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INTRODUCTION

The National Park Service (NPS) has prepared a Hunting Management Plan/Environmental
Assessment (EA) for managing hunting in the 729,000-acre Big Cypress National Preserve (the
“Preserve”)/Wildlife Management Area.

The Preserve is located in southern Florida in Collier, Miami-Dade, and Monroe counties, and is
situated between the major cities of Miami and Naples. The original Preserve, which consists of
582,000 acres, extends from the northern boundary of Everglades National Park on the south to
seven miles north of 1-75 on the north. The Addition is approximately 147,000 acres in size and
consists of two separate areas — the Northeast Addition and the Western Addition (see figure 1 in the
attached EA). Most of these lands, approximately 128,000 acres in the Northeast Addition, are
located northeast of the original Preserve boundary. The Western Addition is an approximately 1-
mile strip of land (approximately 19,000 acres) between State Road (SR) 29 and the western
boundary of the original Preserve. Unless specified, the “Addition” refers to lands in both areas. The
Addition also includes private lands (inholdings), some of which are exempt from NPS acquisition
(NPS 2010a).

The Preserve is one of 401 units of the national park system administered by the NPS. The original
Preserve was created by Congress on October 11, 1974 [Public Law (PL) 93-440] as one of the first
two national preserves in the national park system. The Big Cypress National Preserve Addition Act
(PL 100-301) was passed on April 29, 1988, creating the Addition. Most of the acquisition of the
Addition was completed in 1996. See appendix A in the attached EA for a copy of the enabling
legislation (PL 93-440, as amended by PL 100-301) in its entirety.

In 1991, a General Management Plan (GMP) was completed, which addressed management of the
original Preserve. The Big Cypress National Preserve — Addition Final General Management
Plan/Wilderness Study/Off-Road Vehicle Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement
(Addition GMP) was completed in 2010, which addressed management of the Addition.

The enabling legislation (PL 93-440, as amended by PL 100-301) also dictates that public hunting
shall be allowed in the Preserve, including the Addition. Under this legislation, public hunting in the
Preserve is mandated by the enabling legislation, unless specific “reasons of public safety,
administration, floral and faunal protection and management, or public use and enjoyment” are
identified. Pursuant to this legislation, the NPS prepared the attached Hunting Management
Plan/EA.

36 CFR 7.86 provides specific regulations for hunting, fishing, trapping, and gathering in the
Preserve. Subsection (e) (1) states: “Hunting, fishing and trapping are permitted in accordance with
the general regulations found in parts 1 and 2 of [36 CFR] and applicable Florida law governing
Cooperative Wildlife Management Areas.”

The NPS and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) have been partners in
fulfilling the legislative mandate that created the Preserve, namely, the preservation of traditional
uses along with continual conservation of important natural resources within the Preserve
boundaries. Resource management decisions, particularly those related to public hunting and
recreational access, have evolved over the more than 30 years since the Preserve was created, and
some of those changes have been directed toward improving conditions for the endangered Florida
panther (Puma concolor coryi) and its primary prey, white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus).

Both the GMP completed for the original Preserve in 1991 and the GMP completed for the Addition
in 2010 articulated the need to manage hunting within the Preserve. Hunting is currently permitted
within the original boundaries of the Preserve and is managed cooperatively by the NPS and FWC
through the NPS/FWC Cooperative Partnership Agreement (see appendix B of the attached EA).
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The Addition has never been open to public hunting since its acquisition by the NPS; however,
hunting occurred on private lands in the Addition prior to the acquisition of the lands by the NPS. In
accordance with the GMP and the Addition GMP, the goal of the attached Hunting Management
Plan/EA is to develop a hunting management plan for the entire Preserve, including the Addition,
and to analyze the impacts associated with three alternatives for managing hunting in the Preserve.

PROJECT PURPOSE, NEED, AND OBJECTIVES

The purpose of this action is to develop a hunting management plan for the Big Cypress National
Preserve/Wildlife Management Area that allows the superintendent of the Preserve to provide for
hunting opportunities in the Preserve in a manner that is in the best interest of the Preserve’s
resources and the public, while meeting the requirements set forth by the NPS, the Preserve’s
enabling legislation, the NPS/FWC Cooperative Partnership Agreement, and all applicable federal,
state, and local laws and regulations.

A hunting management plan is needed for the Big Cypress National Preserve/Wildlife Management
Area:

e to provide clear and informational guidance for safe and responsible hunting within the
Preserve to the public

e to provide for a visitor use experience that complies with the enabling legislation for the
Preserve

e to manage the resources present in the Preserve

e to provide a framework for hunting management within the Preserve that meets the
requirements set forth by the NPS, the Preserve’s enabling legislation, the NPS/FWC
Cooperative Partnership Agreement, and all applicable federal, state, and local laws and
regulations

The objectives in taking action are to:

1. Provide guidelines for hunting within the Big Cypress National Preserve/Wildlife
Management Area that satisfy all NPS regulations, the Preserve’s enabling legislation, the
NPS/FWC Cooperative Partnership Agreement, and all applicable federal, state, and local
laws and regulations and that maintain or improve the Preserve's ability to contribute to the
conservation of rare, threatened, and endangered species.

2. Provide a programmatic framework for facilitating agency communications and goal-setting
that provides guidance over a number of years.

3. Utilize science-based resource management (e.g., habitat, wildlife, and protected species) for
adaptive decision-making for:

e the NPS and the FWC to collaborate and cooperate on the rule-making process regarding
hunting

o the NPS to take action independently, with notification to the FWC and U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) as soon as practicable, for resource protection or public safety
in certain cases (i.e., high water events, fires, threatened and endangered species issues),
which may have an effect on hunting within the Preserve

4. Provide the public with clear and understandable information regarding:
¢ hunting management within the Preserve
¢ safe and responsible hunting practices

5. Manage opportunities for a positive visitor use experience for hunters and nonhunters.

6. Manage an array of access options to allow for a diversity of hunting opportunities within the
framework of existing regulations and funding.
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SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

The NPS has selected alternative 3 for implementation, which is identified as the preferred
alternative in the attached EA. Under the selected alternative, the NPS and the FWC, in consultation
with the USFWS, will cooperate to implement an adaptive management strategy to manage hunting
in the Preserve. The adaptive management strategy is designed to address key uncertainties that
exist as a result of allowing hunting throughout the entire Preserve. Adaptive management actions
will be taken based on effects to the white-tailed deer population (as measured by hunter success
rates) and potential conflicts between hunting and nonhunting visitors in the Preserve. Under the
selected alternative, adaptive management actions regarding the white-tailed deer population are
designed to ensure that there remains enough prey for the Florida panther, and adaptive
management actions regarding potential conflicts between hunters and other visitors are designed to
ensure satisfactory experiences for all Preserve visitors.

The adaptive management of hunting that will occur under the selected alternative is restricted to
actions taken in accordance with the objectives, triggers, and monitoring data relating to hunter
success rates for the white-tailed deer population, and potential conflicts between hunting and
nonhunting visitors in the Preserve. The NPS is not proposing to take adaptive management actions
related to other resources, such as other wildlife (including other game species), vegetation, or
wilderness, because the management of these resources does not involve the same level of
uncertainties as management of the white-tailed deer population and visitor use conflicts. Impacts to
these other resources as a result of hunting activities are disclosed in the attached EA, but these
other resources will be managed in accordance with NPS management policies and other existing
management plans, not through this adaptive management process. A list of the other plans used to
make management decisions in and affecting the Preserve can be found in the “Cumulative Impacts
Analysis” section of chapter 4 of the attached EA. The impacts from the actions taken in the Preserve
under these other existing plans are discussed in detail throughout chapter 4 of the attached EA,
under the respective impact topics.

A detailed description of adaptive management, as defined by the U.S. Department of the Interior,
can be found in appendix F of the attached EA.

Adaptive Management Process

Implementation of the adaptive management process will occur in two phases — a set-up phase in
which the key components are developed and an iterative phase in which the components are linked
together in a sequential decision process (Williams et al. 2009). A detailed description of each step in
the process is provided in chapter 2 of the attached EA.

Set-Up Phase. The set-up phase has five structural elements: stakeholder involvement,
management objectives, management actions, predictive models, and monitoring plans.

1. Stakeholder Involvement — Allow for open and transparent stakeholder involvement
regarding management actions.

2. Management Objectives — Implement clear, measurable, and agreed-upon management
objectives to guide decision-making and evaluate management effectiveness over time.

3. Management Actions — Identify a set of management actions for decision-making.

4. Predictive Models — Identify models that characterize different ideas (hypotheses) about how
the system works.

5. Monitoring Plans — Design and implement a monitoring plan to track resource status and
other key resource attributes.
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Iterative Phase. The iterative phase of the adaptive management process uses these elements in an
ongoing cycle of learning about system structure and function, and managing based on what is
learned (Williams et al. 2009).

6. Decision-making — Select management actions based on management objectives, resource
conditions, and understanding.

7. Follow-up Monitoring — Use monitoring to track system responses to management actions.

8. Assessment — Improve understanding of resource dynamics by comparing predicted and
observed changes in resource status.

9. Iteration — Cycle back to step 6.

To implement this adaptive management strategy, the NPS and FWC, in consultation with the
USFWS, has developed proposed hunting regulations for year 1 of implementation, adaptive
management objectives, baseline management actions, adaptive management triggers, and
supplemental management actions, as well as a public involvement program to ensure continued
public involvement in the adaptive management process. Details of the adaptive management
strategy are provided on pages 42 to 51 of the attached EA.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

In addition to the selected alternative, one other action alternative and a no action alternative were
fully analyzed in the attached EA:

Alternative 1 - No Action - Apply Current Management to the Addition

Under alternative 1 (no action), management of hunting in the entire Preserve would occur in
accordance with the NPS/FWC Cooperative Partnership Agreement (see appendix B of the attached
EA).

U.S. Department of the Interior regulations define a no action alternative as that which would result
in “no change from current management direction.” The original Preserve GMP (completed in 1991)
and the Addition GMP (completed in 2010) form the basis for management actions taken by the NPS
in the original Preserve and in the Addition, respectively. These two GMP documents dictate that
hunting would be permitted throughout the entire Preserve. Therefore, the no action alternative for
the attached EA was defined as continuation of the current management direction provided by the
two GMP documents — hunting would be permitted throughout the Preserve and managed
cooperatively by the NPS and FWC using the guidelines outlined in the NPS/FWC Cooperative
Partnership Agreement (see appendix B of the attached EA).

It is important to note that public hunting does not currently take place in the Addition. The
Addition GMP, which guides management actions in the Addition, was completed in October 2010.
The ROD for this document was signed in February 2011. The NPS staff at the Preserve have been in
the process of coordinating access options to allow hunting in the Addition since the time that the
ROD for the Addition was signed in February 2011; however, this process is still ongoing. Under the
no action alternative, hunting would be permitted as soon as feasible options are established that
allow the public to safely access the Addition for hunting purposes.
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Alternative 2 - No Hunting in the Addition

Under alternative 2, current hunting management would continue within the original Preserve
boundaries, using the guidance outlined in the NPS/FWC Cooperative Partnership Agreement (see
appendix B of the attached EA). In the Addition, public hunting would be prohibited.

U.S. Department of the Interior regulations define a no action alternative as that which would result
in “no change from current management direction.” For the attached EA, the no action alternative
(continuation of current management direction) would allow hunting throughout the Preserve
(including the Addition) and therefore could potentially cause adverse environmental impacts.
Because hunting does not currently take place in the Addition, the no action alternative for the
attached EA does not reflect the true environmental baseline conditions in the Preserve, absent from
hunting impacts (refer to the description of alternative 1 for additional details). Therefore, an
environmental baseline alternative was added to the range of alternatives that evaluates the
environmental consequences of continuing to allow hunting in the original Preserve and prohibiting
hunting in the Addition. This allows for a comparison of impacts between prohibition of hunting in
the Addition and allowance of hunting in the Addition, in accordance with the conditions outlined in
alternatives 1 or 3.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND DISMISSED

In addition to the alternatives that were analyzed, the NPS considered other options during early
planning phases for the project. The following alternative was dismissed from full consideration
because it did not meet the project objectives.

