which protects one of the most intact rainforest ecosystems in the Hawaiian
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Islands. The wilderness area also has cultural and spiritual significance to Native Hawaiians, who
have used these lands since ancient times, and continue to visit sites and features within the
wilderness for traditional practices. Visitors have opportunities to participate in wilderness
experiences—from expansive views across undeveloped lands to primitive recreation and solitude.

- Ongoing Connections to Living Hawaiian Culture — Haleakala National Park has cultural and spiritual
value for Native Hawaiians who have used particular places, sites, and resources in the park for a
broad range of activities from ancient times to the present. Among these traditional cultural activities
are ritual ceremonies, spiritual training, and practices related to birth and burial. For Native
Hawaiians, traditional uses and connections between people and all things spiritual and physical are
incorporated in the ancient, sacred tradition of the Kumulipo that has been passed down orally for
generations in the form of a mele ko‘ihonua or chant of more than 2,000 lines. The Kumulipo
recounts the origin of the universe and the beginnings of the Hawaiian world; it inventories and
explains the existence of all resources so that proper care and respect is applied through kuleana
(responsibility). Sustaining the connections and interrelationships between Native Hawaiians and
culturally significant park resources and places is an important objective of park managers.

Outstanding Geological Resources, Including the Haleakala Volcano and Crater — Rising to 10,023
feet in elevation, the Haleakala volcano—also known as the East Maui volcano—is the primary
geological feature of the park, and preserves a record of Maui’s volcanic history. At the volcano’s
summit is the enormous depression known as Haleakala Crater—described by Congress in the 1916
enabling legislation as the “largest and most spectacular crater in the world.” In truth, the label
“crater” is somewhat of a misnomer, as this impressive depression was not shaped solely by volcanic
activity, but also by water and erosion. Northeasterly tradewinds collided with the great volcano,
producing rainfall, and over time streams cut channels down the slopes of the mountain. Eventually,
two streams that eroded their way up the mountain joined, ultimately creating the long and deep
depression that survives today. Later, volcanic vents in this area formed richly colored cinder cones
and young lava flows—major scenic features of the park. Lava at Haleakala National Park includes
lower viscosity “ropy flows” (also called pahoehoe) and the higher viscosity “rough and jagged flows”
(also called ‘a‘@). There are at least 24 known lava tube caves in the park.

Archeological and Historic Resources Associated with Native Hawaiian Culture — Haleakala National
Park preserves a high density and variety of precontact and historic archeological resources. These
resources exist in many locations and include Native Hawaiian temples (heiaus), trails, altars, fishing
shrines, house platforms, and other features. Historic resources such as historic agricultural sites and
astrological shelters are also preserved by the park. Some of these resources are still used today as
part of the vibrant Hawaiian culture. The upper Kipahulu Valley, on the park’s windward side,
exemplifies this rich biodiversity — With its wet rainforests and bogs, the upper Kipahulu Valley is a
key refuge for native Hawaiian plant and animal species that are disappearing elsewhere. The park
manages this area as the Kipahulu Biological Reserve. Within the reserve, no trails or roads are
planned in order to prevent nonnative species, which are capable of rapidly spreading and
outcompeting native rainforest plants, from penetrating the valley. Entry to the reserve is allowed
only to resource managers and scientists who are conducting research and management essential to
understanding and protecting this rare relict ecosystem.

- Native Hawaiian Biological Diversity — Haleakal3, rising from sea to summit, and exposed to both the
windward moist tradewinds and leeward drying air, features a striking variety of ecosystems that
support a tremendous range of native biological diversity. The park protects endemic and iconic
species including the néné (Hawaiian goose), ‘ahinahina (Haleakala silversword), ‘akohekohe (the





critically endangered crested honeycreeper), and many other threatened and endangered species.
The park’s remarkable ecological diversity is recognized by its designation as a United Nations
International Biosphere Reserve. Haleakala serves as a scientific laboratory for studies in climate
history and change, classification of species, and taxonomy.

The upper Kipahulu Valley, on the park’s windward side, exemplifies this rich biodiversity — With its
wet rainforests and bogs, the upper Kipahulu Valley is a key refuge for native Hawaiian plant and
animal species that are disappearing elsewhere. The park manages this area as the Kipahulu
Biological Reserve. Within the reserve, no trails or roads are planned in order to prevent nonnative
species, which are capable of rapidly spreading and outcompeting native rainforest plants, from
penetrating the valley. Entry to the reserve is allowed only to resource managers and scientists who
are conducting research and management essential to understanding and protecting this rare relict
ecosystem.

- Kuleana - The Native Hawaiian concept of kuleana is generally recognized as the responsibility
passed down from the kiipuna (ancestors) to present and future generations for stewardship and
respect for all things spiritual and physical. Under the traditional ‘Aha Moku system of regional
boundary management based on observational knowledge and sense of place, certain people had
kuleana for site specific management and families had certain roles within their moku (land
division). The Pohaku Palaha (the place where the moku boundaries converge) marks the beginning
of the interconnected system linking the heavens to the depths of the ocean. How kuleana is
managed affects other moku outside park boundaries as well as ocean resources. The National Park
Service has accepted kuleana for the management of Haleakala National Park. The National Park
Service and the individuals who serve as konohiki (managers and stewards) represent the kia‘i, or
guardians of this sacred place for Hawaiian people.

There is no doubt Haleakala is a celebrated national park because of its spectacular natural resources
from the volcano, rainforest, desert to its rich biodiversity. The cultural traditions and resources are
abundant, park managers embrace stewardship concepts handed down by generations of Native

Hawaiians. The ATMP should have chosen the most protective management for such a special place. The

Environmental Assessment validates the best, most protective management for the park is Alternative 2
which would prohibit commercial air tours, it states:

Noise: “Alternative 2 would provide 365 days per year that are free of noise from air tours within the
ATMP planning area and would reduce noise in the most noise sensitive regions of the Park resulting in
direct beneficial effects compared to the No Action Alternative and Alternative 3.” (page 39).

Biological Resources: “Under Alternative 2, commercial air tour aircraft would not fly within the ATMP
planning area which would eliminate this source of noise from the planning area. Therefore, there

would be a direct beneficial effect on biological resources since the intensity and likely presence of noise

from commercial air tours would be less than under the No Action Alternative.” (page 64).

Cultural Resources: “Under Alternative 2, commercial air tour aircraft would not fly within the ATMP
planning area. The elimination of commercial air tours from the ATMP planning area would reduce the
noise and visual intrusions from impacting the feeling and setting of cultural resources within the APE
and result in beneficial impacts, including ethnographic resources and sacred sites, TCPs, archeological
resources, cultural landscapes, historic districts, and prehistoric and historic buildings and structures
compared to current conditions.” (page 81).





Wilderness: “Under Alternative 2, commercial air tour aircraft would not fly within the ATMP planning
area, which would offer the greatest protection to Wilderness. Compared to current conditions, this
would enhance Wilderness character by reducing the intensity of noise and number of noise events over
Wilderness areas. There would be direct beneficial impacts to the natural quality of Wilderness and the
opportunities for solitude under Alternative 2.” (page 93).

Visitor Use and Experience: “Under Alternative 2, commercial air tours would not fly within the ATMP
planning area which would eliminate this source of noise from the ATMP planning area for up to 1.05
million Park visitors each year. Therefore, there would be a direct beneficial impact to Park visitor use
and experience since the intensity and presence of noise from commercial air tours would be less than
under the No Action Alternative. Alternative 2 offers the greatest protection of visitor use and
experience.” (page 102).

NPS and FAA should be choosing the alternative that had a “direct beneficial impact” and offers the
“greatest protection” for Haleakala.

According to the ATMP’s “justification for measures taken,” “The number of flights authorized per year
was selected to reduce impacts to noise sensitive areas in the Park including those with Wilderness
values, cultural resources, natural acoustic environment, wildlife, and visitor experience while also
providing expansive views of the coastal areas to commerecial air tour customers. These are noise
sensitive areas of the Park where a quiet setting is a generally recognized feature or attribute.” (page
14). This is a subjective goal determined by the agencies in the ATMP, but this does not comport with
the National Park Air Tour Management Act (NPATMA), the law that governs this process. The National
Park Air Tour Management Act does not guarantee “customers” anything, in fact, allowing commercial
activity in a park is a privilege and not a goal under NPATMA or any other the law. The law states:

Objective.--The objective of any air tour management plan shall be to develop acceptable and
effective measures to mitigate or prevent the significant adverse impacts, if any, of commercial
air tour operations upon the natural and cultural resources, visitor experiences, and tribal lands.

The agencies continuously admit in the ATMP that natural and cultural resources, visitor experiences and
Native Hawaiian cultural sites and interactions will be negatively impacted by commercial air tours. The
current noisy conditions in the park are violating laws and policies, slight management changes will not
protect the park. The ATMP seeks to minimize flights to one path, but this is guidance and likely won’t be
strictly enforced. This is just a shell game rather than a true comparison of the ideal protection for the
park. The “reduction” noted above is not significant enough to justify continuing commercial air tours. In
fact, on page 13 of the ATMP, the agencies pick winners and losers where they identify some areas that
will have less noise than others. More specifically, in the Environment Assessment appendices (at Table
8. Location point results for Alternative 3), there are a total of 44 locations surveyed for noise, of those,
21 locations report some level of noise above 35 decibels during the day.

We disagree with the NPS and FAA approach comparing noise impacts among the alternatives studied
by the agencies. Instead of using the ambient natural sounds (a fundamental resource) as a baseline for
judging noise impacts, it compares the alternatives with the current conditions that include thousands of
noisy air tours. The ATMP chooses Alternative 3 as its preferred alternative for future air tour
management. Using this approach, the Environmental Assessment states, “Time Audible Natural





Ambient: Compared to the No Action Alternative, the overall time audible noise footprint for Alternative
3 potentially is only 1% smaller than the No Action Alternative...” (page 42). This means noise will
continue to permeate the park under the agencies’ chosen alternative.

The Environmental Assessment states, “Native Hawaiians have consistently noted that the persistent air
tours over the Park unreasonably interfere with the silence needed to perform ceremonies conducted
by Native Hawaiian practitioners at these sacred sites, some of which rely on hearing natural sounds.
Under the No Action Alternative, these impacts to ethnographic resources would continue to occur.”
(page 80). There is no mention of Native Hawaiian views of continued commercial air tours under
Alternative 3, the ATMP chosen management direction.

The forest birds in Haleakala require proactive protection to ensure their survival. The ATMP states, “At
least two federally endangered forest bird species within the Park, the kiwikiu and ‘akohekohe, are at
imminent risk of extinction, with fewer than 200 and 1800 individuals, respectively, left in the wild. In
addition to impacts to the birds themselves, aircraft noise adversely impacts the NPS’s ability to monitor
federally protected Hawaiian forest birds, which is done primarily by acoustic-based surveys to detect
birdsongs.” (at page 13). If the NPS cannot conduct the studies, the agency could be violating several
laws from those governing the NPS to the Endangered Species Act. We would urge the agencies to use
the precautionary principle, do not put the forest birds at risk in order to allow commercial air tours.

The ATMP has a prohibition on hovering or circling. The Environment Assessment provides the following
reason for this restriction where it states, “This alternative would prohibit hovering and circling because
it could negatively impact visitors, cultural, and natural resources, including sensitive sites.” (page 22).
We appreciate the consideration of visitors and resources, but we find it baffling air tours are allowed at
all when the agencies know they have a negative impact.

General concerns that apply to both parks

As described above, only Alternative 2 meets the Park management objective to protect natural sounds.
Alternative 3 does not achieve this objective. Similarly, only Alternative 2 meets management objectives
to protect wilderness character. Alternative 3 does not achieve this objective. Had the ATMPs taken as
the starting point of the analysis the natural ambient sounds of each park unit, this would have been
obvious.

Moreover, the ATMPs EAs for both parks failed to account for the indirect and cumulative impacts of air
tour noise in their assessment of the Alternative 3s. In particular, there are a number of entirely
foreseeable adaptations to the Alternative 3s that operators will make that will significantly impact park
resources, but that were not analyzed, including flights outside the % mile ATMP buffer around national
parks, the use of larger, noisier equipment, and the use of slower flights that extend the time and noise
exposure over the park. Also, the policies to implement the Quiet Technology incentives are too weak
and ill-defined to actually mitigate impacts. Each of these is further described below. By not properly
analyzing each of these, the assessment of Alternative 3 understates the actual impacts that will result.

Flights outside the ¥ mile buffer

As the EA notes in several places, with fewer permitted operations within the ATMP planning areas,
some operations will be displaced outside the % mile boundary. This could be particularly problematic
when the noise of the ATMP routes is added to the noise from the non-ATMP flights. Consequently, the





EA understated the noise impact on the park of the ATMP flights because it did not address the
cumulative impact of the non-ATMP flights. There are numerous locations where the Park Objectives
concerning wilderness character and natural sounds are not met by Alternative 3, and additional noise
will further degrade those resources. The Hawaii Volcanoes Coastal Route provides one example, where
the ATMP route is only 640 feet from the ATMP planning boundary.? The noise of aircraft flying 640 feet
further from the Wilderness Area was not analyzed.

The noise from non ATMP tours should have been modeled by the EA where such occurrences are
predictable. In the case of the Coastal Route, it is likely that two flights outside the ATMP planning area
would have similar noise impacts to one flight on the ATMP Coastal Route. Moreover, it is likely that not
only will operations be displaced, but in order to meet Quiet Technology incentives, it is likely that
operators will use Quieter Technology flights within the park and noisier technology outside the park.
The noisier equipment on the “half mile” coastal route could have a greater impact than the actual
ATMP Coastal Route. The expected cumulative adverse effects of the “half-mile” coastal route, coupled
with the lack of analysis in the EA, make the ATMP Coastal Route severely deficient.

Even without considering the cumulative impacts, the Coastal Route is extremely problematic. It should
be noted that the ATMP Coastal Route does not provide an adequate buffer for the adjacent Wilderness
Area. The Coastal Route is 2000 feet off shore but extends % mile (1,320 feet) on either side, leaving
only a 680 foot buffer to the wilderness area. According to the EA, “The Coastal Route runs bi-
directionally offshore along the edge of the Park boundary, but within 5-mile of the Park boundary. Air
tours on the Coastal Route would maintain 2,000 ft. lateral distance from shore and a minimum altitude
of 2,000 ft. AGL” (EA, 21). But the EA for both parks also notes that “Air tour routes within the ATMP
planning area are represented by a line with a %-mile buffer on either side of the route that indicates the
acceptable range of deviation that would not trigger enforcement action” (EA, 20).

Flights 680 lateral feet from a wilderness area provide negligible additional buffer than what is provided
by the 2,000 foot minimum height. The noise path following the hypotenuse of a triangle with legs of
2,000 feet (height) and 680 feet (lateral distance) is only 112 feet longer than a direct overflight path.
The lateral distance to the Wilderness Area is not sufficient.

The cumulative impacts of non-ATMP and ATMP routes, including the Coastal Route and other routes
where displaced flights may impact the parks, and particularly wilderness areas, must be quantified
and analyzed.

Larger, noisier aircraft

Larger, and likely noisier, aircraft are another possible indirect impact not considered. Given that
operations are allocated, and not the number of passengers, it is entirely foreseeable that operators will
seek to maximize the number of passengers with possibly noisier aircraft to increase the number of
paying passengers. This outcome will change the mix of aircraft modeled by the EA. The only protection
is the unspecified (by the EA and AMTP) Quiet Technology and replacement requirements (see below for
a further discussion concerning the insufficient Quiet Technology policy). The replacement and Quiet
Technology policy must be updated as described below.

2 The Coastal Route is 2000 lateral feet from the wilderness area, while the half mile ATMP planning area is 2640
feet from the wilderness area, a difference of only 640 lateral feet.





Longer time in the ATMP area

It is almost certain that the EAs’ noise modeling has understated the time aircraft will spend in the ATMP
planning areas. Given that only operations are allocated, and not time in the ATMP planning airspace, it
is entirely foreseeable that operators will seek to lengthen flights or increase revenue generating hours
of flights, by flying at a slower rate, increasing noise exposure in the Park.? This scenario, which the
ATMP allows for, would make the impacts analysis in the EAs inaccurate and inadequate. The AMTPs and
EAs should have included time limits to routes in the form of an annual time budget for the year. The
annual time over the ATMP planning areas that was modeled should have been disclosed. That time was
the basis for the EAs’ decision and should have been described in the EA as a condition of the operations
granted. Instead, the time over the ATMP planning areas was not disclosed. It is not possible to know if
the time assumptions were reasonable and what impact operations of greater time might have, as the
ATMPs allow for aircrafts to spend greater time in the ATMP planning areas than the EAs analyzed. The
lack of this information makes the ATMPs and EAs analysis of Alternative 3 inadequate.

The FAA and NPS relied on numerous time-above metrics? in assessing the impact of noise, and more
time in the ATMP planning area is directly related to more impacts. To achieve the impacts shown in
the Alternative 3 analysis, the time operators are over the ATMP areas must be limited to those times in
the modeling.

Consequently, Alternative 3 needed to contain an annual noise budget as much as it needed to limit
operations to the number modeled. The budget should be based on the assumptions in the EA noise
modeling, and if the budget is exceeded before the permitted operations are used, no further operations
shall occur that year or those operations shall deducted from the following year’s allocation.®

It should be noted that the total time an operator is over the ATMP planning areas is currently required
to be tracked and is part of the required reporting data, so determination of compliance with the
operations would be no different than for the time.

Moreover, without a time limit within the ATMP planning areas, the ATMP’s no hovering or circling rules
are ineffective. Not only are these terms not defined, but operators could easily evade the no hovering
rule by simply flying slower at specific locations, and possibly during the entire flight. Consequently,
without adding a time limit, the EA modeling almost certainly understates the noise impacts.

In addition to prescribing annual operations, the ATMPs Alternative 3 should have prescribed the
annual time permitted in the ATMPs planning areas. Otherwise operators will just fly slower and

3 It should be noted that we have heard concerns from helicopter operators who feel that the sharing of routes by
fixed wing and helicopters, due to their different speeds, creates safety hazards. While we are not in a position to
judge the level of hazard, there is no need to create multiple routes for each aircraft type. The aircraft can be
segregated by simple time of day or day of week schedules for each aircraft type on a particular route.

4 E.g. time audible, time above 35dba, time above 52dba

5 An annual time budget, based on the cumulative time each operation was modeled in the ATMPs planning areas in
the EA, would provide operators with flexibility due to weather, traffic, and other factors throughout the year, yet
ensure that impacts are no greater than those modeled by the EA. If operators were to claim that the annual budget
developed from the modeling assumptions is not sufficient due to safety or some other consideration, this would
mean that the initial EA modeling assumptions were wrong and understated the noise impact of flights, and would
need to be recalculated with operations further limited to limit impacts on park resources.





increase impacts to resources beyond those described in the EA. The impact of operations is directly
related to the time those operations are over the park.

Quiet Technology Policy

Neither the EAs nor the ATMPs define or describe Quiet Technology. Consequently, the proposed Quiet
Technology policy is insufficient to protect park resources from increasing impacts. The current plan
treats quiet technology as a static condition and will not encourage further reductions in noise levels; it
rewards quieter technology with more times to fly (extending hours during the day and on Wednesdays),
but does not incentivize future gains. In fact, as more quiet technology aircraft are integrated into the
fleet mix, the “quiet technology times” will only get louder as more aircraft take advantage of those
times.

The proposed incentives for Quiet Technology are poorly designed and do not reflect a serious effort to
reduce adverse impacts from operators. Had the agencies taken this aspect seriously, they would have
proposed and analyzed incentives in the ATMPs and EAs that create a competitive marketplace for quiet,
not incentives that expand operating times and days.

For example, a much more effective Quiet Technology incentive would be to reserve 25% to 50% of
operations for the operators who fly the quietest technology. To implement such a policy, the FAA/NPS,
based on the reporting data submitted by operators, would determine the rank of each operator in
terms of their use of Quiet Technology equipment. In the first and second year of the ATMP, the
distribution of operations would be the same as currently proposed in the ATMP, with the 25% -50%
reward for Quiet Technology incentive being awarded as in the current ATMP. In the third year, the 25%-
50% would be allocated to operators in proportion to their rank during the first year. In subsequent
years, the 25% - 50% Quiet Technology incentive would be redistributed based on the next calculation
year. Effectively, this would create a 1 year lag to allow the NPS/FAA time to collect and analyze the
reporting data and allow operators to adjust their schedules based on the new allocation.

The AMTP does not define Quiet Technology, but the definition is critical to the minimization of impacts
on park resources. We propose a very simple definition of Quiet Technology aircraft. Quiet Technology
aircraft are those aircraft with the least noise impact on the park.

Before exploring this definition, however, it is important to recognize that previous work by the FAA
published in Advisory Circular AC-93-2, is not helpful or appropriate for application in AMTPs. This
document lists aircraft meeting a “noise efficiency standard” that reduces noise per seat.

The Advisory Circular is outdated and a “noise efficiency standard” is a poor definition of Quiet
Technology because it may or may not correspond to a lesser impact of overflight noise on parks. The
simple reason is because noise efficiency and quiet technology are not the same thing. Less noise per
passenger seat does not equate to less noise and fewer impacts per operation on the park. Therefore,
noise efficiency does not measure the effectiveness of quiet technology on parks.

It is actually impossible to determine which technology is quietest using AC-93-2 criteria, because the
Advisory Circular employs five different equations (see below), three different metrics (EPNL, SEL, and
LAmax), and 5 different methodologies.

EPNL(H) =80 +10log(# PAX seats/2) dB





SEL(J) =77 +10log(# PAX seats/2) dB
LAmax(F) =69 +10log(# PAX seats/2) dB
LAmax(G) =74 +10log(# PAX seats/2) dB
LAmax(G) = 77+10log(# PAX seats/2) dB
The FAA AC-93-2 noise efficiency or per passenger seat noise metric, as expressed by the equation
Noise Threshold= X dB + 10Log(#PAX seats/2) dB

is not a useful metric to identify technology that has the least impact on a national park. If it were used
as the criteria, it would be very problematic and exacerbate the problem discussed above in the section
entitled “Larger, noisier aircraft.” It is a metric suited for minimizing the noise per passenger, not the
noise imposed on the park. Only if the park were allocating passenger seats would it be a viable
option. But since parks allocate operations and not passenger seats, the metric has the perverse effect
of maximizing aircraft noise impacts on the park per operation.®

Consider, for example, Figure 1 from AC-93-2
(https://www.faa.gov/documentLibrary/media/Advisory Circular/AC 93-2.pdf).

Figure 1
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The vertical axis is the noise level; the horizontal axis is number of passengers. Aircraft that fall below
the pink line qualify as quiet technology. The pink line defining quiet technology is actually a function of
the number of passenger seats on the aircraft. In the equation, the independent variable is passenger

6 It should be noted that it maximizes noise impacts within a given bound, the set of aircraft meeting the A-93-2
criteria. It encourages operators to use the largest/noisiest equipment the market can sustain, and therefore
incentivizes those aircraft with the most noise.



https://www.faa.gov/documentLibrary/media/Advisory_Circular/AC_93-2.pdf



seats while the dependent variable is the noise level experienced in the park. The greater the number of
passenger seats, the greater the noise impact on the park that qualifies as quiet technology.

The curve of the pink line results from the logarithmic component of the equation (ten times the
logarithm of the number of passenger seats divided by 2). The shape of the curve seems to be based on
an equal energy hypothesis. The rationale for the initial threshold value (the initial starting value for 1
passenger in Figures 1-4 of AC-93-2) is not given.

The assumption underlying this equal energy hypothesis is that the combined impact of aircraft noise
events on the park is related to the combined sound energy of those individual noise events on a per
passenger seat basis. Consequently, each doubling of the number of passenger seats allows the addition
of 3 dB to the permitted level, just as each doubling of the number of equal noise events (flights for
example) adds 3 dB to the total noise level. For example, a helicopter with 4 passengers is permitted to
be 83 dBA, a helicopter with 8 passengers is permitted to be 86 dB, and two operations of the 4
passenger helicopter have the same combined noise level as one operation of the 8 passenger
helicopter.

The major problem with the AC-93-2 equal energy hypothesis is that it would be an effective metric only
if the parks allocated passenger seats, not operations, to operators.” If parks allocated a limited number
of passenger seats, then any distribution of those seats among aircraft would have the same noise
impact on the park.® In this case, the impact on the park is dependent on the number of seats allocated,
and independent of the number of operations used to meet the allocation.

The ATMPs, however, allocate operations instead of allocating passenger seats. In this real world
condition, the noise in the park is dependent on the size of the aircraft conducting the allocated
operations: the larger the aircraft, the more the impact on the park.

Instead of all configurations of seats among operations resulting in the same noise impact when
allocating passenger seats, when operations are allocated using the A-93-2 equations, the incentive is to
increase the noise effect on the park. For example, if the limit were four operations, that could be met
with either four 4-passenger seat operations which combine to 89 dB, or four 8-passenger operations
which combine to 92 dB, or four 16-passenger operations which combine to 95 dB. Clearly, the impact
on the park in the above example is dependent on, and increases with, the number of seats per aircraft.
With limited operations, the operator will have an incentive to use the largest aircraft the market can
sustain, causing the largest noise impact on the park.

The reason for quiet technology incentives in the ATMPs is to promote the use of quieter equipment.
But the currently proposed incentives, and particular, if they are combined with the AC definition of
Quiet Technology, will instead, incentivize larger noisier aircraft. There are other incentives that more
effectively promote the use of quiet technology, such as rewarding operators with operations for their

7 There are additional problems with the AC-93-2 quiet technology designation that should also be noted, including:
1. The use of multiple non-comparable noise metrics.
2. The use of a threshold for quiet technology designation.
The threshold actually is a disincentive for the development of future quiet technology and a disincentive for the use
of the quietest technology currently since there is no reward for being quieter than the threshold.
8 1If for example, 16 passenger seats were allocated, then that allocation can be accomplished for the same
approximately 89 dB with either one 89 dB 16 seat aircraft, or two 86 dB 8 seat aircraft, or perhaps a 83 dB 4
passenger aircraft and a 88 dB 12 passenger aircraft (or any other combination of aircraft with seats that add to 16).





use of quiet technology, that we outline but which were not studied and presented in the ATMPs and
EAs.

Because quieter technology exists and is constantly being developed, and that today’s quietest
technology is tomorrow’s noisy technology,’® it is important to define quiet aircraft technology in terms of
the quietest aircraft. Static definitions, such as those in AC-93-2 become outdated and disincentives that
discourage future technology improvements beyond the minimum threshold. Once the threshold for
quiet technology is met, there is no incentive to develop even quieter equipment and no differentiation
between aircraft meeting the threshold.°

A better alternative to the AC method of identifying quiet technology equipment is to use the AEDT
model to determine which operators used the quietest equipment, but such a process is very time and
labor intensive, and ultimately unnecessary.

The simplest and most relevant measure of Quiet Technology for national parks is the Sound Exposure
Level (SEL) of an aircraft in level flight at 2,000 feet, and it can easily be employed to determine which
operators used the quietest equipment. The SEL!! metric provides a good comparison of noise between
aircraft. The other possible metric, the LAmax*? provides the highest decibel level and measures the
impact when it is most intrusive, but it lacks a measure of the duration of the event. The SEL metric
combines both magnitude and duration in one metric. The 2,000 foot height is the most common
operation permitted by the ATMP.13

The SEL noise level can be measured from overflights or derived from the FAA’s AEDT noise model, either
through modeling or the so called “Noise Power Distance” curves. Once the SEL of each aircraft used in
overflights is known, the aircraft can be ranked from quietest to noisiest. From that, a simple weighted
average of the “noise rankings” based on the number of operations of each operator will allow
comparison between operators to determine their relative rank. For example if there were two
operators, and one flew 75 operations with the quietest aircraft and 25 with the second quietest aircraft,
and the other operator flew 50 operations with the quietest aircraft and 30 operations with the second
quietest aircraft, their weighted average noise ranking would be:

Operator 1: [(75 ops X 1 rank) + (25 ops X 2 rank)]/100 Total ops = 1.25
Operator 2: [(50 ops X 1 rank) + (30 ops X 2 rank)]/80 Total ops = 1.375

The operator with the lowest weighted average ranking is the operator with the least impact on the
park, and the one entitled to the greatest reward or incentive for quiet technology.

° For example, Stage Il commercial aircraft are now considered noisy but, were once considered quiet technology.
10 Moreover, it should be noted that “quiet technology” is really a misnomer, since these “quiet technology” aircraft
are still very loud. Quietest available technology is a better term.

1 “The Sound Exposure Level (SEL) metric represents all the acoustic energy (a.k.a. sound pressure) of an
individual noise event as if that event had occurred within a one-second time period. SEL captures both the level
(magnitude) and the duration of a sound event in a single numerical quantity, by "squeezing" all the noise energy
from an event into one second. This provides a uniform way to make comparisons among noise events of various
durations.” (FAA, Fundamentals of Noise and Sound,

https://www.faa.gov/regulations_policies/policy guidance/noise/basics/)

12 LAmax is the maximum A-weighted sound level of an event such as an overflight.

13 The FAA and NPS should develop criteria beyond just the A-weighted SEL to account for other acoustic
characteristics such as frequency and sound quality that also determine the intrusiveness of the noise.





After the Quiet Technology rankings of each operator are calculated, and each operator is ranked, the
25% - 50% of operations reserved for operators with the quiet technology can be distributed using a

formula such as:

Rank of Operator in Use
of Quiet Technology

Incentive (Percentage of
Quiet Technology
Operations Awarded)

1 30%
2 25%
3 20%
4 15%
5 10%

The ATMPs and EAs analysis of Alternative 3s failed to adequately define Quiet Technology and
provide meaningful incentives for use of Quiet Technology.

Conclusion

In order to protect and preserve Haleakala and Hawaii Volcanoes, the agencies should adopt Alternative

2 (prohibition on air tours).

The ATMPs and EAs for these parks do not propose a serious attempt to address the significant adverse
impacts from air tours to the natural and cultural resources and the visitor experiences. A serious
attempt would have studied and presented alternatives that include features such as no new entrants,
elimination of the Coastal Route at Hawaii, the consideration of cumulative impacts of non-ATMP air
tours, the establishment of time in ATMP airspace allocations, and the establishment of an effective

Quiet Technologies incentives program.

Sincerely,

Neal Desai
Senior Program Director, Pacific Region

National Parks Conservation Association

Elizabeth Merritt
Deputy General Counsel

National Trust for Historic Preservation
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Rachel <Rachel_Hodara@nps.gov>; sarah_killinger@nps.gov; summer_roper_todd@nps.gov;
Jackson-Retondo, Elaine <Elaine_Jackson-Retondo@nps.gov>

Subject: FAA/NPS Section 106 Meeting for Haleakala National Park and Hawai‘i Volcanoes National
Park

Greetings,

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the National Park Service (NPS) are scheduling a
meeting to report back to the objecting parties on next steps in the Section 106 process for the
development of Air Tour Management Plans (ATMP) for Haleakala National Park and Hawai‘i
Volcanoes National Park. The meeting is scheduled for 10 am HT on Tuesday, July 11, 2023. A
calendar file is attached for your use.

Connection information for the meeting is included below. Should you have any questions, please
contact me at (202) 267-4185 or at judith.walker@faa.gov, copying ATMPTeam@dot.gov. If you
have any logistical issues accessing the meeting, please reach out to ATMPTeam@dot.gov or 857-
998-3008.

Best regards,
Judith Walker

Join ZoomGov Meeting
https://usdot.zoomgov.com/j/16149430967?pwd=dTI3MmIgdINhTW5NSIJZjZrWmsrZz09
Meeting ID: 161 494 3096
Passcode: 285809
One tap mobile
+16692545252,,1614943096#,,,,*2858094# US (San Jose)
+16468287666,,16149430964#,,,,*285809# US (New York)
Dial by your location

+1 669 254 5252 US (San Jose)

+1 646 828 7666 US (New York)

+1 646 964 1167 US (US Spanish Line)

+1 669 216 1590 US (San Jose)

+1 415 449 4000 US (US Spanish Line)

+1 5512851373 US
Meeting ID: 161 494 3096
Passcode: 285809

Find your local number: https://usdot.zoomgov.com/u/ad7vRCPB47
Join by SIP

16149543096 @sip.zoomgov.com
Join by H.323

161.199.138.10 (US West)
161.199.136.10 (US East)
Meeting ID: 161 494 3096
Passcode: 285809
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National Park Service and Federation Aviation Administration
c/o Volpe National Transportation Systems Center

Kaitlyn Rimol, V-326

Attn: HAVO/HALE ATMPs

55 Broadway

Cambridge, MA 02142

Re: Opposition to the preferred alternatives (Alternative 3) in the Air Tour Management Plans
for Hawai’i Volcanoes and Haleakala National Parks

Dear NPS Director Chuck Sams and FAA Administrator Billy Nolen:

On behalf of the National Parks Conservation Association and the National Trust for Historic
Preservation, and our nearly 2.6 million members and supporters nationwide, we submit these
comments on the Air Tour Management Plans (ATMP) for Hawai’i Volcanoes and Haleakala National
Parks.

Since 1919, National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) has been the leading voice of the American
people in protecting and enhancing our National Park System. The National Trust for Historic
Preservation in the United States is a private nonprofit organization chartered by Congress in 1949 to
“facilitate public participation” in the preservation of our nation's heritage, and to further the historic
preservation policy of the United States.

We believe the National Park Service (NPS) and Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) should have
prohibited air tours in both parks in order to protect natural sounds, visitor experiences, Indigenous
sacred sites and ceremonial areas, natural and cultural resources, wildlife, and wilderness resources
and values. We assert the preferred alternatives allowing commercial air tours 1) result in unacceptable
impacts to the aforementioned resources and people and 2) do not support the management objectives
of the parks.

The agencies incorrectly applied the National Air Tour Management Act (49 U.S.C. 40128) and National
Park Service laws (54 U.S.C.) in the ATMPs for both parks. These laws are intended to protect national
parks, not promote commercial air tours.

The NPS Organic Act and the Redwoods Amendment Act together create a clear conservation mandate,
and that use of national parks cannot derogate from the values and purposes for which those protected
areas were established. The NPS’s 2006 Management Policies create a binding interpretation of the



Organic Act (Greater Yellowstone Coal. v. Kempthorne, 577 F. Supp. 2d 183, 196). The NPS Management
Policies explain that the Organic Act creates two independent mandates: a conservation mandate and a
prohibition on impairment. Those mandates require NPS to “seek ways to avoid, or to minimize to the
greatest extent practicable, adverse impacts on park resources and values” but also “allow impacts to
park resources and values when necessary and appropriate to fulfill the purposes of the park, so long as
the impact does not constitute impairment of the affected resources and values.” § 1.4.3. Further,
where there is conflict between conserving resources and values and providing for enjoyment of them,
conservation is to be predominant.

In Hawai’i Volcanoes and Haleakala National Parks, the NPS has identified the protection of natural
sounds as a primary purpose for each park. The NPS 2006 Management Policies define the natural
soundscape as a park resource. § 1.4.6. The policies also define “unacceptable impacts” as “impacts
that, individually or cumulatively, would... unreasonably interfere with... the natural soundscape
maintained in wilderness and natural, historic, or commemorative locations within the park.” § 1.4.7.
There is no doubt natural sound is a resource protected under the NPS Organic Act.

Furthermore, NPS 2006 Management Policies’ section on “soundscape management” states, in part,
that “The National Park Service will preserve, to the greatest extent possible, the natural soundscapes of
parks” (§ 4.9) and a section on “cultural soundscape management” provides that “The Service will
preserve soundscape resources and values of the parks to the greatest extent possible to protect
opportunities for appropriate transmission of cultural and historic sounds that are fundamental
components of the purposes and values for which the parks were established” (§ 5.3.1.7).

Air tours are and will continue under the preferred alternatives to cause unacceptable impacts to park
resources including natural sounds, visitors and Indigenous communities that utilize the parks. Existing
air tours are already impairing park resources and conditions per the NPS Organic Act.

Furthermore, when implementing the Wilderness Act (16 U.S. C. 1131-1136), NPS is obligated to choose
Alternative 2 which offers the “greatest protection” for the designated, eligible and proposed wilderness
for both parks. In a case involving snowmobile noise near wilderness, Izaak Walton League of America,
Inc. v. Kimbell, 516 F. Supp.2d 982 (D. Minn. 2007). Conservation organizations sued U.S. Forest Service
challenging the decision to construct a snowmobile trail connecting lakes adjacent to Boundary Waters
Canoe Area Wilderness. The plaintiffs claimed that the trail at issue would project the sights and sounds
of snowmobiles into the wilderness area in violation of § 4(b) of the Wilderness Act.

The court held, inter alia on cross motions for summary judgment: (1) fact issues existed as to whether
the agency's actions degraded the wilderness character of designated wilderness area; (2) the
Environmental Assessment (EA) failed to properly analyze noise impact resulting from snowmobile use
on the trail; and (3) the EA did not conduct any quantitative measurements of the sound impact in the
wilderness. The court concluded:

“[T]he analysis of sound impact contained in the EA is inadequate to support the
[Finding of No Significant Impact]. The EA provides no quantitative evidence or analysis
of decibel levels projected by the South Fowl Trail into the adjoining wilderness... As
discussed above, agency activity that results in sound that is louder, more constant,
more frequent, or of a different quality, than the sound that presently exists within the
wilderness, is more likely to degrade the wilderness character from its present condition
and thus result in a violation of § 4(b) of the Wilderness Act.



Id. at 995-96. (Emphasis added.). Notably, the court also observed that “an agency's duty to preserve
the wilderness character under § 4(b) of the Wilderness Act may apply to agency activity that occurs
outside of the boundaries of the wilderness area.”! Id. at @989. We raise this specific issue because
both parks are considering commercial air tour management within and near federally designated
wilderness.

For both parks units, we believe the National Environmental Policy Act (42 United States Code (U.S.C.),
4321 et seq.) has not been correctly applied. The starting point of the analysis should be the natural
ambient sounds of each park unit, and the impact analysis must judge the noise impacts of commercial
air tours while they are taking place in each park—specifically which areas will be impacted by noise
from air tours in each park. We encourage the agencies to apply this approach to every ATMP.

Hawai’i Volcanoes National Park

NPS created foundational documents for every park unit. They are grounded by each park’s enabling
legislation and provide guidance for planning and management decisions. Foundation documents speak
to the purpose, significance, fundamental resources and values, and interpretive themes for each park.

NPS describes fundamental resources in the following way:

The fundamental resources and values are those features, systems, processes, experiences,
stories, scenes, sounds, smells, or other attributes determined to warrant primary consideration
during planning and management processes because they are essential to achieving the purpose
of the park and maintaining its significance. Fundamental resources and values are closely
related to a park’s legislative purpose and are more specific than significance statements.

Fundamental resources and values help focus planning and management efforts on what is
truly significant about the park. One of the most important responsibilities of NPS managers is
to ensure the conservation and public enjoyment of those qualities that are essential
(fundamental) to achieving the purpose of the park and maintaining its significance. If
fundamental resources and values are allowed to deteriorate, the park purpose and/or
significance could be jeopardized.

The following fundamental resources and values have been identified for Hawai‘i Volcanoes National
Park:

+ Volcanoes and Associated Volcanic Features and Processes. Two active hot-spot shield volcanoes,
dynamic geologic processes, and volcanic features demonstrate the effects of the forces of
nature and record the geologic history.

- Body of Scientific Knowledge and Investigations. Documents, collections, and observations
contribute to scientific discovery and range from early first-hand accounts of eruptive events to
current scientific research and museum collections.

" But note: The court also stated that: “In other words, where the agency activity does not increase or exacerbate
the existing sound impact on the wilderness area, such activity would not degrade the wilderness character of the
area. On the other hand, agency activity that results in noise that is louder, more constant, more frequent, or of a
different quality, is more likely to degrade the wilderness character from its present condition and thus violate §
4(b).” Id. at 989-990.


https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjMgp74mMH_AhUkFFkFHSdrC9UQFnoECB0QAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.nps.gov%2Fhavo%2Flearn%2Fmanagement%2Fupload%2FHAVO_FD_SP_508.pdf&usg=AOvVaw0BCnb_-pQtUA76L2uQkC__
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjMgp74mMH_AhUkFFkFHSdrC9UQFnoECB0QAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.nps.gov%2Fhavo%2Flearn%2Fmanagement%2Fupload%2FHAVO_FD_SP_508.pdf&usg=AOvVaw0BCnb_-pQtUA76L2uQkC__

- Opportunities for Scientific Research and Monitoring. The park serves as a world-class living
laboratory for geologic research, conservation biology, ecosystem development, island
biogeography, and evolution that continues to build on the existing body of scientific knowledge
for resource protection, public safety, and environmental understanding.

- Biological Diversity. The park contains an extraordinary assemblage of native plants and animals—
more than 90% of which are endemic to the Hawaiian Islands and many of which are rare,
endangered, and threatened with extinction.

- Ecological Integrity. The park perpetuates native ecosystems and communities, many of which are
unique to the park, and provides a refuge for endemic plants and animals that span seven
ecological zones ranging from seacoast to alpine. The park also supports the continuation of
natural processes and interactions among species and between the biotic and abiotic
environments.

+ Natural Sounds. Park soundscapes are protected from many human-caused sounds and are
dominated by the sounds of wind, ocean, volcanic activity, and native species.

Night Sky and Scenic Vistas. The unobscured night sky is characterized by an absence of artificial light
and scenic vistas are unobstructed by development and human-caused air pollution.

- Remote and Challenging Experiences. The park promotes opportunities for visitors to experience
solitude, primitive conditions, and challenge.

- Natural Landscape Character. From mauka (toward the mountain) to makai (toward the ocean), vast
expanses of the park’s wilderness have been affected primarily by the forces of nature—retaining
their primeval character.

- First-hand Volcanic Experiences. The park provides opportunities for visitors to approach and
experience active volcanic eruptions including fountains, fissures, and flows.

- Pelehonuamea. Volcanic landscapes and all active flows and products of eruptive events are the
representation of Pelehonuamea, deity of Hawaiian volcanoes.

- Wahi Kapu (Sacred Places) and Wahi Pana (Celebrated Places). The entire park landscape and all of
its inhabitants and features, including the sky as a layered extension of the landscape, are sacred to
Native Hawaiians, particularly Halema‘uma‘u Crater (home of Pelehonuamea), Mauna Loa’s
Moku‘aweoweo caldera (a focal point for the greater Hawaiian relationship to the universe-stars,
sun, moon), and mauka forested areas.

- Opportunity for Traditional Cultural Use. Native Hawaiian traditional uses in the park perpetuate
traditional practices, knowledge, and the cultural importance of this area. These practices,
including chants and dances, depend upon natural sounds, unobstructed views of mountain
summits, and an environment that has not been greatly altered by human-caused changes.

- Cultural Resources. The park’s rich and varied cultural resources, including objects, archeological sites,
cultural landscapes, historic structures, and ethnographic resources are preserved and contribute to
interpreting and understanding the greater Hawaiian culture and the more recent human history within
the park.



As described above, Hawaii Volcanoes is national park with many unique resources and attributes. From
active volcanoes to rare, endemic species, this wilderness is enjoyed by over a million visitors a year. The
park is sacred to many Native Hawaiians and part of their centuries-old culture. Commercial air tours are
not a fundamental resource or value and create unacceptable impacts to those resources and values.

In the Environmental Assessment, the agencies conclude that Alternative 2 prohibiting commercial air
tours will best protect the fundamental resources identified by the NPS in its foundational document. It
states:

Noise: “Alternative 2 would provide 365 days per year without noise from air tours within the ATMP
planning area and would reduce noise in the most noise sensitive regions of the Park resulting in direct
beneficial effects compared to the No Action Alternative and Alternative 3.” (page 39)

Biological Resources: “Under Alternative 2, commercial air tour aircraft would not fly within the ATMP
planning area which would eliminate this source of noise from the planning area. Therefore, there
would be a direct beneficial effect on biological resources since the intensity and likely presence of noise
from commercial air tours would be less than under the No Action Alternative.” (page 73).

Cultural Resources: “Under Alternative 2, commercial air tour aircraft would not fly within the ATMP
planning area. The elimination of commercial air tours from the ATMP planning area would reduce the
noise and visual intrusions from directly impacting the feeling and setting of cultural resources within
the APE and result in beneficial impacts to ethnographic resources and sacred sites, TCPs, archeological
resources, cultural landscapes, historic districts, and prehistoric and historic buildings and structures
compared to current conditions.” (page 93).

Wilderness: “Under Alternative 2, commercial air tour aircraft would not fly within the ATMP planning
area, which would offer the greatest protection to Wilderness. Compared to current conditions, this
would enhance Wilderness character by reducing the intensity of noise and number of noise events over
Wilderness areas. There would be direct beneficial impacts to the natural quality of Wilderness and the
opportunities for solitude under Alternative 2.” (page 105)

Visitor Use and Experience: “Under Alternative 2, commercial air tours would not fly within the ATMP
planning area which would eliminate this source of noise from the ATMP planning area. Therefore, there
would be a direct beneficial impact to Park visitor use and experience since the intensity and presence of
noise from commercial air tours would be less than under the No Action Alternative. Alternative 2 offers
the greatest protection of visitor use and experience.” (page 115).

It is obvious the ATMP should have recommended eliminating commercial air tours as it provides the
“greatest protection” and “direct beneficial impact” for the park. Both the ATMP and Environmental
Assessment provide evidence that the current commercial air tours as well as Alternative 3 that would
continue to allow air tours, will harm visitors, natural and cultural resources, wilderness, and wildlife.
The agencies found that, “The Park has the highest visitor use among the nine NPS units in Hawai’i. Noise
from low flying air tours can have notable impacts on visitor experience. A 2007 survey conducted at the
Park found that the majority of people who reported hearing aircraft considered it either unacceptable
or annoying and reported negative emotions or feelings associated with aircraft sound.” (ATMP at page
11). These broad statements about noise impacts to visitor experience have been ignored for decades by
NPS and FAA. Now that the agencies have an opportunity to address this direct conflict by prohibiting
commercial air tours, this ATMP recommends continuing this conflict in areas of the park.



Knowing several species could be harmed by noise, the agencies propose mitigation measures that will
not guarantee the best possible conditions for them. The ATMP states, “Helicopter noise detrimentally
affects physiology, pairing and breeding success, and territory size of birds by limiting communication
between individuals. These effects could have a greater impact on critically endangered Hawaiian
endemics, which already face a number of additional stressors.” (page 11). This careless approach to
ensuring the survival of many species violates NPS laws and policies.

We continue to be baffled by the ATMP’s recommendations allowing helicopters to hover over the park.
On one hand the ATMP states, “Hovering, loitering and/or circling on the Kahuku Route and the Coastal
Route are prohibited because they could negatively impact visitor experience and cultural and natural
resources, including sensitive sites.” (page 12). As a general matter, we agree that hovering over an area
is hugely disruptive for visitors and resources. Yet, the ATMP allows hovering where it states, “Hovering,
loitering, and/or circling for up to five minutes is permitted on the Pu ‘u ‘o ‘o Route and in the Pu ‘u ‘o ‘o
QT Zone. Circling aircraft must turn away from the advancing blade as much as possible minimize

noise.” (at page 7). The flight path where hovering is allowed is directly adjacent to a state protected
area, Kahauale’a Natural Area Reserve and close to the East Rift Designated Wilderness in the park. As we
mentioned earlier, the Wilderness Act’s protections apply to activities inside and outside of a wilderness
area. Allowing commercial air tours is already problematic in the park, adding up to five minutes of
hovering and loitering only adds to the violation of laws and policies.

Hakeakala National Park

The following fundamental resources and values have been identified for Haleakala National Park:

- Natural Sounds, Viewsheds, and Dark Night Skies — Natural sounds, panoramic views, and dark
night skies greatly contribute to Haleakala’s unique sense of place. Ambient sound levels in the
Haleakala Crater are so low that they approach the threshold of human hearing, and the crater and
summit offer world-renowned stargazing opportunities. Visitors flock to the summit to witness
spectacular sunrises over the park’s natural landscape—this and other views in the park are
supported by its excellent air quality. In addition to being highly desired values for visitors, dark night
skies and natural soundscapes are vital components of a healthy, intact, biological community. Each
plays an important role in wildlife communication and behavior. The preservation of natural sounds,
viewsheds, and dark night skies is also critical to effective wilderness management.

- Kipahulu Moku District (including ‘Ohe‘o Gulch and Palikea Stream) — Handed down over the
centuries through oral tradition and practice, the ‘Aha Moku system is the traditional Hawaiian
system of natural resource division and management for ocean and land resources. The undiverted
free-flowing Palikea stream and ‘Ohe‘o Gulch are part of an intact East Maui watershed that begins at
the piko, or navel, of the island. The park is fortunate to protect nearly all of the Kipahulu moku,
including intact ahupua’a (smaller land divisions) within it. The Kipahulu Biological Reserve is
discussed and analyzed as part of the Native Hawaiian Biological Diversity fundamental resource and
value.

Wilderness — Approximately 24,000 acres of Haleakala National Park is federally designated
wilderness. The wilderness area includes the majority of the Haleakala Crater and the Kipahulu
Biological Reserve, which protects one of the most intact rainforest ecosystems in the Hawaiian
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Islands. The wilderness area also has cultural and spiritual significance to Native Hawaiians, who
have used these lands since ancient times, and continue to visit sites and features within the
wilderness for traditional practices. Visitors have opportunities to participate in wilderness
experiences—from expansive views across undeveloped lands to primitive recreation and solitude.

- Ongoing Connections to Living Hawaiian Culture — Haleakala National Park has cultural and spiritual
value for Native Hawaiians who have used particular places, sites, and resources in the park for a

broad range of activities from ancient times to the present. Among these traditional cultural activities
are ritual ceremonies, spiritual training, and practices related to birth and burial. For Native
Hawaiians, traditional uses and connections between people and all things spiritual and physical are
incorporated in the ancient, sacred tradition of the Kumulipo that has been passed down orally for
generations in the form of a mele ko‘ihonua or chant of more than 2,000 lines. The Kumulipo
recounts the origin of the universe and the beginnings of the Hawaiian world; it inventories and
explains the existence of all resources so that proper care and respect is applied through kuleana
(responsibility). Sustaining the connections and interrelationships between Native Hawaiians and
culturally significant park resources and places is an important objective of park managers.

Outstanding Geological Resources, Including the Haleakala Volcano and Crater — Rising to 10,023
feet in elevation, the Haleakala volcano—also known as the East Maui volcano—is the primary
geological feature of the park, and preserves a record of Maui’s volcanic history. At the volcano’s
summit is the enormous depression known as Haleakala Crater—described by Congress in the 1916
enabling legislation as the “largest and most spectacular crater in the world.” In truth, the label
“crater” is somewhat of a misnomer, as this impressive depression was not shaped solely by volcanic
activity, but also by water and erosion. Northeasterly tradewinds collided with the great volcano,
producing rainfall, and over time streams cut channels down the slopes of the mountain. Eventually,
two streams that eroded their way up the mountain joined, ultimately creating the long and deep
depression that survives today. Later, volcanic vents in this area formed richly colored cinder cones
and young lava flows—major scenic features of the park. Lava at Haleakala National Park includes
lower viscosity “ropy flows” (also called pahoehoe) and the higher viscosity “rough and jagged
flows” (also called ‘a‘@). There are at least 24 known lava tube caves in the park.

Archeological and Historic Resources Associated with Native Hawaiian Culture — Haleakala National
Park preserves a high density and variety of precontact and historic archeological resources. These
resources exist in many locations and include Native Hawaiian temples (heiaus), trails, altars, fishing
shrines, house platforms, and other features. Historic resources such as historic agricultural sites and
astrological shelters are also preserved by the park. Some of these resources are still used today as
part of the vibrant Hawaiian culture. The upper Kipahulu Valley, on the park’s windward side,
exemplifies this rich biodiversity — With its wet rainforests and bogs, the upper Kipahulu Valley is a
key refuge for native Hawaiian plant and animal species that are disappearing elsewhere. The park
manages this area as the Kipahulu Biological Reserve. Within the reserve, no trails or roads are
planned in order to prevent nonnative species, which are capable of rapidly spreading and
outcompeting native rainforest plants, from penetrating the valley. Entry to the reserve is allowed
only to resource managers and scientists who are conducting research and management essential to
understanding and protecting this rare relict ecosystem.

- Native Hawaiian Biological Diversity — Haleakal3, rising from sea to summit, and exposed to both the
windward moist tradewinds and leeward drying air, features a striking variety of ecosystems that
support a tremendous range of native biological diversity. The park protects endemic and iconic
species including the néné (Hawaiian goose), ‘ahinahina (Haleakala silversword), ‘akohekohe (the



critically endangered crested honeycreeper), and many other threatened and endangered species.
The park’s remarkable ecological diversity is recognized by its designation as a United Nations
International Biosphere Reserve. Haleakala serves as a scientific laboratory for studies in climate
history and change, classification of species, and taxonomy.

The upper Kipahulu Valley, on the park’s windward side, exemplifies this rich biodiversity — With its
wet rainforests and bogs, the upper Kipahulu Valley is a key refuge for native Hawaiian plant and
animal species that are disappearing elsewhere. The park manages this area as the Kipahulu
Biological Reserve. Within the reserve, no trails or roads are planned in order to prevent nonnative
species, which are capable of rapidly spreading and outcompeting native rainforest plants, from
penetrating the valley. Entry to the reserve is allowed only to resource managers and scientists who
are conducting research and management essential to understanding and protecting this rare relict
ecosystem.

+ Kuleana — The Native Hawaiian concept of kuleana is generally recognized as the responsibility
passed down from the klipuna (ancestors) to present and future generations for stewardship and
respect for all things spiritual and physical. Under the traditional ‘Aha Moku system of regional
boundary management based on observational knowledge and sense of place, certain people had
kuleana for site specific management and families had certain roles within their moku (land
division). The Pohaku Palaha (the place where the moku boundaries converge) marks the beginning
of the interconnected system linking the heavens to the depths of the ocean. How kuleana is
managed affects other moku outside park boundaries as well as ocean resources. The National Park
Service has accepted kuleana for the management of Haleakala National Park. The National Park
Service and the individuals who serve as konohiki (managers and stewards) represent the kia‘i, or
guardians of this sacred place for Hawaiian people.

There is no doubt Haleakala is a celebrated national park because of its spectacular natural resources
from the volcano, rainforest, desert to its rich biodiversity. The cultural traditions and resources are
abundant, park managers embrace stewardship concepts handed down by generations of Native
Hawaiians. The ATMP should have chosen the most protective management for such a special place. The
Environmental Assessment validates the best, most protective management for the park is Alternative 2
which would prohibit commercial air tours, it states:

Noise: “Alternative 2 would provide 365 days per year that are free of noise from air tours within the
ATMP planning area and would reduce noise in the most noise sensitive regions of the Park resulting in
direct beneficial effects compared to the No Action Alternative and Alternative 3.” (page 39).

Biological Resources: “Under Alternative 2, commercial air tour aircraft would not fly within the ATMP
planning area which would eliminate this source of noise from the planning area. Therefore, there
would be a direct beneficial effect on biological resources since the intensity and likely presence of noise
from commercial air tours would be less than under the No Action Alternative.” (page 64).

Cultural Resources: “Under Alternative 2, commercial air tour aircraft would not fly within the ATMP
planning area. The elimination of commercial air tours from the ATMP planning area would reduce the
noise and visual intrusions from impacting the feeling and setting of cultural resources within the APE
and result in beneficial impacts, including ethnographic resources and sacred sites, TCPs, archeological
resources, cultural landscapes, historic districts, and prehistoric and historic buildings and structures
compared to current conditions.” (page 81).



Wilderness: “Under Alternative 2, commercial air tour aircraft would not fly within the ATMP planning
area, which would offer the greatest protection to Wilderness. Compared to current conditions, this
would enhance Wilderness character by reducing the intensity of noise and number of noise events over
Wilderness areas. There would be direct beneficial impacts to the natural quality of Wilderness and the
opportunities for solitude under Alternative 2.” (page 93).

Visitor Use and Experience: “Under Alternative 2, commercial air tours would not fly within the ATMP
planning area which would eliminate this source of noise from the ATMP planning area for up to 1.05
million Park visitors each year. Therefore, there would be a direct beneficial impact to Park visitor use
and experience since the intensity and presence of noise from commercial air tours would be less than
under the No Action Alternative. Alternative 2 offers the greatest protection of visitor use and
experience.” (page 102).

NPS and FAA should be choosing the alternative that had a “direct beneficial impact” and offers the
“greatest protection” for Haleakala.

According to the ATMP’s “justification for measures taken,” “The number of flights authorized per year
was selected to reduce impacts to noise sensitive areas in the Park including those with Wilderness
values, cultural resources, natural acoustic environment, wildlife, and visitor experience while also
providing expansive views of the coastal areas to commercial air tour customers. These are noise
sensitive areas of the Park where a quiet setting is a generally recognized feature or attribute.” (page
14). This is a subjective goal determined by the agencies in the ATMP, but this does not comport with
the National Park Air Tour Management Act (NPATMA), the law that governs this process. The National
Park Air Tour Management Act does not guarantee “customers” anything, in fact, allowing commercial
activity in a park is a privilege and not a goal under NPATMA or any other the law. The law states:

Objective.--The objective of any air tour management plan shall be to develop acceptable and
effective measures to mitigate or prevent the significant adverse impacts, if any, of commercial
air tour operations upon the natural and cultural resources, visitor experiences, and tribal lands.

The agencies continuously admit in the ATMP that natural and cultural resources, visitor experiences and
Native Hawaiian cultural sites and interactions will be negatively impacted by commercial air tours. The
current noisy conditions in the park are violating laws and policies, slight management changes will not
protect the park. The ATMP seeks to minimize flights to one path, but this is guidance and likely won’t be
strictly enforced. This is just a shell game rather than a true comparison of the ideal protection for the
park. The “reduction” noted above is not significant enough to justify continuing commercial air tours. In
fact, on page 13 of the ATMP, the agencies pick winners and losers where they identify some areas that
will have less noise than others. More specifically, in the Environment Assessment appendices (atTable8.
Location point results for Alternative 3), there are a total of 44 locations surveyed for noise, of those, 21
locations report some level of noise above 35 decibels during the day.

We disagree with the NPS and FAA approach comparing noise impacts among the alternatives studied by
the agencies. Instead of using the ambient natural sounds (a fundamental resource) as a baseline for
judging noise impacts, it compares the alternatives with the current conditions that include thousands of
noisy air tours. The ATMP chooses Alternative 3 as its preferred alternative for future air tour
management. Using this approach, the Environmental Assessment states, “Time Audible Natural



Ambient: Compared to the No Action Alternative, the overall time audible noise footprint for
Alternative 3 potentially is only 1% smaller than the No Action Alternative...” (page 42). This means noise
will continue to permeate the park under the agencies’ chosen alternative.

The Environmental Assessment states, “Native Hawaiians have consistently noted that the persistent air
tours over the Park unreasonably interfere with the silence needed to perform ceremonies conducted
by Native Hawaiian practitioners at these sacred sites, some of which rely on hearing natural sounds.
Under the No Action Alternative, these impacts to ethnographic resources would continue to occur.”
(page 80). There is no mention of Native Hawaiian views of continued commercial air tours under
Alternative 3, the ATMP chosen management direction.

The forest birds in Haleakala require proactive protection to ensure their survival. The ATMP states, “At
least two federally endangered forest bird species within the Park, the kiwikiu and ‘akohekohe, are at
imminent risk of extinction, with fewer than 200 and 1800 individuals, respectively, left in the wild. In
addition to impacts to the birds themselves, aircraft noise adversely impacts the NPS’s ability to monitor
federally protected Hawaiian forest birds, which is done primarily by acoustic-based surveys to detect
birdsongs.” (at page 13). If the NPS cannot conduct the studies, the agency could be violating several
laws from those governing the NPS to the Endangered Species Act. We would urge the agencies to use
the precautionary principle, do not put the forest birds at risk in order to allow commercial air tours.

The ATMP has a prohibition on hovering or circling. The Environment Assessment provides the following
reason for this restriction where it states, “This alternative would prohibit hovering and circling because
it could negatively impact visitors, cultural, and natural resources, including sensitive sites.” (page 22).
We appreciate the consideration of visitors and resources, but we find it baffling air tours are allowed at
all when the agencies know they have a negative impact.

General concerns that apply to both parks

As described above, only Alternative 2 meets the Park management objective to protect natural sounds.
Alternative 3 does not achieve this objective. Similarly, only Alternative 2 meets management
objectives to protect wilderness character. Alternative 3 does not achieve this objective. Had the
ATMPs taken as the starting point of the analysis the natural ambient sounds of each park unit, this
would have been obvious.

Moreover, the ATMPs EAs for both parks failed to account for the indirect and cumulative impacts of air
tour noise in their assessment of the Alternative 3s. In particular, there are a number of entirely
foreseeable adaptations to the Alternative 3s that operators will make that will significantly impact park
resources, but that were not analyzed, including flights outside the % mile ATMP buffer around national
parks, the use of larger, noisier equipment, and the use of slower flights that extend the time and noise
exposure over the park. Also, the policies to implement the Quiet Technology incentives are too weak
and ill-defined to actually mitigate impacts. Each of these is further described below. By not properly
analyzing each of these, the assessment of Alternative 3 understates the actual impacts that will result.

Flights outside the % mile buffer

As the EA notes in several places, with fewer permitted operations within the ATMP planning areas,
some operations will be displaced outside the % mile boundary. This could be particularly problematic
when the noise of the ATMP routes is added to the noise from the non-ATMP flights. Consequently, the



EA understated the noise impact on the park of the ATMP flights because it did not address the
cumulative impact of the non-ATMP flights. There are numerous locations where the Park Objectives
concerning wilderness character and natural sounds are not met by Alternative 3, and additional noise
will further degrade those resources. The Hawaii Volcanoes Coastal Route provides one example,
where the ATMP route is only 640 feet from the ATMP planning boundary.? The noise of aircraft flying
640 feet further from the Wilderness Area was not analyzed.

The noise from non ATMP tours should have been modeled by the EA where such occurrences are
predictable. In the case of the Coastal Route, it is likely that two flights outside the ATMP planning area
would have similar noise impacts to one flight on the ATMP Coastal Route. Moreover, it is likely that not
only will operations be displaced, but in order to meet Quiet Technology incentives, it is likely that
operators will use Quieter Technology flights within the park and noisier technology outside the park.
The noisier equipment on the “half mile” coastal route could have a greater impact than the actual
ATMP Coastal Route. The expected cumulative adverse effects of the “half-mile” coastal route, coupled
with the lack of analysis in the EA, make the ATMP Coastal Route severely deficient.

Even without considering the cumulative impacts, the Coastal Route is extremely problematic. It should
be noted that the ATMP Coastal Route does not provide an adequate buffer for the adjacent Wilderness
Area. The Coastal Route is 2000 feet off shore but extends % mile (1,320 feet) on either side, leaving
only a 680 foot buffer to the wilderness area. According to the EA, “The Coastal Route runs bi-
directionally offshore along the edge of the Park boundary, but within %-mile of the Park boundary. Air
tours on the Coastal Route would maintain 2,000 ft. lateral distance from shore and a minimum altitude
of 2,000 ft. AGL” (EA, 21). But the EA for both parks also notes that “Air tour routes within the ATMP
planning area are represented by a line with a %-mile buffer on either side of the route that indicates the
acceptable range of deviation that would not trigger enforcement action” (EA, 20).

Flights 680 lateral feet from a wilderness area provide negligible additional buffer than what is provided
by the 2,000 foot minimum height. The noise path following the hypotenuse of a triangle with legs of
2,000 feet (height) and 680 feet (lateral distance) is only 112 feet longer than a direct overflight path.
The lateral distance to the Wilderness Area is not sufficient.

The cumulative impacts of non-ATMP and ATMP routes, including the Coastal Route and other routes
where displaced flights may impact the parks, and particularly wilderness areas, must be quantified
and analyzed.

Larger, noisier aircraft

Larger, and likely noisier, aircraft are another possible indirect impact not considered. Given that
operations are allocated, and not the number of passengers, it is entirely foreseeable that operators will
seek to maximize the number of passengers with possibly noisier aircraft to increase the number of
paying passengers. This outcome will change the mix of aircraft modeled by the EA. The only protection
is the unspecified (by the EA and AMTP) Quiet Technology and replacement requirements (see below for
a further discussion concerning the insufficient Quiet Technology policy). The replacement and Quiet
Technology policy must be updated as described below.

2 The Coastal Route is 2000 lateral feet from the wilderness area, while the half mile ATMP planning area is 2640
feet from the wilderness area, a difference of only 640 lateral feet.



Longer time in the ATMP area

It is almost certain that the EAs’ noise modeling has understated the time aircraft will spend in the ATMP
planning areas. Given that only operations are allocated, and not time in the ATMP planning airspace, it
is entirely foreseeable that operators will seek to lengthen flights or increase revenue generating hours
of flights, by flying at a slower rate, increasing noise exposure in the Park.> This scenario, which the
ATMP allows for, would make the impacts analysis in the EAs inaccurate and inadequate. The AMTPs and
EAs should have included time limits to routes in the form of an annual time budget for the year. The
annual time over the ATMP planning areas that was modeled should have been disclosed. That time
was the basis for the EAs’ decision and should have been described in the EA as a condition of the
operations granted. Instead, the time over the ATMP planning areas was not disclosed. It is not
possible to know if the time assumptions were reasonable and what impact operations of greater time
might have, as the ATMPs allow for aircrafts to spend greater time in the ATMP planning areas than the
EAs analyzed. The lack of this information makes the ATMPs and EAs analysis of Alternative 3
inadequate.

The FAA and NPS relied on numerous time-above metrics® in assessing the impact of noise, and more
time in the ATMP planning area is directly related to more impacts. To achieve the impacts shown in
the Alternative 3 analysis, the time operators are over the ATMP areas must be limited to those times in
the modeling.

Consequently, Alternative 3 needed to contain an annual noise budget as much as it needed to limit
operations to the number modeled. The budget should be based on the assumptions in the EA noise
modeling, and if the budget is exceeded before the permitted operations are used, no further
operations shall occur that year or those operations shall deducted from the following year’s allocation.®

It should be noted that the total time an operator is over the ATMP planning areas is currently required
to be tracked and is part of the required reporting data, so determination of compliance with the
operations would be no different than for the time.

Moreover, without a time limit within the ATMP planning areas, the ATMP’s no hovering or circling rules
are ineffective. Not only are these terms not defined, but operators could easily evade the no hovering
rule by simply flying slower at specific locations, and possibly during the entire flight. Consequently,
without adding a time limit, the EA modeling almost certainly understates the noise impacts.

In addition to prescribing annual operations, the ATMPs Alternative 3 should have prescribed the
annual time permitted in the ATMPs planning areas. Otherwise operators will just fly slower and

3 It should be noted that we have heard concerns from helicopter operators who feel that the sharing of routes by
fixed wing and helicopters, due to their different speeds, creates safety hazards. While we are not in a position to
judge the level of hazard, there is no need to create multiple routes for each aircraft type. The aircraft can be
segregated by simple time of day or day of week schedules for each aircraft type on a particular route.

4 E.g. time audible, time above 35dba, time above 52dba

5 An annual time budget, based on the cumulative time each operation was modeled in the ATMPs planning areas in
the EA, would provide operators with flexibility due to weather, traffic, and other factors throughout the year, yet
ensure that impacts are no greater than those modeled by the EA. If operators were to claim that the annual budget
developed from the modeling assumptions is not sufficient due to safety or some other consideration, this would
mean that the initial EA modeling assumptions were wrong and understated the noise impact of flights, and would
need to be recalculated with operations further limited to limit impacts on park resources.



increase impacts to resources beyond those described in the EA. The impact of operations is directly
related to the time those operations are over the park.

Quiet Technology Policy

Neither the EAs nor the ATMPs define or describe Quiet Technology. Consequently, the proposed Quiet
Technology policy is insufficient to protect park resources from increasing impacts. The current plan
treats quiet technology as a static condition and will not encourage further reductions in noise levels; it
rewards quieter technology with more times to fly (extending hours during the day and on Wednesdays),
but does not incentivize future gains. In fact, as more quiet technology aircraft are integrated into the
fleet mix, the “quiet technology times” will only get louder as more aircraft take advantage of those
times.

The proposed incentives for Quiet Technology are poorly designed and do not reflect a serious effort to
reduce adverse impacts from operators. Had the agencies taken this aspect seriously, they would have
proposed and analyzed incentives in the ATMPs and EAs that create a competitive marketplace for quiet,
not incentives that expand operating times and days.

For example, a much more effective Quiet Technology incentive would be to reserve 25% to 50% of
operations for the operators who fly the quietest technology. To implement such a policy, the FAA/NPS,
based on the reporting data submitted by operators, would determine the rank of each operator in terms
of their use of Quiet Technology equipment. In the first and second year of the ATMP, the distribution of
operations would be the same as currently proposed in the ATMP, with the 25% -50% reward for Quiet
Technology incentive being awarded as in the current ATMP. In the third year, the 25%-50% would be
allocated to operators in proportion to their rank during the first year. In subsequent years, the 25% -
50% Quiet Technology incentive would be redistributed based on the next calculation year. Effectively,
this would create a 1 year lag to allow the NPS/FAA time to collect and analyze the reporting data and
allow operators to adjust their schedules based on the new allocation.

The AMTP does not define Quiet Technology, but the definition is critical to the minimization of impacts
on park resources. We propose a very simple definition of Quiet Technology aircraft. Quiet Technology
aircraft are those aircraft with the least noise impact on the park.

Before exploring this definition, however, it is important to recognize that previous work by the FAA
published in Advisory Circular AC-93-2, is not helpful or appropriate for application in AMTPs. This
document lists aircraft meeting a “noise efficiency standard” that reduces noise per seat.

The Advisory Circular is outdated and a “noise efficiency standard” is a poor definition of Quiet
Technology because it may or may not correspond to a lesser impact of overflight noise on parks. The
simple reason is because noise efficiency and quiet technology are not the same thing. Less noise per
passenger seat does not equate to less noise and fewer impacts per operation on the park. Therefore,
noise efficiency does not measure the effectiveness of quiet technology on parks.

It is actually impossible to determine which technology is quietest using AC-93-2 criteria, because the
Advisory Circular employs five different equations (see below), three different metrics (EPNL, SEL, and
LAmax), and 5 different methodologies.

EPNL(H) =80 +10log(# PAX seats/2) dB



SEL(J) =77 +10log(# PAX seats/2) dB
LAmax(F) =69 +10log(# PAX seats/2) dB
LAmax(G) =74 +10log(# PAX seats/2) dB
LAmax(G) = 77+10log(# PAX seats/2) dB
The FAA AC-93-2 noise efficiency or per passenger seat noise metric, as expressed by the equation
Noise Threshold= X dB + 10Log(#PAX seats/2) dB

is not a useful metric to identify technology that has the least impact on a national park. If it were used
as the criteria, it would be very problematic and exacerbate the problem discussed above in the section
entitled “Larger, noisier aircraft.” It is a metric suited for minimizing the noise per passenger, not the
noise imposed on the park. Only if the park were allocating passenger seats would it be a viable
option. But since parks allocate operations and not passenger seats, the metric has the perverse effect
of maximizing aircraft noise impacts on the park per operation.®

Consider, for example, Figure 1 from AC-93-2
(https://www.faa.gov/documentLibrary/media/Advisory Circular/AC 93-2.pdf).

Figure 1
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The vertical axis is the noise level; the horizontal axis is number of passengers. Aircraft that fall below
the pink line qualify as quiet technology. The pink line defining quiet technology is actually a function of
the number of passenger seats on the aircraft. In the equation, the independent variable is passenger

6 It should be noted that it maximizes noise impacts within a given bound, the set of aircraft meeting the A-93-2
criteria. It encourages operators to use the largest/noisiest equipment the market can sustain, and therefore
incentivizes those aircraft with the most noise.


https://www.faa.gov/documentLibrary/media/Advisory_Circular/AC_93-2.pdf

seats while the dependent variable is the noise level experienced in the park. The greater the number of
passenger seats, the greater the noise impact on the park that qualifies as quiet technology.

The curve of the pink line results from the logarithmic component of the equation (ten times the
logarithm of the number of passenger seats divided by 2). The shape of the curve seems to be based on
an equal energy hypothesis. The rationale for the initial threshold value (the initial starting value for 1
passenger in Figures 1-4 of AC-93-2) is not given.

The assumption underlying this equal energy hypothesis is that the combined impact of aircraft noise
events on the park is related to the combined sound energy of those individual noise events on a per
passenger seat basis. Consequently, each doubling of the number of passenger seats allows the addition
of 3 dB to the permitted level, just as each doubling of the number of equal noise events (flights for
example) adds 3 dB to the total noise level. For example, a helicopter with 4 passengers is permitted to
be 83 dBA, a helicopter with 8 passengers is permitted to be 86 dB, and two operations of the 4
passenger helicopter have the same combined noise level as one operation of the 8 passenger
helicopter.

The major problem with the AC-93-2 equal energy hypothesis is that it would be an effective metric only
if the parks allocated passenger seats, not operations, to operators.” If parks allocated a limited number
of passenger seats, then any distribution of those seats among aircraft would have the same noise
impact on the park.? In this case, the impact on the park is dependent on the number of seats allocated,
and independent of the number of operations used to meet the allocation.

The ATMPs, however, allocate operations instead of allocating passenger seats. In this real world
condition, the noise in the park is dependent on the size of the aircraft conducting the allocated
operations: the larger the aircraft, the more the impact on the park.

Instead of all configurations of seats among operations resulting in the same noise impact when
allocating passenger seats, when operations are allocated using the A-93-2 equations, the incentive is to
increase the noise effect on the park. For example, if the limit were four operations, that could be met
with either four 4-passenger seat operations which combine to 89 dB, or four 8-passenger operations
which combine to 92 dB, or four 16-passenger operations which combine to 95 dB. Clearly, the impact
on the park in the above example is dependent on, and increases with, the number of seats per aircraft.
With limited operations, the operator will have an incentive to use the largest aircraft the market can
sustain, causing the largest noise impact on the park.

The reason for quiet technology incentives in the ATMPs is to promote the use of quieter equipment.
But the currently proposed incentives, and particular, if they are combined with the AC definition of
Quiet Technology, will instead, incentivize larger noisier aircraft. There are other incentives that more
effectively promote the use of quiet technology, such as rewarding operators with operations for their

7 There are additional problems with the AC-93-2 quiet technology designation that should also be noted, including:
1. The use of multiple non-comparable noise metrics.
2. The use of a threshold for quiet technology designation.
The threshold actually is a disincentive for the development of future quiet technology and a disincentive for the use
of the quietest technology currently since there is no reward for being quieter than the threshold.
8 1If for example, 16 passenger seats were allocated, then that allocation can be accomplished for the same
approximately 89 dB with either one 89 dB 16 seat aircraft, or two 86 dB 8 seat aircraft, or perhaps a 83 dB 4
passenger aircraft and a 88 dB 12 passenger aircraft (or any other combination of aircraft with seats that add to 16).



use of quiet technology, that we outline but which were not studied and presented in the ATMPs and EAs.

Because quieter technology exists and is constantly being developed, and that today’s quietest
technology is tomorrow’s noisy technology,’ it is important to define quiet aircraft technology in terms of
the quietest aircraft. Static definitions, such as those in AC-93-2 become outdated and disincentives that
discourage future technology improvements beyond the minimum threshold. Once the threshold for
quiet technology is met, there is no incentive to develop even quieter equipment and no differentiation
between aircraft meeting the threshold.°

A better alternative to the AC method of identifying quiet technology equipment is to use the AEDT
model to determine which operators used the quietest equipment, but such a process is very time and
labor intensive, and ultimately unnecessary.

The simplest and most relevant measure of Quiet Technology for national parks is the Sound Exposure
Level (SEL) of an aircraft in level flight at 2,000 feet, and it can easily be employed to determine which
operators used the quietest equipment. The SEL! metric provides a good comparison of noise between
aircraft. The other possible metric, the LAmax*? provides the highest decibel level and measures the
impact when it is most intrusive, but it lacks a measure of the duration of the event. The SEL metric
combines both magnitude and duration in one metric. The 2,000 foot height is the most common
operation permitted by the ATMP.13

The SEL noise level can be measured from overflights or derived from the FAA’s AEDT noise model, either
through modeling or the so called “Noise Power Distance” curves. Once the SEL of each aircraft used in
overflights is known, the aircraft can be ranked from quietest to noisiest. From that, a simple weighted
average of the “noise rankings” based on the number of operations of each operator will allow
comparison between operators to determine their relative rank. For example if there were two
operators, and one flew 75 operations with the quietest aircraft and 25 with the second quietest aircraft,
and the other operator flew 50 operations with the quietest aircraft and 30 operations with the second
quietest aircraft, their weighted average noise ranking would be:

Operator 1: [(75 ops X 1 rank) + (25 ops X 2 rank)]/100 Total ops = 1.25
Operator 2: [(50 ops X 1 rank) + (30 ops X 2 rank)]/80 Total ops = 1.375

The operator with the lowest weighted average ranking is the operator with the least impact on
the park, and the one entitled to the greatest reward or incentive for quiet technology.

° For example, Stage Il commercial aircraft are now considered noisy but, were once considered quiet technology.
10 Moreover, it should be noted that “quiet technology” is really a misnomer, since these “quiet technology” aircraft
are still very loud. Quietest available technology is a better term.

1 “The Sound Exposure Level (SEL) metric represents all the acoustic energy (a.k.a. sound pressure) of an
individual noise event as if that event had occurred within a one-second time period. SEL captures both the level
(magnitude) and the duration of a sound event in a single numerical quantity, by "squeezing" all the noise energy
from an event into one second. This provides a uniform way to make comparisons among noise events of various
durations.” (FAA, Fundamentals of Noise and Sound,

https://www.faa.gov/regulations_policies/policy guidance/noise/basics/)

12 LAmax is the maximum A-weighted sound level of an event such as an overflight.

13 The FAA and NPS should develop criteria beyond just the A-weighted SEL to account for other acoustic
characteristics such as frequency and sound quality that also determine the intrusiveness of the noise.



After the Quiet Technology rankings of each operator are calculated, and each operator is ranked,
the 25% - 50% of operations reserved for operators with the quiet technology can be distributed

using a formula such as:

Rank of Operator in Use
of Quiet Technology

Incentive (Percentage of
Quiet Technology
Operations Awarded)

1 30%
2 25%
3 20%
4 15%
5 10%

The ATMPs and EAs analysis of Alternative 3s failed to adequately define Quiet Technology and
provide meaningful incentives for use of Quiet Technology.

Conclusion

In order to protect and preserve Haleakala and Hawaii Volcanoes, the agencies should adopt

Alternative 2 (prohibition on air tours).

The ATMPs and EAs for these parks do not propose a serious attempt to address the significant adverse
impacts from air tours to the natural and cultural resources and the visitor experiences. A serious
attempt would have studied and presented alternatives that include features such as no new entrants,
elimination of the Coastal Route at Hawaii, the consideration of cumulative impacts of non-ATMP air
tours, the establishment of time in ATMP airspace allocations, and the establishment of an effective

Quiet Technologies incentives program.

Sincerely,

Neal Desai
Senior Program Director, Pacific Region

National Parks Conservation Association

Elizabeth Merritt
Deputy General Counsel

National Trust for Historic Preservation
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U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

United States Department of Transportation
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

Office of Policy, International Affairs & Environment
Office of Environment and Energy

NATIONAL PARKS AIR TOUR MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
July 11, 2023

Re: Continuing Consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for the
development of an Air Tour Management Plan at Haleakala National Park and Hawai‘i Volcanoes
National Park

Dear Kamakana Ferreira:

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and National Park Service (NPS) appreciate your participation
in ongoing consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for the Air Tour
Management Plans (ATMPs) at Haleakala National Park and Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park (Parks). The
FAA, as lead federal agency for Section 106, is following up on the meeting of July 6, 2023, which was
held to discuss the Office of Hawaiian Affairs’ (OHA’s) letters from April 20 and April 27, 2023, objecting
to the findings of no adverse effect for the ATMPs at the Parks. The FAA is providing confirmation of the
commitments agreed to at this meeting and the resolution of OHA’s objections.

1) Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) Studies

OHA provided comments strongly recommending a TCP study be done at each of the Parks to
better understand cultural resources within the Parks and to ensure that adequate vertical
buffers are implemented. The development of the ATMPs is under court supervision and the
agencies must complete the ATMPs by December 31, 2023. While a TCP study is underway at
Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park, it will not be completed in 2023. Haleakala National Park has
an eligibility determination for the park as a TCP, but a complete study has not been conducted.
While the agencies acknowledge the value of TCP studies, due to the time needed to complete a
TCP study in good faith, the agencies have instead opted to take a conservative approach in
treating properties without a formal designation to be eligible for listing in the National Register
of Historic Places and considering the entirety of each Park as a TCP. The agencies based their
assessment on information from existing sources, including comments received from cultural
practitioners and consulting parties and ethnographic studies/archaeological overviews,
including an Ethnographic Study of the Cultural Impacts of Commercial Air Tours over Haleakala
National Park. Based on these sources and cultural concerns presented during Section 106
consultations, the FAA extended the APE to 10,000 ft above MSL at Haleakala National Park and
has no vertical limit at Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park to ensure effects to historic resources
extending above the ATMP planning area were taken into consideration.

The agencies also emphasize that the ATMPs are living documents and allow for an amendment
process. The effectiveness of the ATMPs will be monitored following their implementation and
annual meetings will be held to discuss any amendments or other changes needed to the ATMPs



(Sections 3 and 4). The ATMPs allow for amendments if new or unanticipated effects are
identified, new information is received, including information received through Native Hawaiian
input and/or consultation, or circumstances have changed. These provisions are more fully
explained in the ATMPs, including Section 8 for Adaptive Management and Section 9
Amendment.

While a TCP study for each park would be helpful in understanding historic properties within
each park, the studies would not be completed in time to assist in evaluating historic properties
for the undertakings at each park. Based on this understanding by the parties, the FAA
considers this objection resolved.

2) No-Fly Days

OHA requested an explanation on how the current no-fly days were determined at Haleakala
National Park and that the agencies reconsider the number of no-fly days in response to
comments received as part of Section 106 consultation. The ATMP at Haleakala National Park
currently includes 6 no-fly days generated by following the Hawaiian Moon Calendar and
Makahiki Season. The park added two Hawai‘i State Holidays that are historically significant to
Native Hawaiians, bringing the number of culturally and/or historically significant no-fly days
related to 8. Additionally, every Sunday and Wednesday are no-fly days bringing the total
number of no-fly days up to 112. The ATMP also includes provisions for NPS to establish
additional temporary no fly periods for other special events.

The no-fly days were determined through joint Kipahulu and Summit Kipuna Group meeting
held in 2014 to discuss commercial free days for the Park‘’s Commercial Services Plan. These
days were identified with the intention to provide opportunities for Native Hawaiians to conduct
cultural practices without interruption from commercial tours. The Park asked for input from
Hawaiian staff and community members, as requested through Kipuna Group consultation. The
input included Kamehameha Day, days honoring the passing of Hawaiian park staff and
astrologically significant days.

During the April 20, 2023, Section 106 information meeting to explain and respond to questions
about the agency’s proposed finding and assessment of effects, a consulting party requested the
agencies increase the number of no-fly days associated with days of significance to Native
Hawaiians. The matter was deferred to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process, as
changes to the ATMP are being considered through the public comment process on the Draft EA
and ATMP and increasing the number of no-fly days would not change the agency’s proposed
finding of no adverse effect. The comments received through the Section 106 consultation
process requesting additional no-fly days have been sent to the NPS’s Planning, Environment
and Public Comment (PEPC) site on behalf of the commenters. The NPS is considering these
requests.

The FAA understands this objection is resolved as the matter is being considered through the
NEPA process and identification of any additional no-fly days would be determined through
ongoing consultation outside of Section 106.

! This number is assuming that the eight culturally and/or historically significant no fly days do not fall on a Sunday
or Wednesday.



3) Possible Impacts to the Lo‘alo‘a Heiau in Kaupo

Following comments that the FAA and NPS received from consulting parties in November 2022,
the APE at Haleakala National Park was expanded to include the Kaupo area bounded to the
south by the southern limits of the % mile buffer around the Kaupd Denman parcel. During the
April 20, 2023, information meeting, residents of Kaupo had noted that the Lo‘alo‘a Heiau is in
this area and that helicopter noise has been disturbing cultural practices. OHA noted and the
agencies recognize that this heiau is listed in the National Register of Historic Places. OHA
requested that Lo‘alo‘a Heiau and Naholoku archaeological sites be included as part of the list of
historic properties in the APE and a re-evaluation of the current flight route in light of this
information.

The Naholoku archaeological sites are within the APE and listed as a historic property in the
Finding of Effects Letter. The FAA received boundary information from the SHPD for the Lo‘alo‘a
Heiau and determined it is outside the APE. Mapping was screen shared at the July 6, 2023,
meeting and a map showing the location of the heiau in relation to the APE is attached to this
letter to confirm. The OHA requested that the location of the heiau is depicted on a map
showing the APE and is shared with the consulting parties. The concerns noted in the April
information meeting were regarding current noise, and the agencies do not believe it is
reasonably foreseeable that impacts from the ATMP would extend outside the APE.

The agencies are providing the attached map to show the location of the Lo‘alo‘a Heiau, which is
close to but outside the APE, and will be including this in future correspondence to all consulting
parties. Based on this information and the commitment by the agencies, the FAA understands
this objection is resolved.

4) Improved pilot training accountability and aircraft maintenance

OHA has made additional recommendations regarding improved pilot training accountability
and aircraft maintenance that are outside the scope of Section 106 considerations. These
comments have been sent to PEPC in full on behalf of OHA for consideration in the continued
development of the ATMP. Due to the nature of these recommendations, the FAA does not
consider them to be objections under Section 106.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this correspondence, please do not hesitate to contact
me at (202) 267-4185 or Judith.Walker@faa.gov, copying ATMPTeam@dot.gov.

Sincerely,

Judith Walker

Federal Preservation Officer

Senior Environmental Policy Analyst
Environmental Policy Division (AEE-400)
Federal Aviation Administration


mailto:Judith.Walker@faa.gov
mailto:ATMPTeam@dot.gov

Cc: Mililani Trask, Office of Hawaiian Affairs
Hulu Lindsey, Office of Hawaiian Affairs
Stephanie Hacker, Archaeologist, HI SHPD
Jessica Puff, Architecture Branch Chief, HI SHPD

Enclosure:

APE map showing Lo‘alo‘a Heiau (Not for public release)



APE map showing Lo‘alo‘a Heiau

(Figure redacted)
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U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

United States Department of Transportation
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

Office of Policy, International Affairs & Environment
Office of Environment and Energy

NATIONAL PARKS AIR TOUR MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
July 26, 2023

Re: Continuing Consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for the
development of an Air Tour Management Plan for Haleakala National Park (HICRIS Project
2022PR00396)

Dr. Alan Downer

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation Division

Hawai‘i Department of Land and Natural Resources
Kakuhihewa Building, Room 555

601 Kamokila Boulevard

Kapolei, HI 96707

Dear Dr. Alan Downer:

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), in coordination with the National Park Service (NPS), seeks to
continue consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) for the
development of an air tour management plan (ATMP) for Haleakala National Park (Park). The FAA is
continuing consultation on the ATMP at this time due to a minor scope change.

Consistent with the National Parks Air Tour Management Act of 2000 (Act), the proposed ATMP for the
Park would regulate commercial air tours within the ATMP planning area. Following consultation, the
FAA sent a letter with the proposed finding of no adverse effect on historic properties on March 27,
2023. This finding of effect letter provided an overview of the undertaking — the reduction of air tours,
which is the preferred alternative under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); a description of
the Area of Potential Effects (APE); a list of historic properties that have been identified to date; and
proposed a finding of no adverse effect.

The Park has recently acquired new parcels that expand the Park boundary, and the ATMP planning area
(the Park and a %-mile buffer around the Park) was consequently expanded. When reviewing the
changes needed for new parcels, the NPS also found other small parcels that needed to be added to the
maps, and consequently expanded the ATMP planning area. Therefore, the agencies are adjusting the
APE to include the areas of expanded buffer, as depicted in the purple shaded areas on the APE map
provided in Attachment A. The APE description remains the same as what was provided in the March
2023 letter; the description of the undertaking also remains the same. The purpose of this letter is to
notify you of the expanded APE and request any comments you may have regarding the identification of
historic properties and potential effects within the new areas of the APE.

1



Review Request

The FAA requests that you provide any information you may have regarding the identification of historic
properties and potential effects within the new areas of the APE by August 11, 2023. Should you have
any questions regarding any of the above, please contact Judith Walker at 202-267-4185 or
Judith.Walker@faa.gov and copy the ATMP team at ATMPTeam@dot.gov.

Sincerely,

Judith Walker

Federal Preservation Officer

Senior Environmental Policy Analyst
Environmental Policy Division (AEE-400)
Federal Aviation Administration

cc: Stephanie Hacker, Archaeologist, HI SHPD
Jessica Puff, Architecture Branch Chief, HI SHPD

Attachments

A. Area of Potential Effects Map


mailto:Judith.Walker@faa.gov
mailto:ATMPTeam@dot.gov

ATTACHMENT A

AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS MAP
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U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

United States Department of Transportation
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

Office of Policy, International Affairs & Environment
Office of Environment and Energy

NATIONAL PARKS AIR TOUR MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
August 14, 2023

Re: Continuing Consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for the
development of an Air Tour Management Plan for Haleakala National Park (HICRIS Project
2022PR00396)

Dr. Alan Downer

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation Division

Hawai‘i Department of Land and Natural Resources
Kakuhihewa Building, Room 555

601 Kamokila Boulevard

Kapolei, HI 96707

Dear Dr. Alan Downer:

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), in coordination with the National Park Service (NPS), seeks to
continue consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) for the
development of an air tour management plan (ATMP) for Haleakala National Park (Park). The FAA is
continuing consultation on the ATMP at this time due to a minor scope change that resulted in the
expansion of the area of potential effects (APE).

Historic Property Identification

The agencies shared a map showing the expanded APE with the Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation
Division (SHPD) and 60 consulting parties (listed in Attachment A) in a letter dated July 26, 2023, which
included a request for consulting parties to provide comments regarding historic properties and
potential effects on historic properties within the new areas of the APE. On July 26, 2023, the agencies
also requested historic property data within these areas from the SHPD. The SHPD noted that the Nu‘u-
Waiu Complex and contributing features to the Hana Belt Road extend into the new areas of the APE,
however, both properties were included on the historic property identification list and effects analysis in
the March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter. No new historic properties were identified through
consultation.

! Three newly identified consulting parties were invited to consult, in addition to the SHPD and 57 consulting
parties that were included in the March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter.
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Consulting Party Comments

The agencies received responses to the July 26, 2023, APE letter from three consulting parties. In a July
26, 2023, email, the George K. Cypher ‘Ohana noted that they have no comments at this time but
requested that the agencies also confer with the Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs (AHCC). The AHCC
is a consulting party for the undertaking, and the agencies sent the APE letter to the AHCC for their
review and comment on July 26, 2023, but did not receive a response from the organization. Hokdlani
Holt responded on July 27, 2023, that she assumes the flight pattern does not affect residents of the
area. The Section 106 process focuses on the undertaking’s potential to affect historic properties. The
agencies have delineated the APE to include any areas where the undertaking would result in reasonably
foreseeable direct or indirect effects on historic properties. As further explained in the March 27, 2023,
finding of effect letter, the undertaking (implementation of the ATMP) is expected to reduce visual and
noise effects from air tours on historic properties and reduce the likelihood that an air tour would
interrupt cultural practices within the APE.

In a July 30, 2023, email, Ki‘ope Raymond noted that he does not believe the ATMP sufficiently protects
the visitor experience, Wilderness character of the Park, or historic and culturally sensitive properties in
or near the Park from the visual and noise disturbance from air tours. Mr. Raymond requested that air
tours not be allowed to fly over or near historic trails that are part of or extensions of the Park’s
wilderness trail system. Comments regarding Wilderness areas are beyond the scope of Section 106;
however, the agencies have received similar comments regarding Wilderness areas during the public
comment period for the draft ATMP and Environmental Assessment (EA) and have addressed them
through that process. The ATMP flight path has been delineated to reduce air tour impacts to natural
and cultural resources, areas of historic and spiritual significance to Native Hawaiians, wilderness
character, and visitor experience. The ATMP also removes direct overflights of historic trails within the
Park that are part of the wilderness trail system. As further detailed in the March 27, 2023, finding of
effect letter, the ATMP would reduce visual and noise effects from air tours on historic properties
compared to existing conditions, and the duration of air tour noise would decrease throughout the
entire Park. The restrictions under the ATMP would also reduce the likelihood that an air tour would
interrupt Native Hawaiian traditional practices.

The agencies did not receive any comments with new information regarding unidentified historic
properties or potential effects within the new areas of the APE.

Effects Assessment

The APE description remains the same as what was provided in the March 27, 2023, finding of effect
letter. The parcels that have been acquired by the Park and added to the maps were already within the
APE; the agencies simply adjusted the APE to include the updated ATMP planning area boundaries as a
result of these acquisitions, as depicted in the purple shaded areas on the APE map provided in
Attachment B.

The expansion of the ATMP planning area boundaries in these areas would not result in any new or
different effects, nor would it be likely to contribute to any different reasonably foreseeable indirect
effects, from those discussed in the March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter. The designated flight paths
under the ATMP do not extend into the new areas of the APE. There are no or few flights in these areas
under existing conditions, and no flights would be allowed in these areas under the ATMP. Furthermore,
no new historic properties were identified within the expanded areas of the APE. Therefore, the FAA
maintains its finding of no adverse effect on historic properties for the reasons described in the March
27, 2023, finding of effect letter (Attachment C).



Review Request

Based on the analysis above and in the March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter, the FAA maintains its
finding of no adverse effect on historic properties per 36 CFR § 800.5(b). We request that you review the
information and respond whether you concur with the finding within thirty days of receiving this letter.

Should you have any questions regarding any of the above, please contact Judith Walker at 202-267-
4185 or hudith.WaIker@faa.gO\] and copy the ATMP team at ATMPTeam@dot.gov.

Sincerely,

Judith Walker

Federal Preservation Officer

Senior Environmental Policy Analyst
Environmental Policy Division (AEE-400)
Federal Aviation Administration

cc: Stephanie Hacker, Archaeologist, HI SHPD
Jessica Puff, Architecture Branch Chief, HI SHPD

Attachments

A. List of Consulting Parties
B. APE Map
C. March 27, 2023, Finding of Effect Letter


mailto:ATMPTeam@dot.gov
mail to:judith.walker@faa.gov

ATTACHMENT A

List of Consulting Parties

‘Aha Moku o Kahikinui

‘Aha Moku o Kaupo

‘Aha Moku o Maui Inc.

AlexAir, Inc. (Maverick Helicopters) [Alika Aviation, Inc. (Alexair) in FR]

Angela Tavares (Individual)

Aris, Inc. (Air Maui Helicopter Tours)

Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs

Brian Kaniela Nae‘ole Na‘auao

Clifford Hashimoto (Individual)

County of Maui Mayor's Office

Daisy Lind (Individual)

Dana Hall (Individual)

Daniel K. Inouye Solar Telescope (DKIST)

Department of Hawaiian Homelands

Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry and
Wildlife

Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry and
Wildlife, Maui Branch

Donna Sterling (Individual)

East Maui Irrigation

East Maui Watershed Partnership

Friends of Haleakala National Park

George K. Cypher ‘Ohana

Haleakala Conservancy

Haleakala Ranch

Hawaiian Islands Land Trust

Hawai‘i Island Coalition Malama Pono

Historic Hawai‘i Foundation

Helicopter Consultants of Maui, LLC (Blue Hawaiian Helicopters)

Helicopter Consultants of Maui, LLC (Hawaii Helicopters)

Hokdlani Holt (Individual)

Kahu Dane Maxwell (Individual)

Kahu Lyons Naone (Individual)




Ka‘ono‘ulu Ranch

Kaupo Community Association

Kaupo Ranch

Ki‘ope Raymond (Individual)

Kipahulu ‘Ohana

Kumu A‘o

Leeward Haleakala Watershed Restoration Partnership

Ma‘ano Smith (Individual)

Mahi Pono LLC

Maui County Parks Department

Na Koa lkaika Ka Lahui Hawai‘i

Nan Cabatbat (Individual)

National Parks Conservation Association

National Trust for Historic Preservation

The Nature Conservancy

Nekaifes ‘Ohana

Nu‘u Mauka Ranch

Office of Hawaiian Affairs

Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility

The Royal Order of Kamehameha | - Moku O Kahekili - Helu Eha

Schuman Aviation Company, Ltd. (Makani Kai Helicopters, Magnum
Helicopters)

Sunshine Helicopters, Inc.

Terry Poaipuni (Individual)

Thompson Ranch

Tweetie Lind (Individual)

‘Ulupalakua Ranch

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Waiehu Kou Phase 3 Association

Wananalua Congregational Church




National Solar Observatory

N S O : 3665 Discovery Drive, Third Floor
<) Boulder, CO 80303 USA

National Solar Observatory Ph. (303) 735-7356
jditsler@nso.edu

August 22, 2023

Judith Walker

Federal Preservation Office

Senior Environmental Policy Analyst
Environment Policy Division

Federal Aviation Administration

Dear Ms. Walker,

We agree that the designated flight paths under the ATMP do not extend into the new areas of the
APE. There are no or few flights in these areas under existing conditions, and no flights would be
allowed in these areas under the ATMP. Furthermore, no new historic properties were identified
within the expanded areas of the APE. The above analysis is valid for the DKIST location as well, and
we concur with the FAA findings of No Adverse Effect.

Sincerely,

Jen Ditsler

Head of Administration & Support Facilities
National Solar Observatory

Daniel K. Inouye Solar Telescope

Cc: Charlie Fein, KC Environmental

Operated by the Association of Universities for Research in Astronomy, Inc.
AU R A under a cooperative agreement with the National Science Foundation




From: Harry Graham

To: ATMPTeam
Subject: Re: Section 106 Continuing Consultation — ATMP for Haleakala National Park - Nu'u Mauka Ranch
Date: Monday, August 28, 2023 6:55:19 PM

This email originated from outside of the Department of Transportation (DOT). Do

not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content
is safe.

Aloha.

I have no issue with the plan as outlined. Unless things change again I'm OK with it.
Mahalo

Andy Graham
Nuu Mauka Ranch

On August 14, 2023 2:08:26 PM MDT, ATMPTeam <ATMPTeam@dot.gov> wrote:
Dear Andy Graham:

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), in coordination with the National Park Service (NPS),
seeks to continue consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for the
development of an air tour management plan (ATMP) for Haleakala National Park. The FAA is
continuing consultation on the ATMP at this time due to a minor scope change that expanded the
area of potential effects (APE). The attached letter details the finding of effects analysis for the
undertaking within the expanded APE.

Please review the information and respond whether you concur with the proposed finding within
30 days of receiving this letter. Should you have any questions regarding any of the above, please
contact Judith Walker at 202-267-4185 or Judith.Walker@faa.gov and copy the ATMP team at
ATMPTeam@dot.gov.

Best regards,
Judith Walker
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August 29, 2023

IN REPLY REFER TO:
Judith Walker Project No.: 2022PR00396
Federal Preservation Officer Doc No.: 2308SH09
Senior Environmental Policy Analyst Archaeology
Environmental Policy Division (AEE-400) Architecture
Federal Aviation Administration
Email Reply to: udith.walker@faa.goq
Electronic Transmittal Only, No Hard Copy to Follow
Dear Judith Walker:
SUBJECT: National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 Review —

Revised Area of Potential Effects and Request for Concurrence with Effect Determination
Air Tour Management Plan for Haleakala National Park

Ke‘anae, Ha‘iku Uka, Pulehunui, Ko‘olau, Kalialinui, Kawaipapa, Kamehamenui,
Waiakoa, ‘Alaenui, Nu‘u, Papa‘anui, Nakula, Kahikinui, Naholoku, ‘Alaeiki, Pu‘uhaoa,
Wailua, Ka‘apahu, Kukui‘ula, Pua‘alu‘u, Kukui‘ulaiki, Kiko‘o and Ahupua‘a,

Ko‘olau, Hamakualoa, Kula, Hana, Kipahulu, Kaupd, Honua‘ula, and Kahikinui Districts,
Island of Maui

TMK: (2) various

On July 26, 2023, the State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) received a letter from the U.S. Department of
Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to continue the Section 106 historic preservation process and
to notify the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and request an expedited review, of the revised Area of
Potential Effects for the Development of an Air Tour Management Plan for Haleakala National Park on the island of
Maui (HICRIS Submission No. 2022PR00396.016). On August 14, 2023, the SHPD received another letter from FAA
requesting the SHPO’s concurrence with the effect determination (HICRIS Submission 2022PR000396.017).

The proposed project, in coordination with the National Park Service (NPS), has been determined to be a federal
undertaking as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(y) and is subject to compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA. The FAA is
acting as the lead federal agency for this undertaking. The project proposes to develop an Air Tour Management Plan
(ATMP) for Haleakala National Park (Park).

According to the letter received, the Park has recently acquired new parcels that expand the Park boundary, and the
ATMP planning area (the Park and a '2-mile buffer around the Park) was therefore expanded. When reviewing the
changes needed for new parcels, the NPS also found other small parcels that needed to be added to the maps and
consequently expanded the ATMP planning area. Therefore, the agencies are adjusting the APE to include the areas
of expanded buffer. The FAA’s July 26, 2023 letter requests comments regarding the identification of historic
properties and potential effects within the new areas of the APE. The FAA’s August 14, 2023 letter states that no
historic properties were newly identified through consultation. It also states that the parcels that have been acquired
by the Park and added to the maps were already within the APE; the agencies simply adjusted the APE to include the
updated ATMP planning area boundaries as a result of these acquisitions.

Haleakala has been determined to be a Traditional Cultural Property (TCP). As stated by FAA, commercial air tours,
by their nature, have the potential to impact resources for which feeling and setting are contributing elements. The
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ATMP includes a provision for the NPS to establish temporary no-fly periods for special events, such as native
Hawaiian ceremonies or other similar events, with a minimum of two months’ notice to the operators.

Based on the information provided by FAA, and comments provided by consulting parties, the SHPO does not
concur with FAA’s determination that the proposed Air Tour Management Plan will have no adverse effect on historic
properties. The SHPO has determined that the proposed plan will result in an adverse effect to TCPs and traditional
cultural practices.

Federal agencies are required to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects. Please note that if the federal agency
and the SHPO concur that the adverse effect cannot be avoided, the Section 106 process will not conclude until the
consultation process is complete, an MOA is developed, executed, and implemented, and if applicable, the formal
comments of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation have been received, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6.

The SHPD looks forward to continuing the Section 106 process for the proposed project.

Please submit all forthcoming information and correspondence related to the subject project to SHPD via HICRIS to
Project No. 2022PR00396 using the Project Supplement option.

The FAA and the NPS are the offices of record for this undertaking. Please maintain a copy of this letter with your
environmental review record for this undertaking.

Please contact Jessica Puff, Architecture Branch Chief, at (808) 462-3083 or at Jessica.Puff@hawaii.gov for matters
related to the identification of historic places, architectural resources, or the built environment. Please contact
Stephanie Hacker, Historic Preservation Archaeologist IV, at Btephanie.Hacker@hawaii. goxl or at (808) 692-8046 for
matters regarding archaeological resources or this letter.

Aloha,
Alan Downer

Alan S. Downer, PhD
Administrator, State Historic Preservation Division
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

cc: lATMPTeam@dot.gosl
Rachel Hodara, NPS (rachel hodara@nps.gov)
Natalie Gates, NPS (natalie gates@nps.gov)
Shauna Haas, US DOT (shauna.haas@dot.gov)
Kathering Giraldo, US DOT (k.giraldo@dot.gov)
Amy Hootman, US DOT (amy.hootman@dot.gov)
Lindsay Moore, NPS (lindsay moore@nps.gov)
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5 September 2023

Aloha Ms. Walker,

Mahalo for the opportunity to respond to your letter of September 1, 2023. | was certain | had
submitted comments on the Haleakala ATMP previous to July 30, but | must have been mistaken. My
comments of July 30 and, the comments in this letter, should apply to the entire process, please.

| would like to clarify something | read in your letter. The letter quotes me as having written, “In
aJuly 30, 2023, email, Ki‘ope Raymond noted that he does not believe the ATMP sufficiently protects
the visitor experience, Wilderness character of the Park, or historic and culturally sensitive properties in
or near the Park from the visual and noise disturbance from air tours. Mr. Raymond requested that air
tours not be allowed to fly over or near historic trails that are part of or extensions of the Park’s
wilderness trail system.” That statement is correct. However, | would like to make clear that when |
wrote of protecting the “visitor” experience | was also including any native Hawaiian religious
practioner’s experience; not only tourists visiting the Park. Not all visitors to the Park are native
Hawaiian religious practitioners but all native Hawaiian religious practitioners are visitors to the Park. |
would rather it convey, “....he does not belive the ATMP sufficiently protects the visitor, especially native
Hawaiian religious practioners, experience.”?

| am observing a growing commitment on the part of native Hawaiians to reconnect to Hawaiian
religious practices. | believe it can be anticipated that audible elements that disrupt religious practices in
the future, destroying the sanctity of Haleakala, will be even more of a concern than they already are. |
believe now is the time for as sincere and as complete an abatement of audible impacts to Haleakala as
possible.

Noise disturbance particularly is an affront to, and has an adverse affect on, some Hawaiian
religious practices. The National Park Service in its publication, “PU'UKOHOLA HEIAU NHS ¢ KALOKO-
HONOKOHAU NHP ¢ PU'UHONUA O HONAUNAU NHP, A Cultural History of Three Traditional Hawaiian
Sites on the West Coast of Hawai'i Island” states in the section regarding religion, “High officials declared
general kapu and had them publicly announced. On specific nights of every lunar month, rituals and
sacrifices took place at the temple of each major deity. During a strict kapu period, when the ruler
especially needed the favor of the deities, absolute silence was mandated in order not to break the
sacred spell of the rites. All human activity ceased, no fires were built, domestic animals were shut away
or muzzled, and everyone except priests remained indoors.” And, the scholastic literature is replete with
references to “silence” necessary to effectuate Hawaiian religious ceremony.

In reading the statement, “The restrictions under the ATMP would also reduce the likelihood
that an air tour would interrupt Native Hawaiian traditional practices.”, | am concerned that to merely
“reduce the likelihood” of interrupting Native Hawaiian traditional practices is not proactive enough to
satisfy Section 106.

Me ka mahalo a me ke aloha,

Stanley Ki‘ope Raymond
kioperaymond@gmail.corﬂ
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August 21, 2023

Judith Walker

Federal Preservation Officer

Senior Environmental Policy Analyst
Environmental Policy Division (AEE-400)
Federal Aviation Administration
judith.walker@faa.gov
ATMPTeam@dot.gov

Submitted via email to all recipients

Re: Request for Correction to FAA’s August 14, 2023 Letter to Consulting Parties
for Air Tour Management Plan at Haleakala National Park

Dear Ms. Walker,

The National Trust for Historic Preservation (“NTHP”) and the National Parks Conservation
Association (“NPCA”) write regarding the August 14, 2023 letter from the Federal Aviation
Administration (“FAA”) to Section 106 consulting parties, including our organizations, requesting
responses within 30 days regarding whether consulting parties concur with the FAA’s renewed
finding of no adverse effect for the proposed Air Tour Management Plan (“ATMP”) at Haleakala
National Park.

The FAA’s previous letter dated July 26, 2023 had requested responses by August 11, 2023
“regarding the identification of historic properties and potential effects within the new areas of the
APE.” Our organizations both submitted written responses by August 11. However, the FAA’s most
recent letter to the consulting parties on August 14 stated that the FAA only received three
responses to its July 26 letter, none of which were from our organizations. This is simply incorrect.
We request that FAA circulate a correction to all consulting parties explaining that our
organizations’ position was misrepresented in the August 14t letter.

NTHP and NPCA both Submitted Timely Responses to the July 26 Letter

On August 11, 2023, the NTHP wrote to the FAA, stating:

“Dear ATMP Team,

In response to the revised Area of Potential Effects proposal for the Haleakala ATMP [i.e.,
the July 26 letter, which was attached], the National Trust for Historic Preservation
continues to have concerns about the proposed undertaking, and we continue to disagree
with the FAA's proposed determination of no adverse effect. Attached is a copy of our
earlier letter dated April 28, 2023, describing in more detail the basis for our disagreement.
We wish to continue our participation as a consulting party, but we respectfully recommend
that it may be appropriate for the FAA to suspend the consultation process for the time
being, in the wake of the recent tragic fires that have occurred on Maui.

Page 10of4
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Sincerely,
Betsy Merritt”l

And on August 11, 2023,} the NPCA wrote to the FAA, stating;:

“Hello FAA/Judith,

Considering the emergency situation on Maui with the fires, and the request for responses
by today, we request this Haleakala 106 process be put on hold. Please let us know. Thank
you,

Neal”

Since our organizations advocate on behalf of our members, including members living in Hawai‘i,
on critical national park issues such as the ATMPs, we called attention to the tragic fires that have
impacted communities and led President Biden to approve an emergency disaster declaration the
day before on August 10, 2023. The NTHP’s August 11, 2023 response also stated its ongoing
disagreement with the FAA’s proposed determination of no adverse effect, and ongoing concerns
about the proposed undertaking. These comments and concerns should have been included in the
FAA’s August 14t letter, in which the FAA represented to the consulting parties that it was
reporting on all of the comments that it had received.

NTHP and NPCA’s Comments Were Not Reported by the FAA in its
August 14, 2023 Letter to the Consulting Parties

In contrast, the FAA referenced in its August 14, 2023 letter a response it received from a
consulting party who the FAA characterized as having “no comments at this time but requested
that the agencies also confer with the Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs.” It is unclear to us why
the FAA would selectively mention certain consulting parties who had “no comments at this time,”
but fail to mention the comments received from two highly engaged consulting parties — NPCA and
NTHP - that are on record objecting to the FAA’s proposed determination of effects. The FAA’s
selective reporting of responses has the effect of misleading consulting parties and subverting the
Section 106 consultation by creating the false impression that our organizations, (which have been
very engaged, and critical of the ATMP), were losing interest in the consultation and disengaging.

The FAA’s Omission is Part of a Troubling Pattern

The FAA has taken an unorthodox approach to this consultation that has repeatedly resulted in the
exclusion of consulting parties from communications, meetings, and consideration. The ACHP has
already opined that the FAA’s practice of separating the objecting consulting parties for individual
meetings is inadvisable (advice the FAA has rejected), and NTHP has repeatedly stated that this
“divide and conquer” approach prevents the communication of local knowledge and concerns to
national organizations and vice versa. The FAA has also excluded the Historic Hawai’i Foundation
from important consultation meetings, and from all mention as an objecting party, under the
pretense that their initial letter to the FAA, which explained their objections in great detail,
somehow expired. Now, NTHP and NPCA find ourselves and our comments also inexplicably

1 The NTHP email was sent at 8:42 PM Hawaii time on August 11.
2 The NPCA email was sent at 9:36 AM Hawaii time on August 11.



excluded.

This pattern of excessively restrictive and exclusive actions is in stark contrast to our organization’s
typical experience with Section 106 consultations. It is also especially troubling given the nature of
the objections being raised by the parties being excluded, which primarily ask for the adverse
effects caused by this ATMP to be acknowledged in a way consistent with other ATMPs. It is
unclear whether the FAA’s refusal to acknowledge the adverse effects of the ATMPs in Hawai‘i
national parks (vs. national parks on the mainland) is a reflection of less weight being given to the
objections of Native Hawaiians and Native Hawaiian Organizations (vs. Native American Tribes).B

In sum, we request that the FAA circulate a correction to its August 14 letter to include a reference
to the comments received from both of our organizations in response to the FAA’s July 26 letter.
We hope that this incident will be the end of the pattern that we note above. Thank you very much
for your consideration of our request.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth S. Merritt Chris Cody

Deputy General Counsel Associate General Counsel

National Trust for Historic Preservation National Trust for Historic Preservation

/WA
ol I wal,

Neal Desai
Senior Program Director, Pacific Region
National Parks Conservation Association

3 August 17, 2023 Letter from Congressman Case to the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation. “It is unacceptable that the FAA, in the draft ATMPs for Badlands National Park and
Mount Rushmore National Memorial, concedes that air tours cause additional adverse effects that
make them incompatible based on concerns raised during consultation there, yet completely
disregards the significant concerns raised during consultation at the Hawaii’s parks.”

July 26, 2023 letter from Hawai'l State Historic Preservation Division to the FAA and Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation. “Despite holding numerous consultation meetings, FAA has not
made a good faith effort to consult, rather they have only moved through the motions to comply
with the four-step process and 36 CFR § 800. The FAA has not taken into consideration how the air
tour management plan could be amended to avoid, minimize, or mitigate effects to historic
properties, nor have they amended their determination of effect to consider these effects, which
have been raised by the SHPO and consulting parties throughout the consultation meetings
including those held recently as referenced above.”



CC:

Rachel Mangum and Jaime Loichinger, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Karen Trevino, Lead Staff for Hawai‘i ATMPs, National Park Service
Alan Downer, Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation Officer
Susan Lebo, Jessica Puff, and Stephanie Hacker,
Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation Division
Kamakana Ferreira, Office of Hawaiian Affairs
Kiersten Faulkner, Historic Hawai‘i Foundation
Olena Alec, Executive Director, Haleakala Conservancy
Friends of Haleakala National Park
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U5, Department
of Transportation
Federal Aviation
Administration

United States Department of Transportation
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

Office of Policy, International Affairs & Environment
Office of Environment and Energy

NATIONAL PARKS AIR TOUR MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
August 14, 2023

Re: Continuing Consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for the
development of an Air Tour Management Plan for Haleakala National Park

Betsy Merritt

Deputy General Counsel

National Trust for Historic Preservation
2600 Virginia Ave. NW, Ste 1100
Washington, D.C. 20037

Dear Betsy Merritt:

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), in coordination with the National Park Service (NPS), seeks to
continue consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) for the
development of an air tour management plan (ATMP) for Haleakala National Park (Park). The FAA is
continuing consultation on the ATMP at this time due to a minor scope change that resulted in the
expansion of the area of potential effects (APE).

Historic Property Identification

The agencies shared a map showing the expanded APE with the Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation
Division (SHPD) and 60 consulting parties (listed in Attachment A) in a letter dated July 26, 2023, which
included a request for consulting parties to provide comments regarding historic properties and
potential effects on historic properties within the new areas of the APE. On July 26, 2023, the agencies
also requested historic property data within these areas from the SHPD. The SHPD noted that the Nu‘u-
Waiu Complex and contributing features to the Hana Belt Road extend into the new areas of the APE,
however, both properties were included on the historic property identification list and effects analysis in
the March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter. No new historic properties were identified through
consultation.

Consulting Party Comments

The agencies received responses to the July 26, 2023, APE letter from three consulting parties. In a July
26, 2023, email, the George K. Cypher ‘Ohana noted that they have no comments at this time but
requested that the agencies also confer with the Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs (AHCC). The AHCC

! Three newly identified consulting parties were invited to consult, in addition to the SHPD and 57 consulting
parties that were included in the March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter.
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is a consulting party for the undertaking, and the agencies sent the APE letter to the AHCC for their
review and comment on July 26, 2023, but did not receive a response from the organization. Hokalani
Holt responded on July 27, 2023, that she assumes the flight pattern does not affect residents of the
area. The Section 106 process focuses on the undertaking’s potential to affect historic properties. The
agencies have delineated the APE to include any areas where the undertaking would result in reasonably
foreseeable direct or indirect effects on historic properties. As further explained in the March 27, 2023,
finding of effect letter, the undertaking (implementation of the ATMP) is expected to reduce visual and
noise effects from air tours on historic properties and reduce the likelihood that an air tour would
interrupt cultural practices within the APE.

In a July 30, 2023, email, Ki‘ope Raymond noted that he does not believe the ATMP sufficiently protects
the visitor experience, Wilderness character of the Park, or historic and culturally sensitive properties in
or near the Park from the visual and noise disturbance from air tours. Mr. Raymond requested that air
tours not be allowed to fly over or near historic trails that are part of or extensions of the Park’s
wilderness trail system. Comments regarding Wilderness areas are beyond the scope of Section 106;
however, the agencies have received similar comments regarding Wilderness areas during the public
comment period for the draft ATMP and Environmental Assessment (EA) and have addressed them
through that process. The ATMP flight path has been delineated to reduce air tour impacts to natural
and cultural resources, areas of historic and spiritual significance to Native Hawaiians, wilderness
character, and visitor experience. The ATMP also removes direct overflights of historic trails within the
Park that are part of the wilderness trail system. As further detailed in the March 27, 2023, finding of
effect letter, the ATMP would reduce visual and noise effects from air tours on historic properties
compared to existing conditions, and the duration of air tour noise would decrease throughout the
entire Park. The restrictions under the ATMP would also reduce the likelihood that an air tour would
interrupt Native Hawaiian traditional practices.

The agencies did not receive any comments with new information regarding unidentified historic
properties or potential effects within the new areas of the APE.

Effects Assessment

The APE description remains the same as what was provided in the March 27, 2023, finding of effect
letter. The parcels that have been acquired by the Park and added to the maps were already within the
APE; the agencies simply adjusted the APE to include the updated ATMP planning area boundaries as a
result of these acquisitions, as depicted in the purple shaded areas on the APE map provided in
Attachment B.

The expansion of the ATMP planning area boundaries in these areas would not result in any new or
different effects, nor would it be likely to contribute to any different reasonably foreseeable indirect
effects, from those discussed in the March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter. The designated flight paths
under the ATMP do not extend into the new areas of the APE. There are no or few flights in these areas
under existing conditions, and no flights would be allowed in these areas under the ATMP. Furthermore,
no new historic properties were identified within the expanded areas of the APE. Therefore, the FAA
maintains its finding of no adverse effect on historic properties for the reasons described in the March
27, 2023, finding of effect letter (Attachment C).

Review Request

Based on the analysis above and in the March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter, the FAA maintains its
finding of no adverse effect on historic properties per 36 CFR § 800.5(b). We request that you review the
information and respond whether you concur with the finding within thirty days of receiving this letter.
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Should you have any questions regarding any of the above, please contact Judith Walker at 202-267-
4185 or Judith.Walker@faa.go\ and copy the ATMP team at IMTMPTeam@dot.gov.

Sincerely,
e %
{/

Judith Walker

Federal Preservation Officer

Senior Environmental Policy Analyst
Environmental Policy Division (AEE-400)
Federal Aviation Administration

cc: Elaine Chang, Legal Coordinator

Attachments

A. List of Consulting Parties
B. APE Map
C. March 27, 2023, Finding of Effect Letter
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ATTACHMENT A

List of Consulting Parties

‘Aha Moku o Kahikinui

‘Aha Moku o Kaupo

‘Aha Moku o Maui Inc.

AlexAir, Inc. (Maverick Helicopters) [Alika Aviation, Inc. (Alexair) in FR]

Angela Tavares (Individual)

Aris, Inc. (Air Maui Helicopter Tours)

Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs

Brian Kaniela Nae‘ole Na‘auao

Clifford Hashimoto (Individual)

County of Maui Mayor's Office

Daisy Lind (Individual)

Dana Hall (Individual)

Daniel K. Inouye Solar Telescope (DKIST)

Department of Hawaiian Homelands

Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry and
Wildlife

Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry and
Wildlife, Maui Branch

Donna Sterling (Individual)

East Maui Irrigation

East Maui Watershed Partnership

Friends of Haleakala National Park

George K. Cypher ‘Ohana

Haleakala Conservancy

Haleakala Ranch

Hawaiian Islands Land Trust

Hawai‘i Island Coalition Malama Pono

Historic Hawai‘i Foundation

Helicopter Consultants of Maui, LLC (Blue Hawaiian Helicopters)

Helicopter Consultants of Maui, LLC (Hawaii Helicopters)

Hokdlani Holt (Individual)

Kahu Dane Maxwell (Individual)

Kahu Lyons Naone (Individual)




Ka‘ono‘ulu Ranch

Kaupo Community Association

Kaupo Ranch

Ki‘'ope Raymond (Individual)

Kipahulu ‘Ohana

Kumu A‘o

Leeward Haleakala Watershed Restoration Partnership

Ma‘ano Smith (Individual)

Mahi Pono LLC

Maui County Parks Department

Na Koa lkaika Ka Lahui Hawai‘i

Nan Cabatbat (Individual)

National Parks Conservation Association

National Trust for Historic Preservation

The Nature Conservancy

Nekaifes ‘Ohana

Nu‘u Mauka Ranch

Office of Hawaiian Affairs

Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility

The Royal Order of Kamehameha | - Moku O Kahekili - Helu Eha

Schuman Aviation Company, Ltd. (Makani Kai Helicopters, Magnum
Helicopters)

Sunshine Helicopters, Inc.

Terry Poaipuni (Individual)

Thompson Ranch

Tweetie Lind (Individual)

‘Ulupalakua Ranch

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Waiehu Kou Phase 3 Association

Wananalua Congregational Church




ATTACHMENT B

APE MAP
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ATTACHMENT C

MARCH 27, 2023, FINDING OF EFFECT LETTER



Q

U5, Department
of Transportation
Federal Aviation
Administration

United States Department of Transportation
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

Office of Policy, International Affairs & Environment
Office of Environment and Energy

NATIONAL PARKS AIR TOUR MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
March 27, 2023

Re: Continuing Consultation and Finding of No Adverse Effect under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act for the Development of an Air Tour Management Plan for Haleakala National Park
(HICRIS Project 2022PR00396)

Dr. Alan Downer

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation Division

Hawai‘i Department of Land and Natural Resources
Kakuhihewa Building, Room 555

601 Kamokila Boulevard

Kapolei, HI 96707

Dear Dr. Alan Downer:
Introduction

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), in coordination with the National Park Service (NPS)
(together, the agencies), seeks to continue consultation with your office under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) for the development of an Air Tour Management Plan (ATMP)
for Haleakala National Park (Park). At this time, the FAA requests your concurrence with its proposed
finding that the undertaking would have no adverse effect on historic properties, in accordance with 36
CFR 800.5(c). On this date, we are also notifying all consulting parties of this proposed finding and
providing the documentation below for their review.

In accordance with the requirements of 36 CFR 800.11(e), this letter provides: a description of the
undertaking — reduction of air tours (the preferred alternative under the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA)); the Area of Potential Effects (APE); a description of steps taken to identify historic
properties; a description of historic properties in the APE and the characteristics that qualify them for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register); and an explanation of why the
criteria of adverse effect do not apply to this undertaking. This letter also describes the Section 106
consultation process and public involvement for this undertaking.

The FAA initiated Section 106 consultation with Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) by
letter dated March 29, 2021. Similar consultation initiation letters were sent to consulting parties in
early 2021. In a follow-up letter dated October 1, 2021, we invited all consulting parties (listed in



Attachment A) to an October 28, 2021, informational webinar to provide background on the ATMP
development process at the Park. The agencies have held meetings with Native Hawaiian Organizations
(NHOs) and members of the Park’s Klipuna (grandparents, ancestors; starting points, sources)
consultation group, which consists of elders and individuals with in-depth knowledge of the Park, to
discuss the ATMP planning process, the range of alternatives, and Section 106 consultation. Section 106
consultation with the consulting parties including NHOs and the Klipuna consultation group is further
described below in the Summary of Section 106 Consultation with Consulting Parties.

Public involvement for this undertaking was integrated with the NEPA process. The agencies published
an ATMP Public Scoping Potential Alternatives Newsletter on February 28, 2022. The Public Scoping
comment period spanned from February 28, 2022, to April 1, 2022. The agencies received 4,347 discrete
comments, 257 of which were regarding impacts to cultural resources. The agencies received comments
about the importance of the Park to Native Hawaiians and that the Park contains culturally significant
resources, sites, temples, and burial grounds. Commenters expressed opposition to air tours and noted
that the sight and sounds of air tours disrupt cultural sites and traditional practices and infringe on the
religious freedoms of those who visit certain areas for pule (prayer) interaction, religious ceremonies,
solitude, relaxation, contemplation, silence, and meditation. Commenters also noted the destruction air
tours cause to the Hawaiian communities by taking away the connection and ability to speak with the
Klpuna and interfering with Native Hawaiian traditional cultural practices.

Commenters noted that the Park is a traditional cultural property (TCP) that should be treated with
respect, and it is the dwelling place of na akua (the gods), where kahuna (priests) conduct ceremonies.
Commenters also noted that Native Hawaiians and the Klpuna believe the Crater and Pele are sacred,
serene, peaceful spaces of cultural and spiritual significance that should not be interrupted or disturbed.

Commenters stated that air tours over sacred land and indigenous communities is exploitative and
linked it to the illegal overthrow of the Hawaiian kingdom and erasure of Hawaiian culture and language.
Commenters noted that air tour demand would decrease if more people were aware of the overthrow
and its impacts. Commenters also stated that tourism, marketing Hawai‘i as an exotic tourist
destination, and the commodification and overexposure of Hawaiian culture has created cultural
distortions leading to degradation of Hawaiian culture that makes it more difficult for Hawaiian activism
and sovereignty to gain traction and poses a serious threat to the sovereignty of ancestral domain over
the land by its indigenous caretakers. Commenters stated that air tours affect the pristine, sanctuary
environment of the Hawaiian Islands Sovereign Lands and noted that Native Hawaiians are constantly
being pressured by tourism.

Commenters emphasized the importance of keeping the considerations of the local population,
especially the indigenous Hawaiian population, as a top priority in the planning of the ATMP.
Commenters questioned if the kahuna and “tribal peoples” were asked their thoughts on the ATMP and
requested the agencies work closely with the Native Hawaiian communities and put their concerns
above all else, especially with issues that will affect future generations.

Commenters stated that the Haleakala National Park Foundation Document (updated September 2015)
lists nine fundamental resources and values (FRVs) “essential to achieving the purpose of the park,”
which include natural sounds, viewsheds and dark night skies; wilderness; ongoing connections to living
Hawaiian culture; native Hawaiian biological diversity; and kuleana (the responsibility to present and
future generations for stewardship and the respect for all things spiritual and physical). Commenters
noted that any number of commercial air tours fundamentally impedes or damages each of these FRVs,



including intrusion on Native Hawaiian cultural ceremonies and practices, interference of acoustic-based
bird surveys, and unreasonable impacts on interpretive programs and visitor activities throughout the
Park, and that any flights anywhere close to the boundary of Haleakala Crater, in either height or
distance, have an amplifying destructive effect on the peace, quiet and serenity of the Crater.

Commenters expressed opposition to maintaining air tours at current levels as it would continue to
cause impacts to cultural resources and ceremonial use. Commenters expressed support for reducing or
eliminating air tours to provide greater protection from noise impacts to cultural resources, cultural
practices, ceremonial sites, and TCPs. Commenters noted that it was important to protect indigenous
land, especially since the area within the ATMP holds culturally significant areas that are considered
sacred and/or used for cultural practices with reference to: Hall, Lisa Kahaleole, “‘Hawaiian at Heart’ and
other Fictions”; The Contemporary Pacific (2005): 404-413.

Description of the Undertaking

Consistent with the National Park Air Tours Management Act (NPATMA), the proposed ATMP would
regulate commercial air tours within the ATMP planning area. Further background information regarding
the history of commercial air tours over the Park, the authority under which they are currently
conducted, and the area to be regulated under the ATMP is available in the February 2022 Scoping
Newsletter, prepared by the agencies, that was previously provided to you and is available at the
following link:
https://parkplanning.nps.gov/document.cfm?parkiD=306&projectID=103365&documentID=118738

The undertaking for purposes of Section 106 is developing and implementing an ATMP that applies to all
commercial air tours over the Park and within % mile outside the boundary of the Park. A commercial
air tour subject to the ATMP is any flight conducted for compensation or hire in a powered aircraft
where a purpose of the flight is sightseeing over the Park, or within % mile of its boundary, during which
the aircraft flies:

(1) Below 5,000 feet (ft.) above ground level (AGL) (except solely for the purposes of takeoff or
landing, or necessary for safe operation of an aircraft as determined under the rules and
regulations of the FAA requiring the pilot-in-command to take action to ensure the safe
operation of the aircraft); or

(2) Less than one mile laterally from any geographic feature within the Park (unless more than %
mile outside the Park boundary).

The area regulated by the ATMP is referred to as the ATMP planning area. Overflights that do not meet
the definition of a commercial air tour above are not subject to NPATMA and are thus outside the scope
of the ATMP.

Commercial air tours have been operating over the Park for over 20 years. Prior to NPATMA, the FAA did
not regulate air tours over national parks and the NPS did not have authority to regulate commercial air
tours. Since 2005, these air tours have been conducted pursuant to interim operating authority (I0A)
that the FAA was required to grant under NPATMA. As a non-discretionary act, the granting of I0A did
not constitute an undertaking under Section 106 regulations. IOA does not provide any operating
conditions (e.g., routes, altitudes, time of day, etc.) for air tours other than an annual limit on the
number of air tours per year. Six commercial air tour operators — Aris, Inc. (Air Maui Helicopter Tours);
Hawai‘i Helicopters, Inc.; Helicopter Consultants of Maui, Inc. (Blue Hawaiian Helicopters); Schuman /
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Makani Kai; Sunshine Helicopters, Inc.; and Alika Aviation, Inc. (Alexair, Maverick) — hold I0A to conduct
a combined total of 25,827 commercial air tours over the Park each year. The ATMP will replace I0A.

The agencies have documented the existing conditions for commercial air tour operations over the Park.
The agencies consider the existing operations for commercial air tours to be an average of 2017-2019
annual air tours flown, which is 4,824 air tours. A three-year average is used because it reflects the most
accurate and reliable air tour conditions, and accounts for variations across multiple years.

Commercial air tours currently are provided by five different operators! and are conducted using
AS350BA, AS350B2, EC130 T2, and EC130 B4 helicopters. Under existing conditions, there are no
designated flight routes or no-fly zones that operators must adhere to; however, commercial air tours
are generally concentrated south of the Haleakala Crater and along the southern portions of the Park
according to automatic dependent surveillance-broadcast (ADS-B) systems? data of flight paths.
Minimum altitudes for commercial air tours within the ATMP planning area are flown in accordance with
the Hawai‘i Air Tour Common Procedures Manual, from 500 to 1,500 ft. AGL, weather dependent and
contingent on location over the island. In most locations over the Park, the Hawai‘i Air Tour Common
Procedures Manual requires helicopters to fly at a minimum of 500 ft. AGL.

The proposed undertaking, which was referred to in prior consultation and the February 2022 Scoping
Newsletter as Alternative 3 — Reduction of Air Tours, would require operators to fly on a single
designated route within the ATMP planning area in accordance with the conditions included in the
ATMP. The ATMP will require operators to fly the designated route depicted in Attachment B.

A summary of the undertaking is shown in the table below:

SUMMARY OF ATMP ELEMENTS

Designates a single flight path within the ATMP planning area and a
reduction in the annual number of commercial air tours over the Park.

General Description and . . . . .
P Air tours could still continue to fly outside the ATMP planning area

Objectives (i.e., above 5,000 ft. AGL or more than %-mile outside of the Park’s
boundary).

Annual/Daily Number of Authorizes 2,412 flights per year.

Flights Daily limit of 16 flights per day across all operators on those days

where flights are allowed.

One air tour route with four segments. The first segment of the route
enters the ATMP planning area from the west, south of the State
Kahikinui Forest Reserve and extends west-to-east above the Nu‘u
Area before ending at the edge of the ATMP planning area. The
Routes second segment enters the ATMP planning area within a % mile of the
Denman Parcel and ends south of the Kipahulu Forest Reserve. The
third segment enters near the Ka‘apahu Area and ends approximately
0.75 miles from the Kipahulu Area and Visitor Center. The fourth
segment enters the ATMP planning area over the ocean south of

1 Six operators hold IOA, but one operator (Schuman/Makani Kai) has not reported any air tours since 2013.
2 ADS-B systems periodically transmits aircraft location data in real-time.
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Puhilele Point and ends over the ocean south of Pepeiaolepo Bay. This
route allows operators to fly in one direction—west to east.

Minimum Altitudes

Minimum 2,000 ft. AGL over land; minimum 3,000 ft. AGL over the
ocean. Operators may continue to fly to points of interest on the
island outside of the ATMP planning area where they already fly or fly
routes over or around the ATMP planning area similar to existing
flights paths but outside of the ATMP planning area. Flights more
than %-mile outside the Park boundary could continue to occur and
are also outside the ATMP planning area and are subject to the
altitude requirements and procedures of the Hawai‘i Air Tour
Common Procedures Manual. Some air tour operators may choose to
fly air tours above the ATMP planning area, but this would be
impractical in some locations, such as over the crater, due to safety
requirements for unpressurized aircraft.

On days where air tours are permitted:

Time of Day 11 AM -2 PM for non-quiet technology flights.
11AM — 4 PM for quiet technology flights.
Day of Week No-fly days on Sunday and Wednesday.

Hovering and/or Circling

Not permitted.

Quiet Technology Incentives

Quiet technology flights may fly 11 AM — 4 PM except on no-fly days.
All commercial air tours within the ATMP planning area must
exclusively utilize quiet technology aircraft by 2033.

Interpretative Training and
Education

Mandatory, when made available by Park staff. Helicopter operators
would also be required to complete the FAA Introduction to Fly
Neighborly training.

Annual Meeting

Mandatory, when requested by the agencies.

Restrictions for Particular
Events

Six no-fly days generated by following the Hawaiian Moon Calendar
and Makahiki Season; two no-fly days on Hawai‘i State holidays of
historical importance with prior notice provided to operators. NPS
could establish restrictions for particular events with two months’
notice provided to operators.

Monitoring and
Enforcement

Operators would provide semi-annual reports, including the flight
monitoring data, which is specified in detail in the ATMP Section 4.1.
The NPS would conduct ADS-B aircraft monitoring and work with the
FAA to respond to instances of non-compliance. The FAA FSDO would
investigate all reports of noncompliance. Investigative determination
of non-compliance may result in legal enforcement actions.

Adaptive Management

Adaptive management of the route, frequency, and timing would be
considered/analyzed. NPS would conduct periodic acoustic
monitoring.

Operators, Initial Allocation
of Air Tours, and Aircraft
Types

The initial allocation of commercial air tours for each operator would
reflect the proportion of the annual air tours flown on average by

each of the six air tour companies from 2017-2019 and would restrict
companies to the same aircraft type flown during that time. After the




initial allocation, competitive bidding would occur. Any new or
replacement aircraft must not exceed the noise level produced by the
aircraft being replaced.

Area of Potential Effects

The agencies initially delineated the APE to include the Park and a %-mile buffer around the Park. The
agencies held a Section 106 consultation meeting with all consulting parties on November 10, 2022, to
inform them of the proposed APE and to seek comments. The agencies took into consideration the input
from the consulting parties and subsequently expanded the boundaries of the APE to incorporate
comments received by the consulting parties regarding additional areas potentially affected by the
undertaking.

The undertaking does not require land acquisition, construction, or ground disturbance. In establishing
the APE, the FAA sought to include areas where any historic property present could be affected by noise
from or sight of commercial air tours that may take place under any of the selectable draft alternatives,
including those over the Park or those that are reasonably foreseeable to take place adjacent to the
ATMP planning area. The FAA considered the number and altitude of commercial air tours over historic
properties in these areas to further assess the potential for visual effects and any incremental change in
noise levels that may result in alteration of the characteristics of historic properties qualifying them as
eligible for listing in the National Register.

It is reasonably foreseeable that operators would fly the proposed flight path at a minimum of 2,000 ft.
AGL or fly close to their existing flight paths above 5,000 ft. AGL or outside the ATMP planning area. The
undertaking proposes a flight path through the Park that varies from currently reported routes. The
proposed flight path connects to existing flight paths at the easternmost and westernmost bounds of
the ATMP planning area (based on ADS-B systems data of flight paths) but shifts to the south at the
Kaupo Denman parcel as well as the Kipahulu and Ka‘apahu areas. While the flights may not follow a
straight line connecting the route outside the ATMP planning area, it is reasonably foreseeable that
some flights would follow the proposed flight path and maintain a direct connection to the path outside
of the ATMP planning area some of the time.

Therefore, the APE includes the Park and areas outside the Park but within % mile of its boundary. The
APE also includes areas outside of the ATMP planning area between the Nu'u and Ka‘apahu areas of the
park, bounded to the south by the southern limits of the % mile buffer around the Kaupoé Denman
parcel, and the overland area between the Ka‘apahu and Kipahulu areas of the park. The inclusion of
areas outside the ATMP planning area addresses the most direct path operators may fly to connect to
the proposed flight path, allowing for deviation in the route and the extent of new visual and audible
impacts that may result. The APE extends vertically from ground level to encompass areas where the
operators may fly above the ATMP planning area (i.e., more than 5,000 ft. AGL). If operators choose to
fly above the ATMP planning area, they would likely keep to an altitude close to but just above 5,000 ft.
AGL, as higher flight altitudes would provide limited value to a sightseeing operation. As the ground
level varies throughout the park, the vertical limits extend to just above 5,000 ft. mean sea level (MSL) at
the coastline to no more than 10,000 ft. MSL near the summit.3

3 Supplemental oxygen use is required in unpressurized aircraft flying over 10,000 ft MSL for more than 30 minutes
(14 CFR § 135.89, § 135.157); therefore, it is unlikely air tours would fly higher for extended periods of time.
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This APE encompasses the reasonably foreseeable areas where operators may fly given the
implementation of the ATMP and therefore the areas within which the undertaking may directly or
indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of historical properties within the APE if any such
properties exist. The proposed APE is depicted in the map included in Attachment B below.

The FAA sent a letter dated December 23, 2022, to the SHPD requesting their input on the revised APE.
On January 26, 2023, the SHPD offered no objections to the APE, but noted that the State Historic
Preservation Officer looked forward to receiving and reviewing the agencies’ responses to the consulting
parties’ comments. The FAA sent a follow-up letter dated February 10, 2023, to all consulting parties
that included the revised APE. The FAA requested comments from all consulting parties including NHOs.
We received no comments from consulting parties regarding the revised APE.

Summary of Section 106 Consultation with Consulting Parties

In addition to the SHPD, the agencies invited various consulting parties, including NHOs, members of the
Park’s Klipuna consultation group, and operators, to participate in the consultation process for the
undertaking. The agencies recognize that Native Hawaiians have a long-standing and deeply rooted
association with the landscape that encompasses these National Park lands, which include numerous
sites of religious and cultural significance.

The FAA contacted Native Hawaiians, including NHOs and members of the Park’s Klipuna consultation
group, via letter on April 9, 2021, inviting them to participate in Section 106 consultation and requesting
their expertise regarding historic properties, including TCPs that may be located within the APE. The
agencies sent consultation invitations to operators on August 6, 2021. Additional consulting parties were
invited on October 1, 2021. A complete list of all consulting parties contacted is enclosed in Attachment
A. The agencies held a listening session for the Park’s Klpuna consultation group on December 9, 2021,
and a consulting party meeting with all consulting parties on November 10, 2022. A preliminary APE,
historic property identification list, and maps of the proposed alternatives were included in the
invitations and meeting materials for the November 2022 consulting party meeting.

During the listening sessions and consultation meetings, the agencies heard from participating Kipuna
that they oppose air tours in the ATMP planning area. The Park’s Klipuna consultation group expressed
concerns regarding the impacts of air tours on the sacredness and spirituality of the entire Park and the
impacts of noise pollution on traditional practices and on endangered wildlife. Furthermore, the NHOs
and Kdpuna noted that the entire Park is part of a continuous landscape that is sacred. The landscape is
considered a TCP, which includes natural resources that are also considered to be cultural resources by
Native Hawaiians. The participating NHOs and Kipuna emphasized that plants, animals, the sky, the
ocean, and other natural resources are contributing features to cultural resources throughout the APE.

Friends of Haleakala National Park noted that the Kaupo Gap Trail should be included in the historic
property list and requested that the route be located south of the Denman parcel. The Historic Hawai’i
Foundation provided comments on the initial APE and historic property list and expressed concerns
regarding flights over the Haleakala Crater higher than 5,000 ft. AGL and in areas where they do not
currently fly. The National Trust for Historic Preservation endorsed the comments submitted by the
Historic Hawai‘i Foundation. Tweetie Lind, a representative from the Lind ‘Ohana (family) and the
Kdpuna Council, expressed opposition to air tours within two miles of Haleakala Crater and noted that
air tours should be reduced due to noise pollution, air pollution, crossing over sacred sites and private
residences, and because crossing over the Park (Lelekea-Kalepa-Kaapahu) loosens rocks on the whole



mountain. The Office of Hawaiian Affairs (OHA) requested a TCP study for the Park and noted that the
entire Park contains endangered species, cultural resources, and cultural functions that should all be
considered. The OHA also requested that the FAA consider vertical boundaries or buffers for identified
historic properties, noted flight safety related concerns, requested flight altitude monitoring, and
expressed opposition to air tours in the ATMP planning area.

On February 10, 2023, the FAA sent a Section 106 consultation letter to all consulting parties that
provided responses to comments received during and following the November 2022 consulting party
meeting, a revised APE map, and a revised historic properties list.

Identification of Historic Properties

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.4, the FAA has made a reasonable and good faith effort to identify
historic properties within the APE. As the undertaking would not result in physical effects, the
identification effort focused on identifying properties where setting and feeling are characteristics
contributing to a property’s National Register eligibility, as they are the type of historic properties most
sensitive to the effects of aircraft overflights. These may include isolated properties where a cultural
landscape is part of the property’s significance, rural historic districts, outdoor spaces designed for
meditation or contemplation, and certain TCPs. In so doing, the FAA has taken into consideration the
views of consulting parties, past planning, research and studies, the magnitude and nature of the
undertaking, the degree of Federal involvement, the nature and extent of potential effects on historic
properties, and the likely nature of historic properties within the APE in accordance with 36 CFR
800.4(b)(1).

The initial identification of historic properties relied upon data submitted by the NPS regarding known
historic properties in the Park and data retrieved from the Hawai‘i Cultural Resource Information System
(HICRIS). Section 106 consultation efforts to identify historic properties within the APE also involved
outreach to NHOs and the Park’s Klipuna consultation group, the SHPD, operators, and other consulting
parties including local governments. Public comments submitted as part of the Public Scoping process
also informed identification efforts.

The FAA provided a preliminary list of historic properties in the Park to the SHPD for their review and
comment in the scoping cover letter dated March 7, 2022. A preliminary list of historic properties in the
entire initial APE was provided to all consulting parties in the meeting materials for the November 10,
2022, consulting party meeting. The agencies expanded the boundaries of the APE to incorporate
additional areas potentially affected by the undertaking, and an updated historic properties list was
provided in the response to consulting party comments in a letter dated February 10, 2023. The FAA
received no comments from consulting parties in response to the February 10, 2023, letter.

These efforts resulted in identification of 32 historic properties within the APE. All historic properties
identified within the APE are listed in Attachment C and those with available non-restricted location
data are shown in the APE map provided in Attachment B.

Assessment of Effects

The undertaking could have an effect on a historic property if it alters the characteristics that qualify the
property for eligibility for listing or inclusion in the National Register. The characteristics of the historic
properties within the APE that qualify them for inclusion in the National Register are described in
Attachment C. Effects are considered adverse if they diminish the integrity of a property’s elements
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that contribute to its significance. Commercial air tours, by their nature, have the potential to impact
resources for which feeling and setting are contributing elements. Based on the standard imposed in
the regulations implementing Section 106, the agencies focused the assessment of effects on the
potential for adverse effects from the introduction of audible or visual elements that could diminish the
integrity of the property’s significant historic features. See 36 CFR §800.5(a)(2)(v). Air tours have been
conducted over the Park for well over 20 years and are currently conducted under the I0A that the FAA
was required to grant operators by NPATMA. Thus, the undertaking— implementing the ATMP—would
not introduce visual or auditory elements from air tours as aircraft already operate in the area. The
undertaking does not include land acquisition, construction, or ground disturbance and will not result in
physical effects to historic properties. The undertaking would not limit access to or change ceremonial
use of Native Hawaiian sacred sites, ethnographic resources, or TCPs.

Assessment of Noise Effects

To assess the potential for the introduction of audible elements, as well as changes in the duration and
intensity of aircraft noise, the FAA and NPS considered whether there would be a change in the annual
number, daily frequency, routes, or altitudes of commercial air tours, as well as the type of aircraft used
to conduct those tours. The level of commercial air tour activity under the ATMP is expected to improve
the protection of cultural resources within the ATMP planning area.

The ATMP authorizes half the annual flights as the average number of flights from 2017-2019 with a
daily limit on flights across all operators on those days where flights are allowed. The ATMP designates a
single one-way route from west to east over four segments in the southern area of the ATMP planning
area. The ATMP authorizes the use of the AS350BA, AS350B2, EC130 T2, and EC130 B4 helicopters. Any
new or replacement aircraft must not exceed the noise level produced by the aircraft being replaced.
The ATMP requires the operators to fly on a single route at increased altitudes than are flown under
existing conditions (minimum 2,000 — 3,000 ft. AGL, depending on location over the Park and ATMP
boundary). Increases in minimum altitudes, where they occur, would reduce maximum noise levels at
sites directly below the commercial air tour routes. It should be noted that when the altitude of an
aircraft is increased, the total area exposed to the noise from that aircraft may also increase depending
on the surrounding terrain. Although the area exposed to noise might increase, this would not
meaningfully affect the acoustic environment because attenuation of noise from the higher altitude
would most likely reduce noise levels depending on terrain and the transient nature of the impacts.
Overall, noise levels associated with commercial air tours over the Park would be reduced in both
duration and decibel level across most of the APE as a result of the undertaking.

Noise Metrics

To account for the differences in duration and loudness of sounds, different metrics are used. These
metrics are used to compare individual noise events as well as many events that take place over an
extended period of time. Equivalent sound level (Leg) is being used to account for the cumulative effect
of multiple air tour overflights throughout the day; it accounts for increases in both the loudness and
duration of noise events. Leqis defined as the level of continuous sound over a given time period that
would deliver the same amount of energy as the actual, varying sound exposure. For air tours, it is
computed over a 12-hour daytime period (Laeq, 12 hr) to represent a typical operational day and to provide
a common time basis for comparison between alternatives.



Closely related, the day-night average sound level (DNL) noise metric is used to reflect a person's
cumulative exposure to sound over a 24-hour period. By definition, DNL is arithmetically 3 dBA* lower
than the Laeq, 12 hr, @s the averaging time period is twice as long and there are no nighttime air tour
operations authorized by the ATMP. For purposes of assessing noise impacts from commercial air tours
on the acoustic environment of the Park under NEPA, the FAA noise evaluation is based on Yearly® Day
Night Average Sound Level (L4n or DNL). The DNL analysis indicates that the undertaking would not
result in any noise impacts that would be “significant” or “reportable” under FAA’s policy for NEPA.®

As part of the ATMP noise analysis, the NPS provided supplemental metrics to further assess the impact
of commercial air tours in quiet settings: time above 35 dBA and time above 52 dBA. The time above
metrics account for the amount of time in minutes that aircraft sound levels are above a given threshold
(i.e., 35 dBA and 52 dBA) per day. In quiet settings, outdoor sound levels exceeding 35 dBA degrade
experience in outdoor performance venues (American National Standards Institute (ANSI), 2007).
Interference with Park interpretive programs would reasonably occur at 52 dBA. Attachment D provides
further information about the supplemental noise metrics (Table 1) and presents the noise contours
(i.e., graphical illustration depicting noise exposure) and point data from the modeling.

Time audible and maximum sound level (Lamax) are also used to gather more data on the duration and
intensity of noise. Time audible notes the total time that aircraft noise levels are audible to an attentive
listener with normal hearing under natural ambient conditions. Time audible does not indicate how loud
the event is, only if it can be heard. Time audible may be more indicative of when quiet is disrupted than
the time above metrics and takes into consideration the natural ambient conditions that may mask or
make human-sourced sounds more noticeable. Lamax provides the loudest sound level generated by the
loudest event, and does not provide any context of frequency, duration, or timing of exposure.

Overview of Noise Effects Throughout ATMP Planning Area

Attachment D presents noise contour data for the Laeq, 12 hr (Figure 11) and time above 35 dBA (Figure
13) and point data for time above 52 dBA (Figure 7 and Table 7). Generally, the undertaking would
result in a decrease of noise levels for the interior (northern) regions of the Park but may result in an
increase in noise levels in coastal regions near the proposed flight path. Many historic properties are
clustered in the northern region of the Park where noise would not exceed 35 dBA on days when
commercial air tours would occur under the ATMP. Furthermore, the proposed flight path does not fly
directly over many of the historic properties in the APE, including the Crater Historic District, Kipahulu
Historic District, Hana Belt Road, Nu‘u Archeological Sites, Ka‘apahu Archeological Sites, Naholoku

4 dBA (A-weighted decibels): Sound is measured on a logarithmic scale relative to the reference sound pressure for
atmospheric sources, 20 pPa. Sound levels are reported in units of decibels (dB) (ANSI $1.1-1994, American
National Standard Acoustical Terminology). A-weighting is applied to sound levels to account for the sensitivity of
the human ear (ANSI $1.42-2001, Design Response of Weighting Networks for Acoustical Measurements). To
approximate human hearing sensitivity, A-weighting discounts sounds below 1 kHz and above 6 kHz. See attached
noise report, page 5 for further discussion.

5 Yearly conditions are represented as the Average Annual Day (AAD)

6 Under FAA policy, an increase in the Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) of 1.5 dBA or more for a noise
sensitive area that is exposed to noise at or above the DNL 65 dBA noise exposure level, or that will be exposed at
or above the DNL 65 dBA level due to a DNL 1.5 dBA or greater increase, is significant. FAA Order 1050.1F,
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, Exhibit 4-1. Noise increases are “reportable” if the DNL increases
by 5 dB or more within areas exposed to DNL 45-60 dB, or by 3 dB or more within areas exposed to DNL 60-65 dB.
FAA Order 1050.1F, Appendix B, section B-1.4.
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Archeological Sites, and many significant features of the Haleakala Summit TCP. The undertaking would
reduce noise impacts that could detract from the feeling and setting of these resources as compared to
existing conditions.

Portions of the APE along the proposed flight path would experience Laeg, 12 nr between 35 dBA and 40
dBA, with small areas rising above 40 dBA but below 45 dBA. Compared to existing conditions, the
average Laeq, 12 nr Would be lower for the interior regions of the park but may be higher in coastal regions
as more flights may fly the proposed flight path than currently fly over these areas. No areas in the
ATMP planning area would experience DNL greater than 40 dB.

As a whole, the noise footprint for the ATMP, as measured by areas where the Laeq, 12 hr €xceeds 35 dBA,
would impact 6% of the park (see Table 8 in Attachment D). Noise related to commercial air tours would
be greater than 35 dBA for less than 45 minutes a day within the APE (with most portions of the APE
experiencing noise above 35 dBA for less than 15 minutes a day) and greater than 52 dBA for less than
15 minutes a day within the APE.” Time above 35 dBA across the entire Park decreases by up to 61
minutes (see point 40, Nu‘u 7,500 ft. elevation) compared to existing conditions; only point 24
(Waimoku Falls) would experience a slight increase in time above 35 dBA (by 2 minutes), likely due to
the increased flight altitude and surrounding topography. Compared to existing conditions, the noise
footprint for the ATMP as measured by time above 35 dBA potentially affects 42% less of the Park.

More flights may occur on the proposed route under the ATMP than existing flights along the coast
(modeled at 9 flights per day versus the existing average of 4.5). The ATMP will also require 2,000 ft. AGL
as a minimum altitude on the proposed flight path, compared to the existing minimum altitudes of 500
ft. to 1,500 ft. AGL. The net result of creating a single designated route and the increase in minimum
altitude due to the undertaking is an increase in noise at coastal locations. Note however, that coastal
areas have a natural ambient level higher than the interior portions of the Park; noise from air tours may
not be as intrusive compared to naturally quieter locations. Median levels of natural sounds at the coast
are between 45 and 50 dBA, 10-20 dB higher than in many interior areas (see Figure 2 in Attachment D);
the ambient conditions along the coast remain in the 45-50 dB range (i.e., do not increase) when
existing air tours are included in the Cumulative Existing Ambient for Existing Conditions (see Figure 4 in
Attachment D). High natural ambient conditions may mask human-sourced sounds, while sound
intrusions may be more noticeable in the areas of the park with low natural ambient conditions.

Points with Increased Noise

Eight noise points (21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 30, 37, and 41) would experience increases in more than one of
the FAA and NPS metrics. As noted above, only point 24 (Waimoku Falls) will see an increase in one
metric (time above 35 dBA); however, the increase of 2 minutes is minor, and all other metrics decrease
at this point. The agencies determined whether these eight points were near any historic properties that
have a quiet setting or natural sounds and setting as a significant characteristic. The agencies then
analyzed additional noise metrics to determine changes in noise duration and intensity that would be
experienced at those properties under the ATMP compared to existing conditions. Table 11 in
Attachment D shows the difference between the existing Laeq, 12 hr cOmpared to the modeled Laeq, 12 hr
under the ATMP, Table 12 shows the difference in the time audible for natural ambient, Table 13 shows
the difference in time above 35 dBA, Table 14 shows the difference in time above 52 dBA, and Table 15

7 See note preceding Figure 1 in the Noise Technical Analysis (Attachment D) regarding minor altitude adjustments
not reflected in the noise modeling.
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shows the difference in the Lamax. The below analysis interprets the modeled noise metrics in these
tables and discusses if any changes in noise have the potential to cause adverse effects to historic
properties in the APE.

Noise point 26 in the Denman Parcel, which is within the Haleakala Summit TCP and near the Naholoku
Archaeological Sites, Lonoaea Heiau, Lono‘o‘ai‘a Heiau (Hale O Kane Heiau), and Pictograph and Rock
Shelter (Marciel’s Pictograph), would experience increases in sound level as measured by Laeg, 12 hr and
Lamax; the increase of 0.3 dBA in Lamax (from 57.2 to 57.5 dBA Lamax) would be imperceptible to a human
observer. However, all of these historic properties have a use where quiet setting and/or natural sounds
is important. Noise near these sites would decrease in time above 35 dBA by 46 minutes (from 68.5 to
22.5 minutes) compared to existing conditions but would increase in time above 52 dBA by 2.8 minutes
compared to existing conditions (from 1.3 to 4.1 minutes). While time above 52 is an indication of when
speech could be disrupted, time audible may be more indicative of when quiet is disrupted and takes
into consideration the natural ambient conditions that may mask or make human-sourced sounds more
noticeable. Despite the slight sound level intensity increases cited above, the time the air tours may be
audible would decrease by approximately 129 minutes compared to existing conditions (from 210.6 to
81.4 minutes).® Therefore, while noise intensity would slightly increase at this point compared to
existing conditions (resulting in a longer time above 52 dBA and higher Lamay), the overall amount of time
that noise caused by air tours is audible would decrease (resulting in a shorter time above 32 dBA and a
shorter time audible). Similar slight increases in intensity and decreases in duration are modeled at the
points discussed below.

Noise at point 25, which is a coastal location within the Haleakala TCP and Ka‘apahu Archeological Sites,
near Mound (SHPD ID 50-50-16-08665), Terraces (SHPD ID 50-50-16-01133), Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-16-
08663), Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-16-08664), and Walls (SHPD ID 50-50-16-01132), would experience
increases in sound level as measured by Laeg, 12 hr and Lamax; the increase of 3.5 dBA in Lamax (from 53.2 to
56.7 dBA Lamax) would be imperceptible to a human observer. Of these historic properties, the Haleakala
Summit TCP and Ka‘apahu Archeological Sites have a ceremonial use where the quiet setting and/or
natural sounds is important. Noise at this point would experience a decrease in time above 35 dBA by
21.5 minutes (from 44.4 to 22.9 minutes) compared to existing conditions but would experience an
increase in time above 52 dBA by 2.4 minutes compared to existing conditions (from 0.3 to 2.7 minutes)
due to the minor increase in sound intensity. Noise point 25 is near the coast where the median natural
ambient sound level is between 45 and 50 dBA. The time audible metric considers both the natural
ambient sounds as well as the noise generated by the air tours. Despite the slight sound level intensity
increases cited above, the overall time air tours may be audible would decrease by approximately 52
minutes compared to existing conditions (from 108.8 to 56.9 minutes).

Noise point 22, which is a coastal location within the Haleakala Summit TCP and Puhilele Archaeological
Sites and near Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-17-08883), would experience an increase in the Laeq, 12 hr Of 7.4 dBA
(from 32.3 to 39.7 dBA). As this is an average across a 12-hour time period and is not necessarily
indicative of noise levels at any specific point in time, additional metrics are also considered to
determine the effects of the undertaking on historic properties. Of the historic properties near or
encompassing Noise point 22, the Haleakala Summit TCP and Puhilele Archaeological Sites have a
ceremonial use where the quiet setting and/or natural sounds is important. Noise at this point would
experience a decrease in time above 35 dBA of 3.8 minutes (from 35.8 to 32 minutes) compared to

& Time Audible accounts for the total time in minutes that aircraft noise levels are audible to an attentive listener
with normal hearing under natural ambient conditions (see Noise Technical Report in Attachment D).
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existing conditions but would experience an increase in time above 52 dBA by approximately 6 minutes
compared to existing conditions (from 1.8 to 8.2 minutes). This point would experience an increase in
the Lamax of 6.3 dBA (from 57.3 dBA to 63.6 dBA Lamax), which would be obvious to an observer; these
sound levels are similar to the sound level of a dishwasher in an adjacent room. Noise point 22 is near
the coast where the median natural ambient sound level is between 45 and 50 dBA. The time audible
considers the natural ambient sounds as well as the noise generated by the air tours. Despite the slight
sound level intensity increases cited above, the time the air tours may be audible would decrease by 102
minutes compared to existing conditions (from 187.1 to 85.5 minutes).

While several points within the Kipahulu Historic District show increases in noise, Noise point 37 is the
closest to the proposed flight path and also represents a coastal location in the Haleakala Summit TCP
and is near the Hana Belt Road. The Laeg, 12 hr at Noise point 37 would increase 6.4 dBA (from 34 to 40.4
dBA). Of these historic properties, the Haleakala Summit TCP and Kipahulu Historic District have a quiet
setting and/or natural sounds as a significant characteristic. This location would experience a decrease
in time above 35 dBA by 4.9 minutes (from 35.8 to 30.9 minutes) compared to existing conditions but
would experience an increase in time above 52 dBA by 7 minutes (from 2.2 to 9.3 minutes) compared to
existing conditions. The Lamax at this point would rise by 4.3 dBA (from 60.7 dBA to 65 dBA Lamax); these
sound levels are similar to the sound level of a large business office, and the increase would be
discernable by an observer. Noise point 37 is near the coast where the median natural ambient sound
level is between 45 and 50 dBA. The time audible considers the natural ambient sounds as well as the
noise generated by the air tours. Despite the slight sound level intensity increases cited above, the time
the air tours may be audible would decrease by around 104 minutes compared to existing conditions
(from 183.7 to 79.6 minutes).

Noise Effects Summary

The increases in noise intensity at the points noted above are due to a greater number of air tours
anticipated on the proposed route than currently fly over these areas under existing conditions;
however, the annual and daily limits, time-of-day restrictions, quiet technology incentives, and no-fly
days would minimize the overall effects experienced at historic properties in the APE. While there may
be increases in Laeg, 12 hr at these points, this metric is an average across a 12-hour time period and is not
necessarily indicative of noise levels at any specific point in time. Additionally, time above 35 dBA is
decreasing at all but one noise point, and any increases in time above 52 dBA are minimal and would be
spread across operating hours. Although the Lamax Would increase at some points, the increases are
minor, and the levels at these points are already perceptible against the natural ambient sounds under
existing conditions. Furthermore, the time that air tours are audible at all of these historic properties
decreases as a result of the ATMP, indicating that while the noise may at times be louder in these areas,
the air tours would be audible for a shorter duration than existing conditions. Therefore, the
undertaking would not diminish the integrity of setting and feeling of these properties as related to
sound, nor would it substantially hinder or prevent one from experiencing the property within its
historic context compared to existing conditions. All other historic properties within the APE that are not
noted above would experience either similar noise levels or a decrease in noise levels from existing
conditions in all modeled metrics as a result of the undertaking.

Because noise is modeled using conservative assumptions (see Attachment D) and implementing the
ATMP would result in limiting the number of flights to half of the three-year average of flights flown
from 2017-2019 using a single route and the same aircraft to fly at higher altitudes, noise impacts are
expected to overall be reduced under the ATMP. The ATMP would not introduce new audible elements
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into the APE because air tours are currently occurring in this area; the undertaking limits the number of
annual (2,412) and daily (16) flights that could occur within the ATMP planning area, which would
reduce the number and frequency of air tour operations within the ATMP planning area and
corresponding noise effects to cultural resources within the APE. These annual limits, daily limits, time-
of-day restrictions, and no-fly days also reduce the likelihood that an air tour would interrupt Native
Hawaiian traditional practices such as ceremonies, fishing, or farming, as well as the sanctity of the
Haleakala Crater as compared to existing conditions. Because the ATMP would result in minimal
changes to noise levels on historic properties compared to existing conditions and would decrease the
time that air tours are audible at historic properties in the APE, the undertaking would not diminish the
integrity of any historic property’s significant historic features.

Assessment of Visual Effects

Recognizing that some types of historic properties may be affected by visual effects of commercial air
tours, the agencies considered the potential for the introduction of visual elements that could alter the
characteristics of a historic property that qualify it for inclusion in the National Register. Aircraft are
transitory elements in a scene and visual impacts tend to be relatively short. The short duration and low
number of flights make it unlikely a historic property would experience a visual effect from the
undertaking.

The ATMP would not introduce new aircraft into the viewshed within the APE, and the level of
commercial air tour activity under the ATMP is expected to be reduced. The undertaking would not
alter the characteristics of historic properties within the APE because there would be no significant
increase in visual effects from existing conditions. The ATMP reduces the number of commercial air
tours within the ATMP planning area compared to the three-year average from 2017-2019 and
implements limits on the number of flights, times of day, and days of the week and year during which
commercial air tours are able to operate. These limits do not currently exist.

The FAA and NPS also considered the experience of Native Hawaiians who may be conducting
ceremonies or practices that could involve looking toward the sky. The ATMP includes a provision for
the NPS to establish temporary no-fly periods for special events, such as Native Hawaiian ceremonies or
other similar events, with a minimum of two months’ notice to the operators. This represents an
improvement over existing conditions where no such provision exists.

The ATMP limits the annual number of commercial air tours to 2,412 tours on a single one-way route
and imposes a daily limit of 16 flights. The average annual number of air tours from 2017-2019 is 4,824
flights; on days with peak air tour activity (defined as a 90'" percentile day), as many as 50 commercial
air tours occurred. Therefore, visual intrusions to historic properties are expected to decrease compared
to flights currently occurring because the number of authorized flights under the ATMP will be less than
the average number of flights from 2017-2019.

The ATMP would remove flights in the northern part of the ATMP planning area near the Haleakala
Crater. The areas in the vicinity of the proposed flight path already experience visual intrusions by air
tours under existing conditions. Although more flights may occur over the southeastern portion of the
APE compared to existing conditions, the ATMP would reduce the overall number of air tours in the
planning area, cap daily flights, and establish a proposed flight path that does not cross directly over any
historic properties except for the Haleakala Summit TCP, which encompasses the entire Park.
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Furthermore, the increased altitude would minimize visual intrusions to historic properties near the
proposed flight path.

Properties in the APE that have viewshed as a significant characteristic include the Haleakala Summit
TCP, Civilian Conservation Corps Haleakala Crater Trails Historic District Cultural Landscape, Hana Belt
Road, and Lonoaea Heiau. The transitory nature and short duration of aircraft as well as the restrictions
under the ATMP — including the designated route, limits to annual and daily flights numbers, time-of-day
limits, no-fly days, and increase in minimum altitude — would limit the overall visual effects of air tours
on these historic properties. As a result of these provisions in the ATMP, the undertaking would not
introduce visual elements that would alter the characteristics of any historic property that qualifies it for
inclusion in the National Register.

Assessment of Indirect Effects

As the ATMP would limit the number of flights per year to a level below existing conditions, it is
reasonably foreseeable that current air tour operators would increase flights in areas not regulated by
the ATMP, referred to as “air tour displacement.” It is difficult to predict with specificity if, where, and to
what extent any air tours would be displaced to areas outside the ATMP planning area, including areas
above 5,000 ft. AGL. The preciseness of routes and altitudes for air tours flown on displaced routes are
generally subject to the Hawai‘i Air Tour Common Procedures Manual and may vary greatly. Itis
reasonably foreseeable that operators would continue to fly to points of interest on the island outside of
the ATMP planning area where they already fly or fly routes over or around the park similar to existing
flight paths but outside of the ATMP planning area. Air tour operators are likely to continue to fly some
air tours along the perimeter of the ATMP planning area where Haleakala Crater and other park features
may be visible. If operators choose to fly above the vertical limit of the ATMP boundary, they would
likely keep to an altitude close to, but just above 5,000 ft. AGL, as higher flights would provide limited
value to a sightseeing operation. Flights close to the crater above 5,000 ft. AGL are unlikely due to the
ground elevation in that area and safety requirements for unpressurized aircraft flying over 10,000 ft.
MSL for more than 30 minutes.? For flights above 5,000 ft. AGL, the increase in altitude would likely
decrease impacts on ground level resources as compared to existing conditions. The undertaking could
result in some noise and visual effects to cultural resources at higher elevation areas of the Park to the
north with views towards the ocean or in the southern areas of the APE where flights are more likely to
occur as the elevations are lower. The increase in altitude would likely decrease impacts on ground level
resources as compared to existing conditions. Any flights above or along the perimeter of the ATMP
planning area would likely be reduced from the existing number of flights due to the ATMP restrictions
and would therefore result in a reduction of noise and visual effects to the Crater Historic District and
Haleakala Summit TCP.

Finding of No Adverse Effect Criteria

As noted above, air tours over the Park are part of the existing condition, and the required analysis
under Section 106 is of the undertaking—the implementation of an ATMP. To support a Finding of No
Adverse Effect, an undertaking must not meet any of the criteria set forth in the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation’s Section 106 regulations at 36 CFR 800.5(a). The above analysis of impact
demonstrates the undertaking does not meet those criteria. The undertaking would not have any
physical impact on any property or result in any alteration or physical modifications to these resources.
The undertaking would not remove any property from its location. The undertaking would not change
the character of any property’s use or any physical features in any historic property’s setting. As
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discussed above, the undertaking would not introduce any new auditory or visual elements that would
diminish the integrity of the significant historical features of any historic properties in the APE. The
undertaking would not cause any property to be neglected, sold, or transferred.

Noise and visual effects of existing air tour operations are already present in the APE. Although the
proposed flight path would shift the bulk of air tour operations to the south and may expose some
historic properties to increased noise and visual effects, any increases in noise and visual effects would
be limited due to the increased minimum altitude and reduction in the overall number of air tours in the
ATMP planning area. Furthermore, air tours are transitory in nature, and any noise and visual impacts to
historic properties would be temporary. While some historic properties may experience an increase in
noise intensity, the duration of the noise would decrease in all cases. Therefore, the undertaking will not
result in any adverse effects to historic properties in the APE.

Proposed Finding and Request for Review and Concurrence

FAA and NPS approval of the undertaking would not alter the characteristics of any historic properties
located within the APE in a manner that would diminish its integrity as there would be an overall
reduction in audible or visual effects from existing conditions and no introduction of effects. Based on
the above analysis, the FAA proposes a finding of no adverse effect on historic properties. We request
that you review the information and respond whether you concur with the proposed finding within
thirty days of receiving this letter.

The agencies are holding a consulting party meeting on April 20, 2023, at 9:30 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. HST
over Zoom, to explain how the FAA arrived at the proposed finding of no adverse effect on historic
properties. Information on how to access the meeting is included in Attachment E.

Should you have any questions regarding any of the above, please contact Judith Walker at 202-267-
4185 or Judith.Walker@faa.gov and copy the ATMP team at ATMPTeam@dot.gov.

Sincerely,

Judith Walker

Federal Preservation Officer

Senior Environmental Policy Analyst
Environmental Policy Division (AEE-400)
Federal Aviation Administration

cc: Stephanie Hacker, Archaeologist

Attachments
A. List of Consulting Parties
B. APE Map including Proposed Commercial Air Tour Route
C. List of Historic Properties in the APE and Description of Historic Characteristics
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D. Noise Technical Analysis: Haleakala National Park
E. Connection Information for April 20, 2023, Consulting Party Meeting for Haleakala National Park
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ATTACHMENT A

List of Consulting Parties

‘Aha Moku o Kahikinui

‘Aha Moku o Kaupo

‘Aha Moku o Maui Inc.

AlexAir, Inc. (Maverick Helicopters) [Alika Aviation, Inc. (Alexair) in FR]

Angela Tavares (Individual)

Aris, Inc. (Air Maui Helicopter Tours)

Brian Kaniela Nae‘ole Na‘auao

Clifford Hashimoto (Individual)

County of Maui Mayor's Office

Daisy Lind (Individual)

Dana Hall (Individual)

Daniel K. Inouye Solar Telescope (DKIST)

Department of Hawaiian Homelands

Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry and
Wildlife

Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry and
Wildlife, Maui Branch

Donna Sterling (Individual)

East Maui Irrigation

East Maui Watershed Partnership

Friends of Haleakala National Park

George K. Cypher ‘Ohana

Haleakala Conservancy

Haleakala Ranch

Hawaiian Islands Land Trust

Hawai‘i Island Coalition Malama Pono

Historic Hawai‘i Foundation

Helicopter Consultants of Maui, LLC (Blue Hawaiian Helicopters)

Helicopter Consultants of Maui, LLC (Hawaii Helicopters)

Hokdlani Holt (Individual)

Kahu Dane Maxwell (Individual)

Kahu Lyons Naone (Individual)

Ka‘ono‘ulu Ranch
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Kaupo Community Association

Kaupo Ranch

Ki‘ope Raymond (Individual)

Kipahulu ‘Ohana

Kumu A‘o

Leeward Haleakala Watershed Restoration Partnership

Ma‘ano Smith (Individual)

Mahi Pono LLC

Maui County Parks Department

Na Koa lkaika Ka Lahui Hawai‘i

National Trust for Historic Preservation

The Nature Conservancy

Nekaifes ‘Ohana

Nu‘u Mauka Ranch

Office of Hawaiian Affairs

Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility

The Royal Order of Kamehameha | - Moku O Kahekili - Helu Eha

Schuman Aviation Company, Ltd. (Makani Kai Helicopters, Magnum
Helicopters)

Sunshine Helicopters, Inc.

Terry Poaipuni (Individual)

Thompson Ranch

Tweetie Lind (Individual)

‘Ulupalakua Ranch

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Waiehu Kou Phase 3 Association

Wananalua Congregational Church
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ATTACHMENT B
Area of Potential Effects Map

Including
Proposed Commercial Air Tour Route
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ATTACHMENT C

List of Historic Properties in the APE and Description of Historic Characteristics

Property Name Property Type | Eligibility Status Significant Characteristics
The Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) Haleakala Crater Trails Historic District Cultural
- . Landscape was designed by NPS landscape architects and constructed by CCC enrollees
Civilian Conservation Corps . . . . .
_ . between 1930 and 1941. It is significant for its association with early park planning and
(CCC) Haleakala Crater Trails Cultural . . . . . L
o Eligible the CCC and for its embodiment of NPS Rustic Style architecture. Significant
Historic District Cultural Landscape . L . . . . . )
characteristics of the district include its rustic design, historic trail system, the human
Landscape . . . .
manipulated topography to accommodate the trails, the viewshed from the trails of
the crater and the ocean, and its continued use as a tourist circulation system.
Crater Historic District consists of 56 pre-contact archeological sites, including temples
and burials. It is accessed for traditional uses by Native Hawaiians. Extant prehistoric
Crater Historic District District Listed stone structures, remains of workshop sites, other archeological remains, quiet setting
and/or natural sounds, and the surrounding landscape are all significant characteristics
of the district.
C-Shaped Wall (SHPD ID 50- ' N This s'ite is Iocatgd 'e.ast of Pahihi Gglch and cons'ists' of a C-shape w;'all that is two in'ches
Site, Structure Eligible in diameter. Significant characteristics of the site include the wall’s C-shaped design
50-16-03979) .
and stone materials.
Enclosures (SHPD ID 50-50- ' N This site consi'sts'o.f the remains c?f;'a large enc!osi'ng wall ?nd an 'attach.ed rectangular
16-03980) Site, Structure Eligible enclosure. Significant characteristics of the site include its configuration and stone
materials.
The Haleakala Headquarters Historic District Cultural Landscape is significant for its
Haleakala Headquarters association with early park planning and as an example of Mission 66-era
. N Cultural . . L . . . . .
Historic District Cultural Landscape Eligible development. It is also significant for its NPS Rustic Style design. The rustic design,
Landscape P building configuration, and surrounding landscape are all significant characteristics of
the district.
The Haleakala Highway Historic District Cultural Landscape includes a portion of the
highway within the Park, which was designed by the Bureau of Public Roads (BPR) with
Haleakala Highway Historic Cultural Elicible input from the Park and NPS landscape architects, as well as several developments
District Cultural Landscape Landscape & along the route. It is significant for its association with NPS master planning from the

1930s and Mission 66 eras and for its minimally intrusive design. In order to be
minimally intrusive, the district’s road, buildings, and structures were designed to
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Property Name

Property Type

Eligibility Status

Significant Characteristics

decrease the visual and physical impact on the landscape; this design and the
surrounding landscape are significant characteristics of the district.

Haleakala Summit Traditional
Cultural Property

TCP

Eligible

The Summit of Haleakal3, including Kaupo Gap and Kipahulu Valley, is significant as a
Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) for its association with native Hawaiian culture,
traditions, and sacred uses. The exceptional stillness and serenity of the Summit of

Haleakala are significant characteristics of the TCP that allow Native Hawaiians to
continue conducting traditional ceremonies, which require a quiet setting.

Hana Belt Road

District

Listed

Hana Belt Road includes a road and bridges to Hana that were built between 1900 and
1947. It is significant as an engineering achievement and for its association with the
development of the area that opened East Maui to further settlement, agricultural

enterprises, and tourism. The road’s winding and narrow alignment; surrounding
scenery and viewshed featuring waterfalls, small villages, valleys, and sea cliffs; and
stylistically consistent, one-lane bridges with sharp approaches are all significant
characteristics of the district.

Hawelewele Complex (Kailiili
Heiau)

Site, Structure

Unevaluatedﬁ

The Hawelewele Complex, also called the Kailiili Heiau, is located a quarter of a mile
from the shore on top of a small hill in the center of a valley. The large heiau measures
approximately 50 by 124 ft. with walls that are 6 ft. thick and around 4-5 ft. high.
Potential significant characteristics of the site include its materials and configuration.

Hosmer Campground and
Picnic Area Cultural
Landscape

Cultural
Landscape

Eligible

The Hosmer Campground and Picnic Area Cultural Landscape is located just below the
7,000-foot elevation in the summit area of the Park and is the only drive-in
campground in the area. It is significant as an example of a Mission 66-era

development and for its experimental forestry plots that were planted by Ralph S.
Hosmer in the early-twentieth century. Significant characteristics of the cultural
landscape include the campground layout and design and surrounding landscape.

Ka‘apahu Archeological Sites

Sites

Eligible

Ka‘apahu Archeological Sites consist of archeological sites recorded within Kalepa,
‘Alelele, Lelekéa, and Kukui‘ula Valleys, including traditional Native Hawaiian dryland
agriculture terraces and clearings, larger irrigated pondfield complexes for the
production of kalo (taro, Colocasia esculenta), and habitation and ceremonial sites.
19" century enclosures representing mixed residences and agriculture (including
animal husbandry) are also present. Significant characteristics of the sites include the
extant remains of structures and complexes, their materials and configurations, extant

° For the purposes of Section 106, the FAA is treating identified but unevaluated properties as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

23




Property Name

Property Type | Eligibility Status

Significant Characteristics

material culture remains, the surrounding landscape, and a quiet setting and/or
natural sounds.

Keakalauae Heiau

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Keakalauae Heiau is one of the largest of the Kaupo heiaus and is credited to
Kekaulike from ¢.1730. Its greatest dimensions are approximately 168 by 330 ft. The
interior of the platform has been utilized for a pig pen with walls built around it.
Potential significant characteristics of the site include the heiau’s configuration,
materials, and natural sounds.

Kipahulu Historic District

District

Eligible

The Kipahulu Historic District is comprised of fragmentary structural remains of
Hawaiian use of the Kipahulu land in the pre-contact period through 1900 that indicate
a substantial resident population engaged in horticulture and fishing in an isolated
wet-valley Polynesian community. The archeological study of the remains may reveal
the vicinity may have played a significant role in the colonization of the Hawaiian
Islands by early Polynesian voyagers and settlers. The few Hawaiian families who
continued to live along ‘Ohe‘o Gulch and stream after 1900 perpetuated traditional
irrigated and dry-land horticulture and fishing activities. The people of Kipahulu
perhaps experienced a minor lifestyle change when organized Christianity invaded east
Maui ca. 1850, and certainly did so after 1900 when Kipahulu plantation imported
laborers from overseas and began to clear and plow the steeply sloping lower flanks of
Haleakala volcano on both sides of ‘Ohe‘o Gulch to grow sugar cane. The historical
themes of Hawaiian land use, Hawaiian placenames, engineering for sugar cultivation
on marginal lands, and overland transportation are represented by structures or their
remnants. Significant characteristics of the district include extant material culture and
structural remains, physical evidence of historic and prehistoric land use, association
with the ocean, a quiet setting and/or natural sounds, and the landscape.

Lonoaea Heiau

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Lonoaea Heiau is a walled heiau located on top of a hill overlooking Waiuha to the
west. Potential significant characteristics include the heiau’s materials, viewshed, and
natural sounds.

Lono‘o‘ai‘a Heiau (Hale O
Kane Heiau)

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Lono‘o‘ai‘a Heiau, also called the Hale O Kane Heiau, is an open platform that is 10
to 12 ft. above the ground. Potential significant characteristics include the heiau’s
materials and natural sounds.

Mound (SHPD ID 50-50-16-
08665)

Site, Structure

Eligible

This site consists of a partially-faced mound that was constructed of stacked stones

and may have served as a historic cattle ramp. Significant characteristics of the site
include its stacked configuration and stone materials.
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Property Type

Eligibility Status

Significant Characteristics

Naholoku Archeological Sites

Sites

Eligible

The complex of 18 archeological sites at 1,000 ft elevation in dryland Naholoku
Ahupua‘a dates as early as the 15" to 17*" centuries and is significant for its potential
to yield information, with at least three sites eligible for architecture/design. These
latter sites represent structures that embody the characteristics of pre-Contact and
late pre-Contact/early historical residential compounds and smaller agricultural heiau.
Significant characteristics include the extant remains of buildings and structures; their
materials, configurations, and design; extant material culture remains; physical
evidence of historic and prehistoric land use, a quiet setting and/or natural sounds,
and the landscape.

Naku‘ula Complex

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Naku‘ula Complex consists of three rectangular terraced platforms that may be
heiau sites. Potential significant characteristics include the site’s physical materials and
a quiet setting and/or natural sounds.

Nu‘u Archeological Sites

Sites

Eligible

Nu‘u Archeological Sites consist of archeological sites, composed of pocket terraces,
terraces, enclosures, cleared areas, modified outcrops, and mounds that represent an
extensive traditional dryland agricultural complex for primarily sweet potato
production, temporary shelters associated with agricultural activity, multiple
permanent residential complexes, most of which date to the 19" century, specialized
features/use areas for ceremony and lithic production. Significant characteristics of the
sites include the extant remains of structures and residential complexes, their
materials and configurations, mounds, extant material culture remains including
evidence of ceremony and lithic production, physical evidence of historic and
prehistoric land use, a quiet setting and/or natural sounds, and the landscape.

Nu‘u Petroglyph Complex

Site

Unevaluated

The Nu‘u Petroglyph Complex is a site covering 117 meters that is located on the beach
at Nu‘u Bay. It consists of 157 petroglyphs: 92 human forms, 3 animal forms, 3 names,
and 59 undetermined images. Potential significant characteristics of the site include
the petroglyph designs and configurations.

Nu‘u Pictograph Complex

Site

Unevaluated

The Nu‘u Petroglyph and Pictograph Complex is a site covering 117 meters that is
located on the beach at Nu‘u Bay. It consists of 40 pictographs: 16 human forms, 3
animal forms, and 21 undetermined images. Potential significant characteristics of the
site include the pictograph designs and the materials used to create them.

Nu‘u-Waiu Complex, Hana

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Nu‘u-Waiu Complex consists of several archeological sites composed of
enclosures, partial enclosures, terraces and platforms, pits, pavements, house lots,
walls, ko'a, trails, cairn, petroglyphs, a fishpond, rockshelters, and graves. Potential
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Property Type

Eligibility Status

Significant Characteristics

significant characteristics of the complex includes the extant remains of structures,
their materials and configurations, other extant material culture remains, prehistoric
and historic trail alignments, and physical evidence of prehistoric and historic land use.

Pictograph and Rock Shelter
(Marciel‘s Pictograph)

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

This site consists of a human figure painted with alaea (red salt) on a boulder that is
located next to a rock shelter that once contained a burial. Potential significant
characteristics of the site include the pictograph form and design, the use of alaea to
create it, the rock shelter’s materials, natural sounds, and any other extant cultural
remains.

Puhilele Archaeological Sites

Sites

Eligible

Puhilele Archaeological Sites consist of archeological sites, composed of terraces,
platforms, alignments, and mounds used for agricultural, residential, ceremonial as
well as temporary shelter for fishing. Significant characteristics of the site includes the
extant remains of structures, their materials and configurations, other extant material
culture remains, association with the ocean, a quiet setting and/or natural sounds, and
physical evidence of prehistoric and historic land use.

Pu‘umaka‘a Heiau

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Pu‘umaka‘a Heiau is an open platform type of heiau that consists of a series of
rough terraced pavements. Potential significant characteristics include the heiau’s
materials and natural sounds.

Pu‘unianiau Historic Site
Cultural Landscape

Cultural
Landscape

Eligible

The Pu‘unianiau Historic Site Cultural Landscape is significant as a base camp used by
the U.S. Army for the administration of the Red Hill Aircraft Warning Service Station at
the summit of Haleakala between 1941 and 1946. It consists of five historic buildings
and structures and a south access road. The spatial organization of the site, which
reflects the traditional conventions for military cantonments, and the 1940s military
one-story buildings and structures are significant characteristics of the cultural
landscape.

Terraces (SHPD ID 50-50-16-
01133)

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

These terraces are located on the west side of the Kalepa Stream. They consist of the
remains of two rectangular enclosures, each with two end walls and one connecting
wall about 50 ft. in length. Potential significant characteristics of the site include its

configuration and materials.

Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-16-
08663)

Site, Structure

Eligible

This site consists of a low wall near Kukui‘ula Gulch that was built along the side of a
steep stream channel. The wall is constructed of stacked and piled stones that
terminates in an “L” on its inland end. Significant characteristics of the site include its
configuration, stone materials, and location next to the stream.
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Property Type

Eligibility Status
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Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-16-

Site, Structure

Eligible

This site consists of a bi-facial wall near Kukui‘ula Gulch that was likely constructed for
drainage during the historic period. Significant characteristics of the site include its

08664) . . .
configuration and materials.
This site consists of a single stacked boulder wall approximately 5.5 meters in length
Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-16- . . and 60 centimeters high. It is oriented north-to-south and likely served as a windbreak
Site, Structure Eligible

03978)

for a structure located in its lee. Significant characteristics of the site include its
configuration, stone materials, and north-to-south orientation.

Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-17-
08883)

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

This site consists of a dry-stacked, core-filled rock wall that was likely constructed to
mark the boundaries of a neighboring grant parcel to the west sometime after the sale
of the parcel in 1854. Potential significant characteristics of the site include its
configuration, stone materials, and location.

Walls (SHPD ID 50-50-16-
01132)

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

This site consists of the remains of walls, one parallel to the shore and another parallel
to the Kalepa Stream, which may be the remains of a house site. Potential significant
characteristics of the site include its configuration, stone materials, and location next

to the stream.
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1. Introduction

The purpose of this report is to present the noise results used in the alternatives impact analysis
discussed in the Haleakala National Park (park) Air Tour Management Plan (ATMP) Environmental
Assessment (EA) and to document the inputs and assumptions used in the computer modeling of air
tour aircraft activity. This information will provide the reader with the technical basis used to assess
potential impacts to the following resource categories — Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use;
Biological Resources; Department of Transportation Act Section 4(f) Resources, Cultural Resources;
Environmental Justice and Socioeconomics; Visitor Use and Experience; Wilderness; including indirect
and cumulative effects.

Humans perceive sound as an auditory sensation created by pressure variations that move through a
medium such as water or air. Sound is measured in terms of amplitude and frequency. Amplitude,
which refers to the sound pressure level or intensity, is the relative strength of sound waves which
humans perceive as loudness or volume and is measured in decibels (dB). Decibels work on a
logarithmic scale, such that an increase of 10 dB causes a doubling of perceived loudness and represents
a ten-fold increase in sound level. Thus 20 dBA would be perceived as twice as loud as 10 dBA, 30 dBA
would be perceived as 4 times louder than 10 dBA, 40 dBA would be perceived as 8 times louder than 10
dBA, etc. (see Table 1).

Table 1. Subjective Effect of Change in Sound Level

Change in Sound Level | Perceived Change to Human Ear
+1dB Not Perceptible

+3dB Threshold of Perception

+5dB Obvious Change

+10dB Twice / Half as Loud

+20dB Fourfold or % as Loud

The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) is commonly used to describe sound levels because it reflects the
frequency range to which the human ear is most sensitive.ll The dBA scale from zero to 110 covers most
of the range of everyday sounds, as shown in Figure 1. Note that sound levels in protected natural

1 dBA (A-weighted decibels): Sound is measured on a logarithmic scale relative to the reference sound pressure for
atmospheric sources, 20 uPa. Sound levels are reported in units of decibels (dB) (ANSI S1.1-1994, American
National Standard Acoustical Terminology). A-weighting is applied to sound levels to account for the sensitivity of
the human ear (ANSI S1.42-2001, Design Response of Weighting Networks for Acoustical Measurements). To
approximate human hearing sensitivity, A-weighting discounts sounds below 1 kHz and above 6 kHz.



areas, such as Haleakala National Park, are often lower than those of the ‘common’ outdoor areas
shown, in the range of 20-30 dBA.
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Figure 1. Comparative Sound Levels?

Section 2 discusses the noise metrics. Section 3 discusses the affected environment and ambient
soundscape. Section 4 discusses the noise model method and inputs while Section 5 discusses outputs.
Sections 6 and 7 provide detailed noise results for each alternative. Section 8 discusses indirect effects.

2. Modeled Noise Metrics

There are numerous ways to measure the potential impacts of noise from commercial air tours on the
acoustic environment of a park, including intensity, duration, and spatial footprint of the noise. The
affected environment and impact analysis discloses noise metrics consistent with both Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) and National Park Service (NPS) noise guidance. The FAA noise evaluation is based
on guidance under FAA Order 1050.1F and uses the yearly Day-night Average Sound Level (DNL) metric;
the cumulative noise energy exposure from aircraft over 24 hours. The NPS considers various different
metrics to analyze impacts to park resources and values from noise, including equivalent sound level,
time audible (the amount of time you can hear air tour aircraft noise), the amount of time that the noise
from a commercial air tour operation would be above specific sound levels that relate to functional

2 source: https://www.faa.gov/requlations policies/policy quidance/noise/basics/



https://www.faa.gov/regulations_policies/policy_guidance/noise/basics/

effects of noise and park management objectives (e.g., 35 and 52 decibels), and maximum sound level.

These metrics are discussed further in Table 2.

Table 2. Primary metrics used for the noise analysis

Metric

Relevance and citation

Equivalent sound

|EVE|, LAeq, 12 hr

The logarithmic average of commercial air tour sound levels, in dBA, over a 12-hour
day. The selected 12-hour period is selected to represent typical daytime
commercial air tour operating hours.

Day-night
average sound
level, Lan (Or
DNL)

The logarithmic average of sound levels, in dBA, over a 24-hour day, DNL takes into
account the increased sensitivity to noise at night by including a 10 dB penalty
between 10 PM and 7 AM local time.

Note: Both Laeg, 12nr and DNL characterize:

e Increases in both the loudness and duration of noise events
e The number of noise events during specific time period (12 hours for Laeg, 12hr
and 24-hours for DNL)

If there are no nighttime events, then Laeq, 12nr is arithmetically three dBA higher than
DNL.

The FAA’s (2015 Exhibit 4-1) indicators of significant impacts are for an action that
would increase noise by DNL 1.5 dB or more for a noise sensitive area that is exposed
to noise at or above the DNL 65 dB noise exposure level, or that will be exposed at or
above the DNL 65 dB level due to a DNL 1.5 dB or greater increase, when compared
to the no action alternative for the same timeframe.

Time Audible
Natural Ambient

The total time (minutes) that aircraft noise levels are audible to an attentive listener
with normal hearing under natural ambient conditions.

The median natural ambient is the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time (Lso),
determined from the natural sound conditions found in a study area, including all
sounds of nature (i.e., wind, streams, wildlife, etc.), and excluding all human and
mechanical sounds. Time audible does not indicate how loud the event is, only if it
might be heard.

Time Above 35
dBA

The amount of time (in minutes) that aircraft sound levels are above a given
threshold (i.e., 35 dBA)

In quiet settings, outdoor sound levels exceeding this level degrade experience in
outdoor performance venues (American National Standards Institute (ANSI), 2007).
This level is also shown to cause blood pressure increases in sleeping humans
(Haralabidis et al., 2008); as well as exceeding recommended maximum background
noise level inside classrooms (ANSI S12.60/Part 1-2010).




Metric Relevance and citation

Time Above The amount of time (in minutes) that aircraft sound levels are above a given
52 dBA threshold (i.e., 52 dBA)

This metric represents the level at which one may reasonably expect interference
with Park interpretive programs. At this background sound level, normal voice
communication at five meters (two people five meters apart), or a raised voice to an
audience at ten meters would result in 95% sentence intelligibility (United States
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Noise Abatement and Control, 1974).

Maximum sound | The loudest sound level, in dBA, generated by the loudest event; it is event-based
level, Lmax and is independent of the number of operations. Lmax does not provide any context
of frequency, duration, or timing of exposure.

3. Affected Environment

NPS defines acoustic resources as physical sound sources, including both natural sounds (wind, water,
wildlife, vegetation) and cultural and historic sounds (battle reenactments, tribal ceremonies, quiet
reverence). The acoustic environment is the combination of all the acoustic resources within a given
area. This includes natural sounds and cultural sounds, as well as non-natural human-caused sounds.
Soundscape can be defined as the human perception of those physical sound resources.

Natural sounds are also part of the biological or other physical resource components of the park.
Examples include:

e Sounds produced by birds, such as the néné (Hawaiian goose), to define territories or
aid in attracting mates

e Sounds produced by bats to locate prey or navigate

e Sounds received by mice to detect and avoid predators or other danger

e Sounds produced by physical processes, such as wind in the trees, wind in the bamboo

forest, claps of thunder, or falling water

One of the natural resources of the park is the natural soundscape, also referred to as the Natural
Ambient or “natural quiet.” The Natural Ambient includes all of the naturally occurring sounds of the
park, as well as the quiet associated with still nights and certain seasons. An important part of the
mission of the NPS is to preserve or restore the natural soundscapes associated with units of the
national park system (NPS Management Policies, 4.9 Soundscape Management).

The term existing ambient refers to the sound level of all sounds in a given area, and includes all natural
sounds as well as all mechanical, electrical, and other human-caused sounds. Human-generated noise

sources may include wheeled vehicles on roads, such as passenger vehicles, tour buses, and cyclists, and
aircraft overflights consisting of high-altitude commercial jet aircraft, occasional NPS flights for research



or other park purposes, commercial air tour operations, and private general aviation aircraft. Human-
generated noise within the park is typically concentrated in areas of high visitor use such as at overlook
areas along the road to the summit and Waimoku Falls in the Kipahulu area.

To characterize the natural and existing ambient, detailed sound level measurements were conducted at
10 locations across the park in 2003, resulting in the identification of five acoustic zones representing
regions with similar acoustic conditions (Table 3) (Lee et al., 2016). These acoustic sampling locations
were chosen to be representative of the natural ecological zones or broad ecosystems of the park and
ATMP planning area. Median daytime natural ambient sound levels (Lso) ranged from 21 dBA in
backcountry areas to 45 dBA along the shoreline; median daytime existing ambient sound levels for
these areas exhibits similar variability, ranging from 23 dBA in the backcountry to 46 dBA in the front
country where visitors are more prevalent. The median or Lsg sound level (in decibels) is the sound level
exceeded 50 percent of the day.

Additional sound level measurements were conducted in 2008 and 2013, providing further information
and characterization of the natural and existing ambient conditions. In 2008, data were collected at
three locations (Lynch, 2012) to understand the level of air tour operations at the time and to provide a
snapshot of the acoustical conditions at the park. The sites were located in the same general area as a
selection of sites from the 2003 study to allow for potential comparisons. Similar trends were observed,
where Haleakala Crater sites were quieter during the day than Kipahulu sites. Overall, the median
natural and existing ambient levels measured at crater sites in 2003 were slightly higher (3 dBA) than the
2008 study, likely due to differences in vegetation types at these locations as well as proximity to sound
sources, variation in weather conditions (particularly wind patterns), and differences in methods used to
compute natural ambient. Authors of the 2008 study state that these two studies present a likely range
of ambient levels for the sampling areas in the park.

The 2013 measurements (Job, 2018) were performed to establish a baseline inventory of the newly-
acquired Nu‘u unit. Results indicated that the natural ambient sound levels (Lnat)® during the monitoring
period were 21.1 dBA during the daytime. Existing ambient sound levels (Lso) were slightly higher, 23.5
dBA. Compared to ten other sites in the park, it is the fourth quietest. These results were used to assign
ambient data for computer modeling to this area.

31t should be noted that different techniques have been used to calculate natural ambient, resulting in two
different descriptor notations. Natural ambient Lso refers to the natural ambient computation process described in
Lee 2016, while Lnat refers to the natural ambient process described in Lynch 2012 and Job 2018. Although
different, the processes are highly correlated and yield similar results; differences are generally less than 1 dB
(Rapoza, 2008).



Table 3. Acoustic Conditions

Valley)

Daytime Daytime
. . Natural Existing L
Acoustic Sampling Area Ambient, Ls, | Ambient, Lso Description
(dBA) (dBA)
Natural sounds in this zone include wind
Zone 1 (West Rim 24-28 97.98 through'the low brush and l?lde. Human
Crater) sounds include occasional hikers and
vehicles as well as air tour aircraft.
Zone 2 (Haleakal Sounds in this zone include strong winds,
21-23 24-25 hikers, and bird vocalizations. Air tour
Crater) . s .
aircraft can be heard within this zone.
Zone 3 (Kaupo Gap) 53 53 The dlominar)t sounds are strqng Wil’l(.IlS with
occasional hikers, as well as distant aircraft.
Natural sounds in this zone include bamboo,
Zone 4 (Kipahulu birds, insects, and waterfalls. Human caused
45 44-46 ) . .
Coastal) sounds include hikers and air tour
helicopters.
Natural sounds in this zone include wind and
rain on the tree fern canopy and insects,
Zone 5 (Upper Kipahulu 31 35 with localized occurrences of bird

vocalizations. Ground based visitors are not
allowed in this area. Sounds from distant
aircraft are audible.

Zone 6 (Nu'u Coastal)

Audible sound sources at this site include
wind, birds, and helicopters. This zone was
not a part of the park when the 2003 study
was being conducted, so data from other
zones (Zone 4) was applied to this zone for
AEDT modeling based on NPS guidance.

Ambient Map Data

From the detailed data collected in 2003, an ambient “map” of the natural soundscape* of the ATMP
planning area was developed to be used in computer modeling (Figure 2). Lee et al., 2016 provides

further technical detail on the acoustical monitoring and development of the ambient map used in the

computer modeling.

4 Natural Ambient/Soundscape (Lso): The sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time determined from the natural
sound conditions found in a study area, including all sounds of nature (i.e., wind, streams, wildlife, etc.), and

excluding all human and mechanical sounds. All ambient data were based on a 12-hour time period, i.e., 7 AM to 7
PM, which are the typical operating hours for air tours.
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Figure 2. Ambient map — Natural Ambient Lso

The contribution of aircraft noise during the sound level measurements provides a snapshot in time and
is not necessarily a representative characterization of the existing ambient under current conditions (as
described in the No Action Alternative and in Section 4 below). The existing ambient under current
conditions was determined by adding the noise exposure due to existing air tours (Figure 8), modeled
using the FAA Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) version 3e (see section 4), to the Existing
Ambient without Air Tours shown in Figure 3. The Existing Ambient without Air Tours is defined as the
composite, all-inclusive sound associated with a given environment, excluding the sound source of
interest, in this case, commercial air tour aircraft. It does include all other human-caused sound sources
that were audible at the measurement site; hikers, visitor centers, commercial jets, general aviation
aircraft, military aircraft, and administrative aircraft operations. The result of this process is the
Cumulative Existing Ambient (Figure 4).
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Figure 3. Ambient map — Existing Ambient without Air Tours Lso 5

5 Because it is not feasible to carry out field data collection efforts in all areas of a park, the effect of localized
sound sources, such as from roadways, were modeled using the Federal Highway Administration’s Traffic Noise
Model® (TNM). Details of modeled roadway sound sources can be found in Lee et al., 2016.
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Figure 4. Cumulative Existing Ambient for Existing Conditions

4. Noise Model Method

The FAA’s AEDT, Ver. 3e (Lee et al. 2022) is the FAA-approved computer program for modeling noise
under Appendix A of FAA’s Part 150 Airport Noise Compatibility Planning (14 CFR sec. A150.103(a)).
Requirements for aircraft noise modeling are defined in FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts:
Policies and Procedures, and in Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) 14 CFR Part 150, Airport Noise
Compatibility Planning.
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The noise model requires detailed information regarding the aircraft source, operational, and flight
route information, as well as other information® to compute various noise metrics that can be used to
assess the potential impacts of noise from commercial air tours on the acoustic environment of a park.

Aircraft Data

The tour aircraft types identified for modeling the alternatives are the Aerospatiale SA-350D and
Eurocopter EC-130 aircraft. The flight routes used for modeling the No Action Alternative are shown in
Figure 5; the flight routes used for Alternative 3 are shown in Figure 6.
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Figure 5. Air Tour Routes for modeling the No Action Alternative

6 The noise model accounts for a number of effects over the propagation path between the aircraft source and
receptor. Attenuation due to line-of-sight blockage from terrain features is computed utilizing terrain data
obtained from U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) along with algorithms documented in SAE Aerospace Information
Report (AIR) 6501. Atmospheric absorption is based on the 2012-2021 average temperature of 76 degrees
Fahrenheit and 71% relative humidity and computed according to SAE-ARP-5534.

14



Headquarfers !
Visitor Genter

 Siale Hamaha menily,
Forast R

State Kbl

il Riseve

% Manaarti Valley.
S '

'\ Nu'w Region 7

1 \

Enter the ATMP planning area at a minimum ]' !
altitude of 2,000 ft, AGL and maintain & 1 |
minimum 2,000 ft. AGL until exiting the 1 /!
ATMP planning area. < 7

i ' -4

\ f Enter the ATMP planning area al a

1 = minimum altitude of 2,000 fi. AGL \

and maintain a minimum 2,000 fi.
AGL until axiting the ATMP planning area.

Enter the ATMP planning area at a
minimum altitude of 3,000 1t AGL
and maintain a minimum 3,000 ft.
AGL until exiting the ATMP planning area.

B it Cener | Wilderness Area Enter the ATMP planning area at a minimum altitude

A of 2,000 ft. AGL and maintain a minimum 2,000 it.

= filoctalad Routs [ Kipahuly Binlogical Reserve AGL until exiting the ATMP planning area. Netes
=== 1. Amws on rautes indicabs dirclion of fight, Stinpled arsa sunounding
- Tink i) State Canservation Areas raute represents o v mike boffer fram the route.

S —_— 2. If phiata are entaring or on the rowla in the ATRP planning erea and weathar
Freary Road ] Park Unit Boundary . . - = 7 sondilione e ned allew e 1o follow e roule at lhe prescrbed allitude

: | Doy ment Name: HALE-A2. 20220303 thay maet not procaad furher s the route. Pilola muet ssdaly asit the routs
:] AT Plannng Arsa — 1 Miles | pos e ning 302/2023 2.43:41 BM and leave tha ATMP planning erea.

Figure 6. Air Tour Routes for Alternative 3

A unigue noise modeling profile was developed for each aircraft and route combination based on typical
aircraft climb rates, descent rates, power settings and speeds during the different phases of flight
(cruise, climb, and descent).

The analysis for the No Action Alternative is based on a peak month, average day’ (PMAD) of
commercial air tour activity. For the three-year average of commercial air tour activity from 2017-2019,
the PMAD was identified in terms of number of operations, and then further assessed for the type of
aircraft and route flown to determine if it is a reasonable representation of the commercial air tour
activity over the ATMP planning area. For the ATMP planning area, the PMAD was identified as
summarized in Table 4. The process of averaging and apportioning a peak month of flights to daily

7 As required by FAA policy, the FAA typically represents yearly conditions as the Average Annual Day (AAD).
However, it was determined that a PMAD representation of the operations would more adequately allow for
disclosure of any potential impacts. PMAD has therefore been used as a conservative representation of
assessment of AAD conditions.
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flights can result in a fractional number. Altitudes were modeled according to the minimum altitudes
identified in the 2008 FAA Hawai’i Air Tour Common Procedures Manual (HI Manual).®

The analysis for Alternative 3 is based on the number of aircraft operations for each aircraft and route
combination identified under this alternative and is summarized in Table 5.

Table 4. Aircraft and Number of Operations Modeled for the No Action Alternative (2017-2019 PMAD)

Aircraft Route | Number of Flights
Aerospatiale SA-350D | LOA 4.5
Eurocopter EC-130 LOA 9
Aerospatiale SA-350D | Coastal 1.5
Eurocopter EC-130 Coastal 3

Total 18

Table 5. Aircraft and Number of Operations Modeled for Alternative 3

Aircraft Route Number of Flights
Aerospatiale SA-350D | Proposed Route 3
Eurocopter EC-130 Proposed Route 6
Total 9

5. Model Output

Two types of analyses were performed using FAA’s AEDT, Version 3e: 1) contour analysis and 2)
representative location point analysis. A noise contour presents a graphical illustration or “footprint” of
the area potentially affected by the noise. Location point results present the metric results at specific
points of interest. The NPS provided a list of 44 location points, geographically located across the entire
park, where noise levels were to be evaluated. These locations are listed in Table 6 and indicated as
blue dots in Figure 7.

8 FAA DOCUMENT NUMBER: AWP13-136A
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Table 6. Location points modeled for Haleakala National Park

Longitude Latitude Natural
Location (decimal (decimal Ambient Ls

degrees) degrees) (dBA)
1. Hosmer Grove 20.768 -156.238 25-30
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 20.756 -156.217 20-25
3. Kalahaku Overlook 20.737 -156.234 20-25
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 20.715 -156.250 20-25
5.KaLu‘uoka ‘O 20.717 -156.233 20-25
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 20.707 -156.213 20-25
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 20.707 -156.197 20-25
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 20.706 -156.184 20-25
9. Kawilinau 20.721 -156.196 20-25
10. Qili Pu‘u 20.718 -156.160 20-25
11. Holua Cabin 20.742 -156.218 20-25
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 20.732 -156.150 30-35
13. Paliku Cabin 20.757 -156.223 20-25
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 20.681 -156.136 20-25
15. New Greensword Bog 20.736 -156.109 30-35
16. Smith Camp 20.731 -156.094 30-35
17. Charlie Camp 20.709 -156.107 30-35
18. Dogleg Camp 20.698 -156.079 30-35
19. Bravo Camp 20.678 -156.077 30-35
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 20.686 -156.093 30-35
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 20.663 -156.042 45-50
22. Puhilele 20.653 -156.047 45-50
23. Kapahu Farm 20.666 -156.049 45-50
24. Waimoku Falls 20.678 -156.057 30-35
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 20.651 -156.081 45-50
26. Kaupo Trailhead 20.649 -156.135 25-30
27. Ka‘apahu 20.673 -156.090 30-35
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 20.719 -156.181 20-25
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 20.757 -156.223 25-30
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango 20.662 -156.060 45-50
Tree)
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 20.713 -156.147 20-25
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 20.702 -156.207 20-25
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 20.734 -156.218 20-25
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 20.738 -156.236 20-25
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 20.677 -156.054 45-50
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific 20,698 -156.080 30-35
Reserve)
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 20.660 -156.040 45-50
38. Nu‘u Coast 20.632 -156.190 45-50
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 20.679 -156.181 20-25
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 20.697 -156.188 20-25
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 20.670 -156.195 20-25
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 20.699 -156.125 45-50
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 20.672 -156.099 20-25
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 20.723 -156.130 20-25
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6. Noise Model Results / Environmental Consequences

This section provides figures and tables showing the detailed noise results, organized by alternative.
Presented first are the noise contour result maps for three metrics: 12-hour equivalent sound level
(Figure 8 and Figure 11), time audible natural ambient (Figure 9 and Figure 12) and time above 35 dBA
(Figure 10 and Figure 13), followed by tabular results (Table 7 and Table 8) for the location points for
each of the five acoustic metrics modeled. The noise contour map legends include the percentage of
the ATMP planning area covered by each contour level.

Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative)

Haleakala National Park
Alternative: No Action Alternative A
Baseline Ambient: Independent of Ambient, Metric: LAeg 12-hour

Sound Level (dBA)} | % Park ||. ~—
»= 50 4] ’
4510 <50 1 !
40 to < 45 ] — )
35 o =40 20
—— Flight Track

l—-‘l Park Unit Boundary

[H] 1
ATMP Planning Area

— e iles

Figure 8. 12-hour equivalent sound level (Laeq,12n) map for the No Action Alternative

As there are no nighttime events, DNL would be 3 dB less than the 12-hour equivalent sound level.
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Haleakala National Park

Alternative: No Action Alternative /

Baseline Ambient: Natural L50, Metric: Time Audible
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Figure 9. Time audible (for natural ambient) map for the No Action Alternative
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Haleakala National Park
Alternative: No Action Alternative
Baseline Ambient: Independent of Ambient, Metric: Time Above 35 dB
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Figure 10. Time Above 35 dBA map for the No Action Alternative
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Table 7. Location point results - No Action Alternative

12 Hour Time Maximum
Equivalent  Audible for Time Above  Time Above Sound
Location Sound Natural 35 dBA 52 dBA
. . . Level
Level Ambient (minutes) (minutes) (dBA)
(dBA)* (minutes)
1. Hosmer Grove 9.5 81.6 0.0 0.0 29.3
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 20.1 146.1 3.7 0.0 38.2
3. Kalahaku Overlook 16.3 173.9 1.1 0.0 36.7
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 21.1 219.0 2.8 0.0 42.9
5.Ka Lu‘u o ka ‘O‘o 12.6 148.4 0.0 0.0 33.2
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 37.0 155.0 30.4 4.7 59.3
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 39.2 151.5 50.1 10.5 60.5
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 30.9 156.4 6.6 1.7 60.4
9. Kawilinau 28.6 145.3 22.5 0.0 49.9
10. Oili Pu‘u 26.1 157.9 17.5 0.0 46.2
11. Holua Cabin 22.6 126.6 9.0 0.0 41.6
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 16.5 168.9 0.2 0.0 35.7
13. Paliku Cabin 9.7 106.2 0.0 0.0 30.5
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 34.6 212.1 51.9 1.5 54.1
15. New Greensword Bog 14.2 99.0 0.0 0.0 32.0
16. Smith Camp 13.1 97.4 0.0 0.0 35.0
17. Charlie Camp 24.6 120.5 12.9 0.0 439
18. Dogleg Camp 33.1 117.3 35.5 0.9 53.1
19. Bravo Camp 39.9 125.4 61.4 8.0 63.1
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 36.9 188.1 66.7 2.9 57.0
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 33.6 173.7 39.2 2.0 59.8
22. Puhilele 32.3 187.1 35.8 1.8 57.3
23. Kapahu Farm 32.7 155.7 44.1 1.0 55.9
24. Waimoku Falls 26.5 92.6 7.4 0.2 53.9
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 31.4 108.8 44.4 0.3 53.2
26. Kaupo Trailhead 35.4 210.6 68.5 1.3 57.2
27. Ka‘apahu 40.3 175.8 70.5 8.2 64.0
28. Measurement Site P01 (Namana )85 1829 18.7 0.0 505
o ke Akua)
29._Measurement Site P02 (Supply 9.7 106.2 0.0 0.0 305
Trail)
30. Measurement Site P03
(Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 32.2 180.7 50.6 0.0 51.4
31. M_easurement Site ST4 (Palikd 278 168.4 310 0.0 43.9
Kaupo Gap)
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The 379 155.9 359 49 64.6
Notch)
3. Measurement Site 5T6 25.1 1315 16.3 0.0 44.0
(Silversword Loop)
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku 16.2 125.6 13 0.0 36.9
Overlook)
i;.lsl\)/leasurement Site ST8 (Waimoku 352 171.4 461 11 53.6
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Location

36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu

12 Hour
Equivalent
Sound
Level
(dBA)*

Time
Audible for
Natural
Ambient
(minutes)

Time Above
35 dBA
(minutes)

Time Above
52 dBA
(minutes)

Maximum
Sound

Level
(dBA)

Scientific Reserve) 31.6 110.9 24.7 0.5 52.7
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o 34.0 183.7 358 59 60.7
Coastal)

38. Nu‘u Coast 26.7 225.3 20.0 0.0 44.2
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 38.6 229.8 73.9 6.1 58.3
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 45.6 225.8 71.8 23.6 68.7
41.Nu'u 3000 ft elev (West 34.2 185.9 59.9 0.9 55.9
Boundary)

42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 31.9 219.3 50.1 0.0 49.5
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West 403 1913 59.1 8.9 62.8
Boundary)

44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 22.6 142.3 8.3 0.0 40.4

* As there are no nighttime events, DNL would be 3 dB less than the 12-hour equivalent sound level.

23



Alternative 3

Haleakala National Park
Alternative: Alternative 3
Baseline Ambient: Independent of Ambient, Metric: LAeq 12-hour
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Figure 11. 12-hour equivalent sound level (Laeqg,12n) map for Alternative 3

As there are no nighttime events, then DNL would be 3 dB less than the 12-hour equivalent sound level.
If air tours are restricted to operating between 10 AM and 3 PM (i.e., 5 hours), then the 5-hour
equivalent sound level would be 3.8 dBA greater than the 12-hour equivalent sound level.
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Haleakala National Park
Alternative: Alternative 3
Baseline Ambient: Natural L50, Metric: Time Audible
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Figure 12. Time Audible (for natural ambient) map for Alternative 3
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Haleakala National Park
Alternative; Alternative 3
Baseline Ambient: Independent of Ambient, Metric: Time Above 35 dB
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Figure 13. Time Above 35 dBA map for Alternative 3
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Table 8. Location point results for Alternative 3

Lo

cation

12 Hour
Equivalent

Sound
Level
(dBA)*

Time
Audible for
Natural
Ambient
(minutes)

Time Above
35dB
(minutes)

Time Above
52 dB
(minutes)

Maximum
Sound
Level dBA

1. Hosmer Grove 0 0.3 0.0 0.0 12.3
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 0 3.2 0.0 0.0 14.6
3. Kalahaku Overlook 0 7.6 0.0 0.0 15.5
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 0 24.8 0.0 0.0 19.1
5.Ka Lu‘u o ka ‘O‘o 0 16.1 0.0 0.0 18.5
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 1.0 29.7 0.0 0.0 23.2
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 2.5 31.5 0.0 0.0 25.7
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 3.4 31.6 0.0 0.0 26.8
9. Kawilinau 0 18.5 0.0 0.0 22.0
10. Oili Pu‘u 1.2 25.1 0.0 0.0 22.7
11. Holua Cabin 0 9.6 0.0 0.0 16.7
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 0 15.7 0.0 0.0 23.1
13. Paliku Cabin 0 2.6 0.0 0.0 14.1
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 28.9 74.9 16.8 0.0 51.5
15. New Greensword Bog 0 18.9 0.0 0.0 195
16. Smith Camp 0 26.5 0.0 0.0 19.4
17. Charlie Camp 14.1 57.7 0.0 0.0 34.8
18. Dogleg Camp 13.6 56.2 0.7 0.0 37.9
19. Bravo Camp 34.0 63.2 21.5 2.4 57.8
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 29.7 76.1 19.4 0.3 52.7
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 38.6 68.7 31.9 7.9 62.2
22. Puhilele 39.7 85.5 32.0 8.2 63.6
23. Kapahu Farm 35.2 65.5 33.8 2.8 56.6
24. Waimoku Falls 24.0 56.2 9.4 0.0 48.2
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 33.9 56.9 22.9 2.7 56.7
26. Kaupo Trailhead 35.6 81.4 22.5 4.1 57.5
27. Ka‘apahu 38.9 73.0 19.8 6.6 63.9
28. Measurement Site P01 (Namana 20 304 0.0 00 233
o ke Akua)

29._Measurement Site P02 (Supply 0 26 0.0 0.0 141
Trail)

30. Measurement Site PO3 (Waimoku 352 80.3 318 57 56.7
Falls/Mango Tree)

31. M_easurement Site ST4 (Palikd 12.8 320 05 0.0 379
Kaupo Gap)

32. Measurement Site ST5 (The )5 324 00 0.0 250
Notch)

3?f. Measurement Site ST6 0 124 0.0 0.0 179
(Silversword Loop)

34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku 0 6.5 00 0.0 15.3
Overlook)

i;.lsl\)/leasurement Site ST8 (Waimoku 30.7 678 295 0.0 50.8
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12 Hour Time
Equivalent  Audible for Time Above | Time Above Maximum

Location Sound Natural 35dB 52 dB Sound
Level Ambient (minutes) (minutes) Level dBA
(dBA)* (minutes)

36-. M(-ea.lsurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu 79 55.5 0.0 0.0 312
Scientific Reserve)

37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o 404 79.6 309 93 65.0
Coastal)

38. Nu‘u Coast 23.3 79.0 13.2 0.0 42.3
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 37.1 85.1 18.2 4.9 63.7
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 24.2 76.5 11.0 0.0 47.8
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West 36.6 54.2 11.9 a1 65.0
Boundary)

42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 21.0 83.6 5.7 0.0 42.9
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West 373 69.9 19.5 39 63.7
Boundary)

44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 9.6 41.9 0.0 0.0 31.2

* As there are no nighttime events, DNL would be 3 dB less than the 12-hour equivalent sound level. If air tours are
restricted to operating between 10 AM and 3 PM (i.e., 5 hours), then the 5-hour equivalent sound level would be
3.8 dBA greater than the 12-hour equivalent sound level.
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7. Comparison of Alternatives by Metric

This section provides tables showing the detailed noise results, organized by metric for each of the five
acoustic metrics modeled. These tables allow for comparison across the alternatives. High-level
observations of the differences between alternatives by metric include:

e 12-hour Equivalent Sound Level (Table 9 and Table 12): Compared to the No Action Alternative,
the average sound levels under Alternative 3 would be lower for the interior regions of the park,
but may be higher in coastal regions. The noise footprint for Alternative 3 potentially affects
16% less of the ATMP planning area. See also results for points 21, 22, 23, 25, 30, 37, and 38.

e Time Audible Natural Ambient (Table 10 and Table 13): Compared to the No Action Alternative,
the overall time audible noise footprint for Alternative 3 potentially would be only 1% smaller
than the No Action Alternative; however, approximately 60% of the ATMP planning area would
see a potential reduction in audibility between 37 and 194 minutes. The largest reductions
would be at point 3 (Kalahaku Overlook) and point 4 (Haleakala Visitor Center). The smallest
reductions would be at point 24 (Waimoku Falls) and point 25 (Lelekea Stream Bridge).

e Time Above 35 (Table 11 and Table 14): Compared to the No Action Alternative, the time above
35 dBA under Alternative 3 would be up to 61 minutes less (see point 40, Nu’u 7500 ft
elevation). Only at one point, 24 (Waimoku Falls), would time above 35 dBA be greater under
Alternative 3 (2 minutes). The noise footprint for Alternative 3 would potentially affect 42% less
of the ATMP planning area.

e Time Above 52 (Table 15): Compared to the No Action Alternative, the time above 52 dBA
under Alternative 3 would be up to 24 minutes less (see point 40, Nu’u 7500 ft elevation).
However, time above 52 dBA would be greater under Alternative 3 at 8 locations in the coastal
regions (points, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 30, 37, and 41).

e Maximum Sound Level (Table 16): Compared to the No Action Alternative, the maximum sound
levels under Alternative 3 would be lower for the interior regions of the park, but may be higher
in coastal regions. See results for points 21, 22, 23, 25, 30, 37, and 38.

Table 9. Comparison of contour results for 12-hour Equivalent Sound Level

12 hour Equivalent Sound Level % Park for % Park for

Contour Results No Action Alternative 3
>-50 0
45to <50 1 0
40 to < 45 2
35to <40 20 6
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Table 10. Comparison of contour results for Time Audible for Natural Ambient

Time Audible for Natural Ambient % Park for % Park for

Contour Results No Action Alternative 3
>-225 <1 0
210to < 225 2 0
195to < 210 7 0
180 to < 195 13 0
165 to < 180 24 0
150 to < 165 33 0
135to < 150 43 0
120to < 135 53 0
105to <120 63 0
90 to < 105 80 <1
75 to <90 89 15
60 to < 75 92 37
45 to <60 95 54
30to <45 97 66
15to <30 99 79
Oto<15 100 99

Table 11. Comparison of contour results for Time Above 35 dBA

Time Above 35 dBA % Park for % Park for

Contour Results No Action Alternative 3
75 <90 1 0
60 to < 75 11 0
45 to < 60 25 0
30to<45 45 3
15to < 30 65 25
Oto< 15 100 58




Table 12. Comparison of location point results for 12-hour Equivalent Sound Level

No Action, Alternative 3, 12
Location 12 hour hour Equivalent
Equivalent Sound Sound Level
Level (dBA) (dBA)

1. Hosmer Grove 9.5 0
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 20.1 0
3. Kalahaku Overlook 16.3 0
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 21.1 0
5.Ka Lu‘uoka ‘O 12.6 0
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 37.0 1.0
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 39.2 2.5
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 30.9 3.4
9. Kawilinau 28.6 0
10. Oili Pu‘u 26.1 1.2
11. Holua Cabin 22.6 0
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 16.5 0
13. Paliku Cabin 9.7 0
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 34.6 28.9
15. New Greensword Bog 14.2 0
16. Smith Camp 13.1 0
17. Charlie Camp 24.6 14.1
18. Dogleg Camp 33.1 13.6
19. Bravo Camp 39.9 34.0
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 36.9 29.7
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 33.6 38.6
22. Puhilele 32.3 39.7
23. Kapahu Farm 32.7 35.2
24. Waimoku Falls 26.5 24.0
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 314 33.9
26. Kaupo Trailhead 35.4 35.6
27. Ka‘apahu 40.3 38.9
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 28.5 2.0
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 9.7 0
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 32.2 35.2
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 27.8 12.8
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 37.9 2.5
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 25.1 0
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 16.2 0
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 35.2 30.7
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific Reserve) 31.6 7.9
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 34.0 40.4
38. Nu‘u Coast 26.7 23.3
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 38.6 37.1
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 45.6 24.2
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 34.2 36.6
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 31.9 21.0
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 40.3 37.3
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 22.6 9.6
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Table 13. Comparison of location point results for Time Audible for Natural Ambient

Location

No Action,
Time Audible for

Natural Ambient

Alternative 3,
Time Audible for
Natural Ambient

(minutes)

1. Hosmer Grove 81.6 0.3
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 146.1 3.2
3. Kalahaku Overlook 173.9 7.6
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 219.0 24.8
5.Ka Lu‘uoka ‘O 148.4 16.1
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 155.0 29.7
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 151.5 31.5
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 156.4 31.6
9. Kawilinau 145.3 18.5
10. Oili Pu‘u 157.9 25.1
11. Holua Cabin 126.6 9.6
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 168.9 15.7
13. Paliku Cabin 106.2 2.6
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 212.1 74.9
15. New Greensword Bog 99.0 18.9
16. Smith Camp 97.4 26.5
17. Charlie Camp 120.5 57.7
18. Dogleg Camp 117.3 56.2
19. Bravo Camp 125.4 63.2
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 188.1 76.1
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 173.7 68.7
22. Puhilele 187.1 85.5
23. Kapahu Farm 155.7 65.5
24. Waimoku Falls 92.6 56.2
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 108.8 56.9
26. Kaupo Trailhead 210.6 81.4
27. Ka‘apahu 175.8 73.0
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 182.9 30.4
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 106.2 2.6
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 180.7 80.3
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 168.4 32.0
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 155.9 324
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 131.5 12.4
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 125.6 6.5
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 171.4 67.8
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific Reserve) 110.9 55.5
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 183.7 79.6
38. Nu‘u Coast 225.3 79.0
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 229.8 85.1
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 225.8 76.5
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 185.9 54.2
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 219.3 83.6
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 191.3 69.9
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 142.3 41.9
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Table 14. Comparison of location point results for Time Above 35 dBA

No Action, Alternative 3,

Location Time Above 35 Time Above 35

dBA (minutes) dBA (minutes)
1. Hosmer Grove 0.0 0.0
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 3.7 0.0
3. Kalahaku Overlook 1.1 0.0
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 2.8 0.0
5.Ka Lu‘uoka ‘O 0.0 0.0
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 30.4 0.0
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 50.1 0.0
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 6.6 0.0
9. Kawilinau 22.5 0.0
10. Oili Pu‘u 17.5 0.0
11. Holua Cabin 9.0 0.0
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 0.2 0.0
13. Paliku Cabin 0.0 0.0
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 51.9 16.8
15. New Greensword Bog 0.0 0.0
16. Smith Camp 0.0 0.0
17. Charlie Camp 129 0.0
18. Dogleg Camp 35.5 0.7
19. Bravo Camp 61.4 21.5
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 66.7 19.4
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 39.2 31.9
22. Puhilele 35.8 32.0
23. Kapahu Farm 441 33.8
24. Waimoku Falls 7.4 9.4
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 44.4 22.9
26. Kaupo Trailhead 68.5 22.5
27. Ka‘apahu 70.5 19.8
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 18.7 0.0
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 0.0 0.0
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 50.6 31.8
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 31.0 0.5
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 35.2 0.0
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 16.3 0.0
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 1.3 0.0
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 46.1 29.5
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific Reserve) 24.7 0.0
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 35.8 30.9
38. Nu‘u Coast 20.0 13.2
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 73.9 18.2
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 71.8 11.0
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 59.9 119
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 50.1 5.7
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 59.1 19.5
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 8.3 0.0
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Table 15. Comparison of location point results for Time Above 52 dBA

No Action, Alternative 3,

Location Time Above 52 Time Above 52

dBA (minutes) dBA (minutes)
1. Hosmer Grove 0.0 0.0
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 0.0 0.0
3. Kalahaku Overlook 0.0 0.0
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 0.0 0.0
5.Ka Lu‘uoka ‘O 0.0 0.0
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 4.7 0.0
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 10.5 0.0
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 1.7 0.0
9. Kawilinau 0.0 0.0
10. Oili Pu‘u 0.0 0.0
11. Holua Cabin 0.0 0.0
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 0.0 0.0
13. Paliku Cabin 0.0 0.0
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 1.5 0.0
15. New Greensword Bog 0.0 0.0
16. Smith Camp 0.0 0.0
17. Charlie Camp 0.0 0.0
18. Dogleg Camp 0.9 0.0
19. Bravo Camp 8.0 2.4
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 2.9 0.3
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 2.0 7.9
22. Puhilele 1.8 8.2
23. Kapahu Farm 1.0 2.8
24. Waimoku Falls 0.2 0.0
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 0.3 2.7
26. Kaupo Trailhead 1.3 4.1
27. Ka‘apahu 8.2 6.6
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 0.0 0.0
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 0.0 0.0
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 0.0 2.7
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 0.0 0.0
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 4.9 0.0
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 0.0 0.0
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 0.0 0.0
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 1.1 0.0
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific Reserve) 0.5 0.0
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 2.2 9.3
38. Nu‘u Coast 0.0 0.0
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 6.1 49
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 23.6 0.0
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 0.9 41
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 0.0 0.0
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 8.9 3.9
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 0.0 0.0
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Table 16. Comparison of location point results for Maximum Sound Level

No Action, Alternative 3,
Location Maximum Sound  Maximum Sound
Level (dBA) Level (dBA)
1. Hosmer Grove 29.3 12.3
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 38.2 14.6
3. Kalahaku Overlook 36.7 15.5
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 42.9 19.1
5.Ka Lu‘uoka ‘O 33.2 18.5
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 59.3 23.2
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 60.5 25.7
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 60.4 26.8
9. Kawilinau 49.9 22.0
10. Oili Pu‘u 46.2 22.7
11. Holua Cabin 41.6 16.7
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 35.7 23.1
13. Paliku Cabin 30.5 14.1
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 54.1 51.5
15. New Greensword Bog 32.0 19.5
16. Smith Camp 35.0 19.4
17. Charlie Camp 43.9 34.8
18. Dogleg Camp 53.1 37.9
19. Bravo Camp 63.1 57.8
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 57.0 52.7
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 59.8 62.2
22. Puhilele 57.3 63.6
23. Kapahu Farm 55.9 56.6
24. Waimoku Falls 53.9 48.2
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 53.2 56.7
26. Kaupo Trailhead 57.2 57.5
27. Ka‘apahu 64.0 63.9
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 50.5 23.3
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 30.5 14.1
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 51.4 56.7
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 43.9 37.2
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 64.6 25.0
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 44.0 17.9
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 36.9 15.3
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 53.6 50.8
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific Reserve) 52.7 31.2
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 60.7 65.0
38. Nu‘u Coast 44.2 42.3
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 58.3 63.7
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 68.7 47.8
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 55.9 65.0
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 49.5 42.9
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 62.8 63.7
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 40.4 31.2

35



8. Indirect Effects of potential displacement of air tours outside of
the ATMP planning area

For alternatives that limit the number of flights per year to a level below existing conditions (4,824
flights per year), it is reasonably foreseeable that current air tour operators could seek to make up lost
revenue in other ways. One of the ways that operators could potentially generate revenue is by offering
air tours outside of the ATMP planning area, as these would not be regulated by the ATMP. This type of
shift in air tour activity is referred to as “air tour displacement,” and could consist of air tour operators
shifting routes or altitudes to just outside the ATMP boundary. This could result in impacts to resources
to the extent that they are present near the locations where displaced air tours would occur.

Indirect effects to ATMP planning area

Displaced air tours above the ATMP boundary (above 5,000 ft. AGL) would result in noise within the
ATMP boundary. Compared to current conditions, the noise would be spread over a larger geospatial
area and would be audible for a longer period, but at lower intensity. Thus, under Alternatives 2 and 3,
some locations within the ATMP planning area may experience less intense noise but for a longer period
when compared to current conditions. Additionally, other locations within the ATMP planning area not
currently experiencing air tour noise may experience some noise under these alternatives when
compared to current conditions. However, in both cases, the intensity of noise would likely be low given
the aircraft altitude; any noise that might result could also be more easily masked by opportunistic
sounds such as wind and various anthropogenic noise sources. In summary, while the area of noise
could be greater under these alternatives, the intensity of noise, especially when compared to current
conditions at locations near or directly below existing air tour routes, would be less.

Indirect effects outside the ATMP boundary

Displaced air tours have the potential to affect noise-sensitive locations outside the ATMP boundary.
However, it is unlikely that displaced air tours would generate noise at or above DNL 65 dB. To illustrate
this, a conservative, screening-level noise analysis was conducted. The analysis considers the air tour
aircraft types currently operating at the park, and assesses the activity threshold that would generate
noise at or above DNL 65 dB. For the purposes of this illustration only, the analysis assumes a
hypothetical, worst-case scenario where all operations occur at a low (500 ft.) altitude on a common
route outside the ATMP boundary. The noise analysis considers aircraft activity in two ways:

e For the aircraft type with the loudest noise level, what is the activity level that would generate a
noise level at or above DNL 65 dB?

e For the aircraft types and fleet mix distribution within the 2017-2019 peak-month average day
PMAD, what is the activity level that would generate a noise level at or above DNL 65 dB?
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Analysis for aircraft with loudest noise level

The aircraft with the loudest noise level® currently operating at the park is the Aerospatiale SA350D. For
overflight operations at 500 ft. AGL, the number of operations over a 12-hour period to exceed a DNL 65
dB level is 1,654 (see Table 17). Other aircraft operating at the park are the Eurocopter EC-130. The
number of operations over a 12-hour period to exceed a DNL 65 dB level for this aircraft is 11,534.

Table 17. Overflight sound exposure levels and number of daily fights of each aircraft type that would generate
a cumulative noise exposure level at or above DNL 65 dB

Overflight Sound
_ Altitude, AGL = # daily flights for DNL
Aircraft Exposure Level
(ft.) to exceed 65 dB
(dB)
SA350D 500 82.2 1,654
EC130 500 73.7 11,534

Analysis for the aircraft types and fleet mix distribution within the 2017-2019 reporting data

This analysis compares the number of PMAD operations and peak day operations, since they could occur
outside the ATMP boundary as a result of Alternatives 2 and 3, to the number of daily flights it would
take to exceed DNL 65 dB. Based on the fleet mix assessed for the PMAD, it would take at least 3,861
operations at 500 ft AGL over a 12-hour period to exceed a DNL 65 dB level (see Table 18). This activity
level represents an increase in daily operations of 3,843 compared to the PMAD (18 operations) and an
increase of 3,811 compared to the peak day (50 operations). This, coupled with the likely dispersal of air
tours outside the boundary for the reasons discussed previously, indicates that it would be highly
unlikely that air tours that are displaced to outside the boundary under these Alternatives would
generate noise at or above DNL 65 dB.

Table 18. Number of daily fights of each aircraft type that would generate a cumulative noise exposure level at
or above DNL 65 dB for the aircraft types and fleet mix distribution within the 2017-2019 PMAD

Aircraft Altitude, AGL | Overflight Sound | # daily flights in 2017-2019 # daily flights
(ft) Exposure Level 2017-2019 PMAD Fleet for DNL to
(dB) PMAD Distribution % exceed 65 dB
SA350D 500 82.2 6 33.3% 1,287
EC130 500 73.7 12 66.6% 2,574
Total 18 100% 3,861

% The determination of loudest is based on the aircraft with the highest overflight sound exposure level at 500 ft
within the noise-power-distance data that form the basis of FAA’s AEDT. Sound exposure level describes the
cumulative noise exposure from a single overflight. It is represented by the total A-weighted sound energy during
the overflight, normalized to a 1-second interval.
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ATTACHMENT E
Connection Information for April 20, 2023, Consulting Party Meeting for Haleakala National Park

The consulting party meeting will be held on Thursday, April 20th, 2023, at 9:30 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. HST
over Zoom.

Web link:
https://usdot.zoomgov.com/j/1607918709?pwd=RFQvcVR1SzRDRO1tTURCdVJDaWI|QZz09

Meeting ID: 160 791 8709
Passcode: 602195

Call-in:
Dial by your location
+1 669 254 5252 US (San Jose)
+1 646 964 1167 US (US Spanish Line)
+1 646 828 7666 US (New York)
+1 415 449 4000 US (US Spanish Line)
+1 5512851373 US
+1 669 216 1590 US (San Jose)
Meeting ID: 160 791 8709
Passcode: 602195
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U5, Department
of Transportation
Federal Aviation
Administration

United States Department of Transportation
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

Office of Policy, International Affairs & Environment
Office of Environment and Energy

NATIONAL PARKS AIR TOUR MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
August 14, 2023

Re: Continuing Consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for the
development of an Air Tour Management Plan for Haleakala National Park

Neal Desai
Senior Program Director, Pacific Region
National Parks Conservation Association

Dear Neal Desai:

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), in coordination with the National Park Service (NPS), seeks to
continue consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) for the
development of an air tour management plan (ATMP) for Haleakala National Park (Park). The FAA is
continuing consultation on the ATMP at this time due to a minor scope change that resulted in the
expansion of the area of potential effects (APE).

Historic Property Identification

The agencies shared a map showing the expanded APE with the Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation
Division (SHPD) and 60 consulting parties (listed in Attachment A) in a letter dated July 26, 2023, which
included a request for consulting parties to provide comments regarding historic properties and
potential effects on historic properties within the new areas of the APE. On July 26, 2023, the agencies
also requested historic property data within these areas from the SHPD. The SHPD noted that the Nu‘u-
Waiu Complex and contributing features to the Hana Belt Road extend into the new areas of the APE,
however, both properties were included on the historic property identification list and effects analysis in
the March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter. No new historic properties were identified through
consultation.

Consulting Party Comments

The agencies received responses to the July 26, 2023, APE letter from three consulting parties. In a July
26, 2023, email, the George K. Cypher ‘Ohana noted that they have no comments at this time but
requested that the agencies also confer with the Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs (AHCC). The AHCC
is a consulting party for the undertaking, and the agencies sent the APE letter to the AHCC for their
review and comment on July 26, 2023, but did not receive a response from the organization. Hokalani

! Three newly identified consulting parties were invited to consult, in addition to the SHPD and 57 consulting
parties that were included in the March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter.

1



Holt responded on July 27, 2023, that she assumes the flight pattern does not affect residents of the
area. The Section 106 process focuses on the undertaking’s potential to affect historic properties. The
agencies have delineated the APE to include any areas where the undertaking would result in reasonably
foreseeable direct or indirect effects on historic properties. As further explained in the March 27, 2023,
finding of effect letter, the undertaking (implementation of the ATMP) is expected to reduce visual and
noise effects from air tours on historic properties and reduce the likelihood that an air tour would
interrupt cultural practices within the APE.

In a July 30, 2023, email, Ki‘ope Raymond noted that he does not believe the ATMP sufficiently protects
the visitor experience, Wilderness character of the Park, or historic and culturally sensitive properties in
or near the Park from the visual and noise disturbance from air tours. Mr. Raymond requested that air
tours not be allowed to fly over or near historic trails that are part of or extensions of the Park’s
wilderness trail system. Comments regarding Wilderness areas are beyond the scope of Section 106;
however, the agencies have received similar comments regarding Wilderness areas during the public
comment period for the draft ATMP and Environmental Assessment (EA) and have addressed them
through that process. The ATMP flight path has been delineated to reduce air tour impacts to natural
and cultural resources, areas of historic and spiritual significance to Native Hawaiians, wilderness
character, and visitor experience. The ATMP also removes direct overflights of historic trails within the
Park that are part of the wilderness trail system. As further detailed in the March 27, 2023, finding of
effect letter, the ATMP would reduce visual and noise effects from air tours on historic properties
compared to existing conditions, and the duration of air tour noise would decrease throughout the
entire Park. The restrictions under the ATMP would also reduce the likelihood that an air tour would
interrupt Native Hawaiian traditional practices.

The agencies did not receive any comments with new information regarding unidentified historic
properties or potential effects within the new areas of the APE.

Effects Assessment

The APE description remains the same as what was provided in the March 27, 2023, finding of effect
letter. The parcels that have been acquired by the Park and added to the maps were already within the
APE; the agencies simply adjusted the APE to include the updated ATMP planning area boundaries as a
result of these acquisitions, as depicted in the purple shaded areas on the APE map provided in
Attachment B.

The expansion of the ATMP planning area boundaries in these areas would not result in any new or
different effects, nor would it be likely to contribute to any different reasonably foreseeable indirect
effects, from those discussed in the March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter. The designated flight paths
under the ATMP do not extend into the new areas of the APE. There are no or few flights in these areas
under existing conditions, and no flights would be allowed in these areas under the ATMP. Furthermore,
no new historic properties were identified within the expanded areas of the APE. Therefore, the FAA
maintains its finding of no adverse effect on historic properties for the reasons described in the March
27, 2023, finding of effect letter (Attachment C).

Review Request

Based on the analysis above and in the March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter, the FAA maintains its
finding of no adverse effect on historic properties per 36 CFR § 800.5(b). We request that you review the
information and respond whether you concur with the finding within thirty days of receiving this letter.



Should you have any questions regarding any of the above, please contact Judith Walker at 202-267-
4185 or Judith.Walker@faa.go\ and copy the ATMP team at IMTMPTeam@dot.goy.

Sincerely,

Judith Walker

Federal Preservation Officer

Senior Environmental Policy Analyst
Environmental Policy Division (AEE-400)
Federal Aviation Administration

Attachments

A. List of Consulting Parties
B. APE Map
C. March 27, 2023, Finding of Effect Letter
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ATTACHMENT A

List of Consulting Parties

‘Aha Moku o Kahikinui

‘Aha Moku o Kaupo

‘Aha Moku o Maui Inc.

AlexAir, Inc. (Maverick Helicopters) [Alika Aviation, Inc. (Alexair) in FR]

Angela Tavares (Individual)

Aris, Inc. (Air Maui Helicopter Tours)

Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs

Brian Kaniela Nae‘ole Na‘auao

Clifford Hashimoto (Individual)

County of Maui Mayor's Office

Daisy Lind (Individual)

Dana Hall (Individual)

Daniel K. Inouye Solar Telescope (DKIST)

Department of Hawaiian Homelands

Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry and
Wildlife

Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry and
Wildlife, Maui Branch

Donna Sterling (Individual)

East Maui Irrigation

East Maui Watershed Partnership

Friends of Haleakala National Park

George K. Cypher ‘Ohana

Haleakala Conservancy

Haleakala Ranch

Hawaiian Islands Land Trust

Hawai‘i Island Coalition Malama Pono

Historic Hawai‘i Foundation

Helicopter Consultants of Maui, LLC (Blue Hawaiian Helicopters)

Helicopter Consultants of Maui, LLC (Hawaii Helicopters)

Hokdlani Holt (Individual)

Kahu Dane Maxwell (Individual)

Kahu Lyons Naone (Individual)




Ka‘ono‘ulu Ranch

Kaupo Community Association

Kaupo Ranch

Ki‘'ope Raymond (Individual)

Kipahulu ‘Ohana

Kumu A‘o

Leeward Haleakala Watershed Restoration Partnership

Ma‘ano Smith (Individual)

Mahi Pono LLC

Maui County Parks Department

Na Koa lkaika Ka Lahui Hawai‘i

Nan Cabatbat (Individual)

National Parks Conservation Association

National Trust for Historic Preservation

The Nature Conservancy

Nekaifes ‘Ohana

Nu‘u Mauka Ranch

Office of Hawaiian Affairs

Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility

The Royal Order of Kamehameha | - Moku O Kahekili - Helu Eha

Schuman Aviation Company, Ltd. (Makani Kai Helicopters, Magnum
Helicopters)

Sunshine Helicopters, Inc.

Terry Poaipuni (Individual)

Thompson Ranch

Tweetie Lind (Individual)

‘Ulupalakua Ranch

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Waiehu Kou Phase 3 Association

Wananalua Congregational Church




ATTACHMENT B

APE MAP
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ATTACHMENT C

MARCH 27, 2023, FINDING OF EFFECT LETTER



Q

U5, Department
of Transportation
Federal Aviation
Administration

United States Department of Transportation
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

Office of Policy, International Affairs & Environment
Office of Environment and Energy

NATIONAL PARKS AIR TOUR MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
March 27, 2023

Re: Continuing Consultation and Finding of No Adverse Effect under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act for the Development of an Air Tour Management Plan for Haleakala National Park
(HICRIS Project 2022PR00396)

Dr. Alan Downer

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation Division

Hawai‘i Department of Land and Natural Resources
Kakuhihewa Building, Room 555

601 Kamokila Boulevard

Kapolei, HI 96707

Dear Dr. Alan Downer:
Introduction

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), in coordination with the National Park Service (NPS)
(together, the agencies), seeks to continue consultation with your office under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) for the development of an Air Tour Management Plan (ATMP)
for Haleakala National Park (Park). At this time, the FAA requests your concurrence with its proposed
finding that the undertaking would have no adverse effect on historic properties, in accordance with 36
CFR 800.5(c). On this date, we are also notifying all consulting parties of this proposed finding and
providing the documentation below for their review.

In accordance with the requirements of 36 CFR 800.11(e), this letter provides: a description of the
undertaking — reduction of air tours (the preferred alternative under the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA)); the Area of Potential Effects (APE); a description of steps taken to identify historic
properties; a description of historic properties in the APE and the characteristics that qualify them for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register); and an explanation of why the
criteria of adverse effect do not apply to this undertaking. This letter also describes the Section 106
consultation process and public involvement for this undertaking.

The FAA initiated Section 106 consultation with Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) by
letter dated March 29, 2021. Similar consultation initiation letters were sent to consulting parties in
early 2021. In a follow-up letter dated October 1, 2021, we invited all consulting parties (listed in



Attachment A) to an October 28, 2021, informational webinar to provide background on the ATMP
development process at the Park. The agencies have held meetings with Native Hawaiian Organizations
(NHOs) and members of the Park’s Klipuna (grandparents, ancestors; starting points, sources)
consultation group, which consists of elders and individuals with in-depth knowledge of the Park, to
discuss the ATMP planning process, the range of alternatives, and Section 106 consultation. Section 106
consultation with the consulting parties including NHOs and the Klipuna consultation group is further
described below in the Summary of Section 106 Consultation with Consulting Parties.

Public involvement for this undertaking was integrated with the NEPA process. The agencies published
an ATMP Public Scoping Potential Alternatives Newsletter on February 28, 2022. The Public Scoping
comment period spanned from February 28, 2022, to April 1, 2022. The agencies received 4,347 discrete
comments, 257 of which were regarding impacts to cultural resources. The agencies received comments
about the importance of the Park to Native Hawaiians and that the Park contains culturally significant
resources, sites, temples, and burial grounds. Commenters expressed opposition to air tours and noted
that the sight and sounds of air tours disrupt cultural sites and traditional practices and infringe on the
religious freedoms of those who visit certain areas for pule (prayer) interaction, religious ceremonies,
solitude, relaxation, contemplation, silence, and meditation. Commenters also noted the destruction air
tours cause to the Hawaiian communities by taking away the connection and ability to speak with the
Klpuna and interfering with Native Hawaiian traditional cultural practices.

Commenters noted that the Park is a traditional cultural property (TCP) that should be treated with
respect, and it is the dwelling place of na akua (the gods), where kahuna (priests) conduct ceremonies.
Commenters also noted that Native Hawaiians and the Klpuna believe the Crater and Pele are sacred,
serene, peaceful spaces of cultural and spiritual significance that should not be interrupted or disturbed.

Commenters stated that air tours over sacred land and indigenous communities is exploitative and
linked it to the illegal overthrow of the Hawaiian kingdom and erasure of Hawaiian culture and language.
Commenters noted that air tour demand would decrease if more people were aware of the overthrow
and its impacts. Commenters also stated that tourism, marketing Hawai‘i as an exotic tourist
destination, and the commodification and overexposure of Hawaiian culture has created cultural
distortions leading to degradation of Hawaiian culture that makes it more difficult for Hawaiian activism
and sovereignty to gain traction and poses a serious threat to the sovereignty of ancestral domain over
the land by its indigenous caretakers. Commenters stated that air tours affect the pristine, sanctuary
environment of the Hawaiian Islands Sovereign Lands and noted that Native Hawaiians are constantly
being pressured by tourism.

Commenters emphasized the importance of keeping the considerations of the local population,
especially the indigenous Hawaiian population, as a top priority in the planning of the ATMP.
Commenters questioned if the kahuna and “tribal peoples” were asked their thoughts on the ATMP and
requested the agencies work closely with the Native Hawaiian communities and put their concerns
above all else, especially with issues that will affect future generations.

Commenters stated that the Haleakala National Park Foundation Document (updated September 2015)
lists nine fundamental resources and values (FRVs) “essential to achieving the purpose of the park,”
which include natural sounds, viewsheds and dark night skies; wilderness; ongoing connections to living
Hawaiian culture; native Hawaiian biological diversity; and kuleana (the responsibility to present and
future generations for stewardship and the respect for all things spiritual and physical). Commenters
noted that any number of commercial air tours fundamentally impedes or damages each of these FRVs,



including intrusion on Native Hawaiian cultural ceremonies and practices, interference of acoustic-based
bird surveys, and unreasonable impacts on interpretive programs and visitor activities throughout the
Park, and that any flights anywhere close to the boundary of Haleakala Crater, in either height or
distance, have an amplifying destructive effect on the peace, quiet and serenity of the Crater.

Commenters expressed opposition to maintaining air tours at current levels as it would continue to
cause impacts to cultural resources and ceremonial use. Commenters expressed support for reducing or
eliminating air tours to provide greater protection from noise impacts to cultural resources, cultural
practices, ceremonial sites, and TCPs. Commenters noted that it was important to protect indigenous
land, especially since the area within the ATMP holds culturally significant areas that are considered
sacred and/or used for cultural practices with reference to: Hall, Lisa Kahaleole, “‘Hawaiian at Heart’ and
other Fictions”; The Contemporary Pacific (2005): 404-413.

Description of the Undertaking

Consistent with the National Park Air Tours Management Act (NPATMA), the proposed ATMP would
regulate commercial air tours within the ATMP planning area. Further background information regarding
the history of commercial air tours over the Park, the authority under which they are currently
conducted, and the area to be regulated under the ATMP is available in the February 2022 Scoping
Newsletter, prepared by the agencies, that was previously provided to you and is available at the
following link:
https://parkplanning.nps.gov/document.cfm?parkiD=306&projectID=103365&documentID=118738

The undertaking for purposes of Section 106 is developing and implementing an ATMP that applies to all
commercial air tours over the Park and within % mile outside the boundary of the Park. A commercial
air tour subject to the ATMP is any flight conducted for compensation or hire in a powered aircraft
where a purpose of the flight is sightseeing over the Park, or within % mile of its boundary, during which
the aircraft flies:

(1) Below 5,000 feet (ft.) above ground level (AGL) (except solely for the purposes of takeoff or
landing, or necessary for safe operation of an aircraft as determined under the rules and
regulations of the FAA requiring the pilot-in-command to take action to ensure the safe
operation of the aircraft); or

(2) Less than one mile laterally from any geographic feature within the Park (unless more than %
mile outside the Park boundary).

The area regulated by the ATMP is referred to as the ATMP planning area. Overflights that do not meet
the definition of a commercial air tour above are not subject to NPATMA and are thus outside the scope
of the ATMP.

Commercial air tours have been operating over the Park for over 20 years. Prior to NPATMA, the FAA did
not regulate air tours over national parks and the NPS did not have authority to regulate commercial air
tours. Since 2005, these air tours have been conducted pursuant to interim operating authority (I0A)
that the FAA was required to grant under NPATMA. As a non-discretionary act, the granting of I0A did
not constitute an undertaking under Section 106 regulations. IOA does not provide any operating
conditions (e.g., routes, altitudes, time of day, etc.) for air tours other than an annual limit on the
number of air tours per year. Six commercial air tour operators — Aris, Inc. (Air Maui Helicopter Tours);
Hawai‘i Helicopters, Inc.; Helicopter Consultants of Maui, Inc. (Blue Hawaiian Helicopters); Schuman /
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Makani Kai; Sunshine Helicopters, Inc.; and Alika Aviation, Inc. (Alexair, Maverick) — hold I0A to conduct
a combined total of 25,827 commercial air tours over the Park each year. The ATMP will replace I0A.

The agencies have documented the existing conditions for commercial air tour operations over the Park.
The agencies consider the existing operations for commercial air tours to be an average of 2017-2019
annual air tours flown, which is 4,824 air tours. A three-year average is used because it reflects the most
accurate and reliable air tour conditions, and accounts for variations across multiple years.

Commercial air tours currently are provided by five different operators! and are conducted using
AS350BA, AS350B2, EC130 T2, and EC130 B4 helicopters. Under existing conditions, there are no
designated flight routes or no-fly zones that operators must adhere to; however, commercial air tours
are generally concentrated south of the Haleakala Crater and along the southern portions of the Park
according to automatic dependent surveillance-broadcast (ADS-B) systems? data of flight paths.
Minimum altitudes for commercial air tours within the ATMP planning area are flown in accordance with
the Hawai‘i Air Tour Common Procedures Manual, from 500 to 1,500 ft. AGL, weather dependent and
contingent on location over the island. In most locations over the Park, the Hawai‘i Air Tour Common
Procedures Manual requires helicopters to fly at a minimum of 500 ft. AGL.

The proposed undertaking, which was referred to in prior consultation and the February 2022 Scoping
Newsletter as Alternative 3 — Reduction of Air Tours, would require operators to fly on a single
designated route within the ATMP planning area in accordance with the conditions included in the
ATMP. The ATMP will require operators to fly the designated route depicted in Attachment B.

A summary of the undertaking is shown in the table below:

SUMMARY OF ATMP ELEMENTS

Designates a single flight path within the ATMP planning area and a
reduction in the annual number of commercial air tours over the Park.

General Description and . . . . .
P Air tours could still continue to fly outside the ATMP planning area

Objectives (i.e., above 5,000 ft. AGL or more than %-mile outside of the Park’s
boundary).

Annual/Daily Number of Authorizes 2,412 flights per year.

Flights Daily limit of 16 flights per day across all operators on those days

where flights are allowed.

One air tour route with four segments. The first segment of the route
enters the ATMP planning area from the west, south of the State
Kahikinui Forest Reserve and extends west-to-east above the Nu‘u
Area before ending at the edge of the ATMP planning area. The
Routes second segment enters the ATMP planning area within a % mile of the
Denman Parcel and ends south of the Kipahulu Forest Reserve. The
third segment enters near the Ka‘apahu Area and ends approximately
0.75 miles from the Kipahulu Area and Visitor Center. The fourth
segment enters the ATMP planning area over the ocean south of

1 Six operators hold IOA, but one operator (Schuman/Makani Kai) has not reported any air tours since 2013.
2 ADS-B systems periodically transmits aircraft location data in real-time.
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Puhilele Point and ends over the ocean south of Pepeiaolepo Bay. This
route allows operators to fly in one direction—west to east.

Minimum Altitudes

Minimum 2,000 ft. AGL over land; minimum 3,000 ft. AGL over the
ocean. Operators may continue to fly to points of interest on the
island outside of the ATMP planning area where they already fly or fly
routes over or around the ATMP planning area similar to existing
flights paths but outside of the ATMP planning area. Flights more
than %-mile outside the Park boundary could continue to occur and
are also outside the ATMP planning area and are subject to the
altitude requirements and procedures of the Hawai‘i Air Tour
Common Procedures Manual. Some air tour operators may choose to
fly air tours above the ATMP planning area, but this would be
impractical in some locations, such as over the crater, due to safety
requirements for unpressurized aircraft.

On days where air tours are permitted:

Time of Day 11 AM -2 PM for non-quiet technology flights.
11AM — 4 PM for quiet technology flights.
Day of Week No-fly days on Sunday and Wednesday.

Hovering and/or Circling

Not permitted.

Quiet Technology Incentives

Quiet technology flights may fly 11 AM — 4 PM except on no-fly days.
All commercial air tours within the ATMP planning area must
exclusively utilize quiet technology aircraft by 2033.

Interpretative Training and
Education

Mandatory, when made available by Park staff. Helicopter operators
would also be required to complete the FAA Introduction to Fly
Neighborly training.

Annual Meeting

Mandatory, when requested by the agencies.

Restrictions for Particular
Events

Six no-fly days generated by following the Hawaiian Moon Calendar
and Makahiki Season; two no-fly days on Hawai‘i State holidays of
historical importance with prior notice provided to operators. NPS
could establish restrictions for particular events with two months’
notice provided to operators.

Monitoring and
Enforcement

Operators would provide semi-annual reports, including the flight
monitoring data, which is specified in detail in the ATMP Section 4.1.
The NPS would conduct ADS-B aircraft monitoring and work with the
FAA to respond to instances of non-compliance. The FAA FSDO would
investigate all reports of noncompliance. Investigative determination
of non-compliance may result in legal enforcement actions.

Adaptive Management

Adaptive management of the route, frequency, and timing would be
considered/analyzed. NPS would conduct periodic acoustic
monitoring.

Operators, Initial Allocation
of Air Tours, and Aircraft
Types

The initial allocation of commercial air tours for each operator would
reflect the proportion of the annual air tours flown on average by

each of the six air tour companies from 2017-2019 and would restrict
companies to the same aircraft type flown during that time. After the




initial allocation, competitive bidding would occur. Any new or
replacement aircraft must not exceed the noise level produced by the
aircraft being replaced.

Area of Potential Effects

The agencies initially delineated the APE to include the Park and a %-mile buffer around the Park. The
agencies held a Section 106 consultation meeting with all consulting parties on November 10, 2022, to
inform them of the proposed APE and to seek comments. The agencies took into consideration the input
from the consulting parties and subsequently expanded the boundaries of the APE to incorporate
comments received by the consulting parties regarding additional areas potentially affected by the
undertaking.

The undertaking does not require land acquisition, construction, or ground disturbance. In establishing
the APE, the FAA sought to include areas where any historic property present could be affected by noise
from or sight of commercial air tours that may take place under any of the selectable draft alternatives,
including those over the Park or those that are reasonably foreseeable to take place adjacent to the
ATMP planning area. The FAA considered the number and altitude of commercial air tours over historic
properties in these areas to further assess the potential for visual effects and any incremental change in
noise levels that may result in alteration of the characteristics of historic properties qualifying them as
eligible for listing in the National Register.

It is reasonably foreseeable that operators would fly the proposed flight path at a minimum of 2,000 ft.
AGL or fly close to their existing flight paths above 5,000 ft. AGL or outside the ATMP planning area. The
undertaking proposes a flight path through the Park that varies from currently reported routes. The
proposed flight path connects to existing flight paths at the easternmost and westernmost bounds of
the ATMP planning area (based on ADS-B systems data of flight paths) but shifts to the south at the
Kaupo Denman parcel as well as the Kipahulu and Ka‘apahu areas. While the flights may not follow a
straight line connecting the route outside the ATMP planning area, it is reasonably foreseeable that
some flights would follow the proposed flight path and maintain a direct connection to the path outside
of the ATMP planning area some of the time.

Therefore, the APE includes the Park and areas outside the Park but within % mile of its boundary. The
APE also includes areas outside of the ATMP planning area between the Nu'u and Ka‘apahu areas of the
park, bounded to the south by the southern limits of the % mile buffer around the Kaupoé Denman
parcel, and the overland area between the Ka‘apahu and Kipahulu areas of the park. The inclusion of
areas outside the ATMP planning area addresses the most direct path operators may fly to connect to
the proposed flight path, allowing for deviation in the route and the extent of new visual and audible
impacts that may result. The APE extends vertically from ground level to encompass areas where the
operators may fly above the ATMP planning area (i.e., more than 5,000 ft. AGL). If operators choose to
fly above the ATMP planning area, they would likely keep to an altitude close to but just above 5,000 ft.
AGL, as higher flight altitudes would provide limited value to a sightseeing operation. As the ground
level varies throughout the park, the vertical limits extend to just above 5,000 ft. mean sea level (MSL) at
the coastline to no more than 10,000 ft. MSL near the summit.3

3 Supplemental oxygen use is required in unpressurized aircraft flying over 10,000 ft MSL for more than 30 minutes
(14 CFR § 135.89, § 135.157); therefore, it is unlikely air tours would fly higher for extended periods of time.
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This APE encompasses the reasonably foreseeable areas where operators may fly given the
implementation of the ATMP and therefore the areas within which the undertaking may directly or
indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of historical properties within the APE if any such
properties exist. The proposed APE is depicted in the map included in Attachment B below.

The FAA sent a letter dated December 23, 2022, to the SHPD requesting their input on the revised APE.
On January 26, 2023, the SHPD offered no objections to the APE, but noted that the State Historic
Preservation Officer looked forward to receiving and reviewing the agencies’ responses to the consulting
parties’ comments. The FAA sent a follow-up letter dated February 10, 2023, to all consulting parties
that included the revised APE. The FAA requested comments from all consulting parties including NHOs.
We received no comments from consulting parties regarding the revised APE.

Summary of Section 106 Consultation with Consulting Parties

In addition to the SHPD, the agencies invited various consulting parties, including NHOs, members of the
Park’s Klipuna consultation group, and operators, to participate in the consultation process for the
undertaking. The agencies recognize that Native Hawaiians have a long-standing and deeply rooted
association with the landscape that encompasses these National Park lands, which include numerous
sites of religious and cultural significance.

The FAA contacted Native Hawaiians, including NHOs and members of the Park’s Klipuna consultation
group, via letter on April 9, 2021, inviting them to participate in Section 106 consultation and requesting
their expertise regarding historic properties, including TCPs that may be located within the APE. The
agencies sent consultation invitations to operators on August 6, 2021. Additional consulting parties were
invited on October 1, 2021. A complete list of all consulting parties contacted is enclosed in Attachment
A. The agencies held a listening session for the Park’s Klpuna consultation group on December 9, 2021,
and a consulting party meeting with all consulting parties on November 10, 2022. A preliminary APE,
historic property identification list, and maps of the proposed alternatives were included in the
invitations and meeting materials for the November 2022 consulting party meeting.

During the listening sessions and consultation meetings, the agencies heard from participating Kipuna
that they oppose air tours in the ATMP planning area. The Park’s Klipuna consultation group expressed
concerns regarding the impacts of air tours on the sacredness and spirituality of the entire Park and the
impacts of noise pollution on traditional practices and on endangered wildlife. Furthermore, the NHOs
and Kdpuna noted that the entire Park is part of a continuous landscape that is sacred. The landscape is
considered a TCP, which includes natural resources that are also considered to be cultural resources by
Native Hawaiians. The participating NHOs and Kipuna emphasized that plants, animals, the sky, the
ocean, and other natural resources are contributing features to cultural resources throughout the APE.

Friends of Haleakala National Park noted that the Kaupo Gap Trail should be included in the historic
property list and requested that the route be located south of the Denman parcel. The Historic Hawai’i
Foundation provided comments on the initial APE and historic property list and expressed concerns
regarding flights over the Haleakala Crater higher than 5,000 ft. AGL and in areas where they do not
currently fly. The National Trust for Historic Preservation endorsed the comments submitted by the
Historic Hawai‘i Foundation. Tweetie Lind, a representative from the Lind ‘Ohana (family) and the
Kdpuna Council, expressed opposition to air tours within two miles of Haleakala Crater and noted that
air tours should be reduced due to noise pollution, air pollution, crossing over sacred sites and private
residences, and because crossing over the Park (Lelekea-Kalepa-Kaapahu) loosens rocks on the whole



mountain. The Office of Hawaiian Affairs (OHA) requested a TCP study for the Park and noted that the
entire Park contains endangered species, cultural resources, and cultural functions that should all be
considered. The OHA also requested that the FAA consider vertical boundaries or buffers for identified
historic properties, noted flight safety related concerns, requested flight altitude monitoring, and
expressed opposition to air tours in the ATMP planning area.

On February 10, 2023, the FAA sent a Section 106 consultation letter to all consulting parties that
provided responses to comments received during and following the November 2022 consulting party
meeting, a revised APE map, and a revised historic properties list.

Identification of Historic Properties

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.4, the FAA has made a reasonable and good faith effort to identify
historic properties within the APE. As the undertaking would not result in physical effects, the
identification effort focused on identifying properties where setting and feeling are characteristics
contributing to a property’s National Register eligibility, as they are the type of historic properties most
sensitive to the effects of aircraft overflights. These may include isolated properties where a cultural
landscape is part of the property’s significance, rural historic districts, outdoor spaces designed for
meditation or contemplation, and certain TCPs. In so doing, the FAA has taken into consideration the
views of consulting parties, past planning, research and studies, the magnitude and nature of the
undertaking, the degree of Federal involvement, the nature and extent of potential effects on historic
properties, and the likely nature of historic properties within the APE in accordance with 36 CFR
800.4(b)(1).

The initial identification of historic properties relied upon data submitted by the NPS regarding known
historic properties in the Park and data retrieved from the Hawai‘i Cultural Resource Information System
(HICRIS). Section 106 consultation efforts to identify historic properties within the APE also involved
outreach to NHOs and the Park’s Klipuna consultation group, the SHPD, operators, and other consulting
parties including local governments. Public comments submitted as part of the Public Scoping process
also informed identification efforts.

The FAA provided a preliminary list of historic properties in the Park to the SHPD for their review and
comment in the scoping cover letter dated March 7, 2022. A preliminary list of historic properties in the
entire initial APE was provided to all consulting parties in the meeting materials for the November 10,
2022, consulting party meeting. The agencies expanded the boundaries of the APE to incorporate
additional areas potentially affected by the undertaking, and an updated historic properties list was
provided in the response to consulting party comments in a letter dated February 10, 2023. The FAA
received no comments from consulting parties in response to the February 10, 2023, letter.

These efforts resulted in identification of 32 historic properties within the APE. All historic properties
identified within the APE are listed in Attachment C and those with available non-restricted location
data are shown in the APE map provided in Attachment B.

Assessment of Effects

The undertaking could have an effect on a historic property if it alters the characteristics that qualify the
property for eligibility for listing or inclusion in the National Register. The characteristics of the historic
properties within the APE that qualify them for inclusion in the National Register are described in
Attachment C. Effects are considered adverse if they diminish the integrity of a property’s elements
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that contribute to its significance. Commercial air tours, by their nature, have the potential to impact
resources for which feeling and setting are contributing elements. Based on the standard imposed in
the regulations implementing Section 106, the agencies focused the assessment of effects on the
potential for adverse effects from the introduction of audible or visual elements that could diminish the
integrity of the property’s significant historic features. See 36 CFR §800.5(a)(2)(v). Air tours have been
conducted over the Park for well over 20 years and are currently conducted under the I0A that the FAA
was required to grant operators by NPATMA. Thus, the undertaking— implementing the ATMP—would
not introduce visual or auditory elements from air tours as aircraft already operate in the area. The
undertaking does not include land acquisition, construction, or ground disturbance and will not result in
physical effects to historic properties. The undertaking would not limit access to or change ceremonial
use of Native Hawaiian sacred sites, ethnographic resources, or TCPs.

Assessment of Noise Effects

To assess the potential for the introduction of audible elements, as well as changes in the duration and
intensity of aircraft noise, the FAA and NPS considered whether there would be a change in the annual
number, daily frequency, routes, or altitudes of commercial air tours, as well as the type of aircraft used
to conduct those tours. The level of commercial air tour activity under the ATMP is expected to improve
the protection of cultural resources within the ATMP planning area.

The ATMP authorizes half the annual flights as the average number of flights from 2017-2019 with a
daily limit on flights across all operators on those days where flights are allowed. The ATMP designates a
single one-way route from west to east over four segments in the southern area of the ATMP planning
area. The ATMP authorizes the use of the AS350BA, AS350B2, EC130 T2, and EC130 B4 helicopters. Any
new or replacement aircraft must not exceed the noise level produced by the aircraft being replaced.
The ATMP requires the operators to fly on a single route at increased altitudes than are flown under
existing conditions (minimum 2,000 — 3,000 ft. AGL, depending on location over the Park and ATMP
boundary). Increases in minimum altitudes, where they occur, would reduce maximum noise levels at
sites directly below the commercial air tour routes. It should be noted that when the altitude of an
aircraft is increased, the total area exposed to the noise from that aircraft may also increase depending
on the surrounding terrain. Although the area exposed to noise might increase, this would not
meaningfully affect the acoustic environment because attenuation of noise from the higher altitude
would most likely reduce noise levels depending on terrain and the transient nature of the impacts.
Overall, noise levels associated with commercial air tours over the Park would be reduced in both
duration and decibel level across most of the APE as a result of the undertaking.

Noise Metrics

To account for the differences in duration and loudness of sounds, different metrics are used. These
metrics are used to compare individual noise events as well as many events that take place over an
extended period of time. Equivalent sound level (Leg) is being used to account for the cumulative effect
of multiple air tour overflights throughout the day; it accounts for increases in both the loudness and
duration of noise events. Leqis defined as the level of continuous sound over a given time period that
would deliver the same amount of energy as the actual, varying sound exposure. For air tours, it is
computed over a 12-hour daytime period (Laeq, 12 hr) to represent a typical operational day and to provide
a common time basis for comparison between alternatives.



Closely related, the day-night average sound level (DNL) noise metric is used to reflect a person's
cumulative exposure to sound over a 24-hour period. By definition, DNL is arithmetically 3 dBA* lower
than the Laeq, 12 hr, @s the averaging time period is twice as long and there are no nighttime air tour
operations authorized by the ATMP. For purposes of assessing noise impacts from commercial air tours
on the acoustic environment of the Park under NEPA, the FAA noise evaluation is based on Yearly® Day
Night Average Sound Level (L4n or DNL). The DNL analysis indicates that the undertaking would not
result in any noise impacts that would be “significant” or “reportable” under FAA’s policy for NEPA.®

As part of the ATMP noise analysis, the NPS provided supplemental metrics to further assess the impact
of commercial air tours in quiet settings: time above 35 dBA and time above 52 dBA. The time above
metrics account for the amount of time in minutes that aircraft sound levels are above a given threshold
(i.e., 35 dBA and 52 dBA) per day. In quiet settings, outdoor sound levels exceeding 35 dBA degrade
experience in outdoor performance venues (American National Standards Institute (ANSI), 2007).
Interference with Park interpretive programs would reasonably occur at 52 dBA. Attachment D provides
further information about the supplemental noise metrics (Table 1) and presents the noise contours
(i.e., graphical illustration depicting noise exposure) and point data from the modeling.

Time audible and maximum sound level (Lamax) are also used to gather more data on the duration and
intensity of noise. Time audible notes the total time that aircraft noise levels are audible to an attentive
listener with normal hearing under natural ambient conditions. Time audible does not indicate how loud
the event is, only if it can be heard. Time audible may be more indicative of when quiet is disrupted than
the time above metrics and takes into consideration the natural ambient conditions that may mask or
make human-sourced sounds more noticeable. Lamax provides the loudest sound level generated by the
loudest event, and does not provide any context of frequency, duration, or timing of exposure.

Overview of Noise Effects Throughout ATMP Planning Area

Attachment D presents noise contour data for the Laeq, 12 hr (Figure 11) and time above 35 dBA (Figure
13) and point data for time above 52 dBA (Figure 7 and Table 7). Generally, the undertaking would
result in a decrease of noise levels for the interior (northern) regions of the Park but may result in an
increase in noise levels in coastal regions near the proposed flight path. Many historic properties are
clustered in the northern region of the Park where noise would not exceed 35 dBA on days when
commercial air tours would occur under the ATMP. Furthermore, the proposed flight path does not fly
directly over many of the historic properties in the APE, including the Crater Historic District, Kipahulu
Historic District, Hana Belt Road, Nu‘u Archeological Sites, Ka‘apahu Archeological Sites, Naholoku

4 dBA (A-weighted decibels): Sound is measured on a logarithmic scale relative to the reference sound pressure for
atmospheric sources, 20 pPa. Sound levels are reported in units of decibels (dB) (ANSI $1.1-1994, American
National Standard Acoustical Terminology). A-weighting is applied to sound levels to account for the sensitivity of
the human ear (ANSI $1.42-2001, Design Response of Weighting Networks for Acoustical Measurements). To
approximate human hearing sensitivity, A-weighting discounts sounds below 1 kHz and above 6 kHz. See attached
noise report, page 5 for further discussion.

5 Yearly conditions are represented as the Average Annual Day (AAD)

6 Under FAA policy, an increase in the Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) of 1.5 dBA or more for a noise
sensitive area that is exposed to noise at or above the DNL 65 dBA noise exposure level, or that will be exposed at
or above the DNL 65 dBA level due to a DNL 1.5 dBA or greater increase, is significant. FAA Order 1050.1F,
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, Exhibit 4-1. Noise increases are “reportable” if the DNL increases
by 5 dB or more within areas exposed to DNL 45-60 dB, or by 3 dB or more within areas exposed to DNL 60-65 dB.
FAA Order 1050.1F, Appendix B, section B-1.4.
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Archeological Sites, and many significant features of the Haleakala Summit TCP. The undertaking would
reduce noise impacts that could detract from the feeling and setting of these resources as compared to
existing conditions.

Portions of the APE along the proposed flight path would experience Laeg, 12 nr between 35 dBA and 40
dBA, with small areas rising above 40 dBA but below 45 dBA. Compared to existing conditions, the
average Laeq, 12 nr Would be lower for the interior regions of the park but may be higher in coastal regions
as more flights may fly the proposed flight path than currently fly over these areas. No areas in the
ATMP planning area would experience DNL greater than 40 dB.

As a whole, the noise footprint for the ATMP, as measured by areas where the Laeq, 12 hr €xceeds 35 dBA,
would impact 6% of the park (see Table 8 in Attachment D). Noise related to commercial air tours would
be greater than 35 dBA for less than 45 minutes a day within the APE (with most portions of the APE
experiencing noise above 35 dBA for less than 15 minutes a day) and greater than 52 dBA for less than
15 minutes a day within the APE.” Time above 35 dBA across the entire Park decreases by up to 61
minutes (see point 40, Nu‘u 7,500 ft. elevation) compared to existing conditions; only point 24
(Waimoku Falls) would experience a slight increase in time above 35 dBA (by 2 minutes), likely due to
the increased flight altitude and surrounding topography. Compared to existing conditions, the noise
footprint for the ATMP as measured by time above 35 dBA potentially affects 42% less of the Park.

More flights may occur on the proposed route under the ATMP than existing flights along the coast
(modeled at 9 flights per day versus the existing average of 4.5). The ATMP will also require 2,000 ft. AGL
as a minimum altitude on the proposed flight path, compared to the existing minimum altitudes of 500
ft. to 1,500 ft. AGL. The net result of creating a single designated route and the increase in minimum
altitude due to the undertaking is an increase in noise at coastal locations. Note however, that coastal
areas have a natural ambient level higher than the interior portions of the Park; noise from air tours may
not be as intrusive compared to naturally quieter locations. Median levels of natural sounds at the coast
are between 45 and 50 dBA, 10-20 dB higher than in many interior areas (see Figure 2 in Attachment D);
the ambient conditions along the coast remain in the 45-50 dB range (i.e., do not increase) when
existing air tours are included in the Cumulative Existing Ambient for Existing Conditions (see Figure 4 in
Attachment D). High natural ambient conditions may mask human-sourced sounds, while sound
intrusions may be more noticeable in the areas of the park with low natural ambient conditions.

Points with Increased Noise

Eight noise points (21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 30, 37, and 41) would experience increases in more than one of
the FAA and NPS metrics. As noted above, only point 24 (Waimoku Falls) will see an increase in one
metric (time above 35 dBA); however, the increase of 2 minutes is minor, and all other metrics decrease
at this point. The agencies determined whether these eight points were near any historic properties that
have a quiet setting or natural sounds and setting as a significant characteristic. The agencies then
analyzed additional noise metrics to determine changes in noise duration and intensity that would be
experienced at those properties under the ATMP compared to existing conditions. Table 11 in
Attachment D shows the difference between the existing Laeq, 12 hr cOmpared to the modeled Laeq, 12 hr
under the ATMP, Table 12 shows the difference in the time audible for natural ambient, Table 13 shows
the difference in time above 35 dBA, Table 14 shows the difference in time above 52 dBA, and Table 15

7 See note preceding Figure 1 in the Noise Technical Analysis (Attachment D) regarding minor altitude adjustments
not reflected in the noise modeling.
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shows the difference in the Lamax. The below analysis interprets the modeled noise metrics in these
tables and discusses if any changes in noise have the potential to cause adverse effects to historic
properties in the APE.

Noise point 26 in the Denman Parcel, which is within the Haleakala Summit TCP and near the Naholoku
Archaeological Sites, Lonoaea Heiau, Lono‘o‘ai‘a Heiau (Hale O Kane Heiau), and Pictograph and Rock
Shelter (Marciel’s Pictograph), would experience increases in sound level as measured by Laeg, 12 hr and
Lamax; the increase of 0.3 dBA in Lamax (from 57.2 to 57.5 dBA Lamax) would be imperceptible to a human
observer. However, all of these historic properties have a use where quiet setting and/or natural sounds
is important. Noise near these sites would decrease in time above 35 dBA by 46 minutes (from 68.5 to
22.5 minutes) compared to existing conditions but would increase in time above 52 dBA by 2.8 minutes
compared to existing conditions (from 1.3 to 4.1 minutes). While time above 52 is an indication of when
speech could be disrupted, time audible may be more indicative of when quiet is disrupted and takes
into consideration the natural ambient conditions that may mask or make human-sourced sounds more
noticeable. Despite the slight sound level intensity increases cited above, the time the air tours may be
audible would decrease by approximately 129 minutes compared to existing conditions (from 210.6 to
81.4 minutes).® Therefore, while noise intensity would slightly increase at this point compared to
existing conditions (resulting in a longer time above 52 dBA and higher Lamay), the overall amount of time
that noise caused by air tours is audible would decrease (resulting in a shorter time above 32 dBA and a
shorter time audible). Similar slight increases in intensity and decreases in duration are modeled at the
points discussed below.

Noise at point 25, which is a coastal location within the Haleakala TCP and Ka‘apahu Archeological Sites,
near Mound (SHPD ID 50-50-16-08665), Terraces (SHPD ID 50-50-16-01133), Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-16-
08663), Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-16-08664), and Walls (SHPD ID 50-50-16-01132), would experience
increases in sound level as measured by Laeg, 12 hr and Lamax; the increase of 3.5 dBA in Lamax (from 53.2 to
56.7 dBA Lamax) would be imperceptible to a human observer. Of these historic properties, the Haleakala
Summit TCP and Ka‘apahu Archeological Sites have a ceremonial use where the quiet setting and/or
natural sounds is important. Noise at this point would experience a decrease in time above 35 dBA by
21.5 minutes (from 44.4 to 22.9 minutes) compared to existing conditions but would experience an
increase in time above 52 dBA by 2.4 minutes compared to existing conditions (from 0.3 to 2.7 minutes)
due to the minor increase in sound intensity. Noise point 25 is near the coast where the median natural
ambient sound level is between 45 and 50 dBA. The time audible metric considers both the natural
ambient sounds as well as the noise generated by the air tours. Despite the slight sound level intensity
increases cited above, the overall time air tours may be audible would decrease by approximately 52
minutes compared to existing conditions (from 108.8 to 56.9 minutes).

Noise point 22, which is a coastal location within the Haleakala Summit TCP and Puhilele Archaeological
Sites and near Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-17-08883), would experience an increase in the Laeq, 12 hr Of 7.4 dBA
(from 32.3 to 39.7 dBA). As this is an average across a 12-hour time period and is not necessarily
indicative of noise levels at any specific point in time, additional metrics are also considered to
determine the effects of the undertaking on historic properties. Of the historic properties near or
encompassing Noise point 22, the Haleakala Summit TCP and Puhilele Archaeological Sites have a
ceremonial use where the quiet setting and/or natural sounds is important. Noise at this point would
experience a decrease in time above 35 dBA of 3.8 minutes (from 35.8 to 32 minutes) compared to

& Time Audible accounts for the total time in minutes that aircraft noise levels are audible to an attentive listener
with normal hearing under natural ambient conditions (see Noise Technical Report in Attachment D).
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existing conditions but would experience an increase in time above 52 dBA by approximately 6 minutes
compared to existing conditions (from 1.8 to 8.2 minutes). This point would experience an increase in
the Lamax of 6.3 dBA (from 57.3 dBA to 63.6 dBA Lamax), which would be obvious to an observer; these
sound levels are similar to the sound level of a dishwasher in an adjacent room. Noise point 22 is near
the coast where the median natural ambient sound level is between 45 and 50 dBA. The time audible
considers the natural ambient sounds as well as the noise generated by the air tours. Despite the slight
sound level intensity increases cited above, the time the air tours may be audible would decrease by 102
minutes compared to existing conditions (from 187.1 to 85.5 minutes).

While several points within the Kipahulu Historic District show increases in noise, Noise point 37 is the
closest to the proposed flight path and also represents a coastal location in the Haleakala Summit TCP
and is near the Hana Belt Road. The Laeg, 12 hr at Noise point 37 would increase 6.4 dBA (from 34 to 40.4
dBA). Of these historic properties, the Haleakala Summit TCP and Kipahulu Historic District have a quiet
setting and/or natural sounds as a significant characteristic. This location would experience a decrease
in time above 35 dBA by 4.9 minutes (from 35.8 to 30.9 minutes) compared to existing conditions but
would experience an increase in time above 52 dBA by 7 minutes (from 2.2 to 9.3 minutes) compared to
existing conditions. The Lamax at this point would rise by 4.3 dBA (from 60.7 dBA to 65 dBA Lamax); these
sound levels are similar to the sound level of a large business office, and the increase would be
discernable by an observer. Noise point 37 is near the coast where the median natural ambient sound
level is between 45 and 50 dBA. The time audible considers the natural ambient sounds as well as the
noise generated by the air tours. Despite the slight sound level intensity increases cited above, the time
the air tours may be audible would decrease by around 104 minutes compared to existing conditions
(from 183.7 to 79.6 minutes).

Noise Effects Summary

The increases in noise intensity at the points noted above are due to a greater number of air tours
anticipated on the proposed route than currently fly over these areas under existing conditions;
however, the annual and daily limits, time-of-day restrictions, quiet technology incentives, and no-fly
days would minimize the overall effects experienced at historic properties in the APE. While there may
be increases in Laeg, 12 hr at these points, this metric is an average across a 12-hour time period and is not
necessarily indicative of noise levels at any specific point in time. Additionally, time above 35 dBA is
decreasing at all but one noise point, and any increases in time above 52 dBA are minimal and would be
spread across operating hours. Although the Lamax Would increase at some points, the increases are
minor, and the levels at these points are already perceptible against the natural ambient sounds under
existing conditions. Furthermore, the time that air tours are audible at all of these historic properties
decreases as a result of the ATMP, indicating that while the noise may at times be louder in these areas,
the air tours would be audible for a shorter duration than existing conditions. Therefore, the
undertaking would not diminish the integrity of setting and feeling of these properties as related to
sound, nor would it substantially hinder or prevent one from experiencing the property within its
historic context compared to existing conditions. All other historic properties within the APE that are not
noted above would experience either similar noise levels or a decrease in noise levels from existing
conditions in all modeled metrics as a result of the undertaking.

Because noise is modeled using conservative assumptions (see Attachment D) and implementing the
ATMP would result in limiting the number of flights to half of the three-year average of flights flown
from 2017-2019 using a single route and the same aircraft to fly at higher altitudes, noise impacts are
expected to overall be reduced under the ATMP. The ATMP would not introduce new audible elements
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into the APE because air tours are currently occurring in this area; the undertaking limits the number of
annual (2,412) and daily (16) flights that could occur within the ATMP planning area, which would
reduce the number and frequency of air tour operations within the ATMP planning area and
corresponding noise effects to cultural resources within the APE. These annual limits, daily limits, time-
of-day restrictions, and no-fly days also reduce the likelihood that an air tour would interrupt Native
Hawaiian traditional practices such as ceremonies, fishing, or farming, as well as the sanctity of the
Haleakala Crater as compared to existing conditions. Because the ATMP would result in minimal
changes to noise levels on historic properties compared to existing conditions and would decrease the
time that air tours are audible at historic properties in the APE, the undertaking would not diminish the
integrity of any historic property’s significant historic features.

Assessment of Visual Effects

Recognizing that some types of historic properties may be affected by visual effects of commercial air
tours, the agencies considered the potential for the introduction of visual elements that could alter the
characteristics of a historic property that qualify it for inclusion in the National Register. Aircraft are
transitory elements in a scene and visual impacts tend to be relatively short. The short duration and low
number of flights make it unlikely a historic property would experience a visual effect from the
undertaking.

The ATMP would not introduce new aircraft into the viewshed within the APE, and the level of
commercial air tour activity under the ATMP is expected to be reduced. The undertaking would not
alter the characteristics of historic properties within the APE because there would be no significant
increase in visual effects from existing conditions. The ATMP reduces the number of commercial air
tours within the ATMP planning area compared to the three-year average from 2017-2019 and
implements limits on the number of flights, times of day, and days of the week and year during which
commercial air tours are able to operate. These limits do not currently exist.

The FAA and NPS also considered the experience of Native Hawaiians who may be conducting
ceremonies or practices that could involve looking toward the sky. The ATMP includes a provision for
the NPS to establish temporary no-fly periods for special events, such as Native Hawaiian ceremonies or
other similar events, with a minimum of two months’ notice to the operators. This represents an
improvement over existing conditions where no such provision exists.

The ATMP limits the annual number of commercial air tours to 2,412 tours on a single one-way route
and imposes a daily limit of 16 flights. The average annual number of air tours from 2017-2019 is 4,824
flights; on days with peak air tour activity (defined as a 90'" percentile day), as many as 50 commercial
air tours occurred. Therefore, visual intrusions to historic properties are expected to decrease compared
to flights currently occurring because the number of authorized flights under the ATMP will be less than
the average number of flights from 2017-2019.

The ATMP would remove flights in the northern part of the ATMP planning area near the Haleakala
Crater. The areas in the vicinity of the proposed flight path already experience visual intrusions by air
tours under existing conditions. Although more flights may occur over the southeastern portion of the
APE compared to existing conditions, the ATMP would reduce the overall number of air tours in the
planning area, cap daily flights, and establish a proposed flight path that does not cross directly over any
historic properties except for the Haleakala Summit TCP, which encompasses the entire Park.
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Furthermore, the increased altitude would minimize visual intrusions to historic properties near the
proposed flight path.

Properties in the APE that have viewshed as a significant characteristic include the Haleakala Summit
TCP, Civilian Conservation Corps Haleakala Crater Trails Historic District Cultural Landscape, Hana Belt
Road, and Lonoaea Heiau. The transitory nature and short duration of aircraft as well as the restrictions
under the ATMP — including the designated route, limits to annual and daily flights numbers, time-of-day
limits, no-fly days, and increase in minimum altitude — would limit the overall visual effects of air tours
on these historic properties. As a result of these provisions in the ATMP, the undertaking would not
introduce visual elements that would alter the characteristics of any historic property that qualifies it for
inclusion in the National Register.

Assessment of Indirect Effects

As the ATMP would limit the number of flights per year to a level below existing conditions, it is
reasonably foreseeable that current air tour operators would increase flights in areas not regulated by
the ATMP, referred to as “air tour displacement.” It is difficult to predict with specificity if, where, and to
what extent any air tours would be displaced to areas outside the ATMP planning area, including areas
above 5,000 ft. AGL. The preciseness of routes and altitudes for air tours flown on displaced routes are
generally subject to the Hawai‘i Air Tour Common Procedures Manual and may vary greatly. Itis
reasonably foreseeable that operators would continue to fly to points of interest on the island outside of
the ATMP planning area where they already fly or fly routes over or around the park similar to existing
flight paths but outside of the ATMP planning area. Air tour operators are likely to continue to fly some
air tours along the perimeter of the ATMP planning area where Haleakala Crater and other park features
may be visible. If operators choose to fly above the vertical limit of the ATMP boundary, they would
likely keep to an altitude close to, but just above 5,000 ft. AGL, as higher flights would provide limited
value to a sightseeing operation. Flights close to the crater above 5,000 ft. AGL are unlikely due to the
ground elevation in that area and safety requirements for unpressurized aircraft flying over 10,000 ft.
MSL for more than 30 minutes.? For flights above 5,000 ft. AGL, the increase in altitude would likely
decrease impacts on ground level resources as compared to existing conditions. The undertaking could
result in some noise and visual effects to cultural resources at higher elevation areas of the Park to the
north with views towards the ocean or in the southern areas of the APE where flights are more likely to
occur as the elevations are lower. The increase in altitude would likely decrease impacts on ground level
resources as compared to existing conditions. Any flights above or along the perimeter of the ATMP
planning area would likely be reduced from the existing number of flights due to the ATMP restrictions
and would therefore result in a reduction of noise and visual effects to the Crater Historic District and
Haleakala Summit TCP.

Finding of No Adverse Effect Criteria

As noted above, air tours over the Park are part of the existing condition, and the required analysis
under Section 106 is of the undertaking—the implementation of an ATMP. To support a Finding of No
Adverse Effect, an undertaking must not meet any of the criteria set forth in the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation’s Section 106 regulations at 36 CFR 800.5(a). The above analysis of impact
demonstrates the undertaking does not meet those criteria. The undertaking would not have any
physical impact on any property or result in any alteration or physical modifications to these resources.
The undertaking would not remove any property from its location. The undertaking would not change
the character of any property’s use or any physical features in any historic property’s setting. As
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discussed above, the undertaking would not introduce any new auditory or visual elements that would
diminish the integrity of the significant historical features of any historic properties in the APE. The
undertaking would not cause any property to be neglected, sold, or transferred.

Noise and visual effects of existing air tour operations are already present in the APE. Although the
proposed flight path would shift the bulk of air tour operations to the south and may expose some
historic properties to increased noise and visual effects, any increases in noise and visual effects would
be limited due to the increased minimum altitude and reduction in the overall number of air tours in the
ATMP planning area. Furthermore, air tours are transitory in nature, and any noise and visual impacts to
historic properties would be temporary. While some historic properties may experience an increase in
noise intensity, the duration of the noise would decrease in all cases. Therefore, the undertaking will not
result in any adverse effects to historic properties in the APE.

Proposed Finding and Request for Review and Concurrence

FAA and NPS approval of the undertaking would not alter the characteristics of any historic properties
located within the APE in a manner that would diminish its integrity as there would be an overall
reduction in audible or visual effects from existing conditions and no introduction of effects. Based on
the above analysis, the FAA proposes a finding of no adverse effect on historic properties. We request
that you review the information and respond whether you concur with the proposed finding within
thirty days of receiving this letter.

The agencies are holding a consulting party meeting on April 20, 2023, at 9:30 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. HST
over Zoom, to explain how the FAA arrived at the proposed finding of no adverse effect on historic
properties. Information on how to access the meeting is included in Attachment E.

Should you have any questions regarding any of the above, please contact Judith Walker at 202-267-
4185 or Judith.Walker@faa.gov and copy the ATMP team at ATMPTeam@dot.gov.

Sincerely,

Judith Walker

Federal Preservation Officer

Senior Environmental Policy Analyst
Environmental Policy Division (AEE-400)
Federal Aviation Administration

cc: Stephanie Hacker, Archaeologist

Attachments
A. List of Consulting Parties
B. APE Map including Proposed Commercial Air Tour Route
C. List of Historic Properties in the APE and Description of Historic Characteristics
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D. Noise Technical Analysis: Haleakala National Park
E. Connection Information for April 20, 2023, Consulting Party Meeting for Haleakala National Park
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ATTACHMENT A

List of Consulting Parties

‘Aha Moku o Kahikinui

‘Aha Moku o Kaupo

‘Aha Moku o Maui Inc.

AlexAir, Inc. (Maverick Helicopters) [Alika Aviation, Inc. (Alexair) in FR]

Angela Tavares (Individual)

Aris, Inc. (Air Maui Helicopter Tours)

Brian Kaniela Nae‘ole Na‘auao

Clifford Hashimoto (Individual)

County of Maui Mayor's Office

Daisy Lind (Individual)

Dana Hall (Individual)

Daniel K. Inouye Solar Telescope (DKIST)

Department of Hawaiian Homelands

Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry and
Wildlife

Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry and
Wildlife, Maui Branch

Donna Sterling (Individual)

East Maui Irrigation

East Maui Watershed Partnership

Friends of Haleakala National Park

George K. Cypher ‘Ohana

Haleakala Conservancy

Haleakala Ranch

Hawaiian Islands Land Trust

Hawai‘i Island Coalition Malama Pono

Historic Hawai‘i Foundation

Helicopter Consultants of Maui, LLC (Blue Hawaiian Helicopters)

Helicopter Consultants of Maui, LLC (Hawaii Helicopters)

Hokdlani Holt (Individual)

Kahu Dane Maxwell (Individual)

Kahu Lyons Naone (Individual)

Ka‘ono‘ulu Ranch
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Kaupo Community Association

Kaupo Ranch

Ki‘ope Raymond (Individual)

Kipahulu ‘Ohana

Kumu A‘o

Leeward Haleakala Watershed Restoration Partnership

Ma‘ano Smith (Individual)

Mahi Pono LLC

Maui County Parks Department

Na Koa lkaika Ka Lahui Hawai‘i

National Trust for Historic Preservation

The Nature Conservancy

Nekaifes ‘Ohana

Nu‘u Mauka Ranch

Office of Hawaiian Affairs

Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility

The Royal Order of Kamehameha | - Moku O Kahekili - Helu Eha

Schuman Aviation Company, Ltd. (Makani Kai Helicopters, Magnum
Helicopters)

Sunshine Helicopters, Inc.

Terry Poaipuni (Individual)

Thompson Ranch

Tweetie Lind (Individual)

‘Ulupalakua Ranch

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Waiehu Kou Phase 3 Association

Wananalua Congregational Church
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ATTACHMENT B
Area of Potential Effects Map

Including
Proposed Commercial Air Tour Route
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ATTACHMENT C

List of Historic Properties in the APE and Description of Historic Characteristics

Property Name Property Type | Eligibility Status Significant Characteristics
The Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) Haleakala Crater Trails Historic District Cultural
- . Landscape was designed by NPS landscape architects and constructed by CCC enrollees
Civilian Conservation Corps . . . . .
_ . between 1930 and 1941. It is significant for its association with early park planning and
(CCC) Haleakala Crater Trails Cultural . . . . . L
o Eligible the CCC and for its embodiment of NPS Rustic Style architecture. Significant
Historic District Cultural Landscape . L . . . . . )
characteristics of the district include its rustic design, historic trail system, the human
Landscape . . . .
manipulated topography to accommodate the trails, the viewshed from the trails of
the crater and the ocean, and its continued use as a tourist circulation system.
Crater Historic District consists of 56 pre-contact archeological sites, including temples
and burials. It is accessed for traditional uses by Native Hawaiians. Extant prehistoric
Crater Historic District District Listed stone structures, remains of workshop sites, other archeological remains, quiet setting
and/or natural sounds, and the surrounding landscape are all significant characteristics
of the district.
C-Shaped Wall (SHPD ID 50- ' N This s'ite is Iocatgd 'e.ast of Pahihi Gglch and cons'ists' of a C-shape w;'all that is two in'ches
Site, Structure Eligible in diameter. Significant characteristics of the site include the wall’s C-shaped design
50-16-03979) .
and stone materials.
Enclosures (SHPD ID 50-50- ' N This site consi'sts'o.f the remains c?f;'a large enc!osi'ng wall ?nd an 'attach.ed rectangular
16-03980) Site, Structure Eligible enclosure. Significant characteristics of the site include its configuration and stone
materials.
The Haleakala Headquarters Historic District Cultural Landscape is significant for its
Haleakala Headquarters association with early park planning and as an example of Mission 66-era
. N Cultural . . L . . . . .
Historic District Cultural Landscape Eligible development. It is also significant for its NPS Rustic Style design. The rustic design,
Landscape P building configuration, and surrounding landscape are all significant characteristics of
the district.
The Haleakala Highway Historic District Cultural Landscape includes a portion of the
highway within the Park, which was designed by the Bureau of Public Roads (BPR) with
Haleakala Highway Historic Cultural Elicible input from the Park and NPS landscape architects, as well as several developments
District Cultural Landscape Landscape & along the route. It is significant for its association with NPS master planning from the

1930s and Mission 66 eras and for its minimally intrusive design. In order to be
minimally intrusive, the district’s road, buildings, and structures were designed to
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Property Name

Property Type

Eligibility Status

Significant Characteristics

decrease the visual and physical impact on the landscape; this design and the
surrounding landscape are significant characteristics of the district.

Haleakala Summit Traditional
Cultural Property

TCP

Eligible

The Summit of Haleakal3, including Kaupo Gap and Kipahulu Valley, is significant as a
Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) for its association with native Hawaiian culture,
traditions, and sacred uses. The exceptional stillness and serenity of the Summit of

Haleakala are significant characteristics of the TCP that allow Native Hawaiians to
continue conducting traditional ceremonies, which require a quiet setting.

Hana Belt Road

District

Listed

Hana Belt Road includes a road and bridges to Hana that were built between 1900 and
1947. It is significant as an engineering achievement and for its association with the
development of the area that opened East Maui to further settlement, agricultural

enterprises, and tourism. The road’s winding and narrow alignment; surrounding
scenery and viewshed featuring waterfalls, small villages, valleys, and sea cliffs; and
stylistically consistent, one-lane bridges with sharp approaches are all significant
characteristics of the district.

Hawelewele Complex (Kailiili
Heiau)

Site, Structure

Unevaluatedﬁ

The Hawelewele Complex, also called the Kailiili Heiau, is located a quarter of a mile
from the shore on top of a small hill in the center of a valley. The large heiau measures
approximately 50 by 124 ft. with walls that are 6 ft. thick and around 4-5 ft. high.
Potential significant characteristics of the site include its materials and configuration.

Hosmer Campground and
Picnic Area Cultural
Landscape

Cultural
Landscape

Eligible

The Hosmer Campground and Picnic Area Cultural Landscape is located just below the
7,000-foot elevation in the summit area of the Park and is the only drive-in
campground in the area. It is significant as an example of a Mission 66-era

development and for its experimental forestry plots that were planted by Ralph S.
Hosmer in the early-twentieth century. Significant characteristics of the cultural
landscape include the campground layout and design and surrounding landscape.

Ka‘apahu Archeological Sites

Sites

Eligible

Ka‘apahu Archeological Sites consist of archeological sites recorded within Kalepa,
‘Alelele, Lelekéa, and Kukui‘ula Valleys, including traditional Native Hawaiian dryland
agriculture terraces and clearings, larger irrigated pondfield complexes for the
production of kalo (taro, Colocasia esculenta), and habitation and ceremonial sites.
19" century enclosures representing mixed residences and agriculture (including
animal husbandry) are also present. Significant characteristics of the sites include the
extant remains of structures and complexes, their materials and configurations, extant

° For the purposes of Section 106, the FAA is treating identified but unevaluated properties as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.
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Property Name

Property Type | Eligibility Status

Significant Characteristics

material culture remains, the surrounding landscape, and a quiet setting and/or
natural sounds.

Keakalauae Heiau

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Keakalauae Heiau is one of the largest of the Kaupo heiaus and is credited to
Kekaulike from ¢.1730. Its greatest dimensions are approximately 168 by 330 ft. The
interior of the platform has been utilized for a pig pen with walls built around it.
Potential significant characteristics of the site include the heiau’s configuration,
materials, and natural sounds.

Kipahulu Historic District

District

Eligible

The Kipahulu Historic District is comprised of fragmentary structural remains of
Hawaiian use of the Kipahulu land in the pre-contact period through 1900 that indicate
a substantial resident population engaged in horticulture and fishing in an isolated
wet-valley Polynesian community. The archeological study of the remains may reveal
the vicinity may have played a significant role in the colonization of the Hawaiian
Islands by early Polynesian voyagers and settlers. The few Hawaiian families who
continued to live along ‘Ohe‘o Gulch and stream after 1900 perpetuated traditional
irrigated and dry-land horticulture and fishing activities. The people of Kipahulu
perhaps experienced a minor lifestyle change when organized Christianity invaded east
Maui ca. 1850, and certainly did so after 1900 when Kipahulu plantation imported
laborers from overseas and began to clear and plow the steeply sloping lower flanks of
Haleakala volcano on both sides of ‘Ohe‘o Gulch to grow sugar cane. The historical
themes of Hawaiian land use, Hawaiian placenames, engineering for sugar cultivation
on marginal lands, and overland transportation are represented by structures or their
remnants. Significant characteristics of the district include extant material culture and
structural remains, physical evidence of historic and prehistoric land use, association
with the ocean, a quiet setting and/or natural sounds, and the landscape.

Lonoaea Heiau

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Lonoaea Heiau is a walled heiau located on top of a hill overlooking Waiuha to the
west. Potential significant characteristics include the heiau’s materials, viewshed, and
natural sounds.

Lono‘o‘ai‘a Heiau (Hale O
Kane Heiau)

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Lono‘o‘ai‘a Heiau, also called the Hale O Kane Heiau, is an open platform that is 10
to 12 ft. above the ground. Potential significant characteristics include the heiau’s
materials and natural sounds.

Mound (SHPD ID 50-50-16-
08665)

Site, Structure

Eligible

This site consists of a partially-faced mound that was constructed of stacked stones

and may have served as a historic cattle ramp. Significant characteristics of the site
include its stacked configuration and stone materials.
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Property Name

Property Type

Eligibility Status

Significant Characteristics

Naholoku Archeological Sites

Sites

Eligible

The complex of 18 archeological sites at 1,000 ft elevation in dryland Naholoku
Ahupua‘a dates as early as the 15" to 17*" centuries and is significant for its potential
to yield information, with at least three sites eligible for architecture/design. These
latter sites represent structures that embody the characteristics of pre-Contact and
late pre-Contact/early historical residential compounds and smaller agricultural heiau.
Significant characteristics include the extant remains of buildings and structures; their
materials, configurations, and design; extant material culture remains; physical
evidence of historic and prehistoric land use, a quiet setting and/or natural sounds,
and the landscape.

Naku‘ula Complex

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Naku‘ula Complex consists of three rectangular terraced platforms that may be
heiau sites. Potential significant characteristics include the site’s physical materials and
a quiet setting and/or natural sounds.

Nu‘u Archeological Sites

Sites

Eligible

Nu‘u Archeological Sites consist of archeological sites, composed of pocket terraces,
terraces, enclosures, cleared areas, modified outcrops, and mounds that represent an
extensive traditional dryland agricultural complex for primarily sweet potato
production, temporary shelters associated with agricultural activity, multiple
permanent residential complexes, most of which date to the 19" century, specialized
features/use areas for ceremony and lithic production. Significant characteristics of the
sites include the extant remains of structures and residential complexes, their
materials and configurations, mounds, extant material culture remains including
evidence of ceremony and lithic production, physical evidence of historic and
prehistoric land use, a quiet setting and/or natural sounds, and the landscape.

Nu‘u Petroglyph Complex

Site

Unevaluated

The Nu‘u Petroglyph Complex is a site covering 117 meters that is located on the beach
at Nu‘u Bay. It consists of 157 petroglyphs: 92 human forms, 3 animal forms, 3 names,
and 59 undetermined images. Potential significant characteristics of the site include
the petroglyph designs and configurations.

Nu‘u Pictograph Complex

Site

Unevaluated

The Nu‘u Petroglyph and Pictograph Complex is a site covering 117 meters that is
located on the beach at Nu‘u Bay. It consists of 40 pictographs: 16 human forms, 3
animal forms, and 21 undetermined images. Potential significant characteristics of the
site include the pictograph designs and the materials used to create them.

Nu‘u-Waiu Complex, Hana

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Nu‘u-Waiu Complex consists of several archeological sites composed of
enclosures, partial enclosures, terraces and platforms, pits, pavements, house lots,
walls, ko'a, trails, cairn, petroglyphs, a fishpond, rockshelters, and graves. Potential
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Property Name

Property Type

Eligibility Status

Significant Characteristics

significant characteristics of the complex includes the extant remains of structures,
their materials and configurations, other extant material culture remains, prehistoric
and historic trail alignments, and physical evidence of prehistoric and historic land use.

Pictograph and Rock Shelter
(Marciel‘s Pictograph)

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

This site consists of a human figure painted with alaea (red salt) on a boulder that is
located next to a rock shelter that once contained a burial. Potential significant
characteristics of the site include the pictograph form and design, the use of alaea to
create it, the rock shelter’s materials, natural sounds, and any other extant cultural
remains.

Puhilele Archaeological Sites

Sites

Eligible

Puhilele Archaeological Sites consist of archeological sites, composed of terraces,
platforms, alignments, and mounds used for agricultural, residential, ceremonial as
well as temporary shelter for fishing. Significant characteristics of the site includes the
extant remains of structures, their materials and configurations, other extant material
culture remains, association with the ocean, a quiet setting and/or natural sounds, and
physical evidence of prehistoric and historic land use.

Pu‘umaka‘a Heiau

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Pu‘umaka‘a Heiau is an open platform type of heiau that consists of a series of
rough terraced pavements. Potential significant characteristics include the heiau’s
materials and natural sounds.

Pu‘unianiau Historic Site
Cultural Landscape

Cultural
Landscape

Eligible

The Pu‘unianiau Historic Site Cultural Landscape is significant as a base camp used by
the U.S. Army for the administration of the Red Hill Aircraft Warning Service Station at
the summit of Haleakala between 1941 and 1946. It consists of five historic buildings
and structures and a south access road. The spatial organization of the site, which
reflects the traditional conventions for military cantonments, and the 1940s military
one-story buildings and structures are significant characteristics of the cultural
landscape.

Terraces (SHPD ID 50-50-16-
01133)

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

These terraces are located on the west side of the Kalepa Stream. They consist of the
remains of two rectangular enclosures, each with two end walls and one connecting
wall about 50 ft. in length. Potential significant characteristics of the site include its

configuration and materials.

Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-16-
08663)

Site, Structure

Eligible

This site consists of a low wall near Kukui‘ula Gulch that was built along the side of a
steep stream channel. The wall is constructed of stacked and piled stones that
terminates in an “L” on its inland end. Significant characteristics of the site include its
configuration, stone materials, and location next to the stream.
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Property Type

Eligibility Status

Significant Characteristics

Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-16-

Site, Structure

Eligible

This site consists of a bi-facial wall near Kukui‘ula Gulch that was likely constructed for
drainage during the historic period. Significant characteristics of the site include its

08664) . . .
configuration and materials.
This site consists of a single stacked boulder wall approximately 5.5 meters in length
Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-16- . . and 60 centimeters high. It is oriented north-to-south and likely served as a windbreak
Site, Structure Eligible

03978)

for a structure located in its lee. Significant characteristics of the site include its
configuration, stone materials, and north-to-south orientation.

Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-17-
08883)

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

This site consists of a dry-stacked, core-filled rock wall that was likely constructed to
mark the boundaries of a neighboring grant parcel to the west sometime after the sale
of the parcel in 1854. Potential significant characteristics of the site include its
configuration, stone materials, and location.

Walls (SHPD ID 50-50-16-
01132)

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

This site consists of the remains of walls, one parallel to the shore and another parallel
to the Kalepa Stream, which may be the remains of a house site. Potential significant
characteristics of the site include its configuration, stone materials, and location next

to the stream.
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1. Introduction

The purpose of this report is to present the noise results used in the alternatives impact analysis
discussed in the Haleakala National Park (park) Air Tour Management Plan (ATMP) Environmental
Assessment (EA) and to document the inputs and assumptions used in the computer modeling of air
tour aircraft activity. This information will provide the reader with the technical basis used to assess
potential impacts to the following resource categories — Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use;
Biological Resources; Department of Transportation Act Section 4(f) Resources, Cultural Resources;
Environmental Justice and Socioeconomics; Visitor Use and Experience; Wilderness; including indirect
and cumulative effects.

Humans perceive sound as an auditory sensation created by pressure variations that move through a
medium such as water or air. Sound is measured in terms of amplitude and frequency. Amplitude,
which refers to the sound pressure level or intensity, is the relative strength of sound waves which
humans perceive as loudness or volume and is measured in decibels (dB). Decibels work on a
logarithmic scale, such that an increase of 10 dB causes a doubling of perceived loudness and represents
a ten-fold increase in sound level. Thus 20 dBA would be perceived as twice as loud as 10 dBA, 30 dBA
would be perceived as 4 times louder than 10 dBA, 40 dBA would be perceived as 8 times louder than 10
dBA, etc. (see Table 1).

Table 1. Subjective Effect of Change in Sound Level

Change in Sound Level | Perceived Change to Human Ear
+1dB Not Perceptible

+3dB Threshold of Perception

+5dB Obvious Change

+10dB Twice / Half as Loud

+20dB Fourfold or % as Loud

The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) is commonly used to describe sound levels because it reflects the
frequency range to which the human ear is most sensitive.ll The dBA scale from zero to 110 covers most
of the range of everyday sounds, as shown in Figure 1. Note that sound levels in protected natural

1 dBA (A-weighted decibels): Sound is measured on a logarithmic scale relative to the reference sound pressure for
atmospheric sources, 20 uPa. Sound levels are reported in units of decibels (dB) (ANSI S1.1-1994, American
National Standard Acoustical Terminology). A-weighting is applied to sound levels to account for the sensitivity of
the human ear (ANSI S1.42-2001, Design Response of Weighting Networks for Acoustical Measurements). To
approximate human hearing sensitivity, A-weighting discounts sounds below 1 kHz and above 6 kHz.



areas, such as Haleakala National Park, are often lower than those of the ‘common’ outdoor areas
shown, in the range of 20-30 dBA.
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Figure 1. Comparative Sound Levels?

Section 2 discusses the noise metrics. Section 3 discusses the affected environment and ambient
soundscape. Section 4 discusses the noise model method and inputs while Section 5 discusses outputs.
Sections 6 and 7 provide detailed noise results for each alternative. Section 8 discusses indirect effects.

2. Modeled Noise Metrics

There are numerous ways to measure the potential impacts of noise from commercial air tours on the
acoustic environment of a park, including intensity, duration, and spatial footprint of the noise. The
affected environment and impact analysis discloses noise metrics consistent with both Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) and National Park Service (NPS) noise guidance. The FAA noise evaluation is based
on guidance under FAA Order 1050.1F and uses the yearly Day-night Average Sound Level (DNL) metric;
the cumulative noise energy exposure from aircraft over 24 hours. The NPS considers various different
metrics to analyze impacts to park resources and values from noise, including equivalent sound level,
time audible (the amount of time you can hear air tour aircraft noise), the amount of time that the noise
from a commercial air tour operation would be above specific sound levels that relate to functional

2 source: https://www.faa.gov/requlations policies/policy quidance/noise/basics/



https://www.faa.gov/regulations_policies/policy_guidance/noise/basics/

effects of noise and park management objectives (e.g., 35 and 52 decibels), and maximum sound level.

These metrics are discussed further in Table 2.

Table 2. Primary metrics used for the noise analysis

Metric

Relevance and citation

Equivalent sound

|EVE|, LAeq, 12 hr

The logarithmic average of commercial air tour sound levels, in dBA, over a 12-hour
day. The selected 12-hour period is selected to represent typical daytime
commercial air tour operating hours.

Day-night
average sound
level, Lan (Or
DNL)

The logarithmic average of sound levels, in dBA, over a 24-hour day, DNL takes into
account the increased sensitivity to noise at night by including a 10 dB penalty
between 10 PM and 7 AM local time.

Note: Both Laeg, 12nr and DNL characterize:

e Increases in both the loudness and duration of noise events
e The number of noise events during specific time period (12 hours for Laeg, 12hr
and 24-hours for DNL)

If there are no nighttime events, then Laeq, 12nr is arithmetically three dBA higher than
DNL.

The FAA’s (2015 Exhibit 4-1) indicators of significant impacts are for an action that
would increase noise by DNL 1.5 dB or more for a noise sensitive area that is exposed
to noise at or above the DNL 65 dB noise exposure level, or that will be exposed at or
above the DNL 65 dB level due to a DNL 1.5 dB or greater increase, when compared
to the no action alternative for the same timeframe.

Time Audible
Natural Ambient

The total time (minutes) that aircraft noise levels are audible to an attentive listener
with normal hearing under natural ambient conditions.

The median natural ambient is the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time (Lso),
determined from the natural sound conditions found in a study area, including all
sounds of nature (i.e., wind, streams, wildlife, etc.), and excluding all human and
mechanical sounds. Time audible does not indicate how loud the event is, only if it
might be heard.

Time Above 35
dBA

The amount of time (in minutes) that aircraft sound levels are above a given
threshold (i.e., 35 dBA)

In quiet settings, outdoor sound levels exceeding this level degrade experience in
outdoor performance venues (American National Standards Institute (ANSI), 2007).
This level is also shown to cause blood pressure increases in sleeping humans
(Haralabidis et al., 2008); as well as exceeding recommended maximum background
noise level inside classrooms (ANSI S12.60/Part 1-2010).




Metric Relevance and citation

Time Above The amount of time (in minutes) that aircraft sound levels are above a given
52 dBA threshold (i.e., 52 dBA)

This metric represents the level at which one may reasonably expect interference
with Park interpretive programs. At this background sound level, normal voice
communication at five meters (two people five meters apart), or a raised voice to an
audience at ten meters would result in 95% sentence intelligibility (United States
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Noise Abatement and Control, 1974).

Maximum sound | The loudest sound level, in dBA, generated by the loudest event; it is event-based
level, Lmax and is independent of the number of operations. Lmax does not provide any context
of frequency, duration, or timing of exposure.

3. Affected Environment

NPS defines acoustic resources as physical sound sources, including both natural sounds (wind, water,
wildlife, vegetation) and cultural and historic sounds (battle reenactments, tribal ceremonies, quiet
reverence). The acoustic environment is the combination of all the acoustic resources within a given
area. This includes natural sounds and cultural sounds, as well as non-natural human-caused sounds.
Soundscape can be defined as the human perception of those physical sound resources.

Natural sounds are also part of the biological or other physical resource components of the park.
Examples include:

e Sounds produced by birds, such as the néné (Hawaiian goose), to define territories or
aid in attracting mates

e Sounds produced by bats to locate prey or navigate

e Sounds received by mice to detect and avoid predators or other danger

e Sounds produced by physical processes, such as wind in the trees, wind in the bamboo

forest, claps of thunder, or falling water

One of the natural resources of the park is the natural soundscape, also referred to as the Natural
Ambient or “natural quiet.” The Natural Ambient includes all of the naturally occurring sounds of the
park, as well as the quiet associated with still nights and certain seasons. An important part of the
mission of the NPS is to preserve or restore the natural soundscapes associated with units of the
national park system (NPS Management Policies, 4.9 Soundscape Management).

The term existing ambient refers to the sound level of all sounds in a given area, and includes all natural
sounds as well as all mechanical, electrical, and other human-caused sounds. Human-generated noise

sources may include wheeled vehicles on roads, such as passenger vehicles, tour buses, and cyclists, and
aircraft overflights consisting of high-altitude commercial jet aircraft, occasional NPS flights for research



or other park purposes, commercial air tour operations, and private general aviation aircraft. Human-
generated noise within the park is typically concentrated in areas of high visitor use such as at overlook
areas along the road to the summit and Waimoku Falls in the Kipahulu area.

To characterize the natural and existing ambient, detailed sound level measurements were conducted at
10 locations across the park in 2003, resulting in the identification of five acoustic zones representing
regions with similar acoustic conditions (Table 3) (Lee et al., 2016). These acoustic sampling locations
were chosen to be representative of the natural ecological zones or broad ecosystems of the park and
ATMP planning area. Median daytime natural ambient sound levels (Lso) ranged from 21 dBA in
backcountry areas to 45 dBA along the shoreline; median daytime existing ambient sound levels for
these areas exhibits similar variability, ranging from 23 dBA in the backcountry to 46 dBA in the front
country where visitors are more prevalent. The median or Lsg sound level (in decibels) is the sound level
exceeded 50 percent of the day.

Additional sound level measurements were conducted in 2008 and 2013, providing further information
and characterization of the natural and existing ambient conditions. In 2008, data were collected at
three locations (Lynch, 2012) to understand the level of air tour operations at the time and to provide a
snapshot of the acoustical conditions at the park. The sites were located in the same general area as a
selection of sites from the 2003 study to allow for potential comparisons. Similar trends were observed,
where Haleakala Crater sites were quieter during the day than Kipahulu sites. Overall, the median
natural and existing ambient levels measured at crater sites in 2003 were slightly higher (3 dBA) than the
2008 study, likely due to differences in vegetation types at these locations as well as proximity to sound
sources, variation in weather conditions (particularly wind patterns), and differences in methods used to
compute natural ambient. Authors of the 2008 study state that these two studies present a likely range
of ambient levels for the sampling areas in the park.

The 2013 measurements (Job, 2018) were performed to establish a baseline inventory of the newly-
acquired Nu‘u unit. Results indicated that the natural ambient sound levels (Lnat)® during the monitoring
period were 21.1 dBA during the daytime. Existing ambient sound levels (Lso) were slightly higher, 23.5
dBA. Compared to ten other sites in the park, it is the fourth quietest. These results were used to assign
ambient data for computer modeling to this area.

31t should be noted that different techniques have been used to calculate natural ambient, resulting in two
different descriptor notations. Natural ambient Lso refers to the natural ambient computation process described in
Lee 2016, while Lnat refers to the natural ambient process described in Lynch 2012 and Job 2018. Although
different, the processes are highly correlated and yield similar results; differences are generally less than 1 dB
(Rapoza, 2008).



Table 3. Acoustic Conditions

Valley)

Daytime Daytime
. . Natural Existing L
Acoustic Sampling Area Ambient, Ls, | Ambient, Lso Description
(dBA) (dBA)
Natural sounds in this zone include wind
Zone 1 (West Rim 24-28 97.98 through'the low brush and l?lde. Human
Crater) sounds include occasional hikers and
vehicles as well as air tour aircraft.
Zone 2 (Haleakal Sounds in this zone include strong winds,
21-23 24-25 hikers, and bird vocalizations. Air tour
Crater) . s .
aircraft can be heard within this zone.
Zone 3 (Kaupo Gap) 53 53 The dlominar)t sounds are strqng Wil’l(.IlS with
occasional hikers, as well as distant aircraft.
Natural sounds in this zone include bamboo,
Zone 4 (Kipahulu birds, insects, and waterfalls. Human caused
45 44-46 ) . .
Coastal) sounds include hikers and air tour
helicopters.
Natural sounds in this zone include wind and
rain on the tree fern canopy and insects,
Zone 5 (Upper Kipahulu 31 35 with localized occurrences of bird

vocalizations. Ground based visitors are not
allowed in this area. Sounds from distant
aircraft are audible.

Zone 6 (Nu'u Coastal)

Audible sound sources at this site include
wind, birds, and helicopters. This zone was
not a part of the park when the 2003 study
was being conducted, so data from other
zones (Zone 4) was applied to this zone for
AEDT modeling based on NPS guidance.

Ambient Map Data

From the detailed data collected in 2003, an ambient “map” of the natural soundscape* of the ATMP
planning area was developed to be used in computer modeling (Figure 2). Lee et al., 2016 provides

further technical detail on the acoustical monitoring and development of the ambient map used in the

computer modeling.

4 Natural Ambient/Soundscape (Lso): The sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time determined from the natural
sound conditions found in a study area, including all sounds of nature (i.e., wind, streams, wildlife, etc.), and

excluding all human and mechanical sounds. All ambient data were based on a 12-hour time period, i.e., 7 AM to 7
PM, which are the typical operating hours for air tours.
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Figure 2. Ambient map — Natural Ambient Lso

The contribution of aircraft noise during the sound level measurements provides a snapshot in time and
is not necessarily a representative characterization of the existing ambient under current conditions (as
described in the No Action Alternative and in Section 4 below). The existing ambient under current
conditions was determined by adding the noise exposure due to existing air tours (Figure 8), modeled
using the FAA Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) version 3e (see section 4), to the Existing
Ambient without Air Tours shown in Figure 3. The Existing Ambient without Air Tours is defined as the
composite, all-inclusive sound associated with a given environment, excluding the sound source of
interest, in this case, commercial air tour aircraft. It does include all other human-caused sound sources
that were audible at the measurement site; hikers, visitor centers, commercial jets, general aviation
aircraft, military aircraft, and administrative aircraft operations. The result of this process is the
Cumulative Existing Ambient (Figure 4).
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Figure 3. Ambient map — Existing Ambient without Air Tours Lso 5

5 Because it is not feasible to carry out field data collection efforts in all areas of a park, the effect of localized
sound sources, such as from roadways, were modeled using the Federal Highway Administration’s Traffic Noise
Model® (TNM). Details of modeled roadway sound sources can be found in Lee et al., 2016.
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Figure 4. Cumulative Existing Ambient for Existing Conditions

4. Noise Model Method

The FAA’s AEDT, Ver. 3e (Lee et al. 2022) is the FAA-approved computer program for modeling noise
under Appendix A of FAA’s Part 150 Airport Noise Compatibility Planning (14 CFR sec. A150.103(a)).
Requirements for aircraft noise modeling are defined in FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts:
Policies and Procedures, and in Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) 14 CFR Part 150, Airport Noise
Compatibility Planning.

13



The noise model requires detailed information regarding the aircraft source, operational, and flight
route information, as well as other information® to compute various noise metrics that can be used to
assess the potential impacts of noise from commercial air tours on the acoustic environment of a park.

Aircraft Data

The tour aircraft types identified for modeling the alternatives are the Aerospatiale SA-350D and
Eurocopter EC-130 aircraft. The flight routes used for modeling the No Action Alternative are shown in
Figure 5; the flight routes used for Alternative 3 are shown in Figure 6.
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Figure 5. Air Tour Routes for modeling the No Action Alternative

6 The noise model accounts for a number of effects over the propagation path between the aircraft source and
receptor. Attenuation due to line-of-sight blockage from terrain features is computed utilizing terrain data
obtained from U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) along with algorithms documented in SAE Aerospace Information
Report (AIR) 6501. Atmospheric absorption is based on the 2012-2021 average temperature of 76 degrees
Fahrenheit and 71% relative humidity and computed according to SAE-ARP-5534.
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Figure 6. Air Tour Routes for Alternative 3

A unigue noise modeling profile was developed for each aircraft and route combination based on typical
aircraft climb rates, descent rates, power settings and speeds during the different phases of flight
(cruise, climb, and descent).

The analysis for the No Action Alternative is based on a peak month, average day’ (PMAD) of
commercial air tour activity. For the three-year average of commercial air tour activity from 2017-2019,
the PMAD was identified in terms of number of operations, and then further assessed for the type of
aircraft and route flown to determine if it is a reasonable representation of the commercial air tour
activity over the ATMP planning area. For the ATMP planning area, the PMAD was identified as
summarized in Table 4. The process of averaging and apportioning a peak month of flights to daily

7 As required by FAA policy, the FAA typically represents yearly conditions as the Average Annual Day (AAD).
However, it was determined that a PMAD representation of the operations would more adequately allow for
disclosure of any potential impacts. PMAD has therefore been used as a conservative representation of
assessment of AAD conditions.
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flights can result in a fractional number. Altitudes were modeled according to the minimum altitudes
identified in the 2008 FAA Hawai’i Air Tour Common Procedures Manual (HI Manual).®

The analysis for Alternative 3 is based on the number of aircraft operations for each aircraft and route
combination identified under this alternative and is summarized in Table 5.

Table 4. Aircraft and Number of Operations Modeled for the No Action Alternative (2017-2019 PMAD)

Aircraft Route | Number of Flights
Aerospatiale SA-350D | LOA 4.5
Eurocopter EC-130 LOA 9
Aerospatiale SA-350D | Coastal 1.5
Eurocopter EC-130 Coastal 3

Total 18

Table 5. Aircraft and Number of Operations Modeled for Alternative 3

Aircraft Route Number of Flights
Aerospatiale SA-350D | Proposed Route 3
Eurocopter EC-130 Proposed Route 6
Total 9

5. Model Output

Two types of analyses were performed using FAA’s AEDT, Version 3e: 1) contour analysis and 2)
representative location point analysis. A noise contour presents a graphical illustration or “footprint” of
the area potentially affected by the noise. Location point results present the metric results at specific
points of interest. The NPS provided a list of 44 location points, geographically located across the entire
park, where noise levels were to be evaluated. These locations are listed in Table 6 and indicated as
blue dots in Figure 7.

8 FAA DOCUMENT NUMBER: AWP13-136A
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Table 6. Location points modeled for Haleakala National Park

Longitude Latitude Natural
Location (decimal (decimal Ambient Ls

degrees) degrees) (dBA)
1. Hosmer Grove 20.768 -156.238 25-30
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 20.756 -156.217 20-25
3. Kalahaku Overlook 20.737 -156.234 20-25
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 20.715 -156.250 20-25
5.KaLu‘uoka ‘O 20.717 -156.233 20-25
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 20.707 -156.213 20-25
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 20.707 -156.197 20-25
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 20.706 -156.184 20-25
9. Kawilinau 20.721 -156.196 20-25
10. Qili Pu‘u 20.718 -156.160 20-25
11. Holua Cabin 20.742 -156.218 20-25
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 20.732 -156.150 30-35
13. Paliku Cabin 20.757 -156.223 20-25
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 20.681 -156.136 20-25
15. New Greensword Bog 20.736 -156.109 30-35
16. Smith Camp 20.731 -156.094 30-35
17. Charlie Camp 20.709 -156.107 30-35
18. Dogleg Camp 20.698 -156.079 30-35
19. Bravo Camp 20.678 -156.077 30-35
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 20.686 -156.093 30-35
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 20.663 -156.042 45-50
22. Puhilele 20.653 -156.047 45-50
23. Kapahu Farm 20.666 -156.049 45-50
24. Waimoku Falls 20.678 -156.057 30-35
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 20.651 -156.081 45-50
26. Kaupo Trailhead 20.649 -156.135 25-30
27. Ka‘apahu 20.673 -156.090 30-35
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 20.719 -156.181 20-25
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 20.757 -156.223 25-30
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango 20.662 -156.060 45-50
Tree)
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 20.713 -156.147 20-25
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 20.702 -156.207 20-25
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 20.734 -156.218 20-25
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 20.738 -156.236 20-25
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 20.677 -156.054 45-50
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific 20,698 -156.080 30-35
Reserve)
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 20.660 -156.040 45-50
38. Nu‘u Coast 20.632 -156.190 45-50
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 20.679 -156.181 20-25
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 20.697 -156.188 20-25
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 20.670 -156.195 20-25
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 20.699 -156.125 45-50
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 20.672 -156.099 20-25
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 20.723 -156.130 20-25
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6. Noise Model Results / Environmental Consequences

This section provides figures and tables showing the detailed noise results, organized by alternative.
Presented first are the noise contour result maps for three metrics: 12-hour equivalent sound level
(Figure 8 and Figure 11), time audible natural ambient (Figure 9 and Figure 12) and time above 35 dBA
(Figure 10 and Figure 13), followed by tabular results (Table 7 and Table 8) for the location points for
each of the five acoustic metrics modeled. The noise contour map legends include the percentage of
the ATMP planning area covered by each contour level.

Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative)

Haleakala National Park
Alternative: No Action Alternative A
Baseline Ambient: Independent of Ambient, Metric: LAeg 12-hour

Sound Level (dBA)} | % Park ||. ~—
»= 50 4] ’
4510 <50 1 !
40 to < 45 ] — )
35 o =40 20
—— Flight Track

l—-‘l Park Unit Boundary

[H] 1
ATMP Planning Area

— e iles

Figure 8. 12-hour equivalent sound level (Laeq,12n) map for the No Action Alternative

As there are no nighttime events, DNL would be 3 dB less than the 12-hour equivalent sound level.
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Haleakala National Park

Alternative: No Action Alternative /

Baseline Ambient: Natural L50, Metric: Time Audible
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Figure 9. Time audible (for natural ambient) map for the No Action Alternative
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Haleakala National Park
Alternative: No Action Alternative
Baseline Ambient: Independent of Ambient, Metric: Time Above 35 dB
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Figure 10. Time Above 35 dBA map for the No Action Alternative
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Table 7. Location point results - No Action Alternative

12 Hour Time Maximum
Equivalent  Audible for Time Above  Time Above Sound
Location Sound Natural 35 dBA 52 dBA
. . . Level
Level Ambient (minutes) (minutes) (dBA)
(dBA)* (minutes)
1. Hosmer Grove 9.5 81.6 0.0 0.0 29.3
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 20.1 146.1 3.7 0.0 38.2
3. Kalahaku Overlook 16.3 173.9 1.1 0.0 36.7
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 21.1 219.0 2.8 0.0 42.9
5.Ka Lu‘u o ka ‘O‘o 12.6 148.4 0.0 0.0 33.2
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 37.0 155.0 30.4 4.7 59.3
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 39.2 151.5 50.1 10.5 60.5
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 30.9 156.4 6.6 1.7 60.4
9. Kawilinau 28.6 145.3 22.5 0.0 49.9
10. Oili Pu‘u 26.1 157.9 17.5 0.0 46.2
11. Holua Cabin 22.6 126.6 9.0 0.0 41.6
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 16.5 168.9 0.2 0.0 35.7
13. Paliku Cabin 9.7 106.2 0.0 0.0 30.5
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 34.6 212.1 51.9 1.5 54.1
15. New Greensword Bog 14.2 99.0 0.0 0.0 32.0
16. Smith Camp 13.1 97.4 0.0 0.0 35.0
17. Charlie Camp 24.6 120.5 12.9 0.0 439
18. Dogleg Camp 33.1 117.3 35.5 0.9 53.1
19. Bravo Camp 39.9 125.4 61.4 8.0 63.1
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 36.9 188.1 66.7 2.9 57.0
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 33.6 173.7 39.2 2.0 59.8
22. Puhilele 32.3 187.1 35.8 1.8 57.3
23. Kapahu Farm 32.7 155.7 44.1 1.0 55.9
24. Waimoku Falls 26.5 92.6 7.4 0.2 53.9
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 31.4 108.8 44.4 0.3 53.2
26. Kaupo Trailhead 35.4 210.6 68.5 1.3 57.2
27. Ka‘apahu 40.3 175.8 70.5 8.2 64.0
28. Measurement Site P01 (Namana )85 1829 18.7 0.0 505
o ke Akua)
29._Measurement Site P02 (Supply 9.7 106.2 0.0 0.0 305
Trail)
30. Measurement Site P03
(Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 32.2 180.7 50.6 0.0 51.4
31. M_easurement Site ST4 (Palikd 278 168.4 310 0.0 43.9
Kaupo Gap)
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The 379 155.9 359 49 64.6
Notch)
3. Measurement Site 5T6 25.1 1315 16.3 0.0 44.0
(Silversword Loop)
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku 16.2 125.6 13 0.0 36.9
Overlook)
i;.lsl\)/leasurement Site ST8 (Waimoku 352 171.4 461 11 53.6
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Location

36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu

12 Hour
Equivalent
Sound
Level
(dBA)*

Time
Audible for
Natural
Ambient
(minutes)

Time Above
35 dBA
(minutes)

Time Above
52 dBA
(minutes)

Maximum
Sound

Level
(dBA)

Scientific Reserve) 31.6 110.9 24.7 0.5 52.7
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o 34.0 183.7 358 59 60.7
Coastal)

38. Nu‘u Coast 26.7 225.3 20.0 0.0 44.2
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 38.6 229.8 73.9 6.1 58.3
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 45.6 225.8 71.8 23.6 68.7
41.Nu'u 3000 ft elev (West 34.2 185.9 59.9 0.9 55.9
Boundary)

42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 31.9 219.3 50.1 0.0 49.5
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West 403 1913 59.1 8.9 62.8
Boundary)

44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 22.6 142.3 8.3 0.0 40.4

* As there are no nighttime events, DNL would be 3 dB less than the 12-hour equivalent sound level.
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Alternative 3

Haleakala National Park
Alternative: Alternative 3
Baseline Ambient: Independent of Ambient, Metric: LAeq 12-hour
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Figure 11. 12-hour equivalent sound level (Laeqg,12n) map for Alternative 3

As there are no nighttime events, then DNL would be 3 dB less than the 12-hour equivalent sound level.
If air tours are restricted to operating between 10 AM and 3 PM (i.e., 5 hours), then the 5-hour
equivalent sound level would be 3.8 dBA greater than the 12-hour equivalent sound level.
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Haleakala National Park
Alternative: Alternative 3
Baseline Ambient: Natural L50, Metric: Time Audible
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Figure 12. Time Audible (for natural ambient) map for Alternative 3
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Haleakala National Park
Alternative; Alternative 3
Baseline Ambient: Independent of Ambient, Metric: Time Above 35 dB
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Figure 13. Time Above 35 dBA map for Alternative 3
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Table 8. Location point results for Alternative 3

Lo

cation

12 Hour
Equivalent

Sound
Level
(dBA)*

Time
Audible for
Natural
Ambient
(minutes)

Time Above
35dB
(minutes)

Time Above
52 dB
(minutes)

Maximum
Sound
Level dBA

1. Hosmer Grove 0 0.3 0.0 0.0 12.3
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 0 3.2 0.0 0.0 14.6
3. Kalahaku Overlook 0 7.6 0.0 0.0 15.5
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 0 24.8 0.0 0.0 19.1
5.Ka Lu‘u o ka ‘O‘o 0 16.1 0.0 0.0 18.5
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 1.0 29.7 0.0 0.0 23.2
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 2.5 31.5 0.0 0.0 25.7
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 3.4 31.6 0.0 0.0 26.8
9. Kawilinau 0 18.5 0.0 0.0 22.0
10. Oili Pu‘u 1.2 25.1 0.0 0.0 22.7
11. Holua Cabin 0 9.6 0.0 0.0 16.7
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 0 15.7 0.0 0.0 23.1
13. Paliku Cabin 0 2.6 0.0 0.0 14.1
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 28.9 74.9 16.8 0.0 51.5
15. New Greensword Bog 0 18.9 0.0 0.0 195
16. Smith Camp 0 26.5 0.0 0.0 19.4
17. Charlie Camp 14.1 57.7 0.0 0.0 34.8
18. Dogleg Camp 13.6 56.2 0.7 0.0 37.9
19. Bravo Camp 34.0 63.2 21.5 2.4 57.8
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 29.7 76.1 19.4 0.3 52.7
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 38.6 68.7 31.9 7.9 62.2
22. Puhilele 39.7 85.5 32.0 8.2 63.6
23. Kapahu Farm 35.2 65.5 33.8 2.8 56.6
24. Waimoku Falls 24.0 56.2 9.4 0.0 48.2
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 33.9 56.9 22.9 2.7 56.7
26. Kaupo Trailhead 35.6 81.4 22.5 4.1 57.5
27. Ka‘apahu 38.9 73.0 19.8 6.6 63.9
28. Measurement Site P01 (Namana 20 304 0.0 00 233
o ke Akua)

29._Measurement Site P02 (Supply 0 26 0.0 0.0 141
Trail)

30. Measurement Site PO3 (Waimoku 352 80.3 318 57 56.7
Falls/Mango Tree)

31. M_easurement Site ST4 (Palikd 12.8 320 05 0.0 379
Kaupo Gap)

32. Measurement Site ST5 (The )5 324 00 0.0 250
Notch)

3?f. Measurement Site ST6 0 124 0.0 0.0 179
(Silversword Loop)

34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku 0 6.5 00 0.0 15.3
Overlook)

i;.lsl\)/leasurement Site ST8 (Waimoku 30.7 678 295 0.0 50.8
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12 Hour Time
Equivalent  Audible for Time Above | Time Above Maximum

Location Sound Natural 35dB 52 dB Sound
Level Ambient (minutes) (minutes) Level dBA
(dBA)* (minutes)

36-. M(-ea.lsurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu 79 55.5 0.0 0.0 312
Scientific Reserve)

37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o 404 79.6 309 93 65.0
Coastal)

38. Nu‘u Coast 23.3 79.0 13.2 0.0 42.3
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 37.1 85.1 18.2 4.9 63.7
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 24.2 76.5 11.0 0.0 47.8
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West 36.6 54.2 11.9 a1 65.0
Boundary)

42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 21.0 83.6 5.7 0.0 42.9
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West 373 69.9 19.5 39 63.7
Boundary)

44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 9.6 41.9 0.0 0.0 31.2

* As there are no nighttime events, DNL would be 3 dB less than the 12-hour equivalent sound level. If air tours are
restricted to operating between 10 AM and 3 PM (i.e., 5 hours), then the 5-hour equivalent sound level would be
3.8 dBA greater than the 12-hour equivalent sound level.
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7. Comparison of Alternatives by Metric

This section provides tables showing the detailed noise results, organized by metric for each of the five
acoustic metrics modeled. These tables allow for comparison across the alternatives. High-level
observations of the differences between alternatives by metric include:

e 12-hour Equivalent Sound Level (Table 9 and Table 12): Compared to the No Action Alternative,
the average sound levels under Alternative 3 would be lower for the interior regions of the park,
but may be higher in coastal regions. The noise footprint for Alternative 3 potentially affects
16% less of the ATMP planning area. See also results for points 21, 22, 23, 25, 30, 37, and 38.

e Time Audible Natural Ambient (Table 10 and Table 13): Compared to the No Action Alternative,
the overall time audible noise footprint for Alternative 3 potentially would be only 1% smaller
than the No Action Alternative; however, approximately 60% of the ATMP planning area would
see a potential reduction in audibility between 37 and 194 minutes. The largest reductions
would be at point 3 (Kalahaku Overlook) and point 4 (Haleakala Visitor Center). The smallest
reductions would be at point 24 (Waimoku Falls) and point 25 (Lelekea Stream Bridge).

e Time Above 35 (Table 11 and Table 14): Compared to the No Action Alternative, the time above
35 dBA under Alternative 3 would be up to 61 minutes less (see point 40, Nu’u 7500 ft
elevation). Only at one point, 24 (Waimoku Falls), would time above 35 dBA be greater under
Alternative 3 (2 minutes). The noise footprint for Alternative 3 would potentially affect 42% less
of the ATMP planning area.

e Time Above 52 (Table 15): Compared to the No Action Alternative, the time above 52 dBA
under Alternative 3 would be up to 24 minutes less (see point 40, Nu’u 7500 ft elevation).
However, time above 52 dBA would be greater under Alternative 3 at 8 locations in the coastal
regions (points, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 30, 37, and 41).

e Maximum Sound Level (Table 16): Compared to the No Action Alternative, the maximum sound
levels under Alternative 3 would be lower for the interior regions of the park, but may be higher
in coastal regions. See results for points 21, 22, 23, 25, 30, 37, and 38.

Table 9. Comparison of contour results for 12-hour Equivalent Sound Level

12 hour Equivalent Sound Level % Park for % Park for

Contour Results No Action Alternative 3
>-50 0
45to <50 1 0
40 to < 45 2
35to <40 20 6
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Table 10. Comparison of contour results for Time Audible for Natural Ambient

Time Audible for Natural Ambient % Park for % Park for

Contour Results No Action Alternative 3
>-225 <1 0
210to < 225 2 0
195to < 210 7 0
180 to < 195 13 0
165 to < 180 24 0
150 to < 165 33 0
135to < 150 43 0
120to < 135 53 0
105to <120 63 0
90 to < 105 80 <1
75 to <90 89 15
60 to < 75 92 37
45 to <60 95 54
30to <45 97 66
15to <30 99 79
Oto<15 100 99

Table 11. Comparison of contour results for Time Above 35 dBA

Time Above 35 dBA % Park for % Park for

Contour Results No Action Alternative 3
75 <90 1 0
60 to < 75 11 0
45 to < 60 25 0
30to<45 45 3
15to < 30 65 25
Oto< 15 100 58




Table 12. Comparison of location point results for 12-hour Equivalent Sound Level

No Action, Alternative 3, 12
Location 12 hour hour Equivalent
Equivalent Sound Sound Level
Level (dBA) (dBA)

1. Hosmer Grove 9.5 0
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 20.1 0
3. Kalahaku Overlook 16.3 0
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 21.1 0
5.Ka Lu‘uoka ‘O 12.6 0
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 37.0 1.0
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 39.2 2.5
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 30.9 3.4
9. Kawilinau 28.6 0
10. Oili Pu‘u 26.1 1.2
11. Holua Cabin 22.6 0
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 16.5 0
13. Paliku Cabin 9.7 0
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 34.6 28.9
15. New Greensword Bog 14.2 0
16. Smith Camp 13.1 0
17. Charlie Camp 24.6 14.1
18. Dogleg Camp 33.1 13.6
19. Bravo Camp 39.9 34.0
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 36.9 29.7
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 33.6 38.6
22. Puhilele 32.3 39.7
23. Kapahu Farm 32.7 35.2
24. Waimoku Falls 26.5 24.0
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 314 33.9
26. Kaupo Trailhead 35.4 35.6
27. Ka‘apahu 40.3 38.9
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 28.5 2.0
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 9.7 0
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 32.2 35.2
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 27.8 12.8
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 37.9 2.5
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 25.1 0
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 16.2 0
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 35.2 30.7
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific Reserve) 31.6 7.9
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 34.0 40.4
38. Nu‘u Coast 26.7 23.3
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 38.6 37.1
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 45.6 24.2
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 34.2 36.6
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 31.9 21.0
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 40.3 37.3
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 22.6 9.6
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Table 13. Comparison of location point results for Time Audible for Natural Ambient

Location

No Action,
Time Audible for

Natural Ambient

Alternative 3,
Time Audible for
Natural Ambient

(minutes)

1. Hosmer Grove 81.6 0.3
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 146.1 3.2
3. Kalahaku Overlook 173.9 7.6
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 219.0 24.8
5.Ka Lu‘uoka ‘O 148.4 16.1
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 155.0 29.7
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 151.5 31.5
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 156.4 31.6
9. Kawilinau 145.3 18.5
10. Oili Pu‘u 157.9 25.1
11. Holua Cabin 126.6 9.6
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 168.9 15.7
13. Paliku Cabin 106.2 2.6
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 212.1 74.9
15. New Greensword Bog 99.0 18.9
16. Smith Camp 97.4 26.5
17. Charlie Camp 120.5 57.7
18. Dogleg Camp 117.3 56.2
19. Bravo Camp 125.4 63.2
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 188.1 76.1
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 173.7 68.7
22. Puhilele 187.1 85.5
23. Kapahu Farm 155.7 65.5
24. Waimoku Falls 92.6 56.2
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 108.8 56.9
26. Kaupo Trailhead 210.6 81.4
27. Ka‘apahu 175.8 73.0
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 182.9 30.4
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 106.2 2.6
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 180.7 80.3
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 168.4 32.0
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 155.9 324
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 131.5 12.4
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 125.6 6.5
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 171.4 67.8
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific Reserve) 110.9 55.5
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 183.7 79.6
38. Nu‘u Coast 225.3 79.0
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 229.8 85.1
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 225.8 76.5
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 185.9 54.2
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 219.3 83.6
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 191.3 69.9
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 142.3 41.9
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Table 14. Comparison of location point results for Time Above 35 dBA

No Action, Alternative 3,

Location Time Above 35 Time Above 35

dBA (minutes) dBA (minutes)
1. Hosmer Grove 0.0 0.0
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 3.7 0.0
3. Kalahaku Overlook 1.1 0.0
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 2.8 0.0
5.Ka Lu‘uoka ‘O 0.0 0.0
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 30.4 0.0
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 50.1 0.0
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 6.6 0.0
9. Kawilinau 22.5 0.0
10. Oili Pu‘u 17.5 0.0
11. Holua Cabin 9.0 0.0
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 0.2 0.0
13. Paliku Cabin 0.0 0.0
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 51.9 16.8
15. New Greensword Bog 0.0 0.0
16. Smith Camp 0.0 0.0
17. Charlie Camp 129 0.0
18. Dogleg Camp 35.5 0.7
19. Bravo Camp 61.4 21.5
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 66.7 19.4
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 39.2 31.9
22. Puhilele 35.8 32.0
23. Kapahu Farm 441 33.8
24. Waimoku Falls 7.4 9.4
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 44.4 22.9
26. Kaupo Trailhead 68.5 22.5
27. Ka‘apahu 70.5 19.8
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 18.7 0.0
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 0.0 0.0
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 50.6 31.8
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 31.0 0.5
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 35.2 0.0
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 16.3 0.0
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 1.3 0.0
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 46.1 29.5
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific Reserve) 24.7 0.0
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 35.8 30.9
38. Nu‘u Coast 20.0 13.2
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 73.9 18.2
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 71.8 11.0
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 59.9 119
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 50.1 5.7
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 59.1 19.5
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 8.3 0.0
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Table 15. Comparison of location point results for Time Above 52 dBA

No Action, Alternative 3,

Location Time Above 52 Time Above 52

dBA (minutes) dBA (minutes)
1. Hosmer Grove 0.0 0.0
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 0.0 0.0
3. Kalahaku Overlook 0.0 0.0
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 0.0 0.0
5.Ka Lu‘uoka ‘O 0.0 0.0
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 4.7 0.0
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 10.5 0.0
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 1.7 0.0
9. Kawilinau 0.0 0.0
10. Oili Pu‘u 0.0 0.0
11. Holua Cabin 0.0 0.0
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 0.0 0.0
13. Paliku Cabin 0.0 0.0
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 1.5 0.0
15. New Greensword Bog 0.0 0.0
16. Smith Camp 0.0 0.0
17. Charlie Camp 0.0 0.0
18. Dogleg Camp 0.9 0.0
19. Bravo Camp 8.0 2.4
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 2.9 0.3
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 2.0 7.9
22. Puhilele 1.8 8.2
23. Kapahu Farm 1.0 2.8
24. Waimoku Falls 0.2 0.0
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 0.3 2.7
26. Kaupo Trailhead 1.3 4.1
27. Ka‘apahu 8.2 6.6
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 0.0 0.0
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 0.0 0.0
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 0.0 2.7
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 0.0 0.0
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 4.9 0.0
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 0.0 0.0
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 0.0 0.0
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 1.1 0.0
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific Reserve) 0.5 0.0
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 2.2 9.3
38. Nu‘u Coast 0.0 0.0
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 6.1 49
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 23.6 0.0
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 0.9 41
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 0.0 0.0
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 8.9 3.9
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 0.0 0.0
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Table 16. Comparison of location point results for Maximum Sound Level

No Action, Alternative 3,
Location Maximum Sound  Maximum Sound
Level (dBA) Level (dBA)
1. Hosmer Grove 29.3 12.3
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 38.2 14.6
3. Kalahaku Overlook 36.7 15.5
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 42.9 19.1
5.Ka Lu‘uoka ‘O 33.2 18.5
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 59.3 23.2
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 60.5 25.7
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 60.4 26.8
9. Kawilinau 49.9 22.0
10. Oili Pu‘u 46.2 22.7
11. Holua Cabin 41.6 16.7
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 35.7 23.1
13. Paliku Cabin 30.5 14.1
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 54.1 51.5
15. New Greensword Bog 32.0 19.5
16. Smith Camp 35.0 19.4
17. Charlie Camp 43.9 34.8
18. Dogleg Camp 53.1 37.9
19. Bravo Camp 63.1 57.8
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 57.0 52.7
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 59.8 62.2
22. Puhilele 57.3 63.6
23. Kapahu Farm 55.9 56.6
24. Waimoku Falls 53.9 48.2
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 53.2 56.7
26. Kaupo Trailhead 57.2 57.5
27. Ka‘apahu 64.0 63.9
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 50.5 23.3
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 30.5 14.1
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 51.4 56.7
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 43.9 37.2
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 64.6 25.0
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 44.0 17.9
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 36.9 15.3
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 53.6 50.8
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific Reserve) 52.7 31.2
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 60.7 65.0
38. Nu‘u Coast 44.2 42.3
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 58.3 63.7
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 68.7 47.8
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 55.9 65.0
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 49.5 42.9
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 62.8 63.7
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 40.4 31.2
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8. Indirect Effects of potential displacement of air tours outside of
the ATMP planning area

For alternatives that limit the number of flights per year to a level below existing conditions (4,824
flights per year), it is reasonably foreseeable that current air tour operators could seek to make up lost
revenue in other ways. One of the ways that operators could potentially generate revenue is by offering
air tours outside of the ATMP planning area, as these would not be regulated by the ATMP. This type of
shift in air tour activity is referred to as “air tour displacement,” and could consist of air tour operators
shifting routes or altitudes to just outside the ATMP boundary. This could result in impacts to resources
to the extent that they are present near the locations where displaced air tours would occur.

Indirect effects to ATMP planning area

Displaced air tours above the ATMP boundary (above 5,000 ft. AGL) would result in noise within the
ATMP boundary. Compared to current conditions, the noise would be spread over a larger geospatial
area and would be audible for a longer period, but at lower intensity. Thus, under Alternatives 2 and 3,
some locations within the ATMP planning area may experience less intense noise but for a longer period
when compared to current conditions. Additionally, other locations within the ATMP planning area not
currently experiencing air tour noise may experience some noise under these alternatives when
compared to current conditions. However, in both cases, the intensity of noise would likely be low given
the aircraft altitude; any noise that might result could also be more easily masked by opportunistic
sounds such as wind and various anthropogenic noise sources. In summary, while the area of noise
could be greater under these alternatives, the intensity of noise, especially when compared to current
conditions at locations near or directly below existing air tour routes, would be less.

Indirect effects outside the ATMP boundary

Displaced air tours have the potential to affect noise-sensitive locations outside the ATMP boundary.
However, it is unlikely that displaced air tours would generate noise at or above DNL 65 dB. To illustrate
this, a conservative, screening-level noise analysis was conducted. The analysis considers the air tour
aircraft types currently operating at the park, and assesses the activity threshold that would generate
noise at or above DNL 65 dB. For the purposes of this illustration only, the analysis assumes a
hypothetical, worst-case scenario where all operations occur at a low (500 ft.) altitude on a common
route outside the ATMP boundary. The noise analysis considers aircraft activity in two ways:

e For the aircraft type with the loudest noise level, what is the activity level that would generate a
noise level at or above DNL 65 dB?

e For the aircraft types and fleet mix distribution within the 2017-2019 peak-month average day
PMAD, what is the activity level that would generate a noise level at or above DNL 65 dB?
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Analysis for aircraft with loudest noise level

The aircraft with the loudest noise level® currently operating at the park is the Aerospatiale SA350D. For
overflight operations at 500 ft. AGL, the number of operations over a 12-hour period to exceed a DNL 65
dB level is 1,654 (see Table 17). Other aircraft operating at the park are the Eurocopter EC-130. The
number of operations over a 12-hour period to exceed a DNL 65 dB level for this aircraft is 11,534.

Table 17. Overflight sound exposure levels and number of daily fights of each aircraft type that would generate
a cumulative noise exposure level at or above DNL 65 dB

Overflight Sound
_ Altitude, AGL = # daily flights for DNL
Aircraft Exposure Level
(ft.) to exceed 65 dB
(dB)
SA350D 500 82.2 1,654
EC130 500 73.7 11,534

Analysis for the aircraft types and fleet mix distribution within the 2017-2019 reporting data

This analysis compares the number of PMAD operations and peak day operations, since they could occur
outside the ATMP boundary as a result of Alternatives 2 and 3, to the number of daily flights it would
take to exceed DNL 65 dB. Based on the fleet mix assessed for the PMAD, it would take at least 3,861
operations at 500 ft AGL over a 12-hour period to exceed a DNL 65 dB level (see Table 18). This activity
level represents an increase in daily operations of 3,843 compared to the PMAD (18 operations) and an
increase of 3,811 compared to the peak day (50 operations). This, coupled with the likely dispersal of air
tours outside the boundary for the reasons discussed previously, indicates that it would be highly
unlikely that air tours that are displaced to outside the boundary under these Alternatives would
generate noise at or above DNL 65 dB.

Table 18. Number of daily fights of each aircraft type that would generate a cumulative noise exposure level at
or above DNL 65 dB for the aircraft types and fleet mix distribution within the 2017-2019 PMAD

Aircraft Altitude, AGL | Overflight Sound | # daily flights in 2017-2019 # daily flights
(ft) Exposure Level 2017-2019 PMAD Fleet for DNL to
(dB) PMAD Distribution % exceed 65 dB
SA350D 500 82.2 6 33.3% 1,287
EC130 500 73.7 12 66.6% 2,574
Total 18 100% 3,861

% The determination of loudest is based on the aircraft with the highest overflight sound exposure level at 500 ft
within the noise-power-distance data that form the basis of FAA’s AEDT. Sound exposure level describes the
cumulative noise exposure from a single overflight. It is represented by the total A-weighted sound energy during
the overflight, normalized to a 1-second interval.
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Information on levels of environmental noise requisite to protect public health and welfare with an
adequate margin of safety. NPC Online Library, 550/9-74-004, 1-78.
https://www.nrc.gov/docs/ML1224/ML12241A393.pdf
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ATTACHMENT E
Connection Information for April 20, 2023, Consulting Party Meeting for Haleakala National Park

The consulting party meeting will be held on Thursday, April 20th, 2023, at 9:30 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. HST
over Zoom.

Web link:
https://usdot.zoomgov.com/j/1607918709?pwd=RFQvcVR1SzRDRO1tTURCdVJDaWI|QZz09

Meeting ID: 160 791 8709
Passcode: 602195

Call-in:
Dial by your location
+1 669 254 5252 US (San Jose)
+1 646 964 1167 US (US Spanish Line)
+1 646 828 7666 US (New York)
+1 415 449 4000 US (US Spanish Line)
+1 5512851373 US
+1 669 216 1590 US (San Jose)
Meeting ID: 160 791 8709
Passcode: 602195
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U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

United States Department of Transportation
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

Office of Policy, International Affairs &
Environment Office of Environment and Energy

NATIONAL PARKS AIR TOUR MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
September 29, 2023

Re: Continuing Consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for
the development of an Air Tour Management Plan for Haleakala National Park

Betsy Merritt Neal Desai

Deputy General Counsel Senior Program Director, Pacific Region
National Trust for Historic Preservation National Parks Conservation

2600 Virginia Ave. NW, Ste 1100 Association

Washington, D.C. 20037
Greetings:

The FAA is in receipt of the National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) and the National Trust for
Historic Preservation (NTHP) requests to put the Section 106 Process on hold as well as their concerns
regarding the Section 106 consultation process. This letter is in response to the misrepresentations and
request made by the NTHP and the NPCA in their August 21, 2023, letter.

On July 26, 2023, due to a minor scope change that expanded the area of potential effects (APE) at
Haleakala National Park, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) in coordination with the National
Park Service (NPS) requested input from the consulting parties regarding identifying historic properties
and any potential effects within the new areas of the APE. The FAA had not assessed the effects of the
undertaking within the new APE yet. The FAA requested a response by August 11, 2023.

The National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) Request

On August 11, 2023, the NPCA requested that the Section 106 process for Haleakala National Park be
put on hold due to the emergency situation on Maui. Because the agencies are completing this ATMP
under court supervision in the matter In Re: Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility (PEER),
957 F.3d 267 (D.C. Cir. (2020) and must complete it by December 31, 2023, the agencies asked counsel
for PEER if they had any objection to extending the timeframe by thirty days to accommodate the
requests for a hold to the Section 106 process due to the Maui fires. With PEER’s agreement, the
agencies requested a thirty-day extension to the process, which the Court granted. Consequently, the
agencies have extended the consulting party review period 30 days for the proposed finding of no
adverse effect for the undertaking. Comments concurring or objecting to the proposed finding are now
due on Oct. 15, 2023.



Although the agency was not required to, a summary of the NPCA’s request was included in the
notification to all consulting parties that the review period for the proposed finding was extended.

The National Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP) Comment

The NTHP’s comments were not included in the agencies finding of effect letter that was sent to the
consulting parties on August 14, 2023, because the submission was late. The emailed submission was
received on August 12, 2023. The NTHP late submission included a request to suspend the consultation
process and attached the NTHP’s earlier objection to the agencies earlier proposed finding of no
adverse effect. Although the agency was not required to, a summary of the NTHP’s letter was included in
the notification to all consulting parties that the review period for the proposed finding was extended.

NTHP and NPCA Misstatements

The NTHP and the NPCA state that the “FAA has taken an unorthodox approach to this consultation that
has repeatedly resulted in the exclusion of consulting parties from communications, meetings, and
consideration.” This statement is not supported by the facts. The FAA has been very transparent in
carrying out its Section 106 obligations with respect to this undertaking.

The FAA initiated consultation with consulting parties for the undertaking (ATMP) in April 2021. The FAA
sent a preliminary APE and property identification list to all the consulting parties on Oct. 31, 2022. As a
result of consultation party meeting for the ATMP for Haleakala National Park held on November 10,
2022, the APE was revised. The FAA sent to all consulting parties a description of the revised APE, a map
of the revised APE, a revised historic property list, written responses to consulting party questions that
were raised at the consulting party meeting, and a request for input. The FAA did not receive any
comments or concerns regarding the revised APE. The FAAincluded any additional properties identified
by the consulting parties in the revised APE in subsequent consultation. On March 27, 2023, the FAA sent
a letter with the proposed finding of effect for the undertaking to all the consulting parties in
accordance with 36 CFR § 800.5(c). The letter requested that the consulting parties state whether they
concur with the proposed finding within 30 days of receipt of the letter. The FAA held an informational
meeting for all the consulting parties to explain how the agency assessed effects and arrived at the
proposed finding. The FAA made clear to the consulting parties that these meetings were informational
and that any objections to the proposed finding needed to be in writing and submitted within 30 days
of receipt of the finding of effect letter. The FAAresponded to questions raised at the informational
meeting both verbally and in writing. The only time the FAA met with consulting parties individually was
if the party objected to the proposed finding. This was done in order to resolve objections.

The NTHP and the NPCA characterize the FAA consultations with objecting parties as “a divide and
conquer approach.” This characterization is not accurate. The FAA was not required to conduct
consultation with the objecting parties at all. Furthermore, the FAA’s consultation with each objecting
party is supported in the Section 106 regulations (see 36 CFR § 800.5(c)(2)) and allowed the FAA to
conduct meaningful consultation with all consulting parties. When the agencies held consultation
meetings that included all of the objecting parties, some individual objectors were not able to discuss
their concerns. In one case, comments from one of the objecting parties only served to add confusion
to the discussion the agency was having with another objecting party. The FAA found that consultation
with each objecting party individually allowed that party and the FAA to conduct meaningful
consultation with the goal of resolving the disagreement related to the proposed finding. While the



NTHP and the NPCA note the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s (ACHP) recommendation?, it is
also important to note that the ACHP acknowledged that the FAA including additional consulting parties
in the consultation(s) with the objecting parties was discretionary.

The NTHP and the NPCA contend that the FAA excluded the Historic Hawai‘i Foundation (HHF) “from
important consultation meetings, and from all mention as an objecting party, under the pretense that
[HHF’s] initial letter to the FAA, which explained their objections in great detail, somehow expired.” This
is factually inaccurate. All consulting parties, including HHF, have been invited to consulting party
meetings and informational meetings for this undertaking. In a letter dated Nov. 18, 2022, the HHF
provided input on the initial APE for the undertaking at Haleakala National Park and the request for the
identification of properties. The HHF has also attended consulting party meetings as well as
informational meetings for the undertaking at the Park. The FAA responded in writing to all of the
concerns the HHF had raised in its letter and comments made during meetings regarding the
undertaking in letters dated February 10, 2023, and April 28, 2023. The FAA'sresponses were sent to all
the consulting parties. The HHF did not raise any additional issues or provide any additional comments
on the Section 106 process for this undertaking. The FAA did not treat the HHF as an objecting party
because the HHF did not object to the agency’s proposed finding of no adverse effect, nor have they
provided any indication that their past concerns had not been addressed. The HHF, like some other
consulting parties, did not respond to the FAA's request for concurrence on the proposed finding of no
adverse effect regarding assessment of effects of the undertaking on historic properties within the APE.
The HHF, as well as all the other consulting parties, has had every opportunity afforded under the
Section 106 regulations to provide input on the undertaking and concur or object to the proposed
finding the agency had made.

Finally, the NPCA and the NTHP assert that the FAA has “refused to acknowledge the adverse effects
caused by this ATMP in a way consistent with other ATMPs.” The NPCA and NTHP go on to state that “it
is unclear whether the FAA’s refusal to acknowledge the adverse effects of the ATMPs in Hawai‘i national
parks (vs. national parks in the mainland) is a reflection of less weight being given to the objections of
Native Hawaiians and Native Hawaiian Organizations (vs. Native American Tribes).” This claim is not
supported by facts. Under the National Parks Air Tour Management Act, (NPATMA) the FAA in
cooperation with the NPS must develop an air tour management plan (ATMP) or voluntary agreement
(VA) for each park where commercial air tour operations occur or are proposed. The agencies have
completed ten ATMPs covering thirteen parks, not including Badlands National Park, Mount Rushmore
National Memorial, and Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park, all of which are scheduled to be completed by
Dec. 31, 2023, as well as Haleakala National Park, which is now scheduled to be completed by January
30, 2024. For all the ATMPs that have been completed, the FAA has been consistent in how the effects of
the undertaking on historic properties were assessed under Section 106. The FAA found that none of the
completed ATMPs had an adverse effect on historic properties. Furthermore, most of the completed
ATMPs retain some level of air tour operations.

! The ACHP advised that 36 CFR § 800.5(c)(2)(i) does not require the agency to consult with only consulting parties
that objected to the agency’s proposed finding of no adverse effect. The FAA could at its discretion, invite all parties

who have been participating in the consultations with the FAA throughout the Section 106 process to the
consultations with objecting parties.



The FAA will continue to comply with the National Historic Preservation Act and the Section 106 process.
Should you have any questions regarding the Section 106 process for Haleakala National Park, please
feel free to contact me at iudith.walker@faa.go»{ and copy the ATMP team at lATMPTeam@dot.gO\Jr

Sincerely,

Judith Walker

Federal Preservation Officer

Senior Environmental Policy Analyst
Environmental Policy Division (AEE-400)
Federal Aviation Administration

cc: Chris Cody, National Trust for Historic Preservation
Rachel Mangum, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Jaime Loichinger, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Alan Downer, Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation Officer
Susan Lebo, Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation Division
Jessica Puff, Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation Division
Stephanie Hacker, Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation
Division Kamakana Ferreira, Office of Hawaiian Affairs
Kiersten Faulkner, Historic Hawai‘i Foundation
Olena Alec, Haleakala Conservancy
Matt Wordeman, Friends of Haleakala National Park
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From: Betsy Merritt
To: ATMPTeam

Cc: Walker, Judith <FAA>; Vicki Ward@nps.gov; Papazian, Jennifer (Volpe); Haas, Shauna (Volpe); Hootman, Amy
(Volpe); Rimol, Kaitlyn (Volpe); denise louie@nps.gov; Billy Shott@nps.gov; Natalie Gates@nps.gov;
Lindsay Moore@nps.gov; rachel hodara@nps.gov; bennadette duman@nps.gov; LeBeau, Albert; FireCloud,
Dorothy L; rmangum@achp.gov; Jaime Loichinger; Alan Downer; "Susan Lebo"; Hacker, Stephanie;
jessica.puff@hawaii.gov; Neal Desai; Christopher Cody; Trevino, Karen; kamakanaf@oha.org;
olena.alec@haleakalaconservancy.org; Matt Wordeman

Subject: RE: Section 106 Continuing Consultation — ATMP for Haleakala National Park
Date: Monday, October 16, 2023 7:50:13 PM
Attachments: NTHP-NPCA letter to FAA re Requested Correction HALE ATMP Sec106 8-19-23.pdf

This email originated from outside of the Department of Transportation (DOT). Do

not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content
is safe.

On behalf of the National Trust for Historic Preservation and the National Parks Conservation
Association (NPCA), | am writing to confirm our disagreement with the FAA’s proposed finding of No
Adverse Effect for the draft Air Tour Management Plan (ATMP) at Haleakala National Park, pursuant
to 36 C.F.R. 800.5(c)(2)(i). Since the date by which the FAA requested a response to its September 1
email fell on a Sunday (October 15), we are submitting this response on the next business day.

We appreciate the FAA’s acknowledgement in the email below that comments from the National
Trust and NPCA had been omitted from the FAA’s August 14, 2023 letter, and the FAA provided one-
sentence summaries of those comments (which had been submitted to the FAA by email on August
11, 2023).

In addition, | am attaching a four-page letter that was sent jointly by the National Trust and NPCA on
August 19, 2023, which criticized the FAA for failing to acknowledge our August 11 comments in the
FAA’s August 14 letter. Our joint August 19 letter also reiterates in detail the basis for our
disagreement with the proposed No Adverse Effect finding, and includes quotes from Congressman
Ed Case and the Hawaii State Historic Preservation Office, which also criticized the proposed No
Adverse Effect finding.

We continue to stand behind our disagreement, and we urge the FAA to revise its finding in order to
acknowledge the potential for adverse effects as a result of this ATMP.

In the event that the FAA declines to modify its proposed No Adverse Effect determination, we await
notification of the FAA’s referral to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, pursuant to 36
C.F.R. 800.5(c)(2)(i).

Thank you for considering these comments from the National Trust and NPCA.

Sincerely,
Betsy Merritt

Elizabeth S. Merritt, Deputy General Counsel
National Trust for Historic Preservation

600 14 St. NW, Suite 500
Washington, DC 20005
emerritt@savingplaces.or
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August 19, 2023

Judith Walker

Federal Preservation Officer

Senior Environmental Policy Analyst
Environmental Policy Division (AEE-400)
Federal Aviation Administration
judith.walker@faa.gov
ATMPTeam@dot.gov

Submitted via email to all recipients

Re: Request for Correction to FAA’s August 14, 2023 Letter to Consulting
Parties for Air Tour Management Plan at Haleakala National Park

Dear Ms. Walker,

The National Trust for Historic Preservation (“NTHP”) and the National Parks
Conservation Association (“NPCA”) write regarding the August 14, 2023 letter from the
Federal Aviation Administration (“FAA”) to Section 106 consulting parties, including our
organizations, and requesting responses within 30 days regarding whether consulting
parties concur with the FAA’s renewed finding of no adverse effect for the proposed Air
Tour Management Plan (“ATMP”) at Haleakala National Park.

The FAA’s previous letter dated July 26, 2023 had requested responses by August 11,
2023 “regarding the identification of historic properties and potential effects within the new
areas of the APE.” Our organizations both went out of our way to submit written responses
by August 11, even though we didn’t have specific information about newly identified
historic properties or effects within the expanded areas of the APE, because of the FAA’s
previous action in which it excluded the Historic Hawaii Foundation (“HHF”) from the
consultation process simply because HHF had assumed that its earlier comment letter
describing its objections in thorough detail was still in effect, and did not submit a new
comment reiterating its concerns. The FAA’s response to HHF’s reliance on its earlier letter
was wrong. But we didn’t want to risk being subjected to a similar penalty from the FAA, so
we submitted responses on August 11, even though they weren’t very detailed.

The FAA’s August 14 letter specifically stated that it received responses to its July 26
letter from only three consulting parties. However, this statement from the FAA is
incorrect because our organizations both submitted timely responses to the
FAA’s July 26 letter, but the August 14 letter failed to acknowledge or mention
those two timely responses. The FAA’s selective reporting of responses has the
effect of misleading consulting parties and subverting the Section 106
consultation by creating the false impression that our organizations, (which
have been very engaged, and critical of the ATMP), were losing interest in the
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consultation and disengaging. We write to seek an immediate correction from the FAA,
and we ask the FAA to circulate a corrected letter to all consulting parties.

On August 11, 2023,! the NTHP wrote to the FAA, stating:

“Dear ATMP Team,

In response to the revised Area of Potential Effects proposal for the Haleakala ATMP
[i.e., the July 26 letter, which was attached], the National Trust for Historic
Preservation continues to have concerns about the proposed undertaking, and we
continue to disagree with the FAA's proposed determination of no adverse effect.
Attached is a copy of our earlier letter dated April 28, 2023, describing in more
detail the basis for our disagreement.

We wish to continue our participation as a consulting party, but we respectfully
recommend that it may be appropriate for the FAA to suspend the consultation
process for the time being, in the wake of the recent tragic fires that have occurred
on Maui.

Sincerely,
Betsy Merritt”

And on August 11, 2023,2 the NPCA wrote to the FAA, stating:

“Hello FAA/Judith,

Considering the emergency situation on Maui with the fires, and the request for
responses by today, we request this Haleakala 106 process be put on hold. Please let
us know. Thank you,

Neal”

Since our organizations advocate on behalf of our members, including members
living in Hawai‘, on critical national park issues such as the ATMPs, we called attention to
the tragic fires that have impacted communities and led President Biden to approve an
emergency disaster declaration the day before on August 10, 2023. The NTHP’s August 11,
2023 response also stated its ongoing disagreement with the FAA’s proposed determination
of no adverse effect, and ongoing concerns about the proposed undertaking. The NTHP
attached and resubmitted to the FAA its April 28, 2023 letter describing its concerns in
detail.

None of this was reported by the FAA in its August 14, 2023 letter to the
consulting parties and the other agencies.

In contrast, the FAA referenced in its August 14, 2023 letter a response it received
from a consulting party who the FAA characterized as having “no comments at this time but
requested that the agencies also confer with the Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs.” It is

1 The NTHP email was sent at 8:42 PM Hawaii time on August 11.
2 The NPCA email was sent at 9:36 AM Hawaii time on August 11.





unclear to us why the FAA would selectively mention certain consulting parties who had “no
comments at this time,” but fail to mention the comments received from two highly engaged
consulting parties — NPCA and NTHP — that are on record objecting to the FAA’s proposed
determination of effects.

It is also unclear whether the FAA’s refusal to acknowledge the adverse effects of the
ATMPs in Hawai‘i national parks (vs. national parks on the mainland) is a reflection of less
weight being given to the objections of Native Hawaiians and Native Hawaiian
Organizations (vs. Native American Tribes).3

In sum, we request that the FAA correct and reissue its August 14 letter to include a
reference to the comments received from both of our organizations in response to the FAA’s
July 26 letter. Thank you very much for your consideration of our request.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth S. Merritt Chris Cody

Deputy General Counsel Associate General Counsel

National Trust for Historic Preservation National Trust for Historic Preservation
Neal Desai

Senior Program Director, Pacific Region
National Parks Conservation Association

3 August 17, 2023 Letter from Congressman Case to the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation. “It is unacceptable that the FAA, in the draft ATMPs for Badlands National
Park and Mount Rushmore National Memorial, concedes that air tours cause additional
adverse effects that make them incompatible based on concerns raised during consultation
there, yet completely disregards the significant concerns raised during consultation at the
Hawaii’s parks.”

July 26, 2023 letter from Hawai'l State Historic Preservation Division to the FAA and
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. “Despite holding numerous consultation
meetings, FAA has not made a good faith effort to consult, rather they have only moved
through the motions to comply with the four-step process and 36 CFR § 800. The FAA has
not taken into consideration how the air tour management plan could be amended to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate effects to historic properties, nor have they amended their
determination of effect to consider these effects, which have been raised by the SHPO and
consulting parties throughout the consultation meetings including those held recently as
referenced above.”





CC:

Rachel Mangum and Jaime Loichinger, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Karen Trevino, Lead Staff for Hawai‘i ATMPs, National Park Service
Alan Downer, Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation Officer
Susan Lebo, Jessica Puff, and Stephanie Hacker,
Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation Division
Kamakana Ferreira, Office of Hawaiian Affairs
Kiersten Faulkner, Historic Hawai‘i Foundation
Olena Alec, Executive Director, Haleakala Conservancy
Friends of Haleakala National Park
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August 19, 2023

Judith Walker

Federal Preservation Officer

Senior Environmental Policy Analyst
Environmental Policy Division (AEE-400)
Federal Aviation Administration
judith.walker@taa.goy
ATMPTeam@dot.gov

Submitted via email to all recipients

Re: Request for Correction to FAA’s August 14, 2023 Letter to Consulting
Parties for Air Tour Management Plan at Haleakala National Park

Dear Ms. Walker,

The National Trust for Historic Preservation (“NTHP”) and the National Parks
Conservation Association (“NPCA”) write regarding the August 14, 2023 letter from the
Federal Aviation Administration (“FAA”) to Section 106 consulting parties, including our
organizations, and requesting responses within 30 days regarding whether consulting
parties concur with the FAA’s renewed finding of no adverse effect for the proposed Air
Tour Management Plan (“ATMP”) at Haleakala National Park.

The FAA’s previous letter dated July 26, 2023 had requested responses by August 11,
2023 “regarding the identification of historic properties and potential effects within the new
areas of the APE.” Our organizations both went out of our way to submit written responses
by August 11, even though we didn’t have specific information about newly identified
historic properties or effects within the expanded areas of the APE, because of the FAA’s
previous action in which it excluded the Historic Hawaii Foundation (“HHF”) from the
consultation process simply because HHF had assumed that its earlier comment letter
describing its objections in thorough detail was still in effect, and did not submit a new
comment reiterating its concerns. The FAA’s response to HHF’s reliance on its earlier letter
was wrong. But we didn’t want to risk being subjected to a similar penalty from the FAA, so
we submitted responses on August 11, even though they weren’t very detailed.

The FAA’s August 14 letter specifically stated that it received responses to its July 26
letter from only three consulting parties. However, this statement from the FAA is
incorrect because our organizations both submitted timely responses to the
FAA’s July 26 letter, but the August 14 letter failed to acknowledge or mention
those two timely responses. The FAA’s selective reporting of responses has the
effect of misleading consulting parties and subverting the Section 106
consultation by creating the false impression that our organizations, (which
have been very engaged, and critical of the ATMP), were losing interest in the
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consultation and disengaging. We write to seek an immediate correction from the FAA,
and we ask the FAA to circulate a corrected letter to all consulting parties.

On August 11, 2023 ]l the NTHP wrote to the FAA, stating:

“Dear ATMP Team,

In response to the revised Area of Potential Effects proposal for the Haleakala ATMP
[i.e., the July 26 letter, which was attached], the National Trust for Historic
Preservation continues to have concerns about the proposed undertaking, and we
continue to disagree with the FAA's proposed determination of no adverse effect.
Attached is a copy of our earlier letter dated April 28, 2023, describing in more
detail the basis for our disagreement.

We wish to continue our participation as a consulting party, but we respectfully
recommend that it may be appropriate for the FAA to suspend the consultation
process for the time being, in the wake of the recent tragic fires that have occurred
on Maui.

Sincerely,
Betsy Merritt”

And on August 11, 2023 ,F the NPCA wrote to the FAA, stating:

“Hello FAA/Judith,

Considering the emergency situation on Maui with the fires, and the request for
responses by today, we request this Haleakala 106 process be put on hold. Please let
us know. Thank you,

Neal”

Since our organizations advocate on behalf of our members, including members
living in Hawai‘, on critical national park issues such as the ATMPs, we called attention to
the tragic fires that have impacted communities and led President Biden to approve an
emergency disaster declaration the day before on August 10, 2023. The NTHP’s August 11,
2023 response also stated its ongoing disagreement with the FAA’s proposed determination
of no adverse effect, and ongoing concerns about the proposed undertaking. The NTHP
attached and resubmitted to the FAA its April 28, 2023 letter describing its concerns in
detail.

None of this was reported by the FAA in its August 14, 2023 letter to the
consulting parties and the other agencies.

In contrast, the FAA referenced in its August 14, 2023 letter a response it received
from a consulting party who the FAA characterized as having “no comments at this time but
requested that the agencies also confer with the Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs.” It is

1 The NTHP email was sent at 8:42 PM Hawaii time on August 11.
2 The NPCA email was sent at 9:36 AM Hawaii time on August 11.



unclear to us why the FAA would selectively mention certain consulting parties who had “no
comments at this time,” but fail to mention the comments received from two highly engaged
consulting parties — NPCA and NTHP — that are on record objecting to the FAA’s proposed
determination of effects.

It is also unclear whether the FAA’s refusal to acknowledge the adverse effects of the
ATMPs in Hawai‘i national parks (vs. national parks on the mainland) is a reflection of less
weight being given to the objections of Native Hawaiians and Native Hawaiian
Organizations (vs. Native American Tribes).B

In sum, we request that the FAA correct and reissue its August 14 letter to include a
reference to the comments received from both of our organizations in response to the FAA’s
July 26 letter. Thank you very much for your consideration of our request.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth S. Merritt Chris Cody

Deputy General Counsel Associate General Counsel

National Trust for Historic Preservation National Trust for Historic Preservation
Neal Desai

Senior Program Director, Pacific Region
National Parks Conservation Association

3 August 17, 2023 Letter from Congressman Case to the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation. “It is unacceptable that the FAA, in the draft ATMPs for Badlands National
Park and Mount Rushmore National Memorial, concedes that air tours cause additional
adverse effects that make them incompatible based on concerns raised during consultation
there, yet completely disregards the significant concerns raised during consultation at the
Hawaii’s parks.”

July 26, 2023 letter from Hawai'l State Historic Preservation Division to the FAA and
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. “Despite holding numerous consultation
meetings, FAA has not made a good faith effort to consult, rather they have only moved
through the motions to comply with the four-step process and 36 CFR § 800. The FAA has
not taken into consideration how the air tour management plan could be amended to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate effects to historic properties, nor have they amended their
determination of effect to consider these effects, which have been raised by the SHPO and
consulting parties throughout the consultation meetings including those held recently as
referenced above.”



CC:

Rachel Mangum and Jaime Loichinger, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Karen Trevino, Lead Staff for Hawai‘i ATMPs, National Park Service
Alan Downer, Hawai'‘i State Historic Preservation Officer
Susan Lebo, Jessica Puff, and Stephanie Hacker,
Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation Division
Kamakana Ferreira, Office of Hawaiian Affairs
Kiersten Faulkner, Historic Hawai‘i Foundation
Olena Alec, Executive Director, Haleakala Conservancy
Friends of Haleakala National Park



From: ATMPTeam
To: ATMPTeam
Cc: Walker, Judith <FAA>; Vicki Ward@nps.gov; Papazian, Jennifer (Volpe); Haas, Shauna (Volpe); Hootman, Amy

(Volpe); Rimol, Kaitlyn (Volpe); denise louie@nps.gov; Billy Shott@nps.gov; Natalie Gates@nps.gov;
Lindsay Moore@nps.gov; rachel hodara@nps.gov; bennadette duman@nps.gov; LeBeau, Albert; FireCloud,

Dorothy L
Subject: Section 106 Continuing Consultation — ATMP for Haleakala National Park
Date: Friday, September 1, 2023 1:08:21 PM
Attachments: ATMP Boundary Expansion Effect Letter HI SHPD.pdf

Dear Consulting Party:

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), in coordination with the National Park Service (NPS), is
continuing consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for the
development of an air tour management plan (ATMP) for Haleakala National Park. On August 14,
2023, the FAA sent you the attached letter that details the finding of effects analysis for the
undertaking within the expanded area of potential effects (APE).

The agencies understand that consulting parties on this project may be directly impacted by the
devastating wildfires on Maui or involved in the efforts to support their community during this
tragedy. Therefore, the FAA is extending the review period for this letter an additional 30 calendar
days.

The FAA received two additional consulting party responses to the July 27, 2023, APE letter for the
expanded boundary that were not noted in the August 14, 2023 finding of effects letter and are
providing summaries of those comments to consulting parties. The National Parks Conservation
Association (NPCA) requested that the Section 106 process for Haleakala National Park be put on
hold due to the emergency situation on Maui. The National Trust for Historic Preservation also sent a
request to suspend the consultation process and attached their objection to the agencies’ March 27,
2023, proposed finding of no adverse effect.

We appreciate your participation in this process and ask that you review the information and
respond whether you concur with the proposed finding by October 15, 2023. Should you have any
questions regarding any of the above, please contact Judith Walker at 202-267-4185 or
Judith.Walker@faa.gov and copy the ATMP team at ATMPTeam@dot.gov.

Best regards,
Judith Walker
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Q

U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

United States Department of Transportation
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

Office of Policy, International Affairs & Environment
Office of Environment and Energy

NATIONAL PARKS AIR TOUR MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
August 14, 2023

Re: Continuing Consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for the
development of an Air Tour Management Plan for Haleakala National Park (HICRIS Project
2022PR00396)

Dr. Alan Downer

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation Division

Hawai‘i Department of Land and Natural Resources
Kakuhihewa Building, Room 555

601 Kamokila Boulevard

Kapolei, HI 96707

Dear Dr. Alan Downer:

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), in coordination with the National Park Service (NPS), seeks to
continue consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) for the
development of an air tour management plan (ATMP) for Haleakala National Park (Park). The FAA is
continuing consultation on the ATMP at this time due to a minor scope change that resulted in the
expansion of the area of potential effects (APE).

Historic Property Identification

The agencies shared a map showing the expanded APE with the Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation
Division (SHPD) and 60 consulting parties (listed in Attachment A) in a letter dated July 26, 2023, which
included a request for consulting parties to provide comments regarding historic properties and
potential effects on historic properties within the new areas of the APE. On July 26, 2023, the agencies
also requested historic property data within these areas from the SHPD. The SHPD noted that the Nu‘u-
Waiu Complex and contributing features to the Hana Belt Road extend into the new areas of the APE,
however, both properties were included on the historic property identification list and effects analysis in
the March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter. No new historic properties were identified through
consultation.

! Three newly identified consulting parties were invited to consult, in addition to the SHPD and 57 consulting
parties that were included in the March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter.
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Consulting Party Comments

The agencies received responses to the July 26, 2023, APE letter from three consulting parties. In a July
26, 2023, email, the George K. Cypher ‘Ohana noted that they have no comments at this time but
requested that the agencies also confer with the Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs (AHCC). The AHCC
is a consulting party for the undertaking, and the agencies sent the APE letter to the AHCC for their
review and comment on July 26, 2023, but did not receive a response from the organization. Hokdlani
Holt responded on July 27, 2023, that she assumes the flight pattern does not affect residents of the
area. The Section 106 process focuses on the undertaking’s potential to affect historic properties. The
agencies have delineated the APE to include any areas where the undertaking would result in reasonably
foreseeable direct or indirect effects on historic properties. As further explained in the March 27, 2023,
finding of effect letter, the undertaking (implementation of the ATMP) is expected to reduce visual and
noise effects from air tours on historic properties and reduce the likelihood that an air tour would
interrupt cultural practices within the APE.

In a July 30, 2023, email, Ki‘ope Raymond noted that he does not believe the ATMP sufficiently protects
the visitor experience, Wilderness character of the Park, or historic and culturally sensitive properties in
or near the Park from the visual and noise disturbance from air tours. Mr. Raymond requested that air
tours not be allowed to fly over or near historic trails that are part of or extensions of the Park’s
wilderness trail system. Comments regarding Wilderness areas are beyond the scope of Section 106;
however, the agencies have received similar comments regarding Wilderness areas during the public
comment period for the draft ATMP and Environmental Assessment (EA) and have addressed them
through that process. The ATMP flight path has been delineated to reduce air tour impacts to natural
and cultural resources, areas of historic and spiritual significance to Native Hawaiians, wilderness
character, and visitor experience. The ATMP also removes direct overflights of historic trails within the
Park that are part of the wilderness trail system. As further detailed in the March 27, 2023, finding of
effect letter, the ATMP would reduce visual and noise effects from air tours on historic properties
compared to existing conditions, and the duration of air tour noise would decrease throughout the
entire Park. The restrictions under the ATMP would also reduce the likelihood that an air tour would
interrupt Native Hawaiian traditional practices.

The agencies did not receive any comments with new information regarding unidentified historic
properties or potential effects within the new areas of the APE.

Effects Assessment

The APE description remains the same as what was provided in the March 27, 2023, finding of effect
letter. The parcels that have been acquired by the Park and added to the maps were already within the
APE; the agencies simply adjusted the APE to include the updated ATMP planning area boundaries as a
result of these acquisitions, as depicted in the purple shaded areas on the APE map provided in
Attachment B.

The expansion of the ATMP planning area boundaries in these areas would not result in any new or
different effects, nor would it be likely to contribute to any different reasonably foreseeable indirect
effects, from those discussed in the March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter. The designated flight paths
under the ATMP do not extend into the new areas of the APE. There are no or few flights in these areas
under existing conditions, and no flights would be allowed in these areas under the ATMP. Furthermore,
no new historic properties were identified within the expanded areas of the APE. Therefore, the FAA
maintains its finding of no adverse effect on historic properties for the reasons described in the March
27, 2023, finding of effect letter (Attachment C).





Review Request

Based on the analysis above and in the March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter, the FAA maintains its
finding of no adverse effect on historic properties per 36 CFR § 800.5(b). We request that you review the
information and respond whether you concur with the finding within thirty days of receiving this letter.

Should you have any questions regarding any of the above, please contact Judith Walker at 202-267-
4185 or Judith.Walker@faa.gov and copy the ATMP team at ATMPTeam@dot.gov.

Sincerely,

Judith Walker

Federal Preservation Officer

Senior Environmental Policy Analyst
Environmental Policy Division (AEE-400)
Federal Aviation Administration

cc: Stephanie Hacker, Archaeologist, HI SHPD
Jessica Puff, Architecture Branch Chief, HI SHPD

Attachments

A. List of Consulting Parties
B. APE Map
C. March 27, 2023, Finding of Effect Letter
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ATTACHMENT A

List of Consulting Parties

‘Aha Moku o Kahikinui

‘Aha Moku o Kaupo

‘Aha Moku o Maui Inc.

AlexAir, Inc. (Maverick Helicopters) [Alika Aviation, Inc. (Alexair) in FR]

Angela Tavares (Individual)

Aris, Inc. (Air Maui Helicopter Tours)

Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs

Brian Kaniela Nae‘ole Na‘auao

Clifford Hashimoto (Individual)

County of Maui Mayor's Office

Daisy Lind (Individual)

Dana Hall (Individual)

Daniel K. Inouye Solar Telescope (DKIST)

Department of Hawaiian Homelands

Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry and
Wildlife

Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry and
Wildlife, Maui Branch

Donna Sterling (Individual)

East Maui Irrigation

East Maui Watershed Partnership

Friends of Haleakala National Park

George K. Cypher ‘Ohana

Haleakala Conservancy

Haleakala Ranch

Hawaiian Islands Land Trust

Hawai‘i Island Coalition Malama Pono

Historic Hawai‘i Foundation

Helicopter Consultants of Maui, LLC (Blue Hawaiian Helicopters)

Helicopter Consultants of Maui, LLC (Hawaii Helicopters)

Hokdlani Holt (Individual)

Kahu Dane Maxwell (Individual)

Kahu Lyons Naone (Individual)






Ka‘ono‘ulu Ranch

Kaupo Community Association

Kaupo Ranch

Ki‘ope Raymond (Individual)

Kipahulu ‘Ohana

Kumu A‘o

Leeward Haleakala Watershed Restoration Partnership

Ma‘ano Smith (Individual)

Mahi Pono LLC

Maui County Parks Department

Na Koa lkaika Ka Lahui Hawai‘i

Nan Cabatbat (Individual)

National Parks Conservation Association

National Trust for Historic Preservation

The Nature Conservancy

Nekaifes ‘Ohana

Nu‘u Mauka Ranch

Office of Hawaiian Affairs

Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility

The Royal Order of Kamehameha | - Moku O Kahekili - Helu Eha

Schuman Aviation Company, Ltd. (Makani Kai Helicopters, Magnum
Helicopters)

Sunshine Helicopters, Inc.

Terry Poaipuni (Individual)

Thompson Ranch

Tweetie Lind (Individual)

‘Ulupalakua Ranch

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Waiehu Kou Phase 3 Association

Wananalua Congregational Church






ATTACHMENT B

APE MAP
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ATTACHMENT C

MARCH 27, 2023, FINDING OF EFFECT LETTER





Q

U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

United States Department of Transportation
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

Office of Policy, International Affairs & Environment
Office of Environment and Energy

NATIONAL PARKS AIR TOUR MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
March 27, 2023

Re: Continuing Consultation and Finding of No Adverse Effect under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act for the Development of an Air Tour Management Plan for Haleakala National Park
(HICRIS Project 2022PR00396)

Dr. Alan Downer

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation Division

Hawai‘i Department of Land and Natural Resources
Kakuhihewa Building, Room 555

601 Kamokila Boulevard

Kapolei, HI 96707

Dear Dr. Alan Downer:
Introduction

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), in coordination with the National Park Service (NPS)
(together, the agencies), seeks to continue consultation with your office under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) for the development of an Air Tour Management Plan (ATMP)
for Haleakala National Park (Park). At this time, the FAA requests your concurrence with its proposed
finding that the undertaking would have no adverse effect on historic properties, in accordance with 36
CFR 800.5(c). On this date, we are also notifying all consulting parties of this proposed finding and
providing the documentation below for their review.

In accordance with the requirements of 36 CFR 800.11(e), this letter provides: a description of the
undertaking — reduction of air tours (the preferred alternative under the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA)); the Area of Potential Effects (APE); a description of steps taken to identify historic
properties; a description of historic properties in the APE and the characteristics that qualify them for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register); and an explanation of why the
criteria of adverse effect do not apply to this undertaking. This letter also describes the Section 106
consultation process and public involvement for this undertaking.

The FAA initiated Section 106 consultation with Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) by
letter dated March 29, 2021. Similar consultation initiation letters were sent to consulting parties in
early 2021. In a follow-up letter dated October 1, 2021, we invited all consulting parties (listed in





Attachment A) to an October 28, 2021, informational webinar to provide background on the ATMP
development process at the Park. The agencies have held meetings with Native Hawaiian Organizations
(NHOs) and members of the Park’s Klipuna (grandparents, ancestors; starting points, sources)
consultation group, which consists of elders and individuals with in-depth knowledge of the Park, to
discuss the ATMP planning process, the range of alternatives, and Section 106 consultation. Section 106
consultation with the consulting parties including NHOs and the Klipuna consultation group is further
described below in the Summary of Section 106 Consultation with Consulting Parties.

Public involvement for this undertaking was integrated with the NEPA process. The agencies published
an ATMP Public Scoping Potential Alternatives Newsletter on February 28, 2022. The Public Scoping
comment period spanned from February 28, 2022, to April 1, 2022. The agencies received 4,347 discrete
comments, 257 of which were regarding impacts to cultural resources. The agencies received comments
about the importance of the Park to Native Hawaiians and that the Park contains culturally significant
resources, sites, temples, and burial grounds. Commenters expressed opposition to air tours and noted
that the sight and sounds of air tours disrupt cultural sites and traditional practices and infringe on the
religious freedoms of those who visit certain areas for pule (prayer) interaction, religious ceremonies,
solitude, relaxation, contemplation, silence, and meditation. Commenters also noted the destruction air
tours cause to the Hawaiian communities by taking away the connection and ability to speak with the
Klpuna and interfering with Native Hawaiian traditional cultural practices.

Commenters noted that the Park is a traditional cultural property (TCP) that should be treated with
respect, and it is the dwelling place of na akua (the gods), where kahuna (priests) conduct ceremonies.
Commenters also noted that Native Hawaiians and the Klpuna believe the Crater and Pele are sacred,
serene, peaceful spaces of cultural and spiritual significance that should not be interrupted or disturbed.

Commenters stated that air tours over sacred land and indigenous communities is exploitative and
linked it to the illegal overthrow of the Hawaiian kingdom and erasure of Hawaiian culture and language.
Commenters noted that air tour demand would decrease if more people were aware of the overthrow
and its impacts. Commenters also stated that tourism, marketing Hawai‘i as an exotic tourist
destination, and the commodification and overexposure of Hawaiian culture has created cultural
distortions leading to degradation of Hawaiian culture that makes it more difficult for Hawaiian activism
and sovereignty to gain traction and poses a serious threat to the sovereignty of ancestral domain over
the land by its indigenous caretakers. Commenters stated that air tours affect the pristine, sanctuary
environment of the Hawaiian Islands Sovereign Lands and noted that Native Hawaiians are constantly
being pressured by tourism.

Commenters emphasized the importance of keeping the considerations of the local population,
especially the indigenous Hawaiian population, as a top priority in the planning of the ATMP.
Commenters questioned if the kahuna and “tribal peoples” were asked their thoughts on the ATMP and
requested the agencies work closely with the Native Hawaiian communities and put their concerns
above all else, especially with issues that will affect future generations.

Commenters stated that the Haleakala National Park Foundation Document (updated September 2015)
lists nine fundamental resources and values (FRVs) “essential to achieving the purpose of the park,”
which include natural sounds, viewsheds and dark night skies; wilderness; ongoing connections to living
Hawaiian culture; native Hawaiian biological diversity; and kuleana (the responsibility to present and
future generations for stewardship and the respect for all things spiritual and physical). Commenters
noted that any number of commercial air tours fundamentally impedes or damages each of these FRVs,





including intrusion on Native Hawaiian cultural ceremonies and practices, interference of acoustic-based
bird surveys, and unreasonable impacts on interpretive programs and visitor activities throughout the
Park, and that any flights anywhere close to the boundary of Haleakala Crater, in either height or
distance, have an amplifying destructive effect on the peace, quiet and serenity of the Crater.

Commenters expressed opposition to maintaining air tours at current levels as it would continue to
cause impacts to cultural resources and ceremonial use. Commenters expressed support for reducing or
eliminating air tours to provide greater protection from noise impacts to cultural resources, cultural
practices, ceremonial sites, and TCPs. Commenters noted that it was important to protect indigenous
land, especially since the area within the ATMP holds culturally significant areas that are considered
sacred and/or used for cultural practices with reference to: Hall, Lisa Kahaleole, ““Hawaiian at Heart’ and
other Fictions”; The Contemporary Pacific (2005): 404-413.

Description of the Undertaking

Consistent with the National Park Air Tours Management Act (NPATMA), the proposed ATMP would
regulate commercial air tours within the ATMP planning area. Further background information regarding
the history of commercial air tours over the Park, the authority under which they are currently
conducted, and the area to be regulated under the ATMP is available in the February 2022 Scoping
Newsletter, prepared by the agencies, that was previously provided to you and is available at the
following link:
https://parkplanning.nps.gov/document.cfm?parkiD=306&projectID=103365&documentID=118738

The undertaking for purposes of Section 106 is developing and implementing an ATMP that applies to all
commercial air tours over the Park and within % mile outside the boundary of the Park. A commercial
air tour subject to the ATMP is any flight conducted for compensation or hire in a powered aircraft
where a purpose of the flight is sightseeing over the Park, or within % mile of its boundary, during which
the aircraft flies:

(1) Below 5,000 feet (ft.) above ground level (AGL) (except solely for the purposes of takeoff or
landing, or necessary for safe operation of an aircraft as determined under the rules and
regulations of the FAA requiring the pilot-in-command to take action to ensure the safe
operation of the aircraft); or

(2) Less than one mile laterally from any geographic feature within the Park (unless more than %
mile outside the Park boundary).

The area regulated by the ATMP is referred to as the ATMP planning area. Overflights that do not meet
the definition of a commercial air tour above are not subject to NPATMA and are thus outside the scope
of the ATMP.

Commercial air tours have been operating over the Park for over 20 years. Prior to NPATMA, the FAA did
not regulate air tours over national parks and the NPS did not have authority to regulate commercial air
tours. Since 2005, these air tours have been conducted pursuant to interim operating authority (I0A)
that the FAA was required to grant under NPATMA. As a non-discretionary act, the granting of I0A did
not constitute an undertaking under Section 106 regulations. IOA does not provide any operating
conditions (e.g., routes, altitudes, time of day, etc.) for air tours other than an annual limit on the
number of air tours per year. Six commercial air tour operators — Aris, Inc. (Air Maui Helicopter Tours);
Hawai‘i Helicopters, Inc.; Helicopter Consultants of Maui, Inc. (Blue Hawaiian Helicopters); Schuman /
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Makani Kai; Sunshine Helicopters, Inc.; and Alika Aviation, Inc. (Alexair, Maverick) — hold I0A to conduct
a combined total of 25,827 commercial air tours over the Park each year. The ATMP will replace I0A.

The agencies have documented the existing conditions for commercial air tour operations over the Park.
The agencies consider the existing operations for commercial air tours to be an average of 2017-2019
annual air tours flown, which is 4,824 air tours. A three-year average is used because it reflects the most
accurate and reliable air tour conditions, and accounts for variations across multiple years.

Commercial air tours currently are provided by five different operators! and are conducted using
AS350BA, AS350B2, EC130 T2, and EC130 B4 helicopters. Under existing conditions, there are no
designated flight routes or no-fly zones that operators must adhere to; however, commercial air tours
are generally concentrated south of the Haleakala Crater and along the southern portions of the Park
according to automatic dependent surveillance-broadcast (ADS-B) systems? data of flight paths.
Minimum altitudes for commercial air tours within the ATMP planning area are flown in accordance with
the Hawai‘i Air Tour Common Procedures Manual, from 500 to 1,500 ft. AGL, weather dependent and
contingent on location over the island. In most locations over the Park, the Hawai‘i Air Tour Common
Procedures Manual requires helicopters to fly at a minimum of 500 ft. AGL.

The proposed undertaking, which was referred to in prior consultation and the February 2022 Scoping
Newsletter as Alternative 3 — Reduction of Air Tours, would require operators to fly on a single
designated route within the ATMP planning area in accordance with the conditions included in the
ATMP. The ATMP will require operators to fly the designated route depicted in Attachment B.

A summary of the undertaking is shown in the table below:

SUMMARY OF ATMP ELEMENTS

Designates a single flight path within the ATMP planning area and a
reduction in the annual number of commercial air tours over the Park.

General Description and . . . . .
P Air tours could still continue to fly outside the ATMP planning area

Objectives (i.e., above 5,000 ft. AGL or more than %-mile outside of the Park’s
boundary).

Annual/Daily Number of Authorizes 2,412 flights per year.

Flights Daily limit of 16 flights per day across all operators on those days

where flights are allowed.

One air tour route with four segments. The first segment of the route
enters the ATMP planning area from the west, south of the State
Kahikinui Forest Reserve and extends west-to-east above the Nu‘u
Area before ending at the edge of the ATMP planning area. The
Routes second segment enters the ATMP planning area within a % mile of the
Denman Parcel and ends south of the Kipahulu Forest Reserve. The
third segment enters near the Ka‘apahu Area and ends approximately
0.75 miles from the Kipahulu Area and Visitor Center. The fourth
segment enters the ATMP planning area over the ocean south of

1 Six operators hold IOA, but one operator (Schuman/Makani Kai) has not reported any air tours since 2013.
2 ADS-B systems periodically transmits aircraft location data in real-time.
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Puhilele Point and ends over the ocean south of Pepeiaolepo Bay. This
route allows operators to fly in one direction—west to east.

Minimum Altitudes

Minimum 2,000 ft. AGL over land; minimum 3,000 ft. AGL over the
ocean. Operators may continue to fly to points of interest on the
island outside of the ATMP planning area where they already fly or fly
routes over or around the ATMP planning area similar to existing
flights paths but outside of the ATMP planning area. Flights more
than %-mile outside the Park boundary could continue to occur and
are also outside the ATMP planning area and are subject to the
altitude requirements and procedures of the Hawai‘i Air Tour
Common Procedures Manual. Some air tour operators may choose to
fly air tours above the ATMP planning area, but this would be
impractical in some locations, such as over the crater, due to safety
requirements for unpressurized aircraft.

On days where air tours are permitted:

Time of Day 11 AM -2 PM for non-quiet technology flights.
11AM — 4 PM for quiet technology flights.
Day of Week No-fly days on Sunday and Wednesday.

Hovering and/or Circling

Not permitted.

Quiet Technology Incentives

Quiet technology flights may fly 11 AM — 4 PM except on no-fly days.
All commercial air tours within the ATMP planning area must
exclusively utilize quiet technology aircraft by 2033.

Interpretative Training and
Education

Mandatory, when made available by Park staff. Helicopter operators
would also be required to complete the FAA Introduction to Fly
Neighborly training.

Annual Meeting

Mandatory, when requested by the agencies.

Restrictions for Particular
Events

Six no-fly days generated by following the Hawaiian Moon Calendar
and Makahiki Season; two no-fly days on Hawai‘i State holidays of
historical importance with prior notice provided to operators. NPS
could establish restrictions for particular events with two months’
notice provided to operators.

Monitoring and
Enforcement

Operators would provide semi-annual reports, including the flight
monitoring data, which is specified in detail in the ATMP Section 4.1.
The NPS would conduct ADS-B aircraft monitoring and work with the
FAA to respond to instances of non-compliance. The FAA FSDO would
investigate all reports of noncompliance. Investigative determination
of non-compliance may result in legal enforcement actions.

Adaptive Management

Adaptive management of the route, frequency, and timing would be
considered/analyzed. NPS would conduct periodic acoustic
monitoring.

Operators, Initial Allocation
of Air Tours, and Aircraft
Types

The initial allocation of commercial air tours for each operator would
reflect the proportion of the annual air tours flown on average by

each of the six air tour companies from 2017-2019 and would restrict
companies to the same aircraft type flown during that time. After the






initial allocation, competitive bidding would occur. Any new or
replacement aircraft must not exceed the noise level produced by the
aircraft being replaced.

Area of Potential Effects

The agencies initially delineated the APE to include the Park and a %-mile buffer around the Park. The
agencies held a Section 106 consultation meeting with all consulting parties on November 10, 2022, to
inform them of the proposed APE and to seek comments. The agencies took into consideration the input
from the consulting parties and subsequently expanded the boundaries of the APE to incorporate
comments received by the consulting parties regarding additional areas potentially affected by the
undertaking.

The undertaking does not require land acquisition, construction, or ground disturbance. In establishing
the APE, the FAA sought to include areas where any historic property present could be affected by noise
from or sight of commercial air tours that may take place under any of the selectable draft alternatives,
including those over the Park or those that are reasonably foreseeable to take place adjacent to the
ATMP planning area. The FAA considered the number and altitude of commercial air tours over historic
properties in these areas to further assess the potential for visual effects and any incremental change in
noise levels that may result in alteration of the characteristics of historic properties qualifying them as
eligible for listing in the National Register.

It is reasonably foreseeable that operators would fly the proposed flight path at a minimum of 2,000 ft.
AGL or fly close to their existing flight paths above 5,000 ft. AGL or outside the ATMP planning area. The
undertaking proposes a flight path through the Park that varies from currently reported routes. The
proposed flight path connects to existing flight paths at the easternmost and westernmost bounds of
the ATMP planning area (based on ADS-B systems data of flight paths) but shifts to the south at the
Kaupo Denman parcel as well as the Kipahulu and Ka‘apahu areas. While the flights may not follow a
straight line connecting the route outside the ATMP planning area, it is reasonably foreseeable that
some flights would follow the proposed flight path and maintain a direct connection to the path outside
of the ATMP planning area some of the time.

Therefore, the APE includes the Park and areas outside the Park but within % mile of its boundary. The
APE also includes areas outside of the ATMP planning area between the Nu’u and Ka‘apahu areas of the
park, bounded to the south by the southern limits of the % mile buffer around the Kaupoé Denman
parcel, and the overland area between the Ka‘apahu and Kipahulu areas of the park. The inclusion of
areas outside the ATMP planning area addresses the most direct path operators may fly to connect to
the proposed flight path, allowing for deviation in the route and the extent of new visual and audible
impacts that may result. The APE extends vertically from ground level to encompass areas where the
operators may fly above the ATMP planning area (i.e., more than 5,000 ft. AGL). If operators choose to
fly above the ATMP planning area, they would likely keep to an altitude close to but just above 5,000 ft.
AGL, as higher flight altitudes would provide limited value to a sightseeing operation. As the ground
level varies throughout the park, the vertical limits extend to just above 5,000 ft. mean sea level (MSL) at
the coastline to no more than 10,000 ft. MSL near the summit.3

3 Supplemental oxygen use is required in unpressurized aircraft flying over 10,000 ft MSL for more than 30 minutes
(14 CFR § 135.89, § 135.157); therefore, it is unlikely air tours would fly higher for extended periods of time.
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This APE encompasses the reasonably foreseeable areas where operators may fly given the
implementation of the ATMP and therefore the areas within which the undertaking may directly or
indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of historical properties within the APE if any such
properties exist. The proposed APE is depicted in the map included in Attachment B below.

The FAA sent a letter dated December 23, 2022, to the SHPD requesting their input on the revised APE.
On January 26, 2023, the SHPD offered no objections to the APE, but noted that the State Historic
Preservation Officer looked forward to receiving and reviewing the agencies’ responses to the consulting
parties’ comments. The FAA sent a follow-up letter dated February 10, 2023, to all consulting parties
that included the revised APE. The FAA requested comments from all consulting parties including NHOs.
We received no comments from consulting parties regarding the revised APE.

Summary of Section 106 Consultation with Consulting Parties

In addition to the SHPD, the agencies invited various consulting parties, including NHOs, members of the
Park’s Klipuna consultation group, and operators, to participate in the consultation process for the
undertaking. The agencies recognize that Native Hawaiians have a long-standing and deeply rooted
association with the landscape that encompasses these National Park lands, which include numerous
sites of religious and cultural significance.

The FAA contacted Native Hawaiians, including NHOs and members of the Park’s Klipuna consultation
group, via letter on April 9, 2021, inviting them to participate in Section 106 consultation and requesting
their expertise regarding historic properties, including TCPs that may be located within the APE. The
agencies sent consultation invitations to operators on August 6, 2021. Additional consulting parties were
invited on October 1, 2021. A complete list of all consulting parties contacted is enclosed in Attachment
A. The agencies held a listening session for the Park’s Kipuna consultation group on December 9, 2021,
and a consulting party meeting with all consulting parties on November 10, 2022. A preliminary APE,
historic property identification list, and maps of the proposed alternatives were included in the
invitations and meeting materials for the November 2022 consulting party meeting.

During the listening sessions and consultation meetings, the agencies heard from participating Kipuna
that they oppose air tours in the ATMP planning area. The Park’s Klipuna consultation group expressed
concerns regarding the impacts of air tours on the sacredness and spirituality of the entire Park and the
impacts of noise pollution on traditional practices and on endangered wildlife. Furthermore, the NHOs
and Kdpuna noted that the entire Park is part of a continuous landscape that is sacred. The landscape is
considered a TCP, which includes natural resources that are also considered to be cultural resources by
Native Hawaiians. The participating NHOs and Kipuna emphasized that plants, animals, the sky, the
ocean, and other natural resources are contributing features to cultural resources throughout the APE.

Friends of Haleakala National Park noted that the Kaupo Gap Trail should be included in the historic
property list and requested that the route be located south of the Denman parcel. The Historic Hawai’i
Foundation provided comments on the initial APE and historic property list and expressed concerns
regarding flights over the Haleakala Crater higher than 5,000 ft. AGL and in areas where they do not
currently fly. The National Trust for Historic Preservation endorsed the comments submitted by the
Historic Hawai‘i Foundation. Tweetie Lind, a representative from the Lind ‘Ohana (family) and the
Kdpuna Council, expressed opposition to air tours within two miles of Haleakala Crater and noted that
air tours should be reduced due to noise pollution, air pollution, crossing over sacred sites and private
residences, and because crossing over the Park (Lelekea-Kalepa-Kaapahu) loosens rocks on the whole





mountain. The Office of Hawaiian Affairs (OHA) requested a TCP study for the Park and noted that the
entire Park contains endangered species, cultural resources, and cultural functions that should all be
considered. The OHA also requested that the FAA consider vertical boundaries or buffers for identified
historic properties, noted flight safety related concerns, requested flight altitude monitoring, and
expressed opposition to air tours in the ATMP planning area.

On February 10, 2023, the FAA sent a Section 106 consultation letter to all consulting parties that
provided responses to comments received during and following the November 2022 consulting party
meeting, a revised APE map, and a revised historic properties list.

Identification of Historic Properties

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.4, the FAA has made a reasonable and good faith effort to identify
historic properties within the APE. As the undertaking would not result in physical effects, the
identification effort focused on identifying properties where setting and feeling are characteristics
contributing to a property’s National Register eligibility, as they are the type of historic properties most
sensitive to the effects of aircraft overflights. These may include isolated properties where a cultural
landscape is part of the property’s significance, rural historic districts, outdoor spaces designed for
meditation or contemplation, and certain TCPs. In so doing, the FAA has taken into consideration the
views of consulting parties, past planning, research and studies, the magnitude and nature of the
undertaking, the degree of Federal involvement, the nature and extent of potential effects on historic
properties, and the likely nature of historic properties within the APE in accordance with 36 CFR
800.4(b)(1).

The initial identification of historic properties relied upon data submitted by the NPS regarding known
historic properties in the Park and data retrieved from the Hawai‘i Cultural Resource Information System
(HICRIS). Section 106 consultation efforts to identify historic properties within the APE also involved
outreach to NHOs and the Park’s Kiipuna consultation group, the SHPD, operators, and other consulting
parties including local governments. Public comments submitted as part of the Public Scoping process
also informed identification efforts.

The FAA provided a preliminary list of historic properties in the Park to the SHPD for their review and
comment in the scoping cover letter dated March 7, 2022. A preliminary list of historic properties in the
entire initial APE was provided to all consulting parties in the meeting materials for the November 10,
2022, consulting party meeting. The agencies expanded the boundaries of the APE to incorporate
additional areas potentially affected by the undertaking, and an updated historic properties list was
provided in the response to consulting party comments in a letter dated February 10, 2023. The FAA
received no comments from consulting parties in response to the February 10, 2023, letter.

These efforts resulted in identification of 32 historic properties within the APE. All historic properties
identified within the APE are listed in Attachment C and those with available non-restricted location
data are shown in the APE map provided in Attachment B.

Assessment of Effects

The undertaking could have an effect on a historic property if it alters the characteristics that qualify the
property for eligibility for listing or inclusion in the National Register. The characteristics of the historic
properties within the APE that qualify them for inclusion in the National Register are described in
Attachment C. Effects are considered adverse if they diminish the integrity of a property’s elements
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that contribute to its significance. Commercial air tours, by their nature, have the potential to impact
resources for which feeling and setting are contributing elements. Based on the standard imposed in
the regulations implementing Section 106, the agencies focused the assessment of effects on the
potential for adverse effects from the introduction of audible or visual elements that could diminish the
integrity of the property’s significant historic features. See 36 CFR §800.5(a)(2)(v). Air tours have been
conducted over the Park for well over 20 years and are currently conducted under the I0A that the FAA
was required to grant operators by NPATMA. Thus, the undertaking— implementing the ATMP—would
not introduce visual or auditory elements from air tours as aircraft already operate in the area. The
undertaking does not include land acquisition, construction, or ground disturbance and will not result in
physical effects to historic properties. The undertaking would not limit access to or change ceremonial
use of Native Hawaiian sacred sites, ethnographic resources, or TCPs.

Assessment of Noise Effects

To assess the potential for the introduction of audible elements, as well as changes in the duration and
intensity of aircraft noise, the FAA and NPS considered whether there would be a change in the annual
number, daily frequency, routes, or altitudes of commercial air tours, as well as the type of aircraft used
to conduct those tours. The level of commercial air tour activity under the ATMP is expected to improve
the protection of cultural resources within the ATMP planning area.

The ATMP authorizes half the annual flights as the average number of flights from 2017-2019 with a
daily limit on flights across all operators on those days where flights are allowed. The ATMP designates a
single one-way route from west to east over four segments in the southern area of the ATMP planning
area. The ATMP authorizes the use of the AS350BA, AS350B2, EC130 T2, and EC130 B4 helicopters. Any
new or replacement aircraft must not exceed the noise level produced by the aircraft being replaced.
The ATMP requires the operators to fly on a single route at increased altitudes than are flown under
existing conditions (minimum 2,000 — 3,000 ft. AGL, depending on location over the Park and ATMP
boundary). Increases in minimum altitudes, where they occur, would reduce maximum noise levels at
sites directly below the commercial air tour routes. It should be noted that when the altitude of an
aircraft is increased, the total area exposed to the noise from that aircraft may also increase depending
on the surrounding terrain. Although the area exposed to noise might increase, this would not
meaningfully affect the acoustic environment because attenuation of noise from the higher altitude
would most likely reduce noise levels depending on terrain and the transient nature of the impacts.
Overall, noise levels associated with commercial air tours over the Park would be reduced in both
duration and decibel level across most of the APE as a result of the undertaking.

Noise Metrics

To account for the differences in duration and loudness of sounds, different metrics are used. These
metrics are used to compare individual noise events as well as many events that take place over an
extended period of time. Equivalent sound level (Leg) is being used to account for the cumulative effect
of multiple air tour overflights throughout the day; it accounts for increases in both the loudness and
duration of noise events. Leqis defined as the level of continuous sound over a given time period that
would deliver the same amount of energy as the actual, varying sound exposure. For air tours, it is
computed over a 12-hour daytime period (Laeq, 12 hr) to represent a typical operational day and to provide
a common time basis for comparison between alternatives.





Closely related, the day-night average sound level (DNL) noise metric is used to reflect a person's
cumulative exposure to sound over a 24-hour period. By definition, DNL is arithmetically 3 dBA* lower
than the Laeq, 12 hr, @s the averaging time period is twice as long and there are no nighttime air tour
operations authorized by the ATMP. For purposes of assessing noise impacts from commercial air tours
on the acoustic environment of the Park under NEPA, the FAA noise evaluation is based on Yearly® Day
Night Average Sound Level (L4n or DNL). The DNL analysis indicates that the undertaking would not
result in any noise impacts that would be “significant” or “reportable” under FAA’s policy for NEPA.®

As part of the ATMP noise analysis, the NPS provided supplemental metrics to further assess the impact
of commercial air tours in quiet settings: time above 35 dBA and time above 52 dBA. The time above
metrics account for the amount of time in minutes that aircraft sound levels are above a given threshold
(i.e., 35 dBA and 52 dBA) per day. In quiet settings, outdoor sound levels exceeding 35 dBA degrade
experience in outdoor performance venues (American National Standards Institute (ANSI), 2007).
Interference with Park interpretive programs would reasonably occur at 52 dBA. Attachment D provides
further information about the supplemental noise metrics (Table 1) and presents the noise contours
(i.e., graphical illustration depicting noise exposure) and point data from the modeling.

Time audible and maximum sound level (Lamax) are also used to gather more data on the duration and
intensity of noise. Time audible notes the total time that aircraft noise levels are audible to an attentive
listener with normal hearing under natural ambient conditions. Time audible does not indicate how loud
the event is, only if it can be heard. Time audible may be more indicative of when quiet is disrupted than
the time above metrics and takes into consideration the natural ambient conditions that may mask or
make human-sourced sounds more noticeable. Lamax provides the loudest sound level generated by the
loudest event, and does not provide any context of frequency, duration, or timing of exposure.

Overview of Noise Effects Throughout ATMP Planning Area

Attachment D presents noise contour data for the Laeq, 12 nr (Figure 11) and time above 35 dBA (Figure
13) and point data for time above 52 dBA (Figure 7 and Table 7). Generally, the undertaking would
result in a decrease of noise levels for the interior (northern) regions of the Park but may result in an
increase in noise levels in coastal regions near the proposed flight path. Many historic properties are
clustered in the northern region of the Park where noise would not exceed 35 dBA on days when
commercial air tours would occur under the ATMP. Furthermore, the proposed flight path does not fly
directly over many of the historic properties in the APE, including the Crater Historic District, Kipahulu
Historic District, Hana Belt Road, Nu‘u Archeological Sites, Ka‘apahu Archeological Sites, Naholoku

4 dBA (A-weighted decibels): Sound is measured on a logarithmic scale relative to the reference sound pressure for
atmospheric sources, 20 pPa. Sound levels are reported in units of decibels (dB) (ANSI $1.1-1994, American
National Standard Acoustical Terminology). A-weighting is applied to sound levels to account for the sensitivity of
the human ear (ANSI $1.42-2001, Design Response of Weighting Networks for Acoustical Measurements). To
approximate human hearing sensitivity, A-weighting discounts sounds below 1 kHz and above 6 kHz. See attached
noise report, page 5 for further discussion.

5 Yearly conditions are represented as the Average Annual Day (AAD)

8 Under FAA policy, an increase in the Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) of 1.5 dBA or more for a noise
sensitive area that is exposed to noise at or above the DNL 65 dBA noise exposure level, or that will be exposed at
or above the DNL 65 dBA level due to a DNL 1.5 dBA or greater increase, is significant. FAA Order 1050.1F,
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, Exhibit 4-1. Noise increases are “reportable” if the DNL increases
by 5 dB or more within areas exposed to DNL 45-60 dB, or by 3 dB or more within areas exposed to DNL 60-65 dB.
FAA Order 1050.1F, Appendix B, section B-1.4.
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Archeological Sites, and many significant features of the Haleakala Summit TCP. The undertaking would
reduce noise impacts that could detract from the feeling and setting of these resources as compared to
existing conditions.

Portions of the APE along the proposed flight path would experience Laeq, 12 nr between 35 dBA and 40
dBA, with small areas rising above 40 dBA but below 45 dBA. Compared to existing conditions, the
average Laeq, 12 nr Would be lower for the interior regions of the park but may be higher in coastal regions
as more flights may fly the proposed flight path than currently fly over these areas. No areas in the
ATMP planning area would experience DNL greater than 40 dB.

As a whole, the noise footprint for the ATMP, as measured by areas where the Laeq, 12 hr €xceeds 35 dBA,
would impact 6% of the park (see Table 8 in Attachment D). Noise related to commercial air tours would
be greater than 35 dBA for less than 45 minutes a day within the APE (with most portions of the APE
experiencing noise above 35 dBA for less than 15 minutes a day) and greater than 52 dBA for less than
15 minutes a day within the APE.” Time above 35 dBA across the entire Park decreases by up to 61
minutes (see point 40, Nu‘u 7,500 ft. elevation) compared to existing conditions; only point 24
(Waimoku Falls) would experience a slight increase in time above 35 dBA (by 2 minutes), likely due to
the increased flight altitude and surrounding topography. Compared to existing conditions, the noise
footprint for the ATMP as measured by time above 35 dBA potentially affects 42% less of the Park.

More flights may occur on the proposed route under the ATMP than existing flights along the coast
(modeled at 9 flights per day versus the existing average of 4.5). The ATMP will also require 2,000 ft. AGL
as a minimum altitude on the proposed flight path, compared to the existing minimum altitudes of 500
ft. to 1,500 ft. AGL. The net result of creating a single designated route and the increase in minimum
altitude due to the undertaking is an increase in noise at coastal locations. Note however, that coastal
areas have a natural ambient level higher than the interior portions of the Park; noise from air tours may
not be as intrusive compared to naturally quieter locations. Median levels of natural sounds at the coast
are between 45 and 50 dBA, 10-20 dB higher than in many interior areas (see Figure 2 in Attachment D);
the ambient conditions along the coast remain in the 45-50 dB range (i.e., do not increase) when
existing air tours are included in the Cumulative Existing Ambient for Existing Conditions (see Figure 4 in
Attachment D). High natural ambient conditions may mask human-sourced sounds, while sound
intrusions may be more noticeable in the areas of the park with low natural ambient conditions.

Points with Increased Noise

Eight noise points (21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 30, 37, and 41) would experience increases in more than one of
the FAA and NPS metrics. As noted above, only point 24 (Waimoku Falls) will see an increase in one
metric (time above 35 dBA); however, the increase of 2 minutes is minor, and all other metrics decrease
at this point. The agencies determined whether these eight points were near any historic properties that
have a quiet setting or natural sounds and setting as a significant characteristic. The agencies then
analyzed additional noise metrics to determine changes in noise duration and intensity that would be
experienced at those properties under the ATMP compared to existing conditions. Table 11 in
Attachment D shows the difference between the existing Laeq, 12 hr cOmpared to the modeled Laeq, 12 hr
under the ATMP, Table 12 shows the difference in the time audible for natural ambient, Table 13 shows
the difference in time above 35 dBA, Table 14 shows the difference in time above 52 dBA, and Table 15

7 See note preceding Figure 1 in the Noise Technical Analysis (Attachment D) regarding minor altitude adjustments
not reflected in the noise modeling.
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shows the difference in the Lamax. The below analysis interprets the modeled noise metrics in these
tables and discusses if any changes in noise have the potential to cause adverse effects to historic
properties in the APE.

Noise point 26 in the Denman Parcel, which is within the Haleakala Summit TCP and near the Naholoku
Archaeological Sites, Lonoaea Heiau, Lono‘o‘ai‘a Heiau (Hale O Kane Heiau), and Pictograph and Rock
Shelter (Marciel’s Pictograph), would experience increases in sound level as measured by Laeg, 12 hr and
Lamax; the increase of 0.3 dBA in Lamax (from 57.2 to 57.5 dBA Lamax) would be imperceptible to a human
observer. However, all of these historic properties have a use where quiet setting and/or natural sounds
is important. Noise near these sites would decrease in time above 35 dBA by 46 minutes (from 68.5 to
22.5 minutes) compared to existing conditions but would increase in time above 52 dBA by 2.8 minutes
compared to existing conditions (from 1.3 to 4.1 minutes). While time above 52 is an indication of when
speech could be disrupted, time audible may be more indicative of when quiet is disrupted and takes
into consideration the natural ambient conditions that may mask or make human-sourced sounds more
noticeable. Despite the slight sound level intensity increases cited above, the time the air tours may be
audible would decrease by approximately 129 minutes compared to existing conditions (from 210.6 to
81.4 minutes).® Therefore, while noise intensity would slightly increase at this point compared to
existing conditions (resulting in a longer time above 52 dBA and higher Lamax), the overall amount of time
that noise caused by air tours is audible would decrease (resulting in a shorter time above 32 dBA and a
shorter time audible). Similar slight increases in intensity and decreases in duration are modeled at the
points discussed below.

Noise at point 25, which is a coastal location within the Haleakala TCP and Ka‘apahu Archeological Sites,
near Mound (SHPD ID 50-50-16-08665), Terraces (SHPD ID 50-50-16-01133), Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-16-
08663), Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-16-08664), and Walls (SHPD ID 50-50-16-01132), would experience
increases in sound level as measured by Laeg, 12 hr and Lamax; the increase of 3.5 dBA in Lamax (from 53.2 to
56.7 dBA Lamax) would be imperceptible to a human observer. Of these historic properties, the Haleakala
Summit TCP and Ka‘apahu Archeological Sites have a ceremonial use where the quiet setting and/or
natural sounds is important. Noise at this point would experience a decrease in time above 35 dBA by
21.5 minutes (from 44.4 to 22.9 minutes) compared to existing conditions but would experience an
increase in time above 52 dBA by 2.4 minutes compared to existing conditions (from 0.3 to 2.7 minutes)
due to the minor increase in sound intensity. Noise point 25 is near the coast where the median natural
ambient sound level is between 45 and 50 dBA. The time audible metric considers both the natural
ambient sounds as well as the noise generated by the air tours. Despite the slight sound level intensity
increases cited above, the overall time air tours may be audible would decrease by approximately 52
minutes compared to existing conditions (from 108.8 to 56.9 minutes).

Noise point 22, which is a coastal location within the Haleakala Summit TCP and Puhilele Archaeological
Sites and near Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-17-08883), would experience an increase in the Laeq, 12 hr Of 7.4 dBA
(from 32.3 to 39.7 dBA). As this is an average across a 12-hour time period and is not necessarily
indicative of noise levels at any specific point in time, additional metrics are also considered to
determine the effects of the undertaking on historic properties. Of the historic properties near or
encompassing Noise point 22, the Haleakala Summit TCP and Puhilele Archaeological Sites have a
ceremonial use where the quiet setting and/or natural sounds is important. Noise at this point would
experience a decrease in time above 35 dBA of 3.8 minutes (from 35.8 to 32 minutes) compared to

& Time Audible accounts for the total time in minutes that aircraft noise levels are audible to an attentive listener
with normal hearing under natural ambient conditions (see Noise Technical Report in Attachment D).
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existing conditions but would experience an increase in time above 52 dBA by approximately 6 minutes
compared to existing conditions (from 1.8 to 8.2 minutes). This point would experience an increase in
the Lamax of 6.3 dBA (from 57.3 dBA to 63.6 dBA Lamax), which would be obvious to an observer; these
sound levels are similar to the sound level of a dishwasher in an adjacent room. Noise point 22 is near
the coast where the median natural ambient sound level is between 45 and 50 dBA. The time audible
considers the natural ambient sounds as well as the noise generated by the air tours. Despite the slight
sound level intensity increases cited above, the time the air tours may be audible would decrease by 102
minutes compared to existing conditions (from 187.1 to 85.5 minutes).

While several points within the Kipahulu Historic District show increases in noise, Noise point 37 is the
closest to the proposed flight path and also represents a coastal location in the Haleakala Summit TCP
and is near the Hana Belt Road. The Laeg, 12 hr at Noise point 37 would increase 6.4 dBA (from 34 to 40.4
dBA). Of these historic properties, the Haleakala Summit TCP and Kipahulu Historic District have a quiet
setting and/or natural sounds as a significant characteristic. This location would experience a decrease
in time above 35 dBA by 4.9 minutes (from 35.8 to 30.9 minutes) compared to existing conditions but
would experience an increase in time above 52 dBA by 7 minutes (from 2.2 to 9.3 minutes) compared to
existing conditions. The Lamax at this point would rise by 4.3 dBA (from 60.7 dBA to 65 dBA Lamax); these
sound levels are similar to the sound level of a large business office, and the increase would be
discernable by an observer. Noise point 37 is near the coast where the median natural ambient sound
level is between 45 and 50 dBA. The time audible considers the natural ambient sounds as well as the
noise generated by the air tours. Despite the slight sound level intensity increases cited above, the time
the air tours may be audible would decrease by around 104 minutes compared to existing conditions
(from 183.7 to 79.6 minutes).

Noise Effects Summary

The increases in noise intensity at the points noted above are due to a greater number of air tours
anticipated on the proposed route than currently fly over these areas under existing conditions;
however, the annual and daily limits, time-of-day restrictions, quiet technology incentives, and no-fly
days would minimize the overall effects experienced at historic properties in the APE. While there may
be increases in Laeg, 12 hr at these points, this metric is an average across a 12-hour time period and is not
necessarily indicative of noise levels at any specific point in time. Additionally, time above 35 dBA is
decreasing at all but one noise point, and any increases in time above 52 dBA are minimal and would be
spread across operating hours. Although the Lamax would increase at some points, the increases are
minor, and the levels at these points are already perceptible against the natural ambient sounds under
existing conditions. Furthermore, the time that air tours are audible at all of these historic properties
decreases as a result of the ATMP, indicating that while the noise may at times be louder in these areas,
the air tours would be audible for a shorter duration than existing conditions. Therefore, the
undertaking would not diminish the integrity of setting and feeling of these properties as related to
sound, nor would it substantially hinder or prevent one from experiencing the property within its
historic context compared to existing conditions. All other historic properties within the APE that are not
noted above would experience either similar noise levels or a decrease in noise levels from existing
conditions in all modeled metrics as a result of the undertaking.

Because noise is modeled using conservative assumptions (see Attachment D) and implementing the
ATMP would result in limiting the number of flights to half of the three-year average of flights flown
from 2017-2019 using a single route and the same aircraft to fly at higher altitudes, noise impacts are
expected to overall be reduced under the ATMP. The ATMP would not introduce new audible elements
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into the APE because air tours are currently occurring in this area; the undertaking limits the number of
annual (2,412) and daily (16) flights that could occur within the ATMP planning area, which would
reduce the number and frequency of air tour operations within the ATMP planning area and
corresponding noise effects to cultural resources within the APE. These annual limits, daily limits, time-
of-day restrictions, and no-fly days also reduce the likelihood that an air tour would interrupt Native
Hawaiian traditional practices such as ceremonies, fishing, or farming, as well as the sanctity of the
Haleakala Crater as compared to existing conditions. Because the ATMP would result in minimal
changes to noise levels on historic properties compared to existing conditions and would decrease the
time that air tours are audible at historic properties in the APE, the undertaking would not diminish the
integrity of any historic property’s significant historic features.

Assessment of Visual Effects

Recognizing that some types of historic properties may be affected by visual effects of commercial air
tours, the agencies considered the potential for the introduction of visual elements that could alter the
characteristics of a historic property that qualify it for inclusion in the National Register. Aircraft are
transitory elements in a scene and visual impacts tend to be relatively short. The short duration and low
number of flights make it unlikely a historic property would experience a visual effect from the
undertaking.

The ATMP would not introduce new aircraft into the viewshed within the APE, and the level of
commercial air tour activity under the ATMP is expected to be reduced. The undertaking would not
alter the characteristics of historic properties within the APE because there would be no significant
increase in visual effects from existing conditions. The ATMP reduces the number of commercial air
tours within the ATMP planning area compared to the three-year average from 2017-2019 and
implements limits on the number of flights, times of day, and days of the week and year during which
commercial air tours are able to operate. These limits do not currently exist.

The FAA and NPS also considered the experience of Native Hawaiians who may be conducting
ceremonies or practices that could involve looking toward the sky. The ATMP includes a provision for
the NPS to establish temporary no-fly periods for special events, such as Native Hawaiian ceremonies or
other similar events, with a minimum of two months’ notice to the operators. This represents an
improvement over existing conditions where no such provision exists.

The ATMP limits the annual number of commercial air tours to 2,412 tours on a single one-way route
and imposes a daily limit of 16 flights. The average annual number of air tours from 2017-2019 is 4,824
flights; on days with peak air tour activity (defined as a 90" percentile day), as many as 50 commercial
air tours occurred. Therefore, visual intrusions to historic properties are expected to decrease compared
to flights currently occurring because the number of authorized flights under the ATMP will be less than
the average number of flights from 2017-2019.

The ATMP would remove flights in the northern part of the ATMP planning area near the Haleakala
Crater. The areas in the vicinity of the proposed flight path already experience visual intrusions by air
tours under existing conditions. Although more flights may occur over the southeastern portion of the
APE compared to existing conditions, the ATMP would reduce the overall number of air tours in the
planning area, cap daily flights, and establish a proposed flight path that does not cross directly over any
historic properties except for the Haleakala Summit TCP, which encompasses the entire Park.
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Furthermore, the increased altitude would minimize visual intrusions to historic properties near the
proposed flight path.

Properties in the APE that have viewshed as a significant characteristic include the Haleakala Summit
TCP, Civilian Conservation Corps Haleakala Crater Trails Historic District Cultural Landscape, Hana Belt
Road, and Lonoaea Heiau. The transitory nature and short duration of aircraft as well as the restrictions
under the ATMP — including the designated route, limits to annual and daily flights numbers, time-of-day
limits, no-fly days, and increase in minimum altitude — would limit the overall visual effects of air tours
on these historic properties. As a result of these provisions in the ATMP, the undertaking would not
introduce visual elements that would alter the characteristics of any historic property that qualifies it for
inclusion in the National Register.

Assessment of Indirect Effects

As the ATMP would limit the number of flights per year to a level below existing conditions, it is
reasonably foreseeable that current air tour operators would increase flights in areas not regulated by
the ATMP, referred to as “air tour displacement.” It is difficult to predict with specificity if, where, and to
what extent any air tours would be displaced to areas outside the ATMP planning area, including areas
above 5,000 ft. AGL. The preciseness of routes and altitudes for air tours flown on displaced routes are
generally subject to the Hawai‘i Air Tour Common Procedures Manual and may vary greatly. Itis
reasonably foreseeable that operators would continue to fly to points of interest on the island outside of
the ATMP planning area where they already fly or fly routes over or around the park similar to existing
flight paths but outside of the ATMP planning area. Air tour operators are likely to continue to fly some
air tours along the perimeter of the ATMP planning area where Haleakala Crater and other park features
may be visible. If operators choose to fly above the vertical limit of the ATMP boundary, they would
likely keep to an altitude close to, but just above 5,000 ft. AGL, as higher flights would provide limited
value to a sightseeing operation. Flights close to the crater above 5,000 ft. AGL are unlikely due to the
ground elevation in that area and safety requirements for unpressurized aircraft flying over 10,000 ft.
MSL for more than 30 minutes.? For flights above 5,000 ft. AGL, the increase in altitude would likely
decrease impacts on ground level resources as compared to existing conditions. The undertaking could
result in some noise and visual effects to cultural resources at higher elevation areas of the Park to the
north with views towards the ocean or in the southern areas of the APE where flights are more likely to
occur as the elevations are lower. The increase in altitude would likely decrease impacts on ground level
resources as compared to existing conditions. Any flights above or along the perimeter of the ATMP
planning area would likely be reduced from the existing number of flights due to the ATMP restrictions
and would therefore result in a reduction of noise and visual effects to the Crater Historic District and
Haleakala Summit TCP.

Finding of No Adverse Effect Criteria

As noted above, air tours over the Park are part of the existing condition, and the required analysis
under Section 106 is of the undertaking—the implementation of an ATMP. To support a Finding of No
Adverse Effect, an undertaking must not meet any of the criteria set forth in the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation’s Section 106 regulations at 36 CFR 800.5(a). The above analysis of impact
demonstrates the undertaking does not meet those criteria. The undertaking would not have any
physical impact on any property or result in any alteration or physical modifications to these resources.
The undertaking would not remove any property from its location. The undertaking would not change
the character of any property’s use or any physical features in any historic property’s setting. As
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discussed above, the undertaking would not introduce any new auditory or visual elements that would
diminish the integrity of the significant historical features of any historic properties in the APE. The
undertaking would not cause any property to be neglected, sold, or transferred.

Noise and visual effects of existing air tour operations are already present in the APE. Although the
proposed flight path would shift the bulk of air tour operations to the south and may expose some
historic properties to increased noise and visual effects, any increases in noise and visual effects would
be limited due to the increased minimum altitude and reduction in the overall number of air tours in the
ATMP planning area. Furthermore, air tours are transitory in nature, and any noise and visual impacts to
historic properties would be temporary. While some historic properties may experience an increase in
noise intensity, the duration of the noise would decrease in all cases. Therefore, the undertaking will not
result in any adverse effects to historic properties in the APE.

Proposed Finding and Request for Review and Concurrence

FAA and NPS approval of the undertaking would not alter the characteristics of any historic properties
located within the APE in a manner that would diminish its integrity as there would be an overall
reduction in audible or visual effects from existing conditions and no introduction of effects. Based on
the above analysis, the FAA proposes a finding of no adverse effect on historic properties. We request
that you review the information and respond whether you concur with the proposed finding within
thirty days of receiving this letter.

The agencies are holding a consulting party meeting on April 20, 2023, at 9:30 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. HST
over Zoom, to explain how the FAA arrived at the proposed finding of no adverse effect on historic
properties. Information on how to access the meeting is included in Attachment E.

Should you have any questions regarding any of the above, please contact Judith Walker at 202-267-
4185 or Judith.Walker@faa.gov and copy the ATMP team at ATMPTeam@dot.gov.

Sincerely,

Judith Walker

Federal Preservation Officer

Senior Environmental Policy Analyst
Environmental Policy Division (AEE-400)
Federal Aviation Administration

cc: Stephanie Hacker, Archaeologist

Attachments
A. List of Consulting Parties
B. APE Map including Proposed Commercial Air Tour Route
C. List of Historic Properties in the APE and Description of Historic Characteristics
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D. Noise Technical Analysis: Haleakala National Park
E. Connection Information for April 20, 2023, Consulting Party Meeting for Haleakala National Park
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ATTACHMENT A

List of Consulting Parties

‘Aha Moku o Kahikinui

‘Aha Moku o Kaupo

‘Aha Moku o Maui Inc.

AlexAir, Inc. (Maverick Helicopters) [Alika Aviation, Inc. (Alexair) in FR]

Angela Tavares (Individual)

Aris, Inc. (Air Maui Helicopter Tours)

Brian Kaniela Nae‘ole Na‘auao

Clifford Hashimoto (Individual)

County of Maui Mayor's Office

Daisy Lind (Individual)

Dana Hall (Individual)

Daniel K. Inouye Solar Telescope (DKIST)

Department of Hawaiian Homelands

Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry and
Wildlife

Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry and
Wildlife, Maui Branch

Donna Sterling (Individual)

East Maui Irrigation

East Maui Watershed Partnership

Friends of Haleakala National Park

George K. Cypher ‘Ohana

Haleakala Conservancy

Haleakala Ranch

Hawaiian Islands Land Trust

Hawai‘i Island Coalition Malama Pono

Historic Hawai‘i Foundation

Helicopter Consultants of Maui, LLC (Blue Hawaiian Helicopters)

Helicopter Consultants of Maui, LLC (Hawaii Helicopters)

Hokdlani Holt (Individual)

Kahu Dane Maxwell (Individual)

Kahu Lyons Naone (Individual)

Ka‘ono‘ulu Ranch
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Kaupo Community Association

Kaupo Ranch

Ki‘ope Raymond (Individual)

Kipahulu ‘Ohana

Kumu A‘o

Leeward Haleakala Watershed Restoration Partnership

Ma‘ano Smith (Individual)

Mahi Pono LLC

Maui County Parks Department

Na Koa lkaika Ka Lahui Hawai‘i

National Trust for Historic Preservation

The Nature Conservancy

Nekaifes ‘Ohana

Nu‘u Mauka Ranch

Office of Hawaiian Affairs

Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility

The Royal Order of Kamehameha | - Moku O Kahekili - Helu Eha

Schuman Aviation Company, Ltd. (Makani Kai Helicopters, Magnum
Helicopters)

Sunshine Helicopters, Inc.

Terry Poaipuni (Individual)

Thompson Ranch

Tweetie Lind (Individual)

‘Ulupalakua Ranch

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Waiehu Kou Phase 3 Association

Wananalua Congregational Church
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ATTACHMENT B
Area of Potential Effects Map

Including
Proposed Commercial Air Tour Route
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ATTACHMENT C

List of Historic Properties in the APE and Description of Historic Characteristics

Property Name Property Type | Eligibility Status Significant Characteristics
The Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) Haleakala Crater Trails Historic District Cultural
- . Landscape was designed by NPS landscape architects and constructed by CCC enrollees
Civilian Conservation Corps . . . . .
- . between 1930 and 1941. It is significant for its association with early park planning and
(CCC) Haleakala Crater Trails Cultural . . . . . L
o Eligible the CCC and for its embodiment of NPS Rustic Style architecture. Significant
Historic District Cultural Landscape . L . . . . . )
characteristics of the district include its rustic design, historic trail system, the human
Landscape . . . .
manipulated topography to accommodate the trails, the viewshed from the trails of
the crater and the ocean, and its continued use as a tourist circulation system.
Crater Historic District consists of 56 pre-contact archeological sites, including temples
and burials. It is accessed for traditional uses by Native Hawaiians. Extant prehistoric
Crater Historic District District Listed stone structures, remains of workshop sites, other archeological remains, quiet setting
and/or natural sounds, and the surrounding landscape are all significant characteristics
of the district.
C-Shaped Wall (SHPD ID 50- ' N This s'ite is Iocatgd 'e.ast of Pahihi Gglch and cons'ists' of a C-shape w;'all that is two in'ches
Site, Structure Eligible in diameter. Significant characteristics of the site include the wall’s C-shaped design
50-16-03979) .
and stone materials.
Enclosures (SHPD ID 50-50- ' N This site consi'sts'o.f the remains c?f;'a large enc!osi'ng wall ?nd an 'attach.ed rectangular
16-03980) Site, Structure Eligible enclosure. Significant characteristics of the site include its configuration and stone
materials.
The Haleakala Headquarters Historic District Cultural Landscape is significant for its
Haleakala Headquarters association with early park planning and as an example of Mission 66-era
. N Cultural . . L . . . . .
Historic District Cultural Landscape Eligible development. It is also significant for its NPS Rustic Style design. The rustic design,
Landscape P building configuration, and surrounding landscape are all significant characteristics of
the district.
The Haleakala Highway Historic District Cultural Landscape includes a portion of the
highway within the Park, which was designed by the Bureau of Public Roads (BPR) with
Haleakala Highway Historic Cultural Elicible input from the Park and NPS landscape architects, as well as several developments
District Cultural Landscape Landscape & along the route. It is significant for its association with NPS master planning from the

1930s and Mission 66 eras and for its minimally intrusive design. In order to be
minimally intrusive, the district’s road, buildings, and structures were designed to
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Property Name

Property Type

Eligibility Status

Significant Characteristics

decrease the visual and physical impact on the landscape; this design and the
surrounding landscape are significant characteristics of the district.

Haleakala Summit Traditional
Cultural Property

TCP

Eligible

The Summit of Haleakal3, including Kaupo Gap and Kipahulu Valley, is significant as a
Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) for its association with native Hawaiian culture,
traditions, and sacred uses. The exceptional stillness and serenity of the Summit of

Haleakala are significant characteristics of the TCP that allow Native Hawaiians to
continue conducting traditional ceremonies, which require a quiet setting.

Hana Belt Road

District

Listed

Hana Belt Road includes a road and bridges to Hana that were built between 1900 and
1947. It is significant as an engineering achievement and for its association with the
development of the area that opened East Maui to further settlement, agricultural

enterprises, and tourism. The road’s winding and narrow alignment; surrounding
scenery and viewshed featuring waterfalls, small villages, valleys, and sea cliffs; and
stylistically consistent, one-lane bridges with sharp approaches are all significant
characteristics of the district.

Hawelewele Complex (Kailiili
Heiau)

Site, Structure

Unevaluated®

The Hawelewele Complex, also called the Kailiili Heiau, is located a quarter of a mile
from the shore on top of a small hill in the center of a valley. The large heiau measures
approximately 50 by 124 ft. with walls that are 6 ft. thick and around 4-5 ft. high.
Potential significant characteristics of the site include its materials and configuration.

Hosmer Campground and
Picnic Area Cultural
Landscape

Cultural
Landscape

Eligible

The Hosmer Campground and Picnic Area Cultural Landscape is located just below the
7,000-foot elevation in the summit area of the Park and is the only drive-in
campground in the area. It is significant as an example of a Mission 66-era

development and for its experimental forestry plots that were planted by Ralph S.
Hosmer in the early-twentieth century. Significant characteristics of the cultural
landscape include the campground layout and design and surrounding landscape.

Ka‘apahu Archeological Sites

Sites

Eligible

Ka‘apahu Archeological Sites consist of archeological sites recorded within Kalepa,
‘Alelele, Lelekéa, and Kukui‘ula Valleys, including traditional Native Hawaiian dryland
agriculture terraces and clearings, larger irrigated pondfield complexes for the
production of kalo (taro, Colocasia esculenta), and habitation and ceremonial sites.
19*" century enclosures representing mixed residences and agriculture (including
animal husbandry) are also present. Significant characteristics of the sites include the
extant remains of structures and complexes, their materials and configurations, extant

% For the purposes of Section 106, the FAA is treating identified but unevaluated properties as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.
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Property Name

Property Type | Eligibility Status

Significant Characteristics

material culture remains, the surrounding landscape, and a quiet setting and/or
natural sounds.

Keakalauae Heiau

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Keakalauae Heiau is one of the largest of the Kaupo heiaus and is credited to
Kekaulike from ¢.1730. Its greatest dimensions are approximately 168 by 330 ft. The
interior of the platform has been utilized for a pig pen with walls built around it.
Potential significant characteristics of the site include the heiau’s configuration,
materials, and natural sounds.

Kipahulu Historic District

District

Eligible

The Kipahulu Historic District is comprised of fragmentary structural remains of
Hawaiian use of the Kipahulu land in the pre-contact period through 1900 that indicate
a substantial resident population engaged in horticulture and fishing in an isolated
wet-valley Polynesian community. The archeological study of the remains may reveal
the vicinity may have played a significant role in the colonization of the Hawaiian
Islands by early Polynesian voyagers and settlers. The few Hawaiian families who
continued to live along ‘Ohe‘o Gulch and stream after 1900 perpetuated traditional
irrigated and dry-land horticulture and fishing activities. The people of Kipahulu
perhaps experienced a minor lifestyle change when organized Christianity invaded east
Maui ca. 1850, and certainly did so after 1900 when Kipahulu plantation imported
laborers from overseas and began to clear and plow the steeply sloping lower flanks of
Haleakala volcano on both sides of ‘Ohe‘o Gulch to grow sugar cane. The historical
themes of Hawaiian land use, Hawaiian placenames, engineering for sugar cultivation
on marginal lands, and overland transportation are represented by structures or their
remnants. Significant characteristics of the district include extant material culture and
structural remains, physical evidence of historic and prehistoric land use, association
with the ocean, a quiet setting and/or natural sounds, and the landscape.

Lonoaea Heiau

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Lonoaea Heiau is a walled heiau located on top of a hill overlooking Waiuha to the
west. Potential significant characteristics include the heiau’s materials, viewshed, and
natural sounds.

Lono‘o‘ai‘a Heiau (Hale O
Kane Heiau)

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Lono‘o‘ai‘a Heiau, also called the Hale O Kane Heiau, is an open platform that is 10
to 12 ft. above the ground. Potential significant characteristics include the heiau’s
materials and natural sounds.

Mound (SHPD ID 50-50-16-
08665)

Site, Structure

Eligible

This site consists of a partially-faced mound that was constructed of stacked stones

and may have served as a historic cattle ramp. Significant characteristics of the site
include its stacked configuration and stone materials.
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Property Name

Property Type

Eligibility Status

Significant Characteristics

Naholoku Archeological Sites

Sites

Eligible

The complex of 18 archeological sites at 1,000 ft elevation in dryland Naholoku
Ahupua‘a dates as early as the 15" to 17*" centuries and is significant for its potential
to yield information, with at least three sites eligible for architecture/design. These
latter sites represent structures that embody the characteristics of pre-Contact and
late pre-Contact/early historical residential compounds and smaller agricultural heiau.
Significant characteristics include the extant remains of buildings and structures; their
materials, configurations, and design; extant material culture remains; physical
evidence of historic and prehistoric land use, a quiet setting and/or natural sounds,
and the landscape.

Naku‘ula Complex

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Naku‘ula Complex consists of three rectangular terraced platforms that may be
heiau sites. Potential significant characteristics include the site’s physical materials and
a quiet setting and/or natural sounds.

Nu‘u Archeological Sites

Sites

Eligible

Nu‘u Archeological Sites consist of archeological sites, composed of pocket terraces,
terraces, enclosures, cleared areas, modified outcrops, and mounds that represent an
extensive traditional dryland agricultural complex for primarily sweet potato
production, temporary shelters associated with agricultural activity, multiple
permanent residential complexes, most of which date to the 19" century, specialized
features/use areas for ceremony and lithic production. Significant characteristics of the
sites include the extant remains of structures and residential complexes, their
materials and configurations, mounds, extant material culture remains including
evidence of ceremony and lithic production, physical evidence of historic and
prehistoric land use, a quiet setting and/or natural sounds, and the landscape.

Nu‘u Petroglyph Complex

Site

Unevaluated

The Nu‘u Petroglyph Complex is a site covering 117 meters that is located on the beach
at Nu‘u Bay. It consists of 157 petroglyphs: 92 human forms, 3 animal forms, 3 names,
and 59 undetermined images. Potential significant characteristics of the site include
the petroglyph designs and configurations.

Nu‘u Pictograph Complex

Site

Unevaluated

The Nu‘u Petroglyph and Pictograph Complex is a site covering 117 meters that is
located on the beach at Nu‘u Bay. It consists of 40 pictographs: 16 human forms, 3
animal forms, and 21 undetermined images. Potential significant characteristics of the
site include the pictograph designs and the materials used to create them.

Nu‘u-Waiu Complex, Hana

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Nu‘u-Waiu Complex consists of several archeological sites composed of
enclosures, partial enclosures, terraces and platforms, pits, pavements, house lots,
walls, ko'a, trails, cairn, petroglyphs, a fishpond, rockshelters, and graves. Potential
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Property Name

Property Type

Eligibility Status

Significant Characteristics

significant characteristics of the complex includes the extant remains of structures,
their materials and configurations, other extant material culture remains, prehistoric
and historic trail alignments, and physical evidence of prehistoric and historic land use.

Pictograph and Rock Shelter
(Marciel‘s Pictograph)

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

This site consists of a human figure painted with alaea (red salt) on a boulder that is
located next to a rock shelter that once contained a burial. Potential significant
characteristics of the site include the pictograph form and design, the use of alaea to
create it, the rock shelter’s materials, natural sounds, and any other extant cultural
remains.

Puhilele Archaeological Sites

Sites

Eligible

Puhilele Archaeological Sites consist of archeological sites, composed of terraces,
platforms, alignments, and mounds used for agricultural, residential, ceremonial as
well as temporary shelter for fishing. Significant characteristics of the site includes the
extant remains of structures, their materials and configurations, other extant material
culture remains, association with the ocean, a quiet setting and/or natural sounds, and
physical evidence of prehistoric and historic land use.

Pu‘umaka‘a Heiau

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

The Pu‘umaka‘a Heiau is an open platform type of heiau that consists of a series of
rough terraced pavements. Potential significant characteristics include the heiau’s
materials and natural sounds.

Pu‘unianiau Historic Site
Cultural Landscape

Cultural
Landscape

Eligible

The Pu‘unianiau Historic Site Cultural Landscape is significant as a base camp used by
the U.S. Army for the administration of the Red Hill Aircraft Warning Service Station at
the summit of Haleakala between 1941 and 1946. It consists of five historic buildings
and structures and a south access road. The spatial organization of the site, which
reflects the traditional conventions for military cantonments, and the 1940s military
one-story buildings and structures are significant characteristics of the cultural
landscape.

Terraces (SHPD ID 50-50-16-
01133)

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

These terraces are located on the west side of the Kalepa Stream. They consist of the
remains of two rectangular enclosures, each with two end walls and one connecting
wall about 50 ft. in length. Potential significant characteristics of the site include its

configuration and materials.

Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-16-
08663)

Site, Structure

Eligible

This site consists of a low wall near Kukui‘ula Gulch that was built along the side of a
steep stream channel. The wall is constructed of stacked and piled stones that
terminates in an “L” on its inland end. Significant characteristics of the site include its
configuration, stone materials, and location next to the stream.
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Property Name

Property Type

Eligibility Status

Significant Characteristics

Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-16-

Site, Structure

Eligible

This site consists of a bi-facial wall near Kukui‘ula Gulch that was likely constructed for
drainage during the historic period. Significant characteristics of the site include its

08664) . . .
configuration and materials.
This site consists of a single stacked boulder wall approximately 5.5 meters in length
Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-16- . . and 60 centimeters high. It is oriented north-to-south and likely served as a windbreak
Site, Structure Eligible

03978)

for a structure located in its lee. Significant characteristics of the site include its
configuration, stone materials, and north-to-south orientation.

Wall (SHPD ID 50-50-17-
08883)

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

This site consists of a dry-stacked, core-filled rock wall that was likely constructed to
mark the boundaries of a neighboring grant parcel to the west sometime after the sale
of the parcel in 1854. Potential significant characteristics of the site include its
configuration, stone materials, and location.

Walls (SHPD ID 50-50-16-
01132)

Site, Structure

Unevaluated

This site consists of the remains of walls, one parallel to the shore and another parallel
to the Kalepa Stream, which may be the remains of a house site. Potential significant
characteristics of the site include its configuration, stone materials, and location next

to the stream.
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Noise Technical Analysis: Haleakala National Park
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1. Introduction

The purpose of this report is to present the noise results used in the alternatives impact analysis
discussed in the Haleakala National Park (park) Air Tour Management Plan (ATMP) Environmental
Assessment (EA) and to document the inputs and assumptions used in the computer modeling of air
tour aircraft activity. This information will provide the reader with the technical basis used to assess
potential impacts to the following resource categories — Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use;
Biological Resources; Department of Transportation Act Section 4(f) Resources, Cultural Resources;
Environmental Justice and Socioeconomics; Visitor Use and Experience; Wilderness; including indirect
and cumulative effects.

Humans perceive sound as an auditory sensation created by pressure variations that move through a
medium such as water or air. Sound is measured in terms of amplitude and frequency. Amplitude,
which refers to the sound pressure level or intensity, is the relative strength of sound waves which
humans perceive as loudness or volume and is measured in decibels (dB). Decibels work on a
logarithmic scale, such that an increase of 10 dB causes a doubling of perceived loudness and represents
a ten-fold increase in sound level. Thus 20 dBA would be perceived as twice as loud as 10 dBA, 30 dBA
would be perceived as 4 times louder than 10 dBA, 40 dBA would be perceived as 8 times louder than 10
dBA, etc. (see Table 1).

Table 1. Subjective Effect of Change in Sound Level

Change in Sound Level | Perceived Change to Human Ear
+1dB Not Perceptible

+3dB Threshold of Perception

+5dB Obvious Change

+10dB Twice / Half as Loud

+20dB Fourfold or % as Loud

The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) is commonly used to describe sound levels because it reflects the
frequency range to which the human ear is most sensitive.! The dBA scale from zero to 110 covers most
of the range of everyday sounds, as shown in Figure 1. Note that sound levels in protected natural

1 dBA (A-weighted decibels): Sound is measured on a logarithmic scale relative to the reference sound pressure for
atmospheric sources, 20 uPa. Sound levels are reported in units of decibels (dB) (ANSI S1.1-1994, American
National Standard Acoustical Terminology). A-weighting is applied to sound levels to account for the sensitivity of
the human ear (ANSI S1.42-2001, Design Response of Weighting Networks for Acoustical Measurements). To
approximate human hearing sensitivity, A-weighting discounts sounds below 1 kHz and above 6 kHz.





areas, such as Haleakala National Park, are often lower than those of the ‘common’ outdoor areas
shown, in the range of 20-30 dBA.
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Figure 1. Comparative Sound Levels?

Section 2 discusses the noise metrics. Section 3 discusses the affected environment and ambient
soundscape. Section 4 discusses the noise model method and inputs while Section 5 discusses outputs.
Sections 6 and 7 provide detailed noise results for each alternative. Section 8 discusses indirect effects.

2. Modeled Noise Metrics

There are numerous ways to measure the potential impacts of noise from commercial air tours on the
acoustic environment of a park, including intensity, duration, and spatial footprint of the noise. The
affected environment and impact analysis discloses noise metrics consistent with both Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) and National Park Service (NPS) noise guidance. The FAA noise evaluation is based
on guidance under FAA Order 1050.1F and uses the yearly Day-night Average Sound Level (DNL) metric;
the cumulative noise energy exposure from aircraft over 24 hours. The NPS considers various different
metrics to analyze impacts to park resources and values from noise, including equivalent sound level,
time audible (the amount of time you can hear air tour aircraft noise), the amount of time that the noise
from a commercial air tour operation would be above specific sound levels that relate to functional

2 Source: https://www.faa.qgov/requlations policies/policy guidance/noise/basics/
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https://www.faa.gov/regulations_policies/policy_guidance/noise/basics/



effects of noise and park management objectives (e.g., 35 and 52 decibels), and maximum sound level.

These metrics are discussed further in Table 2.

Table 2. Primary metrics used for the noise analysis

Metric

Relevance and citation

Equivalent sound
|EVE|, LAeq, 12 hr

The logarithmic average of commercial air tour sound levels, in dBA, over a 12-hour
day. The selected 12-hour period is selected to represent typical daytime
commercial air tour operating hours.

Day-night
average sound
level, Lan (Or
DNL)

The logarithmic average of sound levels, in dBA, over a 24-hour day, DNL takes into
account the increased sensitivity to noise at night by including a 10 dB penalty
between 10 PM and 7 AM local time.

Note: Both Laeg, 12nr and DNL characterize:

e Increases in both the loudness and duration of noise events
e The number of noise events during specific time period (12 hours for Laeg, 12hr
and 24-hours for DNL)

If there are no nighttime events, then Laeq, 121 is arithmetically three dBA higher than
DNL.

The FAA’s (2015 Exhibit 4-1) indicators of significant impacts are for an action that
would increase noise by DNL 1.5 dB or more for a noise sensitive area that is exposed
to noise at or above the DNL 65 dB noise exposure level, or that will be exposed at or
above the DNL 65 dB level due to a DNL 1.5 dB or greater increase, when compared
to the no action alternative for the same timeframe.

Time Audible
Natural Ambient

The total time (minutes) that aircraft noise levels are audible to an attentive listener
with normal hearing under natural ambient conditions.

The median natural ambient is the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time (Lso),
determined from the natural sound conditions found in a study area, including all
sounds of nature (i.e., wind, streams, wildlife, etc.), and excluding all human and
mechanical sounds. Time audible does not indicate how loud the event is, only if it
might be heard.

Time Above 35
dBA

The amount of time (in minutes) that aircraft sound levels are above a given
threshold (i.e., 35 dBA)

In quiet settings, outdoor sound levels exceeding this level degrade experience in
outdoor performance venues (American National Standards Institute (ANSI), 2007).
This level is also shown to cause blood pressure increases in sleeping humans
(Haralabidis et al., 2008); as well as exceeding recommended maximum background
noise level inside classrooms (ANSI S12.60/Part 1-2010).






Metric Relevance and citation

Time Above The amount of time (in minutes) that aircraft sound levels are above a given
52 dBA threshold (i.e., 52 dBA)

This metric represents the level at which one may reasonably expect interference
with Park interpretive programs. At this background sound level, normal voice
communication at five meters (two people five meters apart), or a raised voice to an
audience at ten meters would result in 95% sentence intelligibility (United States
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Noise Abatement and Control, 1974).

Maximum sound | The loudest sound level, in dBA, generated by the loudest event; it is event-based
level, Lmax and is independent of the number of operations. Lmax does not provide any context
of frequency, duration, or timing of exposure.

3. Affected Environment

NPS defines acoustic resources as physical sound sources, including both natural sounds (wind, water,
wildlife, vegetation) and cultural and historic sounds (battle reenactments, tribal ceremonies, quiet
reverence). The acoustic environment is the combination of all the acoustic resources within a given
area. This includes natural sounds and cultural sounds, as well as non-natural human-caused sounds.
Soundscape can be defined as the human perception of those physical sound resources.

Natural sounds are also part of the biological or other physical resource components of the park.
Examples include:

e Sounds produced by birds, such as the néné (Hawaiian goose), to define territories or
aid in attracting mates

e Sounds produced by bats to locate prey or navigate

e Sounds received by mice to detect and avoid predators or other danger

e Sounds produced by physical processes, such as wind in the trees, wind in the bamboo

forest, claps of thunder, or falling water

One of the natural resources of the park is the natural soundscape, also referred to as the Natural
Ambient or “natural quiet.” The Natural Ambient includes all of the naturally occurring sounds of the
park, as well as the quiet associated with still nights and certain seasons. An important part of the
mission of the NPS is to preserve or restore the natural soundscapes associated with units of the
national park system (NPS Management Policies, 4.9 Soundscape Management).

The term existing ambient refers to the sound level of all sounds in a given area, and includes all natural
sounds as well as all mechanical, electrical, and other human-caused sounds. Human-generated noise

sources may include wheeled vehicles on roads, such as passenger vehicles, tour buses, and cyclists, and
aircraft overflights consisting of high-altitude commercial jet aircraft, occasional NPS flights for research





or other park purposes, commercial air tour operations, and private general aviation aircraft. Human-
generated noise within the park is typically concentrated in areas of high visitor use such as at overlook
areas along the road to the summit and Waimoku Falls in the Kipahulu area.

To characterize the natural and existing ambient, detailed sound level measurements were conducted at
10 locations across the park in 2003, resulting in the identification of five acoustic zones representing
regions with similar acoustic conditions (Table 3) (Lee et al., 2016). These acoustic sampling locations
were chosen to be representative of the natural ecological zones or broad ecosystems of the park and
ATMP planning area. Median daytime natural ambient sound levels (Lso) ranged from 21 dBA in
backcountry areas to 45 dBA along the shoreline; median daytime existing ambient sound levels for
these areas exhibits similar variability, ranging from 23 dBA in the backcountry to 46 dBA in the front
country where visitors are more prevalent. The median or Lsg sound level (in decibels) is the sound level
exceeded 50 percent of the day.

Additional sound level measurements were conducted in 2008 and 2013, providing further information
and characterization of the natural and existing ambient conditions. In 2008, data were collected at
three locations (Lynch, 2012) to understand the level of air tour operations at the time and to provide a
snapshot of the acoustical conditions at the park. The sites were located in the same general area as a
selection of sites from the 2003 study to allow for potential comparisons. Similar trends were observed,
where Haleakala Crater sites were quieter during the day than Kipahulu sites. Overall, the median
natural and existing ambient levels measured at crater sites in 2003 were slightly higher (3 dBA) than the
2008 study, likely due to differences in vegetation types at these locations as well as proximity to sound
sources, variation in weather conditions (particularly wind patterns), and differences in methods used to
compute natural ambient. Authors of the 2008 study state that these two studies present a likely range
of ambient levels for the sampling areas in the park.

The 2013 measurements (Job, 2018) were performed to establish a baseline inventory of the newly-
acquired Nu‘u unit. Results indicated that the natural ambient sound levels (Lnat)® during the monitoring
period were 21.1 dBA during the daytime. Existing ambient sound levels (Lso) were slightly higher, 23.5
dBA. Compared to ten other sites in the park, it is the fourth quietest. These results were used to assign
ambient data for computer modeling to this area.

31t should be noted that different techniques have been used to calculate natural ambient, resulting in two
different descriptor notations. Natural ambient Lso refers to the natural ambient computation process described in
Lee 2016, while Lnat refers to the natural ambient process described in Lynch 2012 and Job 2018. Although
different, the processes are highly correlated and yield similar results; differences are generally less than 1 dB
(Rapoza, 2008).





Table 3. Acoustic Conditions

Valley)

Daytime Daytime
. . Natural Existing L
Acoustic Sampling Area Ambient, Ls, | Ambient, Lso Description
(dBA) (dBA)
Natural sounds in this zone include wind
Zone 1 (West Rim 24-28 97.98 through'the low brush and l?lde. Human
Crater) sounds include occasional hikers and
vehicles as well as air tour aircraft.
Zone 2 (Haleakal Sounds in this zone include strong winds,
21-23 24-25 hikers, and bird vocalizations. Air tour
Crater) . s .
aircraft can be heard within this zone.
Zone 3 (Kaupo Gap) 53 53 The dlominar)t sounds are strqng Wil’l(.IlS with
occasional hikers, as well as distant aircraft.
Natural sounds in this zone include bamboo,
Zone 4 (Kipahulu birds, insects, and waterfalls. Human caused
45 44-46 . . .
Coastal) sounds include hikers and air tour
helicopters.
Natural sounds in this zone include wind and
rain on the tree fern canopy and insects,
Zone 5 (Upper Kipahulu 31 35 with localized occurrences of bird

vocalizations. Ground based visitors are not
allowed in this area. Sounds from distant
aircraft are audible.

Zone 6 (Nu'u Coastal)

Audible sound sources at this site include
wind, birds, and helicopters. This zone was
not a part of the park when the 2003 study
was being conducted, so data from other
zones (Zone 4) was applied to this zone for
AEDT modeling based on NPS guidance.

Ambient Map Data

From the detailed data collected in 2003, an ambient “map” of the natural soundscape* of the ATMP
planning area was developed to be used in computer modeling (Figure 2). Lee et al., 2016 provides

further technical detail on the acoustical monitoring and development of the ambient map used in the

computer modeling.

4 Natural Ambient/Soundscape (Lso): The sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time determined from the natural
sound conditions found in a study area, including all sounds of nature (i.e., wind, streams, wildlife, etc.), and

excluding all human and mechanical sounds. All ambient data were based on a 12-hour time period, i.e., 7 AM to 7
PM, which are the typical operating hours for air tours.
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Figure 2. Ambient map — Natural Ambient Lso

The contribution of aircraft noise during the sound level measurements provides a snapshot in time and
is not necessarily a representative characterization of the existing ambient under current conditions (as
described in the No Action Alternative and in Section 4 below). The existing ambient under current
conditions was determined by adding the noise exposure due to existing air tours (Figure 8), modeled
using the FAA Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) version 3e (see section 4), to the Existing
Ambient without Air Tours shown in Figure 3. The Existing Ambient without Air Tours is defined as the
composite, all-inclusive sound associated with a given environment, excluding the sound source of
interest, in this case, commercial air tour aircraft. It does include all other human-caused sound sources
that were audible at the measurement site; hikers, visitor centers, commercial jets, general aviation
aircraft, military aircraft, and administrative aircraft operations. The result of this process is the
Cumulative Existing Ambient (Figure 4).
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Figure 3. Ambient map — Existing Ambient without Air Tours Lso 5

5 Because it is not feasible to carry out field data collection efforts in all areas of a park, the effect of localized

sound sources, such as from roadways, were modeled using the Federal Highway Administration’s Traffic Noise
Model® (TNM). Details of modeled roadway sound sources can be found in Lee et al., 2016.
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4. Noise Model Method

The FAA’s AEDT, Ver. 3e (Lee et al. 2022) is the FAA-approved computer program for modeling noise
under Appendix A of FAA’s Part 150 Airport Noise Compatibility Planning (14 CFR sec. A150.103(a)).
Requirements for aircraft noise modeling are defined in FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts:
Policies and Procedures, and in Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) 14 CFR Part 150, Airport Noise
Compatibility Planning.
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The noise model requires detailed information regarding the aircraft source, operational, and flight
route information, as well as other information® to compute various noise metrics that can be used to
assess the potential impacts of noise from commercial air tours on the acoustic environment of a park.

Aircraft Data

The tour aircraft types identified for modeling the alternatives are the Aerospatiale SA-350D and
Eurocopter EC-130 aircraft. The flight routes used for modeling the No Action Alternative are shown in
Figure 5; the flight routes used for Alternative 3 are shown in Figure 6.
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ATMP Planning Area. Arrows on paths indicate

direction of flight.

Minimum Altitudes - HI Air Tour Common Procedures

1,000' AGL (helicopters); 1,500 AGL (airplanes); 200° AGL
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Figure 5. Air Tour Routes for modeling the No Action Alternative

6 The noise model accounts for a number of effects over the propagation path between the aircraft source and
receptor. Attenuation due to line-of-sight blockage from terrain features is computed utilizing terrain data
obtained from U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) along with algorithms documented in SAE Aerospace Information
Report (AIR) 6501. Atmospheric absorption is based on the 2012-2021 average temperature of 76 degrees
Fahrenheit and 71% relative humidity and computed according to SAE-ARP-5534.
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Figure 6. Air Tour Routes for Alternative 3

A unigue noise modeling profile was developed for each aircraft and route combination based on typical

aircraft climb rates, descent rates, power settings and speeds during the different phases of flight
(cruise, climb, and descent).

The analysis for the No Action Alternative is based on a peak month, average day’ (PMAD) of
commercial air tour activity. For the three-year average of commercial air tour activity from 2017-2019,
the PMAD was identified in terms of number of operations, and then further assessed for the type of
aircraft and route flown to determine if it is a reasonable representation of the commercial air tour
activity over the ATMP planning area. For the ATMP planning area, the PMAD was identified as
summarized in Table 4. The process of averaging and apportioning a peak month of flights to daily

7 As required by FAA policy, the FAA typically represents yearly conditions as the Average Annual Day (AAD).
However, it was determined that a PMAD representation of the operations would more adequately allow for

disclosure of any potential impacts. PMAD has therefore been used as a conservative representation of
assessment of AAD conditions.
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flights can result in a fractional number. Altitudes were modeled according to the minimum altitudes
identified in the 2008 FAA Hawai’i Air Tour Common Procedures Manual (HI Manual).®

The analysis for Alternative 3 is based on the number of aircraft operations for each aircraft and route
combination identified under this alternative and is summarized in Table 5.

Table 4. Aircraft and Number of Operations Modeled for the No Action Alternative (2017-2019 PMAD)

Aircraft Route | Number of Flights
Aerospatiale SA-350D | LOA 4.5
Eurocopter EC-130 LOA 9
Aerospatiale SA-350D | Coastal 1.5
Eurocopter EC-130 Coastal 3

Total 18

Table 5. Aircraft and Number of Operations Modeled for Alternative 3

Aircraft Route Number of Flights
Aerospatiale SA-350D | Proposed Route 3
Eurocopter EC-130 Proposed Route 6
Total 9

5. Model Output

Two types of analyses were performed using FAA’s AEDT, Version 3e: 1) contour analysis and 2)
representative location point analysis. A noise contour presents a graphical illustration or “footprint” of
the area potentially affected by the noise. Location point results present the metric results at specific
points of interest. The NPS provided a list of 44 location points, geographically located across the entire
park, where noise levels were to be evaluated. These locations are listed in Table 6 and indicated as
blue dots in Figure 7.

8 FAA DOCUMENT NUMBER: AWP13-136A
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Figure 7. Location Points modeled for Haleakala National Park
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Table 6. Location points modeled for Haleakala National Park

Longitude Latitude Natural
Location (decimal (decimal Ambient Ls

degrees) degrees) (dBA)
1. Hosmer Grove 20.768 -156.238 25-30
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 20.756 -156.217 20-25
3. Kalahaku Overlook 20.737 -156.234 20-25
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 20.715 -156.250 20-25
5.KaLu‘uoka ‘O 20.717 -156.233 20-25
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 20.707 -156.213 20-25
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 20.707 -156.197 20-25
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 20.706 -156.184 20-25
9. Kawilinau 20.721 -156.196 20-25
10. Qili Pu‘u 20.718 -156.160 20-25
11. Holua Cabin 20.742 -156.218 20-25
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 20.732 -156.150 30-35
13. Paliku Cabin 20.757 -156.223 20-25
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 20.681 -156.136 20-25
15. New Greensword Bog 20.736 -156.109 30-35
16. Smith Camp 20.731 -156.094 30-35
17. Charlie Camp 20.709 -156.107 30-35
18. Dogleg Camp 20.698 -156.079 30-35
19. Bravo Camp 20.678 -156.077 30-35
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 20.686 -156.093 30-35
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 20.663 -156.042 45-50
22. Puhilele 20.653 -156.047 45-50
23. Kapahu Farm 20.666 -156.049 45-50
24. Waimoku Falls 20.678 -156.057 30-35
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 20.651 -156.081 45-50
26. Kaupo Trailhead 20.649 -156.135 25-30
27. Ka‘apahu 20.673 -156.090 30-35
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 20.719 -156.181 20-25
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 20.757 -156.223 25-30
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango 20.662 -156.060 45-50
Tree)
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 20.713 -156.147 20-25
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 20.702 -156.207 20-25
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 20.734 -156.218 20-25
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 20.738 -156.236 20-25
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 20.677 -156.054 45-50
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific 20,698 -156.080 30-35
Reserve)
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 20.660 -156.040 45-50
38. Nu‘u Coast 20.632 -156.190 45-50
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 20.679 -156.181 20-25
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 20.697 -156.188 20-25
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 20.670 -156.195 20-25
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 20.699 -156.125 45-50
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 20.672 -156.099 20-25
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 20.723 -156.130 20-25
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6. Noise Model Results / Environmental Consequences

This section provides figures and tables showing the detailed noise results, organized by alternative.
Presented first are the noise contour result maps for three metrics: 12-hour equivalent sound level
(Figure 8 and Figure 11), time audible natural ambient (Figure 9 and Figure 12) and time above 35 dBA
(Figure 10 and Figure 13), followed by tabular results (Table 7 and Table 8) for the location points for
each of the five acoustic metrics modeled. The noise contour map legends include the percentage of
the ATMP planning area covered by each contour level.

Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative)

Haleakala National Park N
Alternative: No Action Alternative A
Baseline Ambient: Independent of Ambient, Metric: LAeq 12-hour
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Figure 8. 12-hour equivalent sound level (Laeq,12n) map for the No Action Alternative

As there are no nighttime events, DNL would be 3 dB less than the 12-hour equivalent sound level.
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Haleakala National Park ;
Alternative: No Action Alternative
Baseline Ambient: Natural L50, Metric: Time Audible
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Figure 9. Time audible (for natural ambient) map for the No Action Alternative
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Haleakala National Park
Alternative: No Action Alternative
Baseline Ambient: Independent of Ambient, Metric: Time Above 35 dB
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Figure 10. Time Above 35 dBA map for the No Action Alternative
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Table 7. Location point results - No Action Alternative

12-Hour Time Maximum
Equivalent  Audible for Time Above  Time Above Sound
Location Sound Natural 35 dBA 52 dBA
. . . Level
Level Ambient (minutes) (minutes) (dBA)
(dBA)* (minutes)
1. Hosmer Grove 9.5 81.6 0.0 0.0 29.3
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 20.1 146.1 3.7 0.0 38.2
3. Kalahaku Overlook 16.3 173.9 1.1 0.0 36.7
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 21.1 219.0 2.8 0.0 42.9
5.Ka Lu‘u o ka ‘O‘o 12.6 148.4 0.0 0.0 33.2
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 37.0 155.0 30.4 4.7 59.3
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 39.2 151.5 50.1 10.5 60.5
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 30.9 156.4 6.6 1.7 60.4
9. Kawilinau 28.6 145.3 22.5 0.0 49.9
10. Oili Pu‘u 26.1 157.9 17.5 0.0 46.2
11. Holua Cabin 22.6 126.6 9.0 0.0 41.6
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 16.5 168.9 0.2 0.0 35.7
13. Paliku Cabin 9.7 106.2 0.0 0.0 30.5
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 34.6 212.1 51.9 1.5 54.1
15. New Greensword Bog 14.2 99.0 0.0 0.0 32.0
16. Smith Camp 13.1 97.4 0.0 0.0 35.0
17. Charlie Camp 24.6 120.5 12.9 0.0 439
18. Dogleg Camp 33.1 117.3 35.5 0.9 53.1
19. Bravo Camp 39.9 125.4 61.4 8.0 63.1
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 36.9 188.1 66.7 2.9 57.0
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 33.6 173.7 39.2 2.0 59.8
22. Puhilele 32.3 187.1 35.8 1.8 57.3
23. Kapahu Farm 32.7 155.7 44.1 1.0 55.9
24. Waimoku Falls 26.5 92.6 7.4 0.2 53.9
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 31.4 108.8 44.4 0.3 53.2
26. Kaupo Trailhead 35.4 210.6 68.5 1.3 57.2
27. Ka‘apahu 40.3 175.8 70.5 8.2 64.0
28. Measurement Site P01 (Namana )85 1829 18.7 0.0 505
o ke Akua)
29._Measurement Site P02 (Supply 9.7 106.2 0.0 0.0 305
Trail)
30. Measurement Site P03
(Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 32.2 180.7 50.6 0.0 51.4
31. M_easurement Site ST4 (Palikd 278 168.4 310 0.0 43.9
Kaupo Gap)
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The 379 155.9 359 49 64.6
Notch)
3. Measurement Site 5T6 25.1 1315 16.3 0.0 44.0
(Silversword Loop)
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku 16.2 125.6 13 0.0 36.9
Overlook)
i;.lsl\)/leasurement Site ST8 (Waimoku 352 171.4 461 11 53.6
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Location

36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu

12-Hour
Equivalent
Sound
Level
(dBA)*

Time
Audible for
Natural
Ambient
(minutes)

Time Above
35 dBA
(minutes)

Time Above
52 dBA
(minutes)

Maximum
Sound

Level
(dBA)

Scientific Reserve) 31.6 110.9 24.7 0.5 52.7
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o 34.0 183.7 358 59 60.7
Coastal)

38. Nu‘u Coast 26.7 225.3 20.0 0.0 44.2
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 38.6 229.8 73.9 6.1 58.3
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 45.6 225.8 71.8 23.6 68.7
41.Nu'u 3000 ft elev (West 34.2 185.9 59.9 0.9 55.9
Boundary)

42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 31.9 219.3 50.1 0.0 49.5
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West 403 1913 59.1 8.9 62.8
Boundary)

44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 22.6 142.3 8.3 0.0 40.4

* As there are no nighttime events, DNL would be 3 dB less than the 12-hour equivalent sound level.
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Alternative 3

Haleakala National Park
Alternative: Alternative 3
Baseline Ambient: Independent of Ambient, Metric: LAeq 12-hour
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Figure 11. 12-hour equivalent sound level (Laeqg,12n) map for Alternative 3

As there are no nighttime events, then DNL would be 3 dB less than the 12-hour equivalent sound level.
If air tours are restricted to operating between 10 AM and 3 PM (i.e., 5 hours), then the 5-hour
equivalent sound level would be 3.8 dBA greater than the 12-hour equivalent sound level.
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Haleakala National Park
Alternative: Alternative 3
Baseline Ambient: Natural L50, Metric: Time Audible
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Figure 12. Time Audible (for natural ambient) map for Alternative 3
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Haleakala National Park
Alternative: Alternative 3
Baseline Ambient: Independent of Ambient, Metric: Time Above 35 dB
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Figure 13. Time Above 35 dBA map for Alternative 3
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Table 8. Location point results for Alternative 3

Lo

cation

12-Hour
Equivalent

Sound
Level
(dBA)*

Time
Audible for
Natural
Ambient
(minutes)

Time Above
35dB
(minutes)

Time Above
52 dB
(minutes)

Maximum
Sound
Level dBA

1. Hosmer Grove 0 0.3 0.0 0.0 12.3
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 0 3.2 0.0 0.0 14.6
3. Kalahaku Overlook 0 7.6 0.0 0.0 15.5
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 0 24.8 0.0 0.0 19.1
5.Ka Lu‘u o ka ‘O‘o 0 16.1 0.0 0.0 18.5
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 1.0 29.7 0.0 0.0 23.2
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 2.5 31.5 0.0 0.0 25.7
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 3.4 31.6 0.0 0.0 26.8
9. Kawilinau 0 18.5 0.0 0.0 22.0
10. Oili Pu‘u 1.2 25.1 0.0 0.0 22.7
11. Holua Cabin 0 9.6 0.0 0.0 16.7
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 0 15.7 0.0 0.0 23.1
13. Paliku Cabin 0 2.6 0.0 0.0 14.1
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 28.9 74.9 16.8 0.0 51.5
15. New Greensword Bog 0 18.9 0.0 0.0 195
16. Smith Camp 0 26.5 0.0 0.0 19.4
17. Charlie Camp 14.1 57.7 0.0 0.0 34.8
18. Dogleg Camp 13.6 56.2 0.7 0.0 37.9
19. Bravo Camp 34.0 63.2 21.5 2.4 57.8
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 29.7 76.1 19.4 0.3 52.7
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 38.6 68.7 31.9 7.9 62.2
22. Puhilele 39.7 85.5 32.0 8.2 63.6
23. Kapahu Farm 35.2 65.5 33.8 2.8 56.6
24. Waimoku Falls 24.0 56.2 9.4 0.0 48.2
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 33.9 56.9 22.9 2.7 56.7
26. Kaupo Trailhead 35.6 81.4 22.5 4.1 57.5
27. Ka‘apahu 38.9 73.0 19.8 6.6 63.9
28. Measurement Site P01 (Namana 20 304 0.0 0.0 233
o ke Akua)

29._Measurement Site P02 (Supply 0 26 0.0 0.0 141
Trail)

30. Measurement Site PO3 (Waimoku 352 80.3 318 57 56.7
Falls/Mango Tree)

31. M_easurement Site ST4 (Palikd 12.8 320 05 0.0 379
Kaupo Gap)

32. Measurement Site ST5 (The )5 324 00 0.0 250
Notch)

3?f. Measurement Site ST6 0 124 0.0 0.0 179
(Silversword Loop)

34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku 0 6.5 00 0.0 15.3
Overlook)

i;.lsl\)/leasurement Site ST8 (Waimoku 30.7 678 295 0.0 50.8

27





12-Hour Time
Equivalent  Audible for Time Above | Time Above Maximum

Location Sound Natural 35dB 52 dB Sound
Level Ambient (minutes) (minutes) Level dBA
(dBA)* (minutes)

36-. M(-ea.lsurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu 79 55.5 0.0 0.0 312
Scientific Reserve)

37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o 404 79.6 309 93 65.0
Coastal)

38. Nu‘u Coast 23.3 79.0 13.2 0.0 42.3
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 37.1 85.1 18.2 4.9 63.7
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 24.2 76.5 11.0 0.0 47.8
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West 36.6 54.2 11.9 a1 65.0
Boundary)

42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 21.0 83.6 5.7 0.0 42.9
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West 373 69.9 19.5 39 63.7
Boundary)

44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 9.6 41.9 0.0 0.0 31.2

* As there are no nighttime events, DNL would be 3 dB less than the 12-hour equivalent sound level. If air tours are
restricted to operating between 10 AM and 3 PM (i.e., 5 hours), then the 5-hour equivalent sound level would be
3.8 dBA greater than the 12-hour equivalent sound level.
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7. Comparison of Alternatives by Metric

This section provides tables showing the detailed noise results, organized by metric for each of the five
acoustic metrics modeled. These tables allow for comparison across the alternatives. High-level
observations of the differences between alternatives by metric include:

e 12-hour Equivalent Sound Level (Table 9 and Table 12): Compared to the No Action Alternative,
the average sound levels under Alternative 3 would be lower for the interior regions of the park,
but may be higher in coastal regions. The noise footprint for Alternative 3 potentially affects
16% less of the ATMP planning area. See also results for points 21, 22, 23, 25, 30, 37, and 38.

e Time Audible Natural Ambient (Table 10 and Table 13): Compared to the No Action Alternative,
the overall time audible noise footprint for Alternative 3 potentially would be only 1% smaller
than the No Action Alternative; however, approximately 60% of the ATMP planning area would
see a potential reduction in audibility between 37 and 194 minutes. The largest reductions
would be at point 3 (Kalahaku Overlook) and point 4 (Haleakala Visitor Center). The smallest
reductions would be at point 24 (Waimoku Falls) and point 25 (Lelekea Stream Bridge).

e Time Above 35 (Table 11 and Table 14): Compared to the No Action Alternative, the time above
35 dBA under Alternative 3 would be up to 61 minutes less (see point 40, Nu’u 7500 ft
elevation). Only at one point, 24 (Waimoku Falls), would time above 35 dBA be greater under
Alternative 3 (2 minutes). The noise footprint for Alternative 3 would potentially affect 42% less
of the ATMP planning area.

e Time Above 52 (Table 15): Compared to the No Action Alternative, the time above 52 dBA
under Alternative 3 would be up to 24 minutes less (see point 40, Nu’u 7500 ft elevation).
However, time above 52 dBA would be greater under Alternative 3 at 8 locations in the coastal
regions (points, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 30, 37, and 41).

e Maximum Sound Level (Table 16): Compared to the No Action Alternative, the maximum sound
levels under Alternative 3 would be lower for the interior regions of the park, but may be higher
in coastal regions. See results for points 21, 22, 23, 25, 30, 37, and 38.

Table 9. Comparison of contour results for 12-hour Equivalent Sound Level

12-hour Equivalent Sound Level % Park for % Park for
Contour Results No Action Alternative 3
>- 50 0
45 to <50 1 0
40to <45 2
35to <40 20 6
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Table 10. Comparison of contour results for Time Audible for Natural Ambient

Time Audible for Natural Ambient % Park for % Park for

Contour Results No Action Alternative 3
>-225 <1 0
210to < 225 2 0
195to <210 7 0
180 to < 195 13 0
165 to < 180 24 0
150 to < 165 33 0
135to < 150 43 0
120to < 135 53 0
105to <120 63 0
90 to < 105 80 <1
75 to <90 89 15
60 to < 75 92 37
45to <60 95 54
30to <45 97 66
15to < 30 99 79
Oto<15 100 99

Table 11. Comparison of contour results for Time Above 35 dBA

Time Above 35 dBA % Park for % Park for

Contour Results No Action Alternative 3
75<90 1 0
60 to < 75 11 0
45 to < 60 25 0
30to<45 45 3
15to< 30 65 25
Oto< 15 100 58






Table 12. Comparison of location point results for 12-hour Equivalent Sound Level

No Action, Alternative 3, 12-

Location 12-hour hour Equivalent
Equivalent Sound Sound Level

Level (dBA) (dBA)
1. Hosmer Grove 9.5 0
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 20.1 0
3. Kalahaku Overlook 16.3 0
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 21.1 0
5.Ka Lu‘uoka ‘O 12.6 0
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 37.0 1.0
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 39.2 2.5
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 30.9 3.4
9. Kawilinau 28.6 0
10. Oili Pu‘u 26.1 1.2
11. Holua Cabin 22.6 0
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 16.5 0
13. Paliku Cabin 9.7 0
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 34.6 28.9
15. New Greensword Bog 14.2 0
16. Smith Camp 13.1 0
17. Charlie Camp 24.6 14.1
18. Dogleg Camp 33.1 13.6
19. Bravo Camp 39.9 34.0
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 36.9 29.7
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 33.6 38.6
22. Puhilele 32.3 39.7
23. Kapahu Farm 32.7 35.2
24. Waimoku Falls 26.5 24.0
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 314 33.9
26. Kaupo Trailhead 35.4 35.6
27. Ka‘apahu 40.3 38.9
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 28.5 2.0
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 9.7 0
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 32.2 35.2
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 27.8 12.8
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 37.9 2.5
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 25.1 0
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 16.2 0
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 35.2 30.7
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific Reserve) 31.6 7.9
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 34.0 40.4
38. Nu‘u Coast 26.7 23.3
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 38.6 37.1
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 45.6 24.2
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 34.2 36.6
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 31.9 21.0
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 40.3 37.3
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 22.6 9.6
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Table 13. Comparison of location point results for Time Audible for Natural Ambient

Location

No Action,
Time Audible for

Natural Ambient

Alternative 3,
Time Audible for
Natural Ambient

(minutes)

1. Hosmer Grove 81.6 0.3
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 146.1 3.2
3. Kalahaku Overlook 173.9 7.6
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 219.0 24.8
5.Ka Lu‘uoka ‘O 148.4 16.1
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 155.0 29.7
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 151.5 31.5
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 156.4 31.6
9. Kawilinau 145.3 18.5
10. Oili Pu‘u 157.9 25.1
11. Holua Cabin 126.6 9.6
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 168.9 15.7
13. Paliku Cabin 106.2 2.6
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 212.1 74.9
15. New Greensword Bog 99.0 18.9
16. Smith Camp 97.4 26.5
17. Charlie Camp 120.5 57.7
18. Dogleg Camp 117.3 56.2
19. Bravo Camp 125.4 63.2
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 188.1 76.1
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 173.7 68.7
22. Puhilele 187.1 85.5
23. Kapahu Farm 155.7 65.5
24. Waimoku Falls 92.6 56.2
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 108.8 56.9
26. Kaupo Trailhead 210.6 81.4
27. Ka‘apahu 175.8 73.0
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 182.9 30.4
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 106.2 2.6
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 180.7 80.3
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 168.4 32.0
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 155.9 324
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 131.5 12.4
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 125.6 6.5
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 171.4 67.8
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific Reserve) 110.9 55.5
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 183.7 79.6
38. Nu‘u Coast 225.3 79.0
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 229.8 85.1
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 225.8 76.5
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 185.9 54.2
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 219.3 83.6
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 191.3 69.9
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 142.3 41.9
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Table 14. Comparison of location point results for Time Above 35 dBA

No Action, Alternative 3,

Location Time Above 35 Time Above 35

dBA (minutes) dBA (minutes)
1. Hosmer Grove 0.0 0.0
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 3.7 0.0
3. Kalahaku Overlook 1.1 0.0
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 2.8 0.0
5.Ka Lu‘uoka ‘O 0.0 0.0
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 30.4 0.0
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 50.1 0.0
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 6.6 0.0
9. Kawilinau 22.5 0.0
10. Oili Pu‘u 17.5 0.0
11. Holua Cabin 9.0 0.0
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 0.2 0.0
13. Paliku Cabin 0.0 0.0
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 51.9 16.8
15. New Greensword Bog 0.0 0.0
16. Smith Camp 0.0 0.0
17. Charlie Camp 129 0.0
18. Dogleg Camp 35.5 0.7
19. Bravo Camp 61.4 21.5
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 66.7 19.4
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 39.2 31.9
22. Puhilele 35.8 32.0
23. Kapahu Farm 441 33.8
24. Waimoku Falls 7.4 9.4
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 44.4 22.9
26. Kaupo Trailhead 68.5 22.5
27. Ka‘apahu 70.5 19.8
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 18.7 0.0
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 0.0 0.0
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 50.6 31.8
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 31.0 0.5
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 35.2 0.0
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 16.3 0.0
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 1.3 0.0
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 46.1 29.5
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific Reserve) 24.7 0.0
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 35.8 30.9
38. Nu‘u Coast 20.0 13.2
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 73.9 18.2
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 71.8 11.0
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 59.9 119
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 50.1 5.7
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 59.1 19.5
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 8.3 0.0
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Table 15. Comparison of location point results for Time Above 52 dBA

No Action, Alternative 3,

Location Time Above 52 Time Above 52

dBA (minutes) dBA (minutes)
1. Hosmer Grove 0.0 0.0
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 0.0 0.0
3. Kalahaku Overlook 0.0 0.0
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 0.0 0.0
5.Ka Lu‘uoka ‘O 0.0 0.0
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 4.7 0.0
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 10.5 0.0
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 1.7 0.0
9. Kawilinau 0.0 0.0
10. Oili Pu‘u 0.0 0.0
11. Holua Cabin 0.0 0.0
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 0.0 0.0
13. Paliku Cabin 0.0 0.0
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 1.5 0.0
15. New Greensword Bog 0.0 0.0
16. Smith Camp 0.0 0.0
17. Charlie Camp 0.0 0.0
18. Dogleg Camp 0.9 0.0
19. Bravo Camp 8.0 2.4
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 2.9 0.3
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 2.0 7.9
22. Puhilele 1.8 8.2
23. Kapahu Farm 1.0 2.8
24. Waimoku Falls 0.2 0.0
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 0.3 2.7
26. Kaupo Trailhead 1.3 4.1
27. Ka‘apahu 8.2 6.6
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 0.0 0.0
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 0.0 0.0
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 0.0 2.7
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 0.0 0.0
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 4.9 0.0
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 0.0 0.0
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 0.0 0.0
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 1.1 0.0
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific Reserve) 0.5 0.0
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 2.2 9.3
38. Nu‘u Coast 0.0 0.0
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 6.1 49
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 23.6 0.0
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 0.9 41
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 0.0 0.0
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 8.9 3.9
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 0.0 0.0
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Table 16. Comparison of location point results for Maximum Sound Level

No Action, Alternative 3,
Location Maximum Sound  Maximum Sound
Level (dBA) Level (dBA)
1. Hosmer Grove 29.3 12.3
2. Halemau‘u Trail/Rainbow Bridge 38.2 14.6
3. Kalahaku Overlook 36.7 15.5
4. Haleakala Visitor Center 42.9 19.1
5.Ka Lu‘uoka ‘O 33.2 18.5
6. Base of Sliding Sands Trail 59.3 23.2
7. 5-Mile Marker Sliding Sands Trail 60.5 25.7
8. Kapalaoa Cabin 60.4 26.8
9. Kawilinau 49.9 22.0
10. Oili Pu‘u 46.2 22.7
11. Holua Cabin 41.6 16.7
12. Lau‘ulu Trail (top of the trail) 35.7 23.1
13. Paliku Cabin 30.5 14.1
14. Kaupo Trail (at park boundary) 54.1 51.5
15. New Greensword Bog 32.0 19.5
16. Smith Camp 35.0 19.4
17. Charlie Camp 43.9 34.8
18. Dogleg Camp 53.1 37.9
19. Bravo Camp 63.1 57.8
20. Ka‘apahu Camp 57.0 52.7
21. Pools of ‘Ohe‘o 59.8 62.2
22. Puhilele 57.3 63.6
23. Kapahu Farm 55.9 56.6
24. Waimoku Falls 53.9 48.2
25. Lelekea Stream Bridge 53.2 56.7
26. Kaupo Trailhead 57.2 57.5
27. Ka‘apahu 64.0 63.9
28. Measurement Site PO1 (Namana o ke Akua) 50.5 23.3
29. Measurement Site P02 (Supply Trail) 30.5 14.1
30. Measurement Site P03 (Waimoku Falls/Mango Tree) 51.4 56.7
31. Measurement Site ST4 (Palikl Kaupo Gap) 43.9 37.2
32. Measurement Site ST5 (The Notch) 64.6 25.0
33. Measurement Site ST6 (Silversword Loop) 44.0 17.9
34. Measurement Site ST7(Kalahaku Overlook) 36.9 15.3
35. Measurement Site ST8 (Waimoku Falls) 53.6 50.8
36. Measurement Site ST9 (Kipahulu Scientific Reserve) 52.7 31.2
37. Measurement Site ST10 (‘Ohe‘o Coastal) 60.7 65.0
38. Nu‘u Coast 44.2 42.3
39. Nu‘u 4000 ft elev 58.3 63.7
40. Nu‘u 7500 ft elev 68.7 47.8
41. Nu‘u 3000 ft elev (West Boundary) 55.9 65.0
42. Manawainui 6200 ft elev 49.5 42.9
43. Ka‘apahu 2600 ft elev (West Boundary) 62.8 63.7
44. West Camp (6400 ft elev) 40.4 31.2

35





8. Indirect Effects of potential displacement of air tours outside of
the ATMP planning area

For alternatives that limit the number of flights per year to a level below existing conditions (4,824
flights per year), it is reasonably foreseeable that current air tour operators could seek to make up lost
revenue in other ways. One of the ways that operators could potentially generate revenue is by offering
air tours outside of the ATMP planning area, as these would not be regulated by the ATMP. This type of
shift in air tour activity is referred to as “air tour displacement,” and could consist of air tour operators
shifting routes or altitudes to just outside the ATMP boundary. This could result in impacts to resources
to the extent that they are present near the locations where displaced air tours would occur.

Indirect effects to ATMP planning area

Displaced air tours above the ATMP boundary (above 5,000 ft. AGL) would result in noise within the
ATMP boundary. Compared to current conditions, the noise would be spread over a larger geospatial
area and would be audible for a longer period, but at lower intensity. Thus, under Alternatives 2 and 3,
some locations within the ATMP planning area may experience less intense noise but for a longer period
when compared to current conditions. Additionally, other locations within the ATMP planning area not
currently experiencing air tour noise may experience some noise under these alternatives when
compared to current conditions. However, in both cases, the intensity of noise would likely be low given
the aircraft altitude; any noise that might result could also be more easily masked by opportunistic
sounds such as wind and various anthropogenic noise sources. In summary, while the area of noise
could be greater under these alternatives, the intensity of noise, especially when compared to current
conditions at locations near or directly below existing air tour routes, would be less.

Indirect effects outside the ATMP boundary

Displaced air tours have the potential to affect noise-sensitive locations outside the ATMP boundary.
However, it is unlikely that displaced air tours would generate noise at or above DNL 65 dB. To illustrate
this, a conservative, screening-level noise analysis was conducted. The analysis considers the air tour
aircraft types currently operating at the park, and assesses the activity threshold that would generate
noise at or above DNL 65 dB. For the purposes of this illustration only, the analysis assumes a
hypothetical, worst-case scenario where all operations occur at a low (500 ft.) altitude on a common
route outside the ATMP boundary. The noise analysis considers aircraft activity in two ways:

e For the aircraft type with the loudest noise level, what is the activity level that would generate a
noise level at or above DNL 65 dB?

e For the aircraft types and fleet mix distribution within the 2017-2019 peak-month average day
PMAD, what is the activity level that would generate a noise level at or above DNL 65 dB?
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Analysis for aircraft with loudest noise level

The aircraft with the loudest noise level® currently operating at the park is the Aerospatiale SA350D. For
overflight operations at 500 ft. AGL, the number of operations over a 12-hour period to exceed a DNL 65
dB level is 1,654 (see Table 17). Other aircraft operating at the park are the Eurocopter EC-130. The
number of operations over a 12-hour period to exceed a DNL 65 dB level for this aircraft is 11,534.

Table 17. Overflight sound exposure levels and number of daily fights of each aircraft type that would generate
a cumulative noise exposure level at or above DNL 65 dB

Overflight Sound
_ Altitude, AGL = # daily flights for DNL
Aircraft Exposure Level
(ft.) to exceed 65 dB
(dB)
SA350D 500 82.2 1,654
EC130 500 73.7 11,534

Analysis for the aircraft types and fleet mix distribution within the 2017-2019 reporting data

This analysis compares the number of PMAD operations and peak day operations, since they could occur
outside the ATMP boundary as a result of Alternatives 2 and 3, to the number of daily flights it would
take to exceed DNL 65 dB. Based on the fleet mix assessed for the PMAD, it would take at least 3,861
operations at 500 ft AGL over a 12-hour period to exceed a DNL 65 dB level (see Table 18). This activity
level represents an increase in daily operations of 3,843 compared to the PMAD (18 operations) and an
increase of 3,811 compared to the peak day (50 operations). This, coupled with the likely dispersal of air
tours outside the boundary for the reasons discussed previously, indicates that it would be highly
unlikely that air tours that are displaced to outside the boundary under these Alternatives would
generate noise at or above DNL 65 dB.

Table 18. Number of daily fights of each aircraft type that would generate a cumulative noise exposure level at
or above DNL 65 dB for the aircraft types and fleet mix distribution within the 2017-2019 PMAD

Aircraft Altitude, AGL | Overflight Sound | # daily flights in 2017-2019 # daily flights
(ft) Exposure Level 2017-2019 PMAD Fleet for DNL to
(dB) PMAD Distribution % exceed 65 dB
SA350D 500 82.2 6 33.3% 1,287
EC130 500 73.7 12 66.6% 2,574
Total 18 100% 3,861

% The determination of loudest is based on the aircraft with the highest overflight sound exposure level at 500 ft
within the noise-power-distance data that form the basis of FAA’s AEDT. Sound exposure level describes the
cumulative noise exposure from a single overflight. It is represented by the total A-weighted sound energy during
the overflight, normalized to a 1-second interval.
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ATTACHMENT E
Connection Information for April 20, 2023, Consulting Party Meeting for Haleakala National Park

The consulting party meeting will be held on Thursday, April 20th, 2023, at 9:30 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. HST
over Zoom.

Web link:
https://usdot.zoomgov.com/j/1607918709?pwd=RFQvcVR1SzRDRO1tTURCdVJDaWIQZz09

Meeting ID: 160 791 8709
Passcode: 602195

Call-in:
Dial by your location
+1 669 254 5252 US (San Jose)
+1 646 964 1167 US (US Spanish Line)
+1 646 828 7666 US (New York)
+1 415 449 4000 US (US Spanish Line)
+1 5512851373 US
+1 669 216 1590 US (San Jose)
Meeting ID: 160 791 8709
Passcode: 602195
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U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

United States Department of Transportation
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

Office of Policy, International Affairs & Environment
Office of Environment and Energy

NATIONAL PARKS AIR TOUR MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
October 18, 2023

Re: Request for Review from the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Pursuant to 36 CFR
§800.5(c)(2) of the Federal Aviation Administration’s Proposed Finding of No Adverse Effect on Historic
Properties from the Implementation of an Air Tour Management Plan for Haleakala National Park

Ms. Jaime Loichinger

Director

Office of Federal Agency Programs
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
401 F Street, Ste. 308

Washington, DC 20001

Dear Ms. Loichinger:

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), as the lead Federal agency and in coordination with the
National Park Service (NPS), respectfully requests that the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(ACHP) review the FAA’s proposed finding of no adverse effect on historic properties from the
implementation of an Air Tour Management Plan (ATMP) for Haleakala National Park (Park) made under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). The FAA submits this request in
accordance with 36 CFR §800.5(c)(2)(i) in response to objections from consulting parties, specifically,
Haleakala Conservancy, the National Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP), Friends of Haleakala
National Park, National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA), Hawai‘i State Historic Preservation
Division (SHPD), and Mr. Stanley Ki‘ope Raymond, to the proposed finding. The FAA is concurrently
notifying all consulting parties about this request and will make the request documentation available to
the public at:

https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters offices/ara/programs/air_tour _management pla
n.

Enclosed is the correspondence sent to, and received from, consulting parties throughout the
consultation process (see Exhibits 1 through 10). In particular, Exhibits 8 and 10 contain the agency’s
finding of effect letters, which meet the requirements of 36 CFR §800.11(e). The finding of effect letters
describe the undertaking, the Area of Potential Effects (APE), the steps taken to identify historic
properties, the historic properties in the APE and the characteristics that qualify them for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places (National Register), and explain why the criteria of adverse effect do
not apply to this undertaking. They also describe the Section 106 consultation process and public
involvement for this undertaking.


https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/ara/programs/air_tour_management_plan
https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/ara/programs/air_tour_management_plan

Included in Exhibit 9 are the responses to FAA’s March 27, 2023, letter received from consulting parties.
As further detailed in the Section 106 Consultation Summary section below, the FAA continued
consultation in July 2023, due to a minor scope change. Exhibit 10 contains the updated APE letter, sent
July 26, 2023; updated finding of effect letter, sent August 14, 2023; and responses to the FAA's August
14, 2023, letter received from consulting parties. The Office of Hawaiian Affairs (OHA), Haleakala
Conservancy, NTHP, Friends of Haleakala National Park, NPCA, SHPD, and Mr. Raymond objected to the
FAA’s determination. As further detailed in the Consulting Party Objections section below, the FAA was
able to resolve OHA’s objection through continued consultation.

This letter includes background about the National Parks Air Tour Management Act (NPATMA),
describes the undertaking and the history of air tours over the Park, provides an overview of the Section
106 consultation process for the undertaking, and addresses the objections that were made and
provides the FAA’s response.

The National Parks Air Tour Management Act

NPATMA requires that all commercial air tour operators conducting or intending to conduct a
commercial air tour operation over a unit of the National Park System apply to the FAA for authority to
undertake such activity. 49 U.S.C. §40128(a)(2)(A). As amended by the FAA Modernization and Reform
Act of 2012, NPATMA further requires the FAA, in cooperation with the NPS, to establish an ATMP or
voluntary agreement for each park for which applications were made, unless a park has been exempted
from this requirement. I/d. §40128(b)(1)(A), (b)(7). The objective of an ATMP is to “develop acceptable
and effective measures to mitigate or prevent the significant adverse impacts, if any, of commercial air
tour operations upon the natural and cultural resources, visitor experiences, and tribal lands.” /d.
§40128(b)(1)(B).

FAA regulations define a commercial air tour as:

[A]ny flight, conducted for compensation or hire in a powered aircraft where a purpose of the
flight is sightseeing over a national park, within % mile outside the boundary of any national
park, or over tribal lands during which the aircraft flies:

(i) Below 5,000 feet above ground level (except for the purpose of takeoff or landing, or
as necessary for the safe operation of an aircraft as determined under the rules and
regulations of the Federal Aviation Administration requiring the pilot-in-command to
take action to ensure the safe operation of the aircraft); [or]

(ii) Less than 1 mile laterally from any geographic feature within the park (unless more
than % mile outside the boundary). . ..

14 CFR §136.33(d).

Because Congress anticipated that the development of ATMPs would take time, it provided in NPATMA
that prior to the establishment of an ATMP, the FAA “shall grant interim operating authority” to existing
air tour operators that apply for prospective operating authority. 49 U.S.C. §40128(c)(1) (emphasis
added). NPATMA required that interim operating authority (IOA) was the greater of the number of
commercial air tour flights over the park during the 12-month period, or the average number of
commercial air tour flights within the 36-month period, prior to the enactment of NPATMA. /d.
§40128(c)(2).



The History of Air Tours at the Park

Commercial air tours have been operating over the Park for more than 40 years. Prior to NPATMA’s
enactment in 2000, the FAA did not regulate air tours over national parks, and the NPS did not have
authority to regulate commercial air tours. Air tour operators were subject only to FAA’s general safety
regulations and Special Federal Aviation Regulation (SFAR) No. 71, Special Operating Rules for Air Tour
Operators in The State of Hawai‘i (14 CFR 136 Appendix A). Per SFAR-71, commercial air tour operators
could not operate below 1,500 ft. above the surface in all areas of the State of Hawai‘i, unless otherwise
authorized by the FAA. At that time there were no limits on the number of air tours that could be
conducted per year and no designated routes or altitudes for flights, other than some voluntary
measures per a Letter of Agreement that was signed by the NPS and air tour operators in 1998. The
voluntary measures included no flights over the Haleakala Crater and a flight path across Kipahulu. Since
2005, most commercial air tours over national parks, including Haleakala National Park, have been
conducted pursuant to I0A issued by the FAA in accordance with NPATMA. See 70 Fed. Reg. 36,456
(June 23, 2005). Because the FAA’s grant of IOA was a non-discretionary agency act mandated by
Congress, compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 106 of the NHPA
was not required. See Sugarloaf Citizens Ass'n v. FERC, 959 F.2d 508, 513 (4th Cir. 1992) (holding that
where an agency did not have the discretion to deny certification to a facility that met certain criteria,
compliance with NEPA and Section 106 was not required); Sac & Fox Nation of Missouri v. Norton, 240
F.3d 1250, 1263 (10th Cir. 2001) (compliance with Section 106 and NEPA is not required for
nondiscretionary actions).

In 2008, the FAA published an operational guidance document, the Hawai‘i Air Tour Common
Procedures Manual (Manual), AWP13-136A, for commercial air tour operations below 1,500 feet above
ground level within the state of Hawai‘i. All commercial air tour operators with authorization to conduct
operations below 1,500 feet above ground level must comply with the requirements and limitations set
forth in the Manual. Appendix B of the Manual details the operational requirements for the Island of
Maui.

Currently, five! operators hold I10A to conduct 20,145 air tours each year over the Park and within %
mile of the Park’s boundary. The agencies consider the existing operations for commercial air tours to be
an average of 2017-2019 annual air tours flown, which is 4,824 air tours. A three-year average is used
because it reflects the most accurate and reliable air tour conditions and accounts for variations across
multiple years. Under existing conditions, there are no designated flight routes or no-fly zones that
operators must adhere to; however, commercial air tours are generally concentrated south of the
Haleakala Crater and along the southern portions of the Park according to automatic dependent
surveillance-broadcast (ADS-B) systems data? of flight paths. Minimum altitudes for commercial air tours
within the ATMP planning area are flown in accordance with the Manual, from 500 to 1,500 ft. above
ground level (AGL), weather dependent and contingent on location over the island. In most locations
over the Park, the Manual allows helicopters to fly at a minimum of 500 ft. AGL if they have received
authority to do so.

In accordance with NPATMA and a plan mandated and approved by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Circuit (Court), the FAA and the NPS are developing an ATMP for the Park. The
Court retained jurisdiction to monitor the agencies’ progress consistent with the approved plan. Thus,

! The finding of effect letter stated that six operators had IOA for a total of 25,827 air tours over the ATMP
planning area. One of the operators no longer conducts commercial air tours in Hawai‘i and no longer holds IOA.
2 ADS-B systems periodically transmits aircraft location data in real-time.
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the planning process to implement an ATMP for the Park has proceeded, and remains, under Court

supervision.

The Undertaking

The FAA has determined that the development and implementation of an ATMP for the Park is an
undertaking under the NHPA. The ATMP for the Park includes the following:

Reduces the annual number of commercial air tours permitted within the ATMP planning
area to 2,224 flights with a daily limit of 14 flights across all operators.3

Designates a single flight path with four segments within the ATMP planning area. The flight
path is intended to protect visitor experience, natural and cultural resources, and acoustic
resources of the Park by adopting, where appropriate for resource protection, existing
transportation corridors and avoiding noise-sensitive wildlife habitat and historic properties;
Sets a minimum altitude of 2,000 ft. AGL over land and 3,000 ft. AGL over the ocean;

Sets time-of-day restrictions for flights to 11 AM — 2 PM for non-quiet technology flights and
11 AM -4 PM for quiet technology flights;

Establishes no-fly days on Sunday and Wednesday;

Prohibits hovering and/or circling;

Provides incentives for operators to adopt and use quiet technology and requires all air
tours to be conducted using quiet technology aircraft by 2033;

Provides for operator training and education;

Provides for mandatory annual meetings between the FAA Flight Standards District Office
(FSDO), Park staff, and the operators. The agencies may also invite other stakeholders, such
as Native Hawaiian Organizations, to attend;

Establishes six no-fly days per year based on the Park’s existing commercial-free days that
follow the Hawaiian Moon Calendar and Makahiki Season and two no-fly days per year
based on culturally significant Hawai‘i State holidays;

Establishes six additional no-fly days per year to be identified at the mandatory annual
meeting;*

Permits the NPS to establish additional temporary no-fly periods for special events or
planned park management with two months’ notice to the operators. Special events may
include Native Hawaiian events or other natural and cultural resource programs;

Authorizes specific types of aircraft to be used on the tours and specifies that any new or
replacement aircraft must not be noisier than the aircraft being replaced;

Requires operators to provide semi-annual reports to the agencies including flight
monitoring data;

Includes protocols relating to in-flight communications;

Allows for minor modifications to the ATMP through adaptive management as long as the
environmental impacts of such changes have been previously analyzed;

Outlines a process for amending the ATMP;

Provides information regarding the process for operators to apply for operating authority as
a hew entrant; and

3 The ATMP has been changed since the noise modeling and assessment of effects in the finding of effect letters to
further reduce air tours from 2,412 to 2,224 flights per year. The reduction in the number of tours per year also
reduces the maximum number of daily from 16 to no more than 14 tours per day across all operators. The ATMP
still limits the number of tours each operator could conduct on the days when air tours are permitted.

4 The additional no fly days were added as a result of comments received from consulting parties and through the
NEPA process.



o Sets forth a general process for conducting competitive bidding for air tour allocations,
where appropriate.

For further details related to the various elements of the ATMP for the Park, refer to the summary in the
FAA’s March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter (see Exhibits 8 and 10).

In summary, the number of air tours authorized under the ATMP is 11% of those currently allowed
under I0A, or 46% of the 3-year average, and the ATMP requires that operators fly on a designated flight
path that has been delineated to avoid flying over noise sensitive resources, including historic
properties. Figure 2 in Exhibit 4 to this letter depicts ADS-B systems data of flight tracks within the APE
under existing conditions. The single designated flight path under the ATMP is depicted in Exhibit 8
(Attachment B of the FAA's finding of effect letter).

Under NPATMA, all IOA for the Park terminates by operation of law 180 days after the establishment
(effective date) of the ATMP, 49 U.S.C. § 40128(c)(2)(E), after which time no operator may continue to
rely on any operating specifications issued under IOA as authority to conduct commercial air tours
within the ATMP planning area.

Section 106 Consultation Summary
Consultation Initiation

The FAA initiated Section 106 consultation with the Hawai‘i SHPD, Native Hawaiians (including Native
Hawaiian Organizations and members of the Park’s Klipuna consultation group), operators, and other
consulting parties by letter between March and August of 2021, inviting them to participate in Section
106 consultation and requesting their expertise regarding historic properties, including properties of
significance to Native Hawaiians and Native Hawaiian Organizations, such as TCPs, that may be located
within the ATMP planning area (see Exhibit 1). The agencies received responses from one consulting
party expressing interest in consultation and one consulting party opting out of consultation (see Exhibit
1). Additional newly identified consulting parties were invited throughout the Section 106 process.

Consulting Party Meetings, Initial APE and Historic Property Identification

The agencies have held listening sessions and consulting party meetings to discuss the ATMP planning
process, the range of alternatives, and Section 106 consultation. The agencies held an informational
webinar on October 28, 2021, to provide background on the ATMP development process at the Park and
held a listening session for the Park’s Kiipuna consultation group on December 9, 2021 (see Exhibit 2).

The FAA provided a preliminary list of historic properties in the Park to the SHPD for their review and
comment in the scoping cover letter dated March 7, 2022 (see Exhibit 3). In a letter dated April 18,
2022, the SHPD confirmed receipt of the scoping letter and provided recommendations for additional
consulting parties (see Exhibit 3).

A consulting party meeting with all consulting parties was held on November 10, 2022 (see Exhibit 4). A
preliminary APE, historic property identification list, and maps of the proposed alternatives were
included in the invitations and meeting materials for the November 2022 consulting party meeting. The
agencies sent a follow-up letter, dated November 14, 2022, requesting comments on the APE and
historic properties list (see Exhibit 5). In November 2022 and December 2022, the FAA received
comments from Friends of Haleakala National Park, Historic Hawai‘i Foundation (HHF), Tweetie Lind,
OHA, and NTHP. These comments are included in Exhibit 5.



Expanded APE, Revised Historic Properties List, and Comment Response Letter

The FAA expanded the APE following consulting party feedback during and after the November 10,
2022, meeting. The FAA sent a letter dated December 23, 2022, to the SHPD with a description of the
expanded APE and a revised APE map to incorporate additional areas potentially affected by the
undertaking (see Exhibit 6). The SHPD responded on January 27, 2023, that they did not object to the
APE (see Exhibit 6). On February 10, 2023, the FAA sent a Section 106 consultation letter to all
consulting parties that provided responses to comments received during and following the November
2022 consulting party meeting, a revised APE map, and a revised historic properties list and asked for
assistance in identifying cultural resources within the revised APE (see Exhibit 7). The FAA did not
receive any responses to the February 10, 2023, letter.

Finding of Effect Letter and April Informational Meeting

The FAA thoroughly analyzed the effects of the undertaking and supported its determination of “no
adverse effect” in its March 27, 2023, letter (see Exhibit 8). In accordance with 36 CFR § 800.5(c), the
FAA sent the correspondence to all 58 consulting parties, requesting that they concur with the agency’s
finding. The letter included an invitation to an informational meeting on April 20, 2023, to explain how
the FAA arrived at the proposed finding of no adverse effect on historic properties as well as the
documentation specified in 36 CFR § 800.11(e). The agencies sent a meeting summary and Question and
Answer (Q&A) document with agency responses to questions asked during the informational meeting to
all consulting parties on April 28, 2023 (see Exhibit 8). As further detailed in the Consulting Party
Objections section, the FAA received objections from OHA, Haleakala Conservancy, NTHP, Friends of
Haleakala National Park, and NPCA (see Exhibit 9).

In a letter dated April 21, 2023, the SHPD stated that in order to determine whether to concur with the
FAA’s proposed effect determination, it must take into account information received during the April 20,
2023, informational meeting. In the same letter, the SHPD requested all of the consulting parties’
responses received by the agency to the finding of effect letter as well as comments provided during the
April 2023 informational meeting for the ATMP (see Exhibit 9) and that it would respond to the FAA’s
March 27, 2023, letter following receipt of this information. The FAA responded in a letter dated April
28, 2023, providing the meeting summary and Q&A document from the April 20, 2023, informational
meeting. The FAA noted that the finding of effect letter provided the SHPD with the documentation
specified in 36 CFR § 800.11(e) and requested SHPD’s response to the finding of no adverse effect by
May 1, 2023 (see Exhibit 9). Although not required under 36 CFR § 800.11(d), the FAA also provided
consulting party responses to the March 27, 2023, finding of effect letter.

The federal agencies held a meeting on June 15, 2023, to continue consultation with the parties that had
objected in an effort to resolve the objections in accordance with 36 CFR §800.5(c)(2). Representatives
from the FAA and the NPS met with all four parties that had objected to the finding at that time, as well
as representatives of the SHPD and ACHP. The meetings were held to allow for any clarification on the
objecting points and seek resolution. The agencies were not able to discuss all comments within the
timeframe allotted by this meeting. In order to ensure meaningful consultation with each party, the FAA
continued consultation by holding individual meetings with the consulting parties that objected to the
agency’s proposed finding, as well as the SHPD. Individual meetings were held with Friends of Haleakala
National Park, the SHPD, NTHP, Haleakala Conservancy, OHA, and the NPCA.® The individual meetings

5> During the meeting with the SHPD they informed the agencies that they would like to be included in all of the
individual objecting party consultation meetings. The SHPD was invited to all of the individual objecting party
meetings except for Friends of Haleakala National Park, which occurred prior to this request, but did not attend.
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included a full discussion of the points made by each party and the agencies’ responses, but all parties
except for OHA maintained their opposition to the FAA’s proposed finding. At the conclusion of the
individual consultations the agency held a meeting on July 20, 2023, inviting all parties that have
objected to the agency’s proposed findings, to brief them on the outcome of the consultations and
discuss the next steps in the Section 106 process.

On June 14, 2023, the NPCA requested to be added as a consulting party for the Section 106 process for
the Park. In response, the FAA invited the NPCA to be a consulting party and sent them the finding of
effect letter on June 15, 2023. The FAA sent its previous consultation documentation to the NPCA on
June 22, 2023, and held a meeting to listen to their comments on July 7, 2023. During that meeting, the
NPCA noted that their objections were the same as those stated by other objecting parties, particularly
the NTHP. The NPCA sent their written objection to the FAA on July 11, 2023, including a letter dated
June 20, 2023, which was also submitted to the agencies through the NEPA public comment process (see
Exhibit 9). The agency found only one issue relevant to the Section 106 process in the June 20, 2023,
letter, which was their concern regarding the noise analysis, specifically that the modeling assumptions
could be incorrect because air tour operators could use larger, noisier aircraft in order provide more
passengers air tours (see Exhibit 9).

Parcel Acquisitions, Expanded APE, and Updated Effects Analysis

In July 2023, the agencies expanded the APE after the Park acquired two new parcels that expanded the
Park boundary by 8.18 acres, and consequently, the ATMP planning area. When reviewing the changes
needed for new parcels, the NPS also found other small parcels that needed to be added to the maps
and found that remapping of the Denman parcel reduced it by 1.971 acres. Consequently, these parcels
expanded the ATMP planning area (the Park and a % mile buffer around the Park) by 236.3 acres
(+0.18% change). The agencies adjusted the APE to include the areas of expanded buffer and sent an
APE letter to all 61° consulting parties on July 26, 2023, with a map showing the new areas within the
APE and requesting comments on historic properties and potential effects within these new areas (see
Exhibit 10). The APE description remained the same as what was provided in the March 27, 2023,
finding of effect letter.

In response to the July 2023 APE letter, the FAA received comments from the George K. Cypher ‘Ohana,
Hokidlani Holt, and Mr. Raymond (see Exhibit 10). On August 11, 2023, and August 12, 2023,
respectively, the NPCA and NTHP requested a suspension of the consultation process due to the
emergency situation on Maui. The NTHP also reiterated their comments provided in their April 28, 2023,
letter (see Exhibit 10). No new historic properties were identified through consultation.

The FAA analyzed the effects of the undertaking in the expanded areas of the APE and maintained a
finding of “no adverse effect” in an August 14, 2023, letter sent to all 61 consulting parties (see Exhibit
10). In a letter dated August 21, 2023, the NPCA and NTHP reiterated their request to suspend the
consultation process and expressed concerns regarding the Section 106 consultation process. The
agencies extended the comment period for the finding of effect letter an additional 30 days, for a total
of 60 days, on September 1, 2023, and provided a letter detailing the FAA’s response to the NPCA’s and
NTHP’s comments on September 29, 2023 (see Exhibit 10). In response to the August 14, 2023, letter,
the FAA received a concurrence from the National Solar Observatory (Daniel K. Inouye Solar Telescope),
and Nu‘u Mauka Ranch noted that they have no issues with the ATMP (see Exhibit 10). As further

5 Two newly identified consulting parties, the Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs and Ms. Nan Cabatbat, were
invited to consult on July 26, 2023, and were sent all prior correspondence on the undertaking at that time (see
Exhibits 8 and 10).



detailed in the Consulting Party Objections section, the FAA received additional objections from the
SHPD and Mr. Raymond (see Exhibit 10). On October 16, 2023, the FAA received an email from the NTHP
and NPCA reiterating their objections and a letter dated August 19, 2023, that made the same points as
the August 21, 2023, letter noted above.’

Consulting Party Objections

The FAA sent its finding of effect letters on March 27, 2023, and August 14, 2023, to all consulting
parties requesting that they concur with the agency’s finding. The FAA received objections from seven
consulting parties during the review periods: OHA, Haleakala Conservancy, NTHP, Friends of Haleakala
National Park, NPCA, SHPD, and Mr. Raymond. Through continuing consultation, the FAA was able to
resolve the objections with OHA. As such, their concerns will not be further addressed in this document.
Exhibit 9 shows the commitments the agency made to resolve the disagreement with OHA. The
remaining objections are summarized below:

Haleakala Conservancy bases its objection on two issues: (1) that air tours compromise the silence of the
Park; and, (2) it argues that continuing to allow air tours dismisses concerns expressed by the
community and Kanaka Maoli about the impacts of flights to sacred lands and cultural practices (see
Exhibit 9). The NTHP bases its objection on three issues: (1) it contends that the FAA used an incorrect
baseline to assess the effects of the undertaking; (2) it claims that the FAA did not consider cumulative
effects when assessing the effects of the undertaking; and, (3) it argues that a finding of adverse effects
is the appropriate finding if the undertaking permits air tours (see Exhibit 9).8 In its objection, Friends of
Haleakala National Park argues that although the ATMP would reduce the effects of air tours compared
to existing conditions, continuing to allow air tours also continues adverse audible and visual effects on
visitors and historic sites that are renowned for their silence and/or wilderness character (see Exhibit 9).
As noted in the above Section 106 Consultation Summary, the FAA found only one issue relevant to the
Section 106 process in the NPCA’s June 20, 2023, letter, which was their concern regarding the noise
analysis, specifically that the modeling assumptions could be incorrect because air tour operators could
use larger, noisier aircraft in order provide more passengers air tours (see Exhibit 9). In his objection,
Mr. Raymond reiterated and clarified his prior comment in response to the finding of effect letter,
indicating that he did not consider the reduction of flights to be adequate. Mr. Raymond argues that
noise disturbance has an adverse effect on some Native Hawaiian religious practices, and reducing the
likelihood of noise is not sufficient (see Exhibit 10). The SHPD also did not concur with the FAA’s
proposed finding. The SHPD determined that the ATMP will have an adverse effect on TCPs and
traditional cultural practices (see Exhibit 10).

FAA’s Response to Consulting Party Objections

The following sections provide the FAA’s response to the objections that were not resolved through
consultations with the objecting parties.

7 Contrary to the NTHP’s claim in their October 16, 2023, email, the FAA did not receive a letter from the
NTHP/NPCA on August 19, 2023. The FAA received a similar letter from Neil Desai on behalf of the NTHP/NPCA on
August 21, 2023.

8 The NTHP, in its April 28, 2023, objection letter, expressed its support for comments and concerns raised by other
consulting parties during past consultations. The agencies do not consider NTHP's expression of support for these
comments as a part of NTHP's objection. The agencies consider the comments resolved because they have been
addressed and the commentors did not raise them again (see Exhibits 7 and 9).
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Baseline Conditions

The NTHP asserts that the baseline for the undertaking (developing and implementing an ATMP for the
Park) should be an environment where there are no air tours occurring over the Park. To support this
NTHP states that

[t]his undertaking is being developed pursuant to the National Parks Air Tour Management
Act of 2000 (Pub. L. 106-181) and its implementing regulations contained in 14 C.F.R. Part
136. Nowhere in either the statute or the regulations are ATMPs required to permit adverse
effects. The development of this ATMP is instead a de novo evaluation of appropriate air
tour uses within Haleakala National Park. It is an exercise of federal jurisdiction and
management authority. There is thus no baseline that is required to be accepted in the
Section 106 process, and all adverse effects resulting from this undertaking must be taken
into account.

The NTHP cites no authority for their legal argument that the development of an ATMP was required to
be a de novo evaluation of air tour uses over the Park. At the time NPATMA was enacted, commercial air
tours were occurring over national parks, including the Park. The legislation, as originally enacted,
authorized the agencies to address the impacts of those air tours by establishing ATMPs for parks (with
certain exceptions). However, Congress also required the FAA to grant IOA to existing air tour operators.
49 U.S.C. §40128(c)(1). Given that Congress expressly preserved the status quo of existing air tour
operations pending the establishment of an ATMP, had it intended to require the agencies to evaluate
the impacts of regulating air tours under an ATMP against a condition of no air tours, it would have done
so expressly.

The NTHP incorrectly presumes that under NPATMA air tour operations are considered adverse and
therefore any ATMP that would allow air tours would result in an adverse effect. The NTHP’s argument
conflates the agencies’ authority to regulate air tours through an ATMP under NPATMA with the
determination of the effects of the undertaking (the ATMP) on historic properties under Section 106 of
the NHPA and its implementing regulations. Under NPATMA, the agencies have the authority to
prohibit commercial air tours over national parks in whole or in part, but they are not required to do so.
See 49 U.S.C. § 40128. NPATMA requires the agency to assess the environmental impacts of the ATMP
(the undertaking) and not the operations of air tours generally. /d. § 40128(b)(2). Neither NPATMA nor
the NHPA require the effects of the undertaking (an ATMP) to be measured against a condition under
which no air tours are occurring.

The FAA correctly measured the effects of the ATMP against the existing condition of commercial air
tours over the Park. As discussed above, air tours have been occurring over the Park for more than 40
years. Prior to NPATMA, the FAA did not regulate air tours over national parks, and the NPS did not have
the authority to regulate commercial air tours. After the passage of NPATMA, the FAA granted IOA to
existing operators pursuant to Congress’s mandate, which, as a non-discretionary act, did not
necessitate Section 106 compliance. See Sugarloaf Citizens Ass'n v. FERC, 959 F.2d at 513. Consequently,
neither the FAA nor the NPS had any compliance obligations under Section 106 related to air tours over
the Park, until the undertaking. Therefore, the agencies identified the existing condition of air tours
occurring within the ATMP planning area based on a three-year average of operator-reported tours
(4,824 air tours per year), including other general operating conditions such as flight paths and altitudes.
The FAA then took into account the effects of the ATMP by comparing them to this existing condition.
The ATMP includes measures designed to avoid or reduce impacts to historic properties compared to
the existing condition of air tours over the Park, including limiting the number of air tours permitted
annually and daily, setting a designated flight path, increasing minimum altitudes for tours, setting no-fly
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days, and establishing the potential to set no fly periods for special events, among other conditions. For
these reasons, the FAA’s use of existing conditions as the baseline against which to measure the impacts
of its undertaking is appropriate.

ATMP Continues to Allow Adverse Effects

Comments received from the NTHP, Mr. Raymond, Haleakala Conservancy, and the SHPD imply the
mere existence of air tours is an adverse effect. In clarifying their comments, it became evident that the
commenters were noting their preference for a ban of air tours. For instance, in their April 28, 2023,
letter, the NTHP writes that the ATMP is permitting existing adverse effects and that there are existing
adverse effects from air tours. Specifically, NTHP has stated:

The National Trust specifically asserts that the permitting of air tours within Haleakala National
Park would cause adverse effects by diminishing the integrity of “setting ... feeling, or
association” of the park’s historic resources per 36 C.F.R. § 800.5(a)(1). Air tours within the park
also result in an “[I]ntroduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the
integrity of the property's significant historic features;” per 36 C.F.R. § 800.5(a)(2)(v).

Permitting air tours or the presence of air tours is not the standard the regulations implementing the
NHPA impose when assessing visual and auditory effects from an undertaking. Rather, the standard set
out in the ACHP’s regulations for assessing visual and audible effects is whether the is an introduction of
visual or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the property's significant historic features. See
36 CFR §800.5(a)(2)(v). The FAA’s assessment of the effects of the undertaking is consistent with this
standard. The undertaking is not introducing new noise impacts or new visual impacts, as air tours
already exist in the ATMP planning area and have for over 40 years.

However, the ATMP would instead reduce noise and visual impacts when compared to existing
conditions. While noise intensity may increase at some points under the ATMP near the proposed flight
path, any increases in the time above metrics and Lamax at these points are minor, and the overall time
that air tours are audible would significantly decrease under the ATMP at all of these points. For
example, the largest increase in time above 52 dBA is at noise point 37, which would experience an
increase of just 7 minutes (spread out over operating hours) compared to existing conditions. At this
same point, the overall time that air tours will be audible under the ATMP would decrease by 104
minutes compared to existing conditions (see Exhibits 8 and 10). When combined with the other
minimization measures such as time-of-day restrictions and no-fly days, any increases in noise intensity
do not diminish the integrity of historic properties in the area. Visual impacts to historic properties
would decrease due to the decrease in commercial air tour operations overall. As further described in
the finding of effect letters (see Exhibits 8 and 10), the undertaking would not directly or indirectly alter
the integrity of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the
National Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling or association. 36 CFR § 800.5(a)(1). Therefore, the FAA has
determined that the implementation of the ATMP will not result in adverse effects on any historic
properties.

Cumulative Impacts

The NTHP also alleges that the FAA failed to consider cumulative impacts in assessing the effects of the
undertaking and proposing a finding that the undertaking will have no adverse effects (see Exhibit 9).
This is incorrect. The FAA did consider reasonably foreseeable cumulative effects in the assessment of
the effects of the undertaking. The regulations describe an adverse effect as:
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an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any characteristics of a historic property that
qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the
integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling or
association. . . . Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the
undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative.

36 CFR § 800.5(a)(1)

Here, the undertaking reduces the number of commercial air tours that may occur within the ATMP
planning area by 46% compared to the current condition. It restricts the air tours that will be permitted
to a single designated flight path at increased altitudes than are flown under existing conditions
(minimum 1,500 — 2,000 ft. AGL, depending on weather and location over the Park and ATMP
boundary). The ATMP authorizes the use of specific helicopters and requires that any new or
replacement aircraft must not exceed the noise level produced by the aircraft being replaced (see
Exhibit 8). As a result of these and other provisions in the ATMP, implementation of the undertaking
would result in a noticeable reduction of noise and viewshed impacts compared to existing conditions.
Air tours will no longer be allowed in the areas within the ATMP planning area with the densest flights
under current conditions. Air tour flights themselves and their impacts are transient in nature.
Commercial air tours do not cause physical impacts that build upon past impacts. For these reasons, the
incremental effect from the implementation of the undertaking when added to any reasonably
foreseeable effects of the undertaking would not be adverse.

Listening to Cultural Practitioners

The FAA has been very transparent in its consultation and has openly shared relevant information with
all consulting parties, including those not in attendance at the meetings. The FAA has also taken the
comments provided by all consulting parties into consideration in delineating the APE, identifying
historic properties, and assessing the effects of the undertaking on historic properties. In accordance
with 36 CFR § 800.2(c)(2)(ii)(A), the agency ensured that consultation in the Section 106 process
provided the consulting parties, including Native Hawaiian Organizations, a reasonable opportunity to
identify their concerns about historic properties, advise on the identification and evaluation of historic
properties, including those of traditional religious and cultural importance, and articulate their views on
the undertaking's effects on such properties. As noted above, the federal agencies held consultation
meetings and listening sessions for the Park’s Klipuna consultation group on December 9, 2021, and
November 10, 2022; an informational meeting to go over the finding of effect with consulting parties,
including Native Hawaiian Organizations and the Park’s Klipuna consultation group, was held on April
20, 2023. A summary of previous Klipuna comments was provided along with the invitation to the
December 2021 listening session. Comments received during and following the November 2022
consulting party meeting along with agency responses were shared with all consulting parties in a letter
dated February 10, 2023 (see Exhibit 7). Following the April informational meeting, the agencies
provided a meeting summary and Q&A to all consulting parties on April 28, 2023; this included all
questions asked during the meeting and agency responses to the questions (see Exhibit 8). Summaries
of all comments received as part of the Section 106 process are included in the finding of effect
documentation and were considered in the assessment of effects (see Exhibit 8).

Some of the consulting parties imply that because the no air tour alternative is not the undertaking they
have not been heard. Specifically, the Haleakala Conservancy states that continuing air tours dismisses
the concerns expressed by the community and the Kanaka Maoli about the impacts of flights to sacred
lands and cultural practices. However, compliance with the Section 106 process does not dictate
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selection of a specific outcome. Comments received from Native Hawaiian Organizations and Kpuna,
including those received during earlier consultations since the passage of NPATMA in 2000, were taken
into consideration throughout the ATMP development and Section 106 processes. In particular, these
comments were considered regarding identification of historic properties, including the consideration of
the entire park as a TCP, and in determining the restrictions to be included in the ATMP. The agencies
received comments noting that the silence on Haleakala Summit is sacred and noting Kipahulu Valley as
a particular area of concern, so the undertaking does not authorize air tours over Haleakala Summit and
Kipahulu Valley and moves them further away from these areas. Commenters also noted that they
preferred air tours over the ocean instead of the land, and the ATMP shifts the designated flight path in
the southeast side of the ATMP planning area over the ocean. Commenters also expressed concerns
regarding monitoring; the ATMP includes provisions regarding monitoring and enforcement. In response
to commentors’ requests, an additional six no fly days were added to the ATMP. Furthermore, the
undertaking implements annual and daily limits, time-of-day restrictions, and no-fly days to reduce the
likelihood that an air tour would interrupt Native Hawaiian traditional practices.

Comments on matters outside the scope of Section 106 considerations have been sent in full to NPS’s
Planning, Environment and Public Comment (PEPC) site on behalf of the commenters for consideration
in the continued development of the ATMP. Specifically, comments from the Haleakala Conservancy
regarding the undertaking effects on wilderness areas were considered outside the scope of Section 106
and have been sent to PEPC for consideration under the NEPA process.

Modeling Assumptions

The NPCA contends that the initial noise modeling assumptions could be incorrect because air tour
operators may use larger noisier aircraft that can hold more passengers in order to make up for
limitations on air tours imposed by the undertaking. However, the NPCA’s assumption that air tour
operators independently determine to use larger, noisier aircraft is incorrect. The assumptions made in
the noise technical report for the Park are accurate and based on the approved aircraft for the Park.
Section 3.3, Aircraft Type, of the ATMP or the undertaking authorizes which type of aircraft may be used
for commercial air tours. Furthermore, the undertaking specifies that operators must notify the FAA
and NPS in writing of any prospective new or replacement aircraft and obtain concurrence before
initiating air tours with the new or replacement aircraft. In addition, new or replacement aircraft must
not exceed the noise level produced by the aircraft being replaced.

Request for Review and Concurrence

For the reasons stated in the finding of effect letters and as stated above, the FAA has proposed a
finding of no adverse effect on historic properties. The FAA respectfully requests the ACHP’s review of
its proposed finding in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.5(c)(3).

Should you have any questions regarding any of the above, please contact me at 202-267-4185 or
Judith.Walker@faa.gov and copy the ATMP team at ATMPTeam@dot.gov.
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Sincerely,

Judith Walker

Federal Preservation Officer

Senior Environmental Policy Analyst
Environmental Policy Division (AEE-400)
Federal Aviation Administration

CGCs:

Olena Alec, Haleakala Conservancy

Betsy Merritt, National Trust for Historic Preservation
Christopher Cody, National Trust for Historic Preservation
Matt Wordeman, Friends of Haleakala National Park

Neal Desai, National Parks Conservation Association
Susan Lebo, Hawai‘i SHPD

Stephanie Hacker, Hawai‘i SHPD

Jessica Puff, Hawai‘i SHPD

Stanley Ki‘ope Raymond

Enclosures:

Exhibit 1 — March 29, 2021, Consultation Initiation Letter and Responses

Exhibit 2 — Invitation to December 9, 2021, Listening Session

Exhibit 3 — March 7, 2022, Scoping Letter and Responses

Exhibit 4 — Invitation to November 10, 2022, Consulting Party Meeting

Exhibit 5 — November 14, 2022, Request for Comments Letter and Responses

Exhibit 6 — December 23, 2022, APE Letter to the HI SHPD and Response

Exhibit 7 — February 10, 2023, Response to Comments Letter

Exhibit 8 — March 27, 2023, Finding of Effect Letter with Invitation to April 20, 2023, Informational
Meeting; Meeting Reminder; and Meeting Summary and Q&A

Exhibit 9 — Responses to Finding of Effect Letter; National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA)
Consulting Party Request; and Office of Hawaiian Affairs (OHA) Objection Resolution

Exhibit 10 — ATMP Boundary Expansion: APE Letter; Responses to APE Letter; Effects Assessment;
and Responses to Effects Assessment
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November 20, 2023

Ms. Julie Marks

Executive Director (A), AEE-1

Office of Environment and Energy

Federal Aviation Administration

800 Independence Avenue, SW, Suite 900W
Washington, DC 20591

Ref:  Proposed Air Tour Management Plan (ATMP) at Haleakala National Park
Maui County, Hawai’i
ACHP Project Number: 020182

Dear Ms. Marks:

On October 19, 2023, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requested that the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation (ACHP) review its finding of “no adverse effect” for the referenced undertaking.
The ACHP’s opinion was requested pursuant to 36 CFR §§800.5(¢)(2) and (3) of the regulations
implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), “Protection of Historic
Properties” (36 CFR Part 800). On October 23, 2023, the ACHP notified the FAA that it was extending
its review period for an additional 15 days pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.5(c)(3)(i). Seven consulting parties
have objected to the FAA’s finding including the Haleakala Conservancy, the National Trust for Historic
Preservation (NTHP), Friends of Haleakala National Park, National Parks Conservation Association
(NPCA), the Office of Hawaiian Affairs (OHA), Hawai’i State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and
Mr. Stanley Ki‘ope Raymond. The FAA was able to resolve the objection of one consulting party, OHA,
through continued consultation; the other six objections remain unresolved.

Based on the documentation submitted, it appears FAA has not provided clear documentation on the
identification of historic properties in the Area of Potential Effects (APE) and has not appropriately
applied the criteria of adverse effect [36 CFR § 800.5(a)(1)] for this undertaking; therefore, a finding of
adverse effect, based on the potential for adverse effects to occur from the continuation of air tours over
portions of the Park, is appropriate. While we acknowledge the FAA has attempted to reduce the potential
for adverse effects through imposition of several conditions, these conditions do not avoid the possibility
for adverse effects to result. The rationale for this advisory opinion follows.

Background

FAA’s undertaking consists of the development and implementation of an Air Tour Management Plan
(ATMP) for the Haleakala National Park (Park) to regulate commercial air tours within the ATMP
planning area. The undertaking does not include the operation of air tours themselves but implementing a
plan that applies to all commercial air routes over the Park and within %2 mile outside the boundary of the
Park. Commercial air tours subject to the ATMP are those conducted for compensation or hire in a
powered aircraft for the purposes of sightseeing during which the aircraft flies below 5,000 feet (ft.)
above ground level (with minor safety exceptions) and less than one mile laterally from any geographic
feature within the park.

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

401 F Street NW, Suite 308 ® Washington, DC 20001-2637
Phone: 202-517-0200 e Fax: 202-517-6381 ¢ achp@achp.gov ® www.achp.gov



Development of this ATMP or a voluntary agreement is required to comply with the National Parks Air
Tour Management Act (NPATMA) enacted in 2000. While commercial air tours have been operating
over the Park prior to NPATMA and the federal undertaking, air tour operators were subject only to
FAA'’s general safety regulations, Special Operating Rules for Air Tour Operators in The State of
Hawai‘i, and a Letter of Agreement that was signed by the National Park Service (NPS) and air tour
operators in 1998 with voluntary measures including no flights over the Haleakala Crater and a flight path
across Kipahulu. After 2005, air tours operated in accordance with an interim operating authority (I0A),
also required by NPATMA, for which compliance with Section 106 was not required because it did not
impose any conditions other than an annual limit on the number of flights. A 2008 Manual provided
authorization for operators below 1,500 feet above ground level (AGL) to comply with requirements in
the Manual which included details specific to the Island of Maui.

In initiating consultation under Section 106, FAA has stated that the baseline or existing condition against
which it is assessing the potential effects of the undertaking is air tour operation prior to the
implementation of the ATMP (i.e., following the interim operating authority and the 2008 Manual), not a
condition in which no air tours operate. Currently, five operators hold IOA to conduct 20,145 air tours
each year over the Park and within %2 mile of the Park’s boundary, but FAA based its analysis on a three-
year average (2017-2019) of commercial air tours, which is 4,824 tours per year. Currently, there are no
designated flight routes and no no-fly zones that operators must adhere to; however, commercial air tours
are generally concentrated south of the Haleakala Crater and along the southern portions of the Park.
Minimum altitudes range from 500 to 1,500 ft. AGL following the 2008 Manual, and are weather
dependent and contingent on location over the island.

FAA, in consultation with the National Park Service (NPS) and consulting parties, including the Hawai’i
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Native Hawai’ian Organizations (NHO), members of the
Park’s Kiipuna consultation group, operators, and other consulting parties, delineated the Area of
Potential Effects (APE), modified during consultation in response to consulting party comments and Park
acquisitions, and identified 32 historic properties including cultural landscapes, historic districts, sites and
structures, archaeological sites, and a Traditional Cultural Property (TCP). The identification effort
focused on identifying properties where setting and feeling are characteristics contributing to a property’s
National Register eligibility, as they are the type of historic properties most sensitive to the effects of
aircraft overflights. The majority of these are properties of religious and cultural significance to Native
Hawaiians, significant for their association with Native Hawai’ian culture, traditions, and sacred uses. In
particular, the Haleakala Summit TCP, including the Kipahulu Valley and Kaupd Gap, is individually
eligible as a TCP for its association with native Hawaiian culture, traditions, and sacred uses. The
exceptional stillness and serenity of the Summit of Haleakala are significant characteristics of the TCP
that allow Native Hawaiians to continue conducting traditional ceremonies, which require a quiet setting.

The ATMP proposes a reduction in air tours from existing conditions to only 46 percent of the three-year
average, reducing the number to 2,224 flights with a daily limit of 14 flights across all operators. Further,
the ATMP proposes conditions that require operators to fly on a single designated flight path with four
segments within the ATMP planning area that avoids noise sensitive resources, including historic
properties (emphasis added), set a minimum altitude and time- of- day restrictions that incentivize the
use of quiet technology aircraft, establish regular no- fly days with allowances for additional temporary
no-fly periods, prohibit hovering and circling, and require operator training, annual reporting, and
meetings.



The FAA determined that the undertaking would have “no adverse effect” on historic properties, basing
its finding on the aforementioned reduction in tours and other conditions, and because aircraft are
transitory elements in a site or viewshed, meaning that effects would be relatively short in duration. The
FAA recognized that noise and visual intrusions from air tours can be disruptive to traditional practices,
and reiterated its assertion that these effects are temporary and transitory in nature, and would not result in
a diminishment of the characteristics of the properties that qualify them for inclusion in the NRHP.

ACHP’s Review of Finding

Regarding the adequacy of documentation on the identification of historic properties (36 CFR
800.11(e)(3)), the ACHP finds that the FAA omitted identification of an historic property in its Finding of
Effect (Exhibit 8:March 27, 2023 letter, Attachments B and C) that limit an accurate assessment of
effects. In responding to comments in a November 28, 2022 letter from OHA, FAA states in its February
10, 2023 letter, Attachment 2, Response to Comments, that “for the purposes of the Section 106
assessment, the entire Park is being considered a TCP. However, due to the time needed to conduct a TCP
study and the agencies’ December 31, 2023 deadline to complete an ATMP or voluntary agreement for
the Park, a TCP study will not be accomplished.” If the FAA intended to assure OHA and other
consulting parties that the Park is being treated as a TCP, considered eligible for the NRHP for the
purposes of the FAA’s Section 106 review, it is unclear why the entirety of the Park is not identified as a
NRHP-eligible TCP in the map (Attachment B) and table of historic properties (Attachment C) of its
Finding of Effect letter or subsequent updates and whether the FAA adequately assessed effects to the
Park as an historic property in its subsequent assessment of effects.

As it stands, the assessment of effects only appears to consider effects on historic properties from the
proposed air tour route and buffer which cross the Park and ATMP planning area four times but stay
outside the boundaries of mapped historic properties. If the mapping showed the Park’s entire boundaries
as a TCP, consistent with FAA’s response to OHA, it would have shown that the four route segments do
fly directly over an NRHP-eligible TCP, and in these areas, FAA does not meet its stated attempt to avoid
noise sensitive resources, including historic properties as overflights of the Park as an historic property
would continue and would not be avoided. Further, since the FAA has declined to commit to completing a
TCP study with a thorough identification of resources contributing to the Park as a TCP, FAA cannot
conclude that its proposed flight path for air tours would avoid effects from noise and visual intrusions to
characteristics of the historic property that qualify it for inclusion in the NRHP.

In making its finding of “no adverse effect,” the FAA continues to rely on its interpretation of 36 CFR
§800.5(a)(2)(v), stating its belief that it is only required to consider potential adverse effects caused by the
introduction of audible or visual elements. FAA asserts that noise and visual effects of existing air tour
operations are already present in the APE. The ATMP’s continuation of these activities does not introduce
new elements and therefore should not be considered an adverse effect. However, as the ACHP has
previously opined to FAA, this section of the regulations includes examples of adverse effects, but does
not constitute an exhaustive list, as other changes may also result in an adverse effect. The FAA should
also consider how its undertaking would increase effects from these activities on some historic properties.

The FAA’s documentation makes clear that its intent is to move air tours away from and avoid direct
overflights of historic properties. The FAA acknowledges that the proposed flight path would shift the
bulk of air tour operations to the south and may expose some historic properties to increased noise and
visual effects. Any increase in effects from existing conditions, even if these effects are also temporary
and transient in nature, represents the potential for adverse effect to historic properties which the FAA has
not acknowledged in its finding, in part because it did not identify the Park itself as an historic property.



Because the FAA did not fully identify contributing resources within the Park TCP, it is not reasonable to
claim that the concentration of flights in the southern part of the Park and ATMP planning area avoids
effects to characteristics of the Park that qualify it for inclusion in the NRHP because the FAA does not
know what these characteristics are and which resources contribute to its eligibility.

Accordingly, the ACHP recommends that the FAA reconsider its “no adverse effect” finding to be
consistent with the threshold in 36 CFR §800.5(a)(1), which recognizes that an adverse effect finding is
appropriate when such diminishment of integrity may result from the undertaking, but that diminishment
does not have to be a certainty. Until FAA has completed a TCP study of the Park and determined where
contributing resources are located, it cannot avoid the potential for adverse effects. The FAA should
document its proposed conditions as commitments in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and consult
further on the development of other measures, such as a TCP study of the Park, to resolve adverse effects
on historic properties. Swift consultation and execution of an MOA would allow FAA to complete the
Section 106 process in accordance with the court-mandated deadline for an ATMP at this Park. Further,
an MOA would specify contingencies and Section 106 consultation procedures should the measures in the
ATMP need to be changed, or additional adverse effects to historic properties are identified in the future.
Should FAA revise its finding to adverse effect, the ACHP would accept the invitation to participate in
the continuing consultation to resolve adverse effects.

We note that this is the FAA’s third request for dispute resolution for similar findings related to ATMPs;
the ACHP previously also opined on disputed “no adverse effect” findings at Great Smoky Mountains
National Park and Hawaii Volcanoes National Park. The ACHP encourages the FAA to consider an
after-action analysis detailing how the Section 106 reviews were carried out for each park to assess what
may have led to this relatively high percentage of disputes and consider actions that would remedy
ongoing and future Section 106 reviews as FAA completes the development of ATMPs at remaining
parks (Bandelier National Monument, Lake Mead National Recreation Area and Canyon de Chelly
National Monument). We understand that because FAA decided to prohibit air tours at both Badlands
National Park and Mount Rushmore National Memorial, both in progress at the time the ACHP’s review
was requested for the current dispute, that implementation of these ATMPs are not likely to generate
disputes from among consulting parties.

We note that FAA’s practice of holding separate meetings with consulting parties who objected to its
findings may be one area that would benefit from a different approach. The ACHP previously advised the
FAA that while the regulations require the FAA to consult with objecting parties, they do not limit that
consultation to only the objecting parties. Consultation is most effective when it is open and transparent,
and keeping all consulting parties apprised of efforts to resolve disputes is one method for doing so. It
also ensures that all consulting parties are provided the same information and can understand other
parties’ interests and positions within a Section 106 review.

In accordance with 36 CFR § 800.5(c)(3)(ii)(B), the FAA is required to take into account this advisory
opinion in reaching a final decision on its finding of no adverse effect and provide to the ACHP, SHPO,
NHOs, and other consulting parties its rationale and a summary of how this opinion was considered. If the
FAA affirms its initial finding, once the summary of the decision has been sent to the ACHP and other
parties, the agency official’s Section 106 responsibilities are fulfilled for review of this undertaking,.



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this dispute regarding effects to historic properties. If we
may be of further assistance, or you would like to discuss this matter, please contact Ms. Rachael
Mangum, at (202) 517-0214, or via e-mail at rmangum@achp.gov.

Sincerely,
e Wdinger
Jaime Loichinger

Director
Office of Federal Agency Programs
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Administration

United States Department of Transportation
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Office of Policy, International Affairs & Environment
Office of Environment and Energy

NATIONAL PARKS AIR TOUR MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

December 7, 2023

Re: Response to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Opinion Pursuant to 36 CFR
800.5(c)(3)(ii)(B) on the Federal Aviation Administration’s Proposed Finding of No Adverse Effect on
Historic Properties from the Implementation of an Air Tour Management Plan for Haleakala National
Park (ACHP Project Number: 020182)

Ms. Jaime Loichinger

Director

Office of Federal Agency Programs
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
401 F Street, Ste. 308

Washington, DC 20001

Dear Ms. Loichinger:

Thank you for your advisory opinion dated November 20, 2023, in response to the Federal Aviation
Administration’s (FAA) request for the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s (ACHP) review of the
proposed finding of no adverse effect for the undertaking (ATMP) at Haleakala National Park (Park).
After careful review of the ACHP advisory opinion, the FAA is confirming the finding that implementing
the ATMP at the Park would have no adverse effect. The FAA respectfully disagrees with the rationale in
the ACHP opinion for the reasons stated below.

Property Identification:

The ACHP states that the FAA omitted documentation on the identification of historic properties,
specifically failing to identify the entire Park as eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places (National Register) as a Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) and in so doing failed to meet the
documentary standards stated in 36 CFR § 800.11(e)(3). The FAA did identify the entire Park as a TCP
eligible for listing on the National Register on Attachment C in the Finding of Effect letter and met the
documentary standards in the Section 106 regulations. The entire Park was depicted as a TCP on the
initial area of potential effects (APE) map that showed the ATMP planning area (see Exhibit 4 of the
FAA’s Request for ACHP Review letter, dated October 18, 2023). Through consultation, the APE was
expanded to include areas beyond the ATMP planning area and the notation that the entire Park was
considered a TCP was inadvertently left off the revised APE maps. The Haleakala Summit TCP noted in
Attachment C includes the entire Park. The FAA identified historic properties listed in Attachment C and



their significant characteristics through consultation. Specifically, in prior consultation SHPD identified
the significant features included in the description of the Haleakala Summit TCP in Attachment Cin a
January 3, 2007, letter to FAA, noting that the TCP included the Haleakala Summit, Kipahulu Valley, and
Kaupo Gap, and that the “...summit as well as the larger National Park Boundaries clearly provide an
“experience” of place...”. B While the significant features description in Attachment C could have
clarified that the Haleakala Summit TCP included the entire Park, it was noted in the body of the Finding
of Effect letter, and the effects evaluation consistently noted the TCP in the discussion of each noise
point. Section 800.11(e)(3), requires, in pertinent part, that the finding of adverse effect documentation
include “a description of the affected historic properties, including information on the characteristics
that qualify them for the National Register.” The FAA met those standards by identifying the
characteristics of the Haleakala Summit TCP in Attachment C and stating that the Haleakala Summit TCP
encompasses the entire Park in the Finding of Effect letter.

Assessment of Effects:

The ACHP alleges that the FAA did not adequately assess the effects of the undertaking because the
agency did not consider the entire Park as a TCP and the agency did not apply the correct standard in
the regulation in assessing the effects of the undertaking.

The FAA acknowledges that 36 CFR § 800.5(a)(2)(v) provides examples of adverse effects and is not an
exhaustive list. However, as the FAA explained in the Finding of Effect letter, in assessing the effects of
the undertaking on historic properties within the APE, the standard the FAA used was whether
implementing the ATMP would alter the characteristics that qualify the property for eligibility for listing
or inclusion on the National Register in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.5(a)(1). Due to the nature of the
undertaking, in determining whether an effect was adverse, the agency analyzed whether implementing
the ATMP would introduce visual or audible elements or change the character of the property within the
setting that contributes to its historic significance in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the
property. The ACHP suggests that “other changes” may also result in an adverse effect, however, the
ACHP does not state what those changes are. Additionally, the ACHP suggests that the FAA consider
how the “undertaking would increase effects from these activities,” but the assessment of effects shows
that the undertaking would not cause an adverse effect on historic properties within the APE.

The ACHP alleges that had the FAA depicted the entire Park as a TCP on a map, “it would have shown
that the four route segments do fly directly over an NRHP-eligible TCP [presumably the Park] and in
these areas, the FAA does not meet its stated attempt to avoid noise sensitive resources, including
historic properties as overflights over the Park as an historic property would not be avoided.” As stated
in the Finding of Effect letter, the undertaking does not include land acquisition, construction, or ground
disturbance and will not result in physical effects to historic properties. The undertaking also would not
limit access to or change ceremonial use of Native Hawaiian sacred sites, ethnographic resources, or
TCPs. The FAA focused its assessment on whether the undertaking would cause adverse effects,
applying the standard in 36 CFR § 800.5(a)(1) rather than focusing the assessment on avoiding noise-
sensitive resources.

As detailed in the Finding of Effect letter, the assessment of effects of the undertaking showed that on
those days that air tour operations are authorized (under the ATMP there are approximately 104 no-fly

1 The FAA’s recent consultation efforts are included in the FAA’s request for ACHP to review its finding for this
Park, Exhibits 1-10. While the current documentation goes back to the initiation of Section 106 in March 2021, the
FAA also took prior consultation efforts into consideration.



days), noise intensity and/or duration is reduced over the entire Park (i.e., the entire TCP) compared to
existing conditions. In other words, the assessment of effects of the undertaking showed that the
implementation of the undertaking would not alter directly or indirectly any of the characteristics of any
historic property within the APE, including the Haleakala Summit TCP, that qualify the property for
inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling or association.

The ACHP contends that since a TCP study was not done to identify resources contributing to the Park
TCP (Haleakala Summit TCP), the FAA “cannot conclude that its proposed flight path for air tours would
avoid effects from noise and visual intrusions to characteristics of the historic property that qualify it for
inclusion in the NHRP.” Although the FAA and National Park Service (NPS) agree that a TCP study could
be beneficial, completing a study would not change the proposed finding of no adverse effect for
implementing the ATMP at the Park. The undertaking only has the potential to adversely affect historic
properties that have a quiet or natural setting, and/or viewshed as a character defining feature. As
stated above, the evaluation of effects of the undertaking showed that noise intensity and/or duration is
reduced over the entire Park compared to existing conditions. Because the ATMP reduces the number
and the frequency of air tour operations over the Park, visual effects are greatly reduced as well. So
even if a study was conducted and additional properties identified where setting and feeling and/or
viewshed were significant characteristics of the property, implementing the ATMP would not cause an
adverse effect on those properties.

Consultation:

The ACHP recommends that the FAA include all consulting parties in meetings with objecting parties
when the agency is trying to resolve objections in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.5(c)(2). The stated
purpose of consultation in 36 CFR § 800.5(c)(2) is to resolve objections. In accordance with that
purpose, the FAA at its discretion, conducted consultation solely with the objecting party and found this
to be the most effective method to resolve objections. The FAA agrees with the ACHP that “consultation
is most effective when it is open and transparent and keeping all consulting parties apprised of efforts to
resolve disputes is one method for doing so.” However, in consultations where, as here, there are a
large number of consulting parties (more than 60), the FAA found that there were more effective ways
to keep consulting parties informed of the status and substance of consultations with objecting parties
than including them in the meetings. With respect to the consultations the agency conducted with
objecting parties for this undertaking, the FAA informed all objecting parties of the status of all
objections once the consultations had concluded. Furthermore, in accordance with the regulations, the
FAA notified the public as well as the consulting parties of the objections and provided them with access
to the actual objection(s) and the agency’s responses to them.

Recommendations:

1. The ACHP recommends that the FAA reconsider its no adverse effect finding and conduct a TCP
study of the Park. For the reasons stated above the FAA affirms its finding of no adverse effect
and respectfully declines to conduct a TCP study at this time. While the FAA and the NPS agree
that conducting a TCP study might be beneficial, the agencies are required to bring the Park into
compliance with NPATMA by January 30, 2024, and completion of both the study and the ATMP
process cannot be accomplished by this court mandated deadline.

2. The ACHP recommends that the FAA consider conducting an after-action analysis detailing how
the Section 106 reviews were conducted for ATMPs completed for other parks. The FAA will



consider conducting an after-action analysis to review the agency’s Section 106 process for the
ATMPs, identify best practices, areas of improvement and whether the Section 106 process was
used appropriately by consulting parties, after the completion of all ATMPs or voluntary
agreements for the parks.

3. The ACHP recommends that the FAA include all consulting parties in consultation meetings with
objecting parties. For the reasons stated above, the FAA respectfully declines to include all
consulting parties in consultation meetings with objecting parties.

After careful consideration of the ACHP’s advisory opinion, the FAA is confirming its finding that the
ATMP for Haleakala National Park would have no adverse effect on historic properties within the APE.

Should you have any questions regarding any of the above, please contact Judith Walker at 202-267-
4185 or Iludith.WaIker@faa.gO\] and copy the ATMP team at hTMPTeam@dot.goV.

Sincerely,

L/ Wg%/m k.,

Julie Marks
Executive Director (A), AEE-1
FAA Office of Environment and Energy

CCs:  Olena Alec, Haleakala Conservancy
Betsy Merritt, National Trust for Historic Preservation
Christopher Cody, National Trust for Historic Preservation
Matt Wordeman, Friends of Haleakala National Park
Neal Desai, National Parks Conservation Association
Susan Lebo, Hawai‘i SHPD
Stephanie Hacker, Hawai‘i SHPD
Jessica Puff, Hawai‘i SHPD
Stanley Ki‘ope Raymond

Enclosure
Exhibit 1 — ACHP Opinion Letter, dated November 20, 2023
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List of Historic Properties in the APE and Description of Historic Characteristics

Property Name

Property Type

Eligibility Status

Significant Characteristics

Civilian Conservation Corps
(CCC) Haleakala Crater Trails
Historic District Cultural
Landscape

Cultural
Landscape

Eligible

The Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) Haleakala Crater Trails Historic District Cultural
Landscape was designed by NPS landscape architects and constructed by CCC enrollees
between 1930 and 1941. It is significant for its association with early park planning and

the CCC and for its embodiment of NPS Rustic Style architecture. Significant
characteristics of the district include its rustic design, historic trail system, the human
manipulated topography to accommodate the trails, the viewshed from the trails of the
crater and the ocean, and its continued use as a tourist circulation system.

Crater Historic District

District

Listed

Crater Historic District consists of 56 pre-contact archeological sites, including temples
and burials. It is accessed for traditional uses by Native Hawaiians. Extant prehistoric
stone structures, remains of workshop sites, other archeological remains, quiet setting
and/or natural sounds, and the surrounding landscape are all significant characteristics
of the district.

C-Shaped Wall (SHPD ID 50-
50-16-03979)

Site, Structure

Eligible

This site is located east of Pahihi Gulch and consists of a C-shape wall that is two inches
in diameter. Significant characteristics of the site include the wall’s C-shaped design and
stone materials.

Enclosures (SHPD ID 50-50-
16-03980)

Site, Structure

Eligible

This site consists of the remains of a large enclosing wall and an attached rectangular
enclosure. Significant characteristics of the site include its configuration and stone
materials.

Haleakala Headquarters
Historic District Cultural
Landscape

Cultural
Landscape

Eligible

The Haleakala Headquarters Historic District Cultural Landscape is significant for its
association with early park planning and as an example of Mission 66-era development.
It is also significant for its NPS Rustic Style design. The rustic design, building
configuration, and surrounding landscape are all significant characteristics of the
district.

Haleakala Highway Historic
District Cultural Landscape

Cultural
Landscape

Eligible

The Haleakala Highway Historic District Cultural Landscape includes a portion of the
highway within the Park, which was designed by the Bureau of Public Roads (BPR) with
input from the Park and NPS landscape architects, as well as several developments
along the route. It is significant for its association with NPS master planning from the
1930s and Mission 66 eras and for its minimally intrusive design. In order to be
minimally intrusive, the district’s road, buildings, and structures were designed to
decrease the visual and physical impact on the landscape; this design and the

surrounding landscape are significant characteristics of the district.




Haleakala Summit T