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Executive Summary

The ‘alala or Hawaiian crow (Corvus hawaiiensis) is the only native Hawaiian corvid (Corvidae: family
of crows, ravens, magpies, and jays) still extant in Hawai‘i and is listed as endangered under the U.S.
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA; 16 U.S.C. 1531-1544, 87 Stat. 884) and the Hawai’i
Revised Statutes (Chapter 195D). The ‘alala is known historically from the island of Hawai‘i and
currently survives only in captivity at two conservation breeding centers, one on Hawai‘i Island and
one on east Maui. This environmental assessment (EA) analyzes the impacts of the proposed action to
release ‘alala on the island of Maui, Hawai‘i. There have been two attempts to release ‘alala on
Hawai‘i Island. Both failed largely due to predation on released ‘alala by ‘io or Hawaiian hawk (Buteo
solitarius). Montane native forest on east Maui is similar to native forest on Hawai‘i island, except east
Maui forest, generally, is wetter, and ‘io are not present on Maui. The proposed action will allow
managers to evaluate whether ‘alala will breed in wet forest on east Maui and have better survival in
habitat absent of ‘io, which fulfills the Hawai‘i Department of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR) and
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) mandates for promoting long term conservation and recovery
of the endangered ‘alala.

The draft EA analyzes three Action Alternatives, each involving pilot short-term release to east Maui,
and a No Action alternative involving continued conservation breeding for release to Hawai‘i island.
Two release sites are evaluated for the Action Alternatives: 1) a middle elevation site within the
Ko‘olau Gap in Ko‘olau Forest Reserve (Ko‘olau FR) on the north slope of Haleakala volcano on east
Maui, and 2) a middle to high elevation site in Kipahulu Forest Reserve (Kipahulu FR) on the southeast
slope of east Maui. The two sites, owned and managed by the State of Hawai‘i, are native wet forest
and contain many of the same species of native fruiting plants, on which ‘alala foraged on Hawai‘i
Island. It is expected ‘alala would use a maximum area of 2 miles from their release site but spend
most of their time within approximately 0.8 miles of their release site. For the Ko‘olau FR site, it is
expected ‘alala would overlap private lands leased to The Nature Conservancy that are upslope of the
proposed release site, and lands to the west owned by East Maui Irrigation Company that are
managed for watershed protection. For the Kipahulu FR site, it is expected ‘alala would overlap lands
that are owned and managed by Haleakala National Park to the north and east; Kaupo Ranch, recently
sold to Kamehameha Schools, and Nu‘u Mauka Ranch to the west; and Kaupo Homestead lands to the
south. Because of ‘alala habitat preferences, it is expected ‘alala at the Kipahulu FR proposed release
site would not use ranch lands to the west nor fragmented non-native forest to the south of the
release site, as observations of ‘alala habitat preference on Hawai’i Island show they are found to use
closed canopy native forest primarily.

The EA evaluates direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to plants and animals; farming and ranching;
forestry; geology, soil, water quality and climate; cultural and historic resources; designated
wilderness; recreation, hunting and public safety and access, and visitor use and experience; and air
quality, scenic resources, and noise. The Preferred Alternative (i.e. proposed action) is to release ‘alala
only at the Kipahulu FR proposed release site. This alternative meets the need of assessing if ‘alala can
survive and breed in wet native forest habitat of east Maui in absence of the threat of ‘io predating
‘alala. Based on the analysis in the EA the Preferred Alternative will have no significant environmental
impacts.
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e Chapter 1: Purpose and Need

1.1 Introduction

The ‘alala is the only native Hawaiian corvid still in existence in Hawai‘i and is listed as endangered
under the U.S. Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA; 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1544, 87 Stat. 884) and the
Hawai‘i Revised Statutes (Chapter 195D). The ‘alala is endemic to Hawai‘i Island and is currently extinct
in the wild. Two conservation breeding facilities in the Hawaiian Islands host a population of
approximately 120 birds, as of September 2023. Three conservation translocation attempts were
conducted on Hawai‘i Island. However, these were unsuccessful due in part to high predation on ‘alala
by ‘io or Hawaiian hawk (Buteo solitarius). During the Hawai‘i Island releases some ‘alala paired and
attempted to breed, but no pairings resulted in young. ‘lo depredated at least one pair-member of a
confirmed pair before the pair was able to breed successfully and depredated other breeding age ‘alala
that were in process of pair formation.

Because there are no ‘io on Maui, the island would allow the opportunity to test if released ‘alala are
able to breed successfully in absence of predation on ‘alala by ‘io. Subfossil remains indicate that
corvids were once present on islands of O‘ahu, Maui, and Moloka‘i; Maui had the ‘alala or a similar
species as late as the period of human occupation based on radiocarbon dating of crow subfossil
remains from east Maui (James et al. 1987, p. 2354; all references are in Appendix A). Most remaining
forest habitat on east Maui receives substantially greater annual rainfall than habitat ‘alala used
historically on Hawai‘i Island and available area of suitable habitat on Maui is smaller than on Hawai‘i
Island. High annual rainfall and smaller area of suitable habitat may be limiting factors for ‘alala
survival and breeding on east Maui.

This environmental assessment (EA) analyzes the impacts of the proposed pilot project to release ‘alala
to determine if habitat is suitable and a breeding population is possible on the island of Maui. The draft
EA analyzes Three Action Alternatives, each involving pilot short-term release to east Maui, and a No
Action alternative involving continued conservation breeding for release to Hawai‘i Island. Two release
sites are evaluated in the Action Alternatives and are described below under Proposed Release Sites.

The proposed action is being coordinated between the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Pacific
Islands Fish and Wildlife Office (PIFWO), the State of Hawai‘i Department of Land and Natural
Resources (DLNR) Division of Forestry and Wildlife (DOFAW), Haleakala National Park (HNP) unit of the
National Park Service (NPS), the University of Hawai‘i Pacific Cooperative Studies Unit Maui Forest Bird
Recovery Project (MFBRP), ‘Alala Project, and the San Diego Zoo Wildlife Alliance (SDZWA). This EA has
been prepared consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act, of 1969, as amended (NEPA), the
Hawai‘i Environmental Policy Act (HEPA), and National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, and provides
compliance for project implementation on both federal and state lands.

To comply with their respective obligations under NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
NEPA Regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508), Department of the Interior NEPA Regulations (43 CFR 46), and
the Hawai‘i Revised Statutes (HRS) Chapter 343, the USFWS and DLNR are preparing this joint EA to
analyze the impacts from releasing the ‘alala on east Maui. The NEPA and HRS Chapter 343 regulations
state that an agency shall prepare an EA for a proposed action that is not likely to have significant
effects or when the significance of the effects is unknown. The DLNR and USFWS are joint lead agencies
for this EA, and the NPS is a Cooperating Agency.



1.2  Purpose and Need

The purpose of the proposed action is to assess if ‘alala can survive and breed in wet native forest
habitat of east Maui in absence of the threat of ‘io depredating ‘alala. The species needs opportunities
to support recovery and conservation by improved understanding of release methods and habitat
conditions for ‘alala reintroduction and breeding. There have been two attempts to release ‘alala on
Hawai‘i Island. Both failed largely due to predation on released ‘alala by ‘io. Montane native forest on
east Maui is similar to montane native forest on Hawai‘i, except east Maui forest generally is wetter.
There are no ‘io on Maui. The action proposed is to evaluate whether ‘alala will breed on east Maui
through a short duration pilot project and evaluate suitability of east Maui as ‘alala habitat. Please
refer to Appendix B: ‘Alala Biology and Historical Background for comprehensive description of species
biology, life history needs, release history, and other pertinent background information.

Conservation planning guidance and documents

The proposed action is consistent with the USFWS mandate for promoting long-term conservation and
recovery of the nation’s endangered and threatened species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA)
as well as DLNR’s mandate to promote long term conservation and recovery of Hawaii’s endangered
and threatened species (Hawai‘i Revised Statutes, Chapter 195D). The proposed action would be
completed in compliance with Federal and State policies and the following laws and regulations: NEPA;
Executive Order 12372 (Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs); ESA; HRS 195D; HRS 343; The
Wilderness Act (1964, 16 U.S. Code § 1131); and NPS policy.

The Revised USFWS Recovery Plan for the ‘Alala (Corvus hawaiiensis) (USFWS 2009) guides urgent and
essential steps in preventing the extinction of the ‘alala, while at the same time providing an
overarching plan for the species’ eventual recovery. Action 3 in the ‘Alala Recovery Plan is to “Establish
New Populations in Managed Suitable Habitat” including to conduct pilot releases as soon as
genetically and demographically redundant birds are available, determine the potential efficacy of
behavioral management of juvenile ‘alala, optimize aviaries and rearing/socialization techniques to
maximize behavioral fitness of selected birds for release, and determine the potential efficacy of
different reintroduction approaches. The proposed project is highly consistent with recovery actions in
the Revised Recovery Plan for the ‘Alala.

Hawai‘i’s State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP) (DLNR 2015) comprehensively reviews the status of the
state’s native terrestrial and aquatic species, over 10,000 of which are found nowhere else on earth,
and the SWAP presents strategies for long-term conservation of these species and their habitats. ‘Alala
is listed as a Species of Greatest Conservation Need (DLNR 2015) and the former presence and
ecological role of ‘alala in various areas of Hawai‘i Island is noted throughout the SWAP. Ongoing and
future potential conservation actions are discussed, including maintaining and increasing the captive
flock without further loss of genetic diversity. Also listed are planned re-introduction sites through
coordinated management activities designed to conserve other endangered forest birds on the island
of Hawai‘i, including fencing, ungulate and small mammal control, forest restoration, habitat
monitoring, and studies of disease and disease vectors. Determining potential reintroduction sites on
other islands is listed as a research priority. The proposed project is highly consistent with Hawai‘i’s
State Wildlife Action Plan.



1.3 Scoping/Public Involvement

Public involvement is a key component of the NEPA process. In the interest of maintaining strong
community engagement while developing this proposal, the ‘Alala Project staff held community
meetings in Hana, Ke‘anae, Kaupd, and Makawao from July to November 2022 for public input on
potential release sites and the pilot project. Additional presentations and requests for feedback were
given to the following groups throughout 2022: Hawai‘i Cattleman’s Association, Maui County Farm
Bureau, East Maui Watershed Partnership, Mauna Kahalawai Watershed Partnership, The Nature
Conservancy, and Haleakala National Park. Early in the development of the proposal, leaders of the
respective ahupua‘a (traditional Hawaiian land subdivisions) were asked to help identify issues and
concerns, and a cultural advisory committee was created for that same purpose. Finally, an early
consultation letter was distributed to a large group of stakeholders from other agencies, private
landowners, special interest groups, and conservation groups in February 2023, and comments
received in response to scoping and the early consultation letter are in Appendix C. The issues
analyzed in Chapter 3 include all concerns regarding potential effects of ‘alala releases voiced during
those interactions. A complete list of persons and agencies consulted, and List of Preparers of this
document are in Appendix D. The agencies will include copies of all written comments received in
response to the Draft EA during the 30-day comment period as well as the agencies' responses to
substantive comments.

e Chapter 2: Alternatives

2.1 Identification of the Alternatives

This section of the EA describes the activities that would be implemented under each of the four
alternatives being considered. Alternative 1 is the No Action Alternative. Alternatives 2 through 4 are
the Action Alternatives and identical in methodology, differing only in location. Also discussed are
other alternatives that were identified but dismissed from further consideration. During initial scoping,
a total of eight sites, two on Moloka‘i, one on west Maui, and five on east Maui were identified as
potential release sites. These sites were narrowed down to two feasible sites on east Maui for more
detailed evaluation based on habitat quality, area of suitable habitat, and other factors. Appendix E:
‘Alala Release Site Recommendation Letter, describes the scoping process undertaken by the ‘Alala
Maui Nui Planning Group (membership is listed in Appendix F) to identify the most favorable sites to
recommend to agency leadership for more detailed evaluation.

Alternatives Considered but Dismissed from Further Consideration

Alternatives were developed based on the best available scientific data and applicable conservation
principles. Early in the alternatives’ development process, the following possible release sites were
considered but were ultimately eliminated for the reasons provided. The locations of potential release
sites were evaluated, but were dismissed from further consideration due to technical, environmental
or economic infeasibility or because they did not meet the purpose and need of the proposed action.

Other Islands. Previous ‘alala recovery efforts focused on Hawai’i Island; however, high predation by ‘io
identified a need for further investigations into ‘io life history prior to additional releases on Hawai’i
Island. Better understanding of ‘io habitat preferences, seasonal movements, and habitat use and
territorial behavior during breeding will help identify locations on Hawai‘i Island where potential
conflict between ‘io and ‘alala are reduced or can be minimized. Release on Kaua‘i was not considered
because there are no known corvid species to have inhabited Kaua‘i. Release on O‘ahu was not
considered although there are two corvid species known from the paleontological record to have lived
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on O‘ahu (Corvus impluviatus and C. viriosus) (James and Olson 1991, pp. 11-22) they are different
species than the ‘alala, and O‘ahu today lacks sufficient suitable habitat for ‘alala. Two sites on
Moloka‘i were initially considered (Pu‘u Ali‘i Natural Area Reserve and Kamakou Preserve); however,
the expense and logistics of supporting and monitoring released birds on an island with no contracting
helicopter company, limited stores for supplies, and no captive care facility were greater than the
project was able to support at this time. Furthermore, the only remains of a corvid found on Moloka‘i
are from a different species than ‘alala (James and Olson 1991, pp. 11-22; Fleisher 2003, entire). The
species of corvid on Maui, from subfossils on the southwest slope of Haleakala Volcano, is either ‘alala
or a very closely related species (James et al. 1987, p. 2354; James and Olson 1991, pp. 11-22; Fleischer
et al. 2003).

Other Sites on Maui. Five other sites on Maui were initially considered for ‘alala release [Olowalu
section of West Maui Forest Reserve (Olowalu FR), The Nature Conservancy's (TNC) Waikamoi
Preserve, northwestern Ko‘olau Forest Reserve, Nakula Natural Area Reserve (Nakula NAR), and lower
Hanawi Natural Area Reserve (Hanawt NAR)]. These sites were not considered further for several
reasons. The Olowalu FR was not considered because the small area of suitable forest and the very
steep topography would make releasing and tracking ‘alala extremely difficult. The TNC’s Waikamoi
Preserve was dismissed from consideration due to the further complexities of performing releases on
private lands as compared to state lands. Nakula NAR and West Maui FR are significantly farther from
the largest patch of contiguous native forest on Maui than the proposed action sites. Nakula NAR is
smaller than the proposed action sites, and likely lacks sufficient year-round food resources (Price et al.
2022). Average annual rainfall at Hanawt NAR was considered to be too high and greatly outside
precipitation amounts for the historic range of ‘alala. Northwestern Ko‘olau FR lacked sufficient tree
canopy to provide key nesting trees. We may consider these sites again for potential future releases
after we gain more information about how ‘alala use forests on Maui absent the threat from ‘io.

2.2 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

‘Alala would not be released on Maui under the No Action alternative. Current management would
continue, including conservation breeding at the two conservation breeding facilities operated by the
SDZWA and continued research for ‘alala release on Hawai‘i Island. Under the No Action alternative,
captive ‘alala are expected to continue to lose their wild traits and ability to persist in the wild, and
conservation breeding centers would continue to face problems of limited aviary space for ‘alala.

‘Alala are important seed dispersers for native fruiting plants, carrying fruits and transporting seeds in
the gut, and can consume larger native fruits, including from the genus Pittosporum. Seed germination
for some native plants in the genera Clermontia and Pittosporum is improved when fruits are eaten by
‘alala (Culliney et al. 2012, p. 1729). ‘Alala or a crow species very similar existed on Maui into the era of
human occupation providing these ecosystem services (James et al. 1987, p. 2354). If no action is taken
‘alala will not contribute to the potential for enhanced dispersal of larger seeds and improved seed
germination of native plants on east Maui.

Under this alternative, the agencies will be limited in being able to improve their understanding of
release methods and habitat conditions for ‘alala reintroduction and breeding in the wild.

2.3 Alternative 2: Release of ‘Alala to Ko‘olau Forest Reserve and Kipahulu Forest Reserve on

Maui
Alternative 2 would release ‘alala within both the middle elevation area of Ko‘olau Gap in Ko‘olau
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Forest Reserve, “Ko‘olau FR,” and the Healani section of Kipahulu Forest Reserve, “Kipahulu FR” (Figs. 1
and 2). The analysis area for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 is defined by the number of ‘alala that would be
released at a given site and the total area that ‘alala are expected to utilize on a regular basis during
the entirety of the proposed pilot project. Activities would occur as described below in section 2.6.
Factors in Common To All Action Alternatives.

Descriptions of the individual Kipahulu and Ko‘olau proposed release sites are under Alternative 3 and
Alternative 4, below.

2.4 Alternative 3: Release of ‘Alala to only Kipahulu Forest Reserve on Maui (Preferred
Alternative

The Kipahulu proposed release site is located on the southeast slope of Haleakala volcano on east Maui
at approximately 5,000 ft elevation in Kipahulu Forest Reserve (Kipahulu FR) and is managed by DLNR
DOFAW (Fig. 1). This site is immediately adjacent to Haleakala National Park. The site is protected from
ungulate intrusion by an upslope ungulate exclusion fence however ungulates can access the area from
downslope. The proposed release site has several possible helicopter landing zones (LZs) but no
permanent camp sites and it is likely a permanent camp would need to be established to better meet
project goals. The site has adequate cellular connectivity to be able to monitor released ‘alala via radio
and satellite telemetry transmitters affixed to each released bird. Ongoing management actions at the
Kipahulu proposed release site include ungulate control, control of invasive introduced plants, forest
bird surveys, and planting and monitoring of listed plants. Alternative 3 would implement a pilot ‘alala
release to Kipahulu Forest Reserve only (Kipahulu release site, Figs. 1 and 2). Activities would occur as
described below in section 2.6, Factors In Common To All Action Alternatives

2.5 Alternative 4: Release of ‘alala to only Ko‘olau Forest Reserve on Maui

The Ko‘olau proposed release site is located on the north slope of Haleakala volcano on east Maui at
approximately 3,000 ft elevation in Ko‘olau Forest Reserve (Ko‘olau FR) and is managed by DLNR
DOFAW (Fig. 1). The site is protected from ungulate intrusion by two ungulate exclusion fences, one at
approximately 2,700 ft elevation and the other at approximately 6,000 ft elevation and is protected on
the east and west by steep cliffs that prevent ungulate ingress to the site from these directions. The
site has an existing trail network used primarily for management and research. There are two
helicopter landing sites near the lower elevation fence at the proposed Ko‘olau release site and two
remote camping sites used for conservation resource management. Each camping site has a small
cabin and cleared areas to pitch tents and other structures needed to support management activities
including a composting latrine. The site has adequate cellular connectivity to interface via radio and
satellite telemetry transmitters affixed to each released bird. Ongoing management actions at the
Ko‘olau site include ungulate control, control of invasive non-native plants, forest bird surveys, and
outplanting and monitoring listed plants. Alternative 4 would implement the proposed pilot ‘alala
release to Ko‘olau Forest Reserve only (Ko‘olau release site, Figs. 1 and 2). Activities would occur as
described below in section 2.6, Factors in Common To All Action Alternatives.

2.6 Factors in Common to All Action Alternatives (Alternatives 2, 3, and 4)

Release to the wild of paired adult ‘alala that have bred and fledged young in captivity has not been
attempted and is considered as a release strategy under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. Release of breeding
pairs is a method that has the potential to accelerate establishment of breeding populations of ‘alala in
the wild by bypassing the roughly 2-3 year time period for juveniles (3-9 month old birds) to grow to
maturity, pair, and breed. During the breeding season adult pairs will not tolerate the presence of
other pairs, and unpaired birds in their breeding territory. Alternative 2, which proposes two release
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sites, would enable the release of juvenile ‘alala at one proposed release site (a known successful
release strategy) and between 2 and 3 breeding pairs at the other proposed release site, which would
be pilot but could lead to quicker breeding success and the locations would not overlap.

Analysis area

The agencies identified the analysis area by incorporating ‘alala behavior data from past releases on
Hawai‘i island. Past cohorts (groups of released birds) have quickly established at release sites, and it is
expected that future cohorts are likely to remain at release sites as long as supplemental food is
available. During releases from 1997-1999 at Pu‘u Maka‘ala Natural Area Reserve (Pu‘u Maka‘ala NAR),
on the east slope of Mauna Loa Volcano, Hawai‘i Island, all of which included supplemental feeding,
the mean core home ranges of established territorial pairs were estimated to be 150 acres, while non-
territorial birds had mean ranges of 212 acres. However, ‘alala overall space use was larger, with data
suggesting a mean cumulative area of 1,350 acres used by non-territorial birds in 2017/2018 (Smetzer
et al. 2021, entire). We anticipate birds released on Maui would use the area within a 0.8-mile radius
from their release aviary and spend approximately 95% of their time in this area. Occasionally ‘alala
flew up to 1.7 - 2.5 miles from release sites (mean = 2.04 miles) (Smetzer et al. 2021, p. 4). The
duration of these long-distance exploratory trips generally was one to a few days and the birds
returned to the area near their release site. We expect ‘alala to spend approximately 5% of their time
within this larger radius from the release site. Should supplemental feeding end, some expansion of
their core home range is expected. In comparison, estimates of wild ‘alala home ranges varied from
250-3,600 acres, depending on the decade, study effort, and status of the population (DLNR/USFWS
1999, p. 4; Banko et al. 2002, p. 10). Space use within these areas is not likely to be homogeneous over
space and time, since ‘alala have previously been documented avoiding crossing large open fragments
of habitat (DLNR/USFWS 1999, p. 5) and have shown preference for closed canopy habitat (Greggor et
al. in review). These preferences may have been driven by predation pressure, and whether ‘alala will
retain them in the absence of ‘io is unknown. In addition to the continuation of conservation breeding
activities and planning for future Hawai‘i Island releases, Action Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, include
releasing ‘alala in one or both release sites in State Forest Reserves within east Maui. Specific release
location maps are retained by the agencies in the decision file but are not included in the EA to protect
sensitive ‘alala habitat.

The spatial area of analysis for this project considers two generalized types of impacts. Human impacts
are anticipated to be those from humans that could result from supporting and monitoring released
birds and impacts from helicopter support. ‘Alald impacts are anticipated to be those from ‘alala that
could result from the birds’ interactions with the environment. The spatial area considered in analysis
of human impacts is directly within the release area, containing infrastructure, supplemental feeders,
and traps for predator control. This human impact area is within the estimated range of released ‘alala
and is approximately 250 acres in size, with the release aviary as the center. The spatial area
considered in analysis of the primary ‘alala impacts is 1,350 acres (area within a 0.8-mile radius from
the release aviary) and is the area it is expected ‘alala to spend most of their time. Lower frequency of
‘alala impacts is expected for the area from 0.8 miles to 2.04 miles of the release aviary, an area of
7,017 acres. Therefore, the area of human impact for Alternatives 3 and 4, each would be 250 acres,
and areas for primary and low frequency ‘alala impacts would be approximately 1,350 acres and 7,017
acres, respectively. Considering the two proposed release sites together, the total human impact area
for Alternative 2 would be roughly 500 acres and the primary and low frequency ‘alala impact areas
would be approximately 2,700 acres and 14,034 acres, respectively. Impacts of the proposed project to
helibases outside the above described analysis area are also considered as possible helicopter staging
areas (Fig. 1).



Regardless of whether adults or juveniles are released, the spatial extent of ‘alala movement will likely
differ across the phases of the release. In the first couple of weeks post-release, it is not unusual for
individual birds to disperse beyond 0.8 miles, become lost, and disappear. These early dispersal events
can be unpredictable but have involved a small percentage of released juvenile birds in past releases
(6.7%, Smetzer et. al. 2021). All birds that dispersed widely right after release during previous releases
and did not return to the release area within a matter of days were searched for intensively over an
area approximately 3 miles radius from their release site. If the living bird was not found and a carcass
was not recovered the bird was presumed to have died. This is because released birds that dispersed
widely shortly after release had not yet learned to forage sufficiently on wild foods to avoid starvation.
During proposed releases, if released birds disperse widely immediately after release, these birds
would be searched for and recaptured over a wide area. However, if they disappear and cannot be
recovered using the search methods described, see Section 2.6A at page 10, the reasonable conclusion
is the bird(s) would be presumed to have died.

Because of the homogenous forest habitat at the Ko‘olau proposed release site, it is expected ‘alala will
use the entire area within 0.8 miles of the release aviary on a frequent basis. The area ‘alala are
expected to use is mostly within Ko‘olau FR and a small area of Waikamoi Preserve upslope from
Ko‘olau FR. For the Kipahulu proposed release site it is not expected released birds will use habitat
areas to the west and south greater than 0.8 miles from the release aviary that are grassland, but it is
expected that they will enter wet forest to the north owned and managed by Haleakala National Park.
Kaupo Ranch and Nu‘u Mauka Ranch, to the west, is grassland and shrubland with few trees. It is not
expected ‘alala will use this area as virtually all observations of ‘alala on Hawai‘i Island have been in
forest habitat. It also is not expected ‘alala will use fragmented habitat and Homestead lands to the
south, based on observations of ‘alala on Hawai‘i Island choosing not to cross open areas and their
preference for closed canopy forest habitat.

To access the release sites, field teams would need to use one of several temporary helibases to stage
for each helicopter operation. The temporary helibases likely to be used for the release sites are shown
in Figure 1. Temporary helibases are accessible by ground vehicles and are used to stage personnel and
gear to reduce the flight time for a helicopter operation requiring multiple legs, as is typical. These
helibases are located on private ranchland (Haleakala Ranch and Kaupo Ranch), State of Hawai‘i, and
Haleakala National Park property. These helibases are regularly used for conservation and
management flights and permission would be sought and is regularly granted for the use of these areas
for each operation.

Proposed activities for all Action Alternatives (Alternatives 2, 3, and 4) include:

A. Each release area would receive two to three pairs of adults already demonstrating breeding
behavior in captivity or approximately five to seven juvenile birds. Although all efforts would be
made to anticipate and address mortality factors, because there is the potential for some released
birds to die during the first weeks and months after release, the project may need to release small
numbers of birds during years two and three of the proposed release. Numbers of ‘alala at a given
release site, however, at any time during the proposed release would not exceed 15 birds, although
group size of any single release cohort would be approximately six birds. The maximum number of
birds potentially
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Figure 1. Two proposed release sites on east Maui. Also shown are the main heliport at Kahului airport (OGG) and
possible staging areas for crew and cargo helicopter operations into the proposed release sites. Maui Bird Conservation
Center (MBCC) managed by San Diego Zoo Global is where release cohorts would be housed prior to release.

released over the course the project is 15 birds at a given release site. These additional birds would
be released only to replace birds that had died. Young produced by birds in the wild would increase
the number of birds above the approximately six birds at a given release site. The age of young
released birds could range anywhere from 3-20 months old, and cohorts would be composed of
similarly aged birds within three to six months of one another in age. If the number of surviving
birds in the juvenile cohorts drops below four, or if the gender ratio of the surviving birds in either
scenario is not conducive to mating pairs, more birds may be released. ‘Alala release cohorts would
be composed only of individuals that are already well represented genetically by related individuals
in the captive flock. The project would strive to not release birds during December, January, and
February, the coldest and wettest months on Maui, to minimize exposure to harsh conditions as
they adapt to their new environment immediately post release. Adult pairs would not be released
during the breeding season (April-July) unless the pair had a failed nesting attempt that year or was
otherwise not caring for young or in the process of nesting.
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All ‘alala to be released would be fitted with satellite locators and/or VHF radio trackers that
transmit the birds’ locations. These tracking devices would be used throughout the entire time of
the proposed project to monitor birds’ locations and locate birds that are potentially breeding, in
need of assistance, or that may need to be removed (recaptured) if they are found to be
negatively affecting other resources. The preferred tracker type that would be used is a solar
powered satellite tag with a built-in rechargeable battery. The advantage of satellite trackers is
that birds can be monitored remotely (without personnel having to be in the field) and satellite
locators have greater range than VHF radio trackers. This type of unit has been used on other
species of birds where it has lasted up to several years, however the longevity of the tag on ‘alala
is unknown. Longevity would depend on whether feathers may cover a portion of the solar
panels, or whether tags sustain any damage (from beaks, the environment, etc.), and therefore
VHF radio trackers are also planned to be used. Personnel were able to track birds throughout
the entirety of previous releases using VHF radio trackers alone, even after some trackers failed,
in part because released ‘alala had either established territories or exhibited predictable patterns
of movements over the landscape. Birds would also receive “recall” training, a type of training
where they would be taught to associate a specific sound with presentation of food. This training
can be used to draw the birds into recapture set ups, a mist net, for example. The project would
be able to attach a new transmitter, should a bird’s transmitter fail, by recapturing birds with a
mist net, in a release aviary, using foot-catch noose-carpets, or other recapture methods.
Because ‘alala are social and are often near one another, should a tracker on one bird fail, that
bird would likely be able to be located and targeted for recapture to replace the failed tracker by
following the tracker signals of another ‘alala.

If ‘alala successfully breed, offspring would be captured and given trackers to monitor their
movements and habitat use. If successful parents are receiving supplemental food at the time
young are fledged, and the young are also using supplemental feeders, the project would
provide recall training to fledged young at this time to facilitate their recapture at the end of the
project. Satellite and VHF trackers would allow personnel to track birds’ movements and
locations and target birds for recapture at the end of the 5-year project. Recall training would be
used to facilitate recapture of released birds by attracting them to recapture setups. Recapturing
birds at the end of the study could take up to 4 weeks based on experiences recapturing the
remaining 5 ‘alala at the end of the Pu‘u Maka‘ala release, and the 6 remaining ‘alala at the end
of the Hawai‘i Island Kona release. In both instances recapture took 4 weeks. However, if ‘alala
are at both proposed release sites at the end of the pilot project, recapture may need to be
sequential, thereby requiring approximately 8 weeks to retrieve all ‘alala from the two proposed
release sites. There were a few instances during the Pu‘u Maka‘ala release when birds dispersed
widely immediately or very shortly after their release, and the tracker signal was lost. In these
instances, because birds had not yet learned to forage on their own and could not yet survive on
their own, and carcasses were not recovered, the birds were presumed to have died.

A temporary release aviary would be constructed within reasonable walking distance from the
support camp (<0.65 miles) within each release area. A suitable site would be a forest clearing a
minimum of 20 X 40 feet on level ground. Sites not requiring tree removal would be prioritized.
Materials would be flown in by helicopter sling loads by trained personnel and removed after
project completion. Construction would be similar to those used at Pu‘u Maka‘ala (Fig. 3) and
would maximize portability. Aviaries would be constructed of material that excludes predators
from access and would enclose native plants as feasible. There have been no documented
reports of entrapment of non-target animals in a release aviary. Some ‘alala released in Kona in
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the 1990’s were thought to have contracted avian malaria while in the release aviary, but all
birds recovered (USFWS 2009, p. I-21). No mosquito netting was used on release aviaries in the
1990’s and it is thought if ‘alala had contracted avian disease that their chance of survival
increased with access to a supportive environment. For proposed releases on Maui, no mosquito
netting would be placed over release aviaries. All materials for construction of release aviaries
would be removed at the end of the pilot project.

Lethal predator control for rats (Rattus spp.), feral cats (Felis catus), and mongooses (Herpestes
auropunctatus) would be performed in the immediate vicinity of the release aviary,
supplemental feeders, and nests where feasible to reduce direct depredation of ‘alala and ‘alala
eggs as well as minimize exposure to diseases spread by these non-native mammals. Predator
control would begin 3-4 months prior to the release of each cohort in their release site with the
intention of reducing the predator population prior to release when birds are likely most
vulnerable. Reduction in predator abundance would be assessed using tracking tunnels for
rodents and analysis of change in capture rates, and possibly other methods. Predator control
would use no motorized equipment other than helicopter transport of personnel and equipment
to already established landing zones within proposed release areas. The release aviary and
feeding stations would be approximately 0.3-0.5 miles from NPS lands. Predator control would
be conducted near the release aviary and feeding stations and would not be prioritized on NPS
lands for release but could be necessary on NPS lands in the event of ‘alala nesting within the
HNP.

Traps used could be automatic self-resetting traps such as the GoodNature A24 or other
mechanical traps requiring manual reset such as DOC250s or body-grip traps. All traps used
would have excluder devices to prevent accidental trapping of ‘alala or other non-target animals.
Traps would primarily be placed along existing trails and frequency of checks would be balanced
between the need for effective trapping with the goal of reducing unnecessary human impacts
on the ground (trampling of plants, clearing trails, erosion from foot traffic). Traps around
feeders and nests would be checked during each visit to supply food or monitor. Traps on trails
and fence lines would be checked between one and four times every 1-2 months. Carcasses
would be removed and dispersed by discarding in tall vegetation away from traps to reduce the
probability of ‘alala scavenging carcasses and associating traps with a food reward.

Each release cohort would be supplementally fed for a period from 6 months to 2 years
following release at each site to ease the transition to life in the wild. During the early stages of
the release, feeders would be supplemented with food daily and during later phases of the
release, feeders would be supplemented weekly. There may be several weeks when the feeders
are not supplemented during weaning or certain foods are limited to encourage foraging on wild
foods. Feeders may be relocated within the analysis area to facilitate bird dispersal over time.
Adult pairs actively breeding may also be fed within their territory to increase survival of
offspring to fledgling stage through the duration of the project, pending project resources,
access, and perceived need. Feeders would be composed either of a tripod structure supporting
a pole to which the feeder is attached, or a pole driven into the ground, to which the feeder is
attached. If a pair is found nesting on NPS, private or other management lands, the ‘Alala Project
would ask permission for temporary placement of a supplemental feeder in the vicinity of the
nest for a period of 3-6 months, depending upon project resources and perceived need.
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Figure 3. Example of a release aviary. A temporary release aviary would be constructed in a forest opening similar to the

one depicted here from a previous release in Pu‘u Maka‘ala NAR. All material would be removed after the release.

Supplemental food would be prepared at the field camp and provided in small moveable hoppers
within the clearing containing the release aviary. Supplemental food would transition from fresh
fruit and protein rich items resembling their diet in captivity to dry, inert pellets over time. This
dietary change would allow automated delivery by custom food hoppers and, in being less
desirable to ‘alala, encourage foraging for wild foods. All food provided to ‘alala would be subject
to strict bio-control measures to limit the likelihood of non-native plant establishment due to
project activities. Food would only be provided in a container that minimizes the ability

for rats or other non-target species (feral cats and mongoose) to access food, and traps would
also be located near feeders as an additional control.

‘Alala would be monitored using a combination of remote technology and in-person
observations with the goal of providing information to improve management of this population
and inform future releases on both Maui and Hawai‘i Islands. Movements and survival would
be monitored via radio and/or satellite tags affixed to each released bird. A monitoring plan is
being created by the ‘Alala Maui Nui Planning Group and will be reviewed by global experts in
conservation translocation and corvid ecology. Daily monitoring of birds by field personnel
would occur from the time birds enter a release aviary until 30 days post-release or for the
duration of time birds are being fed fresh food daily. After supplemental feeding switches to
automated feeders and up to 6 months post-release, birds would be monitored in the field for
two weeks each month. For 6 months to 1-year post-release, birds would be monitored in the
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field for one week per month. From 1 year to up to three years, attempts would be made to
observe birds in person once every 2-3 months. The above are guidelines based on previous
experience releasing ‘alala but may need to be modified to adapt to specific conditions at
proposed release sites. Remote monitoring via satellite telemetry and VHF radio transmitters
would occur for the duration of the pilot project. Tracker signals become weaker towards the
end of the battery life and sometimes a tracker will fail suddenly. Birds would be recaptured
and refitted with satellite telemetry monitoring devices and/or VHF radio transmitters prior to
battery or device failure and in the event of sudden tracker failure to ensure all released birds
are monitored continuously for the duration of the proposed project. Because ‘alala are social
birds and often congregate together, a bird with a failed tracker very likely would be located by
tracking other ‘alala whose transmitters are still functioning. Additionally, monitoring of
supplemental feeders and area searches performed by trained personnel would be employed
to locate a bird with a failed tracker.

If remote monitoring indicated adult pair(s) localize during the breeding season (March —July),
attempts would be made to identify possible nests, install predator control, and monitor the
outcome of nesting attempts through regular visits. Predator control or other deterrents would
only be installed in a manner that does not disturb nesting, and only if approved by the land
manager. Trackers would be equipped with a mortality signal indicator. If project personnel
detected a mortality signal on a tracking unit, carcass recovery actions would be initiated, and
necropsies would be conducted on any recovered carcasses in a professional laboratory to
determine the likely cause of death. A request for permission to enter onto lands not owned by
the State to install predator control around nests or search for missing birds would be made to
the appropriate landowner. The ‘Alala Project would not enter onto public or private lands
without permission.

Foot traffic would primarily be restricted to an established path between the release aviary,
supplemental feeders, and field camps (Fig. 4). Clearing of overhead trees for new trail
establishment would be avoided, but understory growth would be cleared to facilitate ease of
travel. Vegetation maps with locations of listed plants and rare tree snails would be used to
avoid areas with listed plants and rare tree snails during trail creation and all staff would be
trained in identification of listed plants and rare tree snails. Staff would be encouraged to focus
‘alala observations from established trails, with infrequent off-trail movements in the case of
carcass recovery, pinpointing the exact location of a new nest and monitoring its outcome, or if
an ‘alala is suspected to need recapture for health or other reasons.

Camp infrastructure would include areas for sleeping, storage for supplies, preparation of
human and ‘alala food, field office work, personal waste, water collection, capture of solar
energy, and a helicopter landing zone (Fig. 5). Ko‘olau Forest Reserve already has multiple
established camps and landing zones within the Ko‘olau Gap and this existing infrastructure
would be utilized by field staff. Where necessary, improvements would be made to existing
camps to facilitate project needs. Kipahulu Forest Reserve also has one existing camp, but it is
likely a new camp would need to be established in an area that can better meet project goals. At
the Kipahulu proposed release site there are several open grassy areas within the reserve where
a new camp could be established with few impacts to the surrounding environment. At the end
of the pilot project all ‘alala release infrastructure would be removed including release aviaries,
feeding stations, and predator control. It is possible DLNR would want to retain the camp
infrastructure (Quonset hut and composting toilet) at the Kipahulu FR proposed release site.
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Although removable, camp infrastructure might stay in place beyond the 5 years of the
proposed project if DLNR wishes the camp at the Kipahulu FR proposed release site to remain.
No new camp infrastructure would be built within the NPS boundary.
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Figure 4. Conceptual design of ‘alala release area. Low-impact trails would be created or /mproved to facilitate access for
monitoring and care with understory vegetation removed but all overhead trees left standing. Invasive mammal predator
control would occur around feeders, aviary, and established nests where possible. Diagram does not depict actual location
and scale of infrastructure or trail routes. Actual area would be surveyed for sensitive features and avoidance and
minimization protocols would be observed.

G. As these sites are not reasonably reached by ground transport (no roads, more than 8 hours of
hiking), all staff, materials for project activities, and personal gear would need to be delivered via
helicopters. The estimate of average helicopter flight hours to the two proposed release sites for
the proposed pilot project is from 2-24 hours/month, depending upon stage of the release.
During the first few months of a release, personnel would be at the release site continuously,
requiring a greater number of helicopter flight hours, yet access to the sites may only require
biweekly flights. As birds become more independent during later stages of the release and able
to forage on wild foods, personnel would not need to be in the field as often. All staff
participating in operations would receive proper aviation and safety training. Length of flights and
frequency would be reduced by having staff camp multiple nights at the release site and by
operating out of a nearby front country staging area (a site accessible by roads with a clear and
minimal distance to the landing zone and approved for use by landowners/managers).

H. Because ‘alala would be monitored closely, the project personnel would be able to determine
after 3 years whether released ‘alala are surviving and breeding and if there are any impacts to
other conservation resources. At year 3 of the pilot release, the agencies would initiate a
reintroduction EA or EIS to evaluate whether to leave ‘alala in the wild on east Maui or to
recapture all individuals as evaluated in this EA.
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Figure 5. Conceptual design of ‘alald support camp. Camp components include a cabin or weatherport for food preparation,
field office, and sleeping quarters. An additional storage shed and outhouse would be located nearby. Additional sleeping
space would be available in the form of small openings for backcountry-style tents. A solar array and water collection
system would be mounted to the storage shed and cabin. All trees would be removed for a helicopter landing zone a
minimum of 75 feet x 75 feet in size. Understory vegetation would be cleared for low-impact walking trails between camp
and release site. Diagram does not depict actual location and scale of infrastructure. Actual areas would be surveyed for
sensitive features and avoidance and minimization protocols would be observed.

At the end of five years, all ‘alala on east Maui would be removed from the wild, under the terms
of this project. It is expected it would take approximately 8 weeks to recapture all ‘alala released
on east Maui, and any young, at the end of the proposed project if ‘alala are released at both
proposed release sites, and approximately 4 weeks to recapture all released ‘alala and any young
if released at only one proposed release site. These calculations are based on the time required
to recapture the 5 ‘alala at the end of the Pu‘u Maka‘ala Hawai‘i Island release, and the 6 ‘alala at

the end of the Kona, Hawai‘i Island release,

Chapter 3: Affected Environment
and Environmental Consequences

This chapter describes those aspects of the biological, physical, and cultural environment that could
be affected by the No Action (Alternative 1) and Action Alternatives (Alternatives 2, 3, and 4). The
analysis evaluates direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts that would result from the
implementation of the alternatives. Analysis of impacts (environmental consequences) assumes a
five-year period as all proposed actions would be completed within that time frame. Analysis also
assumes the existing conditions of resources, including trends and ongoing and planning actions.
The key resources considered are plants; animals; farming and ranching; forestry; geology, sail,
water quality and climate; cultural and historic resources; designated wilderness; recreation,
hunting and public safety and access, and visitor use and experience; air quality, scenic resources
and noise; and cumulative impacts. Impact and resource analysis is followed by a list of required
permits and approvals and a discussion of consistency with government plans and policies. Under
the no-action alternative, each key resource would remain the same as existing conditions,
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including trends and impacts from past, present, and foreseeable planned actions.

When evaluating impacts of the proposed action and alternatives for resources, we consider three
areas of impact: 1) a smaller area of 250 acres at each proposed release site where most human
activity is planned to occur, 2) and a larger area of 1,350 acres at each proposed release site that
‘alala are likely to use on a regular basis. Together these are the “core analysis area” of each release
site. During the Pu‘u Maka‘ala release a few ‘alala occasionally spent a few hours to a few days in
habitat greater than 0.8 miles from their release site. The average maximum distance released ‘alala
traveled during the Pu‘u Maka‘ala release was 2 miles from the release site (Smetzer et al. 2021).
Therefore, we consider also, 3) impacts by ‘alala to the area outside the core analysis area, the area
within 2 miles of the aviary but outside the 1,350-acre core analysis area. For some impact topics,
areas farther than 2 miles from the release aviary are included for specific resources, including
helicopter flight corridors to and from proposed release sites and sound impacts from helicopter
flights, and forestry and agriculture.

3.1 Plants

3.1.1 Environmental Setting

The vegetation of the northern and eastern slopes of Haleakala is characterized by mixed native and
introduced wet forest at lower elevations, native ‘chi‘a (Metrosideros polymorpha) and mixed
native ‘0hi‘a- and koa (Acacia koa) wet forest at middle elevations, and dry pikiawe (Leptecophylla
tameiameiae) and ‘a“‘ali‘i (Dodonea viscosa) shrubland at upper elevations. These habitats are home
to a wide diversity of animal, plant, and invertebrate species native to the Hawaiian Islands, many of
which are found only in east Maui. The forests provide valuable watershed services, helping prevent
soil erosion and protect reef areas from soil siltation, supply water for agriculture and other human
uses, and afford recreational opportunities. Agencies, organizations, and landowners within the
analysis area actively manage conservation resources by fencing and removing feral ungulates,
controlling introduced invasive plants, and supporting the survival of native plants, Hawaiian forest
birds, and invertebrate species. The annual rainfall at the proposed Ko‘olau release site is from 160-
200 in/year and at the proposed Kipahulu release site from 100-180 in/year (Giambelluca et al.
2013). The general risk of wildfire at both proposed release sites is very low.

Plant species listed as threatened or endangered receive federal and state protection under the ESA
and Chapter 195D, Hawai‘i Revised Statutes, respectively, and are characterized as those that are in
danger of or area threatened with extinction throughout all or a significant portion of their range.
State plant species at risk include species that are not federally, or state listed but are recognized as
imperiled or vulnerable by the state. Biologists or land managers have identified these species as
important to protect and manage as there are fewer than 50 individuals remaining in the wild.
Some plant species at risk may be considered vulnerable to population declines, or extinction, by
state or global metrics (e.g., NatureServe Global Conservation Rank), others are lacking enough
information to make a status determination.

The proposed release site at Ko‘olau (Alternatives 2 and 4) is within a montane wet forest comprised
of closed canopy ‘0hi‘a forest with native shrub and fern understory and some areas with introduced
strawberry guava (Psidium cattleianum), Koster’s curse (Miconia hirta), and Himalayan ginger
(Hedychium gardnerianum). Native fruiting plants at the proposed release site with fruits eaten by
‘alala include pikiawe, ‘0lapa (Cheirodendron trigynum), pilo (Coprosma spp.), ‘Ohelo (Vaccinium
spp.), kolea (Myrsine spp.), kanawao (Hydrangea arguta), ‘oha wai (Clermontia spp.), ho‘awa
(Pittosporum spp.), and mamaki (Pipturus albidus). As shown in Table 1 (Appendix G) listed plants
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within the analysis area for the proposed Ko‘olau release site include Asplenium peruvianum var.
insulare, Cyanea copelandii ssp. haleakalaensis, Cyanea hamatiflora ssp. hamatiflora, Cyanea
kunthiana, Cyanea mceldowneyi, Joinvillea ascendens ssp. ascendens, Melicope ovalis, Phyyllostegia
brevidens, and Wikstroemia villosa.

The proposed release site at Kipahulu (Alternatives 2 and 3) is located in montane wet forest
comprised of mostly closed canopy ‘6hi‘a forest with native fern and shrub understory and some
areas primarily at lower elevations with introduced strawberry guava, Koster‘s curse, and Himalayan
ginger. Australian tree fern (Sphaeropteris cooperi), and non-native grasses are notable in some
portions of the Kipahulu site. Native fruiting plants at the proposed release site with fruits eaten by
‘alala include pukiawe, ‘Olapa, pilo, ‘0helo, kolea, kanawao, ‘oha wai, pa‘iniu (Astelia spp.), and ‘akala
(Rubus hawaiensis). Mamaki and ho‘awa are also present at the Kipahulu proposed release site but
are less abundant than other native fruiting plants at this site. As shown in Table 1 (Appendix G),
listed plants in the area of the proposed release site include: Bidens micrantha ssp. kalealaha,
Calamagrostis expansa, Clermontia samuelii ssp. samuelii, Ctenitis squamigera, Cyanea copelandii
ssp. haleakalaensis, Cyanea hamatiflora ssp. hamatiflora, Cyanea horrida, Cyanea kunthiana, Cyanea
maritae, Cyrtanda ferripolosa, Joinvillea ascendens ssp. ascendens, Huperzia mannii, Microlepia
strigosa var. mauiensis, Nothocestrum latifolium, Phyllostegia bracteata, Phyyllostegia brevidens,
Phyllostegia haliakalae, Plantago princeps, Schiedea diffusa subsp. diffusa, and Wikstroemia villosa.
Seventeen of the listed plants (Alternatives 2, 3, and 4) have designated critical habitat, and areas of
designated critical habitat for some plant species overlap portions of the analysis area (Appendix G,
Table 1). Baseline surveys are planned of introduced and native fruiting plants and other vegetation
at both proposed release sites following similar protocols previously used for vegetation surveys at
‘alala proposed release sites on Hawai‘i Island (Price and Jacobi 2007).

The habitat in the vicinity of the temporary helibases to be used for helicopter operations into the
release sites are generally heavily impacted by human activities and characterized by non-native
vegetation communities. All but one site are within active rangeland for cattle and few to no native
plant or animal species occur in the area. No active cattle grazing occurs at the Wailua temporary
helibase in lower Ko‘olau FR, but the area is also an open grassy field with few native plants or
animals in the vicinity.

Current management of listed plants and other native vegetation in the analysis area (2 mile radius
of the Ko‘olau and Kipahulu proposed releases sites, release aviaries) and neighboring lands includes
protection of individual plants and sensitive habitats by ungulate fencing and ungulate removal. The
Plant Extinction Prevention Program (PEPP) and State of Hawai‘i Native Ecosystems Protection and
Management Program (NEPM) support conservation of listed plants by securing seeds or cuttings
(with permission from the State, Federal, or private landowners) for propagation and translocation,
survey and monitoring wild populations, outplanting for survival and reproduction, manual and
chemical weed control, removing over growing vegetation from translocated plants, rodent and slug
control, and establishing new reintroduction sites. To protect native vegetation, DOFAW, East Maui
Watershed Partnership, The Nature Conservancy, and Haleakala National Park control introduced
invasive plants, including strawberry guava, kahili ginger, and Australian tree fern by manual
removal, biocontrol, and use of herbicides within the analysis and adjacent areas. The Ko‘olau
proposed release site (Alternatives 2 and 3) is protected by ungulate exclusion fencing and natural
barriers from ungulate intrusion. Invasive plant control is conducted within most of this area. The
Kipahulu proposed release site (Alternatives 2 and 4), though fenced in some portions, has presence
of feral ungulates throughout the area. Lower elevations of the site have substantial presence of
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introduced non-native plants, while upper elevations within Haleakala National Park are native forest
with few introduced plants.

3.1.2 Impacts of Proposed Action on Plants

Effects to plant resources would be considered significant if there is a high likelihood of adversely
affecting a listed threatened or endangered plant species or adversely modifying plant critical
habitat; causing irreversible damage to a non-negligible expanse of a native ecosystem through
wildfire or other area-wide impacts; causing widespread damage or death to native plants; or
inducing spread of non-native species within an area of largely or exclusively native habitat.

Human activities associated with the project have the potential to directly harm native vegetation
within the smaller 250-acre area at each proposed release site (Alternatives 2, 3, and 4) due to
vegetation clearing, construction, use of trails, trampling, and introduction of invasive plants or
pathogens by pedestrian or helicopter teams during materials transport and monitoring activities
(an impact that could eventually extend beyond the 250 acres). No project activities involve changes
to the vegetative community or water resources that could lead to greater wildfire risk, but human
activities can sometimes lead to accidental fires. There is an elevated risk of wildfire at the site of the
temporary helibases during helicopter operations especially those in the dry environments. There is
also a risk of spreading weeds from the temporary helibase areas. The above impacts are potentially
substantial enough to require minimization measures, as summarized in the avoidance,
minimization, and conservation measures section below.

Another source of effects — both adverse and beneficial — to native vegetation are the ‘alala
themselves. It is expected that ‘alala would most likely only interact with threatened or endangered
native plant species that offer fleshy fruits (e.g., Clermontia, Cyanea), fleshy native plant species and
fruit-bearing non-native plants as these provide forage for the birds. ‘Alala are important seed
dispersers for native fruiting plants by carrying fruits and transporting seeds in the gut. Seed
germination for some native plants in the genera Clermontia and Pittosporum is improved when
fruits are eaten by ‘alala (Culliney et al. 2012, p. 1729). The large body size and mouth size of ‘alala
potentially allow for this species to disperse the seeds of several native plant species that currently
lack a seed disperser on Maui (e.g., Pittosporum and Alyxia). Thus, a beneficial impact of the pilot
project is the potential for enhanced seed dispersal and improved seed germination of native plants
and the ability to monitor the areas where ‘alala are proposed to be released and record evidence
of this ecosystem service.

However, ‘alala may also spread seeds of introduced invasive plants including strawberry guava,
Koster’s curse, kahili ginger, and Rubus spp. (Medeiros 2004; Foster and Robinson 2007). The
larger mouth size of ‘alala allows this species to consume larger fruits that are unavailable to
smaller introduced birds (Culliney et al. 2012). This may allow ‘alala to be more efficient at
spreading seeds of certain plants, such as strawberry guava, because they are able to consume
large amounts of the fruit in a single bite along with many seeds. Strawberry guava occurs
throughout most of the Ko‘olau proposed release site and the downslope area of the Kipahulu
proposed release site (Medieros 2004, Fig. 15). Given this, ‘alala have the potential to contribute
to dispersal of seeds of invasive plants at both proposed release sites. However, while capable of
dispersing seeds of invasive plant species, like strawberry guava, there is no indication that ‘alala
will preferentially seek out invasive plant species. These invasive plants will be novel to the
released ‘alala, while native fruits will be familiar to them from their captive diet. It is expected
that this conditioning would lead to a preference for native fruiting plants, at least initially. ‘Alala
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visiting downslope vegetation at the Kipahulu proposed release site where invasive plants are
more abundant is not expected due to preference displayed for native canopy forest available
upslope of the release site. The potential for spread of introduced plants by ‘alala (Alternatives 2,
3, and 4) would have less potential for areas that have fewer introduced invasive plants with fruits
‘alala could feed on. Because ‘alala can fly long distances, potential impacts from ‘alala dispersing
seeds of introduced plants may be greater in areas where the distance is short between areas with
substantial numbers of introduced plants and native forest with few introduced invasive plants.
There are no means to prevent ‘alala from transporting seeds of introduced plants within release
sites or from release sites to other areas, but there are measures that can be used to better
understand if dispersal of seeds of introduced (and native) plants is occurring. These measures are
listed below in 3.1.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Conservation Measures.

Warbling white-eye (Zosterops japonicus) and red-billed leiothrix (Leiothrix lutea) are two common
introduced birds in the analysis area that are known seed dispersers of at least nine species of native
plants but also have been found to spread seeds of introduced plants and known to contribute to the
spread of introduced invasive plants in native forests. Hwamei or melodious laughing-thrush
(Garullax canorus) is an introduced bird that also feeds on fruits within the analysis area, but the
species is uncommon in the affected areas (0.8-mile radius of the proposed release aviaries) (Judge et
al. 2019, p. F-13). Warbling white-eye population density in wet forest areas of east Maui is
approximately 3.54 birds/acre and the population density of the red-billed leiothrix is approximately
0.90 birds/acre (Judge et al. 2019, p. 25). Based on these densities, we estimate roughly 6,000
warbling white-eye and red-billed leiothrix (collectively) would be in the same area as 4—6 ‘alala (one
1,350-acre analysis area). Five ‘alala would account for roughly 3% of the total mass of the
frugivorous birds at a single release site. Thus, accounting for the size and relative abundance, the
released ‘alala (n = 5) would potentially distribute a ratio roughly 1:30 the number of seeds of
introduced plants that warbling white-eye and red-billed leiothrix are already distributing.

3.1.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Conservation Measures

The project incorporates several measures to minimize impacts on listed plant species and native
vegetation and monitoring protocols to measure potential effects of presence of ‘alala on vegetation
communities. There are no appreciable differences between the effects of necessary avoidance,
minimization, and conservation measures among Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.

° Existing infrastructure such as trails, helicopter LZs, and clearings would be utilized to the
greatest degree possible, minimizing additional disturbance to vegetation.

e  All construction of new infrastructure would be preceded by a botanical survey. The
project would avoid construction in areas with listed plants and sensitive habitats and
follow avoidance and minimization protocols when clearing trails.

° Personnel conducting ‘alala monitoring, predator control, and infrastructure maintenance
would be trained to identify listed plants.

° Personnel conducting ‘alala monitoring would walk only on established trails to the degree
feasible.

e  Strict protocols would be observed to prevent introduction of non-native plants and insects
to the proposed release sites in materials transported to the release sites and by personnel
working at the release sites (Appendices G and H).

o Wildfire generation would be avoided by cooking in cook stoves only (no fire pits or
barbecues) and keeping fire extinguishers available in and adjacent to cooking areas.

° Helicopter operations utilizing temporary helibases will follow standard protocols to avoid
starting wildfires including careful observance of weather conditions (e.g., “Red Flag
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Warnings”) and avoiding parking vehicles in high grass.

[ If satellite telemetry monitoring or monitoring using VHF indicates that an ‘alala is possibly
nesting or has died on TNC or HNP, the ‘Alala Project managers would request permission
to enter onto neighbor’s lands to attempt to find the nest or missing bird. Entry onto lands
neighboring proposed release sites would only be with permission and all measures
required by landowners would be followed to minimize effects to ongoing conservation
management and sensitive resources.

° If ‘alala are found nesting on TNC or HNP lands; the ‘Alala Project managers may request
regular weekly access to install and manage predator control traps targeting mammalian
predators around the nest tree. Such predator control would likely consist of few to several
lethal traps located at a distance between 50 and 200 feet from the nest tree. All measures
required by landowners would be followed to minimize effects to ongoing conservation
management and sensitive resources.

° ‘Alala would be provided “recall” training, a type of training that teaches them to associate
specific cues, making it easier to recapture them in the event they move into an area
where their presence poses unacceptable risk to other conservation resources.

° ‘Alala would not be fed fruits of introduced plants while in captivity to avoid released birds
developing a search image for fruits of introduced plants as food.

e  ‘Alala fecal samples would be collected around feeding stations and samples examined to
identify seeds. A subset of fecal samples would be spread in germination trays every three
months, to determine what fruits of native and non-native plants ‘alala are eating (based
on seeds that sprout). This would be used to gauge the effects ‘alala may cause to
vegetation communities through dispersing seeds of native and non-native plants. Location
of germination trays would be at the Olinda forest bird conservation breeding facility or
Olinda rare plant facility.

e  Vegetation baseline surveys would be conducted prior to introduction of ‘alala to proposed
release sites using protocols previously used for vegetation surveys for ‘alala proposed
release sites on Hawai‘i Island (Price and Jacobi 2007). Follow-up surveys would be
repeated at approximately two-year intervals within areas we expect ‘alala to use
frequently to gather information whether ‘alala may be dispersing seeds of native and non-
native plants and possible changes to vegetation communities in these areas.

. Collection of fecal samples and vegetation surveys would be conducted for the 5 years of
the proposed pilot project.

3.1.4 Conclusion

For native and introduced plants, under the No Action Alternative, conditions would remain the same
or similar to existing conditions, including trends and impacts from past, present, and foreseeable
future actions. This includes the continued loss to ‘alala of their wild traits and ability to persist in the
wild, including their important role as seed dispersers and involvement in successful seed germination
processes, which would continue to adversely impact native vegetation diversity. Based on the impact
analysis described in 3.1.2, and on incorporating avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures
discussed above, proposed release of ‘alala for any of the Action Alternatives is unlikely to result in
significant effects to federally listed plants or their designated critical habitat, as applicable.
Furthermore, project activities are not likely to cause irreversible damage to a non-negligible expanse
of a native ecosystem through wildfire or other area-wide impacts; cause widespread damage or death
to native plants; or induce spread of non-native species within an area of largely or exclusively native
vegetation. Although some temporary adverse impacts are expected under the proposed action, with
the implementation of avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures, and the limited duration
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of the pilot project, no significant effects to listed plants and other plant species are likely to occur.

3.2 Animals
The discussion on animals has been divided into discussions of ‘alala recovery in Section 3.2.1 and to
other listed animal species in Section 3.2.2.

3.2.1‘Alala

Although the proposed action is intended to provide critical information to help recover this
critically endangered species, it comes with certain risks to the individual ‘alala involved in the pilot
project, and to some extent, to the limited population from which these individuals are drawn
(discussed in 3.2.1.2 below).

3.2.1.1 Environmental Setting

Significant changes in the forest ecosystems of Hawai‘i, beginning with Polynesian arrival and
increasing after European contact, have contributed to the decline and disappearance of many
species of endemic birds (Banko 2009, entire). ‘Alala experienced a severe decline in numbers and
range during the latter part of the 19th and throughout the 20th century (Berger 1972, p. 91).
Decline in ‘alala populations have been caused by historical shooting by farmers (Berger 1981, p. 91),
avian disease (Duckworth et al. 1992, pp. 24-26), reduced habitat quality and food availability
(Cuddihy and Stone 1990, pp. 17, 37 and 41), and suspected predation on nests and young by
introduced mammals, including mongooses (Urva auropunctatus) and feral cats (Felis catus)
(Duckworth et al. 1992, p. 24). Feral cats are also suspected predators of adults (USFWS, unpubl.
data). Unlike Hawaiian honeycreepers, which are susceptible to avian diseases spread by mosquito
vectors, mosquito-borne disease appears not to have played a significant role in the population
decline of ‘alala (USFWS 2009, p. I-21).

During the 1970s and 1980s, ‘alala disappeared from several districts on Hawai‘i Island, with the wild
population in central Kona reduced from 11 to three birds between 1992 and 1999. The last
observation of wild ‘alala was in 2002 (USFWS 2009, p. I-6). Subfossil remains indicate that corvids
were once present on islands of O‘ahu, Maui, and Moloka‘i; Maui had the ‘alala or a similar species
as late as the period of human occupation based on radiocarbon dating of crow subfossil remains
from east Maui (James et al. 1987, p. 2354).

As of mid-2023, ‘alala are only held in conservation facilities and none currently exist in the wild. The
entire world population of ‘alala is approximately 120 individuals, which exist only at two
conservation breeding centers, one at Olinda, Maui, and the other at Volcano, on Hawai‘i Island,
with two additional birds at the Pana‘ewa Rainforest Zoo, in Hilo, Hawai‘i. Because the ‘alala survives
only at three captive locations, it is extremely vulnerable to catastrophic population loss from
disease outbreaks or stochastic events (i.e., fire, volcanic eruption, or hurricanes). In addition,
animals held in captivity over long periods of time begin to lose wild behaviors (USFWS 2009, p. I-17
and ll-4). To recover ‘alal3, it is necessary to understand the best methods to release captive birds to
the wild and establish wild breeding populations (USFWS 2009, p. II-4).

Broadscale mosquito control to protect endangered honeycreepers is being considered to begin in
2023/2024 in areas in and near the Ko‘olau and Kipahulu proposed release sites. The entire area of
the Kipahulu release site overlaps the core area for proposed mosquito control, while the majority of
the area of the Ko‘olau release site overlaps the area for proposed mosquito control (HALE 2022, p.
11). Mosquito control may involve use of helicopters and/or uncrewed aerial vehicles (UAVs) flown
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along transect lines as often as twice weekly over forest areas where mosquitoes are to be
controlled. UAVs and or helicopters would release male southern house mosquitoes (Culex
quinquefasciatus) infected with a strain of Wolbachia bacteria that renders resident female
mosquitoes infertile, thereby suppressing mosquito reproduction (HALE 2022, entire).

Haleakala National Park is developing an Air Tour Management Plan (ATMP) with the Federal
Aviation Administration to mitigate or prevent substantial adverse impacts of commercial air tour
operations on the park’s natural and cultural landscapes and resources, areas of historic and
spiritual significance to Native Hawaiians, wilderness character, and visitor experience. A final plan is
expected in the beginning of 2024. Commercial air tours currently occur in HNP seven days a week
year-round, excluding commercial-free days and operator reported routes currently fly over the
project area.

3.2.1.2 Impacts of Proposed Action on ‘Alala

‘Alala recovery efforts would potentially benefit if released ‘alala are able to breed and raise young to
fledging in the wild on east Maui, and this project’s methods could inform future ‘alala recovery.
‘Alala raised in captivity and released into the wild have not yet been able to reach this reproductive
milestone. There are several challenges that released ‘alala would need to overcome on east Maui.
These include surviving in wetter environments present in proposed release sites on Maui; released
juveniles forming breeding pairs; and for a pair release, the pair maintaining its pair bond and
breeding successfully. Conditions in the wild would be less supportive of successful breeding than in
captivity, including weather and rain events, and the time needed by released birds to learn to forage
efficiently on wild food. Supplemental food would be provided prior to and potentially during
breeding to ease the transition to independent foraging. Given these considerations, we estimate the
potential for successful breeding (a pair fledging young) is moderate for the 5 years of the pilot
release program. Although there is potential for injury or death to released ‘alala, the project has
incorporated extensive avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures based primarily on
experiences with reintroduction of ‘alala on Hawai‘i Island to minimize potential for injury or
mortality of released birds on east Maui.

Previous ‘alala releases in central Kona and Pu‘u Maka‘ala NAR have revealed interactions and
mortality factors that must be addressed during a release program for ‘alala to survive and reproduce
in the wild. Risk factors, and thus the potential for successful reintroduction, appeared to vary across
the island of Hawai‘i and may be different between Hawai‘i and Maui. One risk factor of ‘io predation
on ‘alala, is absent on Maui. The high rainfall in most native forests on east Maui, however, may
increase risk of death from exposure (birds dying from cold). There are ample food resources
available to ‘alala at the proposed Ko‘olau release site but annual precipitation is greater than all
areas that ‘alala are documented to have lived and nested historically on Hawai'‘i Island. It is possible
that the high rainfall at the Ko‘olau site may preclude ‘alala nesting and/or increase mortality.
However, the Ko’olau site is at lower elevation and thus temperatures are warmer than Pu‘u
Maka‘ala NAR on Hawai‘i Island, and higher rainfall may be less of a concern. The annual
precipitation in part of the proposed Kipahulu release site, specifically drier areas to the west, is near
the precipitation range for areas ‘alala nested on Hawai‘i Island. The diversity of habitats (i.e., closed
canopy ‘ohi‘a forest, open canopy ‘ohi‘a forest, ‘Ohi‘a forest with grass understory, and shrubland
areas) at the Kipahulu site is similar to the range of habitats ‘alala are known to have used on Hawai‘i

Island. However, similar to the Ko‘olau release site, there is the potential that ‘alala would not nest at
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the Kipahulu site because of generally higher rainfall than areas they nested on Hawai‘i Island.

Facilities that rear ‘alala are reaching capacity. Building additional facilities to house large numbers of
‘alala is unlikely due to lack of available funding and would not increase the chance of successful
introduction to the wild. The pilot project on Maui would not affect the stability of the captive
population and the proposed releases would not reduce the total population abundance anywhere
near levels that would jeopardize the existence of the captive population. However, in August 2023,
devastating wildfires on Maui came close to impacting the Olinda breeding facility. Wildfire is already
a risk in Hawai‘i, and we expect major fire events to happen again. The August 2023 fire is an
example of a stochastic event that could eliminate many ‘alala if one of the conservation breeding
centers is destroyed. At the Olinda facility as many as 40 ‘alala could have died or been injured had
the fire not been extinguished; so the birds' success depends on them being able to occupy many
separate areas, rather than the current situation where the vast majority of birds are confined to
only two conservation breeding centers. The Panewea Zoo holds only two non-breeding ‘alala.
Actions from the project itself as well as from unrelated conservation management actions and other
human activities at or near the proposed release sites and the risks and benefits these activities pose
to ‘alala are summarized in Appendix G, Table 2.

The risk to ‘alala released on Maui from predators and disease is likely similar to ‘alala released on
Hawai‘i Island, with the exception that there is no risk to ‘alala of predation by ‘io. For Hawai’‘i Island
releases, the suspected causes of mortality (followed by the number of birds that died in
parentheses) were: predation by ‘io (14), toxoplasmosis disease (3), exposure (3), other disease (2),
and mammal predation (2). On east Maui, there is virtually no risk to ‘alala from predation by ‘io. This
is because although there have been rare sightings of ‘io on Maui, ‘io do not nest on Maui (Clarkson
and Laniawe 2000, p. 2). Introduced barn owls (Tyto alba) and native Hawaiian short-eared owl (Asio
flammeus sandwichensis) are both on Maui and Hawai‘i Island and could possibly predate ‘alala.
However, there are no reports from the island of Hawai‘i of ‘alala being attacked or killed by these
species. Three ‘alala died from toxoplasmosis infection during the Kona releases in the 1990s on
Hawai‘i Island. Cats are the primary host for toxoplasmosis, and ‘alala during the Kona releases in the
1990s were observed manipulating cat feces and potentially could have contracted toxoplasmosis by
this means. ‘Alala may also contract toxoplasmosis from consumption of pig carcasses (Dubey 2009).
Feral cats, mongooses and rats are present on Maui and Hawai‘i Island. Cats pose threats both from
disease and predation. At least two released ‘alala were killed by mammalian predators during ‘alala
releases on Hawai‘i Island (it is uncertain however whether these deaths were caused by cats or
mongooses or one death each by one of these predators). Rats may depredate ‘alala nests and are
also a potential carrier of toxoplasmosis. Three ‘alala died from exposure during cold/rainy conditions
during the Pu‘u Maka‘ala release, during a winter storm when there was reduced availability of
supplemental food. The failure of released ‘alala to maintain body condition may increase the risk of
mortality from exposure, disease, and predation. Despite its rapid spread across the continental US in
the early 2000s, West Nile virus (WNV) has not arrived in Hawai‘i as of 2023
(https://health.hawaii.gov/docd/disease_listing/west-nile-virus). American crows (Corvus
brachyrhynchos) are extremely vulnerable to the disease and experience high mortality (Yaremych et
al. 2004); however, surviving American crows can be a vector for WNV for a period of up to 90 days
(Hopf et al. 2022). Although WNV is not known in Hawai‘i, it is a potential threat, and ‘alala would be
vaccinated for WNV prior to their release.

As a State and Federally listed species, it is illegal to hunt or shoot ‘alala. Public hunting is allowed
within Ko‘olau and Kipahulu Forest Reserves of game species; however, the two proposed release
sites are extremely remote and are rarely visited by hunters. Aerial shooting of feral ungulates is

23


https://health.hawaii.gov/docd/

conducted by DOFAW staff at the Kipahulu proposed release site. Shooters are highly trained in this
task and extremely unlikely to accidentally shoot ‘alala. Therefore, risk is very low to ‘alala of
intentional or accidental shooting at the Ko‘olau and Kipahulu proposed release sites (Appendix G,
Table 2). Gathering of native plant materials for cultural purposes by permit is allowed at the two
sites, however the proposed release areas are distant from public access points and rarely visited by
the public. Effects of harassment of ‘alala by humans could range from disruption of loafing and
foraging behavior to nest abandonment. Because the proposed release sites are very difficult to
access by foot, the risk of harassment by humans as chance visitors to the release sites is very low.
There is the potential for the public to interact with ‘alala along Kaupo Trail within and south of HNP,
should ‘alala travel west from the Kipahulu proposed release site. However, it would be unlikely for
‘alala to be near Kaupo Trail because the area is mostly open grassland. Currently there are no
rodenticide poisons being used in the areas proposed for ‘alala releases, and rodenticides are not
planned to be used at the proposed release sites.

The risk to ‘alala from chemical invasive plant control is very low. DOFAW conducts approximately 5
to 6 trips per year at the Kipahulu site for weed control and monitoring biocontrol for strawberry
guava and approximately 5 to 6 trips a year for aerial control of weeds.

Invasive feral pigs (Sus scrofa), whose foraging habits are extensive and damaging to native Hawaiian
ecology, are controlled by multiple conservation agencies on East Maui. Despite these efforts, there
are still populations of feral pigs in both the Kipahulu and Ko‘olau proposed release sites. Lethal
control measures have been in place at the Ko‘olau proposed release site in fenced areas for over 10
years and pig numbers have been reduced to virtually zero in fenced units. In Haleakala National
Park, immediately to the north of the Kipahulu proposed release site, pigs are actively being
controlled, however, pigs are present both on Kipahulu FR and NPS lands. Pigs are a known
secondary host for toxoplasmosis (HMAR 2022, p. 3) and there is some risk to ‘alala of contracting
toxoplasmosis by ingesting meat from carcasses of pigs. This risk is very low at the Ko‘olau release
site as pig numbers in this area are virtually zero, and the area is protected by ungulate exclusion
fencing. Risk is higher at the Kipahulu release site, where moderate numbers of pigs are reported on
State and NPS lands. Pig baits are not used so there is no potential for ‘alala to be attracted by baits
to traps used for catching pigs. There are no reports of ‘alala or other large birds being captured or
otherwise harmed as a result of pig control activities.

Ungulate exclusion fences require maintenance and repair on a quarterly or twice-yearly basis.
Repairs may require hand tools and chain saws to remove fallen trees over fence lines, and other
repairs. It is of critical importance to maintain ungulate fences to prevent ungulate ingress through
fence breaches. Fence-line inspections by pedestrians, repair activities and fence construction would
likely cause non-breeding ‘alala to move away from the immediate area of disturbance and only
briefly interrupt ‘alala foraging or other behaviors. For breeding birds, however, disturbance of an
active nest could interfere with nest building, incubation, feeding nestlings, and could potentially
result in nest failure (failure of young to fledge from the nest). The distance to maintain from an
active ‘alala nest to avoid disturbance is unknown. If power equipment (generators or chain saws) is
not required, the ‘Alala Project would request that no ungulate fence inspection or repairs occur
within 164 feet of an active nest. This is based on nest observation protocols for Mariana crow
(Corvus kubaryi) (S. Faegre, pers. comm., 2023), another island species of crow that has similar
behaviors to ‘alala and assuming ‘alala response to disturbance near a nest would be similar to
Mariana crows. If power equipment is required, the ‘Alala Project would request that no ungulate
fence repairs or new fence construction occur within 660 feet of an active nest. This is based on
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National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines (USFWS 2007) and is used because although the bald
eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is not a corvid, it is a large-bodied bird that builds similar platform-
type nest as ‘alala, and we have information for bald eagle response to loud noises from power
equipment when nesting. The time an ‘alala pair could be actively nesting is approximately 3 months
from the time of nest building, egg-laying, incubation, chick-rearing, and chicks fledged from the
nest. To minimize potential harm to conservation resources if a fence breach is found near an active
nest, minimization measures for the proposed project could include placement of pig traps near the
fence-line breach and conducting temporary fence repairs using hand tools. ‘Alala Project personnel
who understand tolerances of nesting ‘alala to disturbance would be available to monitor ‘alala
behaviors during fence repairs or new fence construction and to help evaluate whether power
equipment might be used nearer than 660 feet from an active nest.

There are two areas being considered for the first application of Wolbachia incompatible
mosquitoes near the Ko‘olau and Kipahulu proposed release sites to protect critically endangered
Hawaiian honeycreepers. The first is in TNC's Waikamoi Preserve, upslope and to the west,
approximately 2 miles from the Ko‘olau proposed release site. The second is in Haleakala National
Park, to the north approximately 2 miles of the Kipahulu proposed release site. Incompatible
mosquitoes may be dispersed via helicopter or UAV. During UAV flyovers of ‘alala at Pu‘u Maka‘ala
NAR, ‘alala were not observed to approach UAVs and there was no change to ‘alala behavior (A.
Greggor, pers. comm., 2022). This suggests that there is low potential for impacts of UAVs on non-
breeding ‘alala. However, an Australian corvid species (Corvus orru), when nesting, attacked
overflying UAVs (Tazrout 2021). We estimate the risk of harassment or harm to ‘alala released at the
Ko‘olau and/or Kipahulu proposed release sites from UAV flyovers is low and risk of disruption to
mosquito control activities by ‘alala attacking UAVs is also low. The ‘Alala Project would not request
any modification to scheduling or use of helicopters or UAVs for mosquito control if ‘alala are
released at either or both the proposed release sites. In the unlikely event ‘alala significantly
interfere with UAVs during application of Wolbachia treated mosquitoes, ‘alala likely would be able
to be recaptured by locating individual(s)using transmitters and capturing them aided by recall
training using mist-nets or other capture means.

The East Maui Watershed Partnership in the Ko‘olau proposed release site schedules a maximum of
32-36 helicopter flights/year for personnel to monitor pig snares, ungulate fences, and conduct
invasive plant control. Helicopter flights for conservation purposes to the Kipahulu proposed release
site are fewer, averaging approximately 12 flights/year. Tourist helicopters at Pu‘u Maka‘ala would
sometimes fly at a few hundred feet or lower above the forest canopy. Observers reported ‘alala
responded to low flying tourist helicopter flights but did not respond to high flying aircraft (A.
Greggor, pers. comm., 2022). Low helicopter flights elicited alarm calling by ‘alala, or ‘alala becoming
quiet and vigilant. Helicopter disturbance was documented as part of a dataset on ‘alala anti-
predator behavior, and ‘alala responses were generally consistent with the types of anti-predator
responses seen with overhead flying ‘io. ‘Alala did not appear to habituate to these low passes by
aircraft. This suggests low altitude helicopter flyovers (less than 500 feet above the forest canopy) at
the proposed release sites are likely to affect ‘alala. However, because conservation helicopter flights
for transport of personnel and materials are conducted at altitudes greater than 500 feet above
forest canopy and lower altitudes only when approaching and leaving helicopter landing zones, it is
likely disturbance to ‘alala caused by conservation helicopter flights will only be if ‘alala are near
helicopter landing zones. During planned broad-scale mosquito control there is the potential for a
period (up to two months) that helicopters could be used to disperse Wolbachia treated mosquitoes.
Under this scenario, helicopters would fly 150-200 feet above ground level and up to 80 hours flight
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time (HALE 2022, pp. 12-13). If mosquito release flights were to occur over the analysis area there is
the potential for ‘alala to alarm call or exhibit other anti-predator behavior such as becoming quiet
and vigilant. Disturbance to ‘alala caused by potential helicopter overflight would be transitory (< 1
minute each overflight) as helicopters would be moving through the airspace and would not be
hovering in place.

Planning is in place to request permission for limited entry onto neighbors’ lands to search for
missing birds and implement predator control around ‘alala nest(s) if nest(s) are found on neighbors’
lands. Plans to control predators on neighbors’ lands would be developed in collaboration with the
landowner and would only be implemented with landowner support. NPS lands are closely adjacent
to the Kipahulu proposed release site and there is strong likelihood that ‘alala would venture onto
NPS lands. In discussion with NPS, a maintained remote landing zone and camp on HNP near the
Kipahulu FR proposed release site would be available periodically for ‘Alala Project to use through
permitting and existing trails on NPS lands for monitoring ‘alala nesting in HNP. Existing LZs on
Kipahulu FR would be sufficient and prioritized for all project needs at the Kipahulu proposed release
site.

The Ko‘olau release site has adequate infrastructure to support implementation of all management
actions to reduce risk factors limiting successful release of ‘alal3, including camp site, helicopter
landing zones, suitable locations for construction of release aviaries, control of introduced predators,
supplemental feeding, and monitoring released ‘alala. The Kipahulu release site currently lacks
adequate infrastructure to support implementation of all management actions needed to reduce risk
factors limiting successful release of ‘alala. Camp infrastructure including new access trails, a canvas
roof Quonset hut built on an elevated plywood foundation and a composting toilet would need to be
constructed. Any new infrastructure would be on State lands in Kipahulu FR. A new helicopter
landing zone would be established near the camp or an existing landing zone on State lands used.
Although the Kipahulu proposed release site would require placement of new infrastructure, this
would be in non-sensitive areas such as open grassy areas (LZs and camp) and natural openings in
forest canopy (release aviary).

3.2.1.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Conservation Measures
Any project that seeks to experiment with reintroducing a critically endangered bird species into the
wild poses unavoidable risks to the individual birds involved. Analysis of both project and non-project
related activities that could potentially pose a risk to ‘alala indicates that there is very low risk to
‘alala from most general conservation management activities. These include ungulate control; fence
work; aerial shooting; herbicide application; conservation and tour helicopter flights; small mammal
control; and construction and use of the field camp, release aviary, trails, and other infrastructure.
Even when endangered species are concerned, the existence of risk itself should not preclude
engaging in the action, as the risks must be balanced against the potential benefits. However,
mitigation to reduce these risks should be developed and implemented to the degree feasible. The
project has developed extensive built-in mitigation founded primarily on experiences with
reintroduction of ‘alala on Hawai‘i Island. These measures are described below.
° West Nile Virus. As a precaution against West Nile, all ‘alala would be vaccinated against
the disease prior to release. To reduce the risk of possible spread of other avian disease by
captive ‘alala to forest birds on east Maui, all ‘alala would be screened for symptoms of
avian malaria and avian pox by veterinarians before their release, and any bird showing
signs of illness would not be released.
[ Toxoplasmosis and predation. These related threats to released ‘alala from non-native
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mammals would be reduced by a program of trapping around release aviaries and
feeding stations and along fence lines and trails, and limited predator control near ‘alala
nests (where feasible) and in cooperation with neighboring landowners if nests are
found outside of state lands. This level of threat control is considered sufficient to
minimize risks to ‘alala from mammalian predators and disease and can be adapted as
information is gained.

° Released ‘alala would be provided supplemental foods 6 months to 2 years after their
release to provide nutritional support as they learn to forage on wild foods.

® Release aviaries would be roofed to provide ‘alala shelter from the elements and the doors
to aviaries would remain open after birds are released in case released ‘alala choose to roost
or seek shelter in aviaries.

® Release aviaries would be constructed of material that excludes predators.

e  ‘Alala would be released during warmer months with less rainfall to minimize risk from
exposure at a time when they are most naive to the wild environment.

e  ‘Alala would receive recall training, enabling them to be recalled (recaptured) if they become
sick or injured, pose an unacceptable risk to other conservation resources, or interfere
unacceptably with other conservation management activities.

e Camp garbage, which could be ingested by wildlife, would be flown out, and human waste
would be disposed of in composting toilets to prevent ecosystem impacts.

e Coordination with adjacent landowners to perform ‘alala protection measures if individuals
nest outside of State lands.

3.2.1.4 Conclusion

Under the No Action Alternative, conditions would remain the same or similar to existing
conditions, including trends and impacts from past, present and foreseeable future actions,
including the continued loss to ‘alala of their wild traits and ability to persist in the wild. Without
actions to release ‘alala and the potential to learn more about wild habitats and potential habitat
on east Maui with the absence of the threat of ‘io depredating ‘alala there would be a loss of
opportunities to take action towards ‘alala recovery and conservation. Based on the impact
analysis described in 3.2.1.1., proposed Action Alternatives would potentially result in impacts
that would adversely impact ‘alala. However, with avoidance, minimization, and conservation
measures listed in 3.2.1.3 above, these adverse impacts are negligible. As discussed in Chapter 2,
one or both release sites already have some infrastructure in the form of trail networks, camp
sites, ungulate exclusion fences, helicopter landing zones, and adequate cellular connectivity for
monitoring released ‘alala via satellite telemetry transmitters affixed to each released bird and/or
monitoring using VHF radio transmitters. In addition, the proposed action would likely support
recovery of ‘alala and allow agencies to gain understanding of methods and conditions for
successful long-term release of the species. Based on the analysis, the proposed project activities,
incorporating these proposed avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures, would
effectively minimize danger to released ‘alala.

3.2.2 Other Listed Animal Species
There are eleven listed animal species occurring or potentially occurring within the analysis area.

3.2.2.1 Environmental Setting
The montane wet forest comprised primarily of closed canopy ‘6hi‘a forest with native shrub and
fern understory is habitat for a wide variety of native birds, invertebrates, and a bat. As shown in
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Table 3 (Appendix G), listed vertebrates that may occur at or nearby both sites include ‘Ope‘ape‘a or
Hawaiian hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus semotus), ‘i‘iwi (Drepanis coccinea), ‘akohekohe (Palmeria
dolei), and kiwikiu (Pseudonestor xanthophrys). Néné or Hawaiian goose (Branta sandvicensis); and
‘ua‘u or Hawaiian petrel (Pterodroma sandwichensis), ‘aké‘aké or band-rumped storm-petrel
(Pterodroma sandwichensis), and ‘a‘o or Newell’s shearwater (Puffinus newelli) [the last three species
collectively known as Hawaiian seabirds] have the potential to overfly the proposed release areas.
There are three species of federally listed Hawaiian damselfly (Megalagrion spp.) that may
potentially be at the proposed release sites. The presence of native birds, particularly listed species,
is highly relevant because alala are known to prey upon eggs and nestlings of other forest birds,
particularly during the ‘alala breeding season (DLNR/USFWS 1999, p. 4).

Following is a brief description of listed animal species, primary habitat, life history and vulnerability
characteristics.

° ‘Ope‘ape‘a or Hawaiian Hoary Bat, is the only fully terrestrial native mammal in the
Hawaiian Islands and is state and federally listed as endangered. ‘Ope‘ape‘a are found from
sea level to 11,800 feet, with most observations occurring in native rain forests up to at
least 6,000 feet (Bonaccorso et al. 2015). Hawaiian hoary bat roosts in woody vegetation
across all main Hawaiian Islands and will leave their young unattended in trees and shrubs
when they forage. If trees or shrubs 15 feet or taller are cleared during the pupping season,
June 1 through September 15, there is a risk that young bats could inadvertently be
harmed or killed, since they are too young to fly or move away from disturbance.
Ope‘ape‘a can be injured and killed from collisions with man-made structures including
barbed wire fences, wind turbines, and communication towers.

° Listed Hawaiian forest birds’ (Hawaiian honeycreepers) ranges on Maui are predominantly
restricted to montane forests above 4,500 feet in elevation due to habitat loss and threat
of disease at lower elevations. Breeding season can be protracted but generally is from
February 1 through July 1. Hawaiian forest birds generally nest in the middle and upper
forest canopy. Existing threats to honeycreepers are avian disease, loss of habitat, and
climate warming, which contributes to range expansion of the mosquitoes that vector
avian disease. Broad-scale mosquito control has the potential to create improved future
conditions for Hawaiian honeycreepers by reducing numbers of disease carrying
mosquitoes in areas where honeycreepers persist.

° Néné or Hawaiian goose, which are federally threatened and state listed as endangered are
found on the islands of Hawai‘i, Maui, Moloka‘i, and Kaua‘i. The Maui néné population is
relatively small, fluctuating around approximately 250 breeding pairs (USFWS 2019). They
are observed in a variety of habitats, but prefer open areas, such as pastures, golf courses,
wetlands, natural grasslands and shrublands, and lava flows. Breeding season on east Maui
in Haleakala National Park is October to May. Nests consist of a shallow scrape on the
ground lined with plant material and down. Néné on Maui are susceptible to vehicle
collisions, wind turbine collisions and human or vehicle-related injuries and trauma,
toxoplasmosis (a pathogen carried by feral cats), predation by mongoose and cats, and
mosquito-borne avian pox virus (Work et al. 2015). Breeding failures occur often during
drought conditions (Black et al. 1997), and increasing drought or other extremes in climate
variability, expanding invasive species, and associated climate change scenarios are likely
to negatively affect néné. Climate change may disrupt seasonal movements and some
habitats used by néné for molting, breeding, and foraging.

° Hawaiian seabirds nest in high elevation lava fields and may traverse the project area at
night during the breeding, nesting, and fledging seasons (February 5 to December 15).
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Seabirds fly into and out of their nests at night, and during their breeding season, listed
Seabirds commute between the ocean for foraging and their cryptic underground burrows
to feed their young (Ainley et al. 2019, Slotterback 2020). Feral cats, other invasive
predators, and light pollution are primary threats to Hawai‘i’s nocturnal ground-nesting
seabirds (Raine et al. 2020). Outdoor lighting could result in seabird disorientation, fallout,
and injury or mortality. Downed and nesting seabirds are subject to increased mortality
due to collision with automobiles and infrastructure, starvation, and predation by dogs,
cats, and other predators.

° Hawaiian damselflies are found in aquatic habitats across the islands. Breeding habitat
includes anchialine pools, perennial streams, marshes, ponds, and artificial pools and
seeps. Major threats include introduced fish, amphibians, and invertebrates in streams,
reduced stream flow from drought and water diversion, and reduced habitat quality from
ungulates and nonnative plants.

Ongoing conservation management within the project area includes predator, ungulate and invasive
plant control, fence construction and repair, and forest bird recovery action implemented by NPS,
DLNR, TNC, and other surrounding land managers.

3.2.2.2 Impacts of Proposed Action to Other Listed Animal Species

Effects to fauna would be considered significant if there is a high likelihood of adversely affecting a
listed threatened or endangered animal species or adversely modifying animal critical habitat;
causing irreversible damage to a non-negligible expanse of native habitat that supports listed
species; inflicting widespread injury or death to native but not listed animals; or inducing spread of
non-native species that adversely affected the behavior or health of native animals.

Federally listed wildlife species are characterized as those that are in danger of extinction
throughout all or a significant portion of their range. They receive protection under the ESA and
Chapter 195D, Hawai‘i Revised Statutes, respectively. State protected wildlife species include all
indigenous wildlife, which are protected under state law (Section 13-124-3, HAR). Although all
threatened and endangered wildlife species in the project area were considered, only those species
that have the potential to be impacted by the proposed action are described in this EA.

There should be no impact to listed invertebrates including listed picture-wing flies and damselflies,
because the project involves minimal habitat modification, careful infrastructure maintenance to
avoid introduction of predators or competing invertebrates, and avoidance of any impact to the host
species on which some of the listed species depend. Furthermore, damselfly species are unlikely in
the analysis area and proposed activities do not impact watershed or water resources. As discussed
below in Avoidance, Minimization, and Conservation Measures (3.2.2.3), standard practices to avoid
impact to these listed invertebrates have been incorporated into the project.

Impacts to seabirds are not expected under the proposed action. The largest breeding colony of the
endangered seabird, ‘ua‘u, is largely outside of the project analysis area. In higher elevation and
drier areas, the project will avoid any nesting habitat for Hawaiian seabirds and lighting will be
confined to minimal lighting at campsites. Seabirds do not use the analysis area and only transit the
Ko‘olau and Kipahulu proposed release sites in flight. Proposed project work would be confined to
daylight hours to not impact seabirds transiting at night. As discussed below under 3.2.2.3, standard
practices to avoid impact to Hawaiian seabirds have been incorporated into the project.
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Impacts to néné or Hawaiian goose are not expected under the proposed action, as the areas
affected are not normal habitat for this species, however, there is a low risk of collision with
helicopters as commercial air tours and management helicopters travel between staging areas and
LZs at the proposed release sites. As discussed below under 3.2.2.3, standard practices to avoid
impact to néné have been incorporated into the project.

Ongoing and planned actions that could impact ‘Ope‘ape‘a include maintenance and infrastructure projects,
like fencing, especially if they require trimming or cutting of larger trees where they are roosting. Hawaiian
hoary bat impacts can be avoided by standard measures, as discussed below (3.2.2.3).

Potential impacts to listed Hawaiian honeycreepers have required a detailed analysis. There are two
distinct sources of impacts to these species, the first from human activities associated with the
project, and the second associated with ‘alala behavior. The development and modification of
project infrastructure (camps, trails, aviaries, etc.) and project implementation (walking on trails,
occupying camps, etc.) have at least some potential to result in disturbance to listed Hawaiian
honeycreepers, néné, Hawaiian seabirds, and the Hawaiian hoary bat. Precipitous population
declines have been observed for kiwikiu and ‘akohekohe across their small ranges (Judge et al. 2013,
2019, 2021). Kiwikiu and ‘akohekohe population estimates from surveys in 2017 are 157 individuals
(44-312 individuals [95 percent confidence interval]) and 1,768 individuals (1193-2411), respectively
(Judge et al. 2021). Kiwikiu and ‘akohekohe abundance has declined by more than 70 percent since
2001 (Judge et al. 2021), and a predicted range loss of more than 90 percent may occur by the end of
this century under moderate climate change scenarios (Fortini et al. 2015). Mitigation in the form of
avoidance measures for each of these species in addition to minimal project area overlap with listed
honeycreepers’ habitat, discussed below, can reduce any such impacts to negligible levels.

‘Alala are omnivorous and depend on a diversity of food resources from native understory fruit trees
and shrubs. They also utilize other forest resources, including forest bird eggs and nestlings, primarily
during the ‘alala breeding season (Sakai et al. 1986, entire; USFWS/DLNR 1999, p. 4). Between 2017—
2020 during the Pu‘u Maka‘ala release the release team observed 6,662 wild foraging observations
by ‘alala, of which 14 observations (0.2%) were ‘alala either inspecting or manipulating forest bird
nests, with a total of nine nests where this behavior was observed. Of these 14 observations, five
involved confirmed predation by ‘alala on the contents of the nest. Of these predation events, one
was on an ‘apapane nest, and another was likely the nest of introduced warbling white-eye or red-
billed leiothrix; the other three nests were of unknown identity. The remainder of ‘alala foraging
observations were on fruits and insects. From this information, nest predation by captive released
‘alala is very rare. It should be noted, however, that supplemental food was available during the
entire time of the Pu‘u Maka‘ala release. The frequency of predation by ‘alala on nests of other forest
birds might be higher in conditions where ‘alala are completely reliant on wild foods. For example,
forest bird body parts and eggs were frequently found in wild ‘alala nestling fecal droppings (Sakai
1990), but it is unclear what proportion of these body parts and eggs were from native versus non-
native birds. It is clear nonetheless that ‘alala may depredate native Hawaiian honeycreeper nests in
the analysis area, including listed species. Analysis of potential impacts on nesting forest birds at each
proposed release site is for the 1,350-acre primary use area (analysis area). Measures to address
potential impacts by ‘alala to listed Hawaiian forest birds beyond the 1,350-acre primary use area are
discussed under 3.2.2.3, Avoidance, Minimization, and Conservation Measures.

The 1,350-acre analysis area for the Ko‘olau proposed release site overlaps the ranges of two
common Hawaiian honeycreepers: ‘apapane and Hawai‘i ‘amakihi, and the lower elevation extent of
the ranges of the non-threatened (but declining) Maui ‘alauahio and threatened ‘i‘iwi (Judge et al.
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2019). The Ko‘olau analysis area also overlaps the ranges of three introduced birds, warbling white-
eye, red-billed leiothrix, and Japanese bush-warbler. ‘Apapane, Hawai‘i ‘amakihi, warbling white-eye,
red-billed leiothrix, and Japanese bush-warbler are common to abundant throughout the Ko‘olau
analysis area based on survey results. By contrast, the threatened ‘i‘iwi is uncommon within the
Ko‘olau analysis area.

The Kipahulu analysis area of ‘alala release impacts overlaps the ranges of ‘apapane and Hawai’i
‘amakihi and portions of the ranges of Maui ‘alauahio, ‘i‘iwi, ‘akohekohe, and kiwikiu. The Kipahulu
analysis area also overlaps the ranges of the introduced warbling white-eye, red-billed leiothrix, and
Japanese bush-warbler. The non-threatened ‘apapane and Hawai‘i ‘amakihi as well as the introduced
warbling white-eye, red-billed leiothrix, and Japanese bush-warbler are common to abundant
throughout the Kipahulu analysis area. Maui ‘alauahio are uncommon within the analysis area (Judge
et al. 2019). ‘Akohekohe and kiwikiu are rare within the Kipahulu analysis area. ‘I‘iwi are moderately
common at in the Kipahulu analysis area.

Given this context, the proposed action would potentially result in some level of impact to federally
listed Hawaiian forest birds from ‘alala depredating their nests. The Ko‘olau site sits at the low-
elevation limit of the ‘i‘iwi range, and the species is relatively uncommon at the site. Based on the
most recent survey data available, ‘i‘iwi likely make up approximately 6% of the total bird abundance
in Ko‘olau analysis area and the area includes <3% of the species’ range on east Maui (Judge et al.
2019). Therefore the likelihood of predation by ‘alala on an ‘i‘iwi nest at the Ko‘olau proposed
release site is low, and if such an event were to occur, effects to the ‘i‘iwi population on Maui would
be very small. The Kipahulu analysis area overlaps a similarly small percentage of the overall east
Maui ‘i‘iwi range (<2%), however ‘i‘iwi density (and therefore abundance) is greater within this
portion of their range (Judge et al. 2019). Nonetheless, survey data indicate that this area likely
contains <4% of the overall abundance of the species on Maui.

The Kipahulu analysis area overlaps <2% of ‘akohekohe and kiwikiu ranges. Based on published
densities for HNP, this area likely holds fewer than 20 pairs of ‘akohekohe, roughly 2% of the total
species’ abundance. This analysis area overlaps an even smaller portion of the kiwikiu range, and this
area is unlikely to contain more than one pair of kiwikiu. It should be noted, however, that both
‘akohekohe and kiwikiu are regularly detected just upslope of the analysis area and, should ‘alala
disperse farther up into Manawainui, the risk of ‘alala depredation on these species’ nests would
increase. In total, the three listed species found within the Kipahulu analysis area likely make up <10%
of the overall bird abundance in the area. Although there is a greater potential for ‘alala depredating
listed species’ nests at the Kipahulu proposed release site compared to the Ko‘olau site, the overall
likelihood of this occurring remains low.

Should ‘alala be released at both sites, the two areas collectively overlap <4% of the ‘i‘iwi range on
east Maui including <6% of the overall estimated abundance of the species in the region. As only the
Kipahulu analysis area overlaps the ‘akohekohe and kiwikiu ranges, the collective impact of releases
at both sites for these species is the same as that for the Kipahulu site only. Should ‘alala disperse
farther than expected (e.g., up to 2 miles), the released ‘alala could potentially impact ‘akohekohe
and kiwikiu at both release sites. As the total population of ‘akohekohe is estimated to be
approximately 1,768 individuals and the species is known to renest within a given year, the impact of
the loss of a nest to ‘alala predation on the species’ overall abundance is low. With a total abundance
of approximately 157 kiwikiu individuals and slow life history traits (e.g., single-egg clutches,
extended parental investment), the loss of a kiwikiu nest to any cause is potentially quite harmful to
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the species as a whole. However, the rarity of the species in the vicinity of the Kipahulu release site
coupled with the relative abundance of other nesting species, makes the likelihood that ‘alala would
encounter a kiwikiu nest extremely low. Mitigation measures in the event ‘alala move into core
kiwikiu areas or are observed to be having a higher-than-expected interaction with kiwikiu and
‘akohekohe are presented below. If released ‘alala travel farther than expected, e.g., up to 2 miles
from the two proposed release sites, ‘alala would potentially range over an area that encompasses
approximately 29%, 20%, and 29% of the ‘akohekohe, ‘i‘iwi, and kiwikiu ranges, respectively.
However, the vast majority of released ‘alala at Pu‘u Maka‘ala stayed within 1,350 acres (0.8 miles) of
their release site, and thus the impacts of ‘alala on the threatened and endangered forest bird
species outside the 1,350 acres area at each release site is expected to be low.

Although it is likely released ‘alala will depredate forest bird nests, the very low incidence of this at
Pu‘u Maka‘ala NAR (total 5 nest predation events over 4 years) suggests that the number of
predation events by ‘alala on forest bird nests on east Maui is likely to be few (< 10) over the 5-years
of the pilot release. Although eggs and nestlings of forest bird nests may be depredated by ‘alal3,
adult forest birds, whose nests are depredated, have the potential to renest during the same
breeding season, and nest in future years. Furthermore, the number of listed Hawaiian forest birds at
the Ko‘olau proposed release site are very few compared to the number of non-listed Hawaiian
honeycreepers and introduced forest birds. The only listed forest bird at the Ko‘olau proposed
release site is the ‘i‘iwi and the species is relatively uncommon in this analysis area. With these
factors considered, the likelihood of ‘alala depredating nests of listed Hawaiian forest birds at the
Ko‘olau proposed release site is very low.

The Kipahulu analysis area includes portions of the ranges of ‘akohekohe, ‘i‘iwi, and kiwikiu. Considering
the presumed low incidence of nest predation events by ‘alalad and the predominance of non-listed
Hawaiian honeycreepers and introduced forest birds, the likelihood of predation by ‘alala on nests of
listed Hawaiian honeycreepers at the Kipahulu proposed release site is low. If such an event were to
occur, the estimated east Maui populations of ‘i‘iwi (50,250 birds) and ‘akohekohe (1,768 birds) are
sufficiently large and the number of ‘alala released is so small that nest predation by ‘alala is unlikely to
influence population trends of these two species. The overall rarity of kiwikiu and the small overlap in
this species’ range with the analysis area suggest that the likelihood for incidence of predation by ‘alala
on a kiwikiu nest at the Kipahulu proposed release site is very low. The likelihood of potential impacts to
kiwikiu will be reduced further by the following avoidance and minimization measures.

3.2.2.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Conservation Measures

All “alala to be released would receive recall training, a type of training where they will be taught to
associate a specific sound with presentation of food. This training can be used to facilitate recapture of
released ‘alala if a bird is sick or injured, at risk of harm, presents a risk to conservation resources or is
interfering with other conservation management actions. During 2019, at Pu‘u Maka‘ala NAR,
foot-catch noose-carpets were used to recapture the last five ‘alala in the wild, and this process took
four weeks of intensive effort. Other methods that have been successfully used to recapture ‘alala

are also available, such as mist nets or luring birds back into their release aviary with food and

closing the aviary door. The ‘Alala Project would have the capability to target released birds for
recapture throughout the release if it is found that, for example, ‘alala were to move into areas with
kiwikiu populations, and their presence is determined to pose an unacceptable risk to nesting

kiwikiu. It is not completely certain that ‘alala targeted can be captured; for instance, if a bird drops
its transmitter, then recapture efforts would be more challenging. However, for previous releases
birds that lost their transmitters were able to be monitored because they remained near ‘alala with
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transmitters that were still working. Throughout the entirety of the project if a transmitter fails, the
bird carrying the failed transmitter will be targeted for recapture and a new transmitter placed on
that individual. There is a high likelihood that locations of all released ‘alala would be always known
throughout the pilot project. Therefore, if an ‘alala is deemed to pose an unacceptable risk to kiwikiu
itis likely it can be recaptured.

An extensive set of mitigation measures derived from USFWS animal avoidance measures adapted
to account for project activities has been incorporated into the project. In addition to these
avoidance measures, the project incorporates other measures to minimize impacts to listed
Hawaiian honeycreepers and other listed animals. The suite of measures is listed below.

To avoid and minimize impacts to the endangered and threatened Maui forest birds on Maui:
kiwikiu or Maui parrotbill (Pseudonestor xanthophrys), ‘akohekohe (Palmeria dolei) and ‘i‘iwi
(Drepanis coccinea), the following measures from the USFWS animal avoidance measures would
be implemented:

e Avoid conducting activities within forest bird habitat that:

> Promote the spread or survival of invasive species.

> Increase mosquito populations or stagnant water habitat.

> Increase wildfire threat to montane forest habitats.

> Remove tree cover during the peak breeding season between January 1 and June 30.

e Project would provide ‘alala with “recall” training so released birds can be recaptured if they
move into areas where they are determined to pose a significant threat to listed forest birds,
particularly kiwikiu. Project staff would use various methods that can confidently recapture
‘alala if an ‘alala presents a threat to listed forest birds.

To avoid and minimize impacts to the endangered Hawaiian hoary bat or ‘ope‘ape‘a (Lasiurus
cinereus semotus), the following measures would be implemented:
e Do not disturb, remove, or trim woody plants greater than 15 feet tall during the bat
birthing and pup rearing season (June 1 through September 15).
e Do not use barbed wire for fencing.

To avoid and minimize potential project impacts to the threatened and endangered Hawaiian
seabirds Hawaiian petrel (Pterodroma sandwichensis), Newell’s shearwater (Puffinus auricularis
newelli), and Hawai‘i-distinct population segment of the band-rumped storm-petrel
(Oceanodroma castro), the following measures would be implemented:
e Do not use outdoor lighting at field camps and when using flashlights keep these pointed
to the ground.
e No camp construction or other construction activities will be conducted at night.

To avoid and minimize potential project impacts to the threatened Hawaiian goose or néné (Branta
[Nesochen] sandvicensis), the following measures would be implemented:

e Do not approach, feed, or disturb néné.

e [f néné are observed loafing or foraging within the project area during the breeding
season (October through May), have a biologist familiar with néné nesting behavior
survey for nests in and around the project area prior to the resumption of any work.
Repeat surveys after any subsequent delay of work of 3 or more days (during which the
birds may attempt to nest).
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e Cease all work immediately and contact the Service for further guidance if a nest is
discovered within a radius of 150 feet of the project, or a previously undiscovered nest is
found within the 150-foot radius after work begins.

The following additional mitigation measure would assist in avoidance of impact to listed species
and/or benefits to listed species.
e For small mammal trapping to conduct lethal control of rats, cats, and mongoose, traps
would be fitted with excluder devices to prevent non-target animals from entering.

3.2.2.4 Conclusion

Under the No Action Alternative, conditions would remain the same or similar to existing conditions,
for listed animals including trends and impacts from past, present, and foreseeable future actions.
There are some differences between the Action Alternatives in the potential to adversely affect
listed animals related to the greater proportion of listed honeycreepers at the Kipahulu proposed
release site. Therefore, Alternative 4 (Ko‘olau) has the least potential for impact to listed animal
species other than ‘alala, and Alternative 2 (both sites) has the greatest potential. Impacts to other
listed animals are not expected to be significant at either site. For all Action Alternatives, with
avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures, impacts are expected to be negligible and
non-significant. USFWS ESA Section 7 consultation for effects to listed species would be conducted
for the final EA.

3.2.3 Other Animal Species
The discussion on other animals has been divided into discussions of forest birds (Section 3.2.3.1)
and Partulina tree snails (Section 3.2.3.2).

3.2.3.1 Forest Birds

Non-listed native forest birds at the proposed release site are Hawai‘i ‘amakihi (Chlorodrepanis
virens), ‘apapane (Himatione sanguinea), pueo or Hawaiian short-eared owl (Asio flammeus
sandwichensis), and Maui ‘alauahio (Paroreomyza montana), which are protected under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA, 16 U.S.C. § 703 et. seq.). Nonnative bird species that occur in the
project area and are listed under the MBTA include barn owl (Tyto alba) and house finch (Haemorhous
mexicanus). Nonnative species that occur within the project area and are not protected by the MBTA
include Chinese hwamei (Garrulax canorus), Japanese bush warbler (Cettia diphone), warbling white-
eye (Zosterops japonicus), red-billed leiothrix (Leiothrix lutea), and white-rumped shama (Copsychus
malabaricus). A list of birds protected under MBTA regulations is provided in 50 CFR § 10.13. Unless
permitted by regulations, it is unlawful under the MBTA to pursue, hunt, take, capture, or kill; attempt
to take, capture, or kill; possess, offer to or sell, barter, purchase, deliver, or cause to be shipped,
exported, imported, transported, carried, or received any migratory bird, part, nest, egg, or product.
The proposed project would follow conservation measures provided under the MBTA (as applicable)
to minimize impacts to MBTA species as described in Appendix I.

3.2.3.2 Partulina Tree Snails

Though not federally or state listed on Maui, there are 23 species of rare Partulina tree snails
recognized on east Maui. Only a handful have been detected in recent years. There are two
subspecies of Partulina porcellana tree snail, Partulina porcellana ssp. porcellana and Partulina
porcellana ssp. wailuaensis, which occur only at the Ko‘olau proposed release site. Three observation
locations (defined as a tree or shrub where snail(s) were observed) for Partulina porcellana are
within the area at the Ko‘olau proposed release site ‘alala would be expected to use on a frequent
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basis; e.g., within 0.8 miles of the location of the proposed release aviary. Although captive
propagation of Partulina porcellana has been attempted, there are no P. porcellana of either
subspecies in captivity. Numbers of Partulina porcellana in the wild are likely less than 100
individuals. Partulina marmorata is known from three observation locations at the Kipahulu
proposed release site. This population is within the area of the proposed release site ‘alala are
expected to use less frequently; e.g., area greater than 0.8 miles from the proposed release aviary.
Experts estimate the total number of Partulina marmorata may be in the low hundreds and the
population is declining in the wild. Captive propagation of Partulina marmorata has been more
successful than Partulina porcellana, and approximately 60 individuals of this species are currently in
captivity. However, approximately 200 individuals of a tree snail species, distributed among at least
two separate breeding facilities, are needed to insure against possible catastrophic loss of the captive
population from disease outbreak or other mishap. There is an observation of a species of Partulina
tree snail (unidentified species) at the same population site as Partulina marmorata that may be
either Partulina marmorata or another species of Partulina tree snail.

Distribution of Partulina tree snails on east Maui is generally from 2,400 to 4,000 feet elevation.
Partulina tree snails are small, approximately 0.1 inches long, and are found on surfaces of
vegetation from near the forest floor to the upper canopy where they glean algae and other material
from vegetation surfaces. Tree snails are vulnerable to predation by rodents (Rattus spp.),
introduced carnivorous snails (Euglandina rosa and Oxychilus alliarius), and introduced Jackson’s
chameleon (Trioceros jacksonii) (DLNR 2015, pp. A-5 and A-6). Wild ‘alala on Hawai‘i Island were
observed eating “land-snails,” and snail shell fragments were found in ‘alala feces (Sakai et al. 1986,
p. 213), but the study did not identify whether these fragments were of native or introduced snail
species. Although Partulina tree snails may go into torpor and remain motionless during daylight
hours when ‘alala are active and searching for food, they nonetheless remain visible on vegetation
surfaces during the day and would be vulnerable to predation by ‘alala. Manipulating vegetation,
gleaning leaves, and bark flaking were common ‘alala foraging behaviors observed at Pu‘u Maka‘ala
NAR. However, although wild ‘alala in the 1980s was documented to have eaten snails, captive
reared ‘alala will not have encountered Partiluna snails pre-release so they will not be seeking them
initially. How likely ‘alala are to encounter tree snails depends on the density of tree snails in the
area and how often ‘alala are in an area. If released ‘alala do encounter tree snails, it is predicted
that adult ‘alala are less likely to try new foods than groups of juveniles. This is a pattern in many
corvid species (Greggor et al. 2020, p. 61), but based only on anecdotal evidence in ‘alala. If ‘alala do
try eating tree snails, it is expected they would only continue to do so if they are palatable. Since
‘alala were documented eating snails in the past, it is presumed ‘alala find tree snails palatable. If
tree snails are palatable, then ‘alala will only actively seek them out if they are better to eat or easier
to find than other invertebrate prey. Given this, there is nonetheless the potential, should an ‘alala
discover a tree snail population and find the tree snails palatable, to develop a search image for
them and rapidly decimate the population.

An important method that has been developed to protect native tree snails in the wild in Hawai‘i is
the construction of fenced predator exclosures from which snail predators are removed and tree
snails are then introduced to the exclosure (Rohrer et al. 2016). These predator exclosures however
would not protect tree snails from an aerial predator such as ‘alala as they are not netted from the
top. The recently completed Olinda Tree Snail Exclosure (OTSE) on east Maui is approximately 5
miles west of the Ko‘olau proposed release site and 15 miles west of the Kipahulu proposed release
site. Because of the anticipated maximum dispersal for ‘alala of approximately 2 miles from their
release aviary, it is not expected that ‘alala released at either the Ko‘olau or Kipahulu proposed
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release sites would discover or interact with the OTSE. In the coming year it is anticipated predators
will be removed from the OTSE and initially a small number of Partulina marmorata tree snails will
be introduced to the exclosure.

The likelihood of ‘alala to impact Partulina tree snail species is a function of the number of ‘alala on
the landscape; how long they are on the landscape; the numbers of tree snail populations and tree
snail point locations; and the amount of time ‘alala spend in an area where there are Partulina tree
snails. Observations of Partulina porcellana ssp. wailuaensis are from seven locations at the Ko‘olau
proposed release site within the area ‘alala are expected to use rarely (spend approximately 5% of
their time) and three locations of Partulina porcellana spp. porcellana within the area ‘alala are
expected to use frequently. Given the number of ‘alala proposed to be released (approximately 6
birds); the time they will be on the landscape (maximum five years); and although captive raised
‘alala are unfamiliar with tree snails as food; we expect it is somewhat likely ‘alala would encounter
and prey upon Partulina tree snails at the Ko‘olau proposed release site. Based on this, and despite
avoidance and minimization measures (described below under 3.2.3.3) we think there is a risk to
releasing ‘alala at the Ko‘olau proposed release site since there is moderate likelihood ‘alala would
encounter tree snails, we know wild ‘alala have eaten snails (unknown species) in the past, and
there would potentially be significant effects to Partulina porcellana tree snails if ‘alala were to
predate this species.

There are three observations of Porcellana marmorata from the area at the Kipahulu proposed
release site ‘alala are expected to use less frequently, e.g., area greater than 0.8 miles from the
proposed release aviary. Because ‘alala are expected to use the area where the population of
Porcellana marmorata is located only rarely, few numbers of ‘alala would be released, and the time
‘alala would be on the landscape is limited to 5 years, we expect it is unlikely for ‘alala released at the
Kipahulu proposed release site to encounter and prey upon Partulina marmorata tree snails.
However, releasing ‘alala at the Kipahulu proposed release site would require implementation of
avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures.

3.2.3.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Conservation Measures for Partulina Tree Snails

Satellite and VHF transmitters for the proposed project will provide point locations for all released
‘alala from twice daily to ten times a day based on transmitter type and environmental conditions.
‘Alala point location errors will likely range between 330 and 660 feet from an ‘alala’s true location.

To avoid and minimize potential project impacts to rare Partulina tree snails the following measures
would be implemented:

e ‘Alala would be monitored using a combination of remote technology (satellite and/or radio
transmitters) and in-person observations for the entire time they are on the landscape.

e Trail cameras would be set at tree snail observation locations to record if ‘alala were to visit
locations where tree snails have been seen in the past.

e ‘Alala that enter within 660 feet of a known Partulina tree snail location would be
monitored for how often they enter this area and time spent, and observers would be
deployed to observe foraging behavior of ‘alala in these areas.

e ‘Alala fecal samples would be collected at feeding stations and examined for snail shells.
Particular effort would be made to collect fecal samples from ‘alala that have visited areas
with tree snails. Fecal samples would also be collected from ‘alala in the field away from
feeders if birds are seen in areas where there are known tree snail populations. All fecal
samples collected would be immediately examined for snail shell fragments.
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e ‘Alala that visit the immediate area of a known tree snail population repeatedly and spend
time foraging in this area may need to be recalled (captured) and returned to captivity to
protect Partulina tree snails.

e If snail shell fragments of Partulina tree snails are discovered in the feces of an ‘alala, that
individual would be captured and returned to captivity.

Conservation measures include tree snail surveys, tree snail live collection and captive propagation,
and introduction of tree snails to the OSTE snail exclosure. Tree snail surveys would be conducted at
the Kipahulu proposed release site before the proposed release, and information obtained from
these surveys incorporated into the final EA. There is a population of approximately 60 Partulina
marmorata in captivity, and it is anticipated a small number of P. marmorata tree snails will be
introduced to the OSTE in 2024. The conservation measure to introduce captive raised Partulina
marmorata to the OSTE snail exclosure is its own recovery action independent of the proposed ‘alala
release, but when accomplished, will result in a second (protected) wild population of Partulina
marmorata tree snails. There is virtually no risk of ‘alala flying over 15 miles from the Kipahulu
proposed release site to the OSTE, and if this did occur, these ‘alala would be captured and returned
to captivity.

3.2.3.4. Cumulative effects on Plants and Animals

Cumulative effects on plants and animals are discussed here, and other cumulative effects under
Section 3.10. Cumulative effects may occur when the adverse effects of a proposed action are added to
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions of any government or private entity. In
some cases, the direct effects of a project may be minor but the cumulative effects significant. The
proposed project has the potential to have impacts that interact with those of other ongoing wildlife
projects and activities, including U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Support of Plant Extinction Prevention
Program (PEPP) Activities, DOFAW Support of Mosquito Control Activities, Haleakala National Park
Conservation Activities, The Nature Conservancy Waikamoi Preserve Conservation Activities, and East
Maui Watershed Partnership Conservation Activities. The adverse impacts of the proposed project are
centered on minor and almost entirely avoidable disturbance of vegetation and listed plant species.
Potential for adverse impacts by ‘alala predation on nests of listed birds are low because there are
many more non-native birds than listed forest birds and mitigation measures including recall (capture)
of ‘alala if they pose an unacceptable risk to vulnerable populations of listed birds.

The temporary helibases likely to be used to access release sites are used by multiple agency partners,
including those listed above, for other management helicopter operations. The use of these areas for
‘alala release actions will contribute to the cumulative use of these areas and the impacts on these
sites from helicopter operations. Increasing the use of these sites would marginally increase the risk of
wildfire at the helibase site and the risk of introducing weed plants and pathogens from the helibase
site to the release site. The Na Kula temporary helibase in Haleakala National Park is typically used
several times per month for management helicopter operations. Monthly use may increase
temporarily while certain projects are underway, e.g. fencing operations.

Risk of impacts to rare Partulina tree snails are expected to be low given the snails do not move during
the day when ‘alala forage for food, are very small, and are generally rare. Tree snails can have a
clumped distribution however within a habitat that may put them at risk should an ‘alala find an
occupied habitat, eat a tree snail(s) and stay in the area to search for other snails, increasing the risk of
predation and extirpation of a population. Not releasing ‘alala at the Ko‘olau proposed release site and
implementation of avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures for the Kipahulu proposed
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release site we believe reduces potential risk to Partulina tree snails of the proposed pilot project to low
and acceptable levels.

‘Alala may spread seeds of introduced invasive plants including strawberry guava, Koster’s curse,
kahili ginger, and Rubus spp. (Medeiros 2004; Foster and Robinson 2007). If we cumulatively look
at the potential for ‘alala to be more efficient at spreading seeds of certain plants with the existing
spread of invasive species trends on east Maui dispersed by non-native birds and wind, the
impacts could be adverse. Any addition of non-native and invasive plant dispersal by ‘alala would
be mitigated by collection of fecal samples around feeding stations, examining and germinating
collected seeds to determine what fruits of native and non-native plants ‘alala are eating, and
vegetation surveys of the project area completed every two years to ensure ‘alala are not adding
to the spread of invasive species. With the added project minimizations and mitigations evaluated
in this EA, the project would not add to the spread of invasive plant species on east Maui.

Adverse impacts to conservation management that includes fencing and ungulate removal, broad-
scale mosquito control, surveys and monitoring listed plants, predator control, and scientific
research are low because the standard project operating procedures and implementation of the
projects’ avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures. Cumulative effects are either non-
existent, or minor and largely temporary or mitigable through standard project operating
procedures. Further, releasing ‘alala may provide beneficial effects including dispersal of native
plants seeds and benefits of the project’s small-scale rodent control around release aviaries and
feeding stations that may help decrease native bird mortality. Please see Section 3.10 for complete
discussion of cumulative effects.

3.2.3.5 Conclusion

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to other animal species. Under the
Action Alternatives, potential risk to native non-listed forest birds and introduced forest birds is
negligible. Potential risk to Partulina tree snails of the proposed release of ‘alala is higher at the
Ko‘olau proposed release site than the Kipahulu proposed site because some observations of
Partulina porcellana tree snails at the Ko‘olau proposed release site are in an area at the proposed
release site ‘alala are likely to use frequently. Because the greater potential for ‘alala to prey on
Partulina porcellana tree snails at the Ko‘olau proposed release site, and Partulina porcellana tree
snails are not in captivity, we do not recommend ‘alala be released at the Ko‘olau proposed release
site. Potential risk to Partulina tree snails from the proposed release of ‘alala is lower at the Kipahulu
proposed release site because the population of Partulina marmorata tree snails at the Kipahulu
proposed release site is entirely in an area ‘alala are expected use only rarely, approximately 60
individuals of P. marmorata are currently in captivity, and the species is planned to be introduced to
the OTSE in 2024. Based on an analysis of risks, and implementation of avoidance, minimization, and
conservation measures, it is expected it is reasonably certain ‘alala released at the Kipahulu proposed
release site would not have a significant adverse impact on rare Partulina marmorata tree snails.

3.3 Farming and Ranching

This section analyzes potential impacts from the pilot project to farming and ranching. As discussed
in Section 2.1.2, based on detailed analysis of ‘alala behavior after releases on Hawai‘i Island, ‘alala
are expected to range within a maximum circular 2-mile radius from their release location during the

five years of the proposed project. Any effects to farming and ranching would occur within this area
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of effect.

3.3.1 Environmental Setting

The proposed release sites considered in Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are located primarily in State-
managed Forest Reserves that do not support farming or ranching. The proposed site within Ko‘olau
FR (Alternatives 2 and 4) is located approximately one mile from private lands owned by Haleakala
Ranch, and East Maui Irrigation, Inc., that are leased by The Nature Conservancy and managed under
a permanent conservation easement as the Waikamoi Preserve, and lands owned by East Maui
Irrigation, Inc., to the west that are managed for watershed protection. Portions of Haleakala Ranch
that are more than 3 miles west from the Ko‘olau proposed release site are managed as a working
cattle ranch and for koa silviculture. The Ko‘olau site is approximately 3 miles upslope from private
lands along Hana highway, but none are currently in agricultural production.

The proposed release site within Kipahulu Forest Reserve (Alternatives 2 and 3) is located 0.3 miles
downslope of the HNP boundary. Private lands west of the site are owned by Kamehameha Schools
(recently acquired from Kaupo Ranch) and Nu‘u Mauka Ranch. Kaupo Ranch is a working cattle
ranch. Kaupo Homesteads lands, downslope of the Kipahulu proposed release site within the
analysis area, are undeveloped.

3.3.2 Impacts of Proposed Action on Farming and Ranching

Farming and ranching effects would be evaluated as significant if they involved a measurable
decrease in agricultural production or necessitated substantial and burdensome actions by farmers
or ranchers to maintain their production levels.

Although east Maui has active agriculture such as cattle grazing for meat production and harvestable
fruit crops, the areas of effects for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 do not contain agricultural areas. The area
nearest to the Ko‘olau site where ranching could potentially be affected is on Haleakala Ranch, more
than 3 miles west of the proposed Ko‘olau release site and outside the analysis area. The area
nearest to the Kipahulu release site where ranching could potentially be affected is Kaupo Ranch,
approximately 1 mile west of the Kipahulu site. It is expected that released ‘alala would prefer
habitat to the north and east of the Kipahulu release site since ‘alala have previously been
documented avoiding crossing large open fragments of habitat (DLNR/USFWS 1999, p. 5) and have
shown preference for closed canopy habitat (Greggor et al. in review). Open pasture lands lack trees
‘alala use for perching and fruiting plants ‘alala use to forage. Based on the distance ‘alala dispersed
during previous releases, it is very unlikely that ‘alala will venture onto private lands used for
ranching near the Ko‘olau proposed release site. Furthermore, it is very unlikely for ‘alala to move
into areas with open grassland or pasture based on observations of past habitat use on Hawai'‘i
Island. It is very unlikely that ‘alala would enter onto private lands that are actively used for cattle
ranching during the maximum 5-year term of this analysis period because these lands lack forest
cover and food resources that ‘alala require. Any impact to cattle ranchers would be unlikely and
negligible under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.

Since fruit is a considerable component of the ‘alala diet, and ‘alala were fed domestic fruits during
captive rearing, it is possible that released ‘alala may consume products from fruit farms. However,
there are no fruit farms within or near the areas of effect under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, and any
impact to farmers would be unlikely.

Farming and ranching activities in the area often involve rainwater collection. The only water utilized
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under the action alternatives of this project would be rain collection for camp use, which would be
minimal in scope and have no impact on other users. Proposed activities under Alternatives 2, 3, and
4 would not disturb existing water collection systems, so there would be no impact under any
alternative. Although it is unlikely, there is some potential that ‘alala could use forested areas (not in
use for farming and ranching) on private lands to nest. This would not affect any agricultural activity.

3.3.3. Avoidance, Minimization, and Conservation Measures

Although effects to farming or ranching are not anticipated under all action alternatives, adverse impacts
are not entirely discountable, and the project has developed avoidance, minimization and conservation
measures for implementation in the highly unlikely event that released ‘alala travel far beyond the
expected range and appear on farms and ranches during the 5-year maximum term of analysis for the
pilot project.

e Landowners may adopt one or more voluntary conservation measures for ‘alala developed
by the ‘Alala Project (see Appendix J for full list) in the unlikely event ‘alala enter their
private forested lands. These measures are designed to protect ‘alala while minimally
impacting landowners’ management of their lands. One measure to protect nesting ‘alala
involves managing ungulates so that native understory plants and trees can regenerate.
Another is refraining from activities creating disturbance within 660 ft of nests while ‘alala
are actively nesting (e.g., nest building, incubating eggs, and caring for young in the nest).

e MFBRP would actively coordinate with farmers and ranchers during the pilot project to
assist in explaining voluntary conservation measures and collect data on ‘alala behavior and
issues, if any.

e Inthe unlikely event that the ‘alala disperse beyond the expected two-mile radius of the
release sites and begin to utilize fruit farms or other private lands, DLNR may choose to
capture and move individual ‘alala to prevent impacts to farm crops, and for their safety,
should ‘alala presence in these areas put them at risk of harm from human activities.

3.3.4 Conclusion

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to farming and ranching. Based on the
analysis, project activities under Action Alternatives, incorporating above proposed avoidance,
minimization, and conservation measures and described in Appendix J, would not be expected to
result in a decrease in agricultural production or requirement for substantial and burdensome
actions by farmers or ranchers to maintain their production levels. No significant adverse impacts to
farming or ranching activities would be likely to occur. With avoidance, minimization, and
conservation measures, impacts would be negligible. There are no substantial differences in impacts
between Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, although Alternative 2 would necessarily involve impacts in both
Kipahulu and Ko‘olau.

3.4 Forestry

This section analyzes potential impacts from the project to forestry activities. As discussed in Section
2.1.2, based on detailed analysis of ‘alala behavior after releases on Hawai‘i Island, the birds would
regularly range within a roughly circular 0.8-mile radius and range occasionally up to 2-miles from
their release site during the maximum five years of the pilot project. Any substantial effects to
forestry operations would occur within this area of effect.

3.4.1 Environmental Setting
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Lands immediately adjacent to the analysis area are managed for native species and habitat
conservation by The Nature Conservancy (Waikamoi Preserve) and Haleakala National Park (Fig. 1).
The DOFAW Forestry Program does not conduct forestry activities within the areas of effect. The
nearest lands managed for silviculture under the Forestry Program are approximately 3 miles from
the proposed Ko‘olau release site. Haleakala Ranch manages portions of its lands approximately 5
miles west of the proposed Ko‘olau release site for koa forestry. No current or planned forestry
operations are known from the area within 5 miles of the Kipahulu proposed release site.

3.4.2 Impacts of Proposed Action on Forestry

Effects to forestry would be evaluated as significant if they involved a measurable decrease in the
potential harvest levels of forest products or necessitated substantial and burdensome actions by
foresters to maintain their production levels. The most commonly chosen nesting tree by ‘alala is
‘ohi‘a. Given this, even in the highly unlikely event that one or more ‘alala range into areas on
private lands with koa silviculture during the pilot project, it is unlikely that ‘alala would attempt to
nest. If ‘alala do nest in an area that is managed for silviculture, impacts on forestry activities would
be limited to the March through July season when ‘alala are actively nesting (nest building,
incubation, and care of young while in the nest), and involve only not producing loud noise and
disturbing vegetation within 660 feet of the active nest. It is highly unlikely that ‘alala would expand
beyond the analysis area in the pilot project maximum 5-year period, and even if they did the
impacts to forestry under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would be negligible.

3.4.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Conservation Measures

As discussed in Section 3.2.3, above, in the unlikely event ‘alala were to nest within lands being
actively utilized for forestry, landowners may adopt one or more voluntary conservation measures
for ‘alala developed by the ‘Alala Project and described in Appendix J. Restrictions on activities
would include avoiding loud noises and disturbance of vegetation within 660 feet of an active nest.
The ‘Alala Project, DOFAW, and USFWS would actively coordinate with any forestry operators during
the pilot project to assist in explaining voluntary conservation measures, request to collect data on
‘alala behavior, and provide assistance regarding any issues or concerns.

Based on the analysis, project activities, incorporating these proposed avoidance, minimization, and
conservation measures, would not result in a decrease in forest products or a requirement for
substantial and burdensome actions by foresters to maintain their production levels. No significant
adverse impacts to forestry are likely to occur. There are no substantial differences in impacts or
mitigation measures between Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, although Alternative 3, which involves release
only in the Kipahulu area, would be the least likely to have any chance of impacts to forestry.

3.4.4. Conclusion

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to forestry. Based on the analysis,
project activities under Action Alternatives, incorporating above proposed avoidance, minimization,
and conservation measures and as described in Appendix J, would not be expected to resultin a
decrease in forestry production or requirement for substantial and burdensome actions by foresters
to maintain their production levels. No significant adverse impacts to forestry activities are likely to
occur. With these measures, impacts are expected to be negligible. There are no substantial
differences in impacts between Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.

3.5 Geology, Soil, Water Quality and Climate
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This section discusses the existing geology, soils, climate and streams and then analyzes potential
impacts from the project to soil erosion, sedimentation and pollution in streams, and greenhouse gas
emissions.

3.5.1 Environmental Setting

The island of Maui comprises two volcanoes — Mauna Kahalawai to the west, and Haleakala to the
east — separated by a low, flat plain. Both proposed release sites are located fully on Haleakala (Fig.
1). This active volcano dates from approximately 1.1 million years ago and last erupted in 1790 (Juvik
and Juvik 1998, p. 43). The surface geology at the Ko‘olau release site consists of lava flows of the
Hana Volcanic Series dated at less than 1,500 years in age. At the Kipahulu release site, the surface
geology is Pleistocene lava flows exceeding 10,000 years in age (Sherrod et al. 2007).

The general slope at both sites exceeds 5% and is rugged and incised with gulches. According to the
U.S. Geological Survey, there is a moderate risk of lava flow inundation on Haleakala Volcano
(https://www.usgs.gov/ volcanoes/haleakal%C4%81/geology-and-history). Lava flows and cinder
cones younger than 500 years are found along Haleakala's southwest and east coasts and along the
corresponding major rift zones of the volcano. The youngest lava flow, Kalua o Lapa, erupted from
East Maui’s lower southwest rift zone sometime between A.D. 1420 and 1620. Although scientists
are not able to predict the next episode of volcanic activity at Haleakal3, there is certainly at least
some risk of lava inundation over human time scales in the proposed project area.

There are two broad classes of soil substrates formed from basalt lava which support wet forests:
undeveloped or geomorphologically recent soil substrates found on Hawai‘i and Maui, and
well-developed soils in humid climates. Soils on east Maui in rainforest areas are andisols that have
formed in volcanic ash or other volcanic ejecta. These soils contain minerals which bind strongly with
organic matter and have high water holding capacity. Like organic soils, they are well-aggregated,
resist erosion and have good drainage. Soils at both proposed sites are dominated by the
Hydrandepts (7-30% slope) characteristic of northeast Haleakala (HSA 2023). This soil type has a very
high water-holding capacity, fast permeability, and little chance for runoff and erosion when
forested, but the potential for flash flood increases with higher slopes.

Climate on windward east Maui is dominated by trade wind conditions. Temperatures are mild, with
low annual variation, averaging close to 60 degrees F over the year, with annual average highs in
August about 6 to 7 degrees warmer, and average annual lows in February equally cooler
(Giambelluca et al. 2013).The temperature inversion that forms from 6,000 and 8,000 feet tends to
suppress vertical movement of air and so concentrates cloud development to the zone just below
the inversion, resulting in high annual rainfall on northeast and east slopes of east Maui. The Ko‘olau
proposed release site gets approximately 160-200 inches of average annual rainfall, while the
Kipahulu proposed release site gets about 100-180 inches (Giambelluca et al. 2013).

The geologic and climatic setting at the sites have helped produce water resources that are
important to the ecology and economy of Maui, including streams and groundwater aquifers. The
stream network on Haleakala consists of deeply incised gulches that have more permanent
waterflow on the windward side and more ephemeral waterflow on the leeward side. Because of
the steep profile of the landscape, small streams are characterized by numerous waterfalls. Stream
flow tracks rainfall patterns. Although year-round rainfall is the primary source of stream water,
localized heavy rainfall and storms passing through the islands cause flow spikes lasting often only a
few days. The Ko‘olau release site is in the headwaters of Pi‘ina‘au Stream, which discharges to the
ocean at Ke‘anae. The Kipahulu release site is near the headwaters of Nuanuloa Gulch. The Ko‘olau
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and Hana aquifers underlie the northeast and east slope of Haleakala in the area of the proposed
release sites, respectively.

3.5.2 Impacts of Proposed Action on Geology, Soil, Water Quality and Climate

A significant effect in terms of geologic hazard would be one that substantially places lives and
property at risk. Effects to soil, erosion, and streams would be evaluated as significant if they
involved a change to soil quality, non-negligible increases in soil erosion, alterations in stream flow,
or adverse changes to water quality. Climate impacts would be significant if there were substantial
greenhouse gas emissions that could contribute to climate change.

In general, impacts to soil erosion and sedimentation would be extremely minor because of the
negligible action on the ground. As discussed in Chapter 2, existing camps would be used to the
degree feasible for project field activities such as sleeping areas, storage supply, field office work,
cooking, helicopter LZs, etc. Some new camp areas would likely be required. Areas would be hand
cleared, with no grading or other significant ground disturbance, and any soil disturbance would be
negligible and unlikely to lead to erosion. Workers walking on trails can sometimes increase soil
erosion, but these can be limited to inconsequential levels by employing mitigation measures to
avoid creation of bare areas vulnerable to erosion. With project activities that do not tend to create
bare surfaces, erosion that then leads to sedimentation in nearby streams would not occur. The
amount of vegetation clearing would not affect soil water holding capacity. Other activities
potentially affecting water quality that can be a part of conservation actions include escape of
wastewater and any long-lasting and harmful chemicals present in materials involved in cooking,
cleaning, fueling machinery, or weed and pest control. Very little in the way of toxic material would
be involved in the proposed project. Composting toilets would be used, and all camp garbage would
be flown out. Equipment would be mostly battery powered and storage and use of fuels would be
minimal and controlled. Currently, no chemical weed or pest control is planned. Rodent control and
control of mammalian predators would be using traps fitted with excluders to preclude bird access. If
it becomes necessary to utilize a rodenticide bait, the active ingredient in rodenticide baits that
would be used (diphacinone) has low water solubility and exposure of surface and ground water
would be negligible (EPA 2015, p. 12).

The only aspect of the project with the potential to produce significant quantities of greenhouse
gasses such as carbon dioxide or methane and thus affect climate is the increase of vehicle and
helicopter trips from the proposed project. Vehicle trips would be to helicopter staging areas for
flights to remote landing zones at proposed release areas. As discussed in Section 3.9 concerning
noise impact, the number of helicopter hours to support the project is estimated to be between 2
and 24 hours/month. The percent change (between 6 and 48 percent) from current conditions for
the number of helicopter flight hours within the analysis area for conservation purposes is minimal
and there will be negligible impact to climate from increase in vehicle use. Carbon emissions
because of operating the project would be considered negligible and are not expected to contribute
significantly to global climate change.

3.5.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Conservation Measures

Avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures employed to minimize the risk of soil erosion
and resulting sedimentation include minimizing creation of new trails, restricting ground
disturbance, not removing vegetation except under certain conditions, and restricting staff to forest
trails except under certain conditions, for example to search for a bird that is suspected to be injured
or to have died. Camp garbage would be flown out and composting toilets would be used to mitigate
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impacts to water quality. All fuel and any other substances with the potential to pollute water would
be strictly controlled within the camp and any waste would be monitored and taken off-site for
proper disposal.

3.5.4 Conclusion

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to geology, soil, water quality and
climate. Based on the analysis, project activities under Action Alternatives, incorporating above
proposed avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures, would not be expected to resultin a
significant change to soil, soil erosion, alterations in stream flow, adverse changes to water quality,
or effects on climate. With these measures, all impacts to soil erosion, water quality in streams or
aquifers, or climate would be negligible and non-significant. There are no substantial differences in
impacts between Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, although Alternative 2 would necessarily involve impacts
in both the Kipahulu and Ko‘olau proposed release sites.

3.6 Cultural Resources

This section of the EA discusses existing cultural resources and practices and potential impacts to
these posed by the proposed project and summarizes the ‘Alala Cultural Impact Assessment (CIA)
prepared by Kau‘i Lopes and Lokelani Brandt of ASM Affiliates, to which the reader is referred for
details (Appendix M; Brandt and Lopes 2023, entire). Additional resources that fall within Haleakala
National Park are summarized in this section with information provided by NPS archeologists.

Cultural resources include prehistoric and historic archaeological sites; historic buildings, structures,
and districts; and physical entities and manmade or natural features important to a culture, a
subculture, or a community for traditional, religious, or other reasons. Cultural resources are
designated in three major categories: Archaeological resources (prehistoric and historic) are locations
where human activity has measurably altered the earth or left deposits of physical remains.
Architectural resources include standing buildings, structures, landscapes, and other built-
environment resources of historic or aesthetic significance. Traditional cultural properties may
include archaeological resources, structures, districts, prominent topographic features, habitat,
plants, animals, and minerals that Native Americans, Native Hawaiian Organizations, or other groups
consider essential for the preservation of traditional culture.

Cultural resources are governed by federal laws and regulations, including the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA), Archeological and Historic Preservation Act, American Indian Religious
Freedom Act, Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, and the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990. Federal agencies’ responsibility for protecting historic
properties is defined primarily by Sections 106 and 110 of the NHPA. Section 106 requires federal
agencies to consider the effects of their undertakings on historic properties. Section 110 of the NHPA
requires federal agencies to establish—in conjunction with the Secretary of the Interior—historic
preservation programs for the identification, evaluation, and protection of historic properties.
Cultural resources also may be covered by state, local, and territorial laws. Chapter 6E of the
Constitution of the State of Hawai‘i recognizes the value of conserving and developing the historic
and cultural property within the State of Hawai‘i for the public good, and the State Historic
Protection Division (SHPD) reviews projects for impacts to historic properties under Chapter 6E.

Section 106 and Chapter 6E review and compliance for the proposed project would be completed
before the Final EA.
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3.6.1 Cultural Resources and Practice

For the CIA the ahupua‘a of Ke‘anae and Naholok is considered the ‘study area’, while the location
of the proposed release areas is referred to as the ‘project area’ (Brandt and Lopes 2023, p. 9; p. 2
shows map of project areas). The CIA examines cultural resources and customary practices that
might be encountered within the project area and the connection of these to the ‘alala to establish a
context within which to assess the significance of such resources and potential impacts of the
proposed release on east Maui. Discussed are relevant prior archaeological and cultural studies that
have been conducted within and in the immediate vicinity of the project area and their culture-
historical context. The only archaeological resources on east Maui described in the CIA are The Na
Ala Hele, which refers to trails and byways in Hawaiian, and which serve as vital connections
between communities and the cultural and natural resources on the island, and petroglyphs. In
ancient times, people primarily traveled on foot along these trails for various reasons that include
but are not limited to, travel between ahupua‘a, travel within the ahupua‘a to exchange goods,
access to mauka (upper) and makai (lower) regions for resources, and travel to significant burial
grounds or heiau. In his Archaeology of Maui study, Winslow M. Walker mentions the location of
petroglyphs that “are known to occur on the cliffs near the Keanae trail in the crater of Haleakala
(Brandt and Lopes 2023, p. 81). There is no known historical map that depicts a trail by this name,
and it is presumed by the authors that the Kaupo Trail, which crosses through the western part of the
Kipahulu proposed release site, is the trail Walker identified. The use of this trail, which connects to
both the Ko‘olau and Kaup0o regions, would most likely have been utilized by various practitioners to
seek resources in the upper regions of Haleakala. The CIA notes, Pu‘u ‘Ahulili, at the head of Mana
Wainui Valley, within the analysis area of the Kipahulu proposed release site, is a known burial site
for the chief Heleipawa (Brandt and Lopes 2023, p. 99). Ample historical records (Brandt and Lopes
2023, entire) documents ‘alala as a family ‘aumakua (ancestral deity) and an important part of
Hawaiian religious and cultural practices.

”

The NPS, within the analysis area for the Kipahulu proposed release site, identifies the following
archaeological sites: 50-50-16-3694 (cairn); 3622; 50-50-16-3655 (wall); 50-50-16-3656 (rockshelter);
and 50-50-16-3657 (rockshelter) in Kaupo Gap, and the historic Kaupo Gap Trail, which is a
contributing feature to the Civilian Conservation Corps Crater Trails Historic District. Building
structures are identified within the analysis area on Kaupo Homestead lands at the trailhead for the
Kaupo Gap Trail in the extreme southern portion of the Kipahulu proposed release site. A temporary
helibase, or helicopter staging area, is approximately 1 mile southeast of the Kipahulu proposed
release site on Kaupo Ranch and a second helicopter staging area, Na Kula, is on NPS lands in the
Nu‘u section of HNP near the coast-line (yellow triangles, Fig. 1). There would be one helicopter
landing zone (to be established) in an open area on Kipahulu FR, approximately 0.5 miles south of
the NPS boundary. Impacts of helicopters at landing zones and effects on designated wilderness
within HNP are discussed under 3.7.

3.6.2 Consultation
Gathering input from community members with genealogical ties and long-standing residency or
relationships to the study area is vital to the process of assessing potential cultural impacts to
resources, practices, and beliefs. As described in the CIA, the comments of interviewees with
genealogical ties and relationship to ‘alala regarding the proposed release were positive,
encompassing the need to do something to help recover the ‘alala and maintain the species on the
landscape as an important part of native ecosystems and the cultural importance of the ‘alala as a
family ‘aumakua (a Hawaiian personal and family god). One interviewee stated the desire to see the
project maintained on Hawai‘i Island, but nonetheless expressed support for the project on east
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Maui. This interviewee also stated the importance to maintain information flow between the project
proponent and the community and maintain community support for the project, noting that there
may be some people who are indifferent or outright oppose the project and the importance to do
more education and outreach and involve the community in the process. The agencies also plan to
initiate consultation through Section 106 of the NHPA.

3.6.3 Impacts of Proposed Action on Cultural Resources

It is evident from the information presented in the CIA that the forested upland areas of Naholokd,
Kaupo and Ke‘anae, Ko‘olau have been utilized since the Precontact and Historic periods for a variety
of practices. Furthermore, the CIA has shown that the endangered ‘alala is a valued bio-cultural
resource. The conclusions in the CIA are the action alternatives, which involve the creation of low-
impact foot trails in the release areas, construction of temporary release aviaries, and improving field
camp infrastructure, would likely result in some level of direct impact on the physical landscape at
the proposed release sites, while the action alternatives also have the potential to restore wild
populations of the ecologically and culturally important ‘alala. As described in the CIA, the no-action
alternative would not have any direct impact on the physical landscape at the proposed release sites
but would likely adversely impact efforts to restore wild populations of ‘alala. Those that participated
in the CIA’s consultation process did not express any major concerns or cultural issues with the
project. Minimal impacts of project helicopter noise and views would overlap areas within the NPS
boundary. ‘Alala may access areas within the HNP, but most impacts would have a beneficial impact
to Cultural Resources, therefore impacts in the HNP are negligible. Prehistoric/Historic Structures and
Cultural Landscape Resources were considered but dismissed from further evaluation by NPS since
resources would either see no impacts or impacts would be negligible due to the small geographical
area of HNP included in the project area (see Appendix L).

3.6.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Conservation Measures

With the action and no action alternatives in mind, the CIA concludes if done thoughtfully and
considering the action alternatives’ recommendations provided in the CIA, the proposed project
would not likely adversely impact any specific valued cultural resources or traditional customary
practices. The CIA recommends the project proponents remain mindful and work to prevent or limit
the potential for impacts on valued cultural resources and customary practices by implementing the
following:

e Continued Educational Outreach: Those consulted as part of the CIA study were generally
supportive of the proposed project especially as it relates to re-establishing wild populations
of ‘alala. Some of the consulted parties shared their first-hand experiences with the ‘alala,
both wild and captive-bred populations, while some only knew of the bird by name. It was
clear that bringing more awareness about the ecological and cultural significance of the ‘alala
is crucial to garnering public support for restoring wild populations. Additionally, and as
described by some of the consulted parties, it is important to hear and thoughtfully consider
any concerns that the public at large may have about the proposed action.

e Archaeological Survey: The trails identified in the CIA are believed to be in the vicinity of the
proposed project area, however, except for the Kaupo Trail, there is not enough existing
information to make a clear determination on the location of such trails. Furthermore, as
there has been no prior archaeological study of those areas that would be directly impacted
by the proposed project, it is recommended that an archaeological survey be conducted to
determine the presence or absence of any archaeological or historic resources. If such
resources are present, efforts should be made to preserve them in place through avoidance.
Project proponents should consult with DLNR’s State Historic Preservation Division and other
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necessary stakeholders to determine and agree upon an acceptable scope of work.

e Avoid Activities on Pu‘u ‘Ahulili: Being that Pu‘u ‘Ahulili is a known burial site for the chief
Heleipawa, it is recommended that there be no activities on this pu‘u including but not
limited to the creation of low-impact foot trails or constructing temporary release aviaries.
This pu‘u should be treated as a culturally sensitive place and avoidance is the best way to
limit any potential cultural impacts.

e Fencing, Predator Control, and Monitoring: As described by some of the consulted parties,
fencing the release areas to prevent or limit impacts to ‘alala from wild ungulates and
predators is recommended. Some of the consulted parties spoke about the importance of
ongoing monitoring and predator control to ensure those released populations of ‘alala are
adequately protected.

3.6.5 Conclusion

The proposed project does not impact known archaeological sites or interfere with the performance
of cultural practices including traditional gathering and historic trails systems. The ‘Alala Project
would continue to conduct education and outreach to involve the east Maui and wider Hawai‘i
communities in the release process. Although no cultural sites were identified near or in the vicinity
where camps, release aviaries, LZs, and other infrastructure would be built, the ‘Alala Project would
look for evidence of historic artifacts at sites before installing any project infrastructure. The project
would avoid building camp or any other infrastructure in areas where historic artifacts are
discovered. Pu‘u ‘Ahulili would be avoided. As identified in the CIA, the ‘Alala Project would provide
updates to the community members with genealogical ties and long-standing residency relationships
to the study area throughout the entirety of the proposed pilot project.

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to archaeological resources, however,
cultural resources would be impacted by not pursuing efforts to understand how to release ‘alala
into the wild and ecosystem benefits this species would provide. Based on the analysis, project
activities under Action Alternatives, incorporating above avoidance, minimization, and conservation
measures, would not be expected to result in a significant impact to cultural and archaeological
resources. With these measures, all impacts to cultural and archaeological resources would be
minimal and non-significant. There are no substantial differences for these measures between
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, although Alternative 2 would necessarily involve impacts in both the
Kipahulu and Ko‘olau proposed release sites.

3.7 Designated Wilderness

The Wilderness Act of 1964 (Act) established the National Wilderness Preservation System, which
currently comprises over 800 congressionally designated wilderness areas and over 111 million
acres. Congress passed the Act to preserve and protect certain lands “in their natural condition” and
“to secure for the present and future generations the benefits of wilderness.” The Wilderness Act
and NPS policy mandate preservation of wilderness character, which includes five tangible qualities
(untrammeled, natural, undeveloped, outstanding opportunities for solitude or primitive and
unconfined recreation, and other features of value). The Haleakala Wilderness is designated by
federal statute and there is no wilderness on state or private lands. All actions taken that involve a

prohibited use pursuant to Section 4(c) of the Act would be subject to a Minimum Requirements
Analysis and would strive to minimize the impacts to wilderness character.
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3.7.1 Environmental Setting

Approximately 24,719 acres of HNP is congressionally designated wilderness (Fig. 6). Distinct areas
comprise the Haleakala Wilderness: the Haleakala Crater and Kipahulu Valley above 2,000 feet in
elevation, the adjacent Manawainui and Hana Rainforest areas. Upper Kipahulu Valley and adjacent
areas are a designated Biological Reserve and are closed to visitors. Approximately 24% of the
Kipahulu ‘alala release site analysis area is in wilderness, which accounts for approximately 1% of the
total Haleakala Wilderness area.

Untrammeled

An untrammeled wilderness is one that is unhindered and free from the intentional actions of modern
human control or manipulation. The untrammeled quality is preserved or sustained when actions to
intentionally control or manipulate the components or processes of ecological systems inside
wilderness (e.g., suppressing fire, stocking lakes with fish, installing water catchments, or removing
predators) are not taken.

The ongoing extreme degradation of Haleakala Wilderness ecosystems caused by invasion of non-
native species has led HNP to take management actions (trammeling) to address these threats. These
include non-native wildlife removal, activities to restore and protect native wildlife, and re-
establishment of unique native plant communities. Because of the severe threats to native species,
Haleakala’s Wilderness is a setting where manipulation of the biophysical environment is required to
maintain, protect, and revive the native environment. HNP is currently implementing predator and
ungulate control and ground and aerial herbicide spray operations for invasive plant control. Additional
ongoing or planned activities include fencing to exclude ungulates, manual removal of invasive plants,
and native plant outplantings all of which adversely affect the untrammeled quality of wilderness. HNP
would continue current management actions and respond to future needs and conditions to improve
the natural quality of the wilderness, while designing these activities to minimize adverse impacts on
the untrammeled quality.

Natural

A natural wilderness is one where ecological systems are substantially free from the effects of
modern civilization. When indigenous species and ecological conditions are protected and managed
to preserve natural conditions, the natural quality is preserved. The natural quality may be improved
by controlling or removing non-native species or by restoring ecological conditions. The natural
quality is degraded by human-caused changes to the natural environment (i.e. human-caused
effects on plants, animals, air, water, ecological processes, etc.).

Manawainui and upper Kipahulu Valley areas of HNP provide refuge for some of Hawai‘i’s most
unique native plant and wildlife communities. The diverse plant communities of the Haleakala
Wilderness support several endemic animal species, many of which are now threatened or
endangered. The natural quality of the Haleakala Wilderness has been severely impacted by non-
native species introductions, which have led to the extinction or severe decline of many native
species. Invasive plants grow quickly and outcompete native vegetation. Prior to rigorous
management, feral ungulates overgrazed, trampled, and severely disturbed the crater and wet forest
landscapes, damaging and altering vegetative communities, and significantly impacting ground-
nesting birds. Invasive mammalian predators and disease negatively impact the natural quality of
wilderness, particularly populations of native bird species that have not evolved with this type of
pressure. HNP is currently implementing predator and ungulate control, forest bird monitoring, and
ground and aerial herbicide spray operations for invasive plant control which benefit the natural
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quality of wilderness. Additional ongoing or planned activities include fencing to exclude ungulates,
manual removal of invasive plants, and native plant outplantings which also improve the natural
quality of wilderness.

Land Manager == Public Trails
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Fig. 6. Haleakala Wilderness and public trails.

Undeveloped
An undeveloped wilderness retains its primeval character and influence and is essentially without

permanent improvements or modern human occupation. The undeveloped quality is preserved or
sustained when it remains free from modern structures, installations, human habitation, motor
vehicles, motorized equipment, mechanical transport, and landing of aircraft. It is improved when
these prohibited uses are removed or reduced.

Due to the remote location and difficult access of Manawainui and adjacent areas, protection and
restoration of this vulnerable environment may sometimes require non-recreational wilderness
developments and installations. The developments present within Haleakala Wilderness include
fencing and fence supply caches, snares, monitoring transects, research plots, stream and weather
monitoring stations, research shelters, traps and bait stations, trail and tool caches, and
administrative trails (NPS 2015a). Research shelters exist near adjacent LZs and monitoring transects
or administrative trails may be used to strategically travel to both a management site (i.e. invasive
plant removal site) and another shelter within an 8-hour hike. These developments would remain in
the wilderness in the future and continue to detract from the undeveloped quality of wilderness.

Solitude or Primitive and Unconfined Recreation
Wilderness provides outstanding opportunities for recreation in an environment that is relatively
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free from the hindrance of modern society. The ability to experience solitude is an integral
component of wilderness, while opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation make the
wilderness experience unique. In preserving this wilderness quality, it is important to consider the
value of maintaining these places where present and future generations have the opportunity to feel
free, at peace, and self-reliant.

Solitude in Haleakala Wilderness is impacted by administrative flights, commercial helicopter air
tours, hikers, campers, and day-use visitors, and administrative use of motorized equipment which
audibly and visibly affect the primitive wilderness experience. Administrative flights are more
frequent in the Kipahulu District but are intermittent and do not occur on weekends or after dark.
Alternatively, commercial air tours occur constantly throughout the day and flights that occur just
outside of HNP can have impacts within Haleakala Wilderness. Broadscale mosquito control is being
considered to begin in 2023/2024 within Haleakala Wilderness and may involve use of helicopters
and/or uncrewed aerial vehicles (UAVs) flown along transect lines as often as twice weekly over
forest areas where mosquitoes are to be controlled. HNP is also developing an Air Tour Management
Plan (ATMP) with the Federal Aviation Administration to mitigate or prevent substantial adverse
impacts of commercial air tour operations on the park’s natural and cultural landscapes and
resources, areas of historic and spiritual significance to Native Hawaiians, wilderness character, and
visitor experience.

3.7.2 Impacts of the Proposed Action on Designated Wilderness

Potential impacts on designated wilderness were evaluated based on three of the five qualities of
wilderness character as described earlier in this section. Impacts on the untrammeled, natural,
undeveloped, and solitude or primitive and unconfined recreation qualities are analyzed for the no-
action alternative and the proposed action alternatives. The analyses only apply to the actions taken
within or near the designated Haleakala Wilderness within HNP under each alternative as there is no
designated wilderness outside of federal lands on Maui.

Although there is no designated wilderness on state or private lands, actions taken at the Kipahulu FR
proposed release site could potentially have impacts on adjacent Haleakala Wilderness. No impacts
to wilderness are expected at the Ko‘olau proposed release site because the analysis area for this site
does not overlap designated wilderness (Fig. 6). Impacts to HNP designated wilderness will be
evaluated within the 0.8-mile estimated ‘alala analysis area at the Kipahulu proposed release site,
which is focused within Manawainui, and portions of Kipahulu Valley may only receive impacts in the
unexpected instance where ‘alala took a long-distance exploratory trip for a few days. Additionally,
the area of analysis for wilderness includes locations outside of the ‘alala proposed release area
where helicopters would travel from staging helibases outside of wilderness including areas within
Nakula and portions of the designated Haleakala Wilderness in the park’s Summit District.

Minimal clearing of vegetation at LZs, trails, and fence lines would be required intermittently if access
was needed within Haleakala Wilderness to accommodate ‘alala monitoring, but impacts would be
limited to areas that have already been cleared for administrative use and clearing for off-trail access
would be minimal.

The introduction of ‘alala under the proposed action would result in substantial beneficial impacts to
the Natural quality of wilderness character because of the resultant stabilization or increase in bird
populations over time, including the beneficial roles the ‘alala plays in the ecosystem. Negative
ecological interactions are possible if ‘alala are found to disperse non-native invasive plant seeds and
would be monitored and mitigated to prevent the spread of invasive weeds. The planned ‘alala pilot
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study would inform future efforts of restoring natural ecosystem processes that have been degraded
over time by human-related impacts. Over the long term, the proposed action would substantially
benefit the natural quality of wilderness compared to the existing conditions if long-term ‘alala
releases into the environment were approved.

Noise from helicopters would only occur for minutes at a time during take-off and landing mostly
outside of wilderness, but some LZs within wilderness may be used if bird monitoring or capture
needs to happen on NPS land. The presence of and noise from these motorized and mechanized uses
would result in temporary adverse impacts on the natural and solitude qualities of wilderness during
any monitoring activities. Landing of aircraft may occur within designated wilderness in the
Manawainui area, but only if it is the minimum requirement necessary for recapture or monitoring.
Helicopters would land briefly near wilderness during ‘alala infrastructure installation, feeding, and
monitoring, to pick up and drop off teams and supplies. All infrastructure and project work is focused
outside of Haleakala Wilderness on Kipahulu Forest Reserve State land, but noise impacts may travel
into designated wilderness. If ‘alala decide to nest on NPS lands within Haleakala Wilderness, the
nests would need to be monitored, surrounding predator control implemented, and potential
temporary installation of feeding stations may occur. Installations that are a prohibited use pursuant
to Section 4(c) of the Act would be subject to a Minimum Requirements Analysis and would strive to
minimize the impacts to wilderness character. Any temporary installation of feeders or predator
control within Haleakala Wilderness would degrade the undeveloped quality of wilderness, although
all equipment would be installed with little impact to the environment, then removed once a nest is
unoccupied or at the completion of the project.

Only a portion of the ‘alala core analysis area (within 0.8 miles of the proposed release aviary) is
located within designated Haleakala Wilderness, while the outer analysis area (between 0.8 and 2
miles from the release aviary), where impacts are unlikely or uncommon, covers a larger portion of
wilderness. Most of the project area is closed to public access, but the Kaupo Trail is included to the
west and within the outer analysis area. However, helicopter flights to and from the project area over
portions of designated wilderness would occur on an intermittent basis (approximately once or twice
per week), very briefly (perhaps 15 seconds to a few minutes) audibly and visibly impacting the
primitive wilderness experience. Hikers may hear helicopter impacts along the trail, which is one of
the more remote and less visited open trails within HNP. Helicopters would land briefly near
wilderness during each ‘alala implementation or monitoring effort (see description of fecal samples
and vegetation monitoring on p. 20), to pick up and drop off teams and supplies. Direct adverse
impacts on the primitive wilderness experience would result, though these would be rarely and
intermittently perceptible to visitors in accessible wilderness areas. Project noise created within the
Kipahulu Valley Biological Reserve, and Manawainui portion of designated wilderness, that does not
travel beyond that boundary would not affect opportunities for solitude and primitive experiences in
wilderness areas open to public access.

Releasing ‘alala at the Kipahulu proposed release site would degrade the untrammeled quality of
wilderness since proposed actions would be an intentional manipulation of an ecological system. Any
installations or predator control work would adversely impact the undeveloped and natural qualities.
However, impacts to wilderness would only occur if ‘alala individuals travel into designated
wilderness and nest or frequent habitat. In past releases, ‘alala mostly remained near their release
site and feeders, so although ‘alala could enter Haleakala Wilderness it is expected they will stay
close to the release site and aviary off NPS land. Impacts to Haleakala Wilderness are expected to be
minimal and temporary, since the proposed action is a pilot and temporary release where all birds
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would be collected at the termination.

3.7.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Conservation Measures
The project incorporates the following measures to minimize impacts to Wilderness.

e All actions taken that involve a prohibited use pursuant to Section 4(c) of the Wilderness Act
would be subject to a Minimum Requirements Analysis and would strive to minimize the
impacts to wilderness character.

e Noise impacts and infrastructure resulting from the project would be prioritized off of NPS
land Haleakala Wilderness and all would be temporary and removed at the end of the pilot
project.

3.7.4 Cumulative effects Designated Wilderness

When the impacts of the proposed action are added to impacts from past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects within the park described under Cumulative Effects (see 3.10), the
overall cumulative impact on wilderness character would be beneficial. Ongoing work within and
near the project area include release of sterile male mosquitoes in areas of HNP potentially
overlapping the Kipahulu proposed release site and plans to replace an ungulate fence directly
adjacent to the Kipahulu FR site within the next five years. Although the proposed action would
adversely impact some wilderness character qualities due to the increase of noise and presence of
helicopters and installations, in addition to current helicopter use and developments in the area,
these impacts would be temporary and removable at the end of 5 years (i.e. installation of feeders).
Additionally, project helicopter flights would be prioritized off of NPS lands and would only occur in
wilderness if it is the minimum requirement necessary to support ‘alala nesting in HNP. A draft Air
Tour Management Plan proposes a designated flight path for commercial air tours further from
Haleakala Wilderness with current air tour flights traveling closer to the proposed project area (HALE
2023). The overall result of ‘alala research would be a long-term beneficial impact to the Natural
quality of wilderness due to the ability to learn more about ‘alala in the natural environment and
beneficial dispersing roles of native seeds. Considering the mitigations discussed in the EA, the
proposed action would contribute negligible impacts to the existing conditions of Haleakala
Wilderness.

3.7.5 Conclusion

The No Action Alternative is likely to result in fewer impacts to the untrammeled, undeveloped,
opportunity for solitude and other features of value in wilderness compared to the proposed action.
However, under the No Action Alternative, the natural quality of wilderness would continue to
degrade with the loss of the only extant native Hawaiian corvid bird species. The proposed action
impacts additional wilderness character qualities including the untrammeled quality, undeveloped
quality, and opportunity for solitude from the use of mechanized equipment for ‘alala releases and
monitoring. However, the proposed action would likely support a considerable recovery to natural
conditions previously present on the island, thus benefiting the natural and other features of value
qualities of wilderness. Areas we expect most use by ‘alala are near the release aviaries at the
Kipahulu and Ko‘olau proposed release site, that is outside designated wilderness, and areas of
wilderness that are within 0.8 miles of the proposed release aviary at the Kipahulu proposed release
site (Fig. 6). Although the proposed action detracts from wilderness character qualities, under the
Action Alternatives the small adverse impacts to the undeveloped quality, untrammeled quality, and
opportunity for solitude are offset by substantial benefit to the natural and other features of value
through protection of native ‘alala. With avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures,
impacts to wilderness would be brief and minimal.
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3.8 Recreation, Hunting, Public Access, and Visitor Use and Experience

This section discusses existing public uses of the area including hiking, birding, gathering and
subsistence and recreational hunting along with the impacts that the project would have on these
resources. Tourism is an important component of the east Maui economy, and access to public land
is important for recreation as well as subsistence hunting, foraging, and gathering materials. Each
agency has different guidance for public access and recreation. There is an intersection of these
activities with cultural practices, as noted in Section 3.6, to which the reader is also referred.

3.8.1 Environmental Setting

Visitor use in the Ko‘olau and Kipahulu Forest Reserves is restricted by State regulations [DLNR 2003]
to officially permitted access and hunter access on state holidays and weekends only. Visitor use and
hunting within Kipahulu Forest Reserve is very limited due to lack of road access. The Ko‘olau
proposed release site is within a fenced area and all feral ungulates have been removed. Both
reserves are open to hunting year-round with a valid hunting license and in accordance with DLNR
rules for feral pig (Sus scrofa), axis deer (Axis axis), and feral goat (Capra aegagrus hircus; DLNR
2003). Gathering, hiking, and birding may also be practiced in these forest reserves, but because of
the remoteness of the sections of the reserves for the proposed release sites, DLNR reports virtually
no public presence in these areas. . The character and quality of the visitor experience influences
perception of natural areas, providing a unique encounter with a place that differentiates it from
other regions. Public enjoyment of resources is a fundamental purpose of all national parks (NPS
2006). Access to Haleakala National Park within the Kipahulu analysis area is restricted to on-trail use
and only includes a portion of Kaupo Trail (1 mile west of release site) in areas ‘alala are expected to
spend 5% of their time. There is no visitor access to designated wilderness north of the Kipahulu
proposed release site on HNP in Manawainui and east in Kipahulu Valley and most of the project
area within the park is closed to the public.

3.8.2 Impacts of Proposed Action on Recreation, Hunting, Public Access, and Visitor

Use and Experience

Effects to recreation, hunting and public access, and visitor use and experience would be considered
significant if they involved a substantially adverse change to access or degraded or limited the
resources for which the public accessed the area. There would be no changes to public access under
any of the action alternatives, which all propose to release ‘alala in sections of State-managed land
that is publicly accessible. However, these mauka (upslope) regions cannot be reached by cars or
trucks and the public could only reach the release sites by foot after 8 or more hours of hiking. Field
crews would access sites by helicopter; helicopter landings for purposes other than conservation
activities, i.e., recreation, hunting or gathering, are very unlikely to occur. There is little chance for
interaction between the public utilizing the forest reserves and the proposed project, and no
adverse impacts if there were any interaction. Exact locations of endangered species are not shared
publicly to protect these species from harm. As discussed in Section 3.1, ‘alala are unlikely to
disperse within the 5 years maximum of the pilot project to sites that are readily accessible by the
public. Very little visitor use and recreation occurs within the NPS portion of the project area and
public hunting is not allowed, so impacts to park visitors would be minimal. Any impacts to HNP
visitor experience would be indirect from project helicopter noise outside of the park boundary and
the minimal flights within HNP that would not travel over visitor cabins and trails. Adverse impacts

to public access or use of the proposed release sites for hiking, birding, hunting, or gathering are not
anticipated.
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3.8.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Conservation Measures

No avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures are proposed because we anticipate no
impacts to recreation, hunting and public access, and visitor use and experience would occur under
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.

3.8.4 Conclusion

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to recreation, hunting, public access,
and visitor use and experience. Minimal impacts of project helicopter noise and views would
overlap visitor use trails within HNP and the birds may but are unlikely to spend 5% of their time in
areas where visitors are present, therefore impacts to visitor use and experience in the park are
negligible. Based on the analysis, project activities under Action Alternatives, incorporating above
proposed avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures, would not be expected to result in
a significant change to recreation, hunting, public access, and visitor use and experience. With these
measures, all impacts to recreation, hunting, public access, and visitor use and experience would be
minimal and non-significant. There are no substantial differences in impacts between Alternatives 2,
3, and 4, although Alternative 2 would necessarily involve impacts in both the Kipahulu and Ko‘olau
proposed release sites.

3.9 Air Quality, and Scenic Resources and Noise

This section of the EA describes the existing sound levels and noise sources, air quality and scenic
resources and vantages within the subject areas and then discusses impacts the project may have
upon these resources.

3.9.1 Environmental Setting

The trade winds of east Maui contribute to excellent air quality, with pollution from human sources
posing little or no health risk. However, when Kilauea and/or Mauna Loa volcanoes on the island of
Hawai‘i are erupting, VOG (volcanic smog or haze containing volcanic dust and gasses) can be blown
from Hawai‘i towards Maui when the winds are from the southeast, briefly reducing air quality on
Maui. National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and their State equivalents have been
established for various criteria pollutants linked to potential health concerns, most notably: carbon
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (03), particulate matter (PM), which is broken down for
regulatory purposes into particles of 10 micrometers or smaller (PM 10) and particles of 2.5
micrometers and smaller (PM 2.5), and sulfur dioxide (502). The State has also set a standard for
hydrogen sulfide. The NAAQS, as well as the State standards that are defined in HAR 11-59, Air Quality,
are set at levels that protect public health with a margin of safety. Maui Island, like the rest of the
state, meets all these and is within what for federal regulatory purposes is called an attainment area.
The scenic resources of east Maui are notable on a global scale, evidenced by a thriving commercial
air tour business providing helicopter rides for tourists from around the world to enjoy the scenic
mountains, waterfalls, volcanic crater, and sea cliffs. Air tours currently travel over the analysis area
itself, however, described in the Draft Haleakala Air Tour Management Plan (HALE 2023),

commercial air tours would not fly over the Kipahulu proposed release site. The landscape is also
enjoyed from below as tourists drive the Hana Highway for the primary purpose of enjoying the
scenery. The Maui Island Plan (Maui County Department of Planning 2012) notes:

Scenic views are closely tied to residents’ quality of life and the island’s sense of place. Maui possesses
unique, rare, and significant views, many of which have no equal. Many views and landscapes are
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closely tied to Hawaiian culture, folklore, and history (Maui County Department of Planning 2012: 2-
44).

The objectives, policies and actions of the Maui Island Plan related to scenic resources focus on road
corridors, coastal areas, and trails, but also contain the following: 2.5.1-Action 7: Develop and adopt
standards to protect ridgelines, slopes, and view planes from development (Maui County
Department of Planning 2012:2-48).

Acoustic resources are the individual types of sounds, including both natural sounds (for example,
wind, water, wildlife, weather) and cultural sounds (for example, Native Hawaiian ceremonies).
Noise generally refers to sounds which are unwanted or intrusive, either because of its effects on
humans and wildlife, or its interference with the perception or detection of other sounds (Section
4.9 in NPS 2006; Lee et al. 2016). Ambient noise within the analysis area is derived from both
human-made and natural sources. The analysis area for consideration of effects of ambient noise is
the two proposed release sites within 2 miles of the locations of the proposed release aviaries.
Natural sound is created by wind through leaves, rain on forest canopy, rushing water in streams
and waterfalls, and bird song. Sound levels are usually quite low in both proposed release areas.
Evaluation of noise requires a consideration of loudness at various pitches. Loudness is measured in
units called decibels (dB) or the A-weighted decibel (dBA) scale, which is commonly used to describe
sound levels because it reflects the frequency range to which the human ear is most sensitive.

To help protect the public health and welfare, both State and Federal agencies utilize noise
abatement criteria for various categories of land use. On the State level, the standards most relevant
for the proposed project are those for Class A (e.g., conservation) lands imposed by HAR 11-46,
Community Noise Control. According to HAR 11-46-4, maximum noise levels at the property
boundary as measured over a specified period of time should not exceed 55 dB during the day and
45 dB at nighttime. This is roughly the equivalent of moderate traffic on a highway and an urban
street at night, respectively. The most important federal concern is the presence of nearby Haleakala
National Park. NPS Management Policies 2006 and Director’s Order 47 require the agency to
manage, preserve, and restore park acoustical environments and soundscapes. In addition, HNP’s
Foundation Document (NPS 2015) identifies natural soundscapes as a vital component of healthy,
intact biological communities that play an important role in wildlife communication and behavior
and are critical to effective wilderness management. These policies require the NPS to protect and
restore the natural soundscapes of parks, including those that have been affected by unnatural and
unacceptable noise. HNP has invested in over three decades of extensive acoustic monitoring due to
the acknowledgement of the importance of the natural acoustic environment. The findings of these
studies revealed that across HNP, the acoustic environment is generally in good condition, while
aircraft are documented as the most prevalent noise source affecting the soundscape (Wood 2015,
Lee et al. 2016). Helicopters are most common during the daytime and high-altitude jets are most
common at night (Wood 2015). Further, the crater of HNP boasts intensely quiet sound pressure
levels, around 10 dBA (Wood 2015).

Most of the project area within HNP is in the Kipahulu District where common natural sounds

include rain, water flowing, bird calls and insects buzzing (Lee et al. 2016). Commercial air tours,

commercial flights, private aviation, and other administrative flights contribute noise to this area.

3.9.2 Impacts of Proposed Project to Air Quality, and Scenic Resources and Noise

Effects to air quality would be considered significant if the action involved a substantial new

emissions source or if State standards would be violated. Impacts to scenic resources would be
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evaluated as significant if the project degraded a noted scenic resource or interfered with a scenic
view plane. Effects to noise would be considered significant if State standards of the Department of
Health would be violated, or if the natural quiet of the area was substantially disturbed, or if there
was noticeable disturbance to the soundscape of Haleakala National Park. Most conservation
activities would be conducted by staff working with no vehicles and minimal machinery in small
camps in remote areas with no potential for air pollution, noise audible to humans, or interference
with scenic views. Virtually the only source of impacts for the resources of air quality, scenic value
and natural sound levels would be helicopters.

It bears emphasis that helicopters are essential for natural resource management on east Maui
because these sites are not accessible by ground transport; as there are no roads, access requires
more than 8 hours of hiking through steep topography and dense vegetation. Therefore, all staff and
materials for project activities, and personal gear would be delivered via helicopters. Regular
helicopter flights would be necessary to support field operations under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, but
the total proportion of increase would slightly vary depending on which, if any, alternative is
selected. Helicopter flights to the proposed release sites would be from helibase staging areas
accessible by ground transport, indicated by the yellow triangles (Fig. 1.) All possible/potential
staging areas are on State, NPS, or private lands and would only be used with landowner/manager
permission.

Assessment of the impacts of the project’s helicopter operations requires an understanding of the
current volume of helicopter operations in east Maui for other conservation projects and air tourism.
Currently, there are four helicopter operators offering both air tours and flights for conservation
management projects. The minimum estimate of average monthly flight hours combined from the
four companies is 60-80 hours/month for conservation management flights. For context,
commercial air tour helicopter flights over the eastern part of Haleakala National Park are roughly
10-13 flights/day or roughly 60 flight hours/month (HALE 2022, p. 26). Table 4 (Appendix G)
estimates the number of additional flight hours under each alternative and the proportional
increase from existing conditions for conservation helicopter flights. Alternative 2 has two sites, so
more trips would be needed, however they would not be purely additive since the activities would
be staggered with releases occurring in different years. The most intense field activities would
occur for the first few months post-release, represented by the maximum value, and taper off after
6 months to 2 years, represented by the minimum value. A subsequent release at the other site
under Alternative 2 would increase again to intense field activities in the first few months after the
second release, but infrequent field visits would continue at the first release site. The estimated
additional monthly helicopter hours for conservation flights are only a small to moderate increase
(6 to 20 percent) during the majority of months, and moderate to considerable (20 to 68 percent)
during the first few months of each release over already existing east Maui conservation flights.
Flights would be prioritized off of NPS lands and flights would only enter the park if a remote LZ
was needed to monitor and support nesting ‘alala within HNP. Reduction in air quality for proposed
flights is negligible and minor increase in noise and impact on scenic resources compared to
current commercial helicopter traffic over east Maui.

All staff participating in helicopter operations would receive proper training. Length of flights and
frequency would be reduced by operating out of a nearby helibase staging area (a site accessible by
roads with a clear and minimal distance to the landing zone and approved for use by landowners/
managers) (yellow triangles, Fig. 1) and efficient flight planning. Flight paths would be designed so
that there are no flights over residential homes under 500 feet above ground elevation (AGL) and no
external loads would be carried over homes and other buildings. During a typical operation, it is
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expected that the helicopter would fly at a speed of 69 miles per hour and approximately 500—-2000
feet AGL from the main heliport (Kahului Airport, OGG) to a designated temporary helibase (staging
area) then to the selected field sites (20-90 miles; 10—25 minutes). Helicopter airtime for each of the
3 action alternatives would be between 2-24 hours/month depending on stage of the release. Most
helicopter flight noise would be highly variable depending upon the flight height and lateral distance
to a person or wildlife but could reach a maximum of 82-93 dBA during pick ups and drop offs at LZs.
Occasional resource management trips to the analysis area for current management would result in
other human-caused noises such as speaking and running generators or chain or brush saws and
comprise approximately 20 site visits/year to the proposed Ko‘olau release site and 12 site visits/year
for the Kipahulu release site.

Conservation helicopter flights will avoid flying low near forest bird breeding habitats to avoid rotor
wash and excessive noise disturbance to nesting forest birds. There would be no work done at night,
so noise impacts would only occur during daylight hours (between civil sunrise and civil sunset).
During helicopter operations, impacts to the acoustic environment would primarily occur along flight
paths, at helibases, and when hovering over remote landing zones, which are very isolated. Because
the helicopters would be flying well above the canopy at speeds as high as 69 mph, noise levels on a
given point on the ground would be temporary (15 seconds or less) and would not exceed 82 dBA for
a person or wildlife on the ground. While noise levels immediately beneath flight paths may disrupt
human communication and potentially cause annoyance to wildlife, these noise levels would be
temporary, and impacts are insignificant.

A special concern is the impact to Haleakala National Park. The Kipahulu proposed release site is within
0.5 miles of Haleakala Wilderness, a congressionally designated wilderness area, to the north (HALE
2022, p. 40) (Fig. 6). The National Park Service Management Policies 2006 and Director’s Order 47
require the National Park Service to manage, preserve, and restore park designated wilderness and
acoustical environments, including those that have been affected by unnatural and unacceptable
noise (HALE 2022, p. 23). To avoid contributing to noise levels and scenic impacts within the park, all
helicopter flights to the Kipahulu proposed release site in support of the ‘Alala Project would avoid
overflights of HNP and only minimal noise, if any, would impact the park’s soundscape. Due to the
proposed project flights mostly avoiding HNP and possible, but not targeted use of remote LZs and
camps within the park boundary, noise impacts to HNP’s natural soundscapes are expected to be
very infrequent and negligible.

3.9.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Conservation Measures

Avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures are built-in to project design to minimize the
impacts of helicopters on the air quality, scenic quality, and especially the soundscape of the region.
These include efficient flight planning that reduces the length and frequency of flights, as well as
avoiding low overflights of breeding bird habitat and homes and avoiding overflight of Haleakala
National Park.

3.9.4 Conclusion

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to air quality, scenic resources, or
additional noise. Based on the analysis, project activities under Action Alternatives, incorporating
above proposed avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures, would not be expected to
result in substantial new emissions, degradation of a noted scenic resources or interference with a
scenic view plane, or substantially effect the general quiet or noticeably disturb the soundscape of
State FRs and HNP in the analysis area for the proposed release sites. There are no substantial
differences in impacts between Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, although Alternative 2 would necessarily
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involve impacts in both the Kipahulu and Ko‘olau proposed release site, including potentially longer
helicopter flightpaths to the Kipahulu proposed release site.

3.10 Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects may occur when the adverse effects of a proposed action are added to other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions of any government or private entity. In
some cases, the direct effects of a project may be minor but the cumulative effects significant.
Cumulative impacts would be evaluated as significant if the severity of an impact to a particular
resource increased to be substantially adverse because of the interaction of two or more distinct
actions and the proposed project was not capable of mitigating this impact to insubstantial levels.
Cumulative effects are also addressed under 3.2.3.4 Cumulative effects Plants and Animals and 3.7.4
Cumulative effects Designated Wilderness.

In analyzing cumulative effects, it is important to first identify future or ongoing actions in nearby
areas with the potential to have impacts that interact with those of the proposed project. Review of
HRS 343 and National Environmental Policy Act documents in the editions during the previous year
of The Environmental Notice indicates no known new major planned or ongoing projects in the east
Maui area in the 2023 to 2025 timeframe that could interact with the proposed project. Because
the proposed release sites are on State Forest Reserves that are managed for conservation it is not
expected that any new major planning or ongoing projects in east Maui for these areas in the 2026
to 2027 timeframe that could interact with the project. Most development involves construction or
renovation of individual homes, commercial structures and government infrastructure, and no major
infrastructure or development projects were noted. No construction or land-altering projects are
proposed for the analysis area within 2 miles of the proposed release sites. However, the proposed
project does have the potential to have impacts that interact with those of ongoing wildlife projects
and activities, as listed below.

° U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Support of PEPP Activities. The Service provides funding
support to the Plant Extinction Prevention Program (PEPP), which conducts conservation
management including fencing and weeding for two listed plants at the Kipahulu proposed
release site. PEPP also monitors rare and listed plants at the Ko‘olau and Kipahulu
proposed release sites and collects seeds and fruits of listed plants for propagation. These
activities would not be hindered by the ‘Alala Project as all listed plants and sensitive
habitats would be avoided when monitoring ‘alala and when installing any needed
infrastructure (trails, camp, release aviary, supplemental feeding stations).

° DOFAW Support of Mosquito Control Activities and Conservation Activities. Broad-scale
control of invasive mosquitoes is currently in the initial trial and calibration stages on east
Maui, including additional human presence, mosquito traps, and mosquito releases (HALE
2022, entire). DOFAW may be conducting mosquito releases in forest areas near and
possibly overlapping the Ko‘olau proposed release site. DOFAW is also conducting ongoing
fencing and feral ungulate control, controlling invasive introduced plants, conducting plant
and animal surveys, and is an active partner in the PEPP program at both proposed release
sites.

. Haleakala National Park (HNP) Conservation Activities. HNP is a partner with DOFAW in
planning broad-scale control of invasive mosquitoes. Sterile male mosquitoes likely would
be dispersed in areas of Haleakala National Park potentially overlapping the Kipahulu
proposed release site. HNP has plans to reconstruct an ungulate fence directly adjacent to
the Kipahulu FR site within the next five years. The fence project, which would require
about one year to complete, would include increased helicopter traffic to bring supplies
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and staff, increased noise generated by fence building crews while working and camping,
and vegetation clearing as needed to access fence line where plants have encroached the
line. Noise-generating equipment anticipated to be used include chainsaws and post-
pounders. HNP also has plans to continue to control invasive introduced plants and
conduct plant and animal surveys.

° The Nature Conservancy Waikamoi Preserve Conservation Activities. The Conservancy has
plans to maintain ungulate exclusion fencing, remove feral ungulates, control invasive
introduced plants, and conduct small mammal predator control. The Conservancy is a
partner with DOFAW and HNP in planning broad-scale control of invasive mosquitoes.
Sterile male mosquitoes likely would be dispersed in areas of Waikamoi Preserve.

e  East Maui Watershed Partnership (EMWP) Conservation Activities. The EMWP has plans to
maintain ungulate exclusion fencing, remove feral ungulates, and control invasive
introduced plants.

The adverse impacts of the proposed project by human presence on the ground are centered on
minor and almost entirely mitigable disturbance of vegetation and listed plant species. There is the
potential for ‘alala to increase the rate of spread of introduced plants, however because of the high
densities of introduced forest birds in the proposed release areas that already contribute to the
spread of introduced plants the likelihood is low of the spread of introduced plants by ‘alala causing
widespread damage or death to native plants. There is the potential for ‘alala to predate nests of
introduced and non-listed Hawaiian forest birds. However, numbers of these species are so numerous
and frequency of predation events by ‘alala based on observations of foraging behavior of ‘alala on
Hawai‘i Island is so few that impacts to introduced and non-listed forest birds would be negligible and
non-significant. The likelihood of ‘alala depredating nests of listed Hawaiian forest birds is low and
impacts to listed Hawaiian forest birds with mitigation measures would be non-significant. Release at
the Ko‘olau proposed release site is not recommended because of potential impacts to Partulina tree
snails. The likelihood of ‘alala depredating Partulina tree snails is low at the Kipahulu proposed
release site and impacts with mitigation measures would be non-significant. With mitigation, impacts
to all resources at the Kipahulu proposed release site would be negligible or non-significant.

More unlikely, but not entirely discountable, are minor impacts to operations on nearby farms and
ranches in the unlikely event ‘alala disperse to much greater distances than expected. These impacts
would also be mitigated through voluntary conservation actions by the operations and/or retrieval
of ‘alala by the ‘Alaal Project.

The only category of impacts that has any realistic potential to accumulate with those of other
ongoing or future projects is helicopter noise, which is discussed from a cumulative perspective in
Section 3.9, which concluded that even with releases at both sites, the overall increase in
conservation helicopter flights would be modest. Adding in air tour hours, the additional helicopter
noise would be minimal. The additive impact is further diluted by the fact that most other helicopter
activity will not be concentrated in the same area. Highest priority areas for mosquito release are
outside the areas of the proposed ‘alala release sites. Helicopters that might be used for a period of a
few to several weeks for broad-scale mosquito control would likely be outside the proposed release
areas. However, if helicopter flights over the proposed release areas were needed, helicopters would
fly quickly over areas where ‘alala could potentially be, causing only minor disturbance to ‘alala.
Helicopters would not hover in place. ‘Alala in areas where broad-scale mosquito control is
conducted would be unlikely to approach UAVs or helicopters (see 3.2.1.2). Planned ungulate fence
construction by NPS near the Kipahulu proposed release site has the potential to impact nesting
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‘alala. However, the likelihood an ‘alala nest would be near a fence line during construction is small,
and the time the ‘Alala Project would request fence construction activities be modified or limited
would be no more than 3 months (see 3.2.1.2).

In sum, cumulative effects are either non-existent, or minor and highly temporary or mitigable through
standard project operating procedures. There does not appear to be any need for additional mitigation for
cumulative impacts. It should also be noted that there are some beneficial impacts of the project that may
also accumulate with those of other conservation projects. These include dispersal of native plants seeds
and control of rats leading to increased reproduction of some forest plants, as well as control of feral cats,
mongoose and rats that help decrease native bird mortality. The cumulative benefits would cease after
the termination of the maximum five-year pilot project.

Secondary impacts occur when projects induce physical and social impacts that are only indirectly related
to the project — e.g., effects on housing scarcity when a major resort is constructed in a rural area. The
project will not create a large number of new jobs that could lead to in-migration on Maui, and it will not
cause stresses on government infrastructure or induce any other type of adverse secondary effects.

3.11 Required Permits and Approvals and Consistency with Government Plans
and Policies

3.11.1 List of Required Permits and Approvals
Hawai‘i State Department of Land and Natural
Resources Conservation District Use Permit

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Recovery Permit

3.11.2 Consistency with Government Plans and Policies
Listed below are applicable government plans and policies and a discussion of the project’s
consistency with each.

3.11.2.1 Hawai’i State Plan and Conservation Lands Functional Plan

The Hawai‘i State Plan (HSP) was adopted in 1978. It was revised in 1986 and again in 1991 (Hawai’i
Revised Statutes, Chapter 226, as amended). The HSP establishes a set of goals, objectives and
policies that are meant to guide the State’s long-term growth and development activities. The
aspects of the plan most pertinent to the proposed project are the following:

Chapter 226-11 Objectives and policies for the physical environment--land-based, shoreline, and
marine resources. Planning for the State’s physical environment with regard to land-based,
shoreline, and marine resources shall be directed towards achievement of prudent use of Hawaii’s
land-based, shoreline, and marine resources and effective protection of Hawaii’s unique and fragile
environmental resources. To achieve the land-based, shoreline, and marine resources objectives, it
shall be the policy of the State to:

(1) Exercise an overall conservation ethic in the use of Hawaii’s natural resources.

(2) Ensure compatibility between land-based and water-based activities and natural resources and
ecological systems.
(3) Take into account the physical attributes of areas when planning and designing activities and
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facilities.

(4)Manage natural resources and environs to encourage their beneficial and multiple use without
generating costly or irreparable environmental damage.

(5)Consider multiple uses in watershed areas, provided such uses do not detrimentally affect water
quality and recharge functions.

(6) Encourage the protection of rare or endangered plant and animal species and habitats native to
Hawai‘i.

(7) Pursue compatible relationships among activities, facilities, and natural resources.

(8) Promote increased accessibility and prudent use of inland and shoreline areas for public recreational,
educational, and scientific purposes.

Discussion. The proposed action is consistent with the goals, objectives and policies of the Hawai ‘i
State Plan. Specifically, it is an appropriate use of an isolated land area that will encourage the
survival of a critically endangered animal species, while protecting other important species in the
area and enabling the continued existence of rare plants that will benefit from the unique ecosystem
services the ‘alala provides.

Hawai‘i State Functional Plan for Conservation Lands

The Hawai‘i State Plan, Conservation Lands (DLNR 1991) addresses the impacts of population growth
and economic development on our natural environment and provides a framework for the
protection and preservation of our pristine lands and shorelines. Functional Plans are intended
primarily to address priority actions that should be taken within a two- to six-year period, which
coincides with the Biennial Budget and Capital Improvement Program budgetary cycles. Functional
Plans primarily affect State operations; however, recommendations for coordinated actions at the
Federal, County and private sector levels are also included. Although after more than three decades
it is clearly beyond what was considered the primary time frame for the HSP, no new HSP has been
adopted, and many of the basic goals remain relevant.

The HSP for Conservation Lands has several priority guidelines, but the one most relevant to the
proposed project is:

3. Utilize Hawaii’s limited land resources wisely, providing adequate land to accommodate projected
population and economic growth needs while ensuring the protection of the environment and the
availability of the shoreline, conservation lands, and other limited resources for future generations.

In furtherance of this are several policies and implementing actions:

Policy IIB(l): Develop protection and preservation of habitats of rare and endangered wildlife and native
ecosystems in Hawaii.

Implementing Action 11B(l)a: Establish sanctuaries for populations of endangered plant and animal

species when necessary to protect critical habitats.

Implementing Action IIB(l)b: Develop coordination with federal and county agencies and interest groups in
efforts to protect and assist recovery of threatened and endangered species and habitats.

Discussion: The proposed project would be highly consistent with all actions related to endangered
species and native ecosystems, would involve key coordination with federal agencies, and is not
inconsistent with any aspect of the Conservation Lands Functional Plan.

3.11.2.2 Hawai‘i State Wildlife Action Plan and ‘Alala Recovery Plan
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Hawai‘i’s State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP) (DLNR 2015) is a continuation of an initiative begun in
2005 with the first edition of this plan, then called the Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy
(CWCS). The plan comprehensively reviewed the status of the full range of the state’s native
terrestrial and aquatic species, over 10,000 of which are found nowhere else on earth and builds on
the foundation developed in 2005. Hawai‘i’s SWAP presents strategies for long-term conservation of
these species and their habitats (DLNR 2015). ‘Alala is listed as a Species of Greatest Conservation
Need (DLNR 2015, pp. 7-10 — 7-12). The former presence and ecological role of ‘alala in various areas
of Hawai‘i Island is noted in many areas of the State Wildlife Action Plan. Historical and
contemporary threats to ‘alala are outlined in a special species information sheet that lists predation,
shooting, disease, habitat degradation, population size, and genetic effects. Ongoing and future
potential conservation actions are also discussed, including maintaining and increasing the captive
flock without further loss of genetic diversity. Also listed are planned re-introduction sites through
coordinated management activities designed to conserve other endangered forest birds on the
island of Hawai‘i, including fencing, ungulate and small mammal control, forest restoration, habitat
monitoring, and studies of disease and disease vectors. Determining potential re-introduction sites
on other islands is listed as a research priority. The proposed project is highly consistent with
Hawai‘i’s State Wildlife Action Plan (DLNR 2015).

The Revised Recovery Plan for the ‘Alala (Corvus hawaiiensis) (USFWS 2009) guides urgent and
essential steps in preventing the extinction of the ‘alala, while at the same time providing an
overarching plan for the species’ eventual recovery. Action 3 in the Plan is to “Establish New
Populations in Managed Suitable Habitat.” Sub-actions are to conduct pilot releases as soon as
genetically and demographically redundant birds are available, determine the potential efficacy of
behavioral management of juvenile ‘alala, optimize aviaries and rearing/socialization techniques to
maximize behavioral fitness of selected birds for release, and determine the potential efficacy of
different reintroduction approaches. The proposed project is highly consistent with recovery actions in
the Revised Recovery Plan for the ‘Alala.

3.11.2.3 County of Maui General Plan

The Maui Island Plan, General Plan 2030 (Maui County Department of Planning 2012) and the County
of Maui 2030 General Plan, Countywide Policy Plan comprise a long-term, comprehensive blueprint
for the physical, economic, environmental development and cultural identity of the County of Maui.
The Countywide Policy Plan, adopted on March 24, 2010, provides broad goals, objectives, policies,
and implementing actions that portray the desired direction of the County’s future. Furthermore, this
Countywide Policy Plan provides the policy framework for the development of the Maui Island Plan
and the nine Community Plans. The Countywide Policy Plan is the outgrowth of and includes the
elements of the earlier General Plans of 1980 and 1990. The Maui Island Plan, General Plan 2030 was
adopted on December 28, 2012, and establishes urban and rural growth areas that indicate where
development is intended and will be supported. Growth areas will provide for less costly services,
reduced commuting, protection of community character and the preservation of agriculture, open
space, and cultural and natural resources. This section is organized to list all areas of concerns in the
Maui Island Plan, General Plan 2030 (General Plan 2030) (Maui County Department of Planning
2012), and where directly relevant to the proposed action, the individual Goals, Objectives, Policies
and Implementing Actions, contained in the General Plan 2030 by subject area. Discussions of
consistency are provided after each subject area.

Cultural, Historic, and Archaeological Resources
Goal: 2.1 Our community respects and protects archaeological and cultural resources while
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perpetuating diverse cultural identities and traditions.

Objective 2.1.1 To promote “an island culture and lifestyle that is healthy and vibrant as measured by
the ability of residents to live on Maui, access and enjoy the natural environment, and promote
Hawaiian customs and conditions” (Maui County Department of Planning 2012, p. 2-10).

Shoreline, Reefs, and Nearshore Waters and Watersheds, Streams, and Wetlands

Goal 2.3 Healthy watersheds, streams, and riparian environments.

Objective 2.3.1 Greater protection and enhancement of watersheds, streams, and riparian
environments.

Objective 2.3.2 Decreased non—point source and point source pollution.

Objective 2.3.4 Greater preservation of native flora and fauna biodiversity to protect native species.
Objective 2.3.5 Limited development in critical watershed areas (Maui County Department of
Planning 2012, p. 2-30 — 2-33).

Discussion: The proposed project involves very little on-ground disturbance and the location of the
few on-ground facilities within the large project areas is highly flexible. Archaeological
reconnaissance surveys would be conducted to ensure that no archaeological or cultural resources
are present or would be affected in the small sites that require surface disturbance. All such sites

would completely avoid watercourses and employ Best Management Practices to prevent erosion
and sedimentation impacts.

Wildlife and Natural Areas

Goal 2.4 Maui’s natural areas and indigenous flora and fauna will be protected.

Objective 2.4.1 A comprehensive management strategy that includes further identification,
protection, and restoration of indigenous wildlife habitats.

Policy 2.4.1.b Require flora and fauna assessment and protection plans for development in areas
with concentrations of indigenous flora and fauna; development shall comply with the assessment
and protection plan and shall use the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation approach
respectively, with an emphasis on avoidance.

2.4.1.c Support the implementation of Hawai‘i’'s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy
(October 2005).

Objective 2.4.3 Greater protection of sensitive lands, indigenous habitat, and native flora and fauna.
Policy 2.4.3.g Encourage reforestation efforts that increase native species’ habitat (Maui County
Department of Planning 2012, p. 2-39 — 2-42).

Discussion: The project is focused on efforts to ensure the survival of an endangered species and
involves assessment and protection of associated habitat. It is highly consistent with all goals,
objectives and policies related to Wildlife and Natural Areas. Prior to ground disturbance, sites will
be surveyed for rare plants and employ appropriate avoidance and minimization measures.
Economic Development

Goal 4.1 Maui will have a balanced economy composed of a variety of industries that offer
employment opportunities and well-paying jobs and a business environment that is sensitive to
resident needs and the island’s unique natural and cultural resources (Maui County Department of
Planning 2012, p. 4-5).

Discussion: The project will have a minor and temporary beneficial economic impact through
purchase of labor, equipment, helicopter services, and supplies.

63



Tourism
Goal 4.2 A healthy visitor industry that provides economic well-being with stable and diverse
employment opportunities (Maui County Department of Planning 2012, p. 4-12).

Discussion: No aspect of the proposed action is inconsistent with goals, objectives or policies related
to tourism. The perpetuation of endangered species is a small but tangible attraction to visitors
interested in the conservation of resources in Hawai‘i, however the small scope and remote location
of release sites suggests there will be no impact to tourism from this project.

Agriculture
Goal 4.3 Maui will have a diversified agricultural industry contributing to greater economic, food,

and energy security and prosperity (Maui County Department of Planning 2012, p. 4-19).

Discussion: No aspect of the proposed action is inconsistent with goals, objectives or policies related
to agriculture. The release areas are distant from any farming activities. Crow species in the
continental U.S. are sometimes considered agricultural pests that can spread disease and damage

crops. The behavior of the released ‘alala however is to remain near its release site and the small
number of ‘alala planned to be released indicate that there will be little or no effect on agriculture.

Employment
Goal 4.4 A diverse array of emerging economic sectors (Maui County Department of Planning 2012,
p. 4-25).

Discussion: The project would involve labor focused on Maui’s unique natural resources and would not be
inconsistent with goals, objectives or policies related to employment.

Each of the nine community plans is meant to provide recommendations concerning land use,
density and design, transportation, community facilities, infrastructure, visitor accommodations,
commercial and residential areas and other matters related to development that are specific to the
region of the plan.

Maps of the community plan areas indicate that the release sites are outside the mapped areas that
are within scope of consideration for the Hana and Makawao-Pukalani-Kula Community Plans. All
existing community plans call for enhancement and protection of resources, including endangered
species, and no aspect of the project would appear to be inconsistent with any community plan.

e Chapter 4: HRS 343 Anticipated Determination
and Findings

4.1 Anticipated Determination

Based on the findings below, the State of Hawai‘i, Department of Land and Natural Resources
expects to determine the Preferred Alternative for the proposed action will not significantly alter the
environment in the context of HRS 343 and HAR 11-200.1 (see Chapter 5 for selection of the
Preferred Alternative).
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4.2 Findings and Supporting Reasons

Chapter 11-200.1-13, Hawai‘i Administrative Rules, outlines those factors agencies must consider when
determining whether an Action has significant effects: In considering the significance of potential
environmental effects, agencies shall consider and evaluate the sum of effects of the proposed action on
the quality of the environment.

(a) In determining whether an action may have a significant effect on the environment, the agency
shall consider every phase of a proposed action, the expected impacts, and the proposed mitigation
measures. In most instances, an action shall be determined to have a significant effect on the
environment if it may:

1. Involve an irrevocable commitment or loss or destruction of any natural or cultural resources.
With built-in project mitigation in place to ensure protection of listed threatened or endangered
plants and birds, no valuable natural resources would be committed or lost. Cultural resources would
be safeguarded through protection of forest resources, which are important for gathering. No
historic sites are known to be present in areas where ground disturbance is planned to occur, but in
areas where ground disturbance would occur, such as temporary aviaries, camps and LZs that do not
already exist, archaeological surveys would be conducted to verify the lack of historic sites. If historic
sites are found where ground disturbance is planned, the site for proposed facilities would be moved
to another location where no historic sites are present. It is expected it is somewhat likely ‘alala
would encounter and prey upon Partulina porcellana tree snails at the Ko‘olau proposed release site.
Based on this, and despite avoidance and minimization measures (described in 3.2.3.3) it is not
preferred to release ‘alala at the Ko‘olau proposed release site to avoid potential loss or destruction
of Partulina porcellana tree snails.

2. Curtail the range of beneficial uses of the environment. The proposed project would
enhance and sustain beneficial uses of Hawaii’s environment through gaining information about the
potential to re-establish a critical species on the landscape.

3. Conflict with the State’s environmental policies or long-term environmental goals
established by law. The broad goals of this policy are to conserve natural resources and enhance
the quality of life. The project is environmentally beneficial, and it is thus consistent with all
elements of the State’s long-term environmental policies, particularly those that focus on
preservation of native species and ecosystems.

4, Have a substantial adverse effect on the economic welfare, social welfare, or cultural
practices of the community and State. The project would not have any substantial adverse effect on
the economic or social welfare of the Maui community or the State of Hawai‘i. No valuable natural
resources or cultural or recreational practices such as forest access, gathering, hunting, or access to
ceremonial sites would be substantially affected. The social welfare of the State would be advanced
through gaining knowledge to help protect an iconic endangered bird.

5. Have a substantial adverse effect on public health. The project would not affect public
health and safety in any adverse way.

6. Involve adverse secondary impacts, such as population changes or effects on public
facilities. The project would not produce any substantial secondary impacts, such as population
changes or effects on public facilities.
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7. Involve a substantial degradation of environmental quality. The project is minor in scope and
environmentally benign, and thus it would not contribute to environmental degradation. Be
individually limited but cumulatively have substantial adverse effects upon the environment or
involve a commitment for larger actions. No development projects with the potential to have
adverse impacts that could accumulate with those of the proposed project are known to be in
planning. Nearby ongoing activities in the area include U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Support of Plant
Extinction Prevention Program activities to translocate and monitor listed plants, DOFAW and NPS
Support of mosquito control activities, and a plan by Haleakala National Park to reconstruct an
ungulate fence directly adjacent to the proposed Kipahulu FR site. The adverse impacts of the
proposed project are centered on minor and almost entirely mitigable disturbance of vegetation and
listed plant species, spread of weed species by ‘alala, potential ‘alala nest predation of listed bird
species and Partulina tree-snails mitigable by recapture of released ‘alala if needed, and a very minor
addition to helicopter noise. More unlikely, but not entirely discountable, are minor impacts to
operations on nearby farms and ranches in the unlikely event ‘alala disperse to much greater
distances than expected. Cumulative effects are either non-existent or minor and highly temporary
or mitigable through standard project operating procedures. There does not appear to be any need
for additional mitigation for cumulative impacts. There are some beneficial impacts of the project
that may also accumulate with those of other conservation projects. These include dispersal of
native plants seeds and control of rats leading to increased reproduction of some forest plants, as
well as control of feral cats, mongoose and rats that help decrease native bird mortality. The
cumulative benefits would cease after the termination of the maximum five-year pilot project.

8. Have a substantial adverse effect on a rare, threatened, or endangered species, or its
habitat. Effects to listed plants will be readily avoided by surveying the limited areas planned for
disturbance such as camps, aviaries, trails and helicopter landing zones, prior to disturbance. Off-
trail activities would be conducted by biologists trained in detecting and avoiding listed plants. ‘Alala
are known to occasionally depredate a variety of bird eggs and nestlings, including those listed as
threatened or endangered. Well-documented experience with released ‘alala at the Pu‘u Maka‘ala
NAR indicated only 5 predation events on forest bird nests for over 20 ‘alala released at the Pu‘u
Maka’ala site over a 4-year period. Considering the very small likelihood of nest predation events by
‘alala and the predominance of non-listed Hawaiian honeycreepers and introduced forest birds at
the release sites, the likelihood of predation by ‘alala on nests of listed Hawaiian honeycreepers is
low at the Kipahulu site and very low at the Ko‘olau proposed release site. Incorporating mitigation
measures that are built into the project, biologists assess that the action may affect, but is unlikely
to result in significant impacts, to federally listed animal species and their designated critical
habitat. It is somewhat likely ‘alala released at the Ko‘olau proposed release site, and unlikely ‘alala
released at the Kipahulu proposed release site, would prey upon rare Partulina tree snails. Based on
this, it is preferred to release ‘alala at only the Kipahulu proposed release site and not at the
Ko‘olau proposed release site (see Chapter 5).

9. Have a substantial adverse effect on air or water quality or ambient noise levels. No effect to
air or water quality would occur because of the project. The occasional helicopter flight would

produce extremely brief periods of noise that would not substantially adversely affect humans or
animals.

10. Have a substantial adverse effect on or be likely to suffer damage by being located in an
environmentally sensitive area such as a flood plain, tsunami zone, sea level rise exposure area,
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beach, erosion-prone area, geologically hazardous land, estuary, fresh water, or coastal waters.
Although the project would be located in an area with minor volcanic seismic risk, the entirety of
east Maui shares this risk, and the action is not imprudent to implement. The project site is
located near sensitive waters but would not adversely affect water quality or flooding in any way.
The project site is more than 3,000 feet above sea level and will not be affected directly by sea
level rise.

11. Have a substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas and views planes, during day or night,
identified in county or state plans or studies. The proposed action is not anticipated to adversely
affect any vistas or view planes identified in County or State plans or studies. No lighting is involved.

12. Require substantial energy consumption or emit substantial greenhouse gasses. Negligible
amounts of energy input and greenhouse gas emission would be required for implementation, but
not on a scale that would stress energy use or measurably contribute to climate change.

e Chapter 5: USFWS, NEPA Anticipated
Determination and Findings

5.1 Anticipated Determination
Based on the findings below, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service expects to determine the Preferred

Alternative for the proposed action will not significantly alter the environment in the context of
NEPA.

5.2 Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative chosen is Alternative 3: Release of ‘Alala to only Kipahulu Forest Reserve
on Maui. Although two release sites would allow comparison of juvenile release and release of
paired adults, the Preferred Alternative meets the important need to learn whether ‘alala can breed
in wet native forest habitat of east Maui where predation by ‘io on ‘alala is not a mortality factor.
There is no significant impact of the Preferred Alternative to the physical and biological environment
and to cultural and socio-economic resources. ‘Alala are known to depredate nests of small forest
birds. Although the Preferred Alternative, proposed release at Kipahulu Forest Reserve only, overlaps
portions of the ranges of three listed Hawaiian honeycreeper species, the likelihood of ‘alala
depredating nests of listed Hawaiian honeycreepers is low because of the far greater numbers of
introduced and non-listed Hawaiian forest birds, the very few ‘alala (approximately six) at the
Kipahulu proposed release site at any given time , and the expected small number of foraging events
on nests of forest birds by ‘alala. If ‘alala disperse into areas with listed forest bird populations that
have very low population numbers, kiwikiu in particular, ‘alala would be able to be recalled
(captured). As many as 12-15 ‘alala might be released throughout the entire project at the Kipahulu
proposed release site, but birds released after the initial approximately six birds would be only to
replace birds that had died or recaptured. Because the preferred alternative is to release at the
Kipahulu proposed release site only, it is probable the project would release juvenile birds (not adult
pairs), as this method of introduction has been used successfully in the past, while release of adult
pairs of ‘alala has not yet been attempted. The number of ‘alala at the Kipahulu proposed release
site could go up by approximately 1-3 wild fledged young each year beginning year 3 of the proposed
release, once the released juvenile birds start to breed. However, the numbers of ‘alala on the
landscape during years 3-5 of the project, under the most optimistic scenario, is likely to be no more
than 10-15 birds. It is unlikely ‘alala would prey upon rare Partulina tree snails at the Kipahulu
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proposed release site and avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures would be observed
to further reduce potential for ‘alala to depredate tree snails at the Kipahulu proposed release site.

Alternatives not Selected:

e Alternative 1: No Action.

The No Action Alternative was not selected because no action (not releasing ‘alala on east Maui)
would result in not learning whether ‘alala can breed on east Maui in wet native forest habitat in
conditions where predation by ‘io is not a mortality factor. This knowledge is important for
planning ‘alala reintroduction and developing methods for future ‘alala releases.

e Alternative 2: Release of ‘Alala to Ko‘olau Forest Reserve and Kipahulu Forest Reserve on
Maui. Alternative 2 was not chosen because it is expected to be somewhat likely ‘alala would
encounter and prey upon rare Partulina tree snails at the Ko‘olau proposed release site.

e Alternative 4: Release of ‘alala to only Ko‘olau Forest Reserve on Maui. Alternative 4 was not
chosen for reasons described under Alternative 2 (above).

Findings and Supporting Reasons:
The remainder of this chapter assesses the potential effects to the physical and biological environment
and to cultural and socio-economic resources because of implementing each alternative and are the facts
on which the anticipated determination and Preferred Alternative are based. For the following discussion:
e Effects to plants and animals and designated wilderness would be considered significant if there
is a high likelihood of adversely affecting rare and listed threatened or endangered plant and
animal species, or adversely modifying plant critical habitat; causing irreversible damage to a
non-negligible expanse of a native ecosystem through wildfire or other area-wide impacts;
causing widespread damage or death to native plants; or inducing the spread of non-native
species within an area of largely or exclusively native habitat; or significantly eroding the value of
designated wilderness.
e Effects to cultural and historic resources would be considered significant if there is a high
likelihood of damage to historical structures or exclusion of cultural practitioners
accessing cultural resources.
e Effects to recreation, hunting and public access, and Visitor Use and Experience on NPS lands
would be considered significant if there is a high likelihood of excluding the public from areas
the public currently uses to conduct recreation, hunting, and other public access.

In no instance for any of the factors evaluated is there likelihood of a significant impact except on rare
Partulina tree snails at the Ko‘olau proposed release site.

Impacts on Threatened and Endangered Species

Species listed as threatened or endangered by the State or Federal government require additional
consideration whenever an activity permitted by USFWS or DLNR may have an effect on these
species or their habitats. This section addresses effects to listed species. Listed animals found on east
Maui that may occur at or near the proposed release sites include the ‘Ope‘ape‘a or Hawaiian hoary
bat (Lasiurus cinereus semotus), ‘i‘iwi (Drepanis coccinea), ‘akohekohe (Palmeria dolei), and kiwikiu
(Pseudonestor xanthophrys). Néné or Hawaiian goose (Branta sandvicensis), an open country bird,
could potentially be present in some areas of the Kipahulu proposed release site. ‘Ua‘u or Hawaiian
petrel (Pterodroma sandwichensis), ‘ake‘ake or band-rumped storm-petrel (Pterodroma
sandwichensis), and ‘a‘o or Newell’s shearwater (Puffinus newelli) (Hawaiian seabirds) potentially
could overfly the proposed release sites. There are three species of federally listed Hawaiian
damselfly (Megalagrion spp.) that may potentially occur in the proposed release areas. Listed plants

68



at the proposed release sites or in nearby areas include: Asplenium peruvianum var. insulare, Bidens

micrantha ssp. kalealaha, Calamagrostis expansa, Clermontia samuelii ssp. samuelii, Ctenitis

squamigera, Cyanea copelandii ssp. haleakalaensis, Cyanea hamatiflora ssp. hamatiflora, Cyanea
horrida, Cyanea kunthiana, Cyanea maritae, Cyanea mceldowneyi, Cyrtanda ferripolosa, Joinvillea
ascendens ssp. ascendens, Huperzia mannii, Melicope ovalis, Microlepia strigosa var. mauiensis,

Nothocestrum latifolium, Phyllostegia bracteata, Phyllostegia brevidens, Phyllostegia haliakalae,

Plantago princeps, Schiedea diffusa subsp. diffusa, and Wikstroemia villosa. For each alternative with

mitigation described in Chapter 3 and summarized in Table 2, all impacts to threatened and

endangered species would be non-significant.

e Alternative 1: No Action.

No pilot project involving translocation of ‘alala to Maui would occur under the No Action
alternative and there would be no effects on threatened and endangered species on east Maui
other than the potential benefit of ‘alala spreading seeds of listed plants not occurring and
potential benefit to some listed plants and forest birds by rodent control.

o Alternative 2: Release of ‘Alala to Ko‘olau Forest Reserve and Kipahulu Forest Reserve on Maui.
In no instance for any of the factors evaluated is there likelihood of a significant impact to listed
plants, listed insects, listed seabirds and open country birds, and ‘Ope‘ape‘a. ‘Alala are known to
depredate nests of small forest birds. The likelihood of ‘alala depredating nests of listed
Hawaiian forest birds is low to very low because the far greater numbers of introduced and non-
listed Hawaiian forest birds, the few numbers of ‘alala that would be released, and the expected
very small proportion of foraging events by released ‘alala on forest birds from observations of
‘alala foraging behavior on Hawai‘i Island. Additionally, if ‘alala disperse into areas with listed
forest bird populations with very low population numbers, particularly kiwikiu, ‘alala can be
recalled (captured) to remove all potential of nest predation by ‘alala on listed forest birds in
these areas.

e Alternative 3: Release of ‘alala to only Kipahulu Forest Reserve on Maui (Preferred Alternative)
Impacts to threatened and endangered animals would be non-significant for reasons
described under Alternative 2 (above).

e Alternative 4: Release of ‘alala to only Ko‘olau Forest Reserve on Maui.

Impacts to threatened and endangered animals would be non-significant for reasons described
under Alternative 2 (above).

Impacts on Native Plants
Effects to native plants would be considered significant if there is a high likelihood of adversely
affecting native plants over a non-negligible expanse of native ecosystem; causing widespread
damage or death to native plants; or inducing spread of non-native species within an area of largely
or exclusively native habitat. Human activities associated with the project have the potential to
directly harm native vegetation within the smaller 250-acre area at each proposed release site by
vegetation clearing, construction, use of trails, trampling, and introduction of invasive plants or
pathogens by pedestrian or helicopter teams during materials transport and monitoring activities. No
project activities involve changes to the vegetative community or water regime that could lead to
greater wildfire risk, but human activities can sometimes lead to accidental fires. Under all the
proposed alternatives, there would be no prolonged or intensive negative impact to the native flora.
For each alternative, with mitigation described in Chapter 3 and summarized in Table 2 (Appendix F),
all impacts to plants would be non-significant.
e Alternative 1: No Action.
No pilot project involving translocation of ‘alala to Maui would occur under the No Action
alternative and there would be no effects on native plants present on east Maui, other than the
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potential benefit of ‘alala spreading seeds of native plants would not occur.

e Alternative 2: Release of ‘Alala to Ko‘olau Forest Reserve and Kipahulu Forest Reserve.
Because of project mitigations the likelihood of adversely affecting native plants is low to very
low from human activities such as trail creation, wildfire, aviary and camp construction and other
effects of human presence. ‘Alala may spread seeds of non-native plants and could potentially
increase the rate of spread of non-native plants. However, because of the high densities of
introduced forest birds in the proposed release areas that already contribute to the spread of
introduced plants the likelihood is low of ‘alala causing widespread damage or death to native
plants because of invasion of areas with native plants by non-native plants. The project plans to
collect ‘alala fecal samples at supplemental feeding stations, identify seeds of fruits of native and
non-native plants in ‘alala feces, plant seeds from ‘alala feces in seed germination trays, and
conduct vegetation surveys to better understand potential impacts on native forest of seed
dispersal by ‘alala of native and non-native plants.

e Alternative 3: Release of ‘Alala to only Kipahulu Forest Reserve on Maui (Preferred
Alternative). Impacts to native plants would be evaluated as described under Alternative 2
(above).

® Alternative 4: Release of ‘Alala to only Ko‘olau Forest Reserve on Maui.
Impacts to native plants would be evaluated as described under Alternative 2 (above).

Impacts on Animals not listed as threatened or endangered
Effects on animals would be considered significant if there is a high likelihood of adversely affecting non-
listed vertebrate and invertebrate species or causing irreversible damage to a non-negligible expanse of a
native ecosystem animals are dependent through wildfire or other area-wide impacts. Under all the
proposed alternatives, there would be no prolonged or intensive negative impact to native and non-native
animals, including migratory birds and insects (except Alternatives 2 and 4 for the Ko‘olau proposed
release site).
e Alternative 1: No Action
No pilot project involving translocation of ‘alala to Maui would occur under the No Action
alternative and there would be no effects on non-listed vertebrate and invertebrate species on
east Maui.
e Alternative 2: Release of ‘Alala to Ko‘olau Forest Reserve and Kipahulu Forest Reserve.
There is the potential for ‘alala to depredate nests of introduced and non-listed Hawaiian forest
birds and prey upon rare native tree snails (Partulina spp.). Numbers of introduced and non-
listed Hawaiian forest birds are so numerous and number of predation events by ‘alala on forest
bird nests based on observations of foraging behavior of ‘alala on Hawai‘i Island are expected to
be so few, and very few ‘alala would be released, that impacts to introduced and non-listed
Hawaiian forest birds would be negligible and non-significant. Alternative 2 was not chosen
however because it is expected it is somewhat likely ‘alala would encounter and prey upon rare
Partulina tree snails at the Ko‘olau proposed release site.
e Alternative 3: Release of ‘Alala to only Kipahulu Forest Reserve on Maui (Preferred Alternative).
Impacts to animals would be non-significant for reasons described under Alternative 2 (above).
It is expected it is unlikely ‘alala would prey upon rare Partulina tree snails at the Kipahulu
proposed release site. With avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures it is expected
the proposed action will not significantly affect rare Partulina tree snails at the Kipahulu
proposed release site.
e Alternative 4: Release of ‘alala to only Ko‘olau Forest Reserve on Maui.
As described in Alternative 2 above, it is expected it is somewhat likely ‘alala would encounter
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and prey upon rare Partulina tree snails at the Ko‘olau proposed release site. Impacts to other
non-listed animals would be non-significant for reasons described under Alternative 2 (above).

Impacts on Geology, Soil, Water Quality and Climate

A significant effect in terms of geologic hazard would be one that substantially places lives and
property at risk. Effects to soil, soil erosion, and streams would be evaluated as significant if they
involved a change to soil quality, non-negligible increases in soil erosion, alterations in stream flow,
or adverse changes to water quality. Climate impacts would be significant if there were substantial
greenhouse gas emissions that could contribute to climate change.

In general, impacts to soil erosion and sedimentation would be extremely minor because of the
negligible action on the ground as discussed in section 3.5.2. The amount of vegetation clearing
would not affect soil water holding capacity. Currently, no chemical weed or pest control is planned.
Rodent control would be conducted using traps fitted with excluders to preclude bird access. If it
becomes necessary to utilize a rodenticide bait, the active ingredient in rodenticide baits that would
be used (diphacinone) has low water solubility and exposure of surface and ground water would be
negligible (EPA 2015, p. 12). Mitigation measures employed to minimize the risk of soil erosion and
resulting sedimentation including minimizing creation of new trails, restricting ground disturbance,
not removing vegetation except under certain conditions, and restricting staff to forest trails except
under certain conditions, for example to search for a bird that is suspected to be injured or to have
died. Camp garbage would be flown out and composting toilets would be used to mitigate impacts
to water quality. All fuel and any other substances with the potential to pollute water would be
strictly controlled within the camp and any waste would be monitored and taken off-site for proper
disposal.

The only aspect of the project with the potential to produce significant quantities of greenhouse
gasses such as carbon dioxide or methane and thus affect climate is the increase of vehicle and
helicopter trips from this project. Vehicle trips would be to helicopter staging areas for flights to
remote landing zones at proposed release areas. As discussed in Section 3.6 concerning noise
impact, the number of helicopter hours to support the project is estimated to be between 2 and 24
hours/month. The percent change (between 6 and 48 percent) from current conditions for number
of helicopters flight hours within the analysis area is moderate and there would be negligible impact
to climate from increase in helicopter and vehicle use. Carbon emissions because of operating the
project would be considered negligible and are not expected to contribute significantly to global
climate change.
o Alternative 1: No Action. No pilot project involving translocation of ‘alala to Maui would occur
under the No Action alternative and there would be no impacts on geology, soil, water quality
and climate on east Maui.

e Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, although Alternative 2 would necessarily involve impacts in both
Kipahulu and Ko‘olau proposed release sites, with mitigation, all impacts to soil erosion,
water quality in streams or aquifers or climate would be negligible and non-significant.

Impacts on Cultural and Historic Resources

The conclusions of the Cultural Impact Assessment (CIA 2023, pp. 99) and National Park Service
evaluation of archaeological resources (Section 3.7) are that there are no major concerns or
cultural issues with the project or unmitigable cultural impacts of the Preferred Alternative.
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Impacts on Designated Wilderness

Although all action alternatives detract from wilderness character qualities, under the Preferred
Alternative, these are small adverse impacts to the undeveloped quality, untrammeled quality, and
opportunity for experiencing nature, while the Preferred Alternative provides a substantial benefit to the
natural and other features of value qualities through the protection of native ‘alala and ecosystem services
‘alala provides.

Impacts on Recreation, Hunting and Public Access, and Visitor Use and Experience

Effects to recreation, hunting and public access would be evaluated as significant if they involved a
substantially adverse change to access or degraded or limited the resources for which the public accesses
the area. There would be no changes to public access under any of the action alternatives, which all
propose to release ‘alala in sections of State-managed land that is publicly accessible. There is little chance
for interaction between the public utilizing the Kipahulu FR and HNP and ‘alala for the action alternatives,
and little if any adverse consequences if there were any interaction. As discussed in Section 3.1, ‘alala are
unlikely to disperse within the 5 years maximum of the pilot project to sites that are readily accessible by
the public. There appears to be no potential to adversely affect access or use of the area for any of the
action alternatives for hiking, birding, hunting, or gathering. No mitigation measures are required, as no
impacts to recreation, hunting and public access would occur under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.

Impacts on Air Quality, and Scenic Resources and Noise

Effects to air quality would be evaluated as significant if the action involved a substantial new emissions

source or if State standards would be violated. Impacts to scenic resources would be evaluated as

significant if the project degraded a noted scenic resource or interfered with a scenic view plane. Effects to
noise would be considered significant if State standards of the Department of Health would be violated, or
if the natural quiet of the area was substantially disturbed, or if there was noticeable disturbance to the
soundscape of HNP. Most conservation activities would be conducted by staff working with no vehicles
and minimal machinery in small camps in remote areas with no potential for air pollution, noise audible to
humans, or interference with scenic views. Virtually the only source of impacts for the resources of air
quality, scenic value and natural sound levels would be helicopters.

e There would be an increase of approximately 20 percent annually for the Ko‘olau and Kipahulu
proposed release sites in helicopter use for conservation purposes as discussed in section 3.9.2.
Mitigation measures are built-in to project design to minimize the impacts of helicopters on
the air quality, scenic quality, and especially the soundscape of the region. These include
efficient flight planning that reduces the length and frequency of flights, as well as avoiding low
overflights of breeding bird habitat and homes and any overflight of HNP. With mitigation, all
impacts to air quality, scenic quality, and the soundscape would be negligible and non-
significant.

e Alternative 1: No Action. No pilot project involving translocation of ‘alala to Maui
would occur under the No Action alternative and there would be no impacts on air quality,
scenic resources, or soundscape.

® Action Alternatives. There are no substantial differences in impacts or mitigation measures
between Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, although Alternative 2 would necessarily involve impacts in
both Kipahulu and Ko‘olau proposed release sites, including potentially longer helicopter flight
paths because the greater distance from Kahului Airport to the Kipahulu proposed release site.

5.3 Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
Cumulative effects may occur when the adverse effects of a proposed action are added to other past,
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present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions of any government or private entity. In some
cases, the direct effects of a project may be minor but the cumulative effects significant. Cumulative
impacts would be evaluated as significant if the severity of an impact to a particular resource
increased to be substantially adverse because of the interaction of two or more distinct actions and
the proposed project was not capable of mitigating this impact to insubstantial levels.

In analyzing cumulative effects, it is important to first identify future or ongoing actions in nearby
areas with the potential to have impacts that interact with those of the proposed project. Review of
HRS 343 and National Environmental Policy Act documents in the editions during the previous year of
The Environmental Notice indicates no known new major planned or ongoing projects in the east
Maui area in the 2023 to 2025 timeframe that could interact with the proposed project. Most
development involves construction or renovation of individual homes, commercial structures and
government infrastructure, and no major infrastructure or development projects were noted. No
construction or land-altering projects are proposed for the analysis area within 2 miles of the
proposed release sites. However, the proposed project does have the potential to have impacts that
interact with those of other ongoing wildlife projects and activities, as listed in section 3.9: including,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Support of PEPP Activities, DOFAW and NPS Support of Mosquito
Control Activities, Haleakala National Park Conservation Activities, The Nature Conservancy Waikamoi
Preserve Conservation Activities, and East Maui Watershed Partnership Conservation Activities. The
adverse impacts of the proposed project however are centered on minor and almost entirely
mitigable disturbance of vegetation and listed plant species. Potential for adverse impacts by ‘alala
predation on nests of listed birds are low because there are far higher numbers of introduced and
non-listed birds compared to listed forest birds and because of mitigation measures including recall
(recapture) of ‘alal3, if ‘alala pose an unacceptable risk to vulnerable populations of listed Hawaiian
honeycreepers. Similarly potential impacts to rare Partulina tree-snails are low and mitigation
measures including recall of ‘alala if ‘alala pose an unacceptable risk to vulnerable populations of
Partulina tree snails. Adverse impacts to conservation management including fencing and ungulate
removal, broad-scale mosquito control, surveys and monitoring listed plants, predator control, and
scientific research are low because the standard project operating procedures, project mitigation
measures, and established communication structures between the ‘Alala Project and landowners/land
managers conducting conservation activities in areas where ‘alala are proposed to be released.

More unlikely, but not entirely discountable, are minor impacts to operations on nearby farms and
ranches in the unlikely event ‘alala disperse to much greater distances than expected. These
impacts can also be mitigated through voluntary conservation actions by the operations and/or
retrieval of ‘alala by the ‘Alala Project. As discussed under Section 3.3.3, MFBRP would actively
coordinate with farmers and ranchers during the pilot project to assist in explaining voluntary
conservation measures (voluntary conservation measures are described in Appendix K). The only
category of impacts that has any realistic potential to accumulate with those of other ongoing or
future projects is helicopter noise, which is discussed from a cumulative perspective in Section 3.9,
which concluded that even with releases at both sites, the overall increase in noise from
conservation helicopter flights would be modest.

In sum, cumulative effects are either non-existent, or minor and highly temporary or mitigable
through standard project operating procedures. There does not appear to be any need for additional
mitigation for cumulative impacts. Beneficial impacts of the project may also accumulate with those
of other conservation projects. These include dispersal of native plants seeds and control of rats,
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leading to increased reproduction of some forest plants, as well as control of feral cats, mongooses,
and rats that help decrease native bird mortality.

Secondary impacts occur when projects induce physical and social impacts that are only indirectly
related to the project — e.g., effects on housing scarcity when a major resort is constructed in a rural
area. The project will not create many new jobs that could lead to in-migration on Maui, and it will not
cause stresses on government infrastructure or induce any other type of adverse secondary effects.

5.4 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources

With built-in project mitigation in place to ensure protection of listed threatened or endangered plants
and birds, and rare species, no valuable resources would be committed or lost. Cultural resources would
be safeguarded through protection of forest resources, which are important for gathering. Na Ala Hele
Trails and archaeological sites along Kaupo Trail are known to be present. These are outside human impact
areas, but in areas where ground disturbance would occur, such as temporary aviaries, camps and
helicopter landing zones that do not already exist, archaeological surveys will be conducted to verify the
lack of historic sites and move the location of proposed facilities if any archaeological sites are found. The
public would be notified during the entire project of events pertaining to the proposed release. If by year
2-3 of the pilot study it is found that ‘alala are surviving long-term and are breeding successfully, an EA or
EIS would be conducted to evaluate the potential impacts of ‘alala to all east Maui, since successful
breeding of ‘alala for the pilot project indicates the potential for the ‘alala population to grow and expand
beyond the analysis area. If the EA or EIS find the potential impacts of an expanding ‘alala population are
significant, cannot be mitigated, and harm outweigh benefits of ‘alala on east Maui, the pilot project
would continue until its designated conclusion (year 5); when released ‘alala and young produced in the
wild would be captured and brought to captive facilities.

5.5 Unavoidable Adverse Effects
The project would not involve any unavoidable adverse effects. As described in Chapter 4, section 4.2, the
project would not:

e Involve anirrevocable commitment or loss or destruction of any natural or cultural resources;

e Curtail the range of beneficial uses of the environment;

o Conflict with the State’s environmental policies or long-term environmental goals
established by law; Have a substantial adverse effect on the economic welfare, social
welfare, or cultural practices of the community and State;

e Have a substantial adverse effect on public health;

e Involve adverse secondary impacts, such as population changes or effects on public facilities;

e Beindividually limited but cumulatively have substantial adverse effects upon the
environment or involve a commitment for larger actions;

e Have a substantial adverse effect on a rare, threatened, or endangered species, or its habitat;

e Have a substantial adverse effect on air or water quality or ambient noise levels;

e Have a substantial adverse effect on or be likely to suffer damage by being located in an
environmentally sensitive area such as a flood plain, tsunami zone, sea level rise exposure
area, beach, erosion-prone area, geologically hazardous land, estuary, fresh water, or
coastal waters;

e Have a substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas and views planes, during day or night,
identified in county or state plans or studies; or

® Require substantial energy consumption or emit substantial greenhouse gases.
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Appendix B: ‘Alala Biology, Life-History Needs, and
Background Information

‘Alala Biology

‘Alala habitat requirements and behavior

The ‘alala is the only extant native Hawaiian corvid. At least two other species, once found on O‘ahu
and Moloka‘i, became extinct sometime after Polynesian settlement (James and Olsen 1991, pp. 11-
22). The ‘alala is historically known from the island of Hawai‘i, where it was known from dry, mesic,
and wet ‘Ohi‘a (Metrosideros polymorpha) forests and mesic koa (Acacia koa) forests at elevations
from 1100 and 6000 feet (ft) on the southeast and west slopes of Mauna Loa Volcano and the north
and west slopes of Hualalai Volcano. ‘Alal3, or a closely related subspecies, also inhabited Maui prior
to Polynesian settlement but was absent by the time of European contact and is not found in
traditional mo‘olelo (stories) from Maui (James et al. 1987, entire; Fleischer et al. 2003, entire).

‘Alala are associated with native forests with a closed to semi-open canopy (Scott et al. 1986, pp. 82-
85). ‘Alala are omnivorous and depend on diverse food resources from native understory fruit trees
and shrubs and perform an essential ecological role as a seed disperser (Culliney 2012, entire). They
also utilize other forest resources, including forest bird eggs and nestlings during the breeding
season and arthropods found year-round in decaying and healthy overstory and mid-canopy trees
(Banko et al. 2002, pp. 4-6). During the breeding season a substantial portion of food delivered to
‘alala nestlings by paired wild adult ‘alala is small forest birds and eggs of forest birds, based on
analysis of nestlings’ fecal samples containing from 52 and 91 percent of fragments of passerine bird
bones and eggshells (Sakai and Carpenter 1990, p. 221). ‘Alala occupied both native koa-‘6hi‘a and
mixed native/introduced forest in the Kona area but did not use forest with only scattered trees,
suggesting that some feature of reduction in tree density makes forest unsuitable for ‘alala (Giffin et
al. 1987, entire). ‘Alala often moved from wet ‘6hi‘a forest into mesic koa-‘ohi‘a forest and the dry
‘Ohi‘a forest on a seasonal basis in south Kona (Giffin et al. 1987, entire). Similarly, on Hualalai, ‘alala
were historically seen moving from the montane dry forests on the north side to the wet west side
of Hualalai in response to seasonal food resources (Giffin 1983, pp. 21-22; Banko et al. 2002, p. 4).
‘Alala appear to prefer staying within forested habitat wherever possible. They will traverse small
pasture areas surrounded by native forest but rarely cross large areas that provide them with little in
the way of food resources or cover that provides protection from ‘io, the natural predator of ‘alala
(DLNR/USFWS 1999, p. 4).

Although collectors in the 1890s noted ‘alala as low as 1100 ft, all recorded nests have been
between 3400 and 5800 ft (DLNR/USFWS 1999, p. 4). Rainfall within ‘alala historic range on leeward
Mauna Loa and Hualalai is from 24 to 98 inches per year. Rainfall in Ka‘l District in montane wet
forest within ‘alala historic range is greater than 100 inches per year in some areas. In central Kona
(leeward Mauna Loa), ‘alala historically nested in mature mesic koa-‘6hi‘a forest and appear to have
preferred mature ‘Ohi‘a for nest sites in mesic and dry forests. The habitat with the highest breeding
densities of ‘alala from 1970-1982 was a relatively undisturbed koa-‘6hi‘a forest (Giffin et al. 1987).
In the central Kona forests, home ranges of established pairs of ‘alala were approximately (500 acres
[ac]) (USFWS, unpubl. data), and pairs were typically permanent residents of their territory. These
home ranges contracted slightly during the breeding season (March-July) as the pair stayed closer to
the nest. Movements within these home ranges appeared to be influenced heavily by the quality of
habitat (food resource availability and protective cover), proximity and distribution of other ‘alal3,
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and proximity of territorial ‘io. Limited studies with other crow species (Yom-Tov 1974, entire)
suggest that sizes of breeding territories are not influenced by food supply, at least in the short
term, but are more likely set by social interactions among pairs. Losses of established pairs from a
population can lead to several-fold increases in the home ranges of the remaining ‘alala (USFWS,
unpubl. data).

‘Alala population history

Significant changes in the forest ecosystems of Hawai‘i, beginning with Polynesian arrival and
increasing after European contact, have contributed to the decline and disappearance of many
species of endemic birds (Banko 2009, entire). Direct mortality factors of ‘alala reported historically
are shooting by farmers (Berger 1981, p. 91), avian disease (Duckworth et al. 1992, pp. 24-26), and
suspected predation on nests and young by introduced mammals, including mongooses (Urva
auropunctatus) and feral cats (Felis catus) (Duckworth et al. 1992, p. 24). Feral cats are also
suspected predators of adults (USFWS, unpubl. data). Because ‘alala feed extensively on fruits of
native understory plants, it is reasonable to assume that the gradual but massive loss of those plants
within native forest (Cuddihy and Stone 1990, pp. 17, 37 and 41) has strongly reduced habitat
quality. This could have reduced adult survival during lean years, the ability of pairs to raise chicks,
and the total number of ‘alala that could subsist in a given area. In common with many Hawaiian
birds, the ‘alala experienced a severe decline in numbers and range during the latter part of the 19"
and throughout the 20™ century (Berger 1972, p. 91). One key reason for population decline of
Hawaiian honeycreepers is avian disease spread by mosquito vectors; however, mosquito-borne
disease appears not to have played a significant role in the population decline of ‘alala (USFWS 2009,
p. I-21). During the 1970s and 1980s ‘alala disappeared from Ka‘l district, Hualalai volcano, and
south Kona (USFWS 2009, p. I-5). The wild population in central Kona, numbering 11 birds in 1992,
fell to three birds in October 1999, including one known breeding pair. The last observation of wild
‘alala was in 2002 (USFWS 2009, p. I-6).

Recovery actions to date

Conservation Breeding

The ‘alala was protected by Territorial and later State of Hawai‘i law beginning in 1931 and was
added to the Federal and State lists of endangered species in 1967. Recognizing the importance of
healthy native forests to provide habitat for ‘alala and other native forest birds, beginning in the
1980s, Federal, State, and private landowners working in cooperation built ungulate exclusion
fencing protecting large areas of native forest on Hawai‘i in areas once occupied by ‘alal3, as well as
extensive areas of native forest on Maui and the other main Hawaiian Islands. A captive propagation
program for the ‘alala was initiated in 1970 by DOFAW in partnership with the USFWS. This program
was initially based on birds collected as fledglings from the wild in 1970. Between 1970 and 1981, a
total of 12 ‘alala were brought into captivity. However, the program suffered due to inadequate
facilities and a low rate of successful reproduction. In 1986 the program, with nine captive ‘alala, was
transferred from Pohakuloa, Hawai‘i, to Olinda, Maui. The Peregrine Fund was contracted to manage
the ‘alala conservation breeding effort in 1993. Management of the ‘alala conservation breeding
program was transferred to San Diego Zoo in 1999. Currently, the San Diego Zoo Wildlife Alliance
(SDZWA) operates two conservation breeding centers for ‘alala, one at Olinda and the other at
Volcano, Hawai‘i. As of 2023, there are 112 birds in these two centers and two birds at the Pana‘ewa
Zoo in Hilo, Hawai‘i.
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Reintroduction Efforts

Releases of juvenile ‘alala (birds < 1 year-old), originating from eggs collected from both captive and
wild parents, were conducted in the northern portion of South Kona district at the McCandless Ranch
between 1993 and 1998. The location for the Kona release was chosen to allow maximal integration
with the remaining wild population. The 27 released birds were fitted with radio transmitters and
relocated at frequent intervals, allowing detailed observations of behavior. Juveniles were weaned
from supplemental foods within 3—5 months of their release. Foraging behavior of juveniles was less
efficient than that of wild adults but was sufficient for survival (Klavitter et al. 1995, entire). Juvenile
released birds did not integrate with the existing wild population. Twenty-one of the released birds
died over the program’s duration, and the remaining six were recaptured in 1998 and 1999 for
reintegration into the captive flock. Many of the released birds died before reaching the age of sexual
maturity (approximately two years), and the rate of mortality (approximately 40 percent per year)
declined only slightly as the released birds matured (USFWS 2009, p. I-19).

The cause of death was determined for 13 of 21 released birds (USFWS 2009, p. I-19). Seven were
killed by ‘io, three died from toxoplasmosis (Work et al. 2000, entire), two died of other infections
(Work et al. 1999, entire), and one died from mammal predation. The bodies of eight birds were not
recovered, so the cause of death for these individuals remains unknown. Necropsies of the remains
that were found showed poor nutritional condition in some birds but not others. Several released
birds were observed manipulating cat feces (USFWS 2009, p. I-21), which is a known reservoir of the
protozoan Toxoplasma gondii, and these birds may have contracted toxoplasmosis from that source.
Habitat conditions (drought and poor fruit production) during the several years during which the
reintroductions were completed may have influenced mortality rates. Although positive
determination is not possible, it is conceivable that poor body condition may have predisposed some
birds to death by infection or predation. Contrary to predictions (Duckworth et al. 1992, p. 26), avian
malaria and pox were found not to be sources of mortality for released ‘alala, since all the released
birds survived exposure to these pathogens. However, several birds were provided with veterinary
care prior to release when weakened by apparent malarial infections.

Releases of subadult (one- to two-year old ‘alala), originating from eggs collected from captive
parents, were conducted on east Mauna Loa at Pu‘u Maka‘ala Natural Area Reserve (Pu‘u Maka‘ala
NAR or NAR) between 2016 and 2019. Releases were conducted in two different release areas within
Pu‘u Maka‘ala NAR, one in the southern portion of the NAR in 2016, and the other in the northern
portion from 2017-2019. All released ‘alala were fitted with radio transmitters and relocated at
frequent intervals allowing detailed observations of behavior. All released birds after their release
were provided supplemental foods. They were not successfully weaned from supplemental foods
after their release although some reduction in the amount and variety of supplemental foods
occurred at different times during the reintroduction. Because supplemental foods continued to be
provided, it was not possible to determine if foraging behavior of released birds on wild foods was
sufficient for survival.

Five birds were released in 2016 in the southern portion of Pu‘u Maka‘ala NAR in wet native forest
habitat with fruiting trees and shrubs and understory composed predominantly of tree ferns
(VanderWerf et al. 2013, entire). The 2016 release site was chosen because it provided a variety of
fruiting trees and shrubs for food and a tree fern understory to provide ‘alala cover from ‘io. Cat
trapping was conducted throughout the release area and rat trapping was conducted in local areas
around holding and release aviaries. ‘Alala released in 2016 were provided some training prior to
release to identify and avoid ‘io as a potential predator. Within one week of the release, two of the
released ‘alala were killed by ‘io, and a third dispersed and died from exposure. The remaining two
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‘alala were recaptured and reintegrated into the captive flock. USFWS and DOFAW decided for future
releases to develop improved methods to teach predator recognition and appropriate behavioral
response for ‘alala to ‘io predation attempts.

Twenty-seven ‘alala (including two surviving birds from 2016) were released in the northern portion
of Pu‘u Maka‘ala NAR between 2017 and 2019 in mixed type wet native forest habitat comprised of
tall-stature ‘6hi‘a-koa closed-canopy forest and semi-open canopy short stature ‘Ghi‘a forest (USFWS
2017, entire). Native forest in some areas was interrupted by areas of open pasture and transitioned
to shrubland areas at higher elevations. The 2017-2019 release sites were chosen because they
provided a diversity of fruiting trees and shrubs for food, understory to provide cover for ‘alala from
‘io, and adjacent shrubland areas with seasonal fruiting shrubs. In addition, ‘io surveys indicated few
‘io in the release area, and there was good road access providing improved ability to monitor
released birds. Birds were given access to wild foods in captivity to familiarize them with wild foods
encountered in the wild and needed to demonstrate competency eating wild foods to be considered
for release. Birds received ‘io anti-predatory training and needed to show appropriate behavioral
responses to threat stimuli to qualify for release (Greggor et al. 2021, entire). Cat trapping was
conducted throughout the release area and rat trapping in local areas around hacking aviaries. Birds
were released in cohorts of from 7 to 11 birds from release aviaries located at three different release
locations. Each hacking aviary was no more than 1,000 m (3,300 ft) from its nearest neighbor.

Three breeding pairs formed in 2019, each occupying a distinct territorial area of the reserve. Two
built nest platforms, and one built a full nest, where the female sat for 3—4 weeks. The contents of
the nest could not be confirmed; however, the female’s incubation behavior was highly suggestive
that eggs were present in the nest. Unfortunately, one member of each of the three pairs died prior
to the next breeding season and none of the three survivors formed a pair. In 2020 two additional
pairs formed, one of which made a nest platform and defended a territory, but the other never
formed firm territorial boundaries.

Twenty-two of the released birds died over the program’s duration, and the remaining five were
recaptured in 2020 for reintegration into the captive flock. All birds from the 2017 and 2018 cohorts
survived for >1 year, with some surviving close to or over 3 years since their release. By contrast, the
2019 release birds survived for a much shorter period. Five of seven of the 2019 cohort died within 5
months of their release. A primary cause of death was assigned for 13 of the released birds, although
some deaths were likely due to multiple factors (e.g., bacterial infection followed by predation). The
primary cause of death for three recovered carcasses could not be determined (A. Gregor, pers.
comm., 2022). The bodies of seven birds were not recovered, and the cause of death for these
individuals remains unknown, although one of them disappeared in a dispersal event soon after
release. Seven released ‘alala were suspected to be killed by ‘io, and two showed evidence of
conspecific aggression. There was one possible death as result of mammal predation. Necropsies of
the remains for some birds showed poor nutritional condition, particularly three birds that died in a
winter storm during 2019-2020 at a time when supplemental food was being reduced to wean birds
to wild foods. One bird was observed with pox infection, which was treated and resolved in the wild.
No released ‘alala tested positive for active toxoplasmosis infections, however, blood samples pre-
release and post-mortem revealed evidence suggesting that several birds had prior infections.
Mortalities accelerated rapidly during summer of 2020, and USFWS and DOFAW determined it was
necessary to recapture the remaining five ‘alala and return them to captivity.

The types of mortalities for the Pu‘u Maka‘ala release show some of the same risk factors observed
during the Kona release, including ‘io predation, confirmed or suspected mammal predation, disease,
and limited capacity of some released birds to maintain body condition. However, during the Pu‘u
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Maka‘ala release, two new risk factors were observed. These were mortalities due to exposure to
wet, cold, and windy conditions, and death as result of conspecific aggression. ‘Alala released at Pu‘u
Maka‘ala did not experience infection by toxoplasmosis. Whether this is because cat trapping
reduced numbers of cats, the wet environment degraded cat feces quickly, or something about the
habitat/vegetation matrix made it less likely for ‘alala to find cat feces is unclear. During the Pu‘u
Maka‘ala release the field team observed release cohorts mixing around supplemental feeding
stations near hacking aviaries built for later releases and intra-specific conflicts at and near the
feeding stations, as well as in the surrounding forest (A. Greggor, pers. comm., 2022). The field team
also observed that aggression increased when birds became sexually mature and formed pairs and
that the social cohesion of younger birds, which provided benefits to avoiding ‘io predation, waned
as birds matured. These observations are consistent with what is known about the species’ social
system historically, with juvenile flocks transitioning to territorial pairs (Banko et al. 2002, pp. 10-11).
Preliminary analyses of the circumstances surrounding ‘alala mortalities suggest that birds were at
higher risk during periods of weaning and as the number of territorial birds on the landscape
increased (A. Greggor, pers. comm., 2022).

‘Alala historically used mesic to wet forests dominated by ‘chi‘a and koa canopy from 1,000-8,200
feet elevation, with seasonal movement along elevation gradients to track food availability. Their
nests occupied restricted ranges of 1,700-5,700 ft (Banko and Banko 1980, p. 25), although nest
platforms were recorded up to 6,080 ft in recent releases. Future released populations may show
different spatial patterns than historic populations, at least initially, since it may take multiple
generations for them to regain seasonal movement, which was presumably learned socially between
parents and offspring or refined during juvenile flocking (van Dooren 2006, entire). Additionally,
there is some uncertainty about how their movement and habitat preferences will translate to
different conditions on Maui, when prior records are from Hawai’i Island. Nonetheless, information
from the Hawai‘i Island releases can give some indication of what we might expect in newly released
populations.

Releases of juvenile ‘alala groups were anchored to the release sites using supplemental food
stations for previous releases. These sites were dominated by ‘6hi‘a and koa canopy, although there
was considerable forest fragmentation nearby. Similar strategies have anchored other bird species of
varying ages (White et al. 2012, entire), so it is likely that adult ‘alala will settle as reliably as
juveniles, but uncertainty in how much their spatial behavior will mirror juvenile releases remains.
The home ranges of juvenile released birds gradually expanded over time from release (Smetzer et
al. 2021, entire), but their movements were biased by the location of feeders (Greggor et al. in
review). It is uncertain what dispersal behavior of released birds will be once weaned from
supplemental foods. There is the potential that birds may range more widely, or, if they have already
established territories and wild foods are plentiful, dispersal may be similar to observed during the
Pu‘u Maka‘ala NAR release.

Factors limiting ‘alald recovery

Establishment and persistence of reintroduced populations of ‘alala will require control of the most
significant mortality factors over long time periods and extensive areas. In order for a population of
‘alala to maintain itself in the wild, mortality rates of juveniles and adults must be much lower than
those observed in the wild (and reintroduced) populations over the last 50 years (DLNR/USFWS
1999, pp. 7-8). Information gleaned from the Kona and Pu‘u Maka‘ala releases reveal important
causes of direct mortality, including ‘io predation, toxoplasmosis infection, exposure, conspecific
aggression, and mammal predation, but the effect of other, more indirect, limiting factors, (e.g.,
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reduced elevational range and fragmentation of native forest) remain less certain. ‘Alala historically
had extensive home ranges, and so a self-sustaining population would occupy a substantial area of
forest over considerable range in elevation and different forest habitats. Movements of wild ‘alala
between different habitats and precipitation regimes suggest the importance of large forest areas
needed for ‘alala to complete its life history (Giffin 1987, p. 490). In addition, smaller populations are
more likely to disappear over time due to severe environmental events or other random factors than
are larger, more spatially extensive populations. For this reason, areas with more potential habitat
for ‘alala are preferable as reintroduction sites.

Most of the factors suggested to be responsible for the decline and extinction of ‘alala in the wild still
exist in most of the historic range for the species on the island of Hawai‘i, and proposed release
locations for ‘alala on Maui. However, the relative effect of each risk factor varies considerably for
number of ‘alala that may succumb to a given factor. Selection of release areas that lack or have
reduced presence of certain risk factors and reduction of risk factors that have greatest potential to
limit survival of ‘alala may contribute to improved likelihood of success of future ‘alala releases.
Predation by ‘io was the cause for the highest number of ‘alala deaths of all risk factors during the
Kona and Pu‘u Maka‘ala releases. ‘lo populations appear to be robust in most areas of native forest
on Hawai‘i Island (Gorresen et al. 2008, entire). While individual ‘io have been reported extremely
rarely on Maui (Banko and Banko 1980, p. 18), no breeding population is present. Populations of
mammalian predators (rats, feral cats, mongoose) are largely uncontrolled in many areas, although
control methods exist and can be effective over relatively large areas where infrastructure and
resources allow as, for example, broad-scale cat trapping and more localized rodent trapping during
‘alala releases conducted at Pu‘u Maka‘ala NAR. Mortalities due to confirmed or suspected mammal
predation were few during both the Kona and Pu‘u Maka‘ala releases. Toxoplasmosis can be
expected to be present wherever there are feral cats, which apparently includes most areas below
3000 m (10,000 ft) elevation on all the main Hawaiian Islands (DOFAW/USFWS 1999, p. 7) and most
of Maui. However, risk to ‘alala being exposed to toxoplasmosis may be lower in wet forest habitats
where cat feces are less likely to persist for long periods of time. Avian pox and avian malaria exist
throughout all the main Hawaiian Islands, although some areas have lower prevalence of malaria,
primarily forest areas at higher elevation (Fortini et al. 2015, entire). There were no mortalities for
‘alala from avian malaria or pox during the Kona and Pu‘u Maka‘ala releases.
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Appendix C: Scoping Consultations and
Comments Received

A letter describing the proposed project was sent to the following Agencies and individuals. The letter
described the two proposed release sites and reasons for considering releasing ‘alala on east Maui.

County Agencies and Officials

Jade Butay, Department of Transportation

Paul Higashino, Kaho‘olawe Island Reserve Commission
Helen Kau, Maui County Department of Water Supply
Michael Paul Victorino, Office of the Mayor, Maui County
Alan M. Arakawa, Past Maui Mayor

Alice Lee, Maui County Council

Keani Rawlins-Fernandez, Maui County Council

Tasha Kama, Maui County Council

Gabe Johnson, Maui County Council

Kelly Takaya King, Maui County Council

Mike Molina, Maui County Council

Tamara Paltin, Maui County Council

Shane Sinenci, Maui County Council

Yuki Lei Sugimura, Maui County Council

State Agencies and Officials

David Ige, Governor

Andrew Choy, Department of Hawaiian Homelands

Katie Ersbak, Hawai‘i State Watershed Partnership Coordinator

Lee Ohigashi, Land Use Commission, Hawai‘i DBEDT

Office of Planning and Sustainability, State of Hawai‘i

Phyllis Shimabukuro-Geiser, Office of the Chairperson, Hawai‘i Department of Agriculture
Les Welsh, Office of the Executive Director, Conservation Council for Hawai‘i
Angus McKelvey, Office of the Representative, Hawai‘i State Capital

Justin Woodson, Office of the Representative, Hawai‘i State Capital

Kyle Yamashita, Office of the Representative, Hawai‘i State Capital

Lynn DeCoite, Office of the Senator, Hawai’‘i State Capital

Gilbert Keith-Agaran, Office of the Senator, Hawai‘i State Capital

Carmen Hulu Lindsey, Office of Hawaiian Affairs

Federal Agencies and Officials

Kai Kahele, Office of the U.S. Representative

Ed Case, Office of the U.S. Representative

Mazie Hirono, Office of the U.S. Senator

Brian Schatz, Office of the U.S. Senator

Lisa C. Oshiro-Suganuma, Department of Interior, Office of Native Hawaiian Relations
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Nancy Holman, Kalaupapa National Historical Park

Melia Lane-Kamahele, National Park Service, Pacific Island Support Office

Susan Cordell, Office of the Director, US Forest Service, IPF, Pacific Southwest Research Station
Ricardo Lopez, Pacific Islands Refuges and Monuments Office, US Fish and Wildlife Service
Natalie Gates, Superintendent, Haleakala National Park

John Stephenson, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Jennifer Roth, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Office of Law Enforcement

Jennifer Higashino, USDA - Natural Resources Conservation Service

Michael Constantinides, USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service

Eben Paxton, USGS-PIERC

Paul Banko, USGS-PIERC

Lucas Fortini, USGS-PIERC

Rick Camp, USGS-PIERC

Individuals and Organizations

Sean O Keefe, Alexander & Baldwin Properties, Inc.

Steve Holmer, American Bird Conservancy

Molly Haggeman, Bishop Museum ornithology collections manager

Amy Atwood, Center for Biological Diversity

Patricia Tummons, Environment Hawaii

Jordan Jokiel, Haleakala Ranch

Scott Meidell, Haleakala Ranch

Laura Zoller, Hawai‘i Audubon Society

Nicole Galase, Hawai‘i Cattleman’s Association

Emma Anders, Hawai‘i Conservation Alliance

Una Greenway, Hawai‘i Organic Farming Association

Linda Elliott, Hawai‘i Wildlife Center

Laura Debnar, Honolulu Zoo

Miwa Tamanaha, KAHEA The Hawaiian-Environmental Alliance

Namaka Whitehead, Kamehameha Schools

Henry Rice, Kaonoulu Ranch

Wendy Baldwin, Kaupo Ranch

Sarah Moore, Kealia Ranch

Keith Unger, McCandless Ranch

Nina Rgnsted, National Tropical Botanical Gardens

Harold Graham, Nu‘u Mauka Ranch

Jennifer Morris, Office of the CEO, The Nature Conservancy

Dan Eisenberg, Office of the Coordinator, East Maui Watershed Partnership
Andrea Buckman, Uhiwai O Haleakala

Office of the Coordinator, Three Mountain Alliance

Christopher Brosius, Office of the Coordinator, Mauna Kahalawai Watershed Partnership
Pamela Tumpap, Office of the Director, Maui Chamber of Commerce
Amanda Bassow, Office of the Director, National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
Mindy Runnels, Office of the Director, The Panaewa Rainforest Zoo and Gardens
Eric VanderWerf, Pacific Rim Conservation

Lindsay Young, Pacific Rim Conservation

Johnathan Sprague, Pllama Lana‘i
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Rachel Sprague, Pilama Lana‘i

Ron Swaisgood, San Diego Zoo, Conservation Program
Wayne Tanaka, Sierra Club, Hawai‘i Chapter

Kerri Fay, The Nature Conservancy

Shalan Crysdale, The Nature Conservancy

Ulalia Woodside, The Nature Conservancy of Hawaii
Cara Thow, The Wildlife Society, Hawai‘i Chapter
Sumner Erdman, President, Ulupalakua Ranch

Willam Evanson

Peter Baldwin

Auwahi Wind - AEP Renewables

Lisa M. Toma Yoshida, Kaupo Ranch

Reza Moazezi

Roland P. Kanuha, Kanuha, Robert & Doris Family Land Trust
Hillary Atai

Jeffrey N. Piimauna

Mathias & Niehaus Kaupo Il LLC

H. Andy Graham, Nu’u Mauka LLC

East Maui Irrigation

Mahi Pono

MP East B LLC

Kauiki Lind, Kipahulu ‘Ohana (Kipahulu Moku Po‘o)
Lyons Cabacungan, Kaupo Moku Po‘o

Kyle Nakanelua, Ko‘olau Moku Po‘o

Joyclynn Costa, Hamakualoa Moku Po‘o

Sam Akoi, Hana Moku Po‘o

Tara Apo, Kaupd Community Association

Pomaikai Kaniaupio-Crozier, Pu‘u Ku‘kui Watershed Preserve
Mike Opgenorth, Kahanu Garden and Preserve
Amanda Martin, Na Moku Aupuni o Ko‘olau Hui
Lu'ukia Nakanelua, Ko‘olau lineal descendant

Colleen Heyer, Conservation Council for Hawaii
Trevor Taylor, The Nature Conservancy

Alison Cohan, The Nature Conservancy

Charles Young, Aha Moku Advisory Committee- Hawaii
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We received the following comments in Response to the Scoping/Early consultation letter.

General

Issue/Comment

Exciting news
keep us
posted!

Would like more
details about
"establishing or
updating camp
infrastructure"
means

Integrity of the
Ko‘olau Gap
fence, which is
crucial to
excluding pigs
from Waikamoi
Preserve.

Integrity of the
Ko‘olau Gap
fence, which is
crucial to
excluding pigs
from Waikamoi
Preserve.

Expanded description of issue/comment from contact Organization or person

with issue

Panaewa Zoo

State of Hawai’i Office of

Planning & Sustainable
Development

The Office of Planning and Sustainable Development has
reviewed the material and recommend that the Draft
Environmental Assessment should explain in details what
“Establishing or updating field camp infrastructure ...”
means. Specifically, what kind of infrastructure will be
used, where, how it will be used, by whom, etc.
Additionally, regarding the proposal to increase the
number of helicopter flights for access to the site, it should
specify how many flights (current and proposed) and
where are they/will they be landing.

How will management activities, like checking that fence
and fence maintenance and repair work (e.g., chain saw
work), by the East Maui Watershed Partnership (EMWP)
be affected by ‘alala release activities?

The Nature Conservancy

EMWP checks the Ko‘olau Gap fence quarterly, remote
traps twice per year and does ginger control utilizing Pig
Camp (the assumed nearest infrastructure), often camping
there. Two helicopter operations per trip, one to insert and
one to pull personnel out, would add up to about 12
heli-ops per year. How would

those activities affect ‘alala, and in reverse, would EMWP
still be able to carry out these management actions?

The Nature Conservancy
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General Expanded description of issue/comment from contact Organization or person

Issue/Comment with issue
Non-native seed How would the ‘Alala Project team mitigate risks of The Nature Conservancy
dispersal spreading weed seeds? If a released bird flies south and

personnel are obligated to track it, how do you plan to
mitigate for spreading Clidemia uphill? How would the
project keep ‘alala from eating and spreading the fruits
from those weedy plants?

Impacton native  We would like to see discussion in the draft EA of the The Nature Conservancy
bird species possible impacts of ‘alala on native forest birds,

particularly kiwikiu, akohekohe, Maui ‘alauahio, and ‘i‘iwi,

including possible nestling predation and territorial

behaviors displayed by ‘alala.

Disease questions what is the risk of ‘alala serving as an ‘amplification’ host  The Nature Conservancy
for West Nile Virus (WNV) should it arrive in Hawaii?
Recent research indicates American crows can be a
vector for WNV and shed the virus for more than 90 days.
Similarly, how are you mitigating for avian malaria? Can
you expand on the disease testing that will be done before
release in the draft EA?

Drone impact Finally, TNC and partners are undertaking a mosquito The Nature Conservancy
from IIT control project on Maui. The release area is also the
deployment release area for the planned IIT mosquitoes, which means

there is the possibility that drones could be flying
overhead to release male mosquitoes, possibly every
week. How would this affect the ‘alala? Would the drones
have to avoid that area?
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Appendix D: List of Preparers

Oversight

DOFAW POC: Lindsey Nietmann

o Reviews and facilitates DOFAW specialists
PIFWO PQOC: John Vetter

o Reviews and facilitates PIFWO specialists
PIFWO Advisors: Lindsy Asman

o Reviews and directs PIFWO staff priorities
MFBRP Advisor: Hanna Mounce

o Reviews and directs MFBRP staff priorities

Implementation

Co-writer: Sarah Malick-Wabhls
o Drafts major content and edits specialist sections of EA
Co-writer: Jay Nelson
o Drafts major content and edits specialist sections of EA
Co-writer: Lindsay Moore
o Drafts NPS wilderness area section and edits specialist sections of EA
Scoping and Public Outreach: Rachel Kingsley
o Coordinates scoping and public outreach for EA
Project Facilitator: Ron Terry
o Coordinates meetings, reviews documents to ensure compliance

Specialists

Rare plants: Lauren Weisenberger

o Reviews project proposal, develops list of affected plants
Rare plants: Hank Oppenheimer

o Reviews project proposal and mitigations and effects analysis
Rare invertebrates: Keahi Bustamente (or O‘ahu staff)

o Reviews project proposal and mitigations and effects analysis
Invasive plants: Chuck Chimera

o Reviews project proposal and mitigations and effects analysis
Hawaiian forest birds: Christopher Warren

o Reviews project proposal and mitigations and affects analysis
Section 106: USFWS Alton Exzabe

o Completes Section 106 for USFWS
GIS: Hillary Foster

o Creates maps and summarizes project acres
‘Alala: Alison Greggor

o Drafts ‘alala background section
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Appendix E: ‘Alala Release Site Recommendation
Letter

This letter details the results of a process undertaken by the ‘Alala Maui Nui Planning Group to
identify two sites to recommend to agency leadership. These proposed sites are analyzed as
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 of this EA, and the determination of the EA will be the final decision whether
to implement a release in either or both of the recommended sites.

- Maui
2465 Olinda Road Rt e
Makawao, Hl 96768 Project
MEMORANDUM
To:

Earl Campbell, Field Supervisor, USFWS Pacific Islands Fish and Wildlife Office
David Smith, Administrator, DLNR Division of Forestry and Wildlife
Through:

Lindsy Asman, Geographic Island Team Manager, Maui Nui and Hawai‘i Island, USFWS Pacific Islands
Fish and Wildlife Office

Lainie Berry, Wildlife Program Manager, DLNR Division of Forestry and Wildlife

From:

Sarah Malick-Wahls, ‘Alala Research and Recovery Coordinator, Maui Forest Bird Recovery Project
Date: October 25, 2022

Subject: Selection of Maui Nui ‘alala release locations

The sites for release of initial translocation of “alala into Maui County have been selected through a
rigourous decision-making process by the Maui Nui ‘Alala Planning Group; composed of the US Fish and
Wildlife Service Pacific Islands Fish and Wildlife Office (PIFWQ), Hawai‘i Department of Land and Natural
Resources Division of Forestry and Wildlife (DOFAW), San Diego Zoo Wildlife Alliance (SDZWA), National
Park Service (Haleakala National Park; NPS), The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and a representative from
the Maui Nui ‘Alala Cultural Advisor Group. The process was initiated in November 2021 and monthly
meetings occurred through July 2022 (12 to 15 active and regular participants).

The final sites selected for initial release of captive birds are the Ko‘olau Forest Reserve in the Ko‘olau
Gap and the Healani Section of Kipahulu Forest Reserve (Figure 1). These two sites are located on the
windward and the leeward side of the contiguous native forest of east Maui. Both release sites present a
continuum of habitat and resource features (e.g., intact native forest and precipitation) which allows a
hypothesis-based release strategy for the factors that are most important to success of ‘alala. Much
remains unknown about specific ‘alala life history requirements and necessary release strategies;
therefore, we are adopting an adaptive management approach as a key component of this release.
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Figure 1. Candidate and recommended release sites.

The decision-making process evaluated several candidate sites that contain the highest quality
remaining mature upland native forest habitat on Maui and Moloka'i Islands (Table 1). In-person visits
by the entire Maui Nui Planning Group were made unrealistic by COVID-19 restrictions and travel cost
and logistics to helicopter access-only field sites. Thus, a diverse subset of the Maui Nui Planning Group
led release site field visits based on discussions that were informed both by TNC and DOFAW land
manager presentations. In selecting release sites, the group considered many factors including year-
round food availability, total area of connected habitat, forest structure, habitat protection status,
support from land managers, suitable nest trees, ability for staff to navigate, potential release aviary
sites, cell phone coverage (relevant to communication and ability to use remote tracking technology),
and more. Although the two TNC sites were advantageous for a number of those indicators, the group
recognized releasing birds to lands with ownership other than the State would present additional
complexity and decided to carry forth only State-owned properties for this phase.

Planning and implementing an ‘alala release at these sites will require sustained commitment of PIFWO
and DOFAW effort for the next several years. Thank you for your support during this exciting time in
Hawai‘i conservation.

Sincerely,

@) Oct 25, 2022

Sarah Malick-Wahls
CC: Scott Fretz, Suzanne Case
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Table 1. Summary of Maui Nui candidate ‘alald release sites.

Candidate Site

Primary advantages

Primary disadvantages

Lower Hanawt Natural
Area Reserve

Quality native and diverse forest,
connected to large contiguous native
forest, great existing infrastructure

Most divergent from historical
‘alala climatic conditions (very
wet)

Pu‘u Ali‘i Natural Area
Reserve (Moloka‘i)

Quality native and diverse forest,
some existing infrastructure, cell
phone coverage

No on-island captive facility,
helicopter company, or MFBRP
office, extreme terrain makes
monitoring difficult, few stores
for materials on-island, limited
suitable aviary locations

TNC Western Waikomoi
Preserve

Quality native and diverse forest,
connected to large contiguous native
forest, good existing infrastructure,
resembles historical climatic
conditions

State is not landowner

TNC Kamakou Preserve
(Moloka‘i)

Native forest in moderate condition,
some existing infrastructure, drive-up
access available

No on-island captive facility,
helicopter company, or MFBRP
office, extreme terrain makes
monitoring difficult, few stores
for materials on-island, State is
not landowner

Olowalu Forest Reserve

Native forest in moderate condition,
approaching historical climatic
conditions

Extreme terrain makes
monitoring difficult, smaller
area of contiguous native forest,
no existing infrastructure,
limited suitable aviary locations

Kipahulu Forest Reserve

RECOMMENDED SITE

Native forest in moderate condition,
connected to large contiguous native
forest, approaching historical climatic
conditions, cell phone coverage,
many suitable aviary locations, easy
to navigate off-trail for monitoring

Invasive plant species prevalent
in some areas, limited existing
infrastructure

Ko‘olau Forest Reserve

RECOMMENDED SITE

Native forest in moderate condition,
connected to large contiguous native
forest, management flexible to
clearing for aviares, quality existing
infrastructure

Invasive plant species prevalent
in some areas (NW section not
carried forward as lacks suitable
nesting trees)

Nakula Natural Area
Reserve

Existing infrastructure, easy to
navigate off-trail for monitoring,
within historical climatic conditions,
cell phone coverage

Invasive plant species prevalent
throughout, low canopy cover of
preferred nest tree species, low
forest structure, site is smaller
than one ‘alala breeding
territory, isolated from other
forest habitat
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Appendix F: Maui Nui Planning Group

Team Members

Name

Affiliation

Lindsy Asman

USFWS — Island Team Manager, Hawai‘i Maui Nui, Pacific
Islands Fish and Wildlife Office

Lainie Berry

DOFAW-HI Wildlife Program Manager

Jon Brito

DOFAW-Watershed Program Manager [former Maui EPM]

Keahi Bustamente

DOFAW (Maui) — Rare Invertebrates

Christopher Chow

DOFAW-Maui Forester

Lance Desilva

DOFAW-Maui Forestry Program Manager

Scott Fretz

DOFAW-Maui Branch Manager

Alison Greggor

San Diego Zoo Wildlife Alliance

Rachel Kingsley

PCSU-The ‘Alala Project

Peter Landon

DOFAW-Maui NEPM Program Manager

Ka‘onohi Lee

Cultural Advisory Committee

Sarah Malick-Wahls

PCSU-The ‘Alala Project

Bryce Masuda

San Diego Zoo Wildlife Alliance

John Medeiros

DOFAW-Maui Wildlife Program Manager

Hanna Mounce

PCSU-Maui Forest Birds Recovery Project

Jay Nelson

USFWS — Endangered Species Biologist, Pacific Islands Fish
and Wildlife Office

Lindsey Nietmann

DOFAW-HI Forest Birds Biologist

Ronald Swaisgood

San Diego Zoo Wildlife Alliance

John Vetter

USFWS — Endangered Species Biologist, Pacific Islands Fish
and Wildlife Office

Chris Warren

NPS-Haleakala National Park

Jamie Yrigoyen

USFWS — Endangered Species Biologist, Pacific Islands Fish and Wildlife
Office (Maui)
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Appendix G: Tables

Table 1.  Federally listed plants occurring within the analysis areas.
Scientific Name | Common | Status® | Critical Habitat Within 0.8 | Within 2
Name Habitat? miles of the | miles of the
center of center of
the release | the release
area® area®
Asplenium no
peruvianum var. | common E X Wet forest Ko
insulare name and swampy
areas
Bi_dens ko‘oko‘o Subalpine _
micranthassp. | lau E X Ki
and dry
kalealaha cliff
ecosystems
Calamagrostis | Maui .
expansa reedgrass E Mesic and' K1
wet forest;
mesic and
wet grassland
and
shrublands;
and montane
and riparian
wetlands
Clermontia ‘oha wali Montane
samuelii ssp. E X wet Ki
samuelii forest
Ctenitis pauoa Montane
squamigera E X wet forest Ki Ki
Cyanea haha
copelandii ssp. E X Montane Ko Ko, Ki
haleakalaensis wet forest
Cyanea haha
hamatiflora ssp. E X Montane Ko, Ko, Ki
hamatiflora wet forest Ki
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Scientific Name | Common | Status® | Critical Habitat \Within 0.8 [Within 2
Name Habitat? miles of the |miles of the
center of the |center of the
release aread [release area®
Cyanea horrida | haha nui E X Montane Ki
wet forest
Cyanea
kunthiana haha E X Montane Ki Ko, Ki
wet forest
Cyanea maritae | haha E X Montane Ki
wet forest
Cyanea Mont
mceldowneyi | haha E X ontane Ko Ko
wet forest
Cyrtandra ' Montane
ferripilosa ha‘iwale E X mesic and Ki
wet forest
Huperzia wawae‘io
mannii le E X Montane Ki K1
wet forest
Joinvillea
ascendensssp. | ‘ohe E Montane Ko Ko, Ki
ascendens wet forest
) ) Montane wet
Melicope ovalis | ‘alani E X forest, wet Ko Ko
cliff
Microlepia no
strigosa var. common E Montane K1 K1
mauiensis name wet forest
Nothocestrum | ‘aiea E Montane Ki Ki
latifolium dry and

mesic forest
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Scientific Name | Common Status® | Critical Habitat Within 0.8 [Within 2
Name Habitat? miles of the [miles of the
center of the |center of the
release area®|release area®
no
Phyllostegia common E X Wet Cliff Ki Ko, Ki
bracteata name
no
Phyllostegia common E Montane Ki
brevidens name forest
no
Phyllostegia common E X Montane Ki Ki
haliakalae name forest
Plantago kuahiwi Dry and wet
princeps laukahi E X cliff K1
ecosystems
Schiedea no
diffusa common E Wet to very Ki
subsp. name wet forest
diffusa
no
Wikstroemia common E X Montane Ki Ko, Ki
villosa name wet forest

1E = Federally listed as endangered

%X = Species has designated critical habitat
3Ko = Ko‘olau analysis area; Ki = Kipahulu analysis area
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Table 2. Project actions and non-project activities at the proposed release sites and the risks and

benefits to ‘alala.

Action

Risk to ‘alala and
mitigating factors

Benefit to ‘alala

Conservation Actions - Related to the EA

Release “alala on east Maui

Moderate risk of mortality for
released birds

Substantial potential benefit
to species recovery if
conditions found which
allow birds to breed in the
wild

Small mammal control
using kill traps; rodents,
cats and mongooses will
be controlled in vicinity of
release aviaries, feeding
stations, and along trails
and fence lines

Very low risk; all traps will have
exclusion guards to keep ‘alala and
other non-target animals from
entering traps. Guards have been
trialed on captive ‘alala to confirm
safety.

Reduces risk of predation and
disease

Field camp, release Very low risk Construction of any needed
aviary, and other additional infrastructure
infrastructure would occur before ‘alala are
construction introduced to release aviaries
New trails construction Very low risk Cutting of new trails would

occur before ‘alala are
introduced to release aviaries

Ongoing Conservation Management in the Proposed Release Areas-Unrelated to EA

Ungulate control including
fence maintenance, aerial
shooting, and other control
measures

Very low risk of harm by
harassmentor shooting

Substantial benefit by
maintaining the condition of
native vegetation in the
proposed release areas

‘Alala exposure to pig
carcasses that may contain
toxoplasmosis

Very low risk at Ko‘olau as area is
pig free; moderate risk at Kipahulu
as there is moderate pig population
in this area

Removal of pigs provides
substantial benefit by
maintaining the condition of
native vegetation in the
proposed release areas;
however, pig carcasses pose
moderate risk to ‘alala as
carcasses may contain
toxoplasmosis
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Ungulate fence repairs and
new fence construction
requiring use of hand tools,
chain saws and power
generators

For non-breeding ‘alala these
activities may cause ‘alala to
move away from immediate area
where activities are being
conducted; for breeding ‘alala,
may cause disturbance potentially
resulting in failure of nesting
attempt (see p. 25 for description
of avoidance and minimization
measures)

Substantial benefit by
maintaining the condition of
native vegetation in the
proposed release areas

Conservation
management activities
and potential human-
caused disturbance

Low risk; humans performing
activities will know how to avoid
and minimize interactions with
‘alala

Substantial benefit by
maintaining suitable habitat
conditions of native
vegetation in release areas

Herbicide application

Very low risk of direct poisoning to
‘alala; potential minor negative
effect by removing introduced
plants ‘alala may feed on

Substantial benefit by
maintaining the condition of
native vegetation in release
areas

Ongoing Conservation Management in the Proposed Release Areas-Unrelated to EA

Planting native plants grown
in greenhouses in the wild

Low risk of human harassment;
potential transitory disturbance to
‘alala from human presence during
out planting and monitoring

Substantial benefit by
encouraging expansion of
listed native plants
populations that ‘alala use
for food

Conservation helicopter
flights

Low risk; risk to ‘alala can be
minimized by locating release
aviaries and feeding stations away
from helicopter landing zones

Risk of temporary
interruption of behaviors
primarily near landing zones,
potential disturbance to
‘alala is transitory
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Mosquito control using
unmanned aerial vehicles
(UAVs)

Very low risk of disturbance to non-
breeding ‘alala by UAVs when
flying over ‘alala; risk of temporary
disturbance when flying over
breeding ‘alala

Potential substantial benefit
by reducing occurrence of
avian disease

Mosquito control using
helicopter long-line

Risk of temporary disturbance when
flying over ‘alala; disturbance
transitory

Potential substantial benefit
by reducing occurrence of
avian disease

Other Activities at the Release Area — Unrelated to the EA

Illegal shooting Very low risk; if occurred would No benefit
cause substantial harm to
individual(s) shot and the Maui
release population as a whole

Human Low risk because proposed release No benefit

harassment: sites are very remote and difficult to

unauthorized access

entry

Tourist helicopter flights  |Low risk; tourist helicopters must No benefit

maintain flight altitudes a minimum of
500 ft above forest canopy,
disturbance to ‘alala from low flights
IS transitory
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Table 3. Listed fauna either occurring or potentially occurring within the analysis area.

Scientific Common |Listing| Critical Habitat Within 0.8 |Within 2
Name Name Status!| Habitat? miles of  |miles of the
the center |center of
of the the release
release |area’
area®
Bat |Lasiurus ‘Ope‘ape‘aor | E Most Likely Likely
cinereus Hawaiian observations present |present Ko,
semotus hoary bat Ko, Ki Ki
Forest |Drepanis ‘Tiwi Montane wet
bird |coccinea T and mesic forest Ko, Ki Ko, Ki
Forest |Palmeria ‘Akohekoh Montane wet
bird | dolei e E X | forest Ki Ko, Ki
Forest |Pseudonestor | Kiwikiu Montane wet
bird |xanthophrys E X | forest K1 Ko, Ki
Open |Branta Neéng or Sub-alpine
country [sandvicensis | Hawaiian T grassland, open K1 Ko, K1
bird goose native
shrubland, mid-
and low-
elevation pasture
and managed
grassland
Seabird |Pterodroma | ‘Ua‘u or Nests in Transits Ko:
sandwichensis | Hawaiian E burrowsinhigh | areaonly | Transits
petrel elevation lava area
fields and open only, Ki:
grassland/ Transits
shrubland areas and nests
Seabird [Oceanodroma | ‘Ake‘ake or May nest in Transits | Transits
castro band- E burrows inhigh | area area
rumped elevation lava only: only: Ko,
storm- fields and open | Ko, K1 Ki
petrel grassland/shrub
land areas
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litter

Scientific Common Listing |Critical | Habitat Within 0.8 | Within 2
Name Name Status! [Habitat? miles of miles of
the center | the center
of the of the
release release
area® area®
Seabird | Puffinus ‘Afo or May nest in Transits | Transits
newelli Newell’s T burrows in high areaonly: area
shearwater elevation lava Ko, Ki | only: Ko,
fields and open K1
grassland/shrub
land areas
Insect | Megalagrion| Flying Streams and Potential | Potential
nesiotes earwig E riparian areas; presence | presence:
damselfly seeps and leaf : Ko, Ki | Ko, K1
litter
Insect |Megalagrion | Pacific Streams and Potential | Potential
pacificum damselfly E riparian areas; presence | presence:
seeps and leaf : Ko, Ki | Ko, K1
litter
Insect |Megalagrion | Orange- Streams and Potential | Potential
xanthomelas | black E riparian areas; presence | presence:
damselfly seeps and leaf : Ko, Ki | Ko, Ki

1E = Federally listed as threatened; T = Federally listed as endangered
2X = Species has designated critical habitat within analysis area; an empty box indicates there is no

designated critical habitat for the species

3Ko = Ko‘olau analysis area; Ki = Kipahulu analysis area
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Table 4. Estimated additional helicopter flights for conservation purposes under all alternatives.

Flight Hours Estimated Estimated Proportional
Additional Increase to Existing East
Monthly Maui Helicopter Traffic
Helicopter for Agency Conservation
Hours Management (Min. —
(Min. — Max.)
Max.)

Alt. 1 (No 0 0

Action)

Alt. 2 (Both 2-24 Roughly 6 to 48 percent

Ko‘olau and

Kipahulu

FR)

Alt. 3 2-20 Roughly 6 to 29 percent

(Kipahulu

FR only)

Alt. 4 2-20 Roughly 6 to 29 percent

(Ko‘olau FR

only)

Commercial Roughly 60 hrs/month N/A

flights east

Haleakala

National

Park in

vicinity

Kipahulu

proposed

release site
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Appendix H: USFWS Invasive Species

Biosecurity Protocols
(Updated February 2022)

Project activities may introduce or spread invasive species, causing negative ecological
consequences to new areas or islands, resulting in potential impacts to fish, wildlife, and their
habitat. For example, seeds of invasive plant species (e.g., Chromolaena odorata, Senecio
madagascariensis, Cyathea cooperi, or Miconia calvescens) can be inadvertently transported
on equipment from a previous work site to a new site where the species are not present.
Likewise, equipment used in an area infected with a pathogen or insect pest that can have
ecological consequences (¢.g., rapid ‘Ohi‘a death (Ceratocystis spp.), black twig borer
(Xylosandrus compactus), or naio thrips (Klambothrips myopori), if not properly
decontaminated, can act as a vector to introduce the pathogen into a new area. Additionally,
vehicles must be properly inspected and cleaned to ensure vertebrate or invertebrate pests do
not stowaway and spread to other areas. These are just a few examples of how even well-
intended project activities may inadvertently introduce or spread invasive species.

To avoid and minimize invasive species potential impacts to fish, wildlife, and their habitat we
recommend incorporating the applicable general biosecurity protocols (below) into your project
planning. Additional consultation is recommended if project activities involve transportation of
materials, equipment, vehicles, etc. between islands or transpacific movement of materials or
equipment.

Invasive Species Biosecurity Protocol

The following biosecurity protocol is recommended to be incorporated into planning for your
project to avoid or minimize transportation of invasive species with potential to impact to
fish, wildlife, and their habitat. Cleaning, treatment, and inspection activities are the
responsibility of the equipment or vehicle owner and operator. However, it is ultimately the
responsibility of the action agency to ensure that all project materials, vehicles, machinery,
equipment, and personnel are free of invasive species before entry into a project site. Please
refer to the resources listed below for current removal/treatment recommendations that may
be relevant to your project.

1. Cleaning and treatment:

Project applicants should assume that all project materials (i.e., construction materials, or
aggregate such as dirt, sand, gravel, etc.), vehicles, machinery, and equipment contain dirt and
mud, debris, plant seeds, and other invasive species, and therefore require thorough cleaning.
Treatment for specific pests, for example, trapping and poison baiting for rodents, or baiting
and fumigation for insects, should be considered when applicable. For effective cleaning we
offer the following recommendations prior to entry into a project site:

1. Project materials, vehicles, machinery, and equipment must be pressure

washed thoroughly (preferably with hot water) in a designated cleaning area. Project
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materials, vehicles, machinery, and equipment should be visibly free of mud/dirt
(excluding aggregate), seeds, plant debris, insects, spiders, frogs (including frog eggs),
other vertebrate species (e.g., rodents, mongoose, feral cats, reptiles, etc.), and rubbish.
Avreas of particular concern include bumpers, grills, hood compartments, wheel wells,
undercarriage, cabs, and truck beds. Truck beds with accumulated material are prime sites
for hitchhiking invasive species.

2. The interior and exterior of vehicles, machinery, and equipment must be free
of rubbish and food, which can attract pests (i.e., rodents and insects). The interiors of
vehicles and the cabs of machinery should be vacuumed clean particularly for any plant
material or seeds.

2. Inspection:

1. Following cleaning and/or treatment, project materials, vehicles, machinery,
and equipment, must be visually inspected by its user, and be free of mud/dirt (excluding
aggregate), debris, and invasive species prior to entry into a project site. For example, careful
visual inspection of a vehicle’s tires and undercarriage is recommended for any remaining
mud that could contain invasive plant seeds.

2. Any project materials, vehicles, machinery, or equipment found to contain
invasive species (e.g., plant seeds, invertebrates, rodents, mongoose, cats, reptiles, etc.) must
not enter the project site until those invasive species are properly removed/treated.

3. For all project site personnel:

1. Prior to entry into the project site, visually inspect and clean your clothes,
boots or other footwear, backpack, radio harness, tools and other personal gear and
equipment for insects, seeds, soil, plant parts, or other debris. We recommend the use of a
cleaning brush with sturdy bristles. Seeds found on clothing, footwear, backpacks, etc.,
should be placed in a secure bag or similar container and discarded in the trash rather than
being dropped to ground at the project site or elsewhere.

4, Additional considerations (if applicable):

1. Consider implementing a Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point
(HACCP) plan (https://www.fws.gov/policy-library/750fw1) to improve project planning
around reducing the risk of introducing or spreading invasive species.

2. When applicable, use pest-free or low-risk sources of plants, mulch, wood,
animal feed or other materials to be transported to a project site.
3. For projects involving plants from nurseries (e.g., outplanting activities, etc.),

all plants should be inspected, and if necessary, appropriately cleaned or treated for invasive
species prior to being transported to the project site.

4. Avoid unnecessary exposure to invasive species at a particular site (to the
extent practical) to reduce contamination and spread. For example, if your project involves
people or equipment moving between multiple locations, plan and organize timelines so that
work is completed in native habitat prior to working in a disturbed location to reduce the
likelihood of introducing a pest into the native habitat.

5. Maintain good communication about invasive species risks between project
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managers and personnel working on the project site (e.g., conduct briefings and training
about invasive species). Ensure prevention measures are communicated to the entire project
team. Also consider adding language on biosecurity into contracts or permitting mechanisms
to provide clarity to all involved in the project. Report any species of concern or possible
introduction of invasive species to appropriate land managers.

For current removal/treatment recommendations please refer to the following:

° Hawai‘i Island — https://www.biisc.org/
° Maui — https://mauiinvasive.org/
° Kaua‘i — https://www.kauaiisc.org/

Species-Specific Biosecurity Protocols

NOTE: The following section contains specific protocols for a few select invasive species of
concern in the Pacific Islands highlighted because of their potential to easily spread and
cause great harm to native species and habitats. Other invasive species may not have existing
specific protocols or may already be minimized by implementing the general invasive
species protocols above (e.g., invasive plants, invertebrates, larger vertebrates). As new
threats emerge that require development of species-specific protocols, those may be added to
this list. We have included below the Biosecurity Protocols for invasive species known to
occur on Maui.

Table 1. Current island distribution of invasive species with specific biosecurity protocols in
the Pacific Islands (PIFWO jurisdiction).

Island
Coconut Brown

Treesnake

Rapid ‘Ohi‘a | Little Fire Ant
Death Rhinoceros Beetle

Island of Hawai‘i widespread widespread not present not present
Maui not present incipient not present not present
O‘ahu incipient incipient widespread not present
Kaua‘i widespread not present not present not present
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Guam NA widespread widespread widespread

CNMI NA not present Rota only not present
American Samoa NA incipient widespread not present
Little Fire Ant (LFA)

NOTE: Include the following information for projects that occur in native habitat on islands
where LFA is currently recorded and in areas known to be infested with LFA (check
http://stoptheant.org/Ifa-in-hawaii/ for status on each island). If other ant species (i.e., yellow
crazy ants) may be a concern for your project, please contact the invasive species team.

Current Distribution of LFA: Island-wide on Guam and island of Hawai‘i; incipient infestation
sites on Maui, O‘ahu, and American Samoa; CNMI is also vulnerable and projects there
should require that project-related materials, equipment, and vehicles be checked before
shipping to the CNMI from Guam and prior to use.

The little fire ant (Wasmannia auropunctata), or LFA, is an invasive species with a painful
sting that can inhabit many different environments. In Hawai‘i, it often infests agricultural
fields and farms, damaging crops and stinging unsuspecting workers. Little fire ants are also
highly disruptive to native tropical ecosystems and harmful to wildlife. Slow moving, but tiny
and capable of foraging 24 hours a day with multiple queens per colony, LFA is a formidable
threat to biodiversity, agriculture, and quality of life on tropical islands in the Pacific. For more
information about LFA including helpful guides and workshops for treating or detecting LFA,
please visit www.littlefireants.com.
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Appendix I: USFWS Avoidance, Minimization, and
Conservation Measures for Federally Listed
Plants in the Pacific Islands

Appendix | provides general recommendations for avoidance, minimization, and conservation
measures for federally listed plants in the Pacific Islands. The USFWS encourages interested
parties to contact the Pacific Islands Fish and Wildlife Office (Phone: 808 792-9400) for advice
on measures for specific locations.

Project activities may affect listed plant species by causing physical damage to plant parts
(roots, stems, flowers, fruits, seeds, etc.) as well as impacts to other life requisite features of
their habitat which may result in reduction of germination, growth and/or reproduction.
Cutting and removal of vegetation surrounding listed plants has the potential to alter microsite
conditions (e.g., light, moisture, temperature), damaging or destroying the listed plants and
also increasing the risk of invasion by nonnative plants which can result in higher incidence or
intensity of fire. Activities such as grazing, use of construction equipment and vehicles, and
increased human traffic (i.e. trails, visitation, monitoring), can cause ground disturbance,
erosion, and/or soil compaction which decrease absorption of water and nutrients and damage
plant root systems and may result in reduced growth and/or mortality of listed plants. Soil
disturbance or removal has the potential to negatively impact the soil seed bank of listed plant
species if such species are present or historically occurred in the project area.

In order to avoid or minimize potential adverse effects to listed plants that may occur on the
proposed project site, we recommend minimizing disturbance outside of existing developed
or otherwise modified areas. When disturbance outside existing developed or modified sites is
proposed, conduct a botanical survey for listed plant species within the project action area,
defined as the area where direct and indirect effects are likely to occur. Surveys should be
conducted by a knowledgeable botanist with documented experience in identifying native
Hawaiian and Pacific Islands plants, including listed plant species. Botanical surveys should
optimally be conducted during the wettest part of the year (typically October to April) when
plants and identifying features are more likely to be visible, especially in drier areas. If
surveys are conducted outside of the wet season, the Service may assume plant presence.

The boundary of the area occupied by listed plants should be marked with flagging by the
surveyor. To avoid or minimize potential adverse effects to listed plants, we recommend
adherence to buffer distances for the activities in the Table below. Where disturbed areas do
not need to be maintained as an open area, restore disturbed areas using native plants as
appropriate for the location. Whenever possible we recommend using native plants for
landscaping purposes. The following websites are good resources to use when choosing
landscaping plants: Native Hawaiian Plants for Landscaping, Conservation, and Reforestation
(https://www.ctahr.hawaii.edu/oc/freepubs/pdf/of-30.pdf), and Best Native Plants for
Landscapes (https://www.ctahr.hawaii.edu/oc/freepubs/pdf/OF-40.pdf).
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If listed plants occur in a project area, the avoidance buffers are recommended to reduce direct
and indirect impacts to listed plants from project activities. However, where project activities
will occur within the recommended buffer distances, additional consultation is required. The
above guidelines apply to areas outside of designated critical habitat. If project activities occur
within designated critical habitat unit boundaries, additional consultation is required. All
activities, including site surveys, risk introducing nonnative species into project areas.
Specific attention needs to be made to ensure that all equipment, personnel, and supplies are
properly checked and are free of contamination (weed seeds, organic matter, or other
contaminants) before entering project areas. Quarantines and or management activities
occurring on specific priority invasive species proximal to project areas need to be considered
or adequately addressed. This information can be acquired by contacting local experts such as
those on local invasive species committees (Kauai: https://www.kauaiisc.org/; Oahu:
https://www.oahuisc.org/; Maui Nui: https://mauiinvasive.org/; and Hawaii:
https://www.biisc.org/

Table 1. Recommended buffer distances to minimize and avoid potential adverse impacts to
listed plants from activities listed below.

Buffer Distance (feet (meters)) - Keep Project
Activity This Far Away from Listed Plant
Grasses, Herbs,
Shrubs and Trees gr;gh,?gsboreal
Terrestrial
Orchids
Walking, hiking, surveys 3ft(1m) 3ft(1m)
Cutting and Removing
Vegetation By Hand or Hand 3ft(1m) 3ft(lm)
Tools (e.g., weeding)
Mechanical Removal of 3 ft up to height of 3 ft up to height of
Individual Plants or Woody removed vegetation removed vegetation
Vegetation (e.g., chainsaw, (whichever greater) (whichever greater)
weed eater)
Removal of Vegetation with 2x width body of equipment
Heavy Equipment (e.g., + height of removed 820 1t (250 m)
bulldozer, tractor, ""bush hog') vegetation
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Ground-based Spray

Application; 10ft (3 Crown
Use of m) diameter
Approved hand application (no wand
Herbicides applicator; spot treatment)
(following
label)
Ground-based Spray . 50 ft (15 Crown
Application; manual pump with .
m) diameter
wand, backpack
Ground-based Spray
Application; vehicle-mounted 50 2)(15 d%rr?]\:avtgr
tank sprayer
Aerial Spray (ball applicator) 250 ft 250 ft (76
(76 m) m)
Aerial Application — herbicide
L L 100 ft Crown
ballistic technology (individual (30 m) diameter
plant treatment)
Aerial Spray (boom) Further Further
consultat consultation
ion required
required
Use of Insecticides (pollinators, seed dispersers) Further Further
cor!sultat consultation
ion required
required
Ground/Soil Disturbance/Outplanting/Fencing 20 ft (6 o5 crown
(Hand tools, m) diameter
e.g. shovel, “6°0; Small mechanized tools, e.g., auger)
Ground/Soil Disturbance (Heavy Equipment) 328 ft 820 ft (250
(100 m) m)
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Trails (e.g., 20ft (6 2x crown
human, i
Surface Harde_:ning/SoiI ungulates) m) diameter
compaction
Road_s/Utlllty 308 fit 820 ft (250
Corridors, (100 m) m)
Buildings/
Structures
Prescribed Burns Further Further
consultat consultation
ion required
required
Farming/Ranching/Silviculture 820 ft 820 ft (250
(250 m) m)

Definitions (Wagner et al. 1999)

Crown: The leafy top of a tree.

Herb: A plant, either annual, biennial, or perennial, with the non-woody stems dying back to

the ground at the end of the growing season.

Shrub: A perennial woody plant with usually several to numerous primary stems arising from or
relatively near the ground.

Tree: A woody perennial that usually has a single trunk
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Appendix J: Migratory Bird Treaty Act
Nationwide Standard Conservation Measures

Listed below are effective measures that should be employed at all project development sites
nationwide with the goal of reducing impacts to birds and their habitats. These measures are
grouped into three categories: General, Habitat Protection, and Stressor Management. These
measures may be updated through time. We recommend checking the USFWS, Avoiding and
Minimizing Incidental Tate of Migratory Birds website regularly for the most up-to-date list
(https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-
migratory-birds).

1. General Measures

a.  Educate all employees, contractors, and/or site visitors of relevant rules and
regulations that protect wildlife. See the Service Policy and Regulations webpage for more
information on regulations that protect migratory birds (https://fws.gov/program/policy-
regulations).

b.  Prior to removal of an inactive nest, ensure that the nest is not protected under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) or the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA). Nests
protected under ESA or BGEPA cannot be removed without a valid permit.

c.  See the Service Birds Nests webpage for more information (https://www.fws.gov/story/bird-
nests).

d. Do not collect birds (live or dead) or their parts (e.g., feathers) or nests without a
valid permit. Please visit the Service Migratory Bird Permit webpage for more
information on permits and permit applications
(https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-bird-permit).

e.  Provide enclosed solid waste receptacles at all project areas. Non-hazardous solid waste
(trash) would be collected and deposited in the on-site receptacles. Solid waste would be
collected and disposed of by a local waste disposal contractor. For more information about
solid waste and how to properly dispose of it, see the EPA Non-Hazardous Waste website
(https://www.epa.gov/rcra/resource-conservation-and-recovery-act-rcra-regulations#nonhaz).

f.  Report any incidental take of a migratory bird, to the local Service Office of
Law Enforcement (https://www.fws.gov/law-enforcement/wildlife-inspector-
honolulu-pacific-islands#).

g.  Consult and follow applicable Service industry guidance.
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2. Habitat Protection

a.  Minimize project creep by clearly delineating and maintaining project boundaries
(including staging areas).

b. Consult all local, State, and Federal regulations for the development of an appropriate
buffer distance between development site and any wetland or waterway. For more
information on wetland protection regulations see the Clean Water Act sections 401 and
404.

c. Maximize use of disturbed land for all project activities (i.e., siting, lay-down areas,
and construction).

d. Implement standard soil erosion and dust control measures. For example:
i.  Establish vegetation cover to stabilize soil

Ii.  Use erosion blankets to prevent soil loss

iii.  Water bare soil to prevent wind erosion and dust issues

3. Stressor Management

Stressor: Vegetation Removal

Conservation Goal: Avoid direct take of adults, chicks, or eggs.

Conservation Measure 1: Schedule all vegetation removal, trimming, and grading of
vegetated areas outside of the peak bird breeding season to the maximum extent practicable.
Use available resources, such as internet-based tools (e.g., the FWS’s Information, Planning
and Conservation system and Avian Knowledge Network) to identify peak breeding months
for local bird species; or contact local Service Migratory Bird Program Office for breeding
bird information.

Conservation Measure 2: When project activities cannot occur outside the bird nesting
season, conduct surveys prior to scheduled activity to determine if active nests are present
within the area of impact and buffer any nesting locations found during surveys.

1)  Generally, the surveys should be conducted no more than five days prior to

scheduled activity.

2) Timing and dimensions of the area to be surveyed vary and will depend on the nature
of the project, location, and expected level of vegetation disturbance.

3) If active nests or breeding behavior (e.g., courtship, nest building, territorial defense,
etc.) are detected during these surveys, no vegetation removal activities should be conducted
until nestlings have fledged or the nest fails or breeding behaviors are no longer observed. If
the activity must occur, establish a buffer zone around the nest and no activities will occur
within that zone until nestlings have fledged and left the nest area. The dimension of the
buffer zone will depend on the proposed activity, habitat type, and species present and

115


http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/guidance/wetlands/sec401.cfm
http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/guidance/cwa/dredgdis/

should be coordinated with the local or regional Service office. When establishing a buffer
zone, construct a barrier (e.g., plastic fencing) to protect the area. If the fence is knocked
down or destroyed, work will suspend wholly, or in part, until the fence is satisfactorily
repaired.

4)  When establishing a buffer zone, a qualified biologist will be present onsite to serve as a
biological monitor during vegetation clearing and grading activities to ensure no take of
migratory birds occurs. Prior to vegetation clearing, the monitor will ensure that the limits of
construction have been properly staked and are readily identifiable. Any associated project
activities that are inconsistent with the applicable conservation measures, and activities that
may result in the take of migratory birds will be immediately halted and reported to the
appropriate Service office within 24 hours.

5) If establishing a buffer zone is not feasible, contact the Service for guidance to
minimize impacts to migratory birds associated with the proposed project or removal of an
active nest. Active nests may only be removed if you receive a permit from your local
Migratory Bird Permit Office. A permit may authorize active nest removal by a qualified
biologist with bird handling experience or by a permitted bird rehabilitator.

Conservation Measure 3: Prepare a vegetation maintenance plan that outlines vegetation
maintenance activities and schedules so that direct bird impacts do not occur.

Stressor: Invasive Species Introduction

Conservation Goal: Prevent the introduction of invasive plants.

Conservation Measure 1: Prepare a weed abatement plan that outlines the areas where
weed abatement is required and the schedule and method of activities to ensure bird impacts
are avoided.

Conservation Measure 2: For temporary and permanent habitat restoration/enhancement,
use only native and local (when possible) seed and plant stock.

Conservation Measure 3: Consider creating vehicle wash stations prior to entering
sensitive habitat areas to prevent accidental introduction of non-native plants.

Conservation Measure 4: Remove invasive/exotic species that pose an attractive nuisance
to migratory birds.

Stressor: Artificial Lighting

Conservation Goal: Prevent increase in lighting of native habitats during the bird breeding
season.
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Conservation Measure 1: To the maximum extent practicable, limit construction activities to
the time between dawn and dusk to avoid the illumination of adjacent habitat areas.

Conservation Measure 2: If construction activity time restrictions are not possible, use down
shielding or directional lighting to avoid light trespass into bird habitat (i.e., use a 'Cobra’ style
light rather than an omnidirectional light system to direct light down to the roadbed). To the
maximum extent practicable, while allowing for public safety, low intensity energy saving
lighting (e.g. low pressure sodium lamps) will be used.

Conservation Measure 3: Minimize illumination of lighting on associated construction or
operation structures by using motion sensors or heat sensors. Conservation Measure 5:
Bright white light, such as metal halide, halogen, fluorescent, mercury vapor and incandescent
lamps should not be used.

Stressor: Human Disturbance

Conservation Goal: Minimize prolonged human presence near nesting birds during
construction and maintenance actions.

Conservation Measure 1: Restrict unauthorized access to natural areas adjacent to the
project site by erecting a barrier and/or avoidance buffers (e.g., gate, fence, wall) to minimize
foot traffic and off-road vehicle uses.

Stressor: Collision

Conservation Goal: Minimize collision risk with project infrastructure and vehicles.

Conservation Measure 1: Minimize collision risk with project infrastructure (e.g., temporary
and permanent) by increasing visibility through appropriate marking and design features (e.g.,
lighting, wire marking, etc.).

Conservation Measure 2: On bridge crossing areas with adjacent riparian, beach, estuary, or
other bird habitat, use fencing or metal bridge poles (Sebastian Poles) that extend to the height
of the tallest vehicles that will use the structure.

Conservation Measure 3: Install wildlife friendly culverts so rodents and small mammals
can travel under any new roadways instead of over them. This may help reduce raptor deaths
associated with being struck while tracking prey or scavenging road kill on the roadway.

Conservation Measure 4: Remove road-kill carcasses regularly to prevent scavenging and bird
congregations along roadways.

Conservation Measure 5: Avoid planting “desirable” fruited or preferred nesting vegetation
in medians or Rights of Way.

Conservation Measure 6: Eliminate use of steady burning lights on tall structures (e.g., >200 ft).
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Stressor: Entrapment

Conservation Goal: Prevent birds from becoming trapped in project structures or perching
and nesting in project areas that may endanger them.

Conservation Measure 1: Minimize entrapment and entanglement hazards through project
design measures that may include:

1. Installing anti-perching devices on facilities/equipment where birds may commonly nest
or perch.

2. Covering or enclosing all potential nesting surfaces on the structure with mesh netting,
chicken wire fencing, or other suitable exclusion material prior to the nesting season to
prevent birds from establishing new nests. The netting, fencing, or other material must have
no opening or mesh size greater than 19 mm and must be maintained until the structure is
removed.

3. Cap pipes and cover/seal all small dark spaces where birds may enter and become trapped.

Conservation Measure 2: Use the appropriate deterrents to prevent birds from nesting on
structures where they cause conflicts, may endanger themselves, or create a human health and
safety hazard.

1. During the time that the birds are trying to build or occupy their nests (generally , between
April and August, depending on the geographic location), potential nesting surfaces should be
monitored at least once every three days for any nesting activity, especially where bird use of
structures is likely to cause take. It is permissible to remove non-active nests (without birds or
eggs), partially completed nests, or new nests as they are built (prior to occupation). If birds
have started to build any nests, the nests shall be removed before they are completed. Water
shall not be used to remove the nests if nests are located within 50 feet of any surface waters.
2. If an active nest becomes established (i.e., there are eggs or young in the nest), all work that
could result in abandonment or destruction of the nest shall be avoided until the young have
fledged or the nest is unoccupied. Construction activities that may displace birds after they
have laid their eggs and before the young have fledged should not be permitted. If the project
continues into the following spring, this cycle shall be repeated. When work on the structure is
complete, all netting shall be removed and properly disposed of.

Stressor: Noise

Conservation Goal: Prevent the increase in noise above ambient levels during the nesting
bird breeding season.

Conservation Measure 1: Minimize an increase in noise above ambient levels during project
construction by installing temporary structural barriers such as sand bags

Conservation Measure 2: Avoid permanent additions to ambient noise levels from the proposed
project by using baffle boxes or sound walls.
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Stressor: Chemical Contamination

Conservation Goal: Prevent the introduction of chemicals contaminants into the environment.

Conservation Measure 1: Avoid chemical contamination of the project area by
implementing a Hazardous Materials Plan. For more information on hazardous waste and
how to properly manage hazardous waste, see the EPA Hazardous Waste website
(https://www.epa.gov/hw).

Conservation Measure 2: Avoid soil contamination by using drip pans underneath
equipment and containment zones at construction sites and when refueling vehicles or
equipment.

Conservation Measure 3: Avoid contaminating natural aquatic and wetland systems with
runoff by limiting all equipment maintenance, staging laydown, and dispensing of fuel, oil,
etc., to designated upland areas.

Conservation Measure 4: Any use of pesticides or rodenticides shall comply with the
applicable Federal and State laws.

1. Choose non-chemical alternatives when appropriate

2. Pesticides shall be used only in accordance with their registered uses and in
accordance with the manufacturer’s instructions to limit access to non-target species.

3. For general measures to reducing wildlife exposure to pesticides, see EPA’s Factsheet

on Ecological Risk Assessment for Pesticides (https://www.epa.gov/pesticide-science-and-
assessing-pesticide-risks/factsheet-ecological-risk-assessment-pesticides).

Stressor: Fire
Conservation Goal: Minimize fire potential from project-related activities.

Conservation Measure 1: Reduce fire hazards from vehicles and human activities (e.qg.,
use spark arrestors on power equipment, avoid driving vehicles off road).

Conservation Measure 2: Consider fire potential when developing vegetation management
plans by planting temporary impact areas with a palate of low-growing, sparse, fire resistant
native species that meet with the approval of the County Fire Department and local FWS
Office.
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Appendix K: ¢Alala Conservation Measures

The Hawaiian Crow or ‘alala (Corvus hawaiiensis) is a federally listed endangered species and as of
2022 only survives in captivity. Historically, ‘alala were broadly distributed across a range of forest
habitats on Hawai‘i Island and either the ‘alala or a closely related species also existed on Maui when
humans first arrived in the Hawaiian Islands. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), State of
Hawai‘i Department of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR), and many other Conservation Partners
are collaborating to recover the species and release captive birds on Hawai‘i and Maui Islands.

Habitat for ‘alala has been lost or degraded from development, agriculture, grazing, wildfire, and
invasive habitat-altering vegetation. Other threats to ‘alala include activities that increase human
access to habitat (e.g., road building) and diseases spread by non-native species such as cats and
mosquitoes (Toxoplasmosis gondii, avian malaria, avian pox).

Recommended Conservation Measures to protect ‘alala and their habitat:

e Follow Invasive Species Prevention Protocols to prevent degradation of native habitat (at
attachment H).

e [Inforest habitats where ‘alala are present, manage ungulates to allow native understory
plants and trees to regenerate.

e Manage wildfire threats to native forest habitats (i.e., manage or remove nonnative
vegetation, especially fire prone nonnative grasses, and maintain firebreaks around native
vegetation).

e During the ‘alala breeding season (March 1 to July 31), avoid activities that prevent or
discourage nesting adult ‘alala from attending active nests (i.e., construction, heavy
machinery use, or other activities with elevated sound levels or human presence near nests),
which may cause nest failure.

e |f work must be conducted during the ‘alala breeding season where ‘alala may be nesting, we
recommend that the landowner have a biologist familiar with the species conduct a nest
search in the area of the project footprint one to five days prior to the start of work
activities. If an active nest is found it is recommended there be no clearing of vegetation or
construction activities within 660 feet of the ‘alala nest until it is confirmed young have
fledged or the nest is no longer active.

‘Alala are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), the Endangered Species Act (ESA),

and Hawai‘i Revised Statute 195-D2 (HRS 195-D2). For your awareness, it is prohibited to remove an
‘alala nest without permit(s) under these authorities.

120



Appendix L: NPS Issues and Impact Topics
Dismissed from Detailed Analysis

ISSUES AND IMPACT TOPICS DISMISSED FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS

Section 4.2 E of the National Park Service (NPS) NEPA Handbook (NPS 2015) states that, generally, issues

should be discussed in detail in an Environmental Assessment (EA) if any of the following apply:

e the environmental impacts associated with the issue are central to the proposal or of critical
importance

e adetailed analysis of environmental impacts related to the issue is necessary to make a reasoned
choice between alternatives

e the environmental impacts associated with the issue are a big point of contention among the public or
other agencies

e there are potentially significant impacts to resources associated with the issue

The NPS NEPA Handbook further states that if the considerations above do not apply, issues should be

dismissed from detailed analysis. The following issues and impact topics were not fully addressed in the EA

because the listed resources are not in the project area; the environmental impacts associated with the

issue are not central to the proposal, pivotal, or of critical importance; a detailed analysis of environmental

impacts related to the issue is not necessary to make a reasoned choice between alternatives; or the

resource would not be or only negligibly impacted and there is no potential for significant impacts. The

impact topics discussed within Appendix L are specific to the NPS and are evaluated only on NPS lands

within the project area. More details about the dismissal for these issues and impact topics are provided in

the sections below.

Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Climate Change

Haleakala National Park regularly monitors air quality in the frontcountry (headquarters area) and baseline
data is available. Air quality in the project area is typically very good, and Maui is in attainment for
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (EPA 2021). Under the proposed action, there are several factors
involved in release methods, including relatively limited helicopter flight times and primarily focused off
NPS lands.

Although some management actions would result in emissions of criteria pollutants pursuant to the Clean
Air Act and greenhouse gases due to the use of helicopters and other motorized vehicles, contributions
would be extremely low and would result in impacts on air quality and greenhouse gas emissions that
would be below de minimis levels. Overall, any effects resulting from the proposed alternatives would be
negligible. The regional effects of climate change are evident in the Hawaiian archipelago, and after a
minor lull in the rate of climatic change in the early 2000s, a rapid warming trend appears to have resumed
in 2014 (McKenzie et al. 2019). As suggested by some climate change models, the mean temperatures in
Hawai‘i may increase by 2°— 3°C by 2100 (IPCC 2007). The effects of climate change can result in increased
stress to natural systems through altered temperatures and rainfall patterns (Alexander et al. 2016).
Frazier and Giambelluca (2017) examined trends by elevation and showed that the highest rates of drying
during dry season months were found in high-elevation areas where populations of threatened or
endangered populations of forest birds are still able to persist. Though climate change and associated
adverse impacts have and will continue to affect specific resources on Maui and within the project area
(Alexander et al. 2016, Pauchard et al. 2016), greenhouse gases from helicopters are not expected to have
a measurable effect on local climatic conditions. For example, the management activities proposed with
‘alala release would result in fossil fuel consumption from helicopters, but the greenhouse gas emissions
associated with these activities would be negligible because of the comparatively limited number of flights
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anticipated, compared to ongoing commercial and administrative flights on Maui.

Based on the considerations discussed above, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and climate change
were dismissed from detailed analysis as an impact topic. However, climate change was addressed in
terms of impacts on the existing conditions of resources, and their long-term trends, as applicable.

Native Vegetation (Non-threatened/Endangered)

Manawainui and other NPS portions of the project area are within higher elevation and include important
rainforest habitat. The native ‘Ghi‘a (Metrosideros polymorpha) dominates the forest canopy above 4,000
feet. Tree ferns (Cibotium spp.) are important in the understory. Lobelioids (Cyanea spp., Clermontia spp.,
Lobelia spp., and Trematolobelia macrostachys) are among the rare and spectacular endemic plant species
within Manawainui. If successful pilot releases allow ‘alala to disperse larger seeded rare native plants,
project activities could indirectly benefit East Maui’s native vegetation. ‘Alala play a critical role in
ecosystem function by dispersing larger seeds and their role in successful seed germination. Maintaining
populations of these species benefits the native plant community and preserves ecosystem function.
There is potential under the proposed action for minimal adverse impacts to vegetation from localized
plant removal or disturbance along trails, fencelines, and at landing zones and camps by ground crews.
These impacts would be temporary in nature and largely occur in previously disturbed locations. In
addition, activities for regular maintenance of existing landing zones and regular maintenance and clearing
along fence corridors have been cleared through previous environmental compliance conducted by the
park. To help mitigate any vegetation/ground disturbance and monitoring efforts, the project work would
be conducted on existing resource management trails and fence lines to avoid disturbance of soils and
plant communities. Additionally, best management practices (BMPs) would be implemented to reduce or
remove the threat of introducing invasive plants within the project area; however, a risk of introduction
still exists. Crews would be trained to follow BMPs to minimize this risk. Given previous environmental
compliance of proposed activities and anticipated negligible impacts, this issue was considered and
dismissed from further analysis.

Museum Collections

No impacts to museum collections would result from the proposed action as none are present within the
project area. This issue was considered and dismissed from further analysis.

Prehistoric/Historic Structures

No impacts to prehistoric or historic structures are anticipated to result from the proposed action. Much
of the project area has not been surveyed, but only negligible ground disturbance would occur, if any. To
help mitigate potential effects of ground-based activities on previously undiscovered prehistoric or historic
structures, monitoring would only be conducted via existing, previously disturbed resource management
trails and fence lines, as well as camping at established remote camps or helicopter landing zones for
overnight stays, to avoid new ground disturbance. Helicopter operations would utilize existing, previously
disturbed landing zones. These existing areas (trails, fence lines, and landing zones or camps) have been
cleared through previous environmental compliance conducted by the park. Therefore, this issue was
considered and dismissed from further analysis.

Cultural Landscapes

The NPS defines cultural landscapes as geographic areas associated with historic events, activities, or
people that reflect the history of the park unit, development patterns, and the relationship between
people and the park. The historic Kaupo Gap Trail, which is a contributing feature to the Civilian
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Conservation Corps (CCC) Haleakala Crater Trails Historic District, is within the project area. The CCC
Haleakala Crater Trails Historic District is located in Haleakala Crater in the center of Haleakala National
Park. The trail system was designed by National Park Service landscape architects and constructed and
improved by CCC enrollees between 1930 and 1941 to encourage visitor access into the crater by foot,
instead of vehicle. The boundary of the proposed district includes a 20-foot wide corridor that follows the
length of the trail system. The corridor is measured ten feet from the centerline of the trails, which
widens as necessary to include built features such as retaining walls and developed areas. No impacts to
cultural landscapes are anticipated to result from the proposed action. To help mitigate potential effects
of ground-based activities on cultural landscapes within HNP, bird monitoring would only be conducted via
existing, previously disturbed resource management trails and fence lines, as well as camping at
established remote camps or helicopter landing zones for overnight stays, to avoid new ground
disturbance. Helicopter operations would utilize existing, previously disturbed landing zones. These
existing areas (trails, fence lines, and landing zones or camps) have been cleared through previous
environmental compliance conducted by the park. The proposed action will result in limited visual and
noise impacts to the feeling and setting of the CCC Haleakala Crater Trails Historic District, which includes
views and vistas as a landscape characteristic that contributes to the setting, feeling and association of the
district. However, these noise and visual impacts have been minimized in order to limit negative impacts
to the cultural landscape. The proposed action has minimized the use of helicopters, especially by
prioritizing landing on state lands and limiting landing on NPS lands. Therefore, this issue was considered
but dismissed from further analysis.

Geological Features and Soils

No impacts to geological features are anticipated to result from the proposed action. Any disturbances to
bedrock geology or soils from bird monitoring would be minimal, and therefore have negligible effects on
soils in NPS lands. To help mitigate any effects of ground disturbance, ground-based monitoring efforts
would be conducted on existing resource management trails and fence lines to avoid disturbance.
Helicopter operations would utilize existing, previously disturbed landing zones. For these reasons,
impacts to geology and soils were considered and dismissed from further analysis.

Lightscapes
No impacts to lightscapes are anticipated to result from the proposed action. All work would be conducted
during daylight hours. This issue was considered and dismissed from further analysis.

Land Use
No impacts to land use are anticipated to result from the proposed action. All current land uses would
continue as is under the proposed action. This issue was considered and dismissed from further analysis.

Environmental Justice

Environmental justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race,
color, national origin, or income, with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of
environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, provides that “each Federal
agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs,
policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations.” A minority population exists within an
affected area when either the minority population exceeds 50%, or the minority population is
meaningfully greater than the minority population of the general population (CEQ 1997).
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According to ElScreen, EPA’s Environmental Justice Screening and Mapping Tool, census block groups
within and around the project area on East Maui are comprised of populations where at least 50 percent
of the population is considered a minority. Therefore, environmental justice communities exist in the
study area. The proposed action involves helicopters to monitor birds and assist with release efforts.
Potential impacts would mostly be due to the noise or visual disturbance from aircraft, as the released
birds are unlikely to have impacts on environmental justice communities. Similar aerial operations are
already ongoing on state and federal lands on East Maui. There would be minimal or no adverse effects on
the public outside of the project area since the project would not result in disproportionately high and
adverse noise, air quality, or visual impacts to surrounding environmental justice communities. Because
noise and visual impacts could primarily affect only those members of the public that are actively
recreating within HNP in the project area during implementation and most of the project area is closed to
public access, there would be no low income or minority populations that would be disproportionately
affected by project activities. Therefore, this issue was considered and dismissed from further analysis.

Socioeconomics

The CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA, 40 CFR 1500, direct economic analyses of federal actions that
will affect local or regional economies. The policies and rationale associated with including an evaluation
of socioeconomic impacts in the NEPA process are found in Section 1.4.7.1 of NPS Management Policies
(2006). The factors of socioeconomics discussed in this draft EA include the tourism industry.

The economy of Maui County has a high reliance on the visitor industry, with 34,400 jobs or approximately
41 percent of all jobs in the county being visitor-related in the categories of food services,
accommodation, retail trade, and arts, entertainment, and recreation (Department of Business, Economic
Development & Tourism 2018). The tourism industry is Maui County’s leading sector. HNP plays a major
role in the tourism industry of Maui County and Hawai‘i. In 2021, visitors spent a total of approximately
$61 million at HNP and added a value of approximately $50.3 million to the local economy. The total labor
income generated by this spending equaled approximately $27.3 million (NPS 2023). The majority of
visitors travel to Kipahulu by way of the state- and county-maintained Hana Highway through the
community of Hana. The Kipahulu District can receive over 500 cars per day and as many as 1,500 to 1,800
people per day during peak times (NPS 2022). The Crater District of HNP has the highest visitation for the
park and is a considerable distance from the project area. The only area a park visitor may encounter any
impacts of the proposed action would be along the Kaupo Trail exiting HNP from within the Crater or from
Palikl Cabin. These areas are not highly visited areas of the park and are within Haleakala Wilderness.
Impacts are not expected to be experienced in these areas.

Tourism is the largest single source of private capital for Hawai‘i’s economy. Tourism in Maui contributed
$14.0 million per day to the local economy in 2019. The Hawai‘i Tourism Authority anticipates continued
growth in tourism from “upgrades” to natural resources and increased distribution of visitors to the
“neighbor” islands. In 2007 $35 million in tourism spending in the State of Hawai‘i supported 172,000 jobs;
in 2017 these figures had grown to $46 million in spending and 203,000 jobs supported (Hawai‘i Tourism
Authority 2019). Birding can drive visitation to HNP within Hosmer Grove and Palikd Cabin areas of the
park. It is possible that visitors may travel within HNP to attempt glimpses of ‘alala in the wild from Paliki
and along the Kaupo Trail. The project area is not accessible to the public and will not experience visitation
within the release area.

Tourism related to birding only comprises a small portion of local tourism, and there would be a beneficial
impact to birding from release of ‘alala populations. Both action alternatives would not induce substantial
economic growth or impact employment related to tourism due to the limited amounts of tours for
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birding in the project area. No measurable impact to the local economy would occur as a result of the
proposed action. Therefore, this issue was considered and dismissed from further analysis.

Viewsheds

Under the proposed action, helicopters would be visible for very limited periods of time during flights to
release and monitor birds, but the visual intrusion would be temporary, perhaps a few minutes at a time in
each location, and impacts would be considered de minimis. There would be no permanent impacts to
viewsheds. Therefore, this issue was considered and dismissed from further analysis.

Floodplains

No impacts to floodplains are anticipated to result from the proposed action because the project would
not result in disturbance to designated floodplains which are primarily located downstream of the project
area. According to the State of Hawai‘i, DLNR, Flood Hazard Assessment Tool, the project area overlaps
with many streams originating on the slopes of HNP that have designated floodways. However, only
monitoring via existing trails and fence lines and helicopter landing zones or camps would be used.
Therefore, this issue was considered and dismissed from further analysis.

Marine or Estuarine Resources

No impacts to marine or estuarine resources are anticipated to result from the proposed action as the
project area is in terrestrial areas only. Therefore, this issue was considered and dismissed from further
analysis.

Water Quality or Quantity

The proposed action would not affect water quality in any measurable manner because care would be
taken to avoid water sources during bird monitoring. This project would involve no change to water
quantity in East Maui as water is not required for implementation of this project. Therefore, this issue was
considered and dismissed from further analysis.

Wetlands

No impacts to wetlands are anticipated to result from the proposed action because monitoring trails and
helicopter landing sites would avoid wetland areas. Ground-based monitoring efforts would be conducted
on existing resource management trails and fence lines. Helicopter operations would utilize existing,
previously disturbed landing zones. These existing areas (trails, fence lines, and landing zones or camps)
have been cleared through previous environmental compliance conducted by the park. No protected
wetland areas would be disturbed during implementation of the proposed action. Therefore, this issue
was considered and dismissed from further analysis.

Human Health and Safety

Under the proposed action, bird monitoring and helicopter operations would present some risk of
accidents or injuries to employees, partners, and contractors during ground crew transportation or bird
monitoring. In addition, ground crews would be subject to some risk of injury from hiking in remote areas
and through difficult terrain. The NPS has strict guidelines and safety/training standards that are followed
on all management projects and would be followed under the proposed action. Safety is paramount to all
missions.

Helicopter operations would be carried out on NPS lands by trained personnel and contractors approved
by the U.S. Department of Interior Office of Aviation Services and would be required to observe proper
safety protocols and use proper personal protective equipment. Equipment would be well-maintained and
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helicopter flights would only occur during favorable weather conditions. In addition, an aviation safety
plan specific to this project would be developed and implemented. A safety briefing would be performed
for each flight. Agencies would seek to minimize the risk of accident or injury during helicopter-based
activities and temporarily cease operations if unsafe conditions exist. Given the proposed action includes
activities that are routinely carried out already and there would be only minimal risk to visitors, if any, this
issue was considered and dismissed from further analysis.
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1. Introduction

1. INTRODUCTION

At the request of the Department of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR) Division of Forestry and Wildlife
(DOFAW; the proposing Agency) in collaboration with seven other state and private agencies, ASM Affiliates
(ASM) has prepared this Cultural Impact Assessment (CIA) to inform a Hawai‘i Revised Statutes (HRS), Chapter
343 Environmental Assessment (EA) being prepared (by DLNR-DOFAW) for the proposed release of captive-bred
‘alala (Corvus hawaiiensis), the endangered Hawaiian crow on state-owned conservation lands in the upper
elevations of the Kipahulu and Ko‘olau Forest Reserves on the island of Maui. The Agency is considering three
action alternatives: 1) release only at the Kipahulu Forest Reserve; 2) release only at the Ko‘olau Forest Reserve or;
3) release at both the Kipahulu and Ko‘olau Forest 