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HAWAIIAN ISLANDS 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE 

MASTER PLAN/ENVIR.ONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Abstract 
Proposed is a management plan for the Hawaiian Islands National Wildlife 
Refuge. The plan places primary emphasis on protecting and enhancing 
refuge wildlife resources, pa.rti cul arly threatened and endangered 
species. The plan would also accommodate limited forms of public use 
such as wildlife interpretation and environmental education. Addition
ally the plan would support various compatible public and economic uses 
throughout the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands archipelago (e.g. commercial 
fishing outside the refuge boundary). Five alternatives were considered, 
each composed of different mixes of conservation and public use strate
gies. The proposed action is a hybrid that would optimally satisfy all 
refuge objectives. 

It is the opinion of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, following a 
January 10, 1985 internal consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, that adoption and implementation of any of the 
alternatives considered would promote conservation of the six species of 
endangered or threatened wildlife addressed in this document. Further
more, on April 8, 1986 the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) com
pleted a separate biological consultation under Section 7 of the Endan
gered Species Act (NMFS shares responsibility for" the man·agement of 
threatened green sea turtle and endangered Hawaiian monk seal populations 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) and has concluded that implemen
tation of the revised, final Master Plan/EIS Preferred Alternative is not 
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Hawaiian monk seal or 
the Hawaiian green sea turtle. 

Any further remarks or requests for additional information should be 
directed to: 

Dick Wass, Refuge Manager 
Hawaiian Islands NWR ' 
300 Ala Moana Blvd., Room 5302 
P. 0. Box 50167 
Honolulu, HI 96850 
808-546-5608 

Department of the Interior 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Region: One 

---"T 
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GLOSSARY OF KEY PLANNING TERMS 

Location a 1 Criteria: Infonnati on which describes the resource conditions 
necessary for production or maintenance of a given output. This informa
tion includes locational factors, resource descriptions, and quality 
ratings of the resources. 

Objective: A narrative statement concerning an output which represents 
the long-range goal the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) intends to 
achieve in producing or maintaining that output. (Production of species 
refers to numbers of young raised; rna i ntenance of species refers to the 
number of days of use of the refuge.) 

Output: Something that is produced, provided for, or maintained on a 
National Wildlife Refuge. 

Output List: A prioritized listing of all outputs for the refuge, either 
currently produced/maintained or proposed for production/maintenance on 
the refuge. Priorities are established based on legal mandates, specific 
legislation, FWS policy, and other relevant guidance. 

Output Summaries: Infonnati on concerning the background, potentia 1, 
demand, and degree of conflict for a specific output. The information 
contained in an Output Summary often represents a condensation of a much 
greater volume of information and facts. 

• 

• 

• 



• Summary 

• 

A. The Resource 

The Hawaiian Islands National Wildlife Refuge (HINWR) cons.ists of a 
chain of islands, reefs and atolls extending about 800 miles in a 
northwesterly direction from the main Hawaiian Islands. The Refuge was 
establishe9 in 1909 by President Theodore Roosevelt to protect seabirds 
which were then being slaughtered for the millinery trade. 
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Because of their geographic isolation, the islands have provided a 
unique 11 Window 11 on biological evolution. Many of the endemic floral and 
faunal species found on the Refuge exist nowhere else in the world. The 
Refuge is home to the endangered Hawaiian monk seal, which was nearly 
exterminated by seal hunters in the late 1800's. Under Refuge 
protection, the population recovered in the late 1950's, but over the 
last 25 years, surveys indicate that the population has declined again 
about 50%. The threatened green sea turtle once nested on beaches 
throughout the main Hawaiian Islands but now nesting is restricted 
primarily to beaches at French Frigate Shoals within the HINWR. 
The decline in the population has been caused primarily by overharvest 
and human disturbance in breeding areas. The Refuge is also home to 
four endangered land birds - the Laysan duck, Laysan finch, Nihoa 
finch and Nihoa millerbird. Their future depends upon keeping the 
island environments free from detrimental changes. 
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The most abundant wildlife forms occurring in the HINWR are seabirds. 
The Refuge is a breeding ground for 18 different species including 
albatross, petrels, shearwaters, storm petrels, tropicbirds, boobies, 
frigatebirds and terns. The resident seabird population in the 
Northwestern Hawaiian Islands (NWHI) numbers 12-14 million birds. While 
no seabird species are endemic to the NWHI, these islands provide 
breeding habitat for a substantial portion of the worldwide population 
of at least four species -the black-footed albatross, Laysan albatross, 
Bonin petrel and the sooty storm-petrel. 

The waters surrounding the HINWR harbor a rich abundance of living 
resources, many of which have considerable economic importance. The 
nearshore marine community includes abo~t 700 species of fish, of which 
about 20% are endemic to Hawaii. Several commercially important 
baitfish species occur in shallow atoll lagoons. They were the focus of 
a short-lived fishery at French Frigate Shoals in the 1950•s and are 
still of interest to the commercial fishing industry today. A number of 
other commercially important fish and shellfish. species occur in 
offshore waters. Among the most sought-after are bottom fish, spiny 
lobsters, shrimp and kona crabs. Additionally, deep water precious 
corals have been harvested at depths of 200-300 fathoms. 

Pelag1c fishes in the NWHI are of commercial interest to both U.S. and 
foreign fishing boats. Species of particular interest include big eye 
and yellowfin tuna, albacore, skipjack tuna (aku), mahimahi and various 
billfishes and sharks. While most of the commercially important 
fish and shellfish species of the NWHI do not occur within Refuge 
boundaries, they have been considered in the planning process because 
commercial harvest could have potential consequences (both beneficial 
and adverse) for Refuge wildlife resources. 

Finally, the HINWR is the site of some significant archaeological 
resources. Ruins consisting of house terraces, ceremonial structures, 
burial caves, shelters and agricultural terraces are located on Nihoa 
and Necker Islands. It is suspected that colonizers arrived on the 
islands about 900 A.D. and built a culture similar to the one they left 
behind in the Tuamotu Islands, 1600 miles to the southeast. 

B. Federal Responsibilities for the Resource 

The HINWR is part of a system of national wildlife refuges that now 
numbers over 420 units and includes more than 90 million acres of land 
and water. This system is the only such network of lands and waters in 
the world that is managed principally for the perpetuation and 
enhancement of fish and wildlife resources. 

As part of that system, the HINWR is managed in accordance with a number 
of basic legal authorities and legislative mandates. Among the most 
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significant are the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, which establishes 
a federal responsibility for protection of the international migratory 
bird resource; the Endangered Species Act of 1973, which provides for 
the conservation of endangered species of fish, wildlife and plants; 
the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, which establishes a federal 
responsibility for conservation of marine mammals; and the National 
Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, under which the 
Secretary of the Interior is authorized to permit uses on national wild
life refuges provided such uses are compatible with the major purposes 
for which the Refuge was established. The legal authority which estab
lished the Refuge is Executive Order 1019, signed by President Theodore 
Roosevelt on February 3, 1909, which set aside the islands and reefs 
ext~nding from NihOa to Kure, excepting Midway Atoll, " . -.. for use 
•.. as a preserve and breeding ground for native birds. 11 

While these basic authorities and mandates establish a clear resource 
conservation responsibility for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(FWS), the agency's mission statement also makes it clear that the 
FWS' role is not one of conservation alone, but rather conservation for 
public benefit. The mission of the FWS is to "provide the federal 
leadership to conserve, protect and enhance fish and wildlife and their 
habitats for the continuing benefit of people." 
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Public benefits derive from various human "uses" of Refuge resources. 
Examples of such uses considered in the Master Plan/Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) include environmental education, wildlife interpreta
tion, wildlife photography and commercial and recreational fishing. 
Thus, an assumption made throughout the planning process is that the 
FWS ,has basic responsibilities for meeting wildlife needs and the 
needs and desires of the public to derive benefits from those 
wildlife resources. 

Refuge objectives developed through the planning process capture both 
the wildlife preservation aspects and the public benefit aspects 
inherent in FWS responsibilities for the HINWR. In order of priority, 
objectives have been written (and where possible quantified) for 
vulnerable wildlife species such as the monk seal and green sea turtle; 
environmental values such as cultural resources and wilderness; marine 
birds;-~ endemic terrestrial and marine species; research and monitoring; 
education and interpretation; and other public uses including commercial 
fishing. Objectives are the key ingredient of this Master Plan/EIS. 
Every recommendation contained in the document is influenced by the 
objectives. Management strategies, development proposals and recom
mendations for public use have all been tailored to meet these 
objectives. 

C. Resource Needs Versus Resource Demands 

Wildlife preservation needs and human demands for utilization of 
wildlife resources in the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands have resulted in 
serious conflicts, frequently with disastrous results for wildlife. 
Such conflicts have historic roots, as the resources of the NWHI have 
been exploited to varying degrees over the past 200 years. 

European sailing ships made the earliest commercial excursions into the 
NWHI in the late 18th and 19th centuries, taking seals, whales, fish, 
turtles, sharks, birds, pearl oysters and sea cucumbers. In the mid-
18001S discoveries of large guano deposits led to leasing of several 
islands to the North Pacific Phosphate and Fertilizer Company. Guano 
was commercially removed from Laysan Island between 1891-1910. Rabbits 
were introduced to the island to supply the workers with a food source. 
Unfortunately, without natural population checks, the rabbits multiplied 
until they had consumed most of the island 1S vegetation. Without the 
food cover provided by the plants, three bird species- the Laysan rail~ 
Laysan honeycreeper and Laysan millerbird - became extinct. 

Over this same period Japanese vessels began a series of trips into the 
NWHI to harvest bird skins and feathers for the booming millinery trade. 
Thousands of birds were slaughtered in the process, leading President • 
Roosevelt to designate the islands as a preserve for native birds in 
1909. --
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Commercial fishing in the NWHI has more recent historic roots. The 
remoteness of the islands with their great distances from markets and a 
lack of fishery support facilities have limited expansion of the 
industry. With the disestablishment of the Tern Island Naval Station in 
1945, fishermen began to use the facility. However, commercial fishing 
ventures were short-lived and no commercial harvest has occurred within 
the boundaries of the HINWR since 1959. 

Recognizing the need to broaden and diversify its economic base beyond 
tourism, the State of Hawaii expressed growing interest in the 1970's to 
develop a commercial fishery throughout state, including the NWHI. This 
interest culminated in the publication of the Hawaii Fisheries Develop
ment Plan in 1979. That plan identifies the NWHI as the most promising 
area for future expansion of the commer~ial fishing industry. Estimates 
of fishery harvest potential, if realized, would boost total commercial 
fish landings from about 13 million pounds (1978) to an estimated 74-118 
million pounds, with most of the potential (47-71 million pounds) occur
ring in open ocean tunas. Approximately 90% of Hawaii's current land
ings are represented by a handful of species -skipjack tuna (aku), 
yellowfin tuna, b~g eye tuna, albacore, akule and opelu (mackerel) . 

Commercial fishing in the NWHI poses a number of potential conflicts 
with Refuge wildlife resources, despite the fact that almost all of the 
fishery resources with commercial value would be harvested outside 
Refuge boundaries. Most seabirds seek food outside Refuge boundaries, 
in some cases feeding 500 miles or more from their breeding colonies. 
For the most part seabirds are opportunistic feeders, taking species of 
small fish that school near the surface. Commercial harvest of tunas 
and albacore could indirectly affect seabird prey species, because the 
larger fish are known to drive schools of small fish to the surface, 
where they become accessible to the birds (Ashmole and Ashmole, 1967). 
Alternately, a commercial harvest could benefit seabirds in that the 
removal of tuna would reduce competition for the same prey species. 

In addition, harvest of baitfishes in NWHI waters for the aku fishery 
could place fishermen in direct competition with seabirds, which consume 
an estimated 900 million pounds of small fish annually. The State of 
Hawaii has also expressed interest in harvest1ng lagoon baitfishes at 
French Frigate Shoals within the HINWR boundary. This would provide 
commercial fishing boats with a more convenient source of baitfish 
located much nearer to the fishing grounds. At present, baitfish are 
primarily harvested in Kaneohe Bay and Pearl Harbor Lagoon on the island 
of Oahu. Baitfish availability has been a limiting factor in the expan
sion of the aku fishery. 

Baitfishing in atoll lagoons and nearshore waters within the Refuge 
boundary would disturb monk seals and increase the potential for 
inadvertent introduction of harmful exotic organisms to the fragile 
island ecology.. Even minor changes could be disastrous. Rats coming 
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ashore from a boat, a wildfire, a few weed seeds, destructive insects or 
their eggs in someone's clothing or equipment, could result in the 
eventual loss of a species already in danger of extinction. 

To assess such potential conflicts and to develop crucial baseline popu
lation data on the fish and wildlife resources of the NWHI, the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and the 
State of Hawaii Department of Land and Natural Resources, signed a Tri
partite Cooperative Research Agreement in May, 1978. (The University of 
Hawaii Sea Grant College became a fourth party to the Agreement a year 
later.) The Agreement initiated a comprehensive 5-year research 
effort. 

In addition to addressing potential conflicts between commercial fishing 
and wildlife, Tripartite study results are also applicable to other 
human activities within th'e HINWR. One major area of activity in which 
FWS has been a direct participant is research. The FWS has operated a 
biological. field station on Tern Island since July, 1979, when the 
U.S. Coast Guard decommissioned its LORAN navigational station. Opera
tion of the Tern Island station has been essential to carryiny out 
high priority objectives for threatened and endangered species, seabirds 
and other wildlife resources. However, wildlife research and monitoring 

• 

efforts have required additional, non-FWS personnel to be stationed on • 
Tern Island often for weeks on end. The continuous presence of 
researchers with ready access to seabird nesting colonies, monk seal 
pupping beaches or green turtle breeding areas carries with it the 
ever-present danger of direct disturbance to wildlife or introduction 
of exotic pest organisms. The issue is one of human access, and 
the increased probability of disruption to fragile ecosystems with 
increased access. 

The human access issue is also raised in addressing demands for on-site 
wildlife photography, interpretive activities and environmental educa
tion. Given the clear need to enhance public awareness of the 
resources and the resource issues of the NWHI, it is perhaps ironic that 
"bringing the public to the resource" has the potential to jeopardize 
the future existence of that resource. 

While human presence in the NWHI has been viewed in light of potential 
conflicts with wildlife needs, that presence has also benefitted 
wildlife. The operation of the FWS biological field station on Tern 
Island contributes directly to the accomplishment of recovery objectives 
for threatened and endangered species, and plays an integral role in the 
implementation of key wildlife preservation strategies in the HINWR. 
Over the last five years the Tern Island facility has also played an 
incidental but vital role in providing emergency logistical support to 
the fishing industry in the form of aircraft transport of parts and 
people, emergency medical evacuation and equipment repairs and radio 
communications, all of which have facilitated the economic growth of the • 

0.6 



• 

,~-~- ·' 
.>·•,.:;:_·· 

Juvenile masked boobies (Sufa dactylatra). 

Summary 

'"~4~ ·::.-•• ~:::b~~~~~ '- .. . .. 

~· , .. ··-~-~~~< ~ ,,. -~. -:~~:·;:~~~~{~· ·-~:~ 

NWHI fishery. The relationship has been reciprocal, as fishing vessels 
have also provided substantial assistance to the FWS in the transport of 
supplies and staff/research personnel to and from Tern Island. 

Thus, in developing management alternatives, the FWS has been required 
to consider a broad range of demands for human utilization of the 
resources, while planning for the protection and preservation of those 
same resources. The result is an array of management alternatives that 
attempts to strike an objective balance between resource needs 
and resource demands. 

D. Alternatives and Their Consequences 

Management alternatives were developed by first describing management of 
the HINWR as it presently exists in order to provide a reference point 
to compare and evaluate other alternatives under consideration. This 
description is referred to as the No Action Alternative ( 11 No Action .. 
being defined as 11 no change 11

). Recognizing that current management 
falls short of meeting desired Refuge objectives (due primarily to 
insufficient human and financial resources) the next task 
consisted of establishing minimum requirements or 11 must do 11 management 
strategies which address each of the Refuge objectives at what is 
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considered the m1n1mum level necessary to fulfill legal and policy 
mandates. Collectively, this set of "must do 11 strategies became known 
as the 11 Baseline Alternative" (BA). 

The BA pro vi des a 11 ground fl oor 11 from which other "enhancement 1 eve 1" 
alternatives were developed. Enhancement level alternatives were 
created by defining additional strategies over and ab9ve those included 
in the BA, which would go beyond the minjmum level in addressing 
each of the objectives. These enhancement alternatives emphasized 
either resource preservation strategies or resource utilization 
strategies, and were designated respectively as the Resource 
Preservation Alternative (RPA) and the Resource Utilization 
Alternative (RUA). The RPA contains strategies directed toward a 
greater degree of fish and wildlife protection. The RUA directs 
emphasis toward achieving educational, recreational, commercial and 
other public use objectives. · The RPA and RUA incorporate, by 
definition, all of the strategies contained in the BA. Thus all 
three represent multiple-use alternatives that are intended to 
strike three different balance points between resource preservation 
and resource utilization needs, within identified legal and policy 
constraints. The FWS' Preferred Alternative (PA) consists of the 
must-do strategies in the BA plus a hybrid of strategies drawn from the 
RPA and RUA. It represents what the FWS considers the optima 1 mix of 
strategies for meeting statutory requirements for wildlife conservation 
while at the same time meeting demands for a reasonable level of public 
use. The alternatives are summarized in the chart on pages 0.10 and 
0.11 according to the major categories of objectives discussed above. 

The Preferred Alternative places strong emphasis on protecting and 
enhancing fish and wildlife values of the HINWR. Continuing efforts 
would go into research and management efforts intended· to recover 
endangered and threatened species. Monitoring of wildlife populations 
and their habitats would continue to receive high priority. In addition 
to endangered and threatened species, seabirds would be the primary 
focus of attention, but endemic marine and terrestrial species would not 
be ignored, as changes in distribution and abundance of these species 
are key biological indicators of ecosystem perturbations. 

While access to the Refuge would continue to be restricted through a 
permit system, ·human activity levels on and around the Refuge would 
likely increase beyond current levels. The continuing high priority 
efforts devoted to wildlife research and monitoring activities will mean 
the influx of greater numbers of researchers and agency staff personnel 
to Tern Island. Archaeologists and historians will be included in this 
influx, but their activities will be directed at studying the cultural 
resources on Nihoa and Necker Islands. Public use on the Refuge will 
also likely see increases over the next 10-20 years, as demand increases 
for directly experiencing the unique resources of the Refuge. While the 
Preferred Alternative would seek to enhance public awareness of Refuge 
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resources primarily through off-site activities, limited, supervised 
on-site opportunities would also be provided as feasible to accommocate 
wildlife photographers, wildlife journalists or wildlife enthusiasts 
interested in nature tours . 

Nihoa Island, a 9001 high island at the southeast end of the Refuge. 

The PA would support the State's current proposal to moor a mothership 
at French Frigate Shoals, just outside the Refuge boundary. The mother
ship would provide a support base for a fleet of ten catcher vessels 
which would fish for several commercially important fish and shellfish 
species. Under the PA, the FWS would continue to provide emergency 
logistical support to the multi-species fishery, at a level similar to 
the support currently provided by the refuge staff. 

With the increases in levels of human activity in and around the HINWR, 
the risks to wildlife resources will also increase. To reduce those 
risks to an acceptable level, the FWS will place increased emphasis on 
ensuring that all research and staff personnel take adequate precautions 
to ensure they are not unwitting carriers of exotic organisms which 
could devastate native floral and faunal communities. Increased efforts 
will also be directed toward regulating and monitoring nearshore vessel 
traffic to minimize the risks of accidental groundings, oil spills or 
spills of hazardous materials. Finally, the PA calls for the FWS to 
develop procedures for carefully monitoring research activit.i es, the 
commercial fishing industry, nature tours and other human activities for 
possible adverse effects on wildlife. 
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THE FOLLOWING IS A SU~Y OF THE STRATEGIES ASSOCIATEO WITH THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (NAA) ANO BASELINE ALTERNATIVE (BA). BY OEFINITION 
THE NAA REPRESENTS REFUii£ MANAGEMENT AS IT PRESENTLY EXISTS. THE BA, WHICH BUILOS UPON ANO FULLY INCORPORATES THE NAA REPRESENTS A LEVEL 
OF ACTIVITY NECESSARY TO HINIIIALLY SATISFY REFUGE OI!JECTIVES. TOGETHE!f1ilr JlAAANOt!APJm\TiiltAFOUHOAT!ON FORIHEtlfHANCEHENT STRATEGIES 
ON THE NEXT PA~E. All OF THE STRATEGIES LISTED BELOW ARE INCLUOED IN THE NAA EXCEPT WHERE FOOTNOTED. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE AND BASELINE ALTERNATIVE 

VULNERABLE SPECIES: 

II!IPlement high priority research and 
tM.nagement tasKs in recovery plans.1 

Monitor populations and hab1tats.1 

Prevent/IIIOnitor/control hannful exotics.1 

ENVI ROHHENT: 

Conduct arc.Melogical survey; nocinate sites 
to State and National registers. 

N0111inate emergent lands for wilderness status.2 

Evaluate ~rine Sanctuary status for HIIM\.
2 

OTHER FISH AHO WILDLIFE: 

Monitor ssbird/ottw>r migratory bird populations. 

Restrict access to seabird colonies. 

Gevelop/impl....,nt oil spill contingency plans. 

SCIENTIFIC ANO PROFFESS!ONAL SERVICES: 

Utilize field caJRP>/annual boat surveys to 
ronitor populations and habitat. 

Produce/distribute research publications. 

EOUCAT!OK/!NTERPRETAT!Ofl: 

Develop off-refuge exhibits and programs~ 
particularily at Kilauea ?oint on KauaL 

Develop/assist in publications and audio-visual 
materials. 

Develop curriculum a~aterials for school syst.em.2 

OTHER PIJallC USES: 

Provide recreational opportunity for 
authorized per-sonnel at Tern Island. 

Pro<t'{ti~ 1ogistical support for HWHI conmercial 
fishery operations (including use of existing 
emergency mooring buoy) . 

Strategy included in NAA and expanded or enhanced in BA. 

2 Stratf9Y not included in NAA but included in BA. 
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Restrict access to islands/atolls. 

Enhance pub 1 i c awareness. 

Identify/protect candidate and sensitive 
species. 

Provide research opportunity consistent with 
Res .. rch llo.tural Area (RNA) criteria. 

Seek resolution of boundary dispute. 

Pursue overlay /11/R status for IHdway Atoll. 

Prevent/100nitor/control hamul exotics.1 

Enhance pub 1 i c awareness. 

Monitor h~.a~an •ctivities and effects. 

Provide lo9istical support for monitoring 
activities at Tern Island and throughout the Refuge. 

Encoura9'! off-site phot<lgraphy, journaliSOI and 
art (P/J/A) activities. :C 

Develop educatioMl/interpr:etive materials for 
Mi away and Kure personnel • 2 

Honftor logistical support activities for 
effect on fish and wildlffe. 

• 

• 



• Summary 

EACH OF THE THREE ALTERNATIVES LISTED BELOW BUILDS UPON THE NO ACTION AND BASELINE ALTERNATIVES DESCRIBED ON THE PRECEEDING PAGE. THE RESOURCE 
PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE (RPA) CONTAINS STRATEGIES DIRECTED TOWARDS A GREATER DEGREE OF FISH AND WILDLIFE PROTECTION. THE RESOURCE UTILIZATION 
ALTERNATIVE (RUA) DIRECTS EMPHASIS TOWARD ACHIEVING EDUCATIONAL, RECREATIONAL, COMMERCIAL AND OTHER PUBLIC USE OBJECTIVES. THE PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE (PA) IS A HYBRID OF STRATEGIES DRAWN FROM THE RPA AND RUA AND REPRESENTS THE FWS' RECQito!fNOED ACTION. 

RESOURCE PRESERVATION PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE RESOURCE UTILIZATION 

ALTERNATIVE (PA) ALTERNATIVE 
(RPA) (RUA) 

Regulate and • man i tor n-earshore: vesse 1 traffic. Monitor nearshore vessel traffic. 

Conduct lower priority research and management action in re<:overy plans. Conduct limited additional research 

Evaluate/establish additional populations of endemic land birds. 
as in recovery plans. 

Honi tor impacts of COir'merci a 1 fishery on listed species. 

Designate/support designation of critical habitat for threatened/endangered species. 

Evaluate/llOCJiinate HINWR as World Heritage Site I Biosphere Reserve I 
Natura 1 Landmark. 

Nominate HI~R hnds/waters to Nominate HINWR lands. Evaluate and~ 
Wilderness SysteRI. 'if appropriate, noolinate waters. 

Conduct historica 1 survey; n01T11nate sites to State/National registers. 

Permit 1 iadted access to cultura 1 sites for religious purposes. 

Mon i tar and contra 1 disease in resident seabird populations. 

Regulate and monitor nearshore vesse 1 traffic. 

Monitor distribution and abundance of native terrestrial species~ 

Map and ground truth terres tria 1 and marine ecosystems. 

Monitor the effects of the coamercial fishery and other hl..IMn activities 
on "other fish and wildl ffe.,. 

Conduct annual aerial photo survey. Conduct biannua 1 aeria 1 photo surveys of Hlt-WR islands and atolls. 

Conduct extended field camps and/or semi-annual boat surveys. 

Conduct c~rative monitoring studies on Midw<1y and Kure. 

Conduct limited nature tours/environmental !ducation at Tern Island. 

Facilitate limited~ supervised photography, journalism and art visits to 
the HllfWR. 

Regulate and monitor nearshore vessel traffic. Monitor nearshore vessel traffic. 

Cooperate/assist in installation of a mooring buoy outside Permit use of existing emergency 
HlNWR boundary at French Frigate Shoals. roaring buoy 'Within HINWR boundary 

for multi-species fishery. 

Provide recreation, storage and 
emergency use of Tern Island in 
support of a 11'\Jlti-species fishery. 



Summary 

The basic concept would involve the development of monitoring systems 
sufficiently sensitive to detect at an early stage any harmful 
disruptions to the ecosystem. Corrective actions would be implemented 
quickly through the full cooperation of federal and state government 
agencies and private parties. The PA would seek to create a level of 
pub 1 i c and private sector cooperation to successfully implement this 
alternative. 

Implementation of the PA will not be realized without a significant 
price tag. It is estimated that ·annual operation and maintenance costs 
of the PA could double current O&M costs of $305,000. The cost increase 
reflects primarily the increased research and education initiatives 
contained in the PA. Cost-sharing arrangements for the operation of the 
Tern Island facility can reduce the government expense, as can the role 
of mothership-supported fishing vessels willing to facilitate Refuge 
research projects. The FWS has concluded that the PA is, on the whole, 
superior to any of the other alternatives considered. The PA is there
fore the recommended course of action which the FWS will seek to imple
ment over the 10-20 year time frame of this Master Plan/EIS . 
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Purpose and Need 

The Hawaiian Islands National Wildlife Refuge (HINWR) is faced today 
with a number of complex challenges - closer public scrutiny of manage
ment philosophies; the desire for citizen participation in the decision
making process; the need for increased citizen understanding of wildlife 
resources; and potentia 1 conflicts between wi 1 dl i fe needs and other 
resource demands. These challenges, along with new compliance regu
lations, legal mandates, changes in U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(FWS) policies and a growing concern for the environment, have served to 
make the HINWR increasingly visible, and management of the Refuge 
increasingly controversial . 

Sharing the habitat at French Frigate Shoals {Laysan albatross, masked booby, 
and green sea turtle). 

In view of these challenges, there is clearly a need for a consistent 
and documentable method of determining how the resources of the HINWR 
can best be used and managed over time. Master planning provides that 
method. Master planning is a comprehensive system of land use planning 
that provides long-range guidance for the management, utilization, 
growth and development of the HINWR and its resources. 

Integral to that process is full public involvement in the development 
of management options (alternatives) to address Refuge objectives. The 
alternatives, and their associated consequences on the physical, 
biological and social environment, are disclosed in this document in 
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Purpose and Need 

compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 
Therefore, the resulting document has been designated a Master 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

The underlying purpose for preparing a Master Plan/EIS for the HINWR is 
to facilitate efficient management of refuge wildlife resources so that 
those resources are protected and enhanced for the public benefit. 
Consistent with that purpose, the alternatives presented in this 
document are aimed at promoting management of refuge resources in a 
manner that will allow for both their wise utilization and perpetuation . 

Great frigate bird (fregata minor) and red footed booby (Sula sula). 

While this Master Plan/EIS-is responsive to the challenges outlined 
above, perhaps the one area where the master planning process is most 
beneficial is in conflict resolution. The Northwestern Hawaiian Islands 
(NWHI) have been the scene of varying conflicts between resource preser
vation and resource utilization over at least the past 200 years. Euro
pean sailing ships made the earliest commercial excursions into the NWHI 
in the late 18th and 19th centuries, taking seals, whales, fish, tur
tles, sharks, birds, pearl oysters and sea cucumbers. Guano deposits, 
discovered in the mid-1800's, led to commercial mining of guano. In the 
early 1900's Japanese vessels entered the NWHI to harvest bird skins and 
feathers. It was this activity which ultimately led to designation of 
the Hawaiian Island Reservation in 1909 as a " ..• preserve and breed
ing ground for native birds ... 11 making it " ... unlawful for any 
person to hunt, trap, capture, willfully disturb or kill any bird of any 
kind whatever, or take the eggs of such birds .... " 
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Purpose and Need 

More recently, potential wildlife conflicts have arisen as demands have 
increased to harvest the fishery resources of the NWHI. The drive to 
diversify the Hawaiian economy- thereby lessening the State's depend
ence on tourism - has stimulated strong interest in expanding the com
mercial fishing industry. With fishery stocks off the main Hawaiian 
Islands already sustaining heavy fishing pressure, the State has looked 
to the NWHI as the most promising area for expansion. Unharvested 
stocks of tuna, bottom fish, lobster, shrimp, and baitfish are 
b·elieved to offer potential for significantly boosting commercial fish 
landings. 

However, commercial fishing also has the potential for CQnflicting with 
wildlife needs. For example, commercial harvest of baitfish could put 
fishermen in direct competition with seabirds, which utilize surface 
shoaling fishes· as a primary food source. Additionally, commercial 
fishing could attract more boats to the NWHI, thereby increasing the 
potential of inadvertent introduction of harmful exotics to the fragile 
ecosystem as well as increasing the probability of disturbance and 
harassment to wildlife. 

To assess the scope and magnitude of such potential conflicts, the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and the 
State· of Hawaii Department of Land and Natural Resources, signed a 
Tripartite Cooperative Research Agreement in May, 1978. (The University 
of Hawaii Sea Grant College became a fourth party to the Agreement a 
year later.) The Agreement initiated a 5-year research effort which has 
generated a tremendous amount of baseline population data on the 
wildlife resources of the NWHI. These data have been instrumental in 
assisting the FWS in exploring various alternatives that strike an 
objective balance between resource preservation needs and utilization of 
Refuge resources, including commercial fishing. 

Commercial fishing is not the only activity which presents potential 
conflicts with resource preservation. Wildlife research and monitoring 
efforts often require researchers to be present on site for extended 
periods with associated hazards of wildlife disturbance. The increasing 
demand for interpretive and educational tours to the HINWR presents a 
similar danger. Because any human activity has the potential for 
adversely impacting wildlife, the FWS has been deliberately conservative 
over the years in restricting access to the HINWR. The issue of access 
was in fact a primary consideration throughout the master planning 
process and is directly reflected in the make-up of the alternatives. 

Commercial fishing, research and monitoring activities, and interpretive 
and educational tours are but a few examples of the activities assessed 
in this document. The sections which follow cover the full ranae of 
current and potential public demands on Refuge resources. The material 
is intended to provide the reader with an informed basis for evaluating 
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Monk seal (Monachus schauinslandO lying in net fragments at Kure Island. 

the array of management alternatives presented in the document. It is 
also intended to provide insight to the thought processes used to ad
dress some extremely complex resource management issues, where 
conflict resolution is essential if the resource base is to be 
perpetuated for the use and enjoyment of the public. The planning 
process presented in this Master Plan/EIS attempts to establish a 
rational framework for an objective examination of the underlying 
issues. 
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Introduction Planning Process 

A. Introduction 

The Tripartite Cooperative Agreement identified the need for rational 
management of fish and wildlife resources of the Northwestern Hawaiian 
Islands (NWHI), bas~d upon the best available scientific data. Mutual 
efforts of various agencies and institutions participating in this 
Agreement made available a wealth of new information, building upon a 
base of data gathered over the 1 ast ha 1 f century. While the study 
was ongoing 1) state and industry representatives were developing plans 
and proposals for corrnnercial utilization of fishery resources; 
2) agencies were proposing additional measures to protect threatened and 
endangered sp~cies; 3) plans for future research wer:e developing; and 
4) the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) which continued to occupy 
Tern Island, initiated short-term planning for operation of the 
facility. 

Collectively, this flurry of planning activity underlined the need to 
develop consistent long-term direction for the management of lands, 
waters and wildlife resources under FWS jurisdiction. The multiplicity 
of interests, the conflicting demands of involved parties and the large 
body of resource information upon which to draw, made it appropriate for 
the FWS to utilize a planning process that would be directly relevant to 
a national wildlife refuge, geared to maximize public involvement 
and based upon a method proven in the real world. 

The FWS Refuge Master Planning Program was developed in response to a 
growing number of challenges facing the National Wildlife Refuge System 
including: 1) the demand for citizen participation in decisions concern
ing wildlife resources; 2) potential conflicts between wildlife needs 
and the n.eed for resources such as mi nera 1 s, oil and gas; and 3) the 
critical need for refuges to be part of broader efforts to protect wild
life, including private and other public lands and waters. It was the 
intent of the FWS to develop a process, appropriate at the field sta
tion level, that was consistent with and a logical outgrowth of more 
generalized planning at both national and regional levels. The FWS' 
planning framework is illustrated graphically in Figure 1 on page 2.2. 

The Service Management Plan and Program Management Documents provide 
general overall guidance for FWS programs. Beginning in 1981, each of 
the seven geographic regions of the FWS began the process of stepping 
down national guidance to the Regional level. Region One (Oregon, 
Washington, Idaho, California, Nevada, Hawaii. and the other Pacific 
Islands) completed its Regional Resource Plan (RRP) in 1983. In that 
plan is a section devoted specifically to Hawaii and the Pacific 
Islands under U.S. jurisdiction. This plan provides guidance oriented 
specifically to fish and wildlife resource needs, problems and 
opportunities in the Pacific . 
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Planning Frame work Planning Process 

Figure 1 
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Process Planning Process 

Within the vast geographic area covered by the Pacific section of the 
Region One RRP are a dozen national wildlife refuges, all included 
within the Hawaiian and Pacific Islands NWR Complex. This Complex, 
managed from manned facilities on Oahu, Kauai and Tern Island, includes 
five wetland NWRs, an interpretive site in the main Hawaiian Islands and 
six remote island NWRs. Within the latter group is the oldest and 
largest of the NWRs in the Complex, the Hawaiian Islands NWR. When 
added together, all units in the Complex include approximately 5,435 
acres of exposed land and 350,783 acres of submerged lands. Of this 
tot a 1 , the Hawaii an Is 1 ands NWR accounts for about 71% (1, 7 40 acres 
exposed land, 252,678 acres submerged lands). 

B. Master Planning Process 
-'· 

It - is the intent of the FWS that genera 1 direction found in the 
Service Management Plan and various RRPs be further stepped down to 
master plans developed for specific FWS lands and waters. The major 
objectives of refuge master planning are to: 

1) ensure that national policy direction is incorporated into the 
management and development of individual refuges; 

2) provide continuity to the management programs of individual refuges; 

3) provide a systematic process for making and documenting decisions, 
including the rationale supporting those decisions; 

4) determine the capability of individual refuges to assist in 
meeting the goals, objectives and long-range plans of the FWS on a 
regional, flyway or national basis; 

5) produce information and decisions as a basis for the development of 
budget documents; and 

6) provide guidance to refuge managers in the formulation of short-term 
and mid-term management plans leading toward the attainment of refuge 
objectives. 

The master planning process has been standardized through the develop
ment of a Master Planning Workbook and through subsequent review and 
refinement of procedures at national and regional levels. The 
process incorporates a series of nine separate steps, grouped into three 
planning phases. The process begins with an inventorb of existing 
resources. Th·e second phase is an analysis of the capa ility 'of the 
resources to support future land uses. The final phase is a synthesis 
of data and objectives into a plan to meet present and future needs. For 
each individual refuge, the process must be adapted somewhat to meet the 



· Public lnvolvement/NEPA Planning Process 

specific requirements of the location and resources involved. The 
process, as adapted for use in the HINWR, is described in more detail 
within Section V of this report. The national master planning P.rocess 
is illustrated below in Figure 2. 

Figure 2 
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As illustrated in Figure 2, the master planning process incorporates 
both public involvement and environmental review components, designed to 
ensure that the final products are responsive to public concerns and to 
ensure compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 
The decision whether to proceed directly to the preparation of an 
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Public lnvo/vement/NEPA Planning Process 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or to first prepare an Environ
mental Assessment (EA) is made early in the master planning process and 
is dependent upon the degree of controversy and the anticipated 
si gni fi cance of p 1 anni ng decisions. In the case of the HINWR Master 
Plan, the FWS elected to produce an EIS in view of the long history 
of public and interagency involvement in NWHI issues and because of 
the significant influence that master planning decisions would have 
on the conservation and utilization of this controyersia1 Refuge. The 
EIS process is designed to provide an opportunity for public scrutiny 
and to solicit comments from the public, including those other govern
ment agencies having expertise and responsibilities in the areas of 
concern. Most importantly, the EIS process concentrates attention on 
the issues that are most significant. 

In the case of the HINWR Master Plan, the FWS also decided to 
11 hybridize 11 the plan and associated EIS into one document. This 
decision has made it possible to consolidate a large volume of 
information into one document, with appendices, that minimizes 
redundancy while addressing the most significant issues. The Master 
Plan/EIS has been organized and formatted in a way that fully satisfies 
the requirements of the Master Planning Workbook while complying with 
legal standards for preparation of a federal EIS. In sum, this 
document is both a master plan for the HINWR and an EIS concerning the 

-implementation of the recommendations in the plan. The purpose of the 
document, therefore, is to 1) provide guidance for the management, 
development and use of the HINWR; and 2) incorporate public involvement 
in decisions concerning the HINWR, as required by federal law and FWS 
policy. 

Public involvement in the HINWR master planning process has taken many 
forms. Beginning with formal announcement of the master plan· at the 
Tripartite Symposium in May, 1983, the FWS has embarked on a program of 
public involvement designed to reach the broad spectrum of interests who 
share in their concern regarding the wise management of HINWR resources. 
The program has sought to obtain meaningful input and guidance from the 
public through a variety of methods. To date, this process has 
included the following: 

1) News releases (beginning June 1983) 

2) Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS on the HINWR Master Plan 
(Federal Register, August 2, 1983) 

3) Newsletters called 11 Planning Updates 11 with requests for input 
(July and October of 1983 and March and August of 1984) 
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Public Involvement Planning Process 

4) Newspaper announcements and treatment of issues (Honolulu 
Star-Bulletin, Hawaii Fishing News, West Hawaii Today, Los Angeles 
Times) 

5) Ra.di o spots 

6) Presentations for and/or coordination . with special interest 
groups or involved agencies (Western Pacjfic Regional Fishery Management 
Council, Hawaii Fisheries Coordinating Council, Honolulu City Council, 
Hawaii Department of Land and Natural Resources, Hawaii Audubon Society, 
Sierra Club, National Audubon Society) 

7) State Clearinghouse Review process 

8) Public Workshop concerning preliminary alternatives (March 20, 
1984 - Honolulu) 

9) Distribution of the Draft Master Plan/EIS (August 1984) 

10) Public workshop concerning the Draft Master Plan/EIS (September 12, 
1984) 

11) Distribution of the Final Master Plan/EIS (May 30, 1986) 

Of the various forms of public involvement undertaken to date, the 
newsletters and workshop have yielded the information most relevant to 
the planning process. The first Planning Update was distributed in 
July 1983 to a mailing list of 357 individuals, agencies and organiza
tions. An additional 113 newsletters were distributed upon request. 
Of this total of 470 recipients, 111 (23.6%) responded. The second 
Planning Update, distributed in October 1983, reached a mailing list of 
498, but produced only 53 (10.6%) responses. The third Planning 
Update, distributed in March ·1984, reached 484 on the mailing list. 
More than 75 additional copies were distributed at various meetings and 
in response to written requests. As of May 15, 1984, a total of 38 (7%) 
information request forms in the third Planning Update had been 
returned to the FWS. The fourth Planning Update which was distributed 
in August 1984 described the various management alternatives under 
consideration by the FWS; directed reviewers to locations where the 
Draft Master Plan/EIS was available for review; and publicized the 
September workshop. Collectively, the public response to the four 
Planning Updates has proven extremely useful in identifying issues of 
concern and in developing and refining planning outputs, objectives and 
management alternatives. 

Turnout at a public workshop, held on March 20, 1984, was relatively 
small, despite considerable effort to publicize the workshop through the 
third Planning Update, newspapers, radio and posted announcements. Yet, 
we found the input provided by workshop participants to be extremely 
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Format Planning Process 

useful in planning and refinement of management objectives and 
alternatives. Preliminary strategies were critically evaluated and 
rationale was presented to validate the process. In the process of 
developing the arr~y of alternatives presented in this report, we drew 
heavily upon the transcript of this workshop. The second public work
shop held on September 12, 1984 was attended by 41 participants, 
including commercial fishermen, environmentalists, members of the 
academic and research community, environmental educators, resource 
management students, and representatives from various state and federal 
resource management agencies. Overall the group as a whole w~s in basic 
agreement with strategies outlined in the Preferred Alternative. 
Numerous suggestions were made to refine, broaden, or clarify certain 
strategies within the FWS 1 proposal. 

D. Report Format 

The HINWR Master Plan/EIS provides guidance for the management, 
development and use of this Refuge through a 10-20 year planning period. 
It was formulated utilizing a wealth of historic information, the 
results of recent studies and planning efforts, and considerable public 
input. It conforms to national policy and legislative mandates 
affecting the management of units of the National Wildlife Refuge 
System. The Preferred Alternative within the Master Plan/EIS is built 
upon a mix of strategies that are subject to change in response to new 
information. It is designed to be adaptable as conditions require. 

The Master Plan/EIS includes a description of the Refuge 1 s physical, 
biological and social environment, a discussion of the authorities and 
policies affecting planning, objectives for wildlife and public use 
activities, an analysis of management alternatives considered, including 
the Preferred Alternative, and a comparative review of the environmental 
consequences associated with the alternatives. 

To reduce the bulk and improve the readability of this document, some 
of the information developed in this planning process was organized in a 
Technical Appendix, (bound separately), which includes: 

Locational Criteria - information which describes the resource condi
tions necessary for the production or maintenance of a given output 
(output defined as 11 things 11 produced on the refuge). 

Output Summaries - information which provides the background and 
rationale for development of planning objectives. 



Operational Planning Planning Process 

E. Operational/Management Planning 

It is the policy of the FWS to prepare management plans for refuges with 
approved master plans. As an extension of master planning, management 
planning is the process by which specific operational activities leading 
to achievement of refuge objectives are identified and described. 
Examples of management plans likely to be prepared for the HINWR include 
predator control, research, oil spill response, disease contingency, 
etc. Based on realistic expectations of station funding levels over a 
multi-year period, management planning defines specifically how 
objectives wi 11 be met and to what extent. By i denti fyi ng in de till 
that part or parts of the master plan that can be reasonably 
implemented, the management plan forms the basis for annual work 
planning and annual budgeting. Management planning for the HINWR is 
expected to occur over a multi -year period following approva 1 of the 
Master Pl an/EIS. 
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Geology Affected Environment 

A. Physical Environment 

1. Geology 

Current theory holds that a stationary 11 hot spot 11 below the Pacific 
tectonic plate is responsible for the origin of the volcanic Hawaiian 
and adjacent Emperor chain which together, extend more than 2,000 miles 
across the north-central Pacific Ocean. Islands formed at this hot spot 
are moving northwestward on the Pacific plate. Erosion and island sub
sidence gradually tr.ansformed the high islands to small pinnacles as 
they moved further to the northwest. As these bas a 1 tic is 1 ands sub
merged, fringing coral reefs formed atolls. At a point in the archipel
ago between 27-31 degrees North ( 11 0arwin Point 11

), coral growth fails to 
keep up with the continued submergence/erosion of volcanic islands and 
the atolls 11 drown 11 to form guyots. 

The emergent main Hawaiian Islands reveal various stages of the volcano 
formation, erosion and subsidence process. Nihoa and Necker are the 
first two islands of the portion of the Hawaiian archipelago known as 
the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands (NWHI) or 11 Leeward Islands 11

• Nihoa 
rises approximately 900' above sea level. Its steep topography and 
crater shape reveal its volcanic origin. Necker Island, less than 300 1 

in elevation and 46 acres in area, consists of thin-layered weathered 
lava flows. La Perouse Pinnacles at French Frigate Shoals and Gardner 
Pinnacles are ·the last exposed volcanic remnants in the archipelago. 
French Frigate Shoals is a crescent shaped atoll nearly 18 miles across. 
More than a dozen small sandy islands dot the fringes of this atoll. 
Mara Reef is a largely submerged area marked by breakers and a fev-1 
pieces of coral that intermittently protrude above the waterline. Lay
san Island is nearly two square miles in size and is fringed by a 
reef. A 200-acre hypersaline lagoon is located in the center of Laysan 
Island. Lisianski Island is 364 acres in size, but is bounded to the 
north by an extensive reef system. A central lagoon once found on 
Lisianski Island has filled with sand·. The last atoll in the HINWR is 
Pearl and Hermes Reef. This inundated atoll includes nearly 100,000 
acres of submerged reef and seven small sandy islets totaling less than 
85 acres. 

Midway Atoll, a U.S. Naval air facility, is similar in characteristics 
to ato11s within the Hawaiian Islands National Wildlife Refuge (HINWR). 
Four islands, totaling some 1,100 acres, are found within the atoll. 
The two largest of these, Sand and Eastern islands, are highly altered 
by man. 

Kure Atoll is the northernmost exposed land in the Hawaiian archipelago. 
Two islands, Green and Sand, are found on the southern edge of the 
atoll and are included in the Hawaii State Seabird Sanctuary System. 
Green Island has been altered considerably to also function as a Coast 
Guard LORAN station. 
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Soils Affected Environment 

2. Soils 

The volcanic NWHI (Nihoa, Necker, La Perouse, Gardner) are composed of 
basalt. Bird guano also comprises a significant portion of the soil. 
The sandy NWHI are composed of loose calcareous sand, shells and coarse 
coral rock rubble. Some humus can be found in vegetated areas. Many of 
the smaller sandy islets undergo radical changes in shape and size due 
principally to wave erosion and nearshore currents. 

The physical characteristics of individual islands at French Frigate 
Shoals and Midway and Kure Atolls have been altered through past human 
activity. Of these altered islands, only Tern Island is within the 
HINWR. Originally less than i1 acres in size, this islet was enlarged 
to approximately 37 acres by placement of dredged sand and coral from 
adjacent areas. Sheet piling contained the fill when the rectangular 
is 1 and was constructed in 1942. Si nee that time, sand has accreted 
along the south shore and eroded from the _north and west shores. 

3. Water 

The only permanently standing water in the HINWR is the hypersaline 
lagoon at Laysan. Percolation of rain water through sand is rapid. 
Fresh water, being slightly lighter, tends to float on salt water below 
the ground or is trapped by cap rock of phosphatized coral. The coral 
cap rock overlays the basaltic volcanic base. Historic records reveal 
that potable brackish water could be found 5-10' below the ground 
surface on several of the sandy NWHI. On the rocky islands, rain water 
percolates through the porous basalt until it reaches layers of dike 
material. Ground water flows along the upper surface of dense materials 
and where it reaches the ground surface, fresh water seeps are found. 

Ocean current movement in the Hawaiian region is typically from east or 
northeast to west or southwest. Circulation within the NWHI atolls 
varies considerably with reef configuration, water depth and the 
location and size of natural passages in the reef. Ocean waves 
typically break across exposed northern and eastern reefs. Swells 
within atoll lagoons generally run below four feet, but can exceed 8-10 1 

on particularly windy days. Circulation within atolls has considerable 
effect on the shoreline configuration, size and shape of small sandy 
islets. Prior human activities affecting bottom topography, such as the 
channel dredging project adjacent to Tern Island, have altered water 
circulation patterns to some degree. 

4. Climate 

Climate of the NWHI is marine and tropical in character. Moderate 
easterly winds prevail most of the year, but strong westerly winds do 
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Plants/Invertebrates Affected Environment 

occur infrequently. Temperature variation in the NWHI is slight. Annual 
precipitation varies somewhat throughout the chain, ranging from 30-50". 
Most rain falls in the four month period between December and March. 
Severe storms, typhoons and tidal waves are relatively uncommon in the 
NWHI, but occur with sufficient frequency to affect human activities and 
the terrestrial environment of these islands. 

B. Biological Environment 

1. Terrestrial Community - Plants and Invertebrates 

Less than three square miles of emergent land in the HINWR supports a 
rich and diverse terrestrial biota, including many species unique 
(endemic) to these islands. The endemic terrestrial biota includes at 
least 12 plant species, 8 land snails and an arthropod fauna in excess 
of 50 species (Conant, et al., 1984). This list is, at best, prelimi
nary as many of the less conspicuous species have been discovered 
only recently. 

Among the most important endemic plant species in the NWHI is the Nihoa 

• 

palm (Pritchardia remota), although several other less conspicuous plant • 
species are also found only on this 168-acre island. Many other terres-
trial plant species are indigenous (also found naturally elsewhere) to 
these islands or are exotic species that were introduced accidentally 
or intentionally by man. Among the indigenous or endemic species are 13 
species that are especially vulnerable to extinction and are considered 
candidates for federal listing as endangered or threatened. These are 
listed in Table 1, page 3.13. The most common· and widely distributed 
plant species in the NWHI, the beach naupaka (Scaevola taccada), are 
among the 37 recorded indigenous ~pecies. Not surpr1singly, the vast 
majority of the 112 known exotic species in the NWHI are found on 
islands inhabited by man (Herbst, 1981). 

The endemic land snail fauna of the Hawaiian Islands includes over a 
thousand species which evolved from an estimated 25 immigrant species. 
This group of molluscs in Hawaii represents a remarkable example of the 
evolutionary process in an island environment. Many of the main Island 
land snails are now extinct, victims of several centuries of habitat 
change. Eight land snail species are known from the HINWR, seven of 
these on Nihoa Island alone. Alteration of the natural vegetation on 
other islands, particularly Laysan, has degraded the quality of land 
snail habitat. 

Of the terrestrial species, the arthropod fauna is most ecologically 
diverse. The endemic Hawaiian insect fauna alone includes more than 
7,000 species evolved from about 250 original colonist species. Equally 
spectacular evolution has occurred among Hawaii 1 s spider fauna. The ~ 
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Candidate Plants Affected Environment 

Table 1 

CANDIDATE ENDANGERED PLANTS OF THE NORTHWESTERN HAWAIIAN ISLANDS 

Species 

Amaranthaceae 

Amaranthus brownii Christophers~n & Caum1 

Achyranthes atollensis St. John 

Arecaceae 

Prichardia remota Becc. 1 

Caryophyllaceae 

Schiedea Verticil lata F. Br. 1 

Cucurbitaceae 

Cladocarpa atollensis (St. John) St. ~ohn 1 

Cladocarpa caumii (St. John) St. John 
Cladocarpa lamoureuxii (St. John) St. Joh~ 1 

Cladocarpa sem1tonsus (St. ~ohn) St. John 
Sicyos lahsanensis St. Joh~ 
Sicyos ni oaensis St. John 

Fabaceae 

Sesbania tomentosa H & A1 

Lamiaceae 

Phyllostegia variabilis Bitter2 

Poaceae 

Cenchrus agrimonioiges var. 
laysanensis F.Br. 

Location 

Nihoa 
Kure, Pearl & Hermes, 
Midway, Lays an 

Nihoa 

Nihoa 

Kure, Laysan 
Pearl & Hermes 
Kure, Lisianski 
Lays an 
Lays an 
Nihoa 

Necker, Nihoa 

Midway, Laysan 

Kure, Midway, Laysan 

1. Taxa for which FWS has substantial information to support the 
biological appropriateness of proposing to list the species as 
endangered or threatened . 

2. Same as #1, but the -taxon is possibily now extinct. 
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Candidate Invertebrates Affected Environment 

islands of the HINWR, particularly Nihoa, have revealed a diverse endem
ic arthropod fauna consisting of nearly 500 species. More than half 
of the species collected on Nihoa alone are endemic. Large flightless 
tree crickets, giant earwigs, and unique spiders are among the array 
of endemic arthropods co 11 ected during recent studies in the HINWR. 
Inevitably, others await discovery. All of these endemic arthro
pods share the NWHI terrestrial habitat with nearly 300 exotic species. 

·Thirty-two species -are considered candidates for federal listing as 
threatened or endangered. (See Table 2 below.) 

The unique terrestrial plant and invertebrate species of the HINWR are 
components of ecosystems which evolved in the absence of human 
influence. Continued survival of each is tied in some way to each other, 
as habitat, as prey, or as cover. These species, in turn, form the 
foundation of ecosystems which support endemic land birds.· The invasion 
of exotic species onto these islands threatens the integrity of these 
ecosystems. Change may be dramatic, as was the case when rabbits 
devegetated Laysan Island. Yet the effects of less conspicuous exotics 
may ultimately be even more destructive. 

Table 2 

CANDIDATE ENDANGERED INVERTEBRATES OF THE NORTHWESTERN HAWAIIAN ISLANDS 

Grasshoppers, Crickets, and Katydids (Insects, 
Order Orthoptera) 

Banza nihoae 

True Bugs (Insects, Or~er Hemiptera) 
Nysius friTatensts 
Nysius fu1 awayi 

N . k . 1 ys1us nee e1ens1s 
Nysius nihoa 
Nysius suffusus 1 

Beetles (Insects, Order1Co1eoptera) 
Plagithmysus nihoa1 
Odemas brev1scopum 
Odemas erro 1 Odemas ray5anensis 1 Odemas neckerensis 
Pentorthrum blackbur~i 1 

Rhyncogonus biformis 
Rhyncogonus bryani 
Rhyncogonus exsul 

3.14 

Nihoa 

French Frigate Shoals 
Pearl & Hermes, 
Lisianski, possibly 
Midway 
Necker 
Nihoa 
Nihoa 

Nihoa 
Nihoa 
Nihoa 
Nihoa, Necker, Laysan 
Necker 
Laysan (also Oahu) 
Necker 
Lays an 
Nihoa 

• 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

CANDIDATE ENDANGERED INVERTEBRATES OF THE NORTHWESTERN HAWAIIAN ISLANDS 

Beetles (Insects~ Order Cole~ptera)(Continued) 
Stenotrupis pritchardiae 

Itodacnus novicorni1 1 

Itodacnus paradoxus 

Flies (Insects, Order 2iptera) 
Bryania bipunctata 

Butterflies and Moths (Insects, 
Order Lepidoptera) 

Petrochroa necke2ensis 1 

Agrotis fascia~a 
Argrotis kerri 2 Argrotis laysanensis 2 ArTrotis procellar~s 
He icoverpa minuta2 
Hy~ena laysanens1s 2 He blepta laysa~ensis 
Oeo ia dryadopa 

Ants, bees, and Wasps (Insects, 
Order Hymenoptera) 

Sclerodermus nihoae~sis 1 

Eupelmus nihoaensis 3 Nesoprosopis anthracina 

Nesoprosopis perkinsiana1 

Nihoa (also Oahu, 
~1olokai, Kauai, Hawaii, 
Maui) 
Necker 
Necker 

Nihoa 

Necker 
Midway 
French Frigate Shoals 
Lays an 
Lays an 
Lisianski 
Lays an 
Lays an 
Lays an 

Nihoa 
Nihoa 
Lisianski (also Oahu, 
Molokai~ Lanui, Maui, 
Hawaii) 
Nihoa (also Oahu, 
Molokai~ Hawaii where 
presumed extirpated) 

1. Taxa for which information now in possession indicates that pro
posing to list the species is possibly appropriate, but for which 
conclusive data on bi o 1 ogi ca 1 vulnerability and threats are not 
currently available. 

2. Taxa for which the FWS has persuasive evidence of extinction. 

3 . Same as 2~ except taxa thought to be extinct. 
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2. Terrestrial Community - land Birds 

Seven endemic land bird species were known to exist in the HINWR. All 
were found either on Nihoa or Laysan islands. Of these, three species 
from laysar (laysan honeycreeper, Laysan rail and laysan millerbird) 
became extinct in the early part of this century due to the devegetation 
of the their habitat by introduced rabbits. Two laysan bird species 
survived this event. 

The laysan finch (Telespyza cantans) is presently found both at Laysan 
Island and at Pearl and Hermes Reef, where it was introduced 
intentionally to provide a hedge against extinction in its natural 
habitat. The current population is estimated at about 10~000 on laysan 
and 500 distributed on several islets at Pearl and Hermes Reef. Laysan 
finches nest in clumps of bunch grass and feed on insects, plant parts 
and seabird eggs. The Laysan duck (Anas la~sanensis) is restricted in 
natural distribution to laysan Islancr,--a1t ough it is maintained and 
bred in zoos around the world. The devegetation of Laysan caused the 
duck population to drop to less than a dozen individuals. The current 
population appears to fluctuate widely, but may range as high as 600 
birds. The species is intimately dependent on the Laysan lagoon as a 
source of food (brine flies) and water. Neighboring vegetation 
provides cover for nesting. 

Laysan Island, approximately two square miles in size-home of the endemic 
Laysan finch and Laysan duck. 

• 

• 
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Seabirds Affected Environment 

Two endemic land birds inhabit Nihoa Island. The Nihoa finch (Teles~yza 
ultima) is closely related to the Laysan finch. Both are believe to 
be similar in appearance and habits· to the original colonist species 
that ultimately .evolved into the more than 50 species and subspecies in 
the unique Hawaiian subfamily of birds, Drepanidinae. The Nihoa finch 
population may fluctuate between 2,000-4,000. They nest in holes in 
the cliffs or on rocky outcroppings. Nihoa finches feed on seeds, 
shoots and flower heads of plants, arthropods and seabird eggs. They 
drink water from fresh water seeps on the island. An attempted trans
plant of this species to Tern Island failed in the 1960's. The Nihoa 
millerbird (Acrocefhalus familiaris kingii) is closely related to the 
exti net Lays an mi 1 erbi rd. Ni hoa mi 11 erbi rds number between 200-500 
birds. They are associ a ted with dense native vegetation that covers 
approximately 2/3 of the island. Millerbirds forage within vegetation 
and on the soil surface for various insects and other invertebrates. 

The land bird fauna of the NWHI also includes a variety of introduced 
resident species and vagrants from other locations which occasionally 
land on these remote islands. Canaries, pigeons and mynas are well 
established on Sand Island at Midway. Vagrant land birds in the NWHI 
include, among others, mockingbirds, cattle egrets and short-eared owls. 

3. Terrestrial Community - Seabirds and Other Species 

The NWHI support among the most important seabird colonies in the world. 
They harbor approximately 5.4 million breeding birds of 18 species. 
(See Table 3, page 3.18.) Among these are albatross (2), petrels (2), 
shearwaters (2), storm-petrels (1), tropicbirds (1), boobies (3), 
frigatebirds (1), and terns (6). Together with non-breeding birds of 
these species, the total NWHI resident seabird population exceeds 12-14 
million birds. Although there are also several seabird colonies 
within the main Hawaiian Islands, the NWHI colonies harbor more 
than 90% of the total Hawaiian archipelago seabird population. 

No seabird species are endemic to the NWHI, yet these islands do provide 
breeding habitat for a substantial portion of the worldwide population 
of at least four species, the black-footed albatross, Laysan albatross, 
Bonin petrel and the sooty storm-petrel. For some seabird species it is 
difficult to assess the relative importance of the NWHI populations 
because estimates of populations elsewhere are unavailable. However, 
the NWHI populations of Christmas shearwater, gray-backed tern, and the 
blue-gray noddy are sizable and may be the most important populations 
worldwide. The sooty tern, the most abundant breeding seabird in the 
central Pacific, is also the most numerous nesting seabird in the NWHI, 
accounting for almost half of the total breeding population. 
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Table 3 

SEABIRDS BREEDING IN THE NORTHWESTERN HAWAIIAN ISLANDS 

Common Name 

Black-footed albatross 
Laysan albatross 
Bonin petrel 
Bulwers petrel 
Wedge-tailed shearwater 
Christmas shearwater 
Sooty storm petrel 
Red-tailed tropicbird 
Masked booby 
Brown booby 
Red-footed booby 
Great frigatebird 
Gray-backed tern 
Sooty tern 
Blue-gray noddy 
Brown noddy 
Black noddy 
White tern 

Scientific Name 

Diomedea nigripes 
Diomedea immutabilis 
Pterodroma hypoleuca 
Bulweria bulwerii 
Puffinus pacificus 
P. nativitatis 
Ticeanodroma tristrami 
Phaethon rubricauda 
Sula dactylatna 
-s:-Teucogaster 
"S. sula 
rregata minor 
Sterna lunata 
Sterna fuscata 
Procelsterna cerulea 
Anous stolidus 
A. tenu1 rostri s 
Gygis alba 

Adapted from Fefer et al., NWHI Symp. 1984. 

# of Pairs 

49,000 
379,000 
331,500 
103,000 
261,500 

3,000 
7,500 

11,500 
2,500 

500 
5,500 

10,000 
51,000 

1,330,500 
4,000 

93,000 
16,500 
15,000 

Nearly one-half million seabirds of 17 species breed on Nihoa Island 
each year. This high rocky island provides abundant nest sites for 
crevice and cavity nesting petrels and noddies. Over 95% of the 
Bulwer's petrels and half the NWHI blue-gray noddy population occur on 
Nihoa. In total, this island harbors the largest NWHI colonies for six 
seabird species. Necker Island and Gardner Pinnacles together provide 
habitat for over 100,000 breeding seabirds of 16 and 12 species, 
respectively. 

French Frigate Shoals provides rocky habitat for cavity nesters (La 
Perouse Pinnacle) and sandy habitat for burrow nesters. It is the only 
atoll in the NWHI at which all 18 breeding seabird species are found. 
About 200,000 seabirds nest here each year, including the largest NWHI 
colony of masked boobies. 

• 

• 

Approximately 2 million seabirds of 17 species breed annually on Laysan 
Island. Only the crevice nesting blue-gray noddy is absent. Laysan 
Island supports the world's largest black-footed albatross colony and 
the largest wedge-tailed shearwater and Christmas shearwater colonies in • 
the NWHI. Feather and egg hunters near the turn of the century killed · 
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hundreds of thousands of seabirds at Laysan. The Island was nearly 
devegetated by rabbits. Only after eradicating this pest and several 
decades of recovery, have most seabird populations returned to levels 
comparable to those before the decline. However, the Laysan albatross 
and Christmas shearwater populations have not fully recovered. 

Lisianski Island supports a breeding seabird population nearly as large 
as Laysan's. The sooty tern alone accounts for a million or more birds. 
The Bonin petrel is the next most numerous bird, with its burrows 
scattered across virtually the entire island. Lisianski Island has the 
largest NWHI colonies of both Bonin petrels and gray-backed terns. 

About 165,000 breeding seabirds of 17 species breed on islets at Pearl 
and Hermes Reef. Over 20% of the world's population of black-footed 
albatross are found on islets totalling less than 85 acres in area. 
The atoll is also an important nesting site for the sooty storm-petrel. 
Feather hunting also occurred at Pearl and Hermes during the early part 
of this century, but seabird populations appear to have recovered. 

Midway and Kure Atolls are not in the HINWR, but harbor significant 
populations of seabirds found throughout the archipelago. Midway has 
the world's largest nesting colony of Laysan albatross, as well as the 
largest NWHI nesting colony of red-tailed tropicbirds, black noddies and 
white terns. Over 550,000 seabirds of 14 species breed at Midway. In 
addition, a small number of short-tailed albatross (Diomedea albatrus), 
an endangered species largely restricted to Japan, appear regularly at 
Midway. Islands at Kure Atoll support many of the same seabird species 
as Midway, but harbor a substantially larger population of brown and 
masked boobies. Both Kure Island and Midway Island seabird populations 
have suffered declines due to the presence of introduced rats. Burrow 
nesters have been most severely impacted. 

Several arctic breeding shorebird ·species winter on islands in the 
Pacific basin, including the NWHI. Regular migrants include the Pacific 
golden plover (Pluvialis dominica), ruddy turnstone (Arenaria inter
pres), sanderling (Calidris alba), wandering tattler (Heteroscelus 
i ncanus) and the bri st 1 e-thi ghecr-cur lew ( Numeni us tahiti ensi s). More 
than a dozen other shorebird species appear 1rregularly on the NWHI 
during fall and winter months. Migratory waterfowl appear in low num
bers as we 11. The greatest numbers of NWHI migrants appear at the 
Laysan Island central lagoon. 

4. Marine Community - Reef Species 

The geological and biological characteristics of the nearshore marine 
community in the NWHI are intimately tied to the volcanic origin of the· 
Hawaiian Islands and the northwestward movement of the Pacific plate. 
Fringing reefs of larger sandy islands and shallow atoll lagoons are 
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extensive in area. Corals are the most conspicuous members of the reef 
community. Yet, several studies have shown that limestone production by 
coralline algae, molluscs, echinoderms and foraminifera is also signifi
cant (Grigg and Dollar, 1980). Coral reefs provide habitat, shelter 
and food for most reef inhabitants, including species such as monk seals 
and turtles that also spend time on land. 

Recent studies have clearly demonstrated a pattern of declining coral 
growth as a function of latitude in the NWHI (Grigg, op. cit.). Yet, 
no large differences in coral community structure have been docu
mented within the archipelago. Variations in coral species dominance do 
occur and some types of cora 1, such as the genus Acropora, are re
stricted in their pattern of occurrence. The largest number of coral 
species and the highest coral species diversity occur midway in the 
chain at French Frigate Shoals and Maro Reef. These sites offer a 
wide variety of habitat, including seaward and leeward reefs, lagoons, 
coral flats, banks and shoals. 

The Hawaiian nearshore marine community includes numerous species of 
fish (±700), algae (±400), molluscs (±1,000) and other invertebrates 
(±1,350). Most of these are representative of species distributed 
throughout the Pacific and Indian Oceans, yet about 20% are endemic to 

• 

Hawaii (Grigg, op. cit.). Until recently, knowledge of the Hawaiian· • 
reef fish fauna was based almost entirely on the results of studies in 
the main Hawaiian Islands. The diversity of reef habitats influences 
the distribution and abundance of reef fishes in the NWHI. Recent 
data suggest that major fish species on main Island reefs tend to 
lose dominance northwestward, while major species at Kure and Midway are 
more evenly distributed over the archipelago (Hobson, 1980). Although 
the number of fish species tends to diminish in a northwest direction, 
the shift in reef fish community structure along the archipelago is 
not a smooth progression. As an example, some species of butterfly 
fish were found only at French Frigate Shoals (Hobson, op. cit.). For 
some fish species, greater historic fishing pressure in the main 
Hawaiian Islands may explain distributional trends, but for most, 
parameters such as water temperature and reef structure and diversity 
are influential. 

The nearshore fish coiTITiunity of the NWHI includes several species that 
do not inhabit the interstices of the reef but are found in shallow 
atoll lagoons. Shoaling species within the HINWR include aholehole 
(Kuhlia sandvicensis), moi (threadfin, Pol.z:dact~lus sexfilis), amaama 
(mullet~ rugil cephalus and Neomyxus leUClSCUS and vanous baitfish 
(iao or si verside, Pranesus insularum, piha or sprat, Spratelloides 
delicatulus, akule or big-eye scad, Selar crumenophthalmus). These 
species, the focus of a short-lived fishery at French Frigate Shoals in 
the 1950 1 s, are of interest to the commercial fishing industry. At some 
locations these species vary seasonally in abundance. Three species of 
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sharks (Galapagos, Carcharhinus galapagensis, gray reef, Carcharhinus 
amblyrhynchos, and tiger, Galeocerdo cuvieri) play an important role as 
top carnivores in the nearshore mar1ne community. They are most 
conspicuous in summer months when breeding aggregations are observed and 
predation on fledgling seabirds is common. Carangid species (jacks or 
ulua) are also important nearshore marine predators, consuming other 
fish, cephalopods and crustacea (Parrish, et al., 1980). 

Ulua at French Frigate Shoals. 

Two species each of spiny lobster (Panulirus marginatus and f. penicil
latus) and the slipper lobster (Scyllarides squammosus and S. haanii) 
occur throughout the Hawaiian archipelago. Of these species, all but P. 
pencillatus are of serious commercial interest. Lobsters inhabit near
shore waters but also range into substantially greater depths, where 
most commercial fishing occurs. Within atoll lagoons, they inhabit 
coral reefs, where they find shelter, food and protection from preda
tion. Larvae of f. marginatus and ~· sguammosus are known to recruit to 
nearshore habitats throughout the archipelago (MacDonald, C.D. 1984; and 
Morin, T.D. and MacDonald, C.D. 1984). 

5. Marine Community - Monk Seals and Turtles 

Two species that are particularly conspicuous in the nearshore marine 
community are the Hawaiian monk seal (Monachus schauinslandi) and the 
green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas). The Hawaiian monk seal is a modern 
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representative of the most ancient lineage of living phocid seals and, 
as such, might be characterized as a "living fossil" (Repenning and Ray, 
1977). The closely related Mediterranean monk seal (M. monachus) is 
reported to number between 500-1,000 and swiftly declin1ng (Sergeant et 
al.., 1979). The Caribbean monk seal (,!:1. tropicalis) is believed to be 
extinct. 

The endemic Hawaiian monk seal was almost eliminated by sealing 
expeditions in the mid-19th century. Under refuge protection in the 
first half of this century, the population recovered to a point where 
beach counts in the late 1950's averaged about 1,200 animals. Over the 
1 ast 25 years the number recorded on beach counts dropped about 50% 
overall. The decline in the western atolls was particularly dramatic 
(70-90%), while the population at French Frigate Shoals increased and 
then leveled off in the last decade. Currently the beach counts at 
French Frigate Shoals represent nearly half of the census for the entire 
archipelago. Causes for the rapid decline appear to include predation 
by sharks, harassment of young and females by some aggressive 
adult males, ciguatera poisoning, human disturbance at inhabited atolls, 
and entanglement in lost and discarded fishing gear and other debris. 

Coral beaches are the preferred habitat for monk seal pupping, hauling 
out and .nursing. Protected reef and water areas are used by adult 
females with young pups that are learning to feed. Pupping occurs in 
nearly all months of the year with a peak between March and June. 
Females appear to breed about every other year, giving birth to a single 
black pup. Occasionally a female will "adopt" another female's pup. 
Mating behavior has been observed in nearshore waters. Diving studies 
indicate that seals forage in waters up to 100 fathoms or more in depth. 
Seals feed on eels, fish and marine macro invertebrates. 

At least five species of marine turtles are known to occur in Hawaii 
(green, Che 1 oni a mydas, 1 oggerhead, Caretta caretta, Pacific ridley, 
Lepi doc he lys o 1 i vacea, hawksbi 11 , Eretmoche lys imbri cata, and 1 eather
back, Dermochelys coriacea). Of these, only the green turtle is widely 
distributed throughout the archipe 1 ago. Reductions in the world-wide 
population of green turtles have occurred throughout its range due to 
over-exploitation and habitat loss. In Hawaii, green turtles nested 
historically on beaches throughout the main Islands but now nesting is 
restricted, for the most part, to beaches of the HINWR. Even in this 
refuge, declines have been noted at Pearl and Hermes Reef and at 
Lisianski Island. 

Over 90% of the remaining Hawaiian nesting population is found on East 
and Whale-skate Islands at French Frigate Shoals (Balazs, 1980). Most 
nesting occurs in June with hatching occurring approximately 60 days 
later in August. Young depart the nest site to graze in the pelagic 
zone soon after hatching. They are rarely observed again until they 
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reach about 35 em. (Balazs, op. cit.). Recovery of the green turtle 
population from prior overharvest is inhibited by low recruitment of 
young into the breeding population, slow rec~lonization of _under
utilized nesting islands, slow growth rates and 1nfrequent breed1ng of 
adult females. The approximate number of females nesting annually at 
French Frigate Shoals ranges from only 94- 248 (mean= 180), another 
factor which contributes to slow recovery even when their habitat is 
adequately protected • 

Green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) basking on a beach at French Frigate Shoals.. 

6. Marine Community - Offshore Species 

Almost all of the 252,000+ acres of submerged lands in the HINWR are 
within the 10-fathom contour, so the offshore marine community is of 
less direct significance to Refuge management than are the nearshore or 
terrestrial communities. However, most of the inhabitants of the Refuge 
lagoons, as well as the abundant nesting seabirds, range in distribution 
well beyond Refuge boundaries. If for no other reason, this makes the 
characteristics of the offshore environment pertinent to this planning 
process. 
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Benthic slope resources adjacent to the HINWR islands and atolls include 
several species of bottomfish of considerable commercial importance. 
Among the most sought-after species are opakapaka, (Pristi omoides 
filamentosus), onaga (Etelis coruscans), uku (Aprion virescens , an 
hapuupuu (Epinephelus guernus). Except for the uku which most commonly 
occurs at a depth of 20-40 fathoms, these species are most commonly 
taken in waters from about 50-150 fathoms on atoll slopes, banks and 
seamounts. Spiny lobsters extend in distribution from nearshore waters 
out to approximately 100 fathoms. They too, are not evenly distributed 
in waters offshore the NWHI, with greatest catch rates during recent 
surveys occurring at Necker Island and Mara Reef (Uchida, et al., 1980). 
Other offshore crustaceans of commercial interest include caridean and 
penaid shrimps, slipper lobster, and kana crabs. Deep water precious 
corals have also been a focus of exploratory commercial surveys and 
harvest in the NWHI, at depths around 200-300 fathoms. 

Pelagic fishes of the offshore zone in the NWHI are a source of commer
cial interest for both U.S. and foreign boats. True pelagic species of 
particular interest include big-eye tuna (Thunnus obesus), yellowfin 
tuna (ahi, Thunnus albacares), albacore (Thunnus alalunga), skipjack 
tuna (aku, Katsuwonus pelamis), mahimahi (Coryphaena hi~purus) ~nd vari
ous billfishes and sharks. More coastal· species inc ude ono (wahoo, 
Acanthocybium solandri), kawakawa (Euthynnus affinis), rainbow runner 
(Elagatis bipinnulatus) and akule (big-eye scad, Selar crumenophthal
mus). Tunas and billfishes have be~n fished primarily by foreign 
longline vessels operating in the Fishery Conservation Zone and beyond, 
though recent restrictions imposed by the Preliminary Fishery Management 
Plan for Billfishes and Sharks have temporarily curtailed this fishery 
within 200 miles of the NWHI. Albacore are highly migratory across 
the north Central Pacific. The Hawaiian albacore fishery, principally 
north of Midway Atoll, peaks in the June-August period. 

The offshore marine environment is of particular importance to those 
seabird species that breed on the NWHI and to several additional seabird 
species that migrate through Hawaiian waters enro"ute to and from other 
nesting areas. Some nesting seabirds feed within atolls, but most seek 
food outside Refuge boundaries, in some cases 500 miles or more from 
their colonies. Most feed opportunistically on surface shoaling fishes 
and squid, but take crustaceans and insects to a lesser degree. The 
nesting cycle of some seabirds appears linked to the seasonal abundance 
of their prey. The fish families Exocoetidae, Mullidae, Carangidae, 
Synodontidae, Dussumieriidae, Coryphaenidae, Molidae and Holocentridae 
and the squid family Ommastrephidae appear to be especially important to 
NWHI seabirds (Harrison and Hida, 1980). 

Several species of cetaceans have also been recorded in both nearshore 
and offshore waters of the NWHI. A population of 1,200 humpback whales 
(Megaptera novaengliae) winters in Hawaiian waters and migrates to 
North Pacific feeding grounds in April and May. During the latter 
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stages of the winter migration, humpbacks are occasionally sighted near 
HINWR islands and atolls. Bottlenose dolphins (Tursiops gj_}__lj_) and 
spinner dolphins (Stenella longirostris) are commonly seen a(IJa"C"ent to 
and within HINWR atolls and over offshore banks (Shallenberger, 1979). 
In addition to these common species, several other cetaceans are known 
to Hawaiian waters. (See Table 4 below.) 

Table 4 

CETACEANS IN HAWAIIAN WATERS 
(From Shallenberger 1981) 

Species 

Balaenoptera physalus 
Balaenoptera edeni 
Megaptera novaeangliae 
Physeter catadon 
Ziphius cavarostris 
Mesoplodon densirostris 
Orcinus orca 
Pseudorca crassidens 
Feresa attenuata 
Peponocephala electra 
Globicephala macrorhynchus 
Grampus griseus 
Kogia breviceps 
Tursiops gilli 
Steno bredanensis 
Stenella coeruleoalba 
Stenella attenuata 
Stenella longirostris 

Corrmon Name 

Fin whale 
Brydes whale 
Humpback whale 
Sperm whale 
Goosebeaked whale 
Densebeaked whale 
Killer whale 
False killer whale 
Pygmy killer whale 
Melon-headed whale 
Pilot whale 
Risso~s dolphin 
Pygmy sperm whale 
Bottlenose dolphin 
Rough-toothed dolphin 
Striped dolphin 
Spotted dolphin 
Spinner dolphin 
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C. Social Environment 

1. Archaeological/Historic Resources 

The primary archaeological resources in the NWHI c.re located on Nihoa 
and Necker Islands. These islands possess some of the densest scatters 
of prehistoric structural sites in Hawaii. Emory (1928) described 25-35 
house terraces, 15 ceremonial structures, burial caves, bluff shelters 
and agricultural terraces at Nihoa. He also found squid lures, adzes, 
stone bowls and fish hooks which established a close relationship with 
the Hawaiian culture in the main Hawaiian Islands. Emory estimated that 
as many as 175 people could have survived for extended periods at Nihoa 
several hundred years before discovery of the island by Eur"opean ships. 
Lack of a permar.ent water supply is theorized as a reason why the Island 
was eventually deserted. 

Necker Island, with its numerous religious sites, appears to have been 
used primarily fo~ worship by visitors from other Hawaiian Islands. 
Yet, numerous temples, called maraes, closely resemble those of inland 
Tahiti, establishing a strong link between this site and the early 
Tahitian culture. Necker is considered too small and dry to have sup-
ported human inhabitation for extended periods. Cultural sites on both 
Necker and Nihoa are some of the best preserved and represent a 11 pure 
sample of the culture prevailing in Hawaii before the thirteenth cen
tury11 (Emory, op. cit.). 

The historic significance of the other NWHI stems from the independent 
discovery of individual island groups and the subsequent commercial and 
military use of these areas. Captain Douglas of the Iphigenia rediscov
ered Nihoa Island in 1789. In 1822, Queen Kaahumanu heard ancient 
chants referring to Nihoa .. She visited and annexed the island for the 
Kingdom of Hawaii. In 1885: Princess Liliuokalani and her 200-person 
entourage landed on Nihoa. A fire during this trip is said to have 
swept the island. Necker Island was rediscovered by Compte de La 
Perouse. More recently the island was used as a bombing target by the 
military. 

French Frigate Shoals was first visited by two French ships under the 
command of La Perouse in November, 1786. ~any additional sailing ships 
visited the shoals and other ~!WHI over the next century and several of 
these ended their voyage as shipwrecks on sha 11 ow reefs. Interest in 
the commercial exploitation of marine and terrestrial resources was the 
driving force that accounted for most visitation in the late 19th and 
early 20th centuries. Of the HINWR islands, development of land-based 
commercial facilities was greatest on Laysan Island, where guano and 
feather harvest operations continued until establishment of the Hawaiian 
Islands Reservation in 1909, and illegally for a few years beyond that 

• 

• 

date. The only obvious remnants of this operation now on Laysan are • 
guano piles,.pieces of rail and grave sites. 
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French Frigate Shoals is of particular historical significance because 
of the military activities which have occurred there. Remnants of this 
activity include the dredged seaplane runways and channels, Tern Island 
and its associated buildings and facilities, and debris on East Island 
from the Coast Guard LORAN station that occupied the island from 1944 
until 1952 . 

Prehistoric house site on Nlhoa lsfand. 

2. Education/Recreational Opportunity 

Meaningful educational and recreational use of refuge lands has been a 
high priority objective of the National Wildlife Refuge System for 
decades. This objective is based on the premise that public lands and 
the resources produced on those lands should be managed for the "bene
fit" of the public. The FWS encourages this activity on the belief that 
educational and recreational opportunity relating to wildlife and cul
tural resources fosters public awareness and ultimately results in 
broader public support for resource management programs. Research 
activities are also generally encouraged because they contribute to our 
basic understanding of natural resources and cultural and aid in the 
deve 1 opment and imp 1 ementati on of effective resource management 
programs. 

The Hawaiian Islands Refuge, like most of the other early additions to 
the National Wildlife Refuge System, was established initially to put a 
halt to the unregulated commercial exploitation of wildlife resources. 
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Other resource va 1 ues of the Refuge and the factors which threatened 
those resources, became the focus of a much broader resource management 
program in the HINWR over the years since the Refuge was established. 
To date, principal ma~agement attention is directed towards the 
numerous threatened and endangered species, the rich seabird resource 
and the unique terrestrial and marine ecosystems. Survey, documenta
tion, and preservation of archaeological resources are additional Refuge 
concerns. 

Because of the priorities placed on protection of fish and wildlife 
resources from direct and indirect human impact, educational, cultural, 
and recreational use of the HINWR has been far more restricted than is 
typical of most NWRs. An exception to that rule has been the FWS' 
policy of facilitating management-related research on HINWR lands and 
waters. This policy was formalized with designation of the HINWR lands 
and atolls as Research Natural Areas in 1967. Yet the criteria for 
acceptable research in the HINWR, like any other human use, has always 
been one of compatibility with programs to maintain, and recover if 
possible, the rich fish and wildlife resources of the Refuge. Th~ two 
periods of most intense research in the HINWR occurred in the mid-60's 
during the Smithsonian Institute's Pacific Ocean Biological Survey 
Program and between 1978-1983, when multidisciplinary resource 
assessment (Tripartite) studies were conducted by the FWS, National 
Marine Fisheries Service, University of Hawaii, Sea Grant College and 
the State of Hawaii. 

Since 1964, when a federal Refuge manager was first stationed in Hawaii, 
all Refuge activities have been managed by the Special Use Permit (SUP) 
process. Even the activities of the Coast Guard, stationed on Tern 
Island until 1979, were regulated by SUP. Other permitted visits to the 
HINWR have included biologists from cooperating agencies, authorized 
researchers and a very limited number of journalists, commercial 
filmmakers/photographers and other visitors, typically accompanied by 
Refuge staff. Most of these visits, particularly since the FWS occupied 
Tern Island in 1979, have occurred at French Frigate Shoals. 

Although public interest in educational, recreational, cultural, and 
religious access to the HINWR has increased somewhat, recent research 
results have led to an even more restrictive policy regarding public 
visitation at certain locations. Our awareness of the vulnerability of 
unique terrestrial ecosystems and cultural resources to the indirect 
effects of frequent human visitation has increased measurab?y through 
recent studies. In addition, hazards and discomforts inherent in 
visiting the HINWR islands (e.g. rough landings, precipitous rocky 
slopes, sharks, rough ocean weather, bird - aircraft strikes) have 
been a deterrent to expanded public visitation. 

In an attempt to realize the values of public educational and recrea
tional use without the adverse effects, the FWS has explored and imple
mented related off-site activities. The Kilauea Point National Wildlife 
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Refuge on Kauai is the FWS' principal interpretive facility in the 
Islands. Visitors are exposed through interpretive signs and educa
tional programs to the wildlife resources of the Hawaiian NWRs, includ
ing both wetland and remote island sites. Nesting seabirds, as well as 
turtles, dolphins and whales at the Point also provide an opportunity 
to experience wildlife species in common with the HINWR without disturb
ance to the resource. 

In 1983, the volunteer Kilauea Natural History Association was formed to 
provide interpretive and educational programs at the Point and to 
distribute brochures and sell natural history materials to the general 
pub 1 i c. The site attracted about 140,000 visitors in 1983. Numerous 
school groups also used the site. Teacher workshop programs at Kilauea 
and at other main Island refuges also provide exposure to Refuge 
programs and wildlife habitats. HINWR brochures and related 
publications provide a source of information to the interested public as 
do frequent lectures and slide programs for groups by Refuge staff. A 
sound-slide program relating specifically to the HINWR is used 
widely by Oahu and Kauai schools, in particular. Films produced in 
the HINWR during previous vi sits are a 1 so used regularly by schoo 1 s 
and, on occasion, by the local television media.· 

The FWS has cooperated with other agencies to accommodate and facilitate 
educational and recreational use of Midway and Kure atolls by military 
personnel, military contractors, and Coast Guard staff. Both Midway and 
Kure have a long history of human occupation. Midway, in particular, 
has proven to be a valuable site for research. Involvement of the FWS 
in educational or recreational programs for local military personnel at 
Midway and Kure has been coordinated closely with the site managing 
agencies. 

3. Economic Considerations 

The potential for commercial utilization of fish and wildlife resources 
has drawn attention to the NWHI for two centuries. European sailing 
ships made the earliest commercial excursions in the late 18th and 19th 
centuries. They took seals, whales, fish, turtles, sharks, birds, pearl 
oysters and sea cucumbers (beche-de-mer) at various NWHI locations. 
Reports of substantial guano deposits in the mid-19th century resulted 
in exploratory cruises and eventually led to the leasing of several 
NWHI to the North Pacific Phosphate and Fertilizer Company in the 
1890's. Guano was removed from Lays an Island between 1891 and 1910. 
Over the same period, Japanese vessels began a series of trips into 
the NWHI to harvest bird skins and feathers. It was this activity which 
ultimately led to designation of the Hawaiian Islands Reservation in 
1909 and vessel patrols to prevent bird poaching . 
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Military facilities constructed at French Frigate Shoals also attracted 
commercial interest. Soon after the Navy disestablished its station at 
Tern Island in 1945, commercial fishermen began to use the facility. A 
joint venture, Hawaiian-American Fisheries, chartered a DC-3 to fly fish 
from Tern Island, beginning in November, 1946. They operated for three 
years, grossing $73,000 in fishery operations at the shoals (Amerson, 
1971). Subsequent short-lived fishery ventures occurred at the shoals, 
ending in 1959. Since that date, no commercial harvest of fishery 
resources within the managed boundaries of the HINWR is known to have 
occurred. This is the result of the enforcement of Refuge regulations 
by the FWS, the continued occupation of Tern Island and the greater 
interest of the fishing industry in resources substantially more 
abundant outside the Refuge boundary. 

• 

NWHI commercial fisheries over the last 25 years have focused primarily 
on bottomfishes, lobster, aku, albacore and shrimp. Exploratory surveys 
have addressed these species as well as squid, pelagic fishes, precious 
coral and kana crab. Most Hawaiian fishing vessels in the NWHI have 
been multipurpose boats that concentrate in areas east of Mara Reef. 
Albacore boats have focused their attention in waters north of Midway. 
All of these fishery resources noted above are found exclusively or in 
greatest concentration outside Refuge boundaries. However, the State • 
of Hawaii has expressed the opinion that support of fishery operations 
outside the HINWR through shared use of Tern Island facilities would 
enhance the economic development of commercial fisheries. Furthermore, 
the State has expressed interest in the commercial exploitation of 
species inside HINWR boundaries, particularly at French Frigate Shoals, 
where a short-lived fishery for akule, opelu and various baitfish 
species occurred in the 1950's. 

The State of Hawaii formalized its interest in fishery activities at 
French Frigate Shoa 1 s with a December, 1979 request to conduct 1) a 
11 trial feasibility 11 study of fishery support at Tern Island and 2) a 
baitfish resource assessment within French Frigate Shoals. The proposal 
was subjected to Section 7 (Endangered Species Act) review by the FWS 
and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). Both agencies determined 
the proposed activity would jeopardize the population of monk seals 
and ·turtles at French Frigate Shoals. An alternative project involving 
exploring the feasibility of a mothership operation and a primarily 
vi sua 1 assessment of ba i tfi sh resources was proposed by NMFS and FWS, 
but was not initially acted upon by the State. The recent (November 
1983) State proposal for a mothership-based multi-species fishery at 
French Frigate Shoals addresses the issue of fishery support raised in 
the 1979 proposal, but it does not address the originally proposed 
lagoon fishery for baitfish and other species. 

The effect that Refuge restrictions on the harvest of lagoon resources 
have had on the economics of NWHI fishery development is a subject of 
considerable debate. In the State's 1979 proposal for a test bait- • 
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fishery within French Frigate Shoals, it was estimated that a m1n1mum of 
10,000 additional tons of aku (skipjack tuna) could be harvested from 
the central Pacific Ocean without any appreciable harm to the reproduc
tive capacity of the basic s~ocks. Results of a small number of brief 
surveys conducted prior to 1950 were cited as evidence of a commercial
ly viable source of baitfish within French Frigate Shoals which could be 
used to harvest aku in that area. In a response to this proposal, 
dated March 11, 1981, NMFS noted that these early reports had demon
strated a marked seasonality of fluctuation in abundance of baitfish at 
French Frigate Shoals. Upon review of the limited historic data on 
baitfish abundance, NMFS concluded that French Frigate Shoals repre
sented an "erratic source of bait." 

Even more complex than the baitfish issue is the role that restrictions 
on use of Tern Island have played in the economic development of NWHI 
commercial fisheries to date. In spite of the short-lived Tern Island 
based fishery in the 1950's, subsequent interest in the use of the 
island for fishery support was quite limited prior to 1979, when the 
Hawaii Fishery Development Plan was ,published. During that period, a 
small number of boats continued to exploit NWHI fisheries, largely inde
pendent of Tern Island. Over the last five years, the number of vessels 
fishing in the NWHI has increased and the degree of support provided 
by the Tern Island facility, now occupied by the FWS, has increased as 
well. Support in the form of aircraft transport of parts and people, 
emergency medevacs, equipment repairs and radio communications has 
facilitated the economic growth of the NWHI fishery. The fishing 
industry, in turn, has provided substantial assistance to the FWS in the 
transport of supplies and people to and from Tern Island. The tangible 
economic benefits to each party of this reciprocal support have been 
poorly defined, but have probably been on the order of $40,000-50,000 
per year. The extent to which economic growth of the fishing industry 
may have been more rapid had a greater level of support been provided is 
a subject open to speculation but with little hard data. It is clear, 
however, that the less-than-projected availability of certain NWHI 
fishery resources and the limited ability of the Honolulu market to 
accommodate substantially increased catches have been a far greater 
deterrent to expanded NWHI fisheries than has the "limited" degree of 
fishery support at Tern Island. 

The affected economic environment within which the HINWR master plan 
will be implemented also includes the projected commercial fishery 
potential in the NWHI and the role that the Refuge may play in the 
exploitation of the fishery. The Hawaii Fishery Development Plan 
(HFDP) identified a fisheries resource potential within the Hawaiian 
region of 74-117.5 million pounds per year, representing an 
additional harvest beyond present levels of 61-104 million pounds per 
year. Of this total, 47-71 million pounds of the resource potential 
were in open-ocean tunas. Since publication of this plan, results 
of NWHI fishing activities and various Tripartite studies have caused a 

3.31 



Economics Affected Environment 

downward rev1 s1 on of the estimates of resource potentia 1 for some key 
species. The Tripartite Delphi study included projections by fishery 
11 experts 11 of average annua 1 catch estimates that were substantially 
1 ess for a 11 species than the HFDP estimates. For some key species 
(e.g. akule/opelu, bottomfish, aku), the Delphi expected average annual 
catch estimates ranged from 60-90% 1 ess than the HFDP estimates of 
resource potential (Miller and Davidson~ 1983). The State of Hawaii is 
currently revising and updating the HFDP. 

Deteriorated sea wal at Tam ls!and. 

Other economic considerations include the management costs associated 
with and the contribution to the economy made by the Refuge management 
program. The HINWR budget and staffing picture is complicated because 
this Refuge is only one of 12 refuges within the Hawaiian and Pacific 
Islands NWR Complex. The total Refuge Complex budget (in thousands of 
dollars) and staffing (in full-time equivalent positions) over the last 
five years is shown on the next page: 
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Est. Est. 
HINWR HINWR 

Budget Share Staff Share 

FY 80 $431.0 $235.0 15 8 
FY 81 530.0 260.0 18 10 
FY 82 537.0 275.0 18 10 
FY 83 547.0 280.0 17 9 
FY 84 680.0 305.0* 16 10 

*Not including funds for master planning. 

The figures for the HfNWR represent an unusually high percentage of the 
Refuge Complex budget and staffing during this period due to FWS in
volvement in the cooperative Tripartite research project, start-up costs 
at Tern Island and involvement in master planning. Operational costs at 
Tern Island have included salaries (Tern Island staff, supervision, ad
ministration); equipment purchase, maintenance and repairs; supplies; 
and charter aircraft and vessels. Only very limited funds have been 
spent for major projects to rehabilitate facilities. Projected major 
rehabilitation costs (1984 data) and estimated scheduling is indicated 
below: 

* 

** 

Est. Cost Est. Date 
Facilities/Eguiement ($ X 1000) Reguired 

1. Buildings $ 30.0 1988-90 

2. Runway 250.0 1990-95 

3. Generators 30.0 1986 * 

4. Boat Hoist 25.0 1988 

5. Sea Wall 2-3,000.0 1990 ** 

250KW generators not required for present level of FWS operation. 
Projected cost is for repair and preparation for long-term storage. 

Sea wa 11 rehabilitation presently under study by FWS and Corps of 
Engineers. Projected costs ·and timing very pre 1 imi nary. Short
term repair of critical areas may postpone the need for major 
rehabilitation. 

Funds spent on research within the HINWR contribute substantially to the 
local economy through the purchase of supplies, hiring of personnel, 
contracting of vessel and aircraft support, etc. While for some 
research projects it is difficult to clearly differentiate work outside 
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the HINWR from that within, it is estimated that between $300,000-
400,000/year was spent by cooperating agencies for within-refuge 
research during the recent five-year (1978-1983) Tripartite project. 
Not surprisingly, results of the Tripartite research have stimulated 
rather than diminished interest among the research community regarding 
future projects within the HINWR, particularly at Tern Island. 

Funds expended on or generated by non-FWS educational programs in the 
HINWR have been very limited due to restrictions on public access. On 
the average, 1-2 feature articles on the HINWR have appeared during each 
of the last 10 years in major publications directed at the general pub
lic. Commercial films and photographs from the HINWR have been distrib
uted widely. 

4. Aesthetics 

Among the HINWR 1 s most notable attributes is its richly varied scenic 
vistas and truly beautiful marine and terrestrial areas. Views of the 
Refuge are particularly spectacular from the air and underwater. 
Regrettably, relatively few individuals have had or are likely to have 

• 

the opportunity to experience this beauty first hand. Numerous pub- • 
lished photographs, displays and films provide the only tangible 
exposure to the aesthetics of this area for most of the general public. 

Maintenance of the high quality of water has both aesthetic and resource 
management significance. The condition of the nearshore marine and 
shoreline habitats of the HINWR is intimately tied to the quality of the 
ocean waters in the NWHI. Human activities that adversely alter ocean 
water quality can have widespread and,· potentially, irreversible 
effects. Fortunately, the HINWR has been relatively free of the effects 
of oil and chemical spills, although groundings and related events in 
the recent past make it clear that even these remote island and atolls 
are vulnerable. The vessel grounding and release of kaolin clay cargo 
from a freighter at French Frigate Shoals and the spillage of five mil-
lion gallons of crude oil from a tanker north of Lisianski Island are 
the two most notable examples from recent years. Fortuitously, neither 
event appears to have had lasting effects on the Refuge or its fish and 
wildlife resources. 

Air quality is another factor whose significance to the aesthetics of 
the HINWR is limited by the scarcity of people exposed to the area. 
Both natural and human-related phenomena do affect HINWR air quality. 
The odor of guano, decaying wildlife and rotten eggs are conditions to 
which all visitors to the Refuge are exposed. Human effects on air 
quality are most noticeable at Tern Island, where motor exhaust, inter
mittent open burning, aircraft-stirred dust and related conditions may 
be temporarily offensive. 
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Other Considerations Affected Environment 

Sooty tern (Sterna fuscata), the most abundant seabird in the HINWR. 

5. Other Social Considerations 

Restrictions on public access to HINWR lands and waters have prevented 
widespread direct exposure to the unique biotic and cultural resources 
of this area, for both consumptive and non-consumptive use. Yet, ex
treme isolation of these islands, water and weather conditions, recogni
tion of ecosystem fragility and related factors have combined to limit 
observed and latent demand for access to the HINWR. Many concerned in
dividuals and groups have acknowledged the desirability of measures to 
limit public access to the HINWR (including their own) if, as a result, 
the unique va 1 ues of the area are preserved. For these peop 1 e, the 
"quality of 1ife11 is enhanced by simply knowing this unique resource is 
protected, whether or not they experience it first hand. For others, 
the resource is of little or no value unless it is utilized. 
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Introduction Planning Constraints and Considerations 

A. Introduction 

Many factors have been considered in preparing a master plan for the 
Hawaiian Islands National Wildlife Refuge (HINWR). Such factors include 
1) the status of fish and wildlife populations and habitats (historic, 
current and projected); 2) the opportunities for resource enhancement 
through effective management; 3) public demand for utilization of fish, 
wildlife, and cultural resources; 4) the documented and anticipated 
effects of resource utilization; and 5) the comparative cost of various 
management options. Yet, no factor has had a greater effect in shaping 
the master planning process than the authorities, mandates and policies 
that govern the activities of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). 

Legal mandates and administrative guidance provide constraints or ''side 
boards" to planning. Some constraints, particularly federal laws and 
regulations, provide very little flexibility in their application. 
Other authorities and policies provide greater license to consider and 
implement management strategies that can have far-reaching effects. In 
considering the large body of authorities, mandates and policies perti
nent to this planning process, it is apparent that some have general 
applicability while others are specific to this Refuge . 

In reviewing the management recommendations contained in this plan, it 
is important to recognize the national significance of the issues under 
consideration here. The HINWR is part of a s~stem of national wildlife 
refuges that now numbers over 420 units an includes more than 90 
million acres of land and water. This system is the only such network 
of lands and waters in the entire world that is managed principally for 
the perpetuation and enhancement of fish and wildlife resources. With 
this in mind, it is clear that the decisions affecting the HINWR, or any 
other individual national wildlife refuge, must take into account issues 
of both local and national concern. Proposed actions must be evaluated 
in the context-aT their relationship to local and national, even inter
national, priorities. 

B. International Treaties 

Four separate treaties between the U.S. and foreign countries were 
developed to ensure protection of migratory birds that range beyond 
national boundaries. These conventions were established with Great 
Britain (for Canada) in 1916, with Mexico in 1936, with Japan in 1974 
and with the Soviet Union in 1978. The treaties with the Soviet Union 
and Japan include specific mandates to protect migratory bird habitats 
of special value. The treaty with the Soviet Union further directs 
each nation to undertake measures necessary to protect and enhance 
migratory bird environments and to prevent and abate pollution or 
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detrimental alteration of their habitat. It also requires each nation 
to identify those breeding, feeding, wintering and moulting areas of 
"special importance" under their jurisdiction and to take measures to 
protect these ecosystems. Authority for imp 1 ementati on of these trea
ties by the U.S. stems from the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, as amended. 
This Act further pro\;'ides for regulations to control taking, selling, 
transporting and importing migratory birds, their nests, eggs, parts or 
products, and provides enforcement authority and pena 1 ties for 
violations. 

C. National Autborities 

1. Executive Orders 

a) On February 3, 1909, President Theodore Roosevelt established the 
Hawaiian Islands Reservation through Executive Order 1019 which. set 
aside the islands and reefs extending from Nihoa to Kure, excepting Mid
way A to 11, "for use of the Department of Agriculture as a preserve and 
breeding ground for native birds." This executive order (EO) made it 
"unlawful for any person to hunt, trap, capture, willfully disturb or 
kill any bird of any kind whatever, or take the eggs of such 

• 

birds .... 11 Kure was placed under Navy jurisdiction in 1936 • 
(EO 7299) and transferred to the Territory of Hawaii in 1952 (EO 10413). . 
Admi ni strati on of the Hawaii an Islands Reservati on was transferred to 
the Secretary of the Interior in 1939 and incorporated into the Nationa1 
Wildlife Refuge System by a name change to the HINWR in 1940 (Presiden-
tial Proclamation No. 2466). 

b) Executive Order 11593, issued in 1971, directs federal agencies to 
inventory historic, archaeological and paleontological properties for 
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places and to adopt 
policies that would contribute to the protection of such resources. 

2. Federal Laws and Regulations 

a) Endangered Species Act, as amended: This Act provides for the con
servation of federally listed threatened and endangered species of fish, 
wildlife and plants. The Act authorizes i) the determination and list
ing of such species; ii) the designation of "critical habitat 11

; iii) the 
prohibition of certain actions (unauthorized taking, possession, sale, 
transpo~t); iv) the establishment of cooperative agreements/grants-in
aid to States; v) the assessment of civil and criminal penalties for 
violating the Act or implementing regulations; and vi) the development 
of programs for the recovery of threatened and endangered species. 
Section 7 of the Act instructs federal agencies to carry out conserva
tion programs for listed species and to ensure that their actions do not 
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jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or destroy or 
adversely modify their 11 Critical habitat. 11 

Six wildlife species in the HINWR presently derive protection pursuant 
to the Endangered Species Act. The Ni hoa finch, Lays an finch, Ni hoa 
millerbird and Laysan duck were all listed as 11 endangered 11 in April 
1967. The Hawaiian monk seal was listed as endangered in 1976 and the 
green sea turtle as 11 threatened 11 in 1978. To date, no "critic~l habi
tat11 has been fonna lly designated for any of these listed species. 
Recovery plans have been drafted for the monk seal and Laysan duck, a 
plan addressing the three passerine birds is being prepared and a plan 
to address all U.S. populations of the green sea turtle wilJ be initi
ated in 1985. According to a memorandum of understanding, jurisdic
tional responsibility for the monk seal and green sea turtle is shared 
between the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and FWS. NMFS has 
principal jurisdiction over the monk seal although FWS regulations apply 
in the HINWR. NMFS has jurisdiction for sea turtles in the marine envi
ronment while the FWS retains jurisdiction for sea turtles on land. A 
total of 13 plant species were identified as candidate species in Decem
ber 1980 but have not been fonnally proposed for listing. 

'Endangere~ Laysan finch (Telespyza cantans), endemic to Laysan Island. 
A small population has been transplanted to Peart & Hermes Reef. 
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b) Marine Mammal Protection Act: This Act gives authority to the Sec
retaries of the Interior and COmmerce (depending upon the species in
volved) to enforce provisions against ''taking" or importation of marine 
mammals. In the case of the monk seal, 1 isted in 1976 as "depleted" 
under the Act, NMFS has jurisdiction. This protection extends to ceta
ceans (whales and porpoises), some of which are known to frequent HINWR 
atolls and a~jacent waters. 

c) Migratory Bird Treaty Act, as amended: (See B.l. above.) 

d) National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, as 
amended: This Act establishes policies and directivesror administra
tion and management of all areas in the National Wildlife Refuge System 
(50 CFR). The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to permit, by 
regulations, the use of any area within the System provided such uses 
are compatible with the purposes for which the Refuge was established. 
The Act requires congressional action for the divestiture of lands and 
waters within the System, with few exceptions. 

e) Wilderness Act of 1964: This Act directs the ·secretary of the 
Intenor to review ana recommend roadless areas which may qualify for 
formal preservation under a special Act of Congress. To qualify, an 
area must be largely unaffected by human activities and must be protec
ted and managed so as to preserve its natural condition. Although spe
cific regulations relating to management of Wilderness Areas do not 
apply unless formally designated by Congress, it is FWS policy that 
Wilderness management procedures are applicable to designated areas and 
to areas identified as qualifying and/or under formal consideration for 
designation. A formal proposal for designation of the entire HINWR 
(exclusive of Tern Island) as Wilderness was submitted by the FWS in 
1969. In response to considerable local opposition, the proposal was 
changed to include only emergent lands of the refuge, again exclusive of 
Tern Island. The proposal has not, as yet, been acted on by Congress. 

f) Antiquities Act of 1906: This Act requires that a permit be ob
tained for examination-Qf archaeological sites on certain federal lands. 
It also authorizes scientific investigation of antiquities and author
izes the President to designate National Monuments. 

g) Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979: This Act replaces 
the 1906 Act 1s perm1tt1ng procedures for arcnaeological research. The 
Act protects irreplaceable archaeological resources on public lands 
which are subject to loss or destruction from actions of persons who 
would excavate, remove~ damage, alter, or deface them for commercial or 
personal reasons. 

h) National Historic Preservation Act of 1966: This Act provides for 
the protection, rehabilitation, restorat1on and reconstruction of 
historic and archaeological resources. This statute together with 
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EO 11593 designate the Secretary of the Interior as the responsi b 1 e 
official for administering procedures for nomination, registration and 
protection of cultural resources. All federal agencies are directed to 
identify and protect potential and actual cultural resource sites that 
may be affected by their actions. 

i) Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended: This Act specifies 
a process or coordination between tne FWS and other federal and. state· 
agencies engaged in water resource projects that may affect fish and 
wildlife resources. The intent of the Act is to prevent, minimize, or 
mitigate adverse impacts on fish and wildlife resources that could 
result from these projects~ 

j) National Environmental Policy Act of 1969: This Act, known as 
NEPA, requires all federal agencies to prepare an environmental impact 
statement (EIS) for "major federal actions, significantly affecting the 
quality of the human environment." Subsequent regulations, published by 
the Council of Environmental Quality, provide guidance to federal 
agencies in the process of determining their NEPA responsibilities. The 
NEPA process, as it pertains to the HINWR master planning project, is 
discussed in more detail within Section II of this report. · 

k) Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended ~ the Clean Water 
Act of 1977: ----rnfs legislation effectlVelyprohibits anytype of dis
cnarge 1nto waters of the United States unless permitted by a specified 
authority. Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, proposed 
actions in the HINWR that would involve dredging or deposition of fill 
in the water would require a permit issued by the Department of the 
Army. 

1) Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899: This Act authorizes the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers to regulate ;--bY permit, the construction of any ob
structions to navigation in the navigable waters of the U.S. In the 
HINWR, this would apply to the proposed construction of shore protection 
structures, docks, pilings and pipelines in the marine environment. 

m) Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act of 1937, as amended: This 
Act, commonly-Known as the Pittman-Robertsonlfct~rovides funding to 
states for wildlife restoration projects. The program is administered 
by the FWS. 

n) Fisher~ Conservation and Management Act of 1976: This statute ex
tends juris iction of the Uillted States over waters 200 miles from the 
territorial sea baseline. Provisions of the Act exempt highly migratory 
species (e.g. tunas); prohibit foreign fishing (unless permitted by 
approved fishery management plans) and establish Regional Fishery 
Management Councils. In Hawaii and the Western Pacific, the Western 
Pacific Regional Fishery Management Council has been involved in the 
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development of Fishery Management Plans (FMPs) for spiny lobster, bill 
fish, precious coral, bottomfish, and seamount groundfish. 

o) Refuge Recreation Act of~: This statute autho~izes the Secre
tary of the Interior to admin1ster refuges for recreat1onal use, when 
such uses do not interfere with the area 1 S primary purposes. It 
also authorizes the charging of fees for public use. 

p) Refuge Revenue Sharing Act of 1935: This Act provides for the 
sharing with counties of--revenues-from areas solely or primarily 
administered by the FWS. For FWS lands withdrawn from the public 
domain, such as -is the case in the HINWR, the payments to counties on an 
annual basis is 25 percent of net receipts. These payments are in lieu 
of taxes. 

q) refuge Trespass Act of 1909, as amended: This Act makes it unlaw
ful except in compliancewTt'Firules and regulations) to hunt~ trap, 
capture, willfully disturb, or kill any bird or wild animal on a refuge. 

r) Coastal Zone Management· (CZM) Act of 1972: This statute estab-
1 i shes federa rpQl i ci es and goa 1 s for management· and deve 1 opment of the 
nation 1 s 11 coasta 1 zone 11 and pro vi des a program to encourage coasta 1 
states to develop management plans in conformity with federal standards. 
Upon acceptance of such plans by the Office of Coastal Zone Management 
(OCZM) (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration [NOAA], Depart
ment of Commerce) states then have the authority to regulate all uses in 
the state-designated coastal zone. Federal lands are excluded from 
state control under the CZM Act, although Section 307 of the Act pro
vides that all federal actions that affect the coastal zone must conform 
11 to the maximum extent practicable 11 with the state management plans. 
Hawaii r s coasta 1 zone program, wJ th the Department of Planning and 
Economic Development as the lead state agency, was approved by the OCZM 
in 1978. 

s) Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, as 
amended: Th1s statute authorizes--rhe Secretary o~Commerce, with 
Presidential approval, to designate ocean waters as national marine 
sanctuaries for the purpose of preserving or restoring their conserva
tion~ recreational, ecological or aesthetic values. The Act is adminis
tered by NOAA through the OCZM. Goals of the program are to i) enhance 
resource protection through the implementation of a comprehensive, long
term management plan tailored to the specific resources; ii) promote and 
coordinate research to expand scientific knowledge of significant marine 
resources and improve management decisionmaking; iii) enhance public 
awareness, understanding, and wise use of the marine environment through 
public interpretive and recreational programs; and iv) provide for opti
mum compatible public and private use of special marine areas. At pres
ent, no marine sanctuaries have been designated in the NWHI. However, 
the FWS has received a proposal for marine sanctuary designation that 
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would include both atoll waters within the HINWR and adjacent nearshore 
waters. (See Section VI.C.5.) 

t) Research Natural Area: Federal land management agencies have been 
actively developing a national system of Research Natural Areas (RNAs) 
since 1927. This system has grown to more than 400 areas. Each area is 
administered by one of eight cooperating federal agencies. The RNA 
designation is used by these agencies to establish areas on which 
natural features and processes are preserved with minimal human 
intervention for research and educational purposes. Each agency has a 
different procedure leading to the designation of an RNA. Existing 
regulatory authorities are utilized to protect the values ~f RNAs. The 
seven large islands or atolls of the HINWR (Nihoa, Necker, French 
Frigate Shoals, Gardner Pinnacles, Laysan, Lisianski, and Pearl and 
Hermes Reef) were each formally designated as RNAs in 1967 by the 
Department of the Interior. 

u) Area to be Avoided: Several incidents of groundings and offshore oil 
spiTTSinfne NWHI resulted in a prope.sal to restrict vessel traffic in 
the vicinity of islands and shoals in 1979. The Intergovernmental 
Maritime Consultative Organization (IMCO) adopted an 11 Area to Be 
Avoided .. proposal in May 1981 to encompass an area within a 50-mile 
radius of NWHI islands and atolls. The IMCO action was issued as an 
advisory only. It applies only to ships of more than 1,000 gross tons 
carrying cargoes of oil or hazardous chemicals, but does not apply to 
ships carrying cargoes of chemicals not on the EPA hazardous chemical 
list nor to ships carrying oil only as their fuel supply. Furthermore, 
the advisory excluded Midway and Kure from the Area to Be Avoided . 

Grounding in 1969 of a foreign fishing boat on Laysan Island. 
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v) Other Regulations: Regulations concerning wildlife, including 
administration of wildlife refuges, are published in Title 50 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). The regulations implement the vari
ous laws and Executive Orders. Once promulgated, the regulations have 
the significance and effect of law. 

D. State Authorities 

1. State Laws and Regulations 

a) Hawaii Endar:~gered Species Act and Monk Se~l Act: These statutes 
provide protection similar to the-Federar-tnaangered:rpecies Act. The 
state list of endangered species is, with few exceptions, virtually 
identical to the federal list. The Monk Seal Act makes it unlawful to 
11molest, kill, capture or possess" any Hawaiian monk seal or part 
thereof. 

b) State Wildlife Refuge: In cooperation with the FWS (then the Bu
reau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife), the State of Hawaii established 
a wildlife refuge in the NWHI in 1952. The State refuge includes the 
emergent lands in the HINWR and the islands at Kure Atoll. 

c) Coastal Zone Management Act: This statute implemented the federal 
statute (see C.Z.r. above). me HINWR is within the coastal zone, as 
defined by implementing regulations. However, "refuges" are specifi
cally defined in the federal statute as areas of "national interest'' 
and each state is mandated to recognize this fact in their programs. 

d) Leeward Islands Fishing Act: This statute provides the State 
author1ty to adopt, through the~partment of Land and Natural Resources 
(DLNR), regulations to control fishing in the "Leeward Islands." Such 
authority is granted to DLNR where "the action will not deplete stocks 
of fish or shellfish" in the area. The statute also establishes a per
mit system for such fishing. However, federal regulations preempt regu
lations to implement this Act within the boundaries of the HINWR. 

e) State Historic Preservation Act: This Act provides complimentary 
protect1on to the federal statute~see C.2.h. above). The State His
toric Preservation Office mai·ntains a· list of cultural resource sites 
that are proposed and formally listed in the State Register of Historic 
Places. 

f) State Department. of Health Water ~uality Standards and Water 
Pollution Control: These AdministratlVeules specify speciTh water 
quality standards and criteria for certain c 1 assi fi cations of waters, 
and describe regulatory and enforcement procedures to maintain/control 
such standards. FWS proposals have been developed in full consideration 
of these Rules. 

4.8 

• 

• 

• 



• 

FWS Goals Planning Constraints and Considerations 

E. Fish and Wildlife Service Mission, Goals and Policies 

1. Service Mission 

The mission of the FWS is to "Provide the federal leadership to 
conserve, protect and enhance fish and wildlife and their habitats for 
the continuing benefit of peoRle." 

2. FWS Program Goals 

The degree to which goals of various FWS programs have a bearing on the 
management of national wildlife refuges depends upon the fish and wild 
life resources found within a particular NWR. The following broad pro
gram goals, and subordinate objective statements are most relevant to 
the management of the HINWR: 

a) Endangered Species: "To prevent the endangering or extinction 
of plant and animal species which is caused by man's influence on 
existing ecosystems, and to remove such species from threatened or 
endangered status." 

i) List as endangered or threatened and ~dd to the appendices of 
the Convention on International Trade and annex of the Pan-American 
Convention all species qualifying under existing authorities. 

ii) Provide protection for all listed species from taking, inter
state commerce, sale and offering for sale, import and export, and 
assist federal agencies in insuring that their proposed actions do 
not jeopardize the continued existence of the species or destroy or 
adversely modify its Critical ~abitat. 

iii) Effect the recovery of native species requ1nng help beyond 
the automatic benefits of listing and protection, and of foreign 
species to the extent possible under the Act and remove those 
species from the 1 ist when their recovery has been affected and 
their future well being is reasonably secure. 

b) Migratory Birds: "To conserve and manage migratory birds i'n a way 
that provides optimum opportunity for their use and enjoyment by 
people." 

i) Prevent any migratory bird species from becoming "threatened" 
with extinction. 

ii) Maintain migratory bird population levels with optimum species 
diversity, consistent with the availability of habitat and the 
demands of society. 

iii) Preserve and manage habitats needed to achieve population 
goals. 
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iv) Achieve migration and distribution patterns most beneficial to 
both migratory birds and society. 

v) Minimize losses of migratory birds to disease, predation, 
illegal kill, crippling and other adverse influences. 

c) 'Mammals and Non-Mi,ratory Birds (MNB): "To assure natural diver
sity and optlmiJm ·popu ation levels of wildlife for the benefit of 
people through those management activities that are Service responsi
bility. 11 (Note: The MNB program, in spite of its name, encompasses all 
wildlife except threatened and endangered species, migratory birds or 
fishery resources.) 

i) Prevent any native wi 1 dl ife species from becoming threatened 
with extinction. 

·'· 
fi) Manage FWS lands for a diversity of wildlife species at opti-
mum population levels by providing a wide range of habitats at 
various successional stages. 

iii) Assure the perpetuation of nationally important wildlife 
ecosystems. 

iv) Protect native wildlife resources and other domestic interests 
from adverse impacts which would result from importation of injuri
ous foreign wildlife species. 

d) Interpretation and Recreation: 11 To infonn and educate the pub 1 i c 
on environmenta1 issues affecting fish and wildlife resources and pro
vide compatible recreation on FWS lands." 

i) Contribute to the natura 1 heritage of a 11 Americans through 
the preservation and management of cultural, historic and archeo
logical properties, wilderness and other designated areas. 

ii) Help develop an ecological understanding and public responsi
bility for conservation and the improvement of fish and wildlife 
and their environments. 

iii) Provide compatible recreation on FWS lands where adequate 
funding exists and a need has been documented. 

The FWS' program relating to fishery resources deserves mention at this 
point to clarify its relevance to activities within the HINWR. The 
Fishery Resources program goal statement is "To promote the conservation 
and management of the Nation's fresh water and anadromous fish popula
tions for the benefit of people 11 (emphas1s acra.ed . 
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3. Mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System (NWRS) 

The special mission of the NWRS is to "provide, preserve, restore, and 
manaqe a national network of lands and waters sufficient in size, 
diversity and locati.on to meet society 1 s needs for areas where the 
widest possible spectrum of benefits associated with wildlife and 
wildlands is enhanced and made available." The goals of the NWRS are 
responsive to broader FWS program goals (see above): 

a) To preserve, restore, and enhance in their natural ecosystems (when 
practicable) all species of animals and plants that are endangered or 
threatened with becoming endangered. 

b) To perpetuate the migratory bird resource. 

c) To preserve a natural diversity and abundance of fauna and flora on 
refuge lands. 

d) To provide an understanding and appreciation of fish and wildlife 
ecology and man 1 s role in his environment, and to provide Refuge 
visitors with high-quality, safe, wholesome, and enjoyable recreational 
experiences oriented toward wildlife to the extent these activities are 
compatible with the purposes for which the efuge was established. 

4. FWS Public Use Policy 

The Director of the FWS approved a new Public Use Policy statement on 
January 5, 1984. The objectives of the FWS 1 public use management 
philosophy are as follows: 

a) To provide the public with wildlife/wildlands related opportunities 
when they are compatible with the primary purpose of the individual 
field station. 

b) To provide visitors with the opportunity to enjoy appropriate 
activities on FWS lands and to learn about and understand the relation
ships of plant and animal populations within the ecosystem. 

c) To enhance the public 1 s understanding of natural resource manage
ment programs and ecological concepts to enable the public to: i) bet
ter understand the prob 1 ems facing our wil dl i fe/wil dl ands resources; 
ii) realize what effect the public has on wildlife/wildlands resources; 
iii) better understand the bi o 1 ogi ca 1 facts upon which FWS management 
programs are based; and iv) foster an appreciation as to why wildlife 
and wildlands are important to them. 

d) To encourage public participation. 
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5. Regional and Area Goals/Policies 

a) Regional Resource Plan (RRP): The RRP for Region One of the F\4$ 
v-1as completed 1n 1983. It is a 10-year plan that addresses priority 
resource i~sues for Washington, Oregon, California, Nevada, Idaho, 
Hawaii and other Paciftc Islands under U.S. jurisdiction. Emphasis in 
the RRP is on threatened and endangered species, migratory birds, and 
anadromous fishery resources. Fo.r the Pacific section of the RRP, 
management objectives are developed for threatened/endangered species 
and for migratory birds. 

In th~ threatened/endangered species category, the RRP includes one 
major objective relating to listed HINWR species: 

"Maintain existing populations of Laysan duck, Laysan finch, Nihoa 
millerbird and Nihoa finch and protect the islands of the refuge 
from the introduction of harmful exotic species and oil spills." 

The RRP places further emphasis on actions absolutely essential to pre
vent extinction of federal listed species. Priority is directed at 
actions included in listed species recovery plans. 

In the Migratory Bird category, the RRP section for the Hawaii and 
Pacific Islands identifies nine management objectives: 

i) Maintain/restore to non-sensitive status viable populations of 
sensitive species on non-FWS lands. 

ii) Maintain/restore to non-sensitive status viable populations of 
sensitive species on FWS lands. 

iii) Identify potentially threatened/sensitive species. 

iv) Restore/increase nesting seabird populations restricted by 
limiting factors such as exotic plants/animals and ongoing activi
ties on FWS lands. 

v) Maintain the existing, naturally occurring populations, dis
tribution and diversity of nesting seabirds on FWS lands. 

vi) Ensure maintenance or enhancement of populations and optimum 
habitat conditions by documenting population status and distribu
tion of nesting seabirds on non-FWS lands and waters in the Pacific 
Islands Area and utilizing all available programs and measures. 

vii) Maintain existing populations and habitats for migratory 
shorebirds, wading birds and waterfow1. 
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viii) Protect populations and habitats of pelagic seabirds and 
other species that winter in or migrate through the Pacific Islands 
Area. 

ix) Develop and implement a public awareness program to help 
achieve Area Migratory Bird objectives. 

b) Regional Marine Bird Polic{: Region One of the FWS issued a policy 
statement on March 9;-I981, re ating specifically to marine birds. It 
is included here because of its relevance to management of the HINWR. 
Pursuant to this statement, it is the policy of the FWS in Region One 
to: 

i) Implement to the fullest extent possible those Migratory Bird 
Treaty provisions dealing specifically with marine birds, especial-
.ly those within the recent Japanese and Soviet Union treaties. 

ii) Maintain all marine birds occurring on National Wildlife 
Refuge lands and waters at not less than current population 
levels, in their natural diversity and on native habitat throughout 
their range . 

iii) Utilize all available programs and divisions of the FWS to 
influence the maintenance of the population and habitat conditions 
in #ii above on all non-FWS lands, especially other federally owned 
1 ands. 

iv) Recognize that most marine bird colonies, roosts and loafing 
sites are important to their survival and work toward the 
establishment and active protection of these habitats and their 
adjacent waters as marine bird sanctuaries by private, local, state 
or- federal interests. 

v) Encourage formulation of comprehensive land management plans, 
and effective regulation of offshore oil and mineral development 
and stringent tanker safety laws to provide adequate protection for 
marine birds and their habitats in areas which may be developed. 

vi) Encourage appropriate research and surveys on marine birds 
and their ecosystems, especially work related to long-term moni
toring of populations and habitats and identifying species nearing 
threatened status. 

vii) Remove all introduced predators from marine bird colonies on 
all national wildlife refuges and encourage their removal from all 
other colonies . 
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F. Related Plans and Proposals 

1. Endangered Species Recovery Plans 

The Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, directs responsible fed-· 
eral agencies to develop recovery plans for federally listed species. 
The intent of recovery planning is to chart a path that will res.ult in 
sufficient population recovery or removal of limiting factors to justify 
downlisting or delisting of species. The responsible agency may deter
mine whether or not appointment of a recovery team is needed for plan 
preparation. To date, recovery plans for HINWR species have been 
finalized for the Hawaiian monk seal and Laysan duck. A plan for the 
three endemic passerine bird species (Nihoa finch, Nihoa millerbird, 
Laysan finch) was completed and approved on October 4, 1984. Recovery 
planning for the green sea turtle is scheduled to begin during fiscal 
year 1985. 

"'Endangerec:f' Hawaiian monk seal onachus schauinslandi). An endemic seal 
whose population has declined by 50% over the last 25 years. 

• 

• 

a) Hawaiian Monk Seal: The plan for this species, finalized in March • 
1983, was prepared ~he National Marine Fisheries Service. A recovery 
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team of 12 members, representing various agencies and organizations, 
assisted in plan preparation. The objectives of the specific activities 
outlined in the plan are to: 

i) Identify and, where possible, mitigate the natural factors 
causing or contributing to the decreased survival and productivity 
of monk seals; 

i i) Characterize the marine and terrestri a 1 habitat requirements 
of the monk seal, including use patterns and feeding habits; 

iii) Assess the monk seal population and monitor population trends; 

iv) Document and, where possible, mitigate the direct and indirect 
effects of human activities on monk seals; 

v) Implement appropriate management actions leading to conserva
tion and recovery of the species; and 

vi) Develop an educational program to foster greater conservation 
efforts among the users of the Northwestern Hawaii an Is 1 ands and 
the public . 

The Recovery Plan outlines FWS i nvo 1 vement by recommending 11 overl ay 11 

National Wildlife Refuge status for Midway Atoll; enforcement of regula
tions in Title 50, CFR, that relate to management of NWRs, including the 
HINWR; issuance and enforcement of refuge Speci a 1 Use Permits for a 11 
activities within the HINWR; development of a response plan for dealing 
with oil and other hazardous substance spills in the HINWR; and coopera
tion and support in population monitoring of monk seals. The FWS is 
currently conducting activities on Tern Island that are in direct sup
port of at least four of the six stated objectives. 

b) Laysan Duck: The plan for this species was finalized in December 
1982. The iTia.Tcir recovery strategies outlined by the recovery team 
include: 

i) Maintain legislative and regulatory protection of Laysan 
Island. 

ii) Manage the Laysan duck population and habitat, including 
exotic pest control, as needed, maintenance of captive flocks and 
continued studies of ecological requirements. 

iii) Promote public awareness of the Laysan duck population and its 
habitat . 

The Recovery Plan outlines FWS involvement by designation as lead agency 
in all management activities involving the Laysan duck, including such 
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actions as erecting snow fences to stabilize shifting sands which may 
encroach on the fresh water habitat of the duck and preventing disturb
ance by limiting entry and access to the islands. 

c) HINWR Passerine Birds: This plan for three HINWR land bird species 
has been reviewed by var1ous agencies and revisions are nearly complete. 
The final _draft directs the following major actions: 

i) Prevent unauthorized entry to Laysan and Nihoa Islands. 

ii) Prevent the establishment of exotic organisms. 

iii) Prevent the outbreak of avian disease. 

iv) Monitor populations and habitat. 

v) Establish additional populations to provide a buffer against 
catastrophic declines in the natural populations. 

• 

The Recovery Plan outlines FWS involvement by designation as lead agency 
in all management activities ihvolving the Nihoa millerbird, . Nihoa 
finch, and Laysan finch, including such actions as preventing disturb- • 
ance by limiting entry and access to the islands and transplanting birds 
to islands that were historically inhabited by the species. 

d) Green Sea Turtle: No recovery plan has been prepared for the green 
sea turtle.~ecovery planning is scheduled for fiscal year 1985. The 
focus of recovery efforts will be the protection and enhancement of 
nesting habitat. 

2. Critical Habitat Proposals 

The Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, further provides for the 
formal designation of specific habitat areas determined to be 11 Critical 11 

to the recovery and survival of federal1y listed species. Formal 
designation of critical habitat would officially and specifically 
delineate those areas that constitute needed habitat. Federal agencies 
involved in some action in the 11 critical habitat 11 would be required to 
comply with the Endangered Species Act Section 7 requirements. 

A proposal to designate critical habitat for the green sea turtle was 
prepared in 1978 but is not currently under active consideration. 
Critical habitat was proposed for the monk seal .by NMFS in 1978 and in a 
second draft in 1980. The proposal included three boundary options and 
hearings were held to obtain public input into the consideration of 
these options. Considerable opposition to the critical habitat proposal 
was raised because of the potentia 1 adverse effect such designation 
might have on the development of commercial fisheries in the NWHI. In a 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement distributed by NMFS in 

4.16 

• 



• 

• 

• 

State Plans Planning Constraints and Considerations 

December 1984, critical habitat was reproposed to include all beach 
areas, 1 agoon waters, and ocean waters out to a depth of 10 fathoms 
around Kure Atoll, Midway Islands, (except Sand Island), Pearl and 
Hermes Reef, Lisianski Island, Laysan Island, Gardner Pinnacles, French 
Frigate Shoals, Necker Island, and Nihoa Island. This proposal is 
opposed by most of the members of the Monk Seal Recovery Team which has 
recommended designation of monk seal critical habitat to include select
ed beach habitats and waters to the 20-fathom isobath in the NWHI. 
Critical habitat has not been formally proposed for any land bird 
species in the HINWR. 

There is considerable debate regarding whether or not critical habitat 
designation, for any species, would result in additional regulatory 
authority not presently provided by the portion of Section 7 prohibiting 
actions of federal agencies which 11 jeopardize the continued existence 11 

of listed species. It would address actions which 11 destroy or adversely 
modify critical habitat 11

, but, presumably, these actions would consti
tute 11 jeopardy11 as well. Critical habitat designation would insure that 
adverse modifications to habitat were prohibited, whether or not jeo
pardy was demonstrated. In the case of the HINWR, where -all~tivi
ties within the efuge require Special Use Permits, the issuing of the 
permit would be a 11 federal action 11 as defined by the Act and would be 
subject to Section 7. 

3. State Fishery Development Plan 

This plan was prepared by the Hawaii Department of Land and Natural 
Resources (DLNR) in 1979 to increase the productivity of Hawaii's fish
ing industry in terms of landings, value and employment. The plan 
focused on those commercial fisheries showing the greatest potential net 
economic benefits. Estimates of fishery resource potential in the 
Hawaiian Islands region ranged from 74 million to 117.5 million pounds. 

Relevance to HINWR issues was demonstrated by the projection that 
essentially all of the potential for expanded bottomfish, lobster, 
shrimp, akule and opelu fisheries was found within the Northwestern 
Hawaiian Islands. Of particular significance was strong recommendation 
in the plan that shore-based fishery support facilities be developed at 
both Midway and Tern Islands. 

4. Other State Proposals for Tern Island/French Frigate Shoals 

Interest in utilization of facilities at Tern Island for fishery support 
stems back to the period immediately following World War II, when a 
limited fishery for bait species, akule and turtles utilized the runway 
for fish transport. Recreational fishing was also considered at this 
time. No authorized fishing has occurred within French Frigate Shoals 
since 1959. In response to increasing pressure to permit fishery 
support at Tern Island, former Interior Secretary Cecil Andrus committed 
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the FWS in February 1979 to take no action at Tern that would preclude 
the possibility of its future use as a fishery support facility until 
Tripartite studies were completed. 

By letter of December 1979, the State of Hawaii formally requested per
mission to initiate a test project using Tern Island as a fishery sup
port station and a 1 so proposed to initiate a test fishery for bait 
species within French Frigate Shoals. Meetings were held to review the 
proposals. Endangered Species Act, Section 7 consultations were con
ducted by NMFS and FWS. A March 1981 biological opinion issued by NMFS 
concluded that the support facility would jeopardize the monk seal and 
green sea turtle. The opinion proposed that as a reasonable and 
prudent a 1 ternati ve to a fishery support facility on Tern Is 1 and, the 
feasibility of a mothership operation be explored. The proposed alter
native to the baitfish test fishery was a limited visual survey and a 
net experiment. The FWS biological opinion concurred with the NMFS 
opinion. 

As a result of the NMFS/FWS response to the proposal, then State Senator 
Wadsworth Yee made a formal request to then Interior Undersecretary 
Donald Hodel for.a "return" of the Tern Island facility to the State and 
for use of the Island as a fishery support station. Undersecretary 
Hodel committed the FWS to further evaluate a shared use option for 
Tern, but after one meeting to discuss this option, the State was asked 
by Undersecretary Hodel to prepare a detailed proposal. The State then 
developed an alternate plan. Senator Yee announced a "mothership" 
option in February 1983 and both FWS and NMFS reviewed the proposal 
shortly thereafter. After review, the proposal was finalized by the 
State Division of Aquatic Resources in November 1983 and published in 
May 1984 under the title: 11 A Proposal to Establish a Fishery Support 
Operation at French Frigate Shoals, Northwestern Hawaiian Islands." 
French Frigate Shoals is designated as the preferred site for the sup
port facility because 1) it 1 i es near the. geographic center of the 
fisheries it would service; 2) the reef is large enough to provide some 
shelter during heavy weather; 3) there is emergency access to facilities 

. at Tern Island; and 4) access to Tern Island is available for gear 
storage and recreation. 

The recent proposal is based upon the concept of a moored mothership 
within French Frigate Shoals that would service a fleet of 10 catcher 
vessels during a 70-100 day fishing season. This multi-species fishery 
would harvest a variety of resources including pelagic fish, bottomfish, 
spiny lobster and other species. Most of the catch would be stored 
frozen aboard the mothership for later transshipment to Honolulu. The 
mothership would also provide fuel, supplies and provisions. The 
proposal suggested that Tern Island be used for short-term recreation, 
emergency evacuations and temporary storage of some fishing gear. 
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This proposal, like any other public use considered for the HINWR, 
requires thorough assessment concerning compatibility with refuge 
objectives. Within this Master Plan/EIS compatibility is addressed in 
the conflict analysis described in Section V.D. Conflict and the 
absence of conflict (i.e. compatibility) is documented for each wildlife 
species and proposed use of the Refuge in the Output Summaries which are 
included in the Technical Appendix (under separate cover). 

5. FWS Planning for Tern Island Operation 

Upon notification by the Coast Guard in 1978 of intent to decommission 
the LORAN station at Tern Island, the FWS initiated planning for 
operation of the faci 1 ity. In March 1979, Manta Corporation was con
tracted by the FWS to eva 1 uate various short-term management options 
for the station. The data gathering phase of the study involved more 
than 45 separate interviews with interested parties and/or knowledgeable 
individuals, a review of pertinent published and unpublished documents 
and a field survey. Based, in part, on the information presented in the 
draft report of this study, the FWS manned the facility in July 1979 
and has maintained continual presence since that date. The operational 
aspects of the station were considered further during an in-house 
planning exercise completed in June 1981 • 

The TERN ISLAND STUDY revealed a wide diversity of op1n1ons among 
interested agencies, organizations and individuals with respect to the 
long-term management of Tern Island. Concern was expressed among 
representatives of conservation organizations and others that FWS 
"presence 11 should be maintained at French Frigate Shoals, yet all activ
ities, including research, should be limited to avoid adverse impacts on 
wildlife. Strong opinions were also voiced by representatives of state 
agencies and the fishing industry that Tern Island could provide valu
able logistical support for commercial use of NWHI fishery resources. 

6. Hawaii Wildlife Plan 

This plan, approved in 1983, was prepared by the Division of Forestry 
and Wildlife, Department of Land and Natural Resources. The plan "is 
intended to provide an integrated strategy towards solving the most 
critical wildlife problems." The geographical scope is statewide, with 
an emphasis on state-owned or controlled lands. Recommended actions are 
proposed in three separate categories: species plans, general plans and 
special plans. 

This plan addresses issues of significance to the HINWR in several 
areas. Seabird colony protection and monitoring is a high priority 
objective. Captive propagation of the Laysan duck, and possible 
introduction to other islands, are suggested as viable management tools 
to recover the species. The threat of introduced rats at Laysan is also 
noted. In the 11 general" plan section, high priority is directed at the 
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need for improved data collection, an expanded information and education 
program and improved a vi an disease response capability. The 11 speci a P 
plan section places considerable importance on the statewide endangered 
species recovery program, focusing on the n.eed for close coordination 
with other involved agencies. 

Laysan albatross (Diomedea lmmutabills). 

7. Fishery Management Plans 

Fishery Management Plans (FMPs) for the Hawaiian portion of the Fishery 
Conservation Zone are prepared by the Western Pacific Region a 1 Fishery 
Management Council (WPRFMC) in cooperation with the· National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS). The five FMPs now completed or in preparation 
focus on species groups that are selected on the basis of habitat simi
larities and susceptibility to capture on certain fishing gear (Rutka, 
1983). These FMPs include billfish and other pelagic species (other 
than tunas), spiny lobster, bottomfish, seamount groundfish and precious 
coral. 

The lobster and bottomfish plans will have the most direct bearing on 
the HINWR, although all five plans will affect the extent of vessel 
activity in the NWHI. The lobster FMP, officially implemented in March 
1983, establishes as closure areas all NWHI waters shallower than 10 
fathoms and within 20 miles of Laysan Island, and also establishes gear 
restrictions to reduce the risk of monk seal entrapment. The lobster 
FMP fai 1 s to address the FWS' managed boundary of the HINWR. In so 
doing, the FMP creates a potential conflict in management of the small 
amount of HINWR waters that are deeper than 10 fathoms. In spite of 
this area of conflicting jurisdiction, the lobster FMP provides an 
important foundation for regulating a fishery that might otherwise 
result in overexploitation of limited stocks. 
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In developing an FMP for bottomfish, the WPRFMC has acknowledged that 
main Island stocks are fully exploited and, for some species, possibly 
overfished. Economic incentives in an expanded NWHI bottomfishery have 
led to increasing pressure on this resource by both local boats and 
Mainland-based. vessels. The draft FMP for Bottomfish and Seamount 
Groundfish Resources of the Western Pacific Region (March 1985) addres
ses this pressure by proposing a system to 1 imit eDtry to the NWHI 
bottomfish fishery. A permit system would limit. the number of partici
pating fishermen, thereby reducing the risk of overfishing, imposing 
less surveillance and enforcement burden and assisting with the 
achievement of other management objectives. It is proposed in the FMP 
that permits be issued to fishermen who ·meet certain past performance 
conditions, namely, the ability to document a minimum of 50,000 lbs. of 
bottomfish landings or a minimum of ten landings and sales of fish from 
the NWHI during the past two years. Permit renewal would require the 
landing and sale of at least 25,000 lbs. of bottomfish or a minimum of 
five landings and sales of bottomfish from the NWHI. Entry would thus 
be limited to relatively few people with a history of fishing within the 
NWHI and with proven ability. Implementation of the system would have 
obvious benefits for the Refuge including: 

a) The number of vessels bottomfishing in the area would be reduced· 
from the present number (20 vessels in 1984) and no increases would 
occur. The potentia 1 for adverse impacts on wildlife resources and 
habitats would thus be reduced. 

b) Having fished the area for two or more years, fishermen would be 
familiar with navigational hazards and sea conditions and less likely to 
be involved in accidental vessel groundings. 

c) The permit requirement wou 1 d give the refuge manager ·a point of 
contact with each fisherman, thereby facilitating information transfer, 
working relationships and educational efforts. 

The WPRFMC has expressed the perspective that land-based support in the 
NWHI (specifically Tern Island and Midway) is essential to the effective 
utilization of this resource. 

8. Ocean Management Plan 

The Ocean Management Plan (OMP) was drafted by the State of Hawaii•s 
Department of Planning and Economic Development (OPED) in July 1983 
through the Hawaii Coastal Zone Management Program. It is intended to 
provide consistency in management of ocean resources by setting forth 
objectives and policies by which government entities can orient their 
efforts. It also attempts to resolve conflicts and establish 
priorities. As part of this planning effort, ten issue papers were 
prepared that focused on key ocean management problems and issues. 
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Those issue papers of most direct relevance to the NWHI include 
manganese nodules, fisheries management, nearshore recreation and 
marine conservation and preservation. The Fisheries Management issue 
paper, in particular, addresses the State's effort to utilize NWHI 
fishery resources. The issue papers and draft OMP have been revised and 
edited to incorpbrate comments, but neither has been finalized. 

The July 1983 OMP draft includes a .list 6f objectives, policies and 
implementing actions relating generally to ocean management and more 
specifically to each of the issue paper topics. The OMP places high 
priority on protection, public use and economic development of ocean 

_resources and addresses conflicts between these objectives. Of 
particular relevance to the HINWR Master Plan/EIS is the recommendation 
to develop facilities in the NWHI "for seafood processing and 
transshipment as well as for conducting research" which appears in the 
Fisheries section of the OMP. Implementing actions and policies in the 
Marine Conservation and Preservation section of the OMP address the need 
to coordinate marine conservation efforts of various agencies. 

9. City and County of Honolulu· Planning for the NWHI 

• 

County authority in the NWHI arises from state statute and county • 
charter. The geographical limits of the City and County of Honolulu 
includes all of-the NWHI in the State of Hawaii (excludes Midway Atoll). 
The County does not presently assert a role in resource or refuge 
administration in the NWHI but it does have a major regulatory role in 
Honolulu. The NWHI are located in the State's designated coastal zone 
management area. Each county regulates activities in its coastal zone 
through the shoreline management area (SMA) permit process. No SMA has 
been . officially defined for the NWHI as yet, so the City and County of 
Honolulu's role through the regulatory process is unclear. The County 
could, however, exercise some influence through the shoreline setback 
law, which restricts placement of structures in the area immediately 
above the wave wash line. The County also has the power to issue well, 
grading and building permits throughout its area of jurisdiction. 

The existing city and county general plan does not include the NWHI. 
However, the Plan is currently being amended to address this area. City 
Council member Leigh-Wai Doo has pointed out that adoption of a county 
general plan for the NWHI would ensure that the State Land Use Commis
sion would consider the County's general plan designation when reviewing 
proposed land use district boundary amendments. He has further noted 
that placement of the NWHI in "preservation" status through a general 
plan would ensure that all proposed construction projects would require 
a plan amendment, a procedure requiring a legislative mandate and thor
ough public review. 
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As all lands in the NWHI (except Midway) are presently in the State's 
"protective subzone" of the conservation zone, proposals for non
conservation type uses would require a Conservation District Use Permit 
(COUP) and a public hearing would be required. Councilman Doo has 
recommended that the County could allow for greater public participation 
in the regulatory process by designating a SMA encompassing the land and 
nearshore areas of the NWHI. The process of obtaining an SMA permit and 
shoreline setback variance would occur before processing a COUP applica
tion, so the County could deny the permit before it was even considered 
by the State. Councilman Doo has a 1 so noted that estab 1 i shment of an 
SMA could lead to greater County input in development of oceans adjacent 
to the NWHI. 

On June 29, 1983, the City and County of Honolulu, City Council adopted 
Resolution 83-240, requesting the preparation of a Ninth Development 
Plan "on Northwestern Hawaiian Islands and those islands in the City and 
County of Honolulu beyond the island of Oahu and to prepare an amendment 
to expand the scope of the General Plan." This resolution was followed 
by Resolutions 84-239 and 84-240 on August 1, 1984, requesting the 
Department of General Planning to process General Plan and Development 
Plan amendments relating to the description provided in Resolu
tion 83-240. 

On November 30, 1984, proposed amendments to both the City's Genera 1 
Plan and Development Plan Ordinance were presented for public comment. 
An informal public information meeting on the proposed amendments was 
he 1 d on December 18, 1984. The FWS then provided written comments on 
the proposed amendments. The General Plan explicitly expresses the City 
and County's interest in environmental preservation and protection, 
recognizes economic development must be compatible with objectives to 
preserve the area's unique environmental, marine, and wildlife assets, 
and further recognizes and encourages federa 1 1 eadershi p to protect 
these assets. 

The Deve 1 opment Plan is proposed "to preserve and protect the en vi ron
mental, marine, and wildlife of the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands" and 
to "emphasize the protection of resources together with centro 11 ed use 
of these resources for education a 1, research, and recreati ona 1 
purposes. 11 

In summary, Councilman Doo has proposed that adoption of a County 
General Plan, Development Plan, and SMA for the NWHI would ensure that 
extensive public input and County legislative mandate would be required 
before proposed changes to the islands could be implemented. 
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10. State/FWS Proposals for Midway Atoll 

Exploratory albacore trolling operations by U.S. vessels in the central 
North Pacific began in 1975 and have continued in waters north-northwest 
of Midway since that date. On the basis of the results of historical 
Japanese fisheries and the results of exploratory fishing by U.S. 
vessels, the State of Hawaii began negotiations with the Navy in 1978 to 
permit entry to Midway for support of the fishery. A purse seiner was 
used as a support vessel at Midway under a Facilities Use Permit from 
the Navy in 1979. Similar support was not arranged in 1980-1982, al
though the number of vessels in the fishery increased. 

In 1982, the State legislature appropriated funds for a Midway support 
facility feasibility study. This project was contracted to Pacific 
Analysis Corporation and their final report was completed in March 
1984. The report recommended short- and 1 ong-term support scenarios, 
involving purse seiner motherships in the early phase, progressing to a 
tug/barge operation and eventually a cargo ship with refrigerated 
containers. A fleet of at least 100 catcher vessels was projected in 
this report. 

During the same period of time that the State of Hawaii has been 

• 

investigating fishery support options at Midway, the FWS has also been • 
evaluating options to insure effective management of fish and wildlife • 
resources at the site. The FWS has been involved in field studies at 
Midway since 1956, beginning with an assessment of the bird-aircraft 
strike hazard and expanding into an ambitious research program involving 
seabird population monitoring, predator control, study of disease and 
habitat manipulation. The FWS has also monitored monk seals at the 
site over the last 25 years and have been joined in this effort in 
recent years by NMFS. 

Midway was designated a Navy Wildlife Refuge in 1973. Concern regarding 
the declining seal population, rat predation in seabird colonies and 
avian disease outbreaks prompted the FWS to accelerate its research and 
management role at Midway over the last decade. In association with 
this expanded role, the FWS, NMFS, and Navy entered into a cooperative 
wildlife management agreement to begin addressing the identified problem 
areas. In 1981, the FWS initiated an evaluation of long-term wildlife 
management options on Midway. Among the options considered in this 
evaluation has been an 11 overlay 11 national wildlife refuge scenario under 
which fish and wildlife management responsibility would rest coopera
tively with the FWS and Navy while facility operational responsibility 
would be retained by the Navy. Such an arrangement is functioning at 
Johnston Atoll NWR, managed cooperatively by the Defense Nuclear Agency 
and the FWS. The Navy and the FWS are currently reviewing the results 
of this evaluation process. 
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These two planning efforts relating to Midway Atoll have considerable 
bearing on the long term management of the HINWR. The fishery station 
proposal could likely be implemented without significant adverse impact 
to fish and wildlife resources and habitat within Midway Atoll. Yet the 
expanded fishery facilitated by such a support operation poses 
additional risks (groundings, oil spills, rodent introductions, etc.) 
to and adds t9 the management burden of islands and atolls of the HINWR. 
The wi.ldlife management options under review by the FWS and the Navy 
would not adversely impact either existing naval operations or proposed 
fishery support at Midway. However, to the extent that expanded FWS 
presence on Midway would facilitate wildlife research, the course of 
action at Midway will affect the array of preferred management strate
gies within the HINWR. 

G. Other Issues 

1. Boundary Dispute 

It is the State of Hawaii 1 S position that the boundary of the HINWR 
never legally included more than the emergent lands of the NWHI, 
excluding Midway, and that Kur~ was transferred to the Navy (and later 
the State) by Executive Order in 1936. In contrast, it is the FWS 1 

position that the HINWR also includes approximately 252,000 acres of 
submerged lands, principally at French Frigate Shoals, Maro Reef and 
Pearl and Hermes Reef. The FWS 1 position stems from the original 
EO 1019 which included 11 islets and reefs 11 and identified the various 
atolls, not the individual islets. The boundary dispute extends to the 
question of ownership of Tern Island, an island that was increased from 
11 to 37 acres by dredging in 1942. 

The boundary dispute has obvious implications to the planning process 
and the actual management of the HINWR. However, it is the FWS 1 

position that until such time as the boundary issue is resolved, 
hopefully by mutual agreement, it is appropriate to master plan for the 
refuge as defined by the FWS. It is our belief that the master 
planning process will result in the most appropriate resource management 
strategies, regardless of the location of the legally defined boundary. 
Virtually all fish and wildlife species that inhabit the disputed areas 
also range beyond the FWS 1 managed boundary so it is critical that the 
planning effort address their habitat requirements from a broader 
perspective. 

2. Ocean Mining 

The FWS is currently coordinating with the Minerals Management Service 
of the Department of the Interior and the State of Hawaii Department of 
Planning and Economic Development to focus on the exploration of the 
potential for deep offshore mining in the vicinity of the HINWR. A 
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joint federal-state task force was formed in February 1984 to evaluate 
the economic potential and environmental impacts of ocean mining for 
cobalt-rich manganese crusts in the 200-milE Exclusive Economic Zone 
surrounding the Hawaiian Archipelago. In September 1984~ data collec
tion began in the French Frigate Shoa 1 s area with the use of a deep
diving submersible. The data are being utilized in the development of a 
Dr_af~ Envi ronmenta 1 Impact Statement. Leasing of deep ocean tracts 
could occur within three years. Because the specifics of leasing pro
posals, mining activities, the need for land-based support facilities, 
etc., are not yet known, ocean mining has not been addressed in any of 
the alternatives in Section VI. At the date of this writing~ it appears 
that the areas on the flanks of the islands, atolls and shoals of the 
HINWR will eventually be excluded from further ocean mining considera
tion. As planning for ocean mining progresses, it is anticipated that 
the FWS will remain fully involved in assessing the potential impacts on 
refuge wildlife resources. A proposal for deep ocean mining will trig
ger t_h.e requirement for an Environmental Impact Statement prior to 
federal-state approval of the project. 
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Introduction Formulation of Objectives 

A. Introduction 

This section describes the process used by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (FWS) to formulate objectives for the Hawaiian Islands National 
Wildlife Refuge (HINWR). The results of the process are narrative 
objective statements which are also presented in this section. 
Objectives are the key ingredients of the HINWR Master Plan/EIS. 
Essentially every recommendation- and proposed action within this 
document is influenced by objectives. In particular, the individual 
strategies that wi 11 constitute the various refuge management a 1 terna
tives (see Section VI) are each developed to address one or more 
objectives. 

B. Outputs 

The first task in developing objectives for the HINWR was to prepare a 
preliminary list of the 11 things 11 produced or provided on the RefUCJe. 
This list included all of the 11 things 11 that are currently produce:d -or 
provided, as well as those that have the potential to be produced or 
provided. These 11 things 11 are referred to in the Master Plan/EIS as 
out~uts. An example of a current resource output of the HINWR is the 
pro uction of young green sea turtles. This output is measured in terms 
of the number of young turtles produced per year. An example of a 
public use output would be the opportunity to conduct research. This 
output would be measured in terms of the number of studies conducted. 

The HINWR Master Planning Team began the process of developing outputs 
for this Refuge by referring to a Master Output List. This list 
addressed a wide range of outputs arranged in national priority order 
for the National Wildlife Refuge System. This list also provided 
general guidance for prioritizing broad (generic) categories of outputs 
in formulating a list directly applicable to the HINWR. Guidance in 
developing priorities was also found in pertinent legal mandates, 
re~ional policy and other planning considerations (see Section 
IV). Developing an output list particularly suited to the HINWR 
required some adaptation of the Master Output List, in view of the 
uniqueness of this particular refuge in the System. 

The HINWR output list was refined and revised throughout the master 
planning process based on further review of pertinent data and as a 
result of public and agency input through newsletter responses and 
meetings. The final output list is presented in Figure 3. Brief 
explanations of these outputs are provided on the following pages to 
facilitate the reader 1 S understanding of the list. Several wildlife 
resource outputs include the terms 11 production 11 and 11 maintenance 11

• For 
the purposes of this discussion, 11 production 11 refers to the number of 
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young produced per year. "Maintenance" refers to the number of 
individuals of a particular type of wildlife (e.g. seabirds) present on 
the refuge for a period of one day. A "maintenance" population is 
measured in 11 use-days". 

Figure 3 

HAWAIIAN ISLANDS NWR OUTPUT LIST 

The following list represents all outputs that are currently produced or 
provided on the refuge or possibly may be produced or provided on the 
refuge. Outputs are listed in priority order. 

VULNERABLE SPECIES (ENDANGERED, THREATENED, SENSITIVE, AND CANDIDATE): 

1. Monk Seal Production and Maintenance 
2. Laysan Duck Production and Maintenance 
3. Endemic Finches and Millerbird Production and Maintenance 
4. Sea Turtle Production and Maintenance 
5. Sensitive/Candidate Species Production and Maintenance 

ENVIRONMENT: 

6. Cultural Resource Protection 
7. Wilderness 
8. Research Natural Area 
9. Other Protective Status 

OTHER FISH AND WILDLIFE: 

10. Marine Bird Production and Maintenance 
11. Other Migratory Bird Maintenance 
12. Terrestrial Endemic/Native Species Maintenance 
13. Marine Reef Species Maintenance 

SCIENTIFIC AND PROFESSIONAL SERVICES: 

14. Research Studies 

EDUCATION/INTERPRETATION: 

15. Environmental Education 
16. Interpretation 
17. Photography/Journalism/Art 

OTHER PUBLIC USES: 

18. Other Compatible Public and Economic Uses 
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Explanations of HINWR Outputs and Output Categories: 

a) Vulnerable Species: This category includes endangered, threatened, 
sensitive or candidate species, all of which are susceptible (to various 
degrees) to extinction. 

b) ~ndangered Species: This term includes any species in danger of 
extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range. 
Endangered species resident in the HINWR include the Hawaiian monk seal, 
Laysan duck, Laysan finch, Nihoa finch and Nihoa millerbird. Endangered 
hawksbill turtles and other marine mammals are also found occasionally 
within Refuge waters. All threatened and endangered species are 
identified on a Federal list, pursuant to the Endangered Species Act. 

c) Threatened Species: This term refers to species which are likely to 
become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout a 11 or a 
significant portion of their range. The only wildlife species currently 
listed as threatened in the HINWR is the green sea turtle. 

d) Sensitive Species: By FWS definition, sensitive species are 
vulnerable enough that they could become listed as threatened or 
endangered in the near future. Sensitive species identification focuses 
management attention on these species to avoid the need for future 
listing as threatened or endangered. To date, only one species in the 
HINWR (sooty storm-petrel) has been formally identified by the FWS as a 
sensitive species. 

e) Candidate Species: Species which are currently being considered for 
listing as threatened or endangered (e.g. Acropora spp.). 

f) Cultur'al Resource Protection: This output refers to the identifica
tion and protection of sites and areas of significance to human 
history. 

g) Wilderness: This output refers to any area of land and/or water that 
qualifies for formal designation in accordance with the Wilderness Act 
of 1964. Portions of the HINWR have been formally proposed for 
11 WildernesS 11 designation. 

h) Research Natural Area (RNA): RNAs are formally designated areas of 
land and/or water recognized for their intrinsic values to research and 
education. Natural processes are generally permitted to operate 
without human intervention within an RNA. Each of the major islands and 
atolls of the HINWR were designated by the FWS as RNAs in 1967. 

i) Other Protective Status: This broad output includes other types of 
formal protective designation that may be appropriate for refuge lands 
and waters. Among those under consideration are marine sanctuaries, 
critical habitat for listed species, world heritage sites and national 

5.3 



Definitions Formulation of Objectives 

natural landmarks. For the purposes of discussion, this output also 
includes consideration of refuge boundary status. 

j) Marine Birds: This output includes a population of more than 12 
million birds (breeders and non-breeders) of 18 species of seabirds 
resi-dent in the HINWR. Included are albatross, petrels, storm-petrels, 
shearwaters, tropicbirds, boobies, frigatebirds and terns. 

k) Other Migratory Birds: This output includes more than two dozen 
shorebird and waterfowl species that migrate into or through the HINWR 
during their non-breeding season. 

1) Terrestrial Endemic/Native Species: This broad output includes 
various species of plants, arthropods, land snails and other inverte
brates native to or restricted in distribution to the terrestrial 
environment of refuge islands. 

m) Marine/Reef Species: This output was created for the HINWR to 
include the wide variety of marine species that inhabit the lagoons and 
nearshore waters within the Refuge. 

n) Research Studies: This output includes a variety of human activities 
within the HINWR that are designed to gather and disseminate data on 
vulnerable species, endemic terrestrial species, other refuge species, 
their habitats, and other environmental related research such as that 
associated with the weather. These studies may be performed by refuge 
staff or cooperating investigators. 

o) Environmental Education: Included here is the use of refuge lands 
and waters for structured environmental studies, usually involving 
teacher- led groups. These activities are generally part of a formal 
course of study involving 11 hands-on" field work. 

p) Interpretation: By FWS definition, interpretation is an educational 
activity aimed at revealing relationships, exam1n1ng systems and 
exploring the relationship between the natural world and human 
activities. Conducted interpretation involves the use of trained staff 
or volunteers. Interpretation may also be self-guided (e.g. nature 
trails). Interpretation may also occur off the refuge when 
inaccessability or other conflicts with wildlife make on-site 
interpretation inappropriate or impossible. 

q) Photography/Journalism/Art (P/J/A): This broad output includes a 
wide range of non-consumptive activities that are wildlife-related. 
This output is grouped with the education and interpretation outputs in 
planning for the HINWR because the emphasis is placed on the educational 
exposure of the non-visiting general public to the the results of P/J/A 
activities (articles~ books~ films, etc.). 
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r) Other Compatible Public and Economic Uses: This broad output 
includes the following uses that have been determined to be compatible 
with refuge purposes (future uses will require assessment on a case by 
case basis): 

(i) Support of Coll1Tiercial Fishing: Provide logistical support for 
the commercial utilization of renewable fishery resources in 
the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands, including principally bottom
fish, lobster, aku, albacore, shrimp and other species. 

(ii) Recreational Fishing: This activity refers to the non
consumptive recreational use of fishery resources withi11 to the 
HINWR boundary. 

(iii) Other Recreation: This use includes other recreational 
pursuits on the HINWR, inc 1 udi ng those acti viti es not re 1 a ted to 
or dependent upon fish and wildlife resources . 

Laysan albatross colony-Southeast Island, Peart & Hennes Reef. 

C. Locational Criteria 

Once it was determined which outputs were appropriate for the HINWR and 
the priority listing for those outputs was determined, it was then 
necessary to study the resource conditions required to support the 
various outputs. This analysis makes it possible to determine how much 
or how little of an output the refuge is capable of sustaining. This 
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information was also needed to determine how outputs relate to each 
other and where potential conflicts among outputs may occur. 

Locational Criteria statements were developed to organize and document a 
considerable volume of pertinent information in a concise~ summarized 
manner. Locational Criteria statements describe ecological relation
ships, 1 ocati on a 1 factors and qua 1 ity ratings for specific resources 
that have been found to be essential to the existence of a particular 
output. Because of their volume, Locational Criteria Statements have 
been packaged under separate cover in the Technical Appendix. 

D. Output Summaries 

For the HINWR Master Plan, it was appropriate to go beyond the 
Locational Criteria Statements in an effort to fully analyze the 
potential to produce various outputs, the demand or justification for 
output production and the degree to which various outputs would conflict 
with one another. This analysis was accomplished by developing 11 0utput 
Summaries 11 for each output. Output Summaries, which are included 
under separate cover in the Technical Appendix, provide this 
background of analysis undertaken in the development of narrative 
objective statements. 

Potential to continue or increase production of a particular output on 
the HINWR is an important consideration in establishing realistic 
objectives for both wildlife and public use outputs. Simply stated, if 
the resources do not exist in sufficient quantities on the refuge to 
support a particular species, then it is not realistic to recommend a 
high production or maintenance objective for that species. Alternately, 
if a large, untapped resource is found to exist on the refuge, then the 
FWS has the responsibility-to consider how this resource might be 
utilized to enhance outputs whose existence is dependent upon that 
resource. It is important to note, however, that high potential would 
not, in itself, justify programs to enhance production of a particular 
output if significant conflicts with higher priority outputs were 
apparent. 

Demand for a particular output, like potential, is an important factor 
to consider in developing refuge objectives. Both documented and 
undocumented latent demand are relevant. For example, public interest 
in nature tour visits to the HINWR has been relatively ~imited, yet 
growing international interest in this type of activity makes it likely 
that considerable latent demand would become evident should this type of 
opportunity be made available. Also pertinent in this analysis is the 
11 justification 11 for production of a particular output that derives from 
statutes or policy statements that are the foundation of refuge 
management programs (see Section IV). For example, existing legal 
mandates (Endangered Species Act) and recovery plans ~eave little room 
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for interpretation when considering whether or not ~reduction and 
maintenance of endangered species should be a high priority output for 
the HINWR. Numerous plans and proposals relating to the development of 
commercial fisheries in the NWHI also provide "justification'' for 
serious consideration of this output in the master planning process. 

The Output Summaries also include a brief analysis of the principal 
conflicts likely to occur in the production or maintenance of individual 
outputs. Conflicts between outputs may be direct, such as the case when 
two outputs compete for the same refuge resources at the same point in 
time. Conflicts may be indirect as well. An example might include the 
conflicts between the production and maintenance of endangered land 
birds on Laysan Island and the implementation of an environmental 
education (EE) program on that island. In this case, the EE program 
would not involve the direct consumption of land birds, but the 
disturbance of the birds and habitat associated with the activity may 
make the two outputs incompatible at this location. Where 
anticipated conflicts can be mitigated by adjusting locatio~s or 
schedules, these measures are noted and subsequently incorporated into 
objective statements and management strategies. Where conflict cannot 
be mitigated, lower priority outputs are "traded-off" in order 
to accommodate or provide for higher priority outputs. 

Having identified the areas of significant conflict, a set of objectives 
was developed that avoided or mitigated conflict to the greatest extent 
possible, while providing a diversity of compatible wildlife and public 
uses. It should be assumed therefore, that in order to be included in 
the final list of objectives (see Section V.E. below) each objective was 
found to be sufficiently compatible with the others on the list. 

E. Objective Statements 

The result of the analytical process described above was a clear, 
comprehensive understanding of the most important factors affecting the 
current and potential existence of various outputs in the HINWR. With 
this understanding, it was possible to develop realistic, long-range 
objective statements that satisfy statutory and policy requirements of 
the FWS while also representing a suitable balance between the 
protection and utilization of refuge resources. Objectives are 
quantified where appropriate and are listed below in priority order 
under output categories: 

VULNERABLE SPECIES: 

1) Monk Seal Production and Maintenance: Maintain existing populations 
at French Frigate Shoals, Necker and Nihoa at or above present levels. 
Recover populations at Laysan, Lisianski and Pearl and Hermes Reef to 
at least midcentury levels. 
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2) Laysan Duck Production and Maintenance: Maintain current population 
levels and captive breeding stock. Prevent ecological disturbances on 
Laysan Island. 

3) Endemic Finches and Millerbird Production and Maintenance: Maintain 
current populations. Prevent ecological disturbances to Nihoa Island 
and Laysan Island. 

4) Sea Turtle Production and Maintenance: Maintain aquatic habitat for 
sea turtles. Maintain existing nesting and basking populations of green 
sea. turtles at French Frigate Shoals, Necker and Nihoa. Increase 
nesting populations at Laysan, Lisianski and Pearl and Hermes Reef to 
at least midcentury levels. 

5) Sensitive and Candidate Species Production and Maintenance: 
Identify, maintain and/or restore viable populations of sensitive and 
candidate species in the HINWR. 

ENVIRONMENT: 

6) Cultural Resource Protection: Complete cultural resource studies; 
nominate eligible sites to State/National Registers and protect all 
identified sites from adverse impacts. 

7) Wilderness: Manage all emergent lands, exclusive of Tern Island, as 
de facto wilderness. Nominate, if appropriate after review, HINWR lands 
and waters as Wilderness. 

8) Research Natural Area: Manage the HINWR consistent with Research 
Natural Area designation. 

9) Other Protective Status: Eva 1 uate and seek, where appropriate, 
additional protective status for the NWHI (e.g. World Heritage Site, 
Marine Sanctuary, Natural Landmarks, Critical Habitat, Midway Overlay, 
Boundary Review). 

OTHER FISH AND WILDLIFE: 

10) Marine Bird Production 
populations, distribution and 
HINWR. 

and Maintenance: Maintain existing 
diversity of nesting seabirds in the 

ll) Other Migratory Bird Maintenance: Maintain existing terrestrial and 
marine habitats for migrating marine birds, shorebirds, wading birds and 
waterfowl. 
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12) Terrestrial Endemic and Native Species Maintenance: Maintain and 
restore natural diversity of terrestrial ecosystems. 

13) Marine Reef Species Maintenance: Maintain current abundance~ 
distribution and diversity in the reef ecosystem. 

SCIENTIFIC AND PROFESSIONAL SERVICES: 

14) Research Studies: Conduct and facilitate 
data necessary to assess, monitor and manage 
environmental impacts of public use. 

EDUCATION/INTERPRETATION: 

studies to gather 
refuge resources and 

15) Environmental Education (EE): Encourage off-site EE activities at 
more accessible locations where compatible with wildlife resDurce
related objectives. Facilitate, where feasible, limited on-site EE 
opportunities for both teachers and students. 

16) Interpretation: Increase opportunities for off-site interpretive 
activities. Provide, where feasible, limited on-site supervised 
interpretive opportunities. 

17) Photography/Journalism/Art (P/J/A): Increase opportunities for off
site P/J/A: Provide, where feasible, limited and strictly controlled 
on-site supervised P/J/A opportunities. 

OTHER PUBLIC USES: 

18) Other Compati b 1 e Pub 1 i c and Economic Uses: Pro vi de support for 
other compatible public and economic uses throughout the NWHI 
archipelago. (At the present time, limited logistical support for the 
commercial fishing industry and recreation for authorized personnel on 
Tern Island are the only 11 other public uses 11 evaluated as compatible 
with refuge purposes. Compatibility of future uses will require 
assessment on a case by case basis) • 
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A. Development of Alternatives 

The refuge objectives presented in Section V are the focus of various 
management alternatives described on the following pages. An array of 
management alternatives was formulated and analyzed in order to present 
decisionmakers with sufficient information needed to select the 
management scenario that best addresses the objectives of the HINWR. 

The first task in developing an array of alternatives was to describe 
management of the HINWR as it presently exists. This description of the 
11 present course of action" is neede9 to provide a reference point to 
compare and evaluate environmental effects associated with other 
alternatives under consideration. Existing management actions, which 
collectively are designated as the NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (NAA), provide 
a 11 ground floor" from which other alternatives can be developed. "No 
Action" refers to 11 no change" from current management direction or level 
of management intensity. 

In documenting the NAA, it became apparent that current 'management 
direction and intensity falls short of accomplishing refuge objectives 
at a minimally acceptable level. This is due primarily to insufficient 
human and financial resources. In light of the fact that current 
management does not satisfy refuge objectives to a minimally acceptable 
level, the next task was to describe an alternative that addresses each 
of the objectives in Section V to a minimally acceptable level. This 
alternative represents what the FWS believes is the minimum level of 
activity necessary to fulfill statutory and policy mandates and to 
address public use considerations and other planning considerations 
contained in Section IV. Management strategies associated with this 
alternative are considered "must do" strategies and are collectively 
referred to as the BASELINE ALTERNATIVE (BA). As the BASELINE 
ALTERNATIVE addresses the full range of refuge objectives, it is clearly 
a multiple-use alternative. It seeks to create a balance between 
resource preservation and resource utilization needs within identified 
legal constraints and other considerations. The BA builds on the NAA, 
adding various management strategies to minimally satisfy refuge 
objectives. 

Additional alternatives were created by defining other strategies beyond 
those included in the BASELINE ALTERNATIVE, which would further address 
refuge objectives. Just as the 11must do" strategies were included in 
the BASELINE ALTERNATIVE, it was possible to portray "enhancement" 
alternatives that emphasized either resource preservation or resource 
utilization. Initially, the FWS developed four separate "enhancement" 
alternatives: 

1) Resource Preservation Alternative 
2) Intermediate Resource Preservation Alternative 
3) Intermediate Resource Utilization Alternative 
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4) Resource Utilization Alternative 

These four alternatives, and the strategies of which they were composed, 
were first portrayed in our third Plannint Update (newsletter) 
distributed in March 1984. This presentation o alternatives was also 
the primary subject of discussion at the public workshop in Honolulu on 
March 20, 1984. Participants at the workshop were asked to comment on 
the specific strategies and alternatives and to select and defend a 
particular mix of strategies as their "preferred" alternative. Based 
upon input received at the public workshop and in response to the third 
Pl anni na Update, together with additi ona 1 background information 
gathere by the FWS, we reduced the total number of "enhancement 11 

alternatives from four to three: a RESOURCE PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE 
(RPA), a RESOURCE UTILIZATION ALTERNATIVE (RUA), and a PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE (PA). The PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE is a hybrid of strategies 
drawn from the RPA, and RUA, and it represents the FWS recommended 
action for management of the Hawaiian Islands National Wildlife Refuge 
(HINWR). The various alternatives are conceptually illustrated below in 
relation to accomplishment of refuge directives: 

U) 
Cl) 
> ·-... 
(,) 
Cl) ·-.c 
0 

NAA BA RPA PA 

Alternatives 

RUA 

Satisfies objectives 
to a minimally 
acceptable level 

It should be understood that each of the three "enhancement" 
alternatives builds upon and incorporates all of the "must do 11 

strategies that comprise the BASELINE ALTERNATIVE, which in turn builds 
upon and incorporates the NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. Each enhancement 
strategy $oes beyond the NAA and BA to include a mix of strategies that 
enhance e1ther preservation of refute resources or utilization of refuge 
resources. The RESOURCE PRESERVA ION ALTERNATIVE contains enhancement 
strateg1es directed towards an even greater degree of fish and wildlife 
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preservation. The RESOURCE UTILIZATION ALTERNATIVE directs greater 
emphasis toward achieving educational, recreational, commercial, and 
other public use objectives. The PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE includes 
enhancement strategies from both the RPA and RUA and therefore lies 
between the RPA and RUA in terms of preservation and utilization of 
refuge resources. Schematically, the PA is located at an intermediate 
poiition on a continuum that has the RPA at the "preservation•• end and 
the RUA at the 11 Utilization•• end. 

Preservation Utilization 

RPA PA RUA 

Alternatives 

Strategies included in fhe BA and each of the enhancement alternatives 
would be implemented over the span of a 10-20 year period, assuming 
funds, staffing, and appropriate involvement of cooperating agencies 
were obtained. 

Throughout the development of management alternatives for the HINWR, the 
FWS has maintained that continued operation of the Tern Island field 
station is a necessary component of each alternative. It was concluded 
that many of the strategies in the NAA, BA, and the three enhancement 
alternatives, including the PA, are dependent upon the continued 
existence of the field station at Tern Island. However, because of the 
costs associated with the operation at Tern Island and the possibility 
of future budget constraints that could dictate a reduced level of 
operation at Tern, an analysis of tradeoffs necessitated by abandonment 
of Tern are presented in Section VI.G. Recognizing that the discussion 
of each alternative (NAA, BA, RPA, PA, and RUA) includes continuation 
of the Tern Island facility, ·the information concerning Tern Island 
abandonment is presented as a "management option•• that could be incorpo
rated with any of the alternatives except the NAA. (By definition, the 
NAA represents the present course of action. Because the Tern Is 1 and 
operation is presently a part of existinj management, discussion of its 
abandonment in association with the NA would be inappropriate.) It 
should also be recognized that, because the FWS views the Tern Island 

6.3 



Alternatives Including the Proposed Action 

THE FOLLOWING IS A S~RY OF THE STRATEGIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (HAA) AND BASELINE ALTERNATIVE (BA). BY DEFINITION 
THE HAA REPRESENTS REFUGE HANAGEMENT AS IT PRESENTLY EXISTS. THE BA, WHICH BUILDS UPON AND FULLY INCDR?ORATES THE HAA REPRESENTS A LEVEL 
OF ACTIVITY NECESSARY TO HINIHALLY SATISFY REFUGE OBJECTIVES. TOGETHERTHr llAl\7iNOt!APIWVIllrAFOUNOAT!ON FORIHC'illHANCEMENT STRATEGIES 
ON THE NEXT PAGE. ~LL OF THE STRATEGIES LISTED BELOW ARE INCLUDED IN THE HAA EXCEPT WHERE FOOTNOTED. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE AND BASELINE ALTERNATIVE 

VULNERABLE SPECIES: 

Implement high priority research and 
management tasks in recovery plans.1 

Monitor populations and habitats.1 

Prevent/roonitor/control hannful exotics.1 

ENVIRONMENT: 

Conduct archaelogical survey~ nominate sites 
to State and Nation a 1 registers. 

Nominate eme-rgent lands for wilderness status.2 

Evaluate 1'4arin~ Sanctuary status for HiffWR.
2 

OTHER FISH AND WILDLIFE: 

Monitor seabird/other migratory bird populations. 

Restrict access to seabird colonies. 

Develop/implement oil spill contingency plans. 

SCIENTIFIC AND PROFFESSIONAL SERVICES: 

Utilize field camps/annual boat surveys to 
rronitor populatiOns and habitat. 

Produce/distribute research pub 1 i cations. 

EOUCATIIJH/ INTERPRETATION: 

Develop off-refuge exhibits and programst 
particularily at Kilauea ?oint on Kauai. 

Develop/assist in publications and audio-visual 
materials. 

Develop curricultrn materials for school system.
2 

OTHER PUBLIC USES: 

Provide recreational opportunity for 
authorized personnel at Tern Island. 

Provide logistical support for N'WHI conmercial 
fishery operations (including use of existing 
emergency maori ng buoy J • 

Strategy included in AAA and expanded or enhanced in BA. 

2 Strategy not included in NAA but includ~d in SA. 

6.4 

Restrict access to islands/atolls. 

Enhance public awareness. 

Identify/protect candidate and sensitive 
species. 

Provide research opportunity consistent with 
Research Natural Area (RNA) criteria. 

Seek resolution of boundary dispute. 

Pursue overlay II\IR status for Mid1<ay Atoll. 

Prevent/monitor/control hannful exotics.1 

Enhance public awareness. 

Monitor human activities and effects. 

Provide logistical support for IT'Onitoring 
activities at Tern Island and throughout the Refuge. 

Encourage off-site pho~raphy, journalism and 
art (P/J/A) activities. 

Oevelop ~ucational/fntl!rpretive materials for 
Hi~y and Kure personne1.2 

Monitor logistical support activities for 
effect on fish and wildlife. 
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EACH OF THE THREE ALTERNATIVES LISTED BELOW BUILDS UPON THE NO ACTION AND BASELINE ALTERNATIVES DESCRIBED ON THE PRECEEDING PAGE. THE RESOURCE 
PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE (RPA) CONTAINS STRATEGIES DIRECTED TOWARDS A GREATER DEGREE OF FISH AND WILDLIFE PROTECTION. THE RESOURCE UTILIZATION 
ALTERNATIVE (RUA) DIRECTS EMPHASIS TOWARD ACHIEVING EDUCATIONAL, RECREATIONAL, COMMERCIAL AND OTHER PUBLIC USE OBJECTIVES. THE PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE (PA) 15 A HYBRID OF STRATEGIES DRAWN FROM THE RPA AND RUA AND REPRESENTS THE FWS' RECOI't!ENDED ACTION. 

RESOURCE PRESERVATION PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE RESOURCE UTILIZATION 

ALTERNATIVE (PA) ALTERNATIVE 
(RPA) (RUA) 

R"9ul ate and monitor nearshore vessel traffic. Monitor nearshore vessel traffic. 

Conduct lower priority research and management action fn ~avery plans. Conduct 1 imited additional research 
as in recovery plans. 

Evaluate/establish additional populations of endemic land birds. 

flonitor impacts of coornercial fishery on 1 isted sp-ecies. 

Designate/support designation of critical habitat for threatened/e-ndangered species. 

Evaluate/nominate HINWR as Wor"ld Heritage Site I Biosphere Reserve I 
/iatural Landmark. 

llominate HIHWR lands/waters to Nominate HIHWR lands. Evaluote and, 
Wilderness System. if appropriate. nominate w.aters. 

Conduct historica 1 survey; nominate sites to State/National registers. 

P•rmit limited acc•ss to cultural sites for religious purposes. 

Monitor and control disease in resident seabird populations. 

R"9ulate and monitor nearshore vessel traffic. 

Monitor distribution and abundance of native terrestrial species. 

Map and ground truth terrestria 1 and marine ecosystems. 

Monitor the effects of the conrnerci a 1 fishery and other hi.IMn activities 
on "other fish and wildlife." 

Conduct annua 1 aeria 1 photo survey. Conduct biannua 1 aeria 1 photo surveys of Hir.IR islands and atolls. 

Conduct extended field camps and/or semi-annual boat surveys. 

Conduct comparative rnonitori09 studies on Midway and Kure. 

Conduct limited nature tours/environmental education at Tern Island. 

Faci 1 itate limited, supervis~ photography9 journalism and art visits to 
the HINWR. 

Regulate and monitor nearshore vessel traffic. Monitor nearshore vessel traffic. 

Cooperate/assist in installation of a mooring buoy outside Permit use of existing emergency 
HINWR boundary at French Frigate Shoals. oooring buoy within HINWR boundary 

for multi-species fishery. 

Provide recreation, storage and 
energency use of Tern Island in 
support of a rrulti-species fishery • 



NAA Alternatives Including the Proposed Action 

operation as necessary to accomplishing certain Refuge objectives, the 
abandonment option would significantly reduce the ability of an alter
native to satisfy objectives. It is for this reason that the option for 
abandonment of Tern Island is not included in the FWS' PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE. 

B. No Action Alternative 

·As stated previously, the NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (NAA) includes all of 
the management actions and strategies that are a part of present day 
management of the refuge. "No action" refers to "no changen from 
present management. Each of the strategies that follow represent what 
the FWS is currentl~ doing towards accomplishment of Refuge objectives. 
These strategies all short of satisfying the objectives listed in 
Section V. Each of the strategies represent a consolidation of various 
management actions and are summarized below by major output category: 

"Vulnerable" Species (Endangered, Threatened, Candidate and Sensitive 
Species): 

1) Implement high priority research and management tasks in recovery 
plans: 

By definition, this strategy includes only those threatened or 
endangered species for which recovery plans have been prepared (monk 
seal, Laysan duck) or are being prep"ared (other land birds and green sea 
turtle). Each plan identifies certain high priority research/management 
tasks and assigns responsibilities to various cooperating agencies. 
From the perspective of population stability, recovery capacity and 
understanding of limiting factors, the Hawaiian monk seal is clearly the 
most endangered of the listed HINWR species. For this reason, the 
greatest research and management attention has been, and will continue 
to be, directed towards recovery of this species. This effort will 
continue to be shared by National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and 
the FWS, with NMFS having primary jurisdiction and responsibility 
for management of the recovery effort. Research projects will-continue 
to focus on i dentifi cation and mitigation of natura 1 1 imiti ng factors, 
documentation of habitat requirements, monitoring of population trends, 
and the documentation and mitigation of human impacts. The FWS will 
continue to share in the monitoring program and wi11 implement 
management measures to minimize disturbance to seals and their habitat. 
Principle management measures directed at more than one vulnerable 
species are identified as separate strategies. 

Recovery and perpetuation of land bird species in the HINWR is dependent 
upon maintenance of habitat quality. Seemingly minor perturbations, 
such as the introduction of rabbits to Laysan in 1903, can have lasting 
adverse effects. Although the FWS is currently monitoring habitat 
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conditions on Nihoa and Laysan Islands to detect and correct conditions 
that jeopardize habitat stability, considerably more effort is required 
to implement recovery plan recommendations . 

Hawaiian Monk seal (Monachus schauinslandi). 

2) Monitor populations and habitats: 

This is a key strategy that is of high priority for all 11 VUlnerable 11 

species, but is of greatest importance for those species whose numbers 
are precariously low and susceptible to rapid change. Monitoring is 
also the method by which the effectiveness of recovery programs is 
evaluated. Methods which have been used and will be continued include 
aerial and ground photography, sampling of population numbers, 
assessment of sex/age class composition, documentation of reproductive 
output, growth studies, and determination of the movements of individual 
animals. 

3) Prevent, monitor and control the introduction of harmful exotic 
species: 

The vulnerability of 1 i sted species in the HINWR, particularly terres 
trial species, is intimately tied to the limited presence of exotic 
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(non-native) species. Most of the exotic plants and insects now found 
on HINWR islands are either non-threatening to listed species and/or are 
manageable by conventional means (e.g. limited spraying, etc.). What is 
of greatest concern is the risk that new, harmful species will be inad
vertently introduced to these islands and alter their ecological balance 
irreversibly before they can be detected and eliminated. 

The list of potentially harmful exotic species includes various insects 
(predators, plant pests, disease vectors, etc.), weedy or competitive 
plant species, mammalian predators (rats or cats), and land birds 
(particularly those harboring avian disease). 

The historic record of the Pacific Islands, including those in the 
NWHI, is replete with the documented results of such exotic 
introductions. Rabbits nearly eliminated the vegetation on Laysan 
Island, ultimately leading to the extinction of three bird species. 
Rats on islands at Midway and Kure atolls caused the extinction of 
transplanted Laysan rails during World War II and presently severely 
limit the production of young in ground-nesting seabird colonies. 
Mosquitos and flies at Midway spread avian pox in the seabird colony. 
Feral cats on central Pacific National Wildlife Refuges and other 
islands throughout the world have also wreaked havoc in seabird 
colonies. 

Currently eradication of certain very harmful exotic species on remote 
islands is accomplished during annual visits to each of the Refuge 
islands and on an as-needed basis if detected through other means such 
as cooperating researchers and aerial photography. 

The Special Use Permit (SUP) process is currently used to specify condi
tions that must be met by all Refuge users/visitors to prevent the 
introduction of new exotics. These conditions include management 
practices and techniques to control transfer of weed seeds, insects and 
predators from one island to another, special handling of equipment and 
supplies, and inspection, monitoring and enforcement by FWS personnel. 
Because Tern Island is used as a staging area from which gear and per
sonnel often embark for other islands within the Refuge, and because 
harmful exotics exist on Tern Island presently, gear and personnel des
tined for other Refuge islands are cleaned and inspected to ensure that 
no exotic organisms from Tern Island are inadvertently introduced 
elsewhere. 

4) Restrict access to HINWR islands and atolls: 

Inherent in a program to limit unnecessary disturbance to vulnerable 
species is the enforcement of regulations to minimize human presence on 
islands and in atolls within the HINWR boundary. At present, and in the 
future, human access to HINWR lands and waters will be controlled 
through the SUP process, administered by the Refuge Manager. Authorized 
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activities in the Refuge must be conducted in a manner that minimizes 
disturbance to wildlife and habitat. These activities are prioritized 
to limit overall impacts and, if approved, will be scheduled to reduce 
cumulative effects. Although other applicable state and federal permits 
for refuge research will be required, they will not guarantee issuance 
of a ·refuge SUP if the work cannot be conducted with a minimum of 
disturbance or in the most suitable locations, as determined by the 
Refuge Manager. By virtue of the permitting process all authorized 
research and other activities within the HINWR that may affect 
threatened or endangered species are subject to the provisions of 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act as well. 

Restrictions on access to the HINWR extend to atoll waters within the 
managed boundary. Regulations which now permit vessel access only for 
approved research projects, support for FWS operations or for emergency 
situations will continue to be enforced. 

5) Enhance public awareness: 

This strategy is highlighted here because of its contribution to 
accomplishing 11 Vulnerable 11 species objectives. All draft and final 
recovery plans for threatened and endangered species have recommended 
actions to increase public awareness regarding the status and value of 
these species and the actions necessary to promote their recovery. 
Ongoing actions include publication of information (articles, brochures, 
etc.), development of audio-visual materials (films, slide shows, etc.) 
and presentations to various public groups. Other forms of public use 
opportunity addressing the public awareness objective are addressed in 
the Education/Interpretation category below. 

6) Identify and protect candidate Threatened/Endangered and sensitive 
species: 

By FWS definition, "candidate" species are those species which were 
published in notices of review appearing in the Federal Register for 
possible listing as threatened or endangered species. As it pertains to 
the HINWR, this includes 14 plant species which appeared in t~e Decem
ber 15, 1980 Federa 1 Register ( FR 45:82480-82569) and 32 invertebrate 
species which appeared in the May 22, 1984 Federal Register (FR 
49:21644-21675). "Sensitive" species are identified by Region One of 
the FWS as those species that are likely to become listed as threat
ened or endangered if present population trends continue. At 
present, only one species (sooty storm-petrel) is listed as "sensitive 11 

within the HINWR. Because of their designation as 11 Candidate 11 or 
11 sensitive" species, the above-mentioned species should receive higher 
priority in monitoring and habitat protection programs than will other, 
unlisted species. However, due to current logistical, fiscal and 
staffing constraints little additional monitoring and protection 
efforts are made toward these species. Effort is also directed 
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at the identification of other, unlisted species in need of greater 
protection. The process of defining new 11 candidate or 11 Sensitive 11 

species is dependent upon effective population and habitat monitoring 
over time. Ultimately, such a program proves cost-effective and has a 
greater chance of success because it permits correction of conditions 
which jeopardize these species while their populations are most 
capable of rapid recovery. 

Environment: 

7) Conduct archaeological surveys and nominate eligible sites to state 
and national registers: 

Important archaeological resources have been identified and subjected to 
preliminary surveys at Nihoa and Necker islands. These resources 
include remnants of garden terraces, house sites, crude shelters and 
temple sites. These sites have not yet been nominated for State or 
National Registers of Historic Places. The sites are vulnerable to 
disturbance and vandalism through unauthorized landings on the islands. 
They are also subject to natural deterioration. An archaeological 
survey was initiated in July 1984 by the Bishop Museum to provide a) an 
evaluation of the condition of identified sites; b) recommendations for 
site preservation and study; and c) preparation of site nomination forms 
for state and national registers. 

8) Pro vi de research opportunity co.nsi stent with Research Natura 1 Area 
(RNA) criteria: 

The research/education objective of the RNA program is to provide oppor
tunities for scientists and others to observe, study and monitor natural 
environmental processes. Use of RNAs by researchers is generally re
stricted to i nvesti gati ons by advanced students and qua 1 i fi ed profes
sionals. All research is subject to prior approval and written 
agreement (in· the case of the FWS, by Special Use Permit). The 
research use should generally be limited to non-destructive, non
consumptive, or essentially observational activities, but minimally 
disruptive research procedures may be permitted if determined 
appropriate. Particular attention will continue to be devoted to the 
use of RNAs as sources of baseline information for monitoring changes 
in environmental conditions. 

9) Pursue overlay National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) status for Midway 
A to 11: 

The FWS proposal for overlay NWR status at Midway Atoll is discussed in 
Section IV.F.lO. This strategy addresses the need to enhance the effec
tiveness of fish and wildlife management programs at Midway Atoll 
through incorporation of the atoll into the National Wildlife Refuge 
System as an overlay NWR. Under this scenario, the U.S. Navy would 
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retain primary jurisdiction for the Midway naval operation, while the 
FWS would assume a greater cooperative role in fish and wildlife manage
ment. The FWS recognizes that prior to implementation of the overlay 
refuge, the roles and responsibilities for each agency must be clearly 
delineated and agreed to. This program would be similar to that 
presently in effect at Johnston Atoll, which is both a national wildlife 
refuge and a Defense Nuclear Agency facility. 

10) Seek resolution of the HINWR boundary dispute: 

The difference of opinion between the state and federal governments 
regarding the appropriate seaward boundary of the HINWR is based largely 
on the interpretation of public law (see Section IV.G.l). Growing 
concern among involved parties regarding this issue is fueled by the 
State of Hawaii 1

S interest in commercial harvest of fishery resources 
within the disputed waters. The Tripartite Cooperative Agreement made 
reference to the boundary dispute, but noted that it was not the intent 
of the study to resolve the issue nor to detract from or add to the 
respective positions of the parties involved in the dispute. Rather, it 
was the intent of the study to gather scientific data which would be 
useful in managing fish and wildlife resources, regardless of 
jurisdictional responsibilities. 

Now that Tripartite studies are completed, the FWS 1 ability to 
functionally manage resources within the disputed waters has been 
complicated by the State 1 s reluctance to acknowledge FWS jurisdiction. 
Failure to resolve the issue clouds the relationship between the FWS and 
the State in virtually all situations where resource management 
responsibi 1 i ties are shared. Therefore, this strategy addresses the 
need for timely resolution of the dispute in a cooperative manner. 

Other Fish and Wildlife 

ll) Monitor seabird and other migratory bird populations: 

The major focus of the FWS 1 research effort during Tripartite studies 
was the development of baseline data on seabird populations -and the 
refinement of methods to be applied in the long-term monitoring of 
population health and status. This information proves particularly 
useful in assessing the effects of human activities, including fishery 
development, in waters where these species seek their food. Studies 
proposed to continue under this strategy include population size, 
reproductive success, growth rates, food habits, causes of mortality, 
inter-island movements and habitat requirements. Population monitoring 
of wintering migratory shorebirds is also proposed to continue . 
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12) Restrict access to seabird colonies: 

The density of nesting birds on HINWR islands and the sensitivity of 
nesting habitat to disturba11ce dictate the need to minimize human 
activity within seabird colonies. The immediate effects on reproductive 
success of seabirds due to disturbance in the colony are often subtle, 
but the impact of repeated disturbance over the long term can be 
dramatic. Under this strategy, authorized visitors to HINWR islands are 
restricted in their activities on the island to minimize this problem. 
This includes restrictions both in location and time, taking into 
account seasonal variations in bird populations. The problem of 
unauthorized visitation and subsequent disturbance to nesting seabirds 
will continue to be addressed through education and enforcement 
activities as well. 

13) Develop and implement oil spill contingency plans: 

The critical importance of beaches and nearshore waters of the HINWR to 
seabirds, seals, turtles, and other marine resources raises serious 
concern about the potential damage that would be caused by a major spill 
of oil or hazardous chemicals. Logistical constraints would further add 
to the impact by preventing rapid and effective response to control 
spills or rehabilitate wildlife on remote islands. This concern was 
underlined in 1969 when a Japanese fishing vessel went aground on Laysan 
Island and in 1977, when the tanker, IRENE$ CHALLENGE, sank 50 miles 
north of Lisianski Island and spilled more than five million gallons of 
oil into the sea. Fortuitous weather conditions prevented this oil from 
reaching the islands, but the extreme vulnerability of this unique 
habitat was clearly demonstrated. More recent groundings of a large 
freighter and several fishing vessels on the NWHI, including the 
February 5, 1985 sinking of the CAROLYN K within the Refuge at French 
Frigate Shoals, have only heightened concern and, taken together, 
have dictated the need for improving our response capability as the 
number of vessels transiting nearshore NWHI waters increases. 

This strategy addresses the need to continue evaluating appropriate 
means to respond to incidents and to determine r~les and 
responsibilities of various agencies and organizations. It also 
includes the determination and stockpiling of appropriate equipment and 
supplies to permit effective response. Agreements and contracts for 
logistical support (aircraft, boats) will need to be developed in 
advance of a serious incident. 

14) Prevent, monitor and control the introduction of harmful exotic 
species: 

This strategy focuses attention on the need to maintain HIN~IR islands 
free of harmful exotic plant, insect and animal species as a means to 
maximize natural productivity in resident seabird colonies and to 
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maintain a more natural abundance and diversity of other terrestrial 
plant and animal species. This problem and strategies to address it 
are discussed in the Vulnerable Species category above (Strategy# 3). 

15) Enhance public awareness: 

The most vi~ually obvious wildlife resource of the HINWR is the resident 
seabird population which numbers between 12 and 14 million birds (breed
ing and non-breeding) of 18 species. Many of these species frequent 
nearshore waters of the main Hawaiian Islands in smaller numbers, so 
there is at 1 east genera 1 familiarity with the resource among many 
local residents and visitors. The general public is largely unaware 
of the other species that inhabit the islands and atolls of the 
HINWR. This strategy is designed to enhance familiarity through a 
public awareness program including publication, audio-visual materials 
and presentations. The details involved in implementing this strategy 
are treated in the Education/Interpretation category. 

Scientific and Professional Services: 

16) Utilize short field camps and annual boat surveys to monitor wild
life populations and habitat: 

This strategy highlights the importance of repetitive field survey 
activity to accomplish all monitoring objectives, including enforcement 
of regulations. This strategy also includes year-around monftoring at 
the Tern Island facility. One annual boat survey of the entire HINWR, 
incorporating short camps, is proposed to continue as an absolute 
minimum level of field work necessary to address highest priority 
monitoring objectives. 

17) Produce and distribute research publications: 

One major value of research in the HINWR is the contribution it can make 
to future management of this Refuge and its fish and wildlife. This in 
formation can also prove highly useful to other resource managers 
responsible for similar species and habitats. The scientific data can 
also contribute to the general body of data accumulating from work 
around the world in pristine areas. Such transfer of knowledge is 
dependent upon the timely and effective publication of research 
publications within the body of literature that is freely accessible to 
other investigators and resource managers. This is also the source of 
information for more popular literature for the general public. With 
this in mind, the FWS will continue to participate in, encourage and 
facilitate the timely publication of research results. 

18) . Monitor human activities and their effects on HINWR islands and in 
nearshore waters: 
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This strategy is addressed in virtually all recovery plans and is 
equally applicable to other fish and wildlife resources potentially 
affected by human activities. A basic premise of refuge management is 
that compatibility of human use is judged by the effect of that use on 
fish and wildlife resources in that refuge. For this reason~ it is 
critical that a substantive part of the monitoring and assessment effort 
be directed at the determination of human effects, both short- and long
term. 

19) Provide logistical supper{ for monitoring activities at Tern 
Island and elsewhere throughout the HINWR: 

The unique importance of Tern Is 1 and in the HINWR resource monitoring 
program is singled out in this strategy. Not only does Tern Island pro
vide year-around access to important terrestrial and marine resources, 
but it also provides the logistical capability to facilitate work on 
other islands in the HINWR and the ability to react effectively and 
quickly to resource management problems encountered midpoint in the 
archipelago. This strategy addresses this support function, within the 
constraints imposed by station capability and cumulative effects of 
human activities on the island. The role of Tern Island in support of 
HINWR management is addressed in detail in Section VI.G. 

Education/Interpretation 

20) Develop off-refuge education/interpretive exhibits and programs: 

In view of the logistical problems and the anticipated conflicts 
inherent in substantially expanded public use on HINWR lands, the 
highest priority education/interpretation strategy is directed at off
refuge locations. The principal immediate focus of this effort is the 
FWS' interpretive facility at Kilauea Point on Kauai. This site 
presently attracts nearly 270,000 visitors per year. The opportunity 
for visitors to view several seabird species, whales and turtles from 
this scenic location provides a basi~ for expanded interpretive exhibits 
to enhance the quality of the experience. This is a convenient location 
to provide an interpretive "window11 on the HINWR. This site-has also 
proven appropriate for structured educational programs, such as teacher 
workshops and outdoor classrooms. Recent establishment of a cooperating 
association and a volunteer program at Kilauea Point will enhance educa
tional and interpretive opportunities. 

Kilauea Point p~ovides a unique setting and opportunity for interpretive 
and educational programs focusing on the HINWR, but, by virtue of its 
location, it fails to reach the vast majority of the resident and 
visiting public found on Oahu. For this reason~ this strategy also 
addresses the need to exp 1 ore other Oahu-based 1 ocati ons for expanded 
FWS involvement in interpretive and educational programs relating to 
fish and wildlife resources of the HINWR. These programs should address 
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fish and wildlife resources as well ~s cultural resources, geological 
history and related topics. Possible Oahu-based locations include the 
Bishop Museum and the Honolulu Airport. 

21) Develop and assist in the development of publications and 
audio-visual materials on HINWR resources: 

The present availability of extensive photo documentation and published 
materials relating to the HINWR makes it feasible and practical for FWS 
personnel to publish and to assist others in publishing articles on the 
HINWR in popular literature. These publications are widely distributed, 
making a substantial percentage of the public at least generally aware 
of the HINWR and its unique values. Continued cooperation with the news 
media will also facilitate repetitive coverage of issues and topics of 
general interest pertaining to the HINWR. This strategy includes the 
expanded development of slide shows, brochures and other interpretive 
publications. FWS-owned movie footage will also be made available for 
documentary production and for use by the news media. 

Other Public Uses: 

22) Provide limited recreational opportunity for authorized personnel 
within the HINWR: 

Tern Island is operated by the FWS, in cooperation with other agencies, 
principally in support of resource management and research programs in 
the HINWR. Refuge staff are stationed on the island for extended 
periods (up to five months) to operate and maintain the facility 
and to conduct long-term resource monitoring studies. In addition, 
shorter term station occupants include other researchers (FWS and other 
agencies), Nati ona 1 Weather Service personnel, contracted rna inte
nance personnel, and contracted pilots. Occasional authorized visitors 
include FWS program management staff, support vessel crews, news media 
and representatives of other agencies and organizations (U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, National Marine Fisheries Service, State DLNR, 
Marine Marrmal Commission, Congressional subcommittees, State 
Legislature, City Council). 

It is particularly important that station occupants with extended duty 
on Tern Island have recreational opportunities to facilitate adjustment 
to life on a remote island, although the recreation policy would apply 
to all authorized visitors. Tern Island has a few, limited recrea
tional facilities. Within the ·Refuge, fishing is limited to catch and 
release pole fishing and jogging is allowed in non-sensitive areas. 
These and all other recreational activities will be permitted only in 
designated areas when not conflicting with higher priority wildlife 
outputs and are subject to approva 1 . by the Refuge Manager. Limited 
recreational activities for field camp personnel are also permitted on 
other islands in the HINWR. The exact nature of these activities will 
be specified by SUP. 
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23) Provide logistical support for NWHI commercial fishery operations: 

Continued presence of Refuge personnel at Tern Island makes possible a 
limited degree of support to vessel traffic in the NWHI. During the 
period of FWS occupation since July 1979, this support has included 
regular transmission of radio traffic and phone messages; transport of 
suppl~es and parts on FWS contracted aircraft; transport of crew; 
emergency evacuations; medical assistance; fabrication and repair of 
equipment during vessel breakdowns; etc. The FWS has also assisted in 
the rescue of a stranded crew and provided aircraft and boat support in 
the salvage of the grounded freighter, ANANGEL LIBERTY and the fishing 
vessel, CAROLYN K. During the same period, the FWS has received a 
tremendous amount of vessel support in the operation of Tern Island 
from fishermen, and also from NMFS, Coast Guard, Navy, the State of 
Hawaii and others. 

Under th'i's strategy, the FWS role in the facilitation of vessel activity 
in the NWHI, particularly commercial fishing, will continue and expand 
within the limits of staff time and capability. There is no intent to 
significantly expand the FWS' presently limited ability to provide 
search and rescue assistance. This strategy will not include 
modifications of facilities or storage of other than incidental 
equipment or supplies at Tern Island in support of the commercial 
fishing industry. The existing Special Use Permit allowing installation 
and use of an emergency mooring buoy within French Frigate Shoals wi11 
be continued. Use of the buoy will continue to be limited to 
legitimate emergency or imminent emergency situations. 

24) Monitor logistical support activities for effects on fish and 
wildlife resources: 

Compatibility of public use activities with higher priority refuge 
management objectives is fundamental to the continuation of those· 
activities. Determination of compatibility (assessment of effects) will 
require monitoring programs that are directly relevant to those 
activities. Use of the emergency mooring buoy, vessel traffic and 
anchoring within the Refuge, and other activities relating to logistical 
support will continue to be monitored to ensure that they occur as 
specified in Refuge regulations, appropriate public notices or Special 
Use Permits. This strategy also involves documentation of the response 
of seals, turtles and other wildlife to support activities (mooring, 
vessel traffic~ transfer of supplies, etc.). 

C. Baseline Alternative 

The BASELINE ALTERNATIVE (BA) incorporates all of the strategies 
included in the NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE and those additional "must do" 
strategies needed to minimally satisfy the objectives for the HINWR 
included in Section V. These strategies take into consideration 
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anticipated limitations in staffing and funding of the FWS and 
cooperating agencies. The strategies have been modified somewhat since 
the third Planning Update and the March 20, 1984 public workshop to 
reflect input received through public involvement. Each of the 
strategies represent a consolidation of various.proposed actions and are 
summarized below by major output category: 

s ecies (Endan ered, Threatened, Candidate and Sensitive 

1) Implement high priority research and management tasks in recovery 
plans: 

This strategy goes beyond the NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE Strategy #1 to in
clude additional research and management actions needed to more fully 
address recommendations in recovery plans. In particular, considerable 
additional effort is required to implement recommendations associated 
with land birds. One focus for Refuge research and management action 
is addressingthe accelerated filling of the lagoon at Laysan Island 
with windblown sand from a de-vegetated dune and the effects on various 
land birds, including the Laysan duck . 

2) Monitor populations and habitats: 

In addition to continuation of those monitoring activities included in 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE Strategy #2, this strategy includes additional 
recovery plan monitoring requirements not presently being addressed. 
These include annual population inventories and follow-up surveys of the 
four endemic 1 and birds and monitoring the status of candidate and 
sensitive species on a regular basis. 

3) Prevent, monitor and control the introduction of harmful exotic 
species: 

Because eradication of harmful exotic species on remote islands is 
accomplished most easily upon introduction, this strategy goes beyond 
the NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE Strategy #3 to conduct more frequent visits to 
islands to monitor/control exotic species and implement effective, 
standardized survey and detection methods. Logistical constraints 
dictate the need for remote sensing methods as well. 

Environment: 

4) Reactivate nomination of emergent lands, excluding Tern Island, for 
Wilderness status: 

Although FWS policy holds that lands under consideration for Wilderness 
status be managed as if formally designated, completion of the 
designation process for the HINWR lands would ensure consistent 
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management for Wilderness values into perpetuity. The resource values 
for which HINWR lands are managed are consistent with the definition of 
11 Wi1derness 11 as found in the Wilderness Act of 1964. Althouah use of 
motorized equipment is generally .prohibited in Wilderness areas, 
exceptions are possible when such activities are essential to 
accomplishing refuge objectives and/or when the use is an established 
practice prior to formal Wilderness-designation (and must continue for 
proper administration of the area). Use of generators for radio 
communication and small boats for landing on Refuge islands would fall 
under this description. This strategy, therefore, includes active 
nomination of HINWR lands for Wilderness status. 

5) Evaluate Marine Sanctuary status for the HINWR: 

A proposal has been made (Harrison, 1983) to consider Marine Sanctuary 
status for waters in the NWHI. The purpose of the propos a 1 is to 
correct a prob 1 em of fragmented juri sdi cti on a 1 responsi bil iti es tl)at 
hampers an 11 ecosystem 11 approach to resource ·management. The proposal 
further contends that the 11 existing management regime fosters needless 
interagency conflict, inefficient exploitatiGn of fisheries, and 
inadequate protection of some w·il dl ife species 11

• If adopted as pro
posed, the NWHI Marine Sanctuary would encompass all waters seaward to 
12 miles for each island in the NWHI, including Midway and Kure. The 
Administrator of NOAA would have overall management responsibility, but 
an advisory board consisting of individuals from other agencies, 
industry and private organizations would be established to ensure wide 
representation during decision making. Both the State of Hawaii and the 
FWS would have to agree to the inclusion of waters in the Marine 
Sanctuary over which they now assert jurisdictional authority. 

As a mechanism to pro vi de a comprehensive management approach where 
fragmented authorities exist, the Marine Sanctuary concept has consider
able merit. However, the complexities of the management issues involved 
in the NWHI and the wide diversity of parties involved, necessitate 
that this proposal be given lengthy and extensive consideration 
before possible application in the NWHI. It is beyond the scope of this 
plan for the HINWR to consider with the intent to resolve, the-issue of 
whether or ncrt a Marine Sanctuary should be established when most of the 
proposed acreage to be included is outside present FWS jurisdiction. 
With this in mind, this strategy recommends that the Marine Sanctuary 
proposal be thoroughly evaluated in a open forum, involving all 
concerned parties, including the general public, following completion 
and approval of the HINWR Master Plan/EIS. 

Other Fish and Wildlife: 

6) Prevent, monitor and control the introduction of harmful exotic 
species: 
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This strategy focuses attention on additi ona 1 management actions in
cluded in BA Strategy #3 to prevent, mon1tor and control harmful exotic 
species in seabird colonies and where they rna; impact other terrestrial 
plant and animal species. 

Education and Interpretation: 

7) Develop appropriate curriculum materials for the school system: 

Environmental education (EE) programs in Hawaii are severely hampered by 
the unfortunate lack of curriculum materials directly relevant to fish 
and wildlife resources of the island. This strategy will address the 
problem by focusing future efforts on the production of EE materials 
directed specifically for different age groups in island schools. An 
expanded version of the present effort in this direction will include 
sound-slide shows, teachers workbooks, class exercises and other 
appropriately structured reading materials. Such a program is 
fundamental to the development of local pride in the unique Hawaiian 
fish and wildlife resources and cultural history. 

8) Encourage off-site photography, journalism and art (P/J/A) activi
ties relating to HINWR resources: 

Beyond the assistance the FWS can provide in making resource materials 
available, this strategy is directed at accommodating and encouraging 
P/J/A activities at other main Island locations where conflicts with 
wildlife or logistical problems are minimized or avoided. This effort 
will, by necessity, focus on seabird species common to both the HINWR 
and the main Islands. Principal public use opportunity for P/J/A 
activities will be located at Kilauea Point National Wildlife Refuge 
and, in cooperation with other agencies, at Kaneohe Marine Corps Air 
Station and Oahu's offshore islands. 

9) Develop educational/interpretive materials for Midway and Kure 
personnel: 

Military personnel, civilian contractors and authorized vis1tors to 
Midway and Kure atolls are immediately aware of the presence of large, 
diverse fish and wildlife populations, but they are given little help in 
learning about those resources. This strategy is directed at the 
cooperative development of educational programs and interpretive exhibit 
materia 1 s to enhance the quality of the human experience on these 
islands. This effort will also serve to reduce conflicts between man's 
occupation of these islands and the rich fish and wildlife resources 
that share the space. Although Midway and Kure are not within the 
HINWR, the fish and wi 1 dl i fe species found at these 1 ocati ons are 
common to and/or move between islands and atolls of the archipelago. 
This educational effort must be implemented in close coordination with 
other agencies that have primary jurisdiction at these sites. 
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D. Resource Preservation Alternative 

The RESOURCE PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE (RPA) incorporates all strategies 
included in the NO ACTION and BASELINE ALTERNATIVES and builds upon that 
foundation by including additional enhancement strategies emphasizing 
preservation of fish and wildlife resources within the HINWR. Because 
of the documented and potential effects of human activities outside 
existing HINWR boundaries, the RPA addresses the need for the FWS 
to exert influence beyond its area of primary jurisdiction. Many of 
the RPA strategies focus on reducing the risk of adverse human 
impacts, increasing "layers" of administrative protection and 
resource recognition, and expanding research and monitoring 
programs. The strategies which make up the RPA are discussed briefly 
below: 

"Vulnerable'' Species (Endangered, Threatened, Candidate and Sensitive 
Species): 

1) Regulate and monitor nearshore vessel traffic: 

This strategy is directed at the need to minimize the risk of .vessel 

• 

groundings on HINWR islands and reefs. It is considered here under the • 
"Vulnerable" Species category but it has implications with respect to ·-~~ 
virtually all aspects of HINWR resource management. The historic 
record, particularly over the last decade, makes it apparent that the 
risk of groundings is real, not speculative. Increasing vessel activity 
associated with shipping traffic and expanding commercial fisheries 
increase the risk substantially. The prospect of fishery support 
facilities at Midway, and subsequent attraction of additional fishing 
boats, makes it virtually certain that more vessels, with crews 
unfamiliar with NWHI waters, will end up on HINWR reefs and islands. 

This strategy will seek to improve the regulation and monitoring of 
nearshore vessel traffic by working cooperatively with the State of 
Hawaii, the U. S. Navy, NMFS, the Coast Guard, the Western Pacific 
Regional Fishery Management Council (WPRFMC), and fishing industry. A 
working interagency committee is proposed to consider, and imp 1 ement 
where feasible, various measures to reduce the risk of and enhance the 
ability to respond to groundings. Among the measures proposed for 
consideration by the committee are: 

a) Change the present Intergovernmental Maritime Consultative 
Organization (IMCO) "Area to Be Avoided" to regulatory, not ad
visory status. Alternatively, the nearshore portion of the area 
(e.g. within 10 miles of emergent land or submerged reefs) could be 
subject to regulation, the remaining area covered by the advisory. 
Include Kure into the area covered. 
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b) Establish a 100-fathom contour regulation that would prohibit 
vessels from transiting waters within the 100 fathom isobath sur
rounding each island or atoll. Vessels could enter the area (out
;;i de the refuge boundary) for the objective of fishing, observa
tion/recreation and for authorized research and/or refuge-re 1 a ted 
projects. This would reduce the risk of groundings of vessels with 
"no business" in nearshore waters. 

c) Require all vessels fishing in the NWHI to obtain Leeward 
Islands fishing permits from the State of Hawaii (not simply 
vessels targeting fishery resources subject to different 
regulations than within main Island waters, as is now the 
case). This regulatory process would provide a single point of 
contact for all fishing vessel owners and captains, facilitating 
education and enforcement. 

d) Implement an educational program relating to the grounding 
hazards in the NWHI, particularly directed at vessel owners and 
captains with little or no experience in the area. The program 
should include documents with detailed discussion of particular 
hazards, anchorages, wind/wave conditions, emergency actions, 
rescue and communication procedures, etc. Owners and captains 
might also be asked to attend orientation meetings which would 
include slides/movies of recent groundings and interviews with 
people involved in groundings in order to emphasize the seriousness 
of travel in the NWHI. Issuing of Leeward Islands fishing permits 
should be contingent upon exposure to the educational program. 

e) Consider vessel reporting requirements for activities within 
the 100 fathom isobath around HINWR islands and atolls. A more 
sophisticated approach could involve required satellite-monitored 
transponders. Radio reporting could be accomplished by the Coast 
Guard in cooperation with the FWS at Tern Island and the U.S. Navy 
at Midway. 

f) Install an EPIRB receiver and radar equipment at Tern 
Island. The EPIRB receiver would permit immediate detection of 
groundings or other emergencies in the French Frigate Shoals area. 
The radar equipment would allow Refuge staff to monitor vessel 
activity in the north end of French Frigate Shoals, including that 
associated with use of the emergency mooring buoy and/or a multi
species fishery buoy. 

g) Install prominent radar targets at vulnerable locations in 
the HINWR. This may not prove feasible in exposed reef areas 
where recent groundings have occurred, but should be considered . 

It is envisioned that measures, such as discussed above, will not only 
protect HINWR resources but will also enhance the safety of vessel crews 
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and protect boat owners from serious financial losses. Improved 
monitoring of vessel activity will substantially reduce the time 
necessary to respond to groundings, making it possible to rescue crews 
and protect HINWR resources more effectively. 

2) Conduct lower priority research and management actions in recovery 
plans: 

As in the NO ACTION and BASELINE ALTERNATIVES, this strategy focuses on 
those six wildlife species presently listed on the federal list of 
threatened and endangered species. It builds upon the various high 
priority research/management programs implemented under the NAA and BA. 
As· an example, such projects for the Hawaiian monk seal will include, 
among others, the treatment and rehabilitation of sick seals, ciguatoxin 
exposure and toxicity studies, shark monitoring and possibly localized 
control programs, marine habitat usage studies and expanded aerial 
surveys. For this species, the principal FWS role will continue to be 
in support of studies underway and p,l an ned by NMFS, the agency with 
primary responsibility for the monk seal recovery program. In 
contrast, the FWS will continue to have the lead role in the 
implementation of recovery actions for endangered land birds in the 
HINWR. 

3) Evaluate/establish additional contingency populations of endemic 
land birds, consistent with recovery plans: 

The major focus of approved and proposed recovery plan recommendations 
for endemic land birds concerns the protection and maintenance of 
essential habitats. However, because existing and potential threats 
could lead to catastrophic declines in natural populations, this 
strategy is proposed to provide a contingency against such disasters by 
establishing and maintaining at least one additional and disjunct 
population for each of the endemic land birds. The Laysan duck is 
presently distributed widely in several well-maintained zoological 
collections around the world. The Laysan finch has been transplanted to 
Pearl and Hermes Reef in 1967 and is well-established on sever~l islets. 
These two species appear to have adequate 11 buffer" populations and will 
likely require little additional attention under this strategy. 
Management of any population must consider the implications of 
manipulation of natural processes and alteration of the terrestrial 
ecology throughout the HINWR. Presently it is expected that new actions 
associated with this strate·gy will be limited to transplanting 
millerbirds to Laysan Island depending on a scientific evaluation of 
taxonomic classification for HINWR millerbirds and further study of 
habitat requirements. Captive flocks of Nihoa finches will be pursued. 
Emergency capture and/or transplantation may be considered for any of 
the land birds in the event of natural or human-related catastrophe that 
seriously threaten wild populations. 
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Assistant Refuge Manager banding a Black noddy (Anous tenuirostris) chick 

for life history studies. 

Environment 

4) Designate or support designation of critical habitat (CH) for 
threatened and endangered species: 

The role of formally designated critical habitat in the protection and 
recovery of listed species was discussed previously (see Section 
IV.F.2.). This strategy is based upon the perspective that designation 
of CH would increase protection, enhance recovery and draw public 
attention to ·the vulnerability and value of the habitat of these 
species. The process of CH designation for land bird species can begin 
immediately by FWS action alone. Consideration of CH designation for 
the green sea turtle will appropriately wait until conclusion of 
the recovery p 1 anni ng process. NMFS has recently re-proposed the 
NWHI beaches and waters out to the 10 fathom isobath as critical habitat 
for the monk seal. Although the FWS prefers designation of CH out to 
the 20 fathom isobath, under this !strategy, the FWS will support and 
comply with the final designation whitever it is. · 
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5) Evaluate and nominate, if appropriate, lands and waters of the 
HINWR for status as a World Heritage Site, Biosphere Reserve and 
National Natural Landmark: 

This strategy is directed at the desirability of securing additional 
nation a 1 and i nternati on a 1 forms of protection and recognition of the 
unique resource values of the HINWR following a thorough evaluation of 
the short- and long-term implications of additional protective designa
tion for the HINWR. While not replacing current federal or state refuge 
status, such formal designations would acknowledge natural and cultural 
resource values that ·transcend political and geographic boundaries. 
Three such types of recognition, for which the HINWR appears to 
qualify, are World Heritage Sites, Biosphere Reserves and National 
Natural Landmarks. 

The International Convention Concerning the Protection of World Cultural 
and Natural Heritage (UNESCO, 1972) provides for the designation of 
areas of 11 outstanding universal value" as World Heritage Sites. Suit
able natural properties include those which a) represent major stages 
of the earth's evolutionary history; b) are examples of geologica'l 
processes, biological evolution or man's interaction with the natural 
environment; c) are examples of unique, rare or superlative natural 
phenomena, formations or features or areas of exceptional natural • 
beauty; or d) are habitats where populations of rare or endangered · 
species of plants and animals still survive. These exceptional areas 
must be recommended by the signatory nation responsible for the site for 
declaration by the International World Heritage Committee. To be 
designated, sites must already have long term protection and be owned 
and managed by a government or a non-profit corporation or trust. 

Where World Heritage Sites protect cultural and natural properties of 
outstanding universal value, Biosphere Reserves are established to 
preserve ecosystems representative of the world's terrestrial and 
aquatic biomes. The Biosphere Reserve project was an outgrowth of the 
UNESCO Man and the Biosphere program. Criteria and guidelines for 
selection of Biosphere Reserves were developed by a UNESCO task force in 
1974. Each Biosphere Reserve is to include one or more of the 
foll~wing: a) representative examples of natural biomes; b) unique com
munities or areas with unusual natural features of exceptional interest; 
c) examples of harmonious landscapes resulting from traditional patterns 
of land-use; or d) examples of modified or degraded ecosystems capable 
of being restored to more natural conditions. To qualify for designa
tion, a site must also be large enough to be an effective conservation 
unit, should provide opportunity for ecological research and education, 
and must have adequate long-term legal protection. 

The purpose of the National Park Service's Natural Landmarks Program is 
to identify nationally significant landscapes and/or ecological areas . 
A 1981 evaluation included approximately 50 existing or potential land-
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I 

I 
I 

mark sites in the State of Hawaii, 31 bf which were rated against sever-
al criteria. Highest priority was g~ven to those sites which include 
outstanding and/or unique examples of !the geological and ecosystem fea
tures characteristic of the Hawaiian I~lands and which encompass several 
such features. In that review, the N~rthwestern Hawaiian Islands (from 
Nihoa to Kure), were assigned the high:est priority. 

I 
I 

6) Nominate HINWR lands and waters t~ the Wilderness System: 
i 

Whereas the BASELINE ALTERNATIVE inclu~es a strategy directed at Wilder
ness nomination for HINWR lands, grea~er resource protection is sought 
through this strategy which will also ~nclude the approximately 252,000 
acres of submerged lands and water

1 

within the HINWR (see Section 
IV.C.2.e.). Both strategies would ~xclude Tern Island and adjacent 
dredged areas. The strategy to incjlude both HINWR lands and waters 
would be consistent with the original Wilderness proposal developed by 
the FWS. This earlier proposal was !reduced to emergent lands only in 
recognition of the boundary dispute liand in response to concerns of the 
State . of Hawaii that inclusion of HINWR waters would jeopardize the 
planned exploitation of fishery resounces. 

i 
7) Conduct historical resource sur~eys and nominate eligible sites 
to the State and National Historic registers: 

I 

Human activities in the NWHI, since their discovery by European 
explorers in the late 18th century, i have left an obvious mark on the 

·HINWR in the form of military facilities, shipwrecks and remnants of 
guano operations. The value of these and, as yet undiscovered, 
historical resources in the HINWR is the focus of this strategy. Field 
survey, documentation and nomination of eligible historical sites are 
proposed to protect these resources, lin keeping with applicable federal 
statutes (see Section IV.C.2.h.). ! 

I 

i 
Other Fish and Wildlife: i 

! 
8) Monitor and control disease in the

1
resident seabird populations: 

I 

I 
The potentia 1 for a serious outbreak of a vi an disease within dense 
nesting seabird colonies of the NWHI /is considerable. Furthermore, the 
FWS' ability to detect such a probrrem at its earliest stages and to 
react effectively is severely hampered by the infrequency of HINWR 
island visits and the logistical problems inherent in responding to a 
problem. In some areas, determination of the pattern of disease 
outbreaks and the role of various ~ectors will permit development of 
management programs to minimize the s~read of the disease and its impact 
on seabird populations. FWS stu~ies of avian pox in albatross 
populations at Midway Atoll is su'ch an example. Documentation of 
"baseline" levels and forms of aviarl disease will provide an improved 
basis for eva 1 uati on of apparent outb!reaks. Determination of the nature 

I 
! 
I 
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of existing forms of disease may permit deve 1 opment of measures to 
prevent severe impacts to nesting populations. The protocol for 
monitoring disease levels is well established and easily incorporated 
into other population monitoring programs. 

9) Regulate and monitor nearshore vessel traffic: 

Because of ·the relationship between vessel groundings or spi11s and the 
ecological integrity of HINWR islands, the future productivity of 
seabird colonies is as dependent upon the control of vessel activity as 
are the Refuge's threatened and endangered species. Ground-nesting 
seabirds are particularly vulnerable to predation by introduced mammals. 
Dependency of seabird resources on nearshore waters as a source of food 
makes these species even more vulnerable than terrestrial species to the 
direct and indirect adverse effects of a major oil or chemical spill. 
For this reason, a strategy involving measures to regulate and monitor 
nearshore vessel traffic is included under this output category (see 
RPA Strategy #1 for details). 

10) Monitor distribution and abundance of native terrestrial species: 

• 

This strategy is directed at other, unlisted species found on HINWR 
islands. Only very limited data are available for native and endemic • 
terrestrial species of insects, arthropods, molluscs (e.g. land snails), ·~ 
and plants. Many of these species are of importance to endangered land 
birds, as food and cover. They are also components of unique insular 
ecosystems of considerable research and educational interest in their 
own right. This strategy will include the development and 
implementation of monitoring programs for key species or species groups. 
Quite likely, this effort would involve considerable participation by 
non-FWS researchers. 

11) Map and ground truth terrestrial and marine ecosystems: 

This strategy, as it applies to the HINWR land base, will tie directly 
to Strategy #10 above, as part of an overall monitoring program. Appro
priate ground truthing of aerial photography in terrestrial ecosystems, 
in particular, would facilitate expanded use of remote sensing tech
niques that may be highly cost-effective. These techniques may also 
prove more sensitive to trends in habitat condition that are not readily 
apparent during ground surveys. One such trend of particular concern is 
the accelerated filling of the Laysan Island lagoon through wind-blown 
sand from a de-vegetated dune. This, in turn, appears tied to the pat
tern of vegetationa1 succession on the island, a phenomenon that can be 
monitored effectively by remote sensing and ground survey. Aerial 
photography of HINWR atolls and nearshore reefs is an appropriate 
technique for inventory of habitat types and documentation of marine 
species distribution (e.g. sharks, baitfish, seals, and turtles). 
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Bonin petrel (Pterodroma hypoleuca), a t;lOCturnal burrowing bird highly 
vulnerable to predation by rats. I 

I 

Scientific and Professional Serviscuersv:

1

1ey 

12) Conduct annual aerial photo of all HINWR islands: 
I 

This strategy is singled out as /a means to permit monitoring of 
terrestrial species ~nd habitat, in qonjunction with regularly scheduled 
ground survey. Photography is bein;g used for documentation of island 
geological processes (e.g. change in shape of sandy islets); habitat 
utilization and population indicators for key species (e.g. seals, 
turtles and some seabirds); and ba~eline vegetation mapping. Annual 
repetition of this project will im'prove the FWS' ability to monitor 
these resources and to detect manag~ment problems at an early stage. 
Aerial survey will also enhance enfofcement capability. 

13) Conduct extended field camps ~nd/or semi-annual boat surveys of 
HINWR islands: 

This strategy is designed to gatrer additional resource data not 
obtainable through annual visits andl short field camps, as described in 
the NAA. This approach will permi~ scheduling of surveys in a manner 
that allows more accurate and compl~te monitoring of reproductive bio
logy for key species. Extended field camps will involve between 2-4 
people in tent camps, conducting 19ng term field surveys, principally 

I 
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in spring-summer months. Several different island camps are possible in 
a given season. 

14) Conduct comparative monitoring studies on Kure and Midway: 

This strategy involves a cooperative program with the State, U.S. Coast 
Guard, National Marine Fisheries Service and U.S. Navy to monitor fish 
and wildlife resources whose distribution includes both HINWR islands 
and atolls as well as at Kure and Midway. These sites played an impor
tant role during recent Tripartite studies extending throughout the 
NWHI. Opportunities for year-around access and living quarters at Kure 
and Midway make possible biological monitoring studies not practical or 
feasible at locations other than Tern Island. In the case of seabirds, 
this permits inclusion of species with fall- winter nesting cycles 
into population monitoring programs. This strategy will also include 
facilitation by the FWS and cooperating agencies of appropriate 
non-FWS research/management studies at these sites. 

Other Public Uses: 

15) Regulate and monitor nearshore vessel traffic: 

This strategy is included here to highlight its relevance to the 
expanding commercial fishery in the NWHI. Details of this strategy are 
addressed in RPA Strategy #1. 

16) Cooperate/assist in the installation of a mooring buoy outside the 
HINWR boundary at French Frigate Shoals: 

Although from a wildlife protection/preservation standpoint the fewer 
vessels in the vicinity of French Frigate Shoals the better, the FWS 
accepts as reality the following: 

a) Interest in commercial fishery development in waters surround
ing French Frigate Shoals is increasing. 

b) The FWS has no direct control or jurisdiction over fishing 
activities in waters outside the HINWR. 

c) A commercial fishery mothership operating from a mooring buoy 
just outside the Refuge boundary is seen as environmentally prefer
able to a situation where the fishing industry operates outside the 
Refuge boundary independent of any FWS influence. 

d) Support/cooperation with the commercial fishing industry in 
the HINWR has in the past and would 1 ike ly continue to pro vi de 
benefits to both the fishing industry and the FWS. ( Fishing ves
sels have assisted in transporting FWS personnel and supplies to 
Tern Island.) 
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I 

These realities considered together wi~h the history of accidents in the 
vicinity of French Frigate Shoals urilderscore the need to implement 
measures that minimize the risk of ves~el groundings while facilitating 
compatible fishery operations. Instal!lation and use of a mooring buoy 
adjacent to the HINWR boundary at Freinch Frigate Shoals would provide 
safe, secur.e anchorage and efficient t~ansfer of catch and supplies with 
significantly less risk of impact to Rafuge fish and wildlife resources; 
and would likely result in an increase8 level of logistical/communicat
ing support from FWS in response to i~creases in the number of fishing 
vessels utilizing the buoy. The buoy,i as proposed, would be installed 
and maintained by the fishing industryi 

The existing emergency buoy and desi§nated anchorage area within the 
HINWR boundary will continue to be avlailable for regulated use by the 
industry for legitimate emergencies. (~ee NAA Strategy #23.) 

I 

The placement of a permanent mooring ibuoy outside the Refuge boundary 
would require a permit from the U.S.IArmy Corps of Engineers and the 
U.S. Coast Guard. These federal adions would require a biological 
review under Section 7 of the Endanger~d Species Act and provide further 
opportunity for public comment. 1 

I 
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RUA Alternatives 

1

1ncluding the Proposed Action 

I 

Resource Utilization Alternative ~RUA) 
I 

E. 

The RESOURCE UTILIZATION ALTERNATIVE I( RUA) incorporates a 11 strategies 
in the NO ACTION and BASELINE AL1ERNATIVES and builds upon that 
foundation by including additional erhancement strategies emphasizing 
public use of the HINWR. Limitatio~s on that use are dictated by the 
anticipated and potential conflict~ with higher priority resource 
management objectives for the Refuge: and by the staffing and funding 
implications. The strategies which ma~e up the RUA are discussed below: 

I 
S ecies (Endan ered, Thre~tened, Candidate and Sensitive 

1) Monitor nearshore vessel traffic:! 
I 
I 

I 
As in the case of the RPA, this strategy addresses the increased risk of 
vessel groundings and unauthorized handings associated with expanding 
commercial fisheries and other vessel ~ctivities in the NWHI. However, 
in contrast to the RPA, this strafegy wi 11 not regulate nearshore 
vessel activity but it will require! that vessels in the NWHI take 
measures to a 11 ow an improved 1 eve 1 : of monitoring of that activity. 
Such measures could include filing/ of float plans, regular radio 
reporting schedules through Tern Island or Honolulu and mandatory use 
of EPIRB's for emergency use. i 

i 

2) Monitor impacts of commercial fisihery on listed species: 
i 

As vessel activity increases at author[ized locations within the HINWR or 
in adjacent nearshore waters, this strategy will address the greater 
need to monitor the effects of that activity and to mitigate those 
effects if necessary. This moni tori ~g wi 11 be parti cul arl y important 
at French Frigate Shoals, because o~ the significance of that area to 
monk seals and turtles and because of 1the anticipated focus of expanding 
fisheries in the vicinity of that atolll. Population monitoring studies 
under the NO ACTION and BASELINE iALTERNATIVES will detect gross 
population changes over time, but, ~n themselves, will not facilitate 
demonstration of a cause-and-effect r~lationship with fisheries or other 
human activities. This strategy ~ill include monitoring of the 
incidence of seal and turtle sightings by vessels, interactions with 
vessels and fishing gear, attraction of seals and turtles to vessel 
lights or other operations, etc. Vessel activities within HINWR waters 
will be monitored most closely. 

I 
I 

3) Conduct only limited additional research indicated in recovery 
plans: I 

In contrast to the RPA, several of the second and third priority 
research projects identified within !recovery plans will not be imple
mented under this alternative. OnJy those studies most likely to 

I 

I 
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William C. Reffalt 
Director, Wildlife Refuge Programs 
The Wilderness Society 
1901 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20006 

Marine Mammal Commission 
John R. Twiss, Jr. 
Executive Director 
1625 Eye Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006 (12 copies) 

Sierra Club Hawaii Chapter 
P. 0. Box 11070 
Honolulu, HI 96828 

Mr. Chuck Johnston 
Hawaii Fishing News 
6650 Hawaii Kai Drive, #201 
Honolulu, HI 96825 

Congress of Hawaiian People 
c/o Ellamae Kupau 
Frances Schuman Realty 
P. 0. Box 25427 
Honolulu, HI 96825 
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Society for Hawaiian Archaeology 
P. 0. Box 22911 
Honolulu, HI 96822 

President 
Hawaii Audubon Society 
P. 0. Box 22832 
Honolulu, HI 96822 

Conservation Council for Hawaii 
P. 0. Box 2923 
Honolulu, HI 96819 

Ms. Sue Difloure White 
Greenpeace Hawaii 
19 Niolopa Place 
Honolulu, HI 96817 

The Outdoor Circle 
200 N. Vineyard Boulevard 
Honolulu, HI 96817 

Mr. Gary L. Naftel 
Hawaiian Shrimp Company 
737 Bishop Street 
Grosvenor Center, #2910 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Mr. John Carroll 
906 Financial Plaza of the Pacific 
111 South King Street, Suite 906 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Mr. John Corbin 
Aquaculture Development Program 
335 Merchant Street, #359 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Mr. Frank Coto 
United Fishing Agency, Ltd. 
117 Ahui 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Congress of Hawaiian People 
cjo Irene Dupont 
602 Captain Cook Avenue. 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Appendices • 



• 

• 

Pacific Tuna Development Foundation 
P. 0. Box 2359 
Honolulu, HI 96804 

Mr. Willis H. Moore 
Executive Secretary 
Hawaii Geographic Society 
P. 0. Box 1698 
Honolulu, HI 96806 

Dr. Philip"Helfri~h 
Hawaii Institute of Marine Biology 
P. 0. Box 1346 
Coconut Island 
Kaneohe, HI 96744 

Mr. Craig S. Harrison 
46-024 Puu1ena Street, #614 
~neche, HI 96744 

Mr. Kenneth S. Funai 
President 
Sportsmen of Hawaii 
P. 0. Box 923 
Hilo, HI 96720 

Mr. Alika Cooper 
Alika Cooper and Sons 
Old Lyman Airfield 
Hilo, HI 96720 

Dr. Wayne C. Gagne 
Bishop Museum 
P. 0. Box 19000-A 
Honolulu, HI 96819 

Mr. Steve Parcells 
Defenders of Wildlife 
1244 19th Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20036 

Marine Mammal Commission 
Attn: David Laist 
Room 307 
1625 Eye Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006 
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Pacific Basin Maritime, Inc. 
Edward W. Shallenberger 
P. 0. Box 516 
Kailua, Oahu, HI 96734 

Audrey Newman 
1250B Koko Head 
Honolulu, HI 96816 

John Earle 
-92-1188 Hookeha Street 
Ewa Beach, HI 96707 

Mr. Dan Taylor, Regional Representative 
National Audubon Society 
555 Audubon Place 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Environsphere 
Attn: Ms. Vickie Nulle 
3000 W. MacArthur Boulevard 
Santa Ana, CA 92704 

11. Libraries 

Hamilton Library 
University of Hawaii 
2550 The Ma 11 
Honolulu, HI 96822 

Legislative Reference Bureau Library 
State Capitol Building 
415 South Beretania 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Hawaii State Library 
478 South King Street 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Kailua Library 
239 Kuulei Road 
Kailua, HI 96734 

Kaneohe Regional Library 
45-829 Kam Highway 
Kaneohe, HI 96744 
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Pearl City Regional Library 
1138 Waimano Home Road 
Pearl City, HI 96782 

Kauai Regional Library 
4344 Hardy 
Lihue, HI 96766 

Hawaii Regional Library 
P. 0. Box 647 
Hilo, HI 96721-0647 

Kailua-Kona Library 
75-138 Hualalai Road 
Kailua-Kona, HI 96740 

Molokai Regional Library 
P. 0. Box 395 
Kaunakakai, HI 96748 

Maui Regional Library 
P. 0. Box 8 
Wailuku, HI 96793 

Colorado State University Library 
Fort Collins, CO 80523 
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Appendices 

D. Comments Concerning the Draft Master Plan/EIS and FWS Responses 

Displayed on the following pages are: 1) on the left hand side of each 
·page, written comments concerning the September 1984 draft Master 
Plan/EIS from various agencies, organizations and individuals; and 2) on 
the right hand side of each page, FWS responses to specific comments 
made. Each comment and response is referenced numerically in the left 
margins. Below is an index of those agencies, organizations and 
individuals which provided written comments. 

James Coon, State Boating Task Force ....... . 
Department of the Army .........•. 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Minerals 

Management Service ............. . 
City Council, City and County of Honolulu ... . 
University of Hawaii, Sea Grant College Program 
Edward W. Shallenberger .......•.......... 
State of Hawaii, Office of Environmental Quality Control ..... 
State of Hawaii Department of Land and Natural Resources, 

Division of Forestry and Wildlife. . ..•.• 
State of Hawaii, Department of Planning and Economic 

Development ...•....... 
Department of Defense, U.S. Navy .. . 
Hawaii Audubon Society ....... . 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency .. 
John S. Caroll/John L. Earle ..... 
National Marine Fisheries Service . . • . ... 
National Audubon Society ........•. 
University of Hawaii, Institute of Marine Biology . 
The Wilderness Society. . . . . . . . . . . . 

.. 

Western Pacific Regional Fishery Management Council .... 
Pacific Seabird Group ......•.... 
U.S. Coast Guard .............. . 
National Park Service .............. . 
University of Hawaii (Environmental Center) . 
Audrey Newman . . . . . . . . . . . 
Marine Mammal Commission ..... . 
Craig S. Harrison . . . . . . . . . . . 
State of Hawaii, Department of Land and Natural Resources . 
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October 22,1984 

~=~~J'.~a~~naclfic Island• 
Natlonal lllldllfe Refuge 
300 Ala Hoana Blvd, Rm, 5302 
r.o. Box 50167 
Honolulu, IlL 96850 

Dear Slr1 

Comment 

!hank you for the opportunlty to revlew the DHP/EIS for the 
Hawatlan Iolando Natlonal Wlldllfe Refuge, Ihe document 
!~fleets the years of reasearch whlch hal! been put into l.t. 

I woudl llke to see COrMpatlble public and econotnlc uses ex
panded If pooolble, Thlo would lnclude oupport for the 
commerclal ft.sherles as well as the potential v1 eltlng yachtl'l
man. 

J support the docLrOOnt and tt• s overall intent. 

(~~ ~ 
• 0 

State Boatlng Taok Force 
r.o. Box 551 
Lahalna, Haul Hawall 96767 

·~ 
'•' 

• • 
Response 

Response to Ju'leS E. Coon, State Boating Task Force 

I. Considering uch of tho lows, rogulottons, pottctts ond goals that 
vutdt Nnog..,.nt of tht Hawotton lshnds Hattonal WtldlHt Rtfugt 
{<tt Stct1on tV of tht Kastor Phn/ EtS), w• foel thot publtc ond 
econOMic usu doscrtbtd tn th• Prtforrtd Alttrnattv. r•pros•nt th• 
but, 010St .. t•nstv• "tx of usn thot lrt compattbl• with refugt 
objtcttves. To rtc""""'nd publtc usts tn oxctss of thos• currtntly 
tncludtd ln th• Prthrrtd Alttrnot1vt would llktly crtalt confltct 
wtth htvlMtr prtortty rtfugo objtctlvts such os tho<o assochttd 
wtth •ndongtrtd sptclts, 
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;.., 
m 

Comment 

(@) 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

~ACII"IC OCt:A.H DIVI.IOH, CO~P'a 0,- l:HOIHilll" ... 
fT .HAfTUI. HAWAII ••• ,. -5440 

October 16, 1984 

~!~[>' 

11 

"r. Richard Waa•, Refuge Manager 
Howoiion ond Pacific Iolando 

National Wildlife Refuge 
P.O. Box 50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Dear Hr. Wai!IBt 

Thank you for the opportunity to rovlew ond co~ ... nt 
on the Oroft Mao tor Phn/Env I ron~•ntol bpact Stote~ent 
for the Hawollon Ialando Notional Wildlife Refuge. The 
following COIIHIUtOte •re offeredr 

•• Any work on the water• of the Onited Statee ~ay 
require o Oeport~ant of the Ar•y per•it. 

I 

b. ~. The atate~ent on attracting •ore 
boots to NWBI perhapo ohould bo uended to include the 
increased potential of dieturbance and haraaa~~nt to 
apeciea. 

c, Page J,J ' J.Hj, Hero Reef ia not deecribed nor 
included ln both aectiona. 

d. Page 3.17. We augge•t equal diacusaion for 
ende~ic birds, ~a•~•l• and ~olluake, 

e, poge 3.21. Recent arch•eological atudlea by 
B.P. Biohop Huoeu• (1984) have establilhed that both 
Niho• and Hecker h•Ye &o~e of the den•eet •catter• of 
prehiatoric otructural aiteo in Hawaii wbich are 
i•portant for rt•e•rcb and preservation pucpou~•. 

f. Page 3.25~ We •uqge•t expanding the laat 
etate•umt to rt•d, • ..... relating to wildlife and 
CUltur•l Ct!IQUCCt• • • • •" 

9• page 3.JJ. Throughout thia aaction al•oot no 
ottontion hoa been paid to the very great aignificance of 
tbe orchoeological reaourcea on Nihoo and "ecker. 
Although thert ~·• a general dlocueaion ln one oectlon, 
no incorporation of ita eignificanco and interpretation 
into any other eection has been ru.de. 

• 

Response 

Res~onse to O.port.ent of tho A,.,.y, Pactftc Ocean Olvlslon, Corps of 
Eng neers 

We concur with c.,..nts a, b, c, f, g and h and havo 1110dlfled tho Ha>ter 
Phn/EIS approprhtely. OOr respon>es to cooment> d, I and j follow 
below: 

1. Conmont acknowledged. Ho revision> necessary. Endemic birds ore 
dhru55ed on pages 3.16- 3.17. There ore no terrestrial """"'als In 
the H1HWR. Hollusks, because of their l1011ted l•pact on refuge 
... nag .... nt practices, are Included In the general dlscu551on of 
Invertebrates on page 3.12. 

• 
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b. t•a• 4.2t, Me rtco-.end tbat coordination be 
dono •ith tho "inorolo "ona~toont Sor•lco undor tho 
Dtpartunt or Interior and tho Stoto Doporh•ont of 
Planning 1nd !c~noallic Dtveloplnent. 

1. hgo f.ll, Conoidtrotion ohould bo ~hon to 
li•itod oducotion touro of tho hiotoric rooourcu ot 
Meeker and "ihoa. 

j, hliL-~· Conoidorotion ohouU bo ~lvon to 
orQ•nlr:ec.'l reeearch auch •• for theal• and di••ertlon 
reeearch. 

Sincerely, 

~~······· '1'··~ 

~1fil.iif;.~ 
/··.~· . f.;... 

,.:· ,. t, '.'~ 
; )_ • • ~ '"t .. 
'· 

• 
Comment 

~ 

• 
Response 

2. We hove thoroughly considered opportunities of this type but hove 
not Included th .. In our Preferred Alternothe because of tht high 
risks to unlquo species of wildlife and the hazards associated with 
•ccus to thue h hnds. 

3. ~UA Strotogy IJ h tnltndtd to oddrus the rehtlve priority ond 
quonttty of ruurch In this olternothe as COIIIJ>Ired to other 
oltornothes. Thh dou not preclude resurch usochttd with 
thuh ond dlntrtotlon. 
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. 8 United States Department of the Interior 

MINF.RALS MANAGF.MENT SERVICF. ,. RF-'HlN. VA 120'.11 

In Reply Refer To: 
LHS-Hall Slop 6~~ Q 111914 

Henlorand ... 

To: Aefuge Han191r (A-h hhnd•), Howolhn and P1ctflc hhnds 
"•ltonal Wildlife Refuge, U.S. Fhh ond Wildlife Serwlce 

· Frooo: Auochlt Director for Offshoro Hlneroh Honog-nl 

Comment 

Subject: C~nls on lh« Orofl Hastor Plln/Enwlr.,._nhl hopact Shte10ent for 
the Hew• I tan h hnds "•ltonal Wlldl lh Aefuge 

Athched ore our c..,....nts on the subject •nwlronooenhl l"'''lcl sht.,..nt. 

Should you h••• ony questions, pleue call Buford Holt of the Office of 

Stroteglc ond lnlernettoool Hlntrals, FTS 796-Z901. 

Attachno!nt 

• 

.t 

• • 
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Comment 

CO!mlents on the Praft Plaster Phn/Envlro-ntll llopact Stot .... nt (EIS) 
for the Hawaiian ls)ands Motional Wildlife Refuge 

I. The ll•lts of tht rtfuge are never clurly Indicated. We rec.-nd thot a 
hblt be tnurted urly In the docuootnt listing the hltnds and shooh/ 
reefs, their .... rgent arus

1 
the areu of subootrged lands clat ... d by the 

U.S. Fhh and Wildlife S..rv ct (fWS). ond orus either recognized or 
dhputod by the State of Howatt. As the doc-nt now stands, Plap 1 con 
tully bt Interpreted to I"PlY a chi• to oll lands and waters within the 
hclushe Econoootc Zone bot-• Kluh end Midway. Tht ocr .. ge of the 
refuge h first •nttoned In chopttr II, and It Is only In the •lddle of 
the text thot It 11 upltcttly shted that refuge lands Itt generally 
within tho ZO-fothooo contour: but oven thtn, tho ucepttons to thh 
generality art unspecified, Tho dhagre_,t between tho Shh end 
hderel Gover-nts on the bounds of the refu~e tro ..enttonod still later, 
near the end of chapter lY. 

2. The porogroph on ocun •lntng Is now outdated. The lut senttnco of tho 
ocun •tnlnll porogroph (page 4.24) h Incorrect stnco preporatlon of an 
£IS Is underway. (Scoptng .. etlngs were held In Honolulu and Hllo on 
April 30 and Hay I, 1984, respectively). Also since It now looks u If 
erus on tht flanks of the volconou ruponslblo for the hhnds, atolls, 
and shooh tn tho refuge will eventually be ucludod frooo further ocean 
•tnlng consideration, we rec-end that the Hlneroh Hanlg..,.nt S..rvlce, 
Offttt of Strohglc and International Mtneroh be conhchd for on updote 
during the final stages of rev Is ton of tho EIS, 

We believe It would be ooort appropriate to uy the FWS wtll rt•utn fully 
Involved In usustng pohnttol lopacts rether than uylng, "It h 
ontletpoted that tho FWS will bee"'" fully Involved' IInce the FWS h 
represented on the joint Fedtrol/Stato Tuk force which ts evaluotlnt the 
potential for 1eosln11. 

"'I 3. The so ... ne 'Aru to bt Avoided' I page 4. 7) se ... s ucen holy hrge even 
though It se.,.s for naw thot It w 11 not causo proble•u. · 

• • 
Response 

;:~e'/~!e to the U.S. Dtpart..nt of the Interior, Minerals Management 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

We agru that the boundorles of the R.tuge ore not cleorly d•fln•d 
In th• Plaster Phn{E!S, Currently we are working to resolve thh 
Issue with tho State of Hawaii, hopefully through ..,tuol agree.,.nt 
(set Section JV.G.I.). However, until this Issue Is resolved, 
clarity of legal boundorles In th• Horthwestern Hawaiian Islands 
(IMH) will r.,..tn a concern. 

We concur, The Muter Phn/EIS hos been chonged to Include this 
suggest ton. 

We concur. This section hu been rewritten. 

Because o disabled ship, otl slick or other hazard to the fragllo 
resources of the Hawollan tshnds Plattonol Wildlife Refuge (HIHWR) 
could easily drift that distance, the 50-~lle "Area to Be Avoided" 
h not vlow•d u e"'esshe. 
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October H, 198• 

Re fuqe MAnaqel:' 

Comment 

CITY COUNCIL 
CITY ANP COUNTY Of HONOlUlU 
HOHDlUlU, 1-iA.WAII 16•13 t TtlCI"IIOH( !2!· .. 000 

Howaiian ' Pacific Idando Nl!R 
JOO Ala Hoana Blvd. Room SJ02 
P. Q, Box 50167 
Honolulu, HI 96850 

Oeac Slrt 

I 
I have reviewed the Halter Plan/EIS fer t:h• lia\ol'aii.•n Ielanda 
t!WR ond find it to bo a thorough auuo .... nt ol the vadouo 

1 •1 tfu::n•tive•. I continu• to feel that protection of endan-
9tJted, threatened and •enaitive wildlife •~ci•• ehould hava 
hlgh•.r priority over economic u•• of the leland•' r•eource:a. 

By way of updote pl•••• note that the county lo pr•oently 
atudying an amendment to the eatabliahed SMA to covttr the 
NWHI a• well aa the ftmendment of the County General ~l•n to 
better deHne County objectlveo with reep<tct to t!WHI. A 
deci•lo.n on theae amendment• may be made within the ne:xt 
Mntha. 

Thank you tor the opportunity to review •nd comment on your 
report. 

R;~--j460 
counall .. oil>er Leigh-If• i Doo 
Chair, Planning ' Zonn!nq 

co ... lllttee 

· .. :· 

~:.~ 
·.' .. 

~<· 

• 

Response 

Response to City Council, City tnd County of Honolulu 

I. C""""nt adnowledged. ~o revhlons to tht Moster Plan/£15 
neceuary. 

., 
'"·'' 

'<"···· .·;··\ .. 
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UNIVERSITY OF HAWAII 

Hr. Potul J. Caap 
Proar• A.nalyott 

.. lrul Mort l'rorTUI 
Octbb•r 29 1 19!!4 

Uoitd 8tate1 Depnt .. nt or Inhrior 
flah and Wildltfo Sonica 
Lloyd SOO lluildina, Suita 1691 ")0 ... l. Hult~h ltreat 
pqrtland 1 OUICH'I 97231 

O.otr Hr. Ca.-pi 

·~ 1 circulatH }'OUT ltavotibo hhnde Wildlife l•fu1• H..othr 
1 Phn/!ndro-•tel l"''•et ltat-nt (!U) pone "'1 otdl, Thoy 

h,lid no •uaa•ation• for ehotn&•• Tbank you f()r th• oppol'tunitJ' to 
U'YiW it •. 

S)
rdy, ~ 

.... k~ 
J a. l>•vidaon 
Director 

1000 ,.II*,._ 1>0 • ""'"'"'iiOII"'·"'I·I...!oh. ...... IOCI/O.W. uo,,,..,,.,,. 
.... .ol.,.nuJ~IoM-

• 
Comment 

·~'· 

• 
Response 

R•:;ponst td UnbehHy of Howitt, St~ .~_r•:nt College;i>.rogmo 

' -.~ ·~ 

I. c-nt lt~nriwledged, 
neceS1.•[Y~ . 

No. revisions to ·th~ Huter Pl~n/E,IS (,~. 

t · .... 

''· 

. ''f,~ 

. ' 

\-,-

r'· ··<~ 



Comment 

L~ 9 0. t, 196~ 

~· 

~-

?clcific 
Basin 
Maritime 
Inc. 

l'tlll.ii'C."itrl 

~~~:~~~i ~!i1~~;~ 1 
II<I>Hilf;:'n'fl 

~r 
l~lf 

!w.l<Tt 
~I 

~. IUebud W••• 
Rttu&;e Man411tr 
H~~.w..thtt bl~Ln•• M .,_. 
300 Ala Mot.tt& 8:1•4. 
~- $)02 
!onollll•• Bl 96850 

O.ar Diekt 

Euelo,.a au q c~at.l QQ tbt M lt&vd.lt.A hlanb lf•t.ioo.al. 
\fil411rt 1\etuc• a.a•hr ph·*'• I bav• rutrtott4 -r o~ht• 
pd..,dl.J to Ntters coaunln1 tb• thblnc its4U.tQ". 

A ltnual •td•.-a\ about tb• ~· T•m hl&J~d e., bdp ih• ri•hlnl 
iAdu•tq h •P"t'QJiriat•, 

A• yo\l vtll Gow, tlabhl in th• Pt'Wlll h a ••rlou:e .. tttr. an4 
cnl7 wdl tound teavorlbf ., .... t. b&l"• llll1 b\a..taeat bt:lq ht 
th• aUIIl• Y .. ult thbio• tbe uet. -.sst be a'blt to rltbtttltl4 
nY•tt ·w..tbtr concU Uon•• H .. lttufrichnt.• ana H lone eoouab 
ran&e to •tt.J aut lona•r th~ a~:~Uelpahdi, Y•• .. h t.bat uq,uir• 
the tupport o( u.at.her t"ttul ht.n no buAln•u thhtac the !fWHI, 
Llk•rl .. , ., .... lt tbould b4 u.nbt~ \Jr a•~'Dl• erevt tbat •r• able 
t.o Q&Yis•te und•r urr!eult eondltlan• a.n4 00~ Yltb JIOit probl .... 
tb•t ai$bt dtnlo~ a\ •••• To tll(al.f orer .. t• t.h•y •~t W abh 
to bM4lli their own l'!robl ... actS thoul4 "ttt:r.-qutre the anhtanea 
or t•rn hhn<:l or ..nother Ten•l• 

Reautt.bly there lH pn.,btl)'" •~ nt .. h workl~:~.& 1b tbe u-... 
vbo do not Mtt tbnt tuditleatloot, Tht nlath·ely llil~ natber 
VI bl.n ba4 for tbt 1._.\ '\'WO' f•Ut hu tna.bltd ltUtT' 1\u&lltt YU .. lt 
to opeutl vttho'llt h.ra• tti.Dibeu ot n:rtcru.t probl.... ~h 'Ifill 
undoubh.'bly cb~.ns• ~ 

'f'b• pnunet of ~r•on.nd Ot; Tern ld.uct ta aot UlettUal to tha 
thhuy. With tbe uupUc>n ot e.-rftncy ••a.cuatton T.rts hh . .na 
othrt no uniet that vuuh in tbe thA•.t"J' uo ~:~ot bandlt by 
th~tcaul•••• part14tllt..r1T ncv that th•r• t¥4' W>r• YMil~l.n in tit,.. 
nr•'ll• 

lililh nbt dhrltr.l'j ·tho •••htOf\<4 or '1\o'm Ul>ihd .SO:.w· ~~~-... ~P"r•tlon 

Response 

• • 
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• 
Comment 

~ 
Thcific I h tbo IMII ... tor, Torn Illoa4 h .. prona bolpM Ia ropo.iro 
Basi 0 1 by 1 .. a1o1 bot.lo tooh .. a uporthol bytrOIIoi>OrtoUooo ot porto 

• • Nl4 ~nooatl ota their a.lror...rt. a b7 c~oa\lota ( tbll bat~ a.bo 
Mant1me booo aoatea)l .. a by Jirlat lh• tlobonoo.br .. a, piu oto (uoualJ.¥ 
Inc. ta trd• tor tilt.). All of the abon ••rrlu• u• ,..,tul u4 

belptul, but Doctt .,.. tueatial to th• tit'ileq, 

1'0 lkt't:'iiB 
Knllun.0;1h11 

2 1 Ia ad at Uoe to tbe ... ,r..t. e~ah abon I haTil .... ral tpeeitlo 
c<-•att, 

6.15 
6,20 

n 
1 

.. 31 
b, .. 
a, 

.. 41 
r. 

pru.at ute~t o'r lo&ht.lnl 1upporl ok 
I .. ..,..., tb•t the rhk h real &D4 aot •~oul•ti••• 
howtnr, th tbh.c• that will htlp artl 1. tho•• 
thi~S.J:• that rill prn·nt &rOWl4iap a,nA 2, tbott 
tblDJ• that will hneQ U•• t..p&ot or • crouacUna. 
To dtttralnt tbQu tbtau that will pre-nat p-ou:n4-
1n(l oo• •Uit tirtt bhraJ.a.t tM ea\l.let or CJ"OWld
ihSit Tbtu ...,,, 1, e>:v-ntor ••&llaeaot O::eola, 
"labtlotolo), 2, Oporotor orror (al.tlotorprotlot 
oni,.ttollal hlorN.ttoa. Jud.&..,.ntal errou etc. 
), !q,uipt••nt tdlur .. hrok•ll &acbor lh•• ea1iae 
hiluu ete.An.J ... u\Li'el \.tea 1boul• ulah 41uctl7 
to tben reuou or tb.,. ehou.ld t.tte.pt to le .. ID 

the 1.-plct. 
llov h tbh to be eaforu4t Deptbl -..re relathe • 
What h 4ancerou. to • tanker te dot csecuu . .rt~ 
4a.nlltoUJ to • fhbi111 boat, 
a&nJ bt.nkl leu thaa 100 ratha.~ are ••I• to orou. 
ok if u.u4 tor edueatioa ~a c~lcatlOQ• not 
JUit for tatou•eat. 
ok • but eot nerron• will bt willinc to ebare tbet r 
ketwh4c•· 
What 1ood dou rep0rlin1 dot A• loaa ae the ¥111111 
art hlal• •hr •houl4 th.y r•portt rhhlnl location• 
are biably prohct.d lla"ta• Batellih .on1torins 
would ••t txtnzw r .. hta.nae, U8CO 'fU'T bard to 
.-.a.ob rl1. radio. 
!l'IRB'e b.f.•• nry U.tte4 rat~ .. at 111 lenl. Rad.a.r 
woul4 •nablt operaton to .oaltor tlblr.,t.a .. botlh 

'"'"' 2 

lls~;lllfWi7:1~ 

11111111.fl'"t";'a.;l 
at 5-6 ail .. ~4 •h•l boat• at 1o-12. It h •xpen•iTI 
and r•q,uln• re,ulu .. tcstena.uce. 

~ 

~-
!>t:m" 

1-=--1 

I• Would be btlprul at llf'tl aad 8\l cornet• of f"1'S • but 
vculd b• dlftlcuU to Nlotoio o.o4 al.oht put Nll 
In o. pooltloa or liability, 

• .) 
Response 

Rosponso to Edward W. Shall•nbtrg•r, Poctr1c Bas1n Har1t1.,., Inc. 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

We concur w1th your c.....,.nt thot FliS occupot1on of Tern lshnd Is 
not tu•nth1 for a cOin!IO!rch1 fishery 1n tho HWHI. Our prh~>~ry 
rusons for optrat1ng th• fac111ty r•hte to Manog..,.nt ond pro
tection of the un1qu• wl1d11f• resourc•> of the H'OHI. 

Etch of your sp.c1f1c c._..nts h••• b .. n acknowl•dg•d. Ho 010d1-
flcat1ons to the lla>t•r Phn/EIS or• nec•ssary uc•pt os not•d 1n 
1tt:t~~s 3 - 6 b•low. 

It Is our ,.ptcUt1on thot Ntt•rs of thh nature w111 b• resolved 
through tho 1nterog•ncy c0111111tte• doscrlb•d 1n RPA Strot•gy 11. 

C""""'nt ocknowlodg•d. Strotegy r••h•d. 
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Comment 

papJ 

A"""J """"4 holv lldor trdwb4 .... Uttot~• oal-7. 
Un4or otbor ooa<Uttoao tt llicllt bo htrt .. ahl 
by ai'filll tht Y .. Ul ~n.tor .• faht lltiU O( 
••eurHt• Tbt btsa••t &4T&tate..- ot a bol.q' h 
tbat it 4oua 1 t har up tb• 'botto• like rtp.td•4 
a.aehorhc dca.. u· • bot.tr ••r• 1a.tallt4 bt 
tnd:u•trt who would pq &~:~4 who would: •ee~tpt lh.bllt ty1 

Float pl•~,. • replar nporllbl a to take av"! tr'* 
tb• tnhpftldtnc• Uld tl•rlb111tt ot fhhuNtlo 
A.rq0111e wbo dtatb t t. baY• Nl tpiJQ eboul4 a.ot: ba at •••· 
All of tbt t~• ot •uppott MD\.loutut a.r• ~dbl•• 
l1r •hlp.h po .. ibl•• but DOt •eoDOail)t.l)S hulbl4 
&t the lJUUPt l<:N prto• of N•b• 
l{QV c-.n P'\t8 r•IUl•h ~ratflo ouhi4• or ret\.lae boundrt .. T 
Pl•portin& 'lfon•t elt.tb&tt rt•k 
1'b1• 14•• .U•• no •co~O .. tlU 

biekt 1 b~ t.btlt CO..IQtl b.1'1 ltt•D \Uttul 4 , .. 1 frH to Oobt&<!t 

'" tt yo'll would ltk• .. to trpM4 on: e.n:t• 

fl{Uk1't:'iln 
K11lliln.Or1h11 
lbl"1liiHfl7!H 

1"''"'1!t'lo,, ---· 1~1(. -I~ 

• 

Sbc•r•lr• 

&/~ 
U.Wa.r4 \1, 8b.all•nb•tcer-

-----
• 

Response 

5. Our USIIO!>tion Is that tho Stat~ of Hawa11 and/or tO<mlerclll fish
Ing lnteruts IIO!Jld lnstftl the buoy out;lde the r.fuge boundary 
tnd accept l hbll 1ty for ft. 

6. Thh strHegy h directed 1t the need to .,lniMize risks to vulnoro
bh sptchs of the HlHIIR by working cooperatlvelf with the State of 
~wall, Hatlonol Harlllt Fhherlos Service (HHFS , the Coast Guard, 
tho Wutern Poclflc Regional Fishery Hanag...,nt Council •nd the 
fhhlng Industry to Sttk wt """ns of reducing the rhk of vessel 
groundl119 on HIHWR Islands and r.eh. lit reollze that the FilS hos 
no outhorlty to regullto vessel trofflc beyond the boundary of the 
HIHIIR. Regulations 1re needed, however, to reduce the risk of 
grwndf119s. Only suggestions thot receive wide trr total acceptonco 
lliiOng tht Interagency tOIIIIIIttee would recehe further conslderotlon 
ond study to dete,.lne 1f they could be effectively IW~pl.,..nted 1nd 
onforced, The c"""'lttee would provide the fishing and shipping 
1ndU$trtes an avenue .to votct and rtsoJvt concerns before •ny 
regulations are fot'lllllly adopted. The l01portant point here Is that 
111 concerned p•rtfu •nd tntere!ts would be Involved at the outset 
Itt the fonouhtlon of ony strategies for regulotlng and 1110nttorlng 
veuel traffic. 

• 
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IITATI! Of' HAWAM 

~ or ...,~,u_ IQUAUT'Y CONTftO

.. Koll!u....,~n"'n 

Mr, Dick Won 
Reruo• Manager 
Howollon Iolondo HWR 

~\AU,Ho'.~-IJ 

October 2J, 1984 

JOO Alo Moon• Blvd., 15J02 
P.o. Box 50167 
Honolulu, HowoH 96850 

Dear Hr. W••• 

Comment 

nu....,.. .,_ 

I 
We oupport tho Fhh ond Hldlifo Service' 1 preferred 
alternative or the retouree preserv1tlon elternative. 

1 Either of those two olternotlv.. would provido good 
protection for tho endongorod lptciu found in the 
Howolion lslonds Hotionol Wildlife Refuge, 

Sincerely t 

~n~~ 
Lotitio H. Uyehoro 
Director 

• 
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., 
Response 

Respon!o to. 'Stoto of kowo1t, Off1co of Env1ro·;,..nhl .Qtol1ty Control. 

... ' ' 
I. W.. ~~precht~'y'ciu.r, 'upport' for the P,rderred Atl~rn_oltv0• 
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Comment 
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STAT!< OF HAWAII 

Ot!"PA~ Of"" LAt«l !-NO NAT\.MAi. .. If:~·· 

Ref~~[ 
-Han wt6 l'w:ltic Ill~ 

Notional lHldllfo Refuge 
300 Ala Pt:>af\11 Blvd. Re 5302 
P.O. 8o>< 50167 
·lboolulu, lU 96850 

Dear Bin 

Dlllllt-IOfil M IOI'Ull'l'l' ~ 'fiiiH.tlll~l' 

tlti~M~II,_.I1 

~Ul\l,l'•li'I•AII~U 

Octcl:>er 12, l9tU 

t>t._!,.IOHa~ 

~coo""'-"' 
...,.,..IICN~I' 

~CI"nolll~~·""" ..... 
lltl<l'Of'(;UI~I""Itl 

'""'"'"""'<:n 
1'!1t011U""_...,._ttl 
~-ll<)floltlll 

!':.~'" =~ •h(\-1111 

l!lio re~ to your <"'ll>"•t tor """"""'t:a on tho "Draft llo...,Hon Jal.Anda 
Notional lilldlift Ref"9" Hoater PlNl~lr..-->t:al ~ St:at .... nt. • 

Bovlng pou:tlclpaW in tho work~ yoo lll"'<*'<ed to revlw earlier 
veuloooo of tho docunent, I fetol thot I have had """ owortl.Oltty to pr011lde 
1,..,ut throughout tho devalO{"''nt pcoc.too. Kony of 011 eaclior CQOOtmo have .,._, 
oddrti!JM!d ard ia:x>rporoted In tho final du!t ...S I have little to odd at thia 
tl-. 1 have onclol>ed .. locUd portlona of tho Plan;lUS >tith """"toted <XJmoel'lta 
for yoor ronslderatlono, · 

I tlnd thot your "Preftrred Alternative• (PJ\) io o wll-reosooed """Pfa.l&e 
bet....., o reaoorce utlllUttlon """fhoob ard • total pcotectlon approach. lfllle 
realhlr<J thot thia b only o pbn ...S not o cmnlt:,..nt of fund», the PJ\ ......., 
.,.,ry ent>ltlous In Ita r~tloM for octlO<\II be,l'<>'d yoor P<""""t progr~n. 

The envtr,_.,w ota"-nt io reaSOMblo and Jully dhcloeea potential 
~. If all of tho octioooo are \nt>l""""Ud' oert:alnly tho natural resources 
>dll. benetit, although thou .Ught bot du~a to 1100i~o """'lderaH.,..,. 

I =Fllmoot yoo on • :)d:J ,..n done ...s pou:tlcuU.rly te<: tho ...,.,.. in 
l<!lic:h other ~nciu lllrl tho 9""'0<al pctbUc ,.. •• irrv<>l""" In tho dev.ol"f'!!"11t of 
tho plon. 

'l11ank yoo Cor lncludlr<J,.. .. o revl..,.r/'""""'ter. 

RLW1ook 

Encloaure 

Jlloha, 

~ 
FOWD L, Wi>UEII 

llildll!e Biology Progr• """-< 

• ----

Response 

Ru~onst to Shte of Howa11 ~ ~par~nt of Land and Ha tural Resources, 
Dlv sion of forestry and 1111 1 1fe 

!. The following ore ruponses to c""""'nts you annotated in 1 copy of 
tho Draft Kllsttr Phn/EIS. Page nu.,bers reference your COO!t!ltnts In 
the dro rt doc-nt: 

•· Page 0.3: You quostfonod the stat..,.nt regarding President 
Roosevelt setting aside lshnds and roofs fr001 Hihoe to Kuro. 
Tho sht..,.,nt regarding Kuro is correct. The fact that Kurt 
h not 1 part of tho Refuge ts exphined In Soctlon IV.C.l. of 
the final Muter Plan/EIS. 

b. Page 0.6: You· highlighted the need to address Increasing 
d..,ends by ruurchers to gafn access to the HIHWR and 
usochted onvlro....,ntal Impacts. We fool that Issue is 
addroued In an Introductory manner on page 0.6, paragraph 2, 
of tho final MaHer Plan/EIS, and In great<r d<tall on page 
6.12 of tho final report. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

Page 0.12: llo agree wlth your COO!t!ltnt that futuro m.anagement 
of tho Refuge rust be adaptable to change. Thl• Is explained 
on pogo 2.7 of the'flnal HHter Phn/EIS. 

Pages 1.2 and 1.4: We have r.vlsed the captions on these 
pages to l10prove their occuracy. 

Page 3.1: We Incorporated your suggestion to Indicate the 
hct thot Midway Is • U.S. HaHI afr facility and that Gr.en 
and Sand Is hnds are Included In the Hawal I State SeabIrd 
Sanctu.ry Systttn • 

Page J.H: Per your suggestion, we revised the text on page 
3.17 of the final Master Plan/ElS to Indicate that Hlhoa 
•lllerblrds are associated with vegetation that coven 
oppro•{.,otoly 2/3 of the Island. 

Plge 3.26: Tho text on page 3.(6 of the final Hasler Plan/ElS 
hu been revised to indicate that In 1964 a federal IMnagor 
wu first stationed In HawaH. ---

Page 4.14: The dlscuulon of the Endangered Specie• Act Is 
clarified per your suggestion to Indicate that federal 
agencies are responsible for rtcovery plans for fer.r.Tiy 
listed species. 

•• 
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Comment 

• 
Response 

i. 

j. 

k. 

1. 

Poge 4,19: Per your suggestion, the dlscu55lon of the Hawaii 
Wlldllfe Pan wu changed to Indicate that the phn was 
opproved .!!! 1983, 

Poge 5.2: The Output list hu been corrected to Include u 
lt.. 15 'Sensitive/Candidate Species Production ond 
Molntenance.' This ltew~ was Inadvertently left off In the 
draft phn, 

Page 6,5: Ht•••.rous changes hove been "'de to the Alternatives 
chort, Including your suggestion to drop P/J/A activities at 
kurt. 

Page 6.9: You rec.-nded that we consider de-listing or 
down-listing ln the stroteg( that deals with Identifying 
candidate species. We r.o ~h• odds cf de-listing or 
down-lhtlng species In the HIIIWR Is significantly r.,.,te; 
however, the fWS would support such action If recognized 
r~surch and/or ron1tor1ng proved such was warranted. 

M, Page 6.28: Per your suggestion, we have Included the "atlonal 
Horine fhhorlos Service ln tho strategy concerning 
CO!IIporathe 1110nltorlng studies ot Hldway and Kurt. Also, 
regarding yo<or question as to why non-FWS researchers ~•Y be 
Involved ln those studies - shnply stated, the FWS considers 
this u one option {possibly the 1110st cost-effective and 
efficient) to acc0111pllsh these studies. The strategy 
regordlng liMited nature tours has been dropped as a result of 
cooments froot the U.S. Navy and the U.s. Coast Guard. 

n. Pages 6.29 and 6.39: The strategy regarding photography, 
journolh• ond ort ot Hldway ond Kure has also been dropped In 
response to c..,..nts from the U.S. Navy and U.S. Coast Guard. 

2. We concur and opprochto your <upport of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Re£. No. P-588 

Hovenober 7, 1984 

r.-. Dick W.ss 

~~fi.~:"nnaclflc rshnds 
National Wlldltro Refuge 

300 Mo 1-t>ono Boulevard, ROOIO 5102 
p,o. Box 50167 
1\:Jnolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Deor Hr. Wass: 

Comment 

GfoiQ( l."= 
klHf"\..c~ 

Mt..ll:lAYI~ -----~~~~~ 
"""""" ...-..l!!l~>.NO~~NI~ 

1 ........... "'- ... ~~ 
~I(",.NJ"'j.(liO<IItM'>oi(H 

.... , __ _ 
11H/J~~ ,.._,""""" 

.. !.l~~KO'~~~ 
Cl!<l> 

c-::n1.C»t0.. 
~11•"-i n.oos ooa 

NotM~O'ICI 

SUbject: Dra£t lokster Phn/ElS for the .-wollan Islands National 
Wlldllfe Refuge (HHM) 

We have reviewed the subject ... tor plan/onvl r~ntd hopact 
statelll01lt (ets) ond hove the followlna c~nu. 

O.orall we ore In accord with the plan. We support the Fish and 
Wildlife S..rvlce's cc.lt..,nt to C""''"'tlble public and oc~lc uses of the 
HII.WR. In addition, ,..lntolnlna the station at Tom Island Is hlahly 
dosl roble £or loalstlcs support IJld refuge •l\la.-nt. 

With 1 £.-.. uceptlons, It d0<1s not appear thot pursuing tho 
preferred olternotlvo (PAl over tho resource utlllutlon alternative (RUA) 
wlll ha.oper fishery develOI'""'nt In tho Northwestern Howallon lshnds (lll!lil). 
Instead, It could be helpful In fisheries Ml\.l&emnt In tho t.WHI IS the recent 
Trlportlte resources lnvostlaotlons have d""""'stroted. At this tl .... jor 
conflicts between proposed ocean •lnlna activities and refuge l\8f\08...,nt oro 
not antlclpoted. Tho .. naanose crusts In qu.,tlon oro between water depths of 
800 and 2400 •t hrtolY on old<or seiUOOLOlU In th<o 200 •11• tone rother than on 
the Hawaiian R dae ll<hlch for.s all of the .-wouan Islands). A droft EISon 
ocean •lnlna activities will be available In early 1986 for Fish and Wildlife 
Service tCJ~mtent. 

1 vessel activity outside of th<o .-wollan blonds Notional Mlldllfo Ro ugo I 
However, we do question two stroteahs presented In the PA. First, 

It h questionable l<hother the u.s. Fish and Wildlife S..rvlco should /osuhto 

(HINWR). Tho •- concern applies to th<o proposed roqulr-nts thot vessels 
r.en the hWHI take IM!uurcs such ., £11Jna float phns. reguhr udlo reports, 

• • 

Response 

Response to State of Hawoll, Depart...nt of Planning and Economic 
DeveloJ!!!\<!nt 

I. Coment acknowledged. 5ee response to National Harlne Flshtrlos 
Service, II, pogo 8.56. 
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• 
Comment 

Hr. Dick Wus 
Poae 2 
Nov ... ber 7, 1984 

etc. It is, hoWever, justifbble to mol tor nearshore ~essd tnfflc. 
Second, we support the PA rec~ndatlon to dehy octlon to n""lnote HINWR 
waters to Wilderness stotus Llltll jurl•dlctlonol LllCertolntles can be 
resolved. However, lf HI'*'~! hnds oro accorded Wilderness stotus, Tern 
Island, Mldwoy hhnds, and Kure Atoll ohould not be Included Lllder thh 
deslgl\ltlon. Their continued uso In loalstlcol •upport of onrolnt ond future 
econ""lc develofWOnt octlvltlo• In the t.WHI Is crltlcol. 

We aho have a few other speciflc sun.estlons. These au1 as follows: 

p. 3.19 Rec""'""nded text chonge: Znd paraaraph. 

P. J.ZI 

Two species each of 'flny lobotor (Ponullrus Nralnatus and P. 
l)anlclllatus) and slipper obotor (Scyl~uaOrsuheolid S. -

anlil occur throuahout the HaWlllhn archl(>Ohfo. t se -
species, (P ... rglnath Is the only •pee los J ol but P. penlclllatus 
•re o[ se.rlous c~rchl interest. Lobsters Inhabit near.shOre 
WlteTs but abo ranae into SUbStlnthl\y treater depths, where fi'IOSt 
cconoerclal £lshlna occurs. Within otoll aaoons, they Inhabit coral 
reefs, whore they £lnd shelter, food and protection fr"" predotlon. 
(Nearshore h-bltats ue crltlcal for the recrult~nt o[ hrvae, 
which disperse Into deeper ,..tors. l Lorvao of P. Nrglnatus and s. 
sq\.J.MinOsus are known to recruit to nearshOn habitats throughOUt the 
uchlpdaao. 

Thoro Is no evidence thot nearshore hobltots oro critical for 
recrul t010nt of lobster larvae, olthouah concelVibly they olght be. 
(References: (I) ,_.,ct:oootd, C. D. 1984. Studios on recrult010nt In 
the 1\>wallan spiny lobster, Panullrus Nrllllltuo. In Proceedlna of 
tho second s~sluo on resource lnvostlaotlono In tho NOrthwestern 
lliiwalhn Ish si f'liy ZS-27, 1983, ea. R. li. Crlaa, olld k. V. 
Tanoue, pp. 199· 20. OOIHI • SEAGW« • 84·01. ~I von I ty of 
I\>,... II So• Grant Colleao Proar .. , fbnolulu., ond (2) ~rln, T. D., 
ond c. D. ,_.,ct:ooald. 1984. Occurrence of tho slipper lobster 
Scylhrldos hunll In the Htt1<11llan Archlpehao. Pro. Bioi. Soc. 
Wash. 97:404-407.) 

Section 6, 2nd poroaraph, next to lut sentence should Include 
slipper lobsters. SUggested china• would oroad • Other ofhhoro 
crushceanJ of cQMiflrclll lnt~rest include uride•n 1nd peruld 
shriMps, slipper lobsters. 11nd K0011 crabs. 

Slipper lobsten hove lncre.,ed areatly In trap cotches In the 
NWHI. Specific stothtlcs oro ovolhblo fr"" the llatlooal !Iarine 

~~~e~~~r~~~~ (=~~· zo~~o:'~· t::-:~:nfo~~:!;s"r.".d~: slippers 

• 

2. 

3. 

•• 
Response 

We opprechtt your support for thh strategy. As tndlctted In ~A 
Strottgy 17 ond !A Strotegy 14, Torn lshnd would not be n001lnated 
for Wtldernus status. Hldwoy ond ~ure would not be Included 
olthor u they ore not 1 port of the HIHWR. 

We agree with your suggestions for changes In the text and hove 
1110dtfhd tho Plut•r Phn/EIS opproprht•ly. 
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Mr. Dick W•u 
Page J 
Novenober 71 1984 

Comment 

P. 6,45, 
L 14 The sut.er.lb1e stt>lhs ""'ntl0<1od, took phce, and succeufully 

C""'P1eted over 10 dives In the French Frla•te Shoals uu during 
S.pt ... ber, 1984. 

Thank you for the opportunl ty to c,_nt 0<1 thl• doctnent. 

Very truly your.s, 

{~.~ 
Kent M. Keith 

• • • 
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HEADQUARTERS 

NAVAL BASE P€AR\. HARBOR 
"0)( 110 

~I(,II"L Hlfoi"Qf1 111\...,AII UfltO 

Comment 

9510 ~ Ser 002B/2050 

Hawaiian and Pacific hh.rd• National Wildlife Refu&e 
3000 Ah J.bana Boulevord, Roooo 5302 
P, o. l!ox 50167 
lbnolulu, HI 96850 

"Gentlemen: 

11 ocr !9tH 

IIW'T w.smt PLAH/ENYI~AL DI'ACT SfA'IDillrr (HIS) 
roR 1ll! HAifA! IAN ISWilS NATIOOL WII.DI.IFB Rl!fUill 8/28/84 

The rubje<:t llraft HIS hu been revl,_j by the c.-Mer, Pacific 

Division, Navol Facllitie• Enaineerl.ni ea...ord, and the review c""""'nh 

are forwrded •• enclo•uno (1). 

Enclosure a/s 

Sincerely, 

11---:;1-C?~ 
•<.£:H 

, ,·J: !, rr-.c, 1 '· s. NAVY 
1. ,c;·.l: !~:$ CNG,NEER 
~y liiii~CTION OF THE COMM~NDER 

• • 
Response 



2 

Comment 

PACNAVFACENGC~ CtfflENTS ON UOCT1184 

DRAFT ~ST(R PLAN/ENV!RON"'NTAL li'I'ACT STATE"'NT 
FOil THE 

HAIIAllAN NATIONAL WllOL!FE REFUGE 

A. Pg 4.23 stoles with r~gord to Hldway thH 'fish and wfldllfe 011n1gement 
responsibility would rest with the FWS.' Thts h In direct contrast to your 
over loy proposal to the HIVY P9 3 which shtes ... •.., overlay HIIR to be 
~anoged cooperotlvely by fWS ond the Navy.' If the overhy refuge does bee.,.,. 
established, the Navy will r ... arn responsible for fish ond wtldlife mono-nt. 

e. Pg 6.25 shtes • ... rws would assu,.; • yreoter rolt In fish and wfldllfe 
managemr:nt.• Thh should read - ... a greater cooptratfve roh ... • 

c. Pg 7.14 'RPA strotegy 115 odds Kure and Htdway to tho H!NWR areas ... • 
This should bo clarified to Indicate that Hldwoy will not become 1 port of 
HINWR, In light of the HINIIR regulations, I.e, spechl use per,.lts for oll 
activities, RNA deslgnotlon for ontlre HINIIR, ond propoul for wilderness 
status, Hldway cannot be Included In the HINIIR. Midway will r..,otn • military 
Installation and normal security rostrlcttons will continue, 

0. Throug/lout this phn there ire various reforences to expanding activities 
on Hldway If the overlay rofuge bocomes established. 

1.) Pg 3.27 shtes 'loglstlcol support copoblltty (e.g. olrplane access, 
housing, ooeol facilities, boats, etc.) makes exponded educotlonll ond 
recreotlonll use of Mldwoy substanthlly onore proctlcol ond leu l•pacttng on 
wildlife resources and their hobtht than sl•flar 1cttvtty In the HINIIR.' The 
Novy cannot provide facilities for either recrutton use or for visitors on 
Midway, nor will security requirements per .. tt unrestricted occess to Mldwoy. 

2.) Pg 4.23 •.,,expanded FWS presence on Midway would flctlttate wildlife 
reseorch and Interpretive octhltles, the course of octtoo It Midway wfll 
affect the orroy of preferred ••n•gement strotegles within the H!NIIR.' It Is 
the Navy's position thot the exponded FWS presenco on Mldwoy, If the overlay 
refuge ts approved; would provide Improved fish and wildlife •11n1gement and on 
on Incidental basts expanded research. The overfly refuge therefore should 
havo no offect on preferred 01nagement strotegles In the HilMI. Interpretive 
act tv I ties, resu It tng In Increased vIs !tors, ore not approprhte. 

J,) Pg 6.28 'Midwoy ond/or Kuro otolls ore proposod u olternatlves to 
HINIIR locottons where loglstlcol constraints ond the onttctpated lnopacts of 
such activities (nature tours) on small Insular ecosyste.s .a~e this progra., 
Incompatible with other refuge ~anogement objectives,' It h the Navy's 
understanding tho! If the overfly refuge Is 1"'1'1-nted, Midway would be 
treated as any other wtldllfe refuge. Therefore, developonent of Midway as a 
tourist destination for visitors who wish 'to visit 1nd experience the rich 
fish and wildlife resources of the NWHI' Is Inappropriate. 

4.) Py 6.28 'VIsitors would be transportod on ~Cor Cout Guard 
scheduled flights ... ' HAC flights are for .. ttttary transportation and are 

En<: I osure (I ) 

• • 

Response 

Response to Oeporment of OefenSI!, Headquarters Naval Base Pearl Harbor 

I. W.. concur with your connents. Hodtflc1tlons hav~ been made to 
rtflect the cooperottve role the FWS will have In manogtng fish end 
wildlife resources If on ovorlay refugo Is estlbltshod ot Midway, 
furthenoore, we recognhe the hct th1t Htdway would not be 
'"""!noted for Wilderness or Research Hoturol Area (RHA) stotus ond 
thot the H1vy's ICttvtttes would not requtro spechl use penni ts. 
We oho recognize thot prior to lll!plementatton of the overhy 
concept, tho roles ond responsibilities for each agency "1St be 
cleorly dollneated and ogreed to. ThiS has been noted In NAA 
Strategy I g. 

2. Tht Oroft Hoster Phn/EIS Included strategies to occOIIlllodote 
existing tnd potenthr domands by the public for envtromoentll 
educotlon, tntorpretHion, photogrophy, Journolls•, ond ort 
opportunltiu In the Northwestern Howathn hlonds. The strategies 
wort developed tround the pr..,tse that s 1~1 lor lands 11 rudy 
slgnlftcontly oltored by Min could be substituted for fragile 
refuge hnds which tre little offectod or 11tered by OMn. 1\Jch of 
tho d.,..nd for these activities could, thus, be met by directing 
nlturo tours, journolhts, etc. to Islands outside the HIHIIR 
without c0111pr001hlng the ~anag..,.nt objectives of the refuge, 
Htdwoy Is land, owned by the Navy, ond Kure Is hnd, owned by the 
Stott of Howatt ond occupied by the U.S, Coast Guard, were lands 
identified IS suttoble for Inclusion In the strategies. The Oroft 
Hoster Phn/EIS proposed thot these hnds be substituted for refuge 
londs to occ!lii'I!IOdate lh•lted publtc requests for educltlonal and 
Journalistic opportunities ond that existing Hovol and Coast Guard 
flclltttes lnd tronsportlon, though liMited, were adequate to 01tet 
the publtc's needs. 

C"""'ents subsequently received fr001 tho Hovy have mode It cleor 
thot "ldwoy lshnd Is not tccesslble to the generol publ tc for 
notlon•l security reuons, Also, there Is no c~rchl tronspor
htlon IVIIhble to the lshnd. The Coast Guard ond the Stile of 

~::;I !b ~=·~: 1~!~:rl r. fa":e'f~~d :~::e:~f~J~ i I e:i .~~!::.ppo~!.:;~c 7:f 
tronsporhtton to the lshnd Is extr-ly limited and expensive, 

In this regord, we have re1110ved fra. the Hoster Phn/EIS the 
strlteglu deollng with noture tours, photography, journoltsm and 
ort visits to Midway and Kure. 

• 
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not avalhbh to the recrutlonal vl•ltor, Prior approvol rr ... the Military 
(Novy) h required for oll trovel. We do not know the Coast Gllord regula
tions, but assume they ore siMilar. 

5.) Pg 6.29 • ... be occOOW!IOdated within hcllltles ot these hhnds 
(Hidway and Kure),' 'They would poy the responsible agency (or bose 
contractor) for these services (.eah and lodging),• Our prul!flt 80S contract 
does not provide for this type of service nor Is It phnned to revise the 
contract to acc.,.,.,date recreotlonal visitors. 

6.) Pg 6,29 ·~ctlvltles (nature tours) on the lshnds (Hidway and Kure) 
would be supervised by FWS and/or cooperating agency personnel,' The Havy Is 
not planning on adding personnel as 1 result of the hoplementotlon of the 
over lay refuge. 

7.) Pg 6.29 'facilitate photography, JournalisM and or\ visits to 
Hldway ... • ThiS type of activity wu not contalntd In your overlay proposal. 
our c""""'nts abovt about Hldway not b•lng open to tourls• are reltvant. 

8.) Pg 7,14 and 7,15 Th<se pages are .,aln ly dtvoted to exp h In lng how 
Hldway would be used to provide logistical support for educ1tlonal and 

1 
recr<atlonel opportunltlu. This concopt Is In dlrtct contrut to the Novys 

. undtrstandlng of the ovtrhy concept. 

In """"ary, Hldway Is • Mlllhry lnshlhtlon clostd to the public. If the 
overlay refuge h approved, the Island will not be open to rtcreatlonal or 
<Xpanded visitor use, 

E. Pg 4.22 'Concern regarding tht declining seal populatlon ... prompted the 
FWS to accel<rate lh t<chnlcal uslshnce role with the Navy ... • Thh Infers 
that Navy activities are responsible for thh docllnt whereas p•ge 0,1 states 
that 'popuhtlon has decllnod over th• lut 25 years on the HIIIIIR lhelf. 
Pag• 3.19 attributes thh decllnt, In addition to h"""'n disturbance, to 
predation by sharks, htrusment of young 1nd f.,.•les by s .... agresslve adult 
"'les ond clguatera poisoning. It has not been shown that Havy presence on 
Hldwoy was the ~•In cause for the decline In seol population, 

F. Pg 6,18 proposes 'NWHI Horine Sanctuary would enC""'''aU all wattrs seaward 
to 12 "llu for eoch lshnd In the HWHI, Including Midway ond Kure,• The 
waters surrounding Hldway are a Naval Defensive Sea Area, Unrestricted navol 
use of these waters IIIUst be recognlted In the propoul. 

G. Pg 6.20 reco-nds Inclusion of Hldwoy Into the area covered by the lt(;O 
In 'Area to be Avoided,' Sine< the regulations for 'Areu to be Avoided' 
restrlct·shlps carrying oll, other than for their own fuel supply, the Hovy 
would be opposed to this propoul since It would restrict supplies needed for 
operation of the Hldway Naval facility. 

H. Pg 6,28 statu that Havy personnel will 1110nltor fish ond wildlife 
resources. If the overhy refuge Is approvod, additional Navy personnel will 
not be avollable for ooonltorlng fish and wildlife resources. 

• • 
Response 

3. 

4. 

We concur ond han ooodlfled this section to delete Inference to the 
Navy 11 being responsible for declining populations. 

c.-nt ock"""lodged. No change nec.,ury. We will recognl ze 
unrtstrlcted use of waters by the Hovy In the proposed unctuary 
when 1t h cons I dertd, 

5. Co-nts ock,_ledged, The Huter Phn/ElS hn been MOdified to 
reflect your c ..... nts. 
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r.o ._:u~n 
H(W«)lll.u.~w.-.. .... u 

Ref\Jc;• llanas•r 
Hawdhn and hoifio hhnda tlationd Wildlif4 ftet'Ua• 
)OO Ah Hoan• Bouhyud, Roo11 5302 
r, o. Box 50167 
Honolulu, Hewdi 96850 

Our Sirt 

Subjeotr Collllll4nta on Drert H.a,wlihn bland• N.t.iond Wildlife ftet'Uge Huhr 
,lan/EnviNlnAentd bpeot 3hhunt 

HawaU Audubon !oohty belin•• that the proteot..tva •euur .. 
oontauphted Jn t.h• Prar•t-r.t Ut.ernaU·u for t'lJt.ure .. nq•~~~ent aotiona in 
the ffawdhn hhnda National Wild lit. hruaa will aJd in prowtdtO£ 
neau.-ar)' inor•uad pr-ohotion for the unique re.sourou ot tlla Nort.hw·utern 
Hawathn 18lenda, We balhv•, howa'f'ar, thd propoula to t•otllhh 
fhh&rtu d•vtlopj;!ant uy po•• unwarranted rhlc• to the unique blot. or 
thu• hhnd•. rurtherroo"• we bdhY• tl'lat duign•tion or th• HINWR under 
the Uorld Herit•&• Stte, l!loephtr• Rue~r••• •nd NatJ.ond H.turd Land•ark 
progra-.s ahou ld prooaed i~N~edhttly, rather t.h..n being de tarred p•Ddlng 
rurthn oonddaratton, Md t.h.t. UstWS •hou ld prooaed 1~~~ttedhhlt with 
Wlld.,rneu de._,Ja:nat.lon tor th• HINWR and Jt• included wat•r•. ln our 
opinion, t.h• tiP/ti3 r•iU to ah• adaquah oon.id•raUor'l to t.h• u•• or 
Htdwa)' hhnd aa an alternati'lt to Tern Ill aDd •• a eih for natur• tour• 

1 
or tht abetnoe or tt&OtuarJ tnroro.tton regardinc tha nature and i~aota or l
and f1aheriu aupport. fao1Ut1u. llo•t. igporhntly, w. belh'ft thlt the 
HP'/£1-' u otrouhh·d h aartoudy detiohnt u a dholoaur. doou•ent. beoauu 

pr-opoaed fhher1t111 aoti vtt.ha (Ih• 1, below)J the abaenoa or thh 
tnror•atton lllllcu propar revhw or the doou1unt iiiPo .. tble at t.hh tt••, and 
wa b•Ihn a r•Thed llf>/EI3 inoludin£ thh inforN.t.lOP ahould ba oirouhted 

· tor public r•vhw and OOQI:Ient btfore a fin•l HP'/£13 ia appr-o?ed. O!.lr 
oOIIEi'41nh on the unaget::~ant alhrnat.1-,es propoaed and on oth•r •ttera •n u 
roUowa1 

2 

{1) We b•U•v• any plan• for th• HIIJWR that per.H. •xpanded uu of ht'uga 
ruouro., ror rhhtrh• •upport and ror oth•r aQUTiti .. llllat ba b••-.d on 
th• attitude that an)' ob .. rved adur•• JD!.plota on ldldlih .vill Ia .1..U1U1tA. 
lei Ia Jl.lll.ud. 11.1. =.._ AllllUUu. lllllll .cu:llll.ll llltlttl<iW io ot bor 110rd • 1 tho 
burd•n or proof .uat be on ad't'O<Iat.u or inor•u*<f ruouroa ut.UJuUon to 
a how th•t. their aot.i THh• •r• ur•, r•thar than upon tw3 to ehow thlt th••• 
aothP.t .. •r• bu:ardou•, Ae •••QPlifhd in th• ref'uul ot tht 3hte or 
HawaU to reoov• ti)OU(lon •hup tr~ Hauna ICu d••pita their de.anatr1tad 
1-.paots on th• .,)danc•rad P'dih, adYoo•tu of inoren~ •oono,:do 
davalopt:unt oan ba exptohd to_, •• raluotant.l)'if •t. •11 to rl!tduot their 
aot1vith~ Jn the (aoe or •vtdanoa or ad••ru ir~paot. and th•J ara likely to 
d•L'Iftnd an illfPOUible degrt• ot ~!proof" that thdr aoti•Hiaa •r• indtted to 

• 

Response 

Response to Haw11t Audubon Society 

!. 

2. 

lnfonn~tlon concerning loopacts and/or conflicts associated with 
Ylrlous public usu such as comnerchl fiShing Is located In two 
sections of the Hlster Phn/EIS: •) the Envlro,..,.ntal Consequences 
Section, and b) the Technical Appendices. 

The H.lster Plon/EIS describes the Nnag..,.nt, developooent and use 
of the refuge on 1 conceptu1l lovel. We reolhe that 010ny opera
tional level detalh He not resolved In th1s docu.,.nt, however 
theu will bt addressed In subsequent phnnl1>9 efforts which are 
described In Section I I. E. of the Huter Plon/£JS , 

C"""""nt acknowledged. We believe th•t our approach to providing 
<""'P•tlblo public uses of the Refuge Is envlro-nhlly sound, 
However, should adverse effects (usochted with these uses) occur, 
the FilS would be required to revise our actions l"""'dhtely, 

Clearly priorities and objectives for the HJII\IR favor 
Nnog..,.nt/protectlon of wildlife species over 1cc011100dotlng public 
uses. This h Illustrated In the prioritized output Jist and statement 
of objectives In Section V of the Hoster Phn/EIS, Should ·conflict 
occur or tndeoffs be required. the •vulnerlble" species wtll be 
hvorod over othor public uses, 

• 
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bhM tor ob .. r-v.d adveru environ.•ntd erreota. lf ooourrtn<l .. auob •• 
inort .. .d trequ•ncr of' .,, ... 1 1roundlnc•, r~uoed popultt.ione or ••• biNI•, 
et.o., ar• oba.rv•d, rws .oat aot. t.-dhhly •nd unilahrallJ to r .. triot. 
reaouroe developaent •ot.ivtlha ~definitive proor b•ooiMa a•nilable, 

(2) P• 0.13, 7.26. h t.be ltCC*Jlarbon or lnYirt;J.Claent.a.l Conuquena .. ", the 
a.oale of YalUu for the upper hbh rurif fro. 1 ("Poaiti'ft Consequenoea•) to 
5 ("hry Poait.ht Conl~tno .. "). Thb labeltnc b •bhadiDCt 11 tnonu.d 
uee of the NWHI aa propot~ under tb• Ruouroe Ot.1Uution Alhrn.at.ive (AUA) 
vould b••• tOM D.l&I.UU aonatqueno" tor .. rtn• and t.err .. trhl aniNh 
tnhabit.irc the HINWR, u oo.-par-.:1 .,lth current oonditton.e. CharaohriuUon 
or lll. alt.trnath' .. u hnlf\£ onl)' 11poaU.iv•" oon .. quenot• b thU• 
lnoorreot. 

(3) p. 1.2--.3. on 22 Ho1 198- FW~ ld•ntlfiod .... ral lnnrtobroto opoolu 
inhabit.ins t.b• NWHI •• oah,orJ ·~ oandidat. .. for lbt.iht •• Endanaared or 
Thr .. hn41d sp.aiu5 tb .. • ap~iu ..... t ba oouidu-.d in 1\ltura plana ror 
.. n~tg•••nt. or t.h• HIHW"A, and ro,...l lht.inc •• Endao«•r~ or thruhned 
3p.aha ahould prooud wt,.ra appropriate. 

(-) p • .-.6. What. ia rW3 polio)' wit.b ragard to d .. iana,t.ion or a Marina 
Sanoluary to include atoll wahra wlt.hin t.ha HUWR and alao adjaoant. 
naarahor• vaterel 

(5) p. -.16 (••• aho Pl .-). KawaU Audubon S.Ooiat.:r at.ronc,lJ aupporta 
da.t,nation ot orlt.ioal habiht for d 1 Uated Endanaared and Thnahned 
Spaoiu inhabtttn.c tha NWlU. h·thral authoritiu ahould noh that althou1h 
d .. i.Gnation or orlt.!Qal habitat do" not. n~uaarily anbaDOt Ltd...t.1:al. 
prot.~Uon of lhhd 1p.0ha1 auob dulanationa .. ,. bl'fl I d,nirtoaDtlJ 
fayorablil 1.-paot OQ Sht.t and load authorU.ill and j\ldiohl ortiohla by 
Mlsht.flninc tbdr aw•r•n .. • or th• U1• i111port1noe or thue •H•• to th• 
oon.,.rv•Uon of lhhd lp~t .. , 

(6) p. 5,2, In Fisura 3, •Ha!llaitan lalaQda MWR Output Liat•, ao •It•• 5'* 
h inoluded 1a th• 18 it•., lht:.dl hu an H•• been inadv•rt.ently ~ttt.d, 
or •r• th•r-e aot.ually only 11 output oahcori .. 1 

(1) p. '!.11-11.18. Infor.-tton r•&trdln& tbe natura and ohh1~ 
oo.patibUit.y or propotld fhh•rill op•ntion• at tern bland 1e appt.r•ntlJ 
oonhined in a Teohniot.l App•ndix t.hat h ••nlton.-d in tbe tnt but. hu not 
b .. n oiNluht.ed to public re'fhlHir• or the HF/~ISI tbb info,...tton ••ut be 
•u•arh:ed in d•t•il in th• HP/EU, u ita abunoa preohtdaa .. antnarul 
nvhw or the dratt HP/!.l3 b)' .. Clb•r• of the pubUo I)Ot privy to tb• 
infor .. tion oontdned in t.h• T.ahnloal Appaodb. W• bali••• a r••h•d 
HP/EIS oonhlnin& •uoh tnfor .. t.ioa •at b• oiroulated tor publio ooatent 
bator• lesal raqu1r•llt4tnt• tor public r•vhw or th• Hr/IIS oan be r•&•rd~ 
haYing been •ot., 

(8) p. 6.8 oto, Onder MU Mo. 3, 13 (both inoludod in BA Mo, ]), 
QOqit.orin, of 1U1n tpadu h propoud, In oUr opinion, euoh IIOnltorin& 
ahould inolUdl dhn inurhbrat...a, partiaUlarlJ inaeot..l, &• (Ut.UN 
tnt.roduot.lont •r• lik•lrl eOM .. ,. hav• • d.traot n•aatlva liipt.ot on native 
aniNla t.nd planta in the N'\IHI, aod .-onit.orir\1 0( tba pao• of RIW 
1ntroduot1ons oan aerv• u an i.porhnt. •euur• or bu.an-lnduottd oh•n«• ln 
tho HWHI. 

• 

3. 

4. 

s. 

6, 

7. 

e. 

9, 

.I 
Response 

C""""'nt acknowledged, Tho toblo hiS been oliMinated due to con
fusion ouochted with lobetlng. 

c ..... nt acknowhdgod, The Hoster Phn/EIS hos been onodlflod to 
Include Mtntlon of thou spoclu. These speclu ore aho lhted In 
Table 2, page 3,14 which hos been added to tho doc.,...nt. 

Tho FWS' position regarding • Nrlnt sanctuory In the Horthwestern 
Hawolhn hhndo (described In 8A Strotogy IS) Is to evaluate the 
propoul upon approval of tho Huter Phn/EIS, See rosponso to 
Craig S, Horrhon, II, pago8.91. 

C~nt acknowledged, Ho chongu nocessory: 

We concur. This wu on Ollllsslon that hiS been corrected. 

Wo bellovo that sufficient lnfo1111tlon h Included In the Hoster 
Phn/EIS for rovl.,..rs to ovolulto Its rtc...,.ndatlons. In addi
tion, Ju•t under 100 coplu of the Technical Appendix were dis
tributed to reviewers of tho Hoster Phn/EIS Including 11 loco! 
public llbrorhs and several local governonentol offices where the 
doc-nt wu IVIIhble for r•btlc lnopectlon. Addltlonolly, 
'loaner' coplts were 011do ovol ablo through our Honolulu office, 
We feel our efforts to provide thh lnfonnotlon to the public were 
opproprh to. 

c.,.,..nt acknowledged. Strategy clorl fled to address lnvertebrotu. 
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(9) p, 6.36-6.)7. Und•r PA No. 5 1 it 1• propo••d tbat. aat.ton• to noQtn.t .• 
t.ht NWHI for listing under t.h• World H•rH.q