No Hunting in the Preserve

Under this alternative, no hunting would be allowed in any part of the Preserve (i.e., within the
original boundaries or the Addition). 36 CFR 7.86 provides specific regulations for hunting, fishing,
trapping, and gathering in Big Cypress National Preserve. Subsection (e) (1) states: “Hunting, fishing
and trapping are permitted in accordance with the general regulations found in parts 1 and 2 of [36
CFR] and applicable Florida law governing Cooperative Wildlife Management Areas.”

The enabling legislation (PL 93-440, as amended by PL 100-301) also mandates that public hunting
shall be allowed in the Preserve (i.e., not a discretionary activity unless specific “reasons of public
safety, administration, floral and faunal protection and management, or public use and enjoyment”
are identified); therefore, this alternative conflicts with these regulations and the enabling
legislation. Additionally, this alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the Hunting
Management Plan, specifically, “To develop a hunting management plan for the Big Cypress
National Preserve/Wildlife Management Area that allows the superintendent of the Preserve to
provide for hunting opportunities in the Preserve ...” Therefore, this alternative was dismissed from
further consideration.

RATIONALE FOR THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

The director of the NPS Southeast Region has identified alternative 3 as the selected alternative.
Therefore, upon approval of this Finding of No Significant Impact, alternative 3 will be implemented
as the NPS’ selected alternative. The selected alternative fulfills the project purpose and needs and
meets all of the project objectives to a greater degree than the other alternatives considered. This
alternative fully complies with all NPS regulations; the Preserve’s enabling legislation; the NPS/FWC
Cooperative Partnership Agreement; and all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations.
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This alternative creates a long-term framework: for facilitating agency communications and goal-
setting that will be valid for a number of years; that utilizes science-based resource management for
adaptive decision-making for both the NPS and FWC, in consultation with the USFWS; that allows
NPS to collaborate and cooperate on the rule-making process and to take action independently; and
that clearly outlines a science-based process for determining hunting management rules. This
alternative allows access for hunting opportunities within the entire Preserve and allows the NPS to
manage opportunities for a positive visitor use experience for both hunters and nonhunters.

ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVE

In accordance with U.S. Department of the Interior regulations, the NPS is required to identify the
“environmentally preferable alternative” in all environmental documents, including an EA.
According to U.S. Department of the Interior regulations implementing the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) (43 CFR 46.30), the environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative “that
causes the least damage to the biological and physical environment and best protects, preserves, and
enhances historical, cultural, and natural resources. The environmentally preferable alternative is
identified upon consideration and weighing by the [NPS] of long-term environmental impacts
against short-term impacts in evaluating what is the best protection of these resources.” Based on the
analysis of potential impacts included in the attached Hunting Management Plan/EA, the
environmentally preferable alternative for the Hunting Management Plan is alternative 3 (the
selected alternative).

The Preserve is a unit of the national park system, and as the administrator of the Preserve the NPS
will continue to fulfill its obligation to protect the area for future generations under any of the
alternatives. All of the alternatives would preserve historic and cultural resources in the Preserve,
and none of the alternatives would have any adverse impacts on historic or cultural resources in the
Preserve. Additionally, none of the alternatives involve the use of any depletable resources, and all of
the alternatives would have some impacts on natural renewable resources (e.g., wildlife) in the
Preserve.

The white-tailed deer is the most important game species in the Preserve. In addition to being a
popular large game animal, white-tailed deer are the endangered Florida panthers’ most consistent
prey item (Land 1993, USFWS 2008). Under the selected alternative, the adaptive management
strategy will allow the NPS and FWC, in consultation with the USFWS, to use monitoring data for the
white-tailed deer, Florida panther, and environmental conditions (e.g., water level data) to make
science-based decisions about hunting management to best balance the needs of the endangered
Florida panther with the desire for recreational hunters to harvest deer in the Preserve.

This adaptive management framework makes the selected alternative the best long-term alternative
to managing hunting in the Preserve over the next 15 to 20 years. For further information on how the
environmentally preferable alternative was determined, please reference table 2-3 (Environmental
Consequences Summary) in the attached EA, which presents a summary comparison of the effects of
the alternatives, based on the evaluations of the impact topics in “Chapter 4: Environmental
Consequences” of the attached EA.
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WHY THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE WILL NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON THE
HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

As defined in 40 CFR Section 1508.27, significance is determined by examining the following

criteria:

1. Impacts that may have both beneficial and adverse aspects and which on balance may be
beneficial, but that may still have significant adverse impacts which require analysis in an
Environmental Impact Statement.

Whether taken individually or as a whole, impacts of the selected alternative as described in the
attached EA do not reach the level of significance that would require analysis in an
environmental impact statement.

Impacts on native vegetation communities and protected plant species and from
nonnative invasive plant species from the selected alternative will be long-term,
negligible, and adverse throughout the Preserve.

No impacts will occur to the West Indian manatee, and long-term, minor, adverse
impacts to eight federally listed wildlife species (Florida bonneted bat, Cape Sable seaside
sparrow, Everglade snail kite, red-cockaded woodpecker, wood stork, American
crocodile, eastern indigo snake, and American alligator) will result throughout the
Preserve from the selection of the selected alternative. Impacts on the Florida panther
from the selected alternative will be long-term, negligible to minor, and adverse
throughout the Preserve.

Impacts to game species and their habitat, except the white-tailed deer, from the selected
alternative will be long-term, minor, and adverse within the original Preserve and long-
term, minor to moderate, and adverse in the Addition. Impacts to the white-tailed deer
and their habitat from the selected alternative will be long-term, moderate, and beneficial
throughout the Preserve.

Impacts to native wildlife populations from nonnative invasive wildlife species from the
selected alternative will be long-term, negligible, and adverse throughout the Preserve.
Impacts on wilderness character from the selected alternative will be long-term,
negligible to minor, and adverse within the 47,067 acres of proposed wilderness and
those lands eligible for wilderness designation [as determined by the Addition GMP (NPS
2010a)].

Impacts on Preserve management and operations from the selected alternative will be
long-term, minor to moderate, and adverse.

Impacts on visitor use and experience and recreational opportunities throughout the
Preserve from the selected alternative will be long-term, moderate, seasonal, and
beneficial for hunters and long-term, minor, seasonal, and adverse for nonhunters.
Impacts to the Preserve soundscape from the selected alternative will be long-term,
minor, and adverse.

Impacts on public health and safety from the selected alternative will be long-term,
negligible, and adverse.

Impacts on the socioeconomic environment of the Preserve, Collier County, and the
south Florida region from the selected alternative will be long-term, negligible to minor,
and beneficial.
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2.

3.

The degree to which public health and safety are affected.

Based on the information shown in figure 3-9 of the attached EA, participating in hunting is less
likely to result in injury (two recorded injuries per 100,000 participants annually) than other
recreational activities in which visitors would normally participate in the Preserve, such as
fishing (180 recorded injuries per 100,000 participants annually) and bicycle riding (1,349
recorded injuries per 100,000 participants annually). These statistics show that continuing to
allow hunting in the original Preserve and opening hunting in the Addition will only cause a
negligible but long-term adverse impact to public health and safety for both hunters and
nonhunting visitors.

This negligible risk could be further minimized for both hunters and nonhunting visitors to the
Preserve. Risk of Class A injury (hunting related shooting injuries or fatalities) to those visitors
not participating in hunting activities could be eliminated by visiting the Preserve during times of
the year out of hunting season. Risk of a Class A injury to those participating in hunting could be
further minimized by hunter education and proper adherence to the hunter orange requirement.
A study conducted by the Centers for Disease Control and published in the Morbidity and
Mortality Weekly Report (1996) analyzed 343 two-party hunting firearm (Class A) injuries in
reference to whether the parties involved were wearing hunter orange. The study reported that in
76% of the incidents the injured hunter was not wearing hunter orange, clearly showing an
increased safety risk when hunter orange is not worn. Risk of a Class B injury (nonshooting
hunting related injuries or fatalities) to hunters could be substantially reduced by use of a fall
arrest system or full body harness, as currently recommended by the FWC.

Therefore, a negligible, but long-term, adverse impact to public health and safety will result
throughout the Preserve from the selected alternative. Generally, based on the data presented in
chapter 3 of the attached EA and discussed above, public health and safety will be unaffected by
implementation of the selected alternative.

Any unique characteristics of the area (proximity to historic or cultural resources, wild and
scenic rivers, ecologically critical areas, wetlands or floodplains, and so forth).

No historic, cultural, or ethnographic resources will be impacted by the selected alternative.
Regarding traditional uses in the Preserve by traditionally associated peoples, the enabling
legislation (PL 93-440, as amended by PL 100-301) states:

.. members of the Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida and members of the Seminole
Tribe of Florida shall be permitted, subject to reasonable regulations established by the
Secretary, to continue their usual and customary use and occupancy of Federal or federally
acquired lands and waters within the Preserve and the Addition, including hunting, fishing,
and trapping on a subsistence basis and traditional tribal ceremonials.

The scope of the Hunting Management Plan is limited to recreational hunting activities, and
traditional uses in the Preserve by traditionally associated peoples are not addressed as part of
the plan. The Hunting Management Plan will not have any impacts on such customary use and
occupancy, and hunting, fishing, and trapping on a subsistence basis by traditionally associated
peoples will continue to be permitted, subject to existing laws and regulations.

No direct or indirect, short- or long-term adverse impacts to wilderness character will result
within the original Preserve from the selected alternative. Long-term, negligible, adverse impacts
to the 47,067 acres of proposed wilderness and those lands eligible for wilderness designation [as
determined by the Addition GMP (NPS 2010a)] in the Addition will result from the selected
alternative.
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The impacts from hunter take of game species will be minimized by through the adaptive
management process described in chapter 2 of the attached EA. Through the reduction of
impacts from hunter take of game species (refer to the section “Wildlife — Major Game Species”
in chapter 4 of the attached EA for a discussion of impacts), the wilderness character of the area
will be better preserved under the selected alternative than the other alternatives considered.

No other unique characteristics were identified in the Preserve that will be affected by the
selected alternative.

4. The degree to which impacts are likely to be highly controversial.

43 CFR 46.30, Implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, defines
controversy as:

... circumstances where a substantial dispute exists as to the environmental consequences of
the proposed action and does not refer to the existence of opposition to a proposed action,
the effect of which is relatively undisputed.

During the public involvement process for the proposed action, some individuals and
organizations commenting on the Hunting Management Plan/EA expressed opposition to the

preferred alternative identified in the attached EA"and provided comments with various reasons
for the expressed opposition.

However, as demonstrated in the NPS'’s responses to each of the concerns (presented in table 1 at
the end of this document), the conclusions about the environmental consequences of the
proposed action are well-reasoned and fully supported by the analysis provided in the attached
EA. These conclusions were drawn through a combination of scientific data and professional
judgment from NPS staff, as also documented in the attached EA. These conclusions are also
supported by the USFWS and the FWC. Accordingly, the NPS has determined that none of the
comments provided during the public involvement process document a “substantial dispute ... as
to the environmental consequences of the proposed action...”

5. The degree to which the potential impacts are highly uncertain or involve unique or
unknown risks.

The NPS recognizes the inherent uncertainty in making ecosystem management decisions. The
distinguishing features of adaptive management are its emphasis on sequential decision-making
in the face of uncertainty and the opportunity for improved management as learning about
system processes accumulates over time. As stated in the U.S. Department of the Interior
Adaptive Management Technical Guide (Williams et al. 2009):

Making a sequence of good management decisions is more difficult in the presence of
uncertainty, an inherent and pervasive feature of managing ecological systems.
Uncertainties arise with incomplete control of management actions, errors in measurement
and sampling variation, environmental variability, and an incomplete understanding of
system dynamics. These uncertainties potentially degrade management performance and
contribute to acrimony in the decision making process. Perhaps not surprisingly, managers
have sometimes been reluctant to acknowledge uncertainty in environmental assessments
and management strategies. Often there is a perception that asserting certainty as to

1ThemﬁmmddmmmheMHMﬁmHnmemmdwdEAwhanmwe$ismhnaﬂothsﬂmmdmmnmﬁwinms
FONSI, since the NPS has chosen to select this alternative for implementation, upon approval of this FONSI by
the NPS Regional Director.
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management impacts is more convincing, and acknowledging uncertainty increases the
likelihood that recommended actions will be ignored. Acknowledgement of uncertain
management outcomes is sometimes seen as an invitation for confrontation among
different interest groups, resulting in an inability to reach timely agreement on a proposed
action. Adaptive management forces stakeholders to confront unresolved uncertainties that
can significantly influence management performance. An adaptive approach provides a
framework for making good decisions in the face of critical uncertainties, and a formal
process for reducing uncertainties so that management performance can be improved over
time.

The adaptive management strategy under the selected alternative is designed to address key
uncertainties that exist as a result of allowing hunting throughout the entire Preserve. Adaptive
management actions will be taken based on effects to the white-tailed deer population (as
measured by hunter success rates) and potential conflicts between hunting and nonhunting
visitors in the Preserve. Under the selected alternative, adaptive management actions regarding
the white-tailed deer population are designed to ensure that there remains enough prey for the
Florida panther, and adaptive management actions regarding potential conflicts between hunters
and other visitors are designed to ensure satisfactory experiences for all Preserve visitors.

The adaptive management of hunting that will occur under the selected alternative is restricted
to actions taken in accordance with the objectives, triggers, and monitoring data relating to
hunter success rates for the white-tailed deer population, and potential conflicts between hunting
and nonhunting visitors in the Preserve.

The NPS is not proposing to take adaptive management actions related to other resources, such
as other wildlife (including other game species), vegetation, or wilderness, because the
management of these resources does not involve the same level of uncertainties as management
of the white-tailed deer population and visitor use conflicts. Impacts to these other resources as a
result of hunting activities are disclosed in the attached EA, but these other resources will be
managed in accordance with NPS management policies and other existing management plans,
not through this adaptive management process.

Whether the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects or
represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.

Implementation of the proposed action (the selected alternative) will neither establish an NPS
precedent for future actions with significant effects, nor will it represent a decision in principle
about a future consideration. Under the selected alternative, the NPS and the FWC, in
consultation with the USFWS, will cooperate to implement an adaptive management strategy to
manage hunting in the Preserve. This alternative is focused on adaptively managing the white-
tailed deer population (as measured by hunter success rates) and potential conflicts between
hunting and nonhunting visitors in the Preserve.

The use of adaptive management is an established practice in NPS units, as outlined in the U.S.
Department of the Interior Adaptive Management Technical Guide (Williams et al. 2009). The
proposed action of implementation of an adaptive management strategy does not establish a
precedent for use of such a strategy in NPS units that does not already exist. The proposed
hunting regulations for year 1 of implementation, adaptive management objectives, baseline
management actions, adaptive management triggers, and supplemental management actions
developed as part of the proposed action resulted from adaptive management development
process due to the purpose, needs, and objectives of this project, which are unique to the
Preserve. It is highly unlikely that the same unique needs and on-ground conditions exist in
other NPS units or non-NPS properties in the region; therefore, it is highly unlikely that the same
proposed actions would result even if the adaptive management process were applied to other
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NPS units or non-NPS properties in the region. Therefore, implementation of the proposed
action will neither establish an NPS precedent for future actions with significant effects, nor will
it represent a decision in principle about a future consideration.

Whether the action is related to other actions that may have individual insignificant
impacts but cumulatively significant effects. Significance cannot be avoided by terming an
action temporary or breaking it down into small component parts.

Cumulative impacts were fully analyzed in the attached EA. A full list of the projects and actions
considered in the cumulative impact analysis can be found in table 4-3 of the attached EA and
potential impacts are discussed under each of the respective impact topics throughout chapter 4
of the attached EA. Based on this analysis, when the likely effects of implementing the selected
alternative are added to the effects of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions, the cumulative impacts range from negligible to moderate and do not rise to the level of
significant for any of the impact topics.

The degree to which the action may adversely affect properties in or eligible for listing in
the National Register of Historic Places, or other significant scientific, archeological, or
cultural resources.

No historic, cultural, or ethnographic resources will be impacted by the selected alternative.
Regarding traditional uses in the Preserve by traditionally associated peoples, the enabling
legislation (PL 93-440, as amended by PL 100-301) states:

.. members of the Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida and members of the Seminole
Tribe of Florida shall be permitted, subject to reasonable regulations established by the
Secretary, to continue their usual and customary use and occupancy of Federal or federally
acquired lands and waters within the Preserve and the Addition, including hunting, fishing,
and trapping on a subsistence basis and traditional tribal ceremonials.

The scope of the Hunting Management Plan is limited to recreational hunting activities, and
traditional uses in the Preserve by traditionally associated peoples are not addressed as part of
the plan. The Hunting Management Plan will not have any impacts on such customary use and
occupancy, and hunting, fishing, and trapping on a subsistence basis by traditionally associated
peoples will continue to be permitted, subject to existing laws and regulations.

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) reviewed the Draft Hunting Management
Plan/EA for possible impacts to historic properties listed, or eligible for listing, in the National
Register of Historic Places, or otherwise of historical, architectural or archaeological value. The
review was conducted in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966, as amended and 36 CPR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties. The letter stated:

It is the opinion of this office that the proposed undertaking will have no effect on historic
properties if the following conditions are met:

e All known historic resources should be avoided by potential ground disturbing
activities. In addition, any areas that will experience ground disturbance that have not
been previously subjected to a cultural resources assessment survey should have such
an assessment performed. These activities should be coordinated with the Forest
Service archaeologists. The final reports of any such investigations should be
forwarded to this office in order to complete the project review process.
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The SHPO also reviewed the Revised Draft Hunting Management Plan/EA for possible impacts
to historic properties listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places. The
letter stated: “Based on the information provided, it is the opinion of this office that the proposed
Alternatives 1-3 described in the Hunting Management Plan will have no effect on historic
properties.”

9. The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species
or its habitat.

As defined in Table 4-1 of the attached EA, the NPS defines a negligible adverse impact as that
which would cause no observable or measurable impacts on a species, their habitats (including
designated critical habitat), or the natural processes that sustain them. This impact intensity
would equate to a determination of “no effect” under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. As
defined in Table 4-1 of the attached EA, the NPS defines a minor adverse impact as that which
the effects of the action would be discountable (i.e., extremely unlikely to occur and not able to be
meaningfully measured detected, or evaluated). Individuals may temporarily avoid areas.
Impacts would not affect critical periods (i.e., breeding, nesting, denning, feeding, resting) or
habitat. In addition, essential features of critical habitat would not be impacted. This impact
intensity would equate to a determination of “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.

Based on these definitions, no impacts will occur to the West Indian manatee from the selected
alternative, and a determination of “no effect” has been made by the NPS. Long-term, minor,
adverse impacts to eight federally listed wildlife species (Florida bonneted bat, Cape Sable
seaside sparrow, Everglade snail kite, red-cockaded woodpecker, wood stork, American
crocodile, eastern indigo snake, and American alligator) will result throughout the Preserve from
the selected alternative, and a determination of “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” has
been made by the NPS. Impacts on the Florida panther from the selected alternative will be long-
term, negligible to minor, and adverse throughout the Preserve, and a determination of “may
affect, not likely to adversely affect” has been made by the NPS.

The NPS initiated consultation with the USFWS under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act
in a memorandum dated March 7, 2012 (see appendix | of the attached EA for the March 7, 2012,
memorandum from the NPS to the USFWS). Subsequent to the final rule listing the Florida
bonneted bat as endangered, the NPS contacted the USFWS on January 15, 2014, to initiate
consultation for this species.

The USFWS issued a memorandum to the NPS for the Hunting Management Plan under Section
7 of the Endangered Species Act on February 10, 2014. The USFWS subsequently issued a revised
memorandum to the NPS for the Hunting Management Plan under Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act on April 23, 2014, which stated: “This memorandum supersedes the [USFWS]
February 10, 2014, memorandum ...” Therefore, the subsequent discussion refers to the April 23,
2014, USFWS memorandum.

In the April 23, 2014, memorandum the USFWS stated the following, in part (see appendix | of
the attached EA for the April 23, 2014, memorandum from the USFWS to the NPS):

... the NPS has determined the implementation of the [Preferred Alternative] % is not likely
to adversely affect the [West Indian manatee, wood stork, Everglade snail kite, Cape Sable

2 The preferred alternative identified in the USFWS letter (alternative 3) is referred to as the selected alternative in
this FONSI, since the NPS has chosen to select this alternative for implementation, upon approval of this FONSI
by the NPS Regional Director.
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seaside sparrow, red-cockaded woodpecker, American crocodile, and eastern indigo
snake]. The [USFWS] concurs and will not consider these species further in this document.

The April 23, 2014, memorandum (see appendix | of the attached EA) further states the
following regarding the Florida bonneted bat, in part:

... the NPS has determined the implementation of the Hunting Management Plan is not
likely to adversely affect the Florida bonneted bat. The [USFWS] concurs.

The April 23, 2014, memorandum (see appendix | of the attached EA) further states the
following regarding the Florida panther, in part:

The goal of the adaptive management framework is to ensure hunting activities do not alter
the existing predator/prey relationship in [the Preserve] and, therefore, do not have a
measurable effect on the Florida panther. Based on this information, the NPS has
determined effects to the Florida panther population would be expected to be minimized
with the [Preferred Alternative] and result in long-term, negligible to minor, adverse,
regional effects to the Florida panther ... As stated in the Hunting Management Plan, this
level of effects equates to a determination that implementation of the [Preferred
Alternative] “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect" the Florida panther. Based on
this information, the [USFWS] concurs.

The goal of the adaptive management framework is to ensure hunting activities do not alter
the existing predator/prey relationship in [the Preserve] and, therefore, do not have a
measurable effect on the Florida panther. As actions that result in harm or harassment of
panthers would be measurable, and the analysis indicates these types of effects are not
likely to occur, we anticipate harm or harassment of panthers would not occur with
implementation of the [Preferred Alternative]. As stated earlier, the potential harassment
effects of ORV use have been addressed in prior, formal consultations and, as such, are not
included in this consultation. Based on this information, the NPS has determined effects to
the Florida panther population would be expected to be minimized with the [Preferred
Alternative] and result in long-term, negligible to minor, adverse, regional effects to the
Florida panther ... As the NPS stated in the Hunting Management Plan, this level of effects
equates to a determination that implementation of the [Preferred Alternative] "may affect,
but is not likely to adversely affect”" the Florida panther. Based on this information, the
[USFWS] concurs.

Additionally, it is important to note that the USFWS did not evaluate the American alligator as
part of its Section 7 consultation with the NPS under the Endangered Species Act since this
species is only listed due to similarity of appearance with the American crocodile, for which the
USFWS concurred with the NPS’ finding.

Concluding, the April 23, 2014, memorandum (see appendix | of the attached EA) states the
following, in part:

The [USFWS] supports selection of Alternative 3, of the [Preferred Alternative], due to its
inclusion of an adaptive management strategy in making decisions regarding hunting
activities within [The Preserve]. We believe the [Preferred Alternative] offers the best use of
science in decision-making and creates a cooperative atmosphere between NPS, the FWC,
and the [USFWS]. Adaptive management focuses on learning and adapting, through
partnerships of managers, scientists, and other stakeholders who learn together how to
create and maintain sustainable resource systems (Williams et al., 2009). The adaptive
management strategy and decision-making framework will ensure the best science is used
to formulate decisions regarding hunting in [The Preserve] and the needs of threatened or
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endangered species like the Florida panther are adequately considered in those decisions.
This letter fulfills the requirements of section 7 of the Act and further action is not required

10. Whether the action threatens a violation of federal, state, or local law or requirements imposed
for the protection of the environment.

The selected alternative will not violate any federal, state, or local environmental protection laws.

Summary

On consideration of the criteria above, the NPS has determined that there are no major adverse or
beneficial impacts that will require further analysis in an environmental impact statement.

IMPAIRMENT OF PARK RESOURCES OR VALUES

In addition to reviewing the list of significant criteria, the director of the NPS Southeast Region has
determined that implementation of the selected alternative will not constitute an impairment to the
Preserve’'s resources and values. This conclusion is based on a thorough analysis of the
environmental impacts described in the project’s EA and the professional judgment of the decision-
maker guided by the direction in NPS management policies. See the attached Non-Impairment
Determination for additional information on the non-impairment determination for this project.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY CONSULTATION

The NPS conducted a total of four public comment periods for this project, including five public
meetings. A total of 1,087 pieces of correspondence were received during these public comments
periods and a total of 125 members of the public attended the meetings.

Additionally, during each public comment period, the NPS sent letters to the following agencies,
providing information about the hunting management plan and the opportunity to comment on the
project.

Florida State Clearinghouse

USFWS

Florida SHPO

Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida
Seminole Tribe of Florida

Seminole Nation of Oklahoma

The USFWS and the FWC also participated as partners in developing the Hunting Management
Plan/EA, participating in several internal meetings, conference calls, and development and internal
draft reviews of the document.
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The public and agencies were invited to comment on the project in the following ways:

e Participation in the public meetings. Comments could be provided via the following methods
at the public meetings:
0 Spoken comments recorded by NPS and contractor staff during the formal comment
session
0 Written comments provided at the public meetings
e Submission of comments at any time during the comment period. Comments could be
provided via the following methods:
0 The NPS PEPC website
0 E-mail to the Preserve Superintendent or staff
0 Hard copy letter to the Preserve Superintendent or staff

A detailed summary of the public involvement and agency coordination conducted for this project is
provided in chapter 5 of the attached EA, including a summary of all of the comments received
during each of the public comment periods conducted for this project.

RESPONSES TO SELECTED COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

All correspondence received during the public involvement process was reviewed, and specific
comments within each correspondence were identified. During the review of the comments received,
comments were classified as substantive or non-substantive. A substantive comment is defined as
one that does one or more of the following (NPS Director’s Order 12 Handbook, Section 4.6A):

Question, with a reasonable basis, the accuracy of information in the EA;
Question, with a reasonable basis, the adequacy of the environmental analysis;
Present reasonable alternatives other than those presented in the EA; and/or
Cause changes or revisions in the proposal.

If a comment met one or more of the above criteria, it was categorized as substantive. As further
stated in Director’'s Order 12, substantive comments “raise, debate, or question a point of fact or
policy.” Comments in favor of or against the proposed action or alternatives, or comments that only
agree or disagree with NPS policy, are not considered substantive.

During the analysis of public comments, all substantive comments were grouped by similar themes,
and those groups were assigned a concern statement. Each concern statement could capture one or
more comments. All substantive concerns and selected non-substantive concerns (i.e., concerns that
were not considered substantive by definition, but recurred throughout multiple correspondences)
have been summarized below along with NPS responses (see table 1). The concerns are presented as
a paraphrased summary of the original comment(s) received from the public.
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Table 1 - Selected Concerns and NPS Responses on the
Second Revised Draft Hunting Management Plan/EA

# Concern NPS Response

1 The NPS’s methods for The current white-tailed deer monitoring conducted by the NPS and the FWC are detailed on pages 37 to
collecting deer data and 38 of the attached EA. These various forms of monitoring and data collection have been in use at the
estimating deer Preserve since the early 1980s. This provides more than three decades of deer monitoring data upon
populations in the Preserve | which the triggers in the adaptive management process are based.
are inadequate and
inaccurate. Therefore, this | As part of the hunting management plan, the NPS also analyzed the current deer monitoring program in
information cannot be the Preserve to determine the best approach to future monitoring in the Preserve. The full results of this
used as a trigger for the analysis are provided in appendix E of the attached EA. Additionally, the NPS and the FWC, in
adaptive management consultation with the USFWS, are committed to continuing to evaluate new technologies and monitoring
process. techniques as part of the deer monitoring program in the Preserve.

2 Panther data should be As stated on page 48 of the attached EA, “...using panther numbers or distribution to assess the effects
used as a trigger in the of deer hunting activities is not likely to further inform management decisions.” Therefore, hunter days
adaptive management and deer harvest were used as the main triggers for deer management in the adaptive management
process. process. See the response to Concern #44 for additional information.

3 | The USFWS should not be As stated on page 42 of the attached EA, “The cooperative partnership that forms the framework for this
included in the adaptive alternative was developed based on policies outlined in Section 4.4.2 of the NPS Management Policies
management process for ..." The involvement of all three agencies in the adaptive management process will allow the NPS to
alternative 3. utilize all of the available monitoring data and scientific expertise of all three agencies to make better

decisions regarding hunting management in the Preserve.

4 The NPS/FWC Cooperative Under alternative 3 (the preferred alternative), the NPS and the FWC, in consultation with the USFWS, will
Partnership Agreement cooperate to implement an adaptive management strategy for hunting management in the Preserve. This
should be included in new adaptive management strategy consists of a cooperative partnership between the NPS and the FWC,
alternative 3. in consultation with the USFWS. The 2010 NPS/FWC Cooperative Partnership Agreement covers many

management issues, including hunting, and therefore does not specifically apply to alternative 3 (the
selected alternative). However the NPS acknowledges that the agreement remains valid and relevant and
the NPS and FWC will continue to collaborate, consult, and cooperate with each other to support and
defend mutually agreed upon rules, regulations, and policies relating to the Preserve and the Addition.

5 | The statement that “The This statement has been revised in the Final EA to state: “The Addition has never been open to public
Addition has never been hunting since its acquisition by the NPS; however, hunting occurred on private lands in the Addition prior
open to public hunting to the acquisition of the lands by the NPS.”
either before or after its
acquisition” is not
accurate.

6 | Hunting regulations in the | The Preserve is a unit of the national park system; therefore, the NPS is responsible for all management
Preserve should be decisions in the Preserve. The selected alternative allows the NPS to cooperate with the FWC, in
managed by FWC. consultation with the USFWS, to implement an adaptive management strategy in the Preserve. Available

monitoring data and scientific expertise from all three agencies will be used to make decisions regarding
hunting management in the Preserve. For additional information, also refer to the response to Concern
#40.

7 | Additional/different All of the proposed hunting regulations for year 1 of implementation of the selected alternative are

hunting regulations should
be included in alternative
3.

included in the attached EA. Under the selected alternative, the NPS and the FWC, in consultation with
the USFWS, will cooperate to implement an adaptive management strategy for hunting management in
the Preserve. Decisions regarding future changes to hunting regulations will be made through the
adaptive management process, based on monitoring data and triggers, as discussed in the Final EA.

Page 16




Table 1 - Selected Concerns and NPS Responses on the
Second Revised Draft Hunting Management Plan/EA

# Concern NPS Response

8 | A doe harvest should be As stated on page 45 of the attached EA, “Deer in the Preserve typically occur at lower densities than
instituted in the Preserve. other parts of Florida, and they are the primary food source for the Florida panther. As such, much

consideration has been given to harvest management options for deer within the Preserve. Wildlife
managers and published research agree that a conservative, well-regulated hunting strategy should not
significantly reduce deer abundance in the Preserve (Downing et al. 1986). Specifically, a buck-only
harvest regime has a low risk of negatively affecting the reproductive potential of a deer population
(Downing et al. 1986). Deer are polygamous, and a single buck can breed many does. The polygamous
nature of deer allows the species to lose a large proportion of the male component, without significant
impact to its biotic potential (Mech 1984). Further, the hunting season occurs after the area’s breeding
season, meaning that most does are bred prior to the onset of the hunting season. Deer population
models developed for the Preserve by Labisky et al. (1995) indicated that a high or low harvest of the
buck population had little impact on the ability of the deer population to sustain itself. For that reason,
buck-only harvest has been in place for many years on the Preserve and is the harvest regime being
recommended under [the selected alternative].”

9 Hunting of invasive species | In 2009, FWC EO 09-08 was approved, which created the Partner with Hunters program to assist in the
such as pythons should be | control of reptiles of concern, particularly the Burmese python, within the Preserve/Wildlife Management
permitted in the Preserve. Area. The Partner with Hunters Program allows hunters to take reptiles of concern within the Preserve, in

accordance with regulations outlined in the EO. Currently undergoing improvement and enhancement,
this program allows licensed hunters to take pythons using methods authorized for game that may be
taken during the respective season(s).

10 | Small game species are an | As stated on page 48 of the attached EA, “It is important to note why hunter days and deer harvest
important part of the would be used as triggers for supplemental management actions and why panther population numbers
Florida panther’s diet and and population numbers for other small game species would not typically be used as triggers. ... other
should be considered in the | small game species were determined not to be appropriate for use as adaptive management triggers
hunting management plan | because they are not shown to be primary prey items for the Florida panther (Maehr et al. 1990,
and as triggers in the Dalrymple and Bass 1996) and the hunter pressure on these species has been shown to be very low in
adaptive management recent years in the Preserve (Bartareau 2012). For example, the total harvest of all small game species
process. combined in the Preserve averaged 198 per year over the past five annual hunting seasons, while the

total turkey harvest (checked and estimated) from the Preserve averaged 35 animals per year over the
past five annual hunting seasons (Bartareau 2012).”

11 | The studies cited in the EA | As stated on page 48 of the attached EA, “...using panther numbers or distribution to assess the effects
do not include any of deer hunting activities is not likely to further inform management decisions.” Therefore, hunter days
nighttime research/data, and deer harvest were used as the main triggers for deer management in the adaptive management
which skews the data set process. See the response to Concern #44 for additional information. Additionally, pages 38 to 39 of the
since panthers are typically | attached EA detail the Florida panther monitoring efforts in the Preserve. This monitoring effort includes
nocturnal. radio-collar tracking of panthers in the Preserve, which could be obtained during any time of the day.

12 | Impacts and access related | As stated on page 141 of the attached EA, “This Hunting Management Plan does not provide guidance
to off-road vehicle use for managing ORV use in the Preserve for hunting. Rather, management of ORVs in the original Preserve
should be addressed as is guided by the General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (NPS 1991a) and Final
part of the hunting Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Management Plan Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (NPS
management plan. The 2000d). Management of ORVs in the Addition is guided by the Addition GMP (NPS 2010a). These
impact analysis should be planning/compliance efforts considered the impacts from ORV use, including use associated with hunting,
based on scientific data. for Preserve resources and values, including, but not limited to: water flows, water quality, soils,

vegetation, wetlands, wildlife and wildlife habitat (including game species), species of special concern
(including endangered and threatened species), cultural resources, visitor use and experience (including
hunting), wilderness, and socioeconomics. These plans and accompanying NEPA documents, discussed in
further detail in the “Cumulative Impacts Analysis” section, should be referenced for a detailed analysis of
these effects.

Cumulative impacts from ORV use in the Preserve have been addressed in chapter 4 of the attached EA
under each of the respective impact topics.

13 | There should be no No designation of wilderness is proposed as part of the hunting management plan. Pages 98 to 99 of the

wilderness designation in
the Preserve.

attached EA outline the existing and proposed designated wilderness areas in the Preserve. Potential
impacts to these resources from the selected alternative are detailed on pages 170 to 171 of the attached
EA.
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Table 1 - Selected Concerns and NPS Responses on the
Second Revised Draft Hunting Management Plan/EA

# Concern NPS Response

14 | Public lands surrounding All federally designated existing and proposed wilderness areas in the region of the Preserve are included
the Preserve that are in the attached EA, as discussed on pages 98 to 99.
managed as wilderness,
but not designated as such,
should be included in the
wilderness discussion and
analysis in the EA.

15 | Management of the All of the alternatives considered in the EA (including the selected alternative) apply to all areas of the
Addition should be Preserve, including the Addition. Under the selected alternative, the NPS and the FWC, in consultation
combined with the original | with the USFWS, will cooperate to implement an adaptive management strategy to manage hunting in
Preserve. the entire Preserve, including the Addition.

16 | The NPS, the FWC, and the | The NPS fully recognizes its role in administering the Big Cypress National Preserve. As stated on page 57
USFWS should all have a of the attached EA, "“Big Cypress National Preserve is a unit of the national park system, and as the
meaningful role in the administrator of the Preserve the NPS would continue to fulfill its obligation to protect the area for future
process of hunting generations under any of the alternatives.” However, the NPS recognizes that by partnering with the
management in the USFWS and the FWC, it is able to improve the decision-making process regarding hunting management
Preserve. However, the NPS | in the Preserve, in turn leading to better management decisions and improved resource protection. Such
is ultimately responsible for | cooperative management relationships are discussed and encouraged throughout the NPS Management
hunting management Policies, as stated on pages 42 to 43 of the attached EA. While the NPS fully accepts its role as the
decisions in the Preserve. primary decision-maker for the actions that take place in the Preserve, the NPS believes that this

partnership in the adaptive management process is entirely appropriate, in compliance with the
applicable laws and regulations, and beneficial to the resources it is charged with protecting.

17 | If hunting is to be initiated | As stated on page 45 of the attached EA, “Deer in the Preserve typically occur at lower densities than
in the Addition, it should other parts of Florida, and they are the primary food source for the Florida panther. As such, much
begin under a very consideration has been given to harvest management options for deer within the Preserve. Wildlife
conservative plan due to managers and published research agree that a conservative, well-regulated hunting strategy should not
the lack of information significantly reduce deer abundance in the Preserve (Downing et al. 1986).” As discussed in detail on
about the deer population | page 47 of the attached EA, “The proposed hunting format is conservative and appropriate for deer
and panther population in populations at low densities and consistent with panther population objectives.”
the area.

18 | Maintaining a suitable prey | All potential impacts to the Florida panther and its prey base have been considered and are detailed in
base for the panther and the impact analysis provided in chapter 4 of the attached EA. As discussed in detail on page 47 of the
preventing disturbance of attached EA, “The proposed hunting format is conservative and appropriate for deer populations at low
the population is a top densities and consistent with panther population objectives.”
priority.

19 | In both alternatives 1 and As stated on pages 147 and 158 of the attached EA, “Under current hunting regulations, lead-based
3, hunting is predicted to ammunition is prohibited for duck, geese, and coot hunting. In March 2009, the NPS began to research
have long term, negligible ways to reduce its own use of lead-based ammunition in units of the national park system. In addition,
to minor impacts on listed the NPS is currently cooperating with the Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies in efforts to bring
species and habitat. In an hunters, anglers, and various interests together to determine the need for and nature of any needed
effort to reduce these management approaches to use of lead ammunition and lead fishing tackle. The Preserve would comply
impacts, all use of lead with any future changes in NPS policy regarding the use of lead-based ammunition for hunting in the
based ammunition should Preserve, further reducing the potential for impacts.”
be prohibited in the
Preserve.

20 | Dinner Island Wildlife The Dinner Island Wildlife Management Area is located outside of the Preserve. Therefore, it was not

Management Area should
be shown on the location
map

included on the location map.
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Table 1 - Selected Concerns and NPS Responses on the
Second Revised Draft Hunting Management Plan/EA

# Concern NPS Response

21 | The statement that “Direct | Page 147 of the attached EA states that this potential impact is “very rare.” However, the potential still
impacts to the Florida exists for such an occurrence; therefore, this was included in consideration of the impacts analysis in the
Panther could occur from EA.
misidentification of target
by hunters” is not
accurate. An ethical,
knowledgeable hunter
would not “misidentify” a
Florida Panther.

22 | Additional fire Conducting prescribed burning activities, unless they specifically pertain to hunting management, are
management and beyond the scope of the hunting management plan. These actions would be guided by the Big Cypress
prescribed burning should National Preserve Fire Management Plan (NPS 2010d).
be conducted in the
Preserve.

23 | The NPS should continue to | Per recent data from the FWC, Chronic Wasting Disease is not currently known to be present in any deer
closely monitor the deer populations in the state of Florida. The NPS would continue to review all available data from the NPS, the
population in the Preserve FWC, and the USFWS regarding the deer population in the Preserve through the adaptive management
for the potential spread of | process, including any information on the spread of diseases in the deer population in the Preserve.
Chronic Wasting Disease
into the area.

24 | The EA mischaracterizes As stated on page 11 of the attached EA, 36 C.F.R. § 2.2(b) states: “(b) Hunting and trapping. (1)

the Preserve’s enabling
legislation (as the
Preserve’s enabling
legislation does not
mandate hunting in the
Addition lands) and
misapplies NPS regulations
to avoid the need to make
required findings before
permitting hunting.

Hunting shall be allowed in park areas where such activity is specifically mandated by Federal statutory
law. (2) Hunting may be allowed in park areas where such activity is specifically authorized as a
discretionary activity under Federal statutory law if the superintendent determines that such activity is
consistent with public safety and enjoyment, and sound resource management principles. Such hunting
shall be allowed pursuant to special regulations.” The NPS prepared the attached EA in compliance with
36 C.F.R. § 2.2(b)(1). The enabling legislation is the authority for public hunting in the Preserve. As stated
on page 8 of the attached EA, the enabling legislation dictates that “The Secretary shall permit hunting,
fishing, and trapping on lands and water under his jurisdiction within the Preserve and the Addition in
accordance with the applicable laws of the United States and the State of Florida...” As further stated on
page 8 of the attached EA, the enabling legislation does permit the Secretary to “designate zones where
and periods when no hunting, fishing, trapping, or entry may be permitted for reasons of public safety,
administration, floral and faunal protection and management, or public use and enjoyment.” Such an
action was taken when the Stairsteps unit was closed to deer hunting due to the decline of the deer
population presumably due to hydrologic conditions, as discussed on pages 94 to 95 of the attached EA.
However, such actions are undertaken for specific reasons of “public safety, administration, floral and
faunal protection and management, or public use and enjoyment.” In the case of the Addition, the NPS
has not identified any unique characteristics of the area that would warrant closure due to any of the
specific reasons in the enabling legislation. The affirmative language found in the enabling legislation
dictates that hunting is mandatory and not discretionary. Thus, the attached EA is in full compliance with
the requirements of 36 C.F.R. § 2.2(b) for park units in which hunting is mandatory. The NPS has taken
the affirmative steps necessary to permit hunting in the Addition, as dictated in the enabling legislation,
by preparing the attached EA. The NPS will take additional affirmative steps by submitting
recommendations for hunting in the original Preserve and the Addition in a request to the FWC to
promulgate hunting regulations for the Preserve.
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Table 1 - Selected Concerns and NPS Responses on the
Second Revised Draft Hunting Management Plan/EA

# Concern NPS Response

25 | Alternative 3 (the selected The adaptive management strategy under the selected alternative is designed to address key uncertainties
alternative) relies on an that exist as a result of allowing hunting throughout the entire Preserve. Adaptive management actions
adaptive management plan | will be taken based on effects to the white-tailed deer population (as measured by hunter success rates)
that focuses on only one and potential conflicts between hunting and nonhunting visitors in the Preserve. Under the selected
aspect of proposed alternative, adaptive management actions regarding the white-tailed deer population are designed to
impacts. ensure that there remains enough prey for the Florida panther, and adaptive management actions

regarding potential conflicts between hunters and other visitors are designed to ensure satisfactory
experiences for all Preserve visitors.

The adaptive management of hunting that will occur under the selected alternative is restricted to actions
taken in accordance with the objectives, triggers, and monitoring data relating to hunter success rates for
the white-tailed deer population, and potential conflicts between hunting and nonhunting visitors in the
Preserve.

The NPS is not proposing to take adaptive management actions related to other resources, such as other
wildlife (including other game species), vegetation, or wilderness, because the management of these
resources does not involve the same level of uncertainties as management of the white-tailed deer
population and visitor use conflicts. Impacts to these other resources as a result of hunting activities are
disclosed in the attached EA, but these other resources will be managed in accordance with NPS
management policies and other existing management plans, not through this adaptive management
process.

26 | Alternative 3 (the selected As stated on page 45 of the attached EA, “Deer in the Preserve typically occur at lower densities than
alternative) uses as a other parts of Florida, and they are the primary food source for the Florida panther. As such, much
trigger for further action consideration has been given to harvest management options for deer within the Preserve. Wildlife
the ratio of deer killed per managers and published research agree that a conservative, well-regulated hunting strategy should not
hunter per day. There is a significantly reduce deer abundance in the Preserve (Downing et al. 1986).” As discussed in the response
lack of explanation of to Concern #2, hunter days and deer harvest trends were determined to be appropriate triggers for
and/or support for how this | measuring the effect of hunting on the panther population and specifically, the main prey base for the
trigger would achieve the Florida panther. As discussed in detail on page 47 of the attached EA, “The proposed hunting format is
objective of sustaining the | conservative and appropriate for deer populations at low densities and consistent with panther
prey base for the Florida population objectives.”
panther.

27 | Alternative 3 (the selected Pages 42 to 51 of the attached EA have been revised to provide specific details about the proposed
alternative) does not adaptive management strategy. Details of the proposed public involvement process, objectives, baseline
provide specific criteria management actions, monitoring, triggers, supplemental management actions, and proposed hunting
necessary to fully analyze regulations are provided. For example, regarding hunting regulations, specific proposed quotas are
impacts. It only provides a detailed on page 44 of the attached EA. This specific information was used to analyze potential impacts,
“plan to make a plan.” as provided in the analysis in chapter 4 of the attached EA.

28 | A mitigation plan is needed | According to the guidance in the Council on Environmental Quality memorandum titled “Appropriate Use

for the EA.

of Mitigation and Monitoring and Clarifying the Appropriate Use of Mitigated Findings of No Significant
Impact” (dated January 14, 2011), “When preparing an EA, many agencies develop and consider
committing to mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, or compensate for potentially
significant adverse environmental impacts that would otherwise require full review in an Environmental
Impact Statement. Council on Environmental Quality recognizes the appropriateness, value, and efficacy
of providing for mitigation to reduce the significance of environmental impacts. Consequently, when
such mitigation measures are available and an agency commits to perform or ensure the performance of
them, then these mitigation commitments can be used to support a Finding of No Significant Impact,
allowing the agency to conclude the NEP A process and proceed with its action without preparing an
Environmental Impact Statement.” As stated on page 133 of the attached EA, ... no significant
environmental impacts were identified from the alternatives analyzed in this plan that would require
mitigation measures to be taken ...” The Finding of No Significant Impact for this project is based on the
unmitigated level of impacts determined in the analysis conducted for the EA, which were not
determined to rise to the level of significant and which do not warrant preparation of a formal mitigation
plan.
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Table 1 - Selected Concerns and NPS Responses on the
Second Revised Draft Hunting Management Plan/EA

# Concern NPS Response

29 | Alternative 3 (the selected As stated on page 38 of the attached EA, “As part of this hunting management plan, the NPS analyzed
alternative) relies heavily on | the current deer monitoring program in the Preserve to determine the best approach to future
future monitoring and monitoring in the Preserve... The full results of this analysis are provided in appendix E. Additionally, the
enforcement, but the NPS NPS and the FWC, in consultation with the USFWS, are committed to continuing to evaluate new
lacks the staff and funding | technologies and monitoring techniques as part of the deer monitoring program in the Preserve,
to do so. regardless of which alternative is selected for implementation.” Additionally, as stated on page 53 of the

attached EA, “Existing funding and staffing resources from the NPS and other agencies (FWC and USFWS)
would be used with all of the alternatives to accomplish the required enforcement and research and
monitoring activities.”

30 | An Environmental Impact No significant environmental impacts were identified in the EA that would require preparation of an
Statement should be Environmental Impact Statement.
prepared for the hunting
management plan.

31 | A Biological Opinion should | The USFWS had the option of preparing a Biological Opinion for this action being undertaken by the NPS.
be prepared by the USFWS | The concurrence letter issued by the USFWS under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act is included in
for the hunting appendix | of the attached EA.
management plan.

32 | The purpose of the The purpose statement for Big Cypress National Preserve can be found on page 9 of the attached EA
Preserve is misstated in the | under the heading “Purpose Statements.” As correctly stated on page 9 of the attached EA: “The
EA. purpose of Big Cypress National Preserve, as stated in the enabling legislation, ... is to assure the

preservation, conservation, and protection of the natural, scenic, hydrologic, floral and faunal, and
recreational values of the Big Cypress Watershed in the State of Florida and to provide for the
enhancement and public enjoyment thereof.”

33 | Section 1.4.3 of the The full text of Section 1.4.3 of the NPS Management Policies has been added to the Final EA. However,
Management Policies, the NPS has not identified a conflict between providing recreational uses and conservation of natural
providing NPS's official resources. The EA fully analyzes the impacts of allowing hunting in the Preserve under alternative 3 (the
interpretation of the selected alternative) and comes to the conclusion that no significant impacts would occur to resources in
Organic Act, should be the Preserve. Therefore, allowance of hunting in the Preserve can occur as an approved recreational
included in the EAin its activity without conflict to conservation of the natural resources in the Preserve.
entirety. The Second
Revised EA paraphrases
part of Section 1.4.3 but
omits the interpretation of
the Organic Act that states
that whenever there is a
conflict between providing
recreational uses and
conservation of natural
resources, conservation is
to be predominant.

34 | Any adaptive management | All impacts of the hunting management plan have been evaluated in the attached EA for all of the
plan must consider all proposed alternatives. The impact topics assessed in the EA include: vegetation and habitat (native
impacts of the hunting vegetative communities and habitat, protected plant species, and nonnative invasive plant species);
management plan on the wildlife (protected wildlife species, major game species, and nonnative/invasive wildlife species);
Preserve's resources and wilderness; Preserve management and operations; visitor use and experience/recreational opportunities;
values, including impacts noise/soundscapes; public health and safety; and socioeconomics. See the response to Concern #12 for
from ORV use. additional information regarding impacts from ORV use in the Preserve.

35 | The proposed adaptive The EA was developed in full consideration of and fully complies with the National Environmental Policy

management plan fails to
comply with NEPA and
lacks the specificity
required to withstand
judicial scrutiny.

Act and all Council on Environmental Quality implementing regulations.
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# Concern NPS Response

36 | The “Baseline The details of the adaptive management process were fully developed as part of the Hunting
Management Actions” are | Management Plan. The adaptive management strategy to be implemented under the selected alternative
indefinite and must be outlines a specific iterative adaptive management cycle of objectives, baseline management actions,
developed further. monitoring, triggers, supplemental management actions, and additional monitoring (refer to the

description of alternative 3 in chapter 2 of the attached EA for specific details of the adaptive
management process).

37 | Supplemental management | The list of supplemental management actions on pages 48 to 49 of the attached EA provides specific
actions to be taken when actions that would be taken for each of the adaptive management triggers outlined in the attached EA. If
the adaptive management | any of the adaptive management triggers are documented by the monitoring data, then appropriate and
trigger thresholds are met necessary supplemental management actions would be implemented as part of the adaptive framework.
are not specific enough. Recommendations for action would be proposed by professional staff from the NPS and the FWC, in

consultation with the USFWS.

38 | The EA does not comply The NPS has fully complied with the commitments regarding development of a hunting management

with the commitments that
the NPS made in the
Addition GMP, including
the following
commitments:

- The NPS would consult
with USFWS to determine
appropriate game harvest
levels “by evaluating
species population status
and trends, hunter
densities, and the

impacts on the Florida
panther.”

- The NPS would “include
an assessment of the
effects of hunting activities
on special status species
such as the Florida panther.
This would include both
the effects of human
presence (i.e., hunters
dispersed throughout the
Addition) and the effects of
white-tailed deer
management on the
panther's primary food
source.”

plan, as made in the Addition GMP. The NPS has consulted with the USFWS since the beginning of the
planning process for development of the hunting management plan, and the USFWS has been an active
partner in the development of the plan. Further, all potential impacts to the Florida panther and its prey
base have been considered in the EA. As discussed in detail on page 47 of the attached EA, “The
proposed hunting format is conservative and appropriate for deer populations at low densities and
consistent with panther population objectives.”
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# Concern NPS Response

39 | The EA does not meet the Section 1.4.7 of NPS Management Policies (2006) states: “In making a determination of whether there
requirement that NPS make | would be an impairment, an NPS decision-maker must use his or her professional judgment. This means
an impairment that the decision-maker must consider any environmental assessments or environmental impact
determination before statements required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA); consultations required
hunting is allowed in any under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act; relevant scientific and scholarly studies;
part of the Preserve, and a | advice or insights offered by subject matter experts and others who have relevant knowledge or
later determination would experience; and the results of civic engagement and public involvement activities relating to the decision.”
deprive the public of the NPS Management Policies (2006) further defines “professional judgment” as “a decision or opinion that is
opportunity to comment. shaped by study and analysis and full consideration of all the relevant facts, and that takes into account

the decision-maker's education, training, and experience; advice or insights offered by subject matter
experts and others who have relevant knowledge and experience; good science and scholarship; and,
whenever appropriate, the results of civic engagement and public involvement activities relative to the
decision.”

The attached Non-Impairment Determination provides information on the non-impairment determination
for this project. This Finding of No Significant Impact and attached Non-Impairment Determination will be
signed by the director of the NPS Southeast Region, approving the selected alternative, prior to
implementation of the selected alternative and allowance of hunting in the Addition.

40 | NPS cannot legally The NPS fully recognizes its role in administering the Big Cypress National Preserve. As stated on page 57
abandon or delegate its of the attached EA, "“Big Cypress National Preserve is a unit of the national park system, and as the
primary role in making final | administrator of the Preserve the NPS would continue to fulfill its obligation to protect the area for future
decisions about hunting in | generations under any of the alternatives.” However, the NPS recognizes that by partnering with the
the Preserve. USFWS and the FWC, it is able to improve the decision-making process regarding hunting management

in the Preserve, in turn leading to better management decisions and improved resource protection. Such
cooperative management relationships are discussed and encouraged throughout the NPS Management
Policies, as stated on pages 42 to 43 of the attached EA. While the NPS fully accepts its role as the
primary decision-maker for the actions that take place in the Preserve, the NPS believes that this
partnership in the adaptive management process is entirely appropriate, in compliance with the
applicable laws and regulations, and beneficial to the resources it is charged with protecting.

41 | NPS's hunting quota for As stated on page 45 of the attached EA, “Deer in the Preserve typically occur at lower densities than

deer in the Addition is not
based on any available data
indicating that this quota
will allow for sustainable
management of deer,
consistent with panther
management.

other parts of Florida, and they are the primary food source for the Florida panther. As such, much
consideration has been given to harvest management options for deer within the Preserve. Wildlife
managers and published research agree that a conservative, well-regulated hunting strategy should not
significantly reduce deer abundance in the Preserve (Downing et al. 1986).” As discussed in detail on
page 47 of the attached EA, “The proposed hunting format is conservative and appropriate for deer
populations at low densities and consistent with panther population objectives.”

As stated in the footnote on page 46 of the attached EA, the “maximum quota limit was calculated
based on the current quota limit in the Bear Island Unit of one quota permit per 194 acres. For the
Northeast Addition and the Western Addition, the potential maximum quota permit density (hunter
density) was determined by extrapolating the available NPS and FWC data for areas in the Preserve that
are most similar in habitat types to areas in the Addition, based on the habitat map presented in chapter
3 (“Existing Conditions”) and the habitat comparison analysis in appendix G.”

It is important to note that these proposed quota limits cannot be equated to hunter success rates, as the
hunter success rates are only a small percentage of the quota limits. For the years between 2008 and
2012, the five-year average hunter success rate was 1.7%, with a range between 0.9% and 2.0%. For
the previous five years, between 2003 and 2007, the hunter success rate was similar at 1.1%. Therefore,
the actual hunter take could be estimated to be between 7 and 15 deer per season for the Addition
(using the recent five-year range of 0.9% to 2.0% hunter success rates).
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42 | The Revised Plan/EA As stated on page 39 of the attached EA, “U.S. Department of the Interior regulations define a no action
violates NEPA by skewing alternative as that which would result in ‘no change from current management direction.” The original
the no action alternative, Preserve GMP (completed in 1991) and the Addition GMP (completed in 2010) form the basis for
and thus the environmental | management actions taken by the NPS in the original Preserve and in the Addition, respectively. These
baseline upon which all two GMP documents dictate that hunting would be permitted throughout the entire Preserve. Therefore,
other alternatives are the no action alternative for this EA was defined as continuation of the current management direction
compared. provided by the two GMP documents — hunting would be permitted throughout the Preserve and

managed cooperatively by the NPS and FWC using the guidelines outlined in the NPS/FWC Cooperative
Partnership Agreement. " Additionally, as stated on page 41 of the attached EA, “For this EA, the no
action alternative (continuation of current management direction) would allow hunting throughout the
Preserve (including the Addition) and therefore, could potentially cause adverse environmental impacts.
Because hunting does not currently take place in the Addition, the no action alternative for this EA does
not reflect the true environmental baseline conditions in the Preserve, absent from hunting impacts (refer
to the description of alternative 1 for additional details). Therefore, an environmental baseline alternative
was added to the range of alternatives that evaluates the environmental consequences of continuing to
allow hunting in the original Preserve and prohibiting hunting in the Addition. This allows for a
comparison of impacts between prohibition of hunting in the Addition and allowance of hunting in the
Addition, in accordance with the conditions outlined in alternatives 1 or 3.”

43 | An additional public The purpose of consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act is for the USFWS to consider
comment period should be | the effects on listed species of the preferred alternative, which was chosen by the NPS after a lengthy
provided on the EA once NEPA process that included multiple opportunities for public comment. This consultation process does
the USFWS issues a not require a public comment period. Therefore, no additional public comment on the EA is necessary.
Biological Opinion on the
action.

44 | Regarding impacts to the This relationship has been carefully examined and conclusions in the attached EA are based on recent

Florida panther, the
relationship between
hunting and prey needs to
be carefully examined.

scientific studies. As stated on page 48 of the attached EA, “It is important to note why hunter days and
deer harvest would be used as triggers for supplemental management actions and why panther
population numbers and population numbers for other small game species would not typically be used as
triggers. Although the Preserve is in the core of the extant range of the Florida panther, their distribution
in this landscape is not static, nor is it contained within any specific management unit or within the
Preserve boundaries. As a result, additional variables and stressors may cause changes in panther
distribution, use, and occupancy of an area that may be unrelated to any potential effects of hunting
activities. Aside from the behavioral change noted by Janis and Clark (2002), there have been no studies
that demonstrate a measurable effect of deer hunting on panthers. This is not due to a lack of
information on hunting and panthers; rather, it is due to the multitude of stressors that simply cannot be
isolated to determine which stressor is the cause of a noted effect. Both Janis and Clark (2002) and
Fletcher and McCarthy (2011) surmised that hydrology may play a role in panther movements throughout
the hunting season resulting in the noted movement away from trails. Therefore, using panther numbers
or distribution to assess the effects of deer hunting activities is not likely to further inform management
decisions. Because the panther is the predator in the predator/prey relationship, any measurable response
would be delayed as the population responds to changes in the prey population. There is also the
potential to have other stressors, such as epizootic events, affect the panther population while leaving the
deer population untouched. The panther’s preferred prey items are white-tailed deer and feral hogs
(Maehr et al. 1990, Dalrymple and Bass 1996). Since recent data has shown that feral hogs are nearly
extirpated from the Preserve, factors relating to the deer population were determined to be the best
indicator for decision-making regarding supplemental management actions for protection of the Florida
panther population. Additionally, other small game species were determined not to be appropriate for
use as adaptive management triggers because they are not shown to be primary prey items for the
Florida panther (Maehr et al. 1990, Dalrymple and Bass 1996) and the hunter pressure on these species
has been shown to be very low in recent years in the Preserve (Bartareau 2012). For example, the total
harvest of all small game species combined in the Preserve averaged 198 per year over the past five
annual hunting seasons, while the total turkey harvest (checked and estimated) from the Preserve
averaged 35 animals per year over the past five annual hunting seasons (Bartareau 2012).”
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45 | There is an insufficient As stated on page 45 of the attached EA, “Deer in the Preserve typically occur at lower densities than
number of deer in the other parts of Florida, and they are the primary food source for the Florida panther. As such, much
Preserve to allow for the consideration has been given to harvest management options for deer within the Preserve. Wildlife
introduction of public managers and published research agree that a conservative, well-regulated hunting strategy should not
hunting in the Addition. significantly reduce deer abundance in the Preserve (Downing et al. 1986)."

46 | The FWC estimates that As stated on page 95 of the attached EA, “Feral hogs have historically been second to deer in importance
feral hogs comprise the as game animals in the Preserve; however, recent data has shown that feral hogs are likely nearly
largest part of the extirpated from the Preserve.” This statement is supported by monitoring data from the NPS and the
panther's diet. However, FWC.

the NPS has not studied
the impact of hunting on
the feral hog population as
a prey item for the
panther. Recent field
observations of feral hogs
in the Preserve include hog
tracks, tufts of hair, and
hog rooting, which shows
evidence of their presence
in the Preserve. Therefore,
this should be addressed in

the EA.

47 | Previous hunting In previous years, data used for decision-making has involved check station game health surveys, game
management decisions in harvest numbers, hunter pressure, hunter success rates, endangered species monitoring, deer population
the Preserve have not been | dynamics (abundance and health), and characterization of habitat and hydrology. This information has
based on scientific data. been used to identify management units, establish season length, set quotas, hunting methods, and area

closures. Under the selected alternative, the NPS and the FWC, in consultation with the USFWS, are
committed to continuing to evaluate new technologies and monitoring techniques as part of the
monitoring programs in the Preserve, and cooperating to implement the adaptive management strategy
for managing hunting in the Preserve. This strategy allows the NPS to utilize monitoring data and
scientific expertise from all three agencies to make hunting management decisions in the Preserve.

48 | Data in the supporting The data provided by the FWC for deer, small game species, and turkey in the Preserve are fully analyzed
documentation used by the | in the reports included in appendices D, E, and H of the attached EA. Repetition of this analysis in the
NPS for the EA is not attached EA does not yield any additional useful information.

properly analyzed.
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49

Concern

The EA does not
adequately address the
impact of hunting on
nonhunters, who are
currently the primary users
of the Preserve.

Table 1 - Selected Concerns and NPS Responses on the
Second Revised Draft Hunting Management Plan/EA

NPS Response

The impacts of the proposed alternatives (including the selected alternative) on visitor use and experience
(including nonhunting visitors) are detailed on pages 175 to 180 of the attached EA.

One of the objectives of the adaptive management strategy, as discussed in chapter 2 of the attached EA,
is “minimization of conflicts between hunting and nonhunting visitors in the Preserve.” With the
implementation of the selected alternative, this objective would be achieved through an iterative adaptive
management cycle of baseline management actions, monitoring, triggers, supplemental management
actions, and additional monitoring (refer to the description of the selected alternative in chapter 2 of the
attached for specific details of the adaptive management process).

Under the selected alternative, the NPS would undertake the following baseline management actions in
relation to visitor use to achieve the adaptive management objectives:

e Monitor potential conflicts between hunting and nonhunting visitors in the Preserve.

The occurrence of the following condition related to visitor use would trigger implementation of
additional management actions (in addition to the baseline action listed above):

e  Five documented substantive visitor use complaints or conflicts between hunting and nonhunting
visitors to the Preserve per month per management unit, trail system, or visitor facility.

If this adaptive management trigger is documented, then appropriate and necessary supplemental
management actions would be implemented as part of the adaptive framework.

The supplemental management actions that could be taken if this trigger occurs include, but are not
limited to:

e implementing a scientific study to better inform decisions

e  Providing additional educational materials to hunting and nonhunting visitors

e Directing nonhunting visitors to areas of the Preserve lesser-used by hunters or off-peak times for
hunting

e Reducing the amount of hunting and/or nonhunting use in certain areas of the Preserve

e  Altering levels or types of trail use by hunting and/or nonhunting visitors

Implementing these supplemental management actions in a more restrictive/limiting approach (e.g.,
directing nonhunting visitors to areas of the Preserve lesser-used by hunters or off-peak times for
hunting, reducing the amount of hunting and/or nonhunting use in certain areas of the Preserve, or
altering levels or types of trail use by hunting and/or nonhunting visitors) will result in both beneficial and
adverse impacts to both hunting and nonhunting visitors, dependent upon which group the restrictions
were applied. Whereas, implementation of a scientific study or providing additional education materials
to hunting and nonhunting visitors will likely not have any adverse effect. Additionally, implementing
emergency restrictions or closures will likely result in an adverse effect on both hunting and nonhunting
visitors if an area were no longer open for use.

Any combination of these supplemental management actions will continue to be implemented in an
increasingly restrictive adaptive management approach until follow-up monitoring data (as discussed in
step 7 of the adaptive management process in chapter 2 of the attached EA) shows that the adaptive
management objectives outlined in step 2 of the adaptive management process in chapter 2 of the
attached EA are being met.

As noted in chapter 2 of the attached EA, if additional actions are required, which have not been
analyzed as part of the impact analysis in the attached EA, additional impacts analyses, and if applicable,
NEPA compliance documentation, will be required to implement the proposed actions.

The iterative cycle of these actions will ensure that the conflicts between hunting and nonhunting visitors
are minimized under the selected alternative.
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ATTACHMENT 1
NON-IMPAIRMENT DETERMINATION

THE PROHIBITION ON IMPAIRMENT OF PRESERVE RESOURCES AND VALUES

The National Park Service’s (NPS) Organic Act, 16 U.S.C. 1 et seq., states that the purpose of the units
of the national park system is to “conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the
wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as
will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.” 16 U.S.C. 1.

NPS Management Policies (2006), Section 1.4.4, explains the prohibition on impairment of park
resources and values:

While Congress has given the [USFWS] the management discretion to allow impacts within
parks, that discretion is limited by the statutory requirement (generally enforceable by the
federal courts) that the Park Service must leave park resources and values unimpaired unless a
particular law directly and specifically provides otherwise. This, the cornerstone of the
Organic Act, establishes the primary responsibility of the National Park Service. It ensures
that park resources and values will continue to exist in a condition that will allow the American
people to have present and future opportunities for enjoyment of them.

WHAT IS IMPAIRMENT?

NPS Management Policies (2006), Section 1.4.5, What Constitutes Impairment of Park Resources
and Values, and Section 1.4.6, What Constitutes Park Resources and Values, provide an explanation
of impairment.

Impairment is an impact that, in the professional judgment of the responsible NPS manager,
would harm the integrity of park resources or values, including the opportunities that
otherwise would be present for the enjoyment of those resources or values.

Section 1.4.5 of NPS Management Policies (2006) states:

An impact to any park resource or value may, but does not necessarily, constitute impairment.
An impact would be more likely to constitute impairment to the extent that it affects a resource
or value whose conservation is:

e Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or
proclamation of the park

o Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the
park, or

¢ Identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning
documents as being of significance.

An impact would be less likely to constitute an impairment if it is an unavoidable result of an
action necessary to preserve or restore the integrity of park resources or values and it cannot
be further mitigated.

Per Section 1.4.6 of Management Policies 2006, park resources and values that may be impaired
include:
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e the park's scenery, natural and historic objects, and wildlife, and the processes and
condition that sustain them, including, to the extent present in the park: the ecological,
biological, and physical processes that created the park and continue to act upon it; scenic
features; natural visibility, both in daytime and at night; natural landscapes; natural
soundscapes and smells; water and air resources; soils; geological resources;
paleontological resources; archeological resources; cultural landscapes; ethnographic
resources; historic and prehistoric sites, structure, and objects; museum collections; and
native plants and animals;

e appropriate opportunities to experience enjoyment of the above resources, to the extent that
can be done without impairing them;

e the park’s role in contributing to the national dignity, the high public value and integrity,
and the superlative environmental quality of the national park system, and the benefit and
inspiration provided to the American people by the national park system; and

e any additional attributes encompassed by the specific values and purposes for which the
park was established.

Impairment may result from NPS activities in managing the park, visitor activities, or activities
undertaken by concessionaires, contractors, and others operating in the park. Impairment may also
result from sources or activities outside the park, but this would not be a violation of the Organic Act
unless the NPS was in some way responsible for the action.

HOW IS AN IMPAIRMENT DETERMINATION MADE?
Section 1.4.7 of NPS Management Policies (2006) states:

In making a determination of whether there would be an impairment, an NPS decision-maker
must use his or her professional judgment. This means that the decision-maker must consider
any environmental assessments or environmental impact statements required by the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA); consultations required under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act; relevant scientific and scholarly studies; advice or insights
offered by subject matter experts and others who have relevant knowledge or experience; and
the results of civic engagement and public involvement activities relating to the decision.

NPS Management Policies (2006) further defines “professional judgment” as:

A decision or opinion that is shaped by study and analysis and full consideration of all the
relevant facts, and that takes into account the decision-maker's education, training, and
experience; advice or insights offered by subject matter experts and others who have relevant
knowledge and experience; good science and scholarship; and, whenever appropriate, the
results of civic engagement and public involvement activities relative to the decision.

NON-IMPAIRMENT DETERMINATION FOR THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

This determination on impairment has been prepared for the selected alternative described in the
Finding of No Significant Impact and chapter 2 of the attached Hunting Management Plan/EA. An
impairment determination is made for all resource impact topics analyzed for the selected
alternative. An impairment determination is not made for Preserve management and operations,
visitor use and experience/recreational opportunities, public health and safety, and socioeconomics
because impairment findings relate back to park resources and values, and these impact areas are
not generally considered to be park resources or values according to the Organic Act, and cannot be
impaired in the same way that an action can impair park resources and values.
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Findings on Impairment for Vegetation and Habitat

Under the selected alternative, impacts to vegetation and habitat and protected plant species will be
negligible in the original Preserve and potentially slightly greater (although still negligible) in the
Addition since hunting is not currently allowed in this area. These impacts will be long-term
(repeated short-term direct impacts while hunters are in the area) and consist of trampling of native
vegetation, protected plant species, etc. Such trampling of native vegetation and protected plant
species will be expected to occur to only individual specimens in sporadic areas of the Preserve where
hunters walk off existing trails. These impacts will not be expected to be measurable and vegetation
will be expected to fully recover each year during nonhunting seasons.

Under the selected alternative, impacts from nonnative invasive plants will be limited to
unintentional seed dispersal of nonnative invasive plants by hunters, and therefore negligible in the
original Preserve and potentially slightly greater (although still negligible) in the Addition since
hunting is not currently allowed in this area. These impacts will be long-term (repeated short-term
impacts). Such seed dispersal will be expected to result in the establishment of only very few
specimens of nonnative plants; this establishment will likely be detected through the Preserve's
systematic nonnative plant reconnaissance and treatment, resulting in no detriment to native plant
populations in the greater landscape of the Preserve.

Therefore, the selected alternative will not impair vegetation and habitat because impacts will be
negligible.

Findings on Impairment for Protected Wildlife Species

The federally listed species present in the Preserve are the Florida panther, West Indian manatee,
Florida bonneted bat, Cape Sable seaside sparrow, Everglade snail kite, red-cockaded woodpecker,
wood stork, American crocodile, eastern indigo snake, and American alligator.

One of the objectives of the adaptive management strategy to be carried out under the selected
alternative is “a sustainable deer population in the Preserve, which ensures that the effects of
hunting in the Preserve are beneficial, discountable, or insignificant to the Florida panther
population.” With the implementation of the selected alternative, this objective will be achieved
through an iterative adaptive management cycle of baseline management actions, monitoring,
triggers, supplemental management actions, and additional monitoring. This adaptive management
approach will ensure a continued sustainable prey base (white-tailed deer) for the Florida panther.
Therefore, impacts on the Florida panther from the selected alternative will be long-term, negligible
to minor, and adverse throughout the Preserve.

Since the Hunting Management Plan only addresses terrestrial hunting activities, no impacts will
occur to the West Indian manatee.

The federally listed avian species (Cape Sable seaside sparrow, Everglade snail kite, red-cockaded
woodpecker, and wood stork) could be impacted by indirect adverse effects resulting from human
use such as flushing and short-term displacement, etc. These impacts would be long-term (repeated
short-term impacts while hunters are in the area each season), but since hunting is a seasonal
activity and hunters would be dispersed over a large number of acres in the Preserve, the impacts
would be negligible. Such flushing and short-term displacement would be expected to occur only to
individual species in localized areas for short periods of time while hunters are in the area. This effect
would not be expected to be observable or measurable for any extended period of time once hunters
have left the area. The eastern indigo snake could also be impacted by similar flushing and short-
term displacement; however, since no construction or other permanent ground disturbing activities
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are associated with this project, impacts to the eastern indigo snake would be negligible as well.
Similar flushing and short-term displacement impacts could occur to the American crocodile and
American alligator. Since hunting of alligators is not permitted in the Preserve, no other impacts
would be anticipated to occur to these species. Similarly, the Florida bonneted bat could be impacted
by flushing and short-term displacement; however, their daytime roosting locations in tree cavities
and nocturnal feeding behavior would limit their exposure to hunters; however, since no
construction or other permanent ground disturbing activities are associated with this project,
impacts to the Florida bonneted bat would be negligible.

The federally listed avian species (Cape Sable seaside sparrow, Everglade snail kite, red-cockaded
woodpecker, and wood stork) could also be impacted by indirect adverse effects resulting from direct
lead-based ammunition ingestion or ingestion of water/soil contaminated by dissolved lead from
lead-based ammunition. The effects will be minor since not all hunters in the Preserve use lead-
based ammunition and hunters are dispersed over a large acreage. Therefore, the effects to these
species resulting from the use of lead-based ammunition for hunting under this alternative will be
expected to occur only on rare occasions to individual specimens and therefore be discountable (i.e.,
not able to be meaningfully measured, detected, or evaluated) in terms of species populations and
the greater area of the Preserve. Moreover, under current hunting regulations, lead-based
ammunition is prohibited for duck, geese, and coot hunting. No impacts or very negligible impacts
will occur for other listed species such as the eastern indigo snake, American crocodile, and
American alligator since current literature does not demonstrate any substantial effect on reptiles
from lead-based ammunition ingestion.

The selected alternative will not impair protected wildlife species because no impacts will occur to
the West Indian manatee and impacts to the other federally listed wildlife species in the Preserve
(Florida panther, Florida bonneted bat, Cape Sable seaside sparrow, Everglade snail Kite, red-
cockaded woodpecker, wood stork, American crocodile, eastern indigo snake, and American
alligator) will be negligible to minor.

The NPS has made a determination of “no effect” for the West Indian manatee and a determination
of “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” for eight federally listed wildlife species (Florida
bonneted bat, Cape Sable seaside sparrow, Everglade snail kite, red-cockaded woodpecker, wood
stork, American crocodile, eastern indigo snake, and American alligator) and the Florida panther.

The NPS initiated consultation with the USFWS under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act in a
memorandum dated March 7, 2012 (see appendix | of the attached EA for the March 7, 2012,
memorandum from the NPS to the USFWS). Subsequent to the final rule listing the Florida
bonneted bat as endangered, the NPS contacted the USFWS on January 15, 2014, to initiate
consultation for this species.

The USFWS issued a memorandum to the NPS for the Hunting Management Plan under Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act on February 10, 2014. The USFWS subsequently issued a revised
memorandum to the NPS for the Hunting Management Plan under Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act on April 23, 2014, which stated: “This memorandum supersedes the [USFWS] February
10, 2014, memorandum ...” Therefore, the subsequent discussion refers to the April 23, 2014,
USFWS memorandum.

In the April 23, 2014, memorandum the USFWS stated the following, in part (see appendix | of the
attached EA for the April 23, 2014, memorandum from the USFWS to the NPS):

... the NPS has determined the implementation of the [Preferred Alternative] is not likely to
adversely affect the [West Indian manatee, wood stork, Everglade snail kite, Cape Sable
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seaside sparrow, red-cockaded woodpecker, American crocodile, and eastern indigo snake].
The [USFWS] concurs and will not consider these species further in this document.

The April 23, 2014, memorandum (see appendix | of the attached EA) further states the following
regarding the Florida bonneted bat, in part:

... the NPS has determined the implementation of the Hunting Management Plan is not likely to
adversely affect the Florida bonneted bat. The [USFWS] concurs.

The April 23, 2014, memorandum (see appendix | of the attached EA) further states the following
regarding the Florida panther, in part:

The goal of the adaptive management framework is to ensure hunting activities do not alter the
existing predator/prey relationship in [the Preserve] and, therefore, do not have a measurable
effect on the Florida panther. Based on this information, the NPS has determined effects to the
Florida panther population would be expected to be minimized with the [Preferred Alternative]
and result in long-term, negligible to minor, adverse, regional effects to the Florida panther ...
As stated in the Hunting Management Plan, this level of effects equates to a determination that
implementation of the [Preferred Alternative] “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect"
the Florida panther. Based on this information, the [USFWS] concurs.

The goal of the adaptive management framework is to ensure hunting activities do not alter the
existing predator/prey relationship in [the Preserve] and, therefore, do not have a measurable
effect on the Florida panther. As actions that result in harm or harassment of panthers would
be measurable, and the analysis indicates these types of effects are not likely to occur, we
anticipate harm or harassment of panthers would not occur with implementation of the
[Preferred Alternative]. As stated earlier, the potential harassment effects of ORV use have
been addressed in prior, formal consultations and, as such, are not included in this
consultation. Based on this information, the NPS has determined effects to the Florida panther
population would be expected to be minimized with the [Preferred Alternative] and result in
long-term, negligible to minor, adverse, regional effects to the Florida panther ... As the NPS
stated in the Hunting Management Plan, this level of effects equates to a determination that
implementation of the [Preferred Alternative] "may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect"
the Florida panther. Based on this information, the [USFWS] concurs.

Additionally, it is important to note that the USFWS did not evaluate the American alligator as part
of its Section 7 consultation with the NPS under the Endangered Species Act since this species is only
listed due to similarity of appearance with the American crocodile, for which the USFWS concurred
with the NPS’ finding.

Concluding, the April 23, 2014, memorandum (see appendix | of the attached EA) states the
following, in part:

The [USFWS] supports selection of Alternative 3, of the [Preferred Alternative], due to its
inclusion of an adaptive management strategy in making decisions regarding hunting
activities within [The Preserve]. We believe the [Preferred Alternative] offers the best use of
science in decision-making and creates a cooperative atmosphere between NPS, the FWC, and
the [USFWS]. Adaptive management focuses on learning and adapting, through partnerships
of managers, scientists, and other stakeholders who learn together how to create and maintain
sustainable resource systems (Williams et al., 2009). The adaptive management strategy and
decision-making framework will ensure the best science is used to formulate decisions
regarding hunting in [The Preserve] and the needs of threatened or endangered species like the
Florida panther are adequately considered in those decisions. This letter fulfills the
requirements of section 7 of the Act and further action is not required ...

Page A-5



Findings on Impairment for Major Game Species

One of the objectives of the adaptive management strategy to be carried out under the selected
alternative is “a sustainable deer population in the Preserve, which ensures that the effects of
hunting in the Preserve are beneficial, discountable, or insignificant to the Florida panther
population.” With the implementation of the selected alternative, this objective will be achieved
through an iterative adaptive management cycle of baseline management actions, monitoring,
triggers, supplemental management actions, and additional monitoring.

Long-term, moderate, beneficial effects will result from harvesting and management of game
populations, such as disease mitigation and improvements in the diversity of population genetics.
The partnership between the NPS, FWC, and USFWS established through the adaptive management
process will contribute to the monitoring and improved understanding of these game populations.
These actions could be expected to result in clearly detectable positive changes in game populations
in the Preserve, observed in the long-term through monitoring data.

Allowing hunting in the entire Preserve under this science-based adaptive management framework
will be expected to have long-term, moderate, beneficial effects on the white-tailed deer population.
The iterative cycle of these actions could be expected to result in clearly detectable positive changes
in the deer population in the Preserve, observed in the long-term through monitoring data, while
ensuring that the effects of deer hunting in the Preserve are beneficial, discountable, or insignificant
to the Florida panther population.

Long-term, minor, adverse impacts to major game species, except the white-tailed deer population,
within the original Preserve and long-term, minor to moderate, adverse impacts in the Addition will
accrue from hunter take, flushing and short-term displacement, and lead-based ammunition
exposure from the selected alternative.

While long-term, minor to moderate, adverse impacts to major game species in the Preserve will
occur from the selected alternative, these impacts will not impair major game species in the Preserve.
Additionally, allowing hunting in the entire Preserve under the selected alternative will be expected
to have long-term, moderate, beneficial effects on the white-tailed deer population.

Findings on Impairment for Nonnative/lnvasive Wildlife Species

Under the selected alternative, the impacts from nonnative species will consist of potential spread of
invertebrate species throughout areas of the Preserve where hunters trek. These impacts will be long-
term (repeated short-term direct impacts while hunters are in the area), negligible, and adverse.
Such dispersal will be expected to be limited to individual species in limited areas over a large
landscape and will not be expected to result in the establishment of any new populations in the
Preserve; this change will likely not be measurable and will not be likely to have any effect on the
viability of local native wildlife populations. Additionally, no impacts will be expected in regards to
nonnative, invasive vertebrate or fish species.

Additionally, the NPS and FWC, in consultation with the USFWS, will have the option of making
changes to hunting management protocol if a need arises to control nonnative invasive wildlife
species, such as the Burmese python, as documented by monitoring data and the adaptive
management triggers outlined in chapter 2 of the attached EA. The ability to institute a hunting
season (or other hunting regulations) for nonnative invasive wildlife species that pose a threat to
native wildlife populations will have a long-term, minor to moderate, beneficial impact on native
wildlife populations in the entire Preserve. However, additional NEPA analysis and documentation
may have to be conducted to implement such measures.
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The selected alternative will not cause impairment from nonnative/invasive wildlife species because
adverse impacts will be negligible and potential beneficial effects could also result from
implementation of the adaptive management strategy.

Findings on Impairment for Wilderness Character

Under the selected alternative, walk-in hunting will be permitted in the 47,067 acres of proposed
wilderness and those lands eligible for wilderness designation [as determined by the Addition GMP
(NPS 2010a)] located in the Addition. Within these lands, since hunting will only be permitted via
walk-in access, the impacts to the “untrammeled” quality of wilderness character will be negligible to
minor. These impacts will be long-term and consist of direct impacts while hunters are in the
wilderness area such as trampling vegetation and hunter take of wildlife. Effects such as trampling of
native vegetation will be expected to occur to only individual specimens in sporadic areas of the
Preserve where hunters walk off existing trails. These impacts will not be expected to be measurable
and vegetation will be expected to fully recover each year during nonhunting seasons. The impacts
from hunter take of game species will be minimized by the adaptive management process to be
implemented under the selected alternative, thus minimizing the impact on the “untrammeled” and
“natural” qualities of wilderness character. No impacts are expected to the “undeveloped” quality of
wilderness character, as the selected alternative does not call for the placement of structures or
installations in wilderness.

Both beneficial and adverse effects to the wilderness experience will occur for recreational visitors
that chose to visit the proposed and eligible wilderness areas of the Addition. For those recreational
visitors that choose to participate in hunting activities, the wilderness experience will be enhanced in
the long-term by a minor and beneficial amount because of the ability to hunt in the proposed and
eligible wilderness areas. For those recreational visitors that enter the wilderness to experience
“opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation,” this element of wilderness
character will be adversely impacted by the potential presence of hunters in the area and the
sporadic sound of firearm shots. These impacts will be minor, seasonal, and long-term.

The selected alternative will not impair wilderness character because adverse impacts will be
negligible to minor and beneficial effects will also occur for those recreational visitors that chose to
participate in hunting in the wilderness areas of the Preserve.

Findings on Impairment for Noise/Soundscapes

The main long-term adverse effects to the soundscape associated with the selected alternative are
directly attributable to hunting-related firearm noise. However, with the selected alternative, the
NPS will have more flexibility to manage hunting in order to minimize any future hunting-related
noise impacts to white-tailed deer, panthers, and visitor use in accordance with baseline
management actions, adaptive management triggers, and supplemental management actions
outlined in chapter 2 of the attached EA. As discussed in the impact analysis for alternative 3 under
the “Wildlife — Major Game Species” (for impacts to white-tailed deer), “Wildlife — Protected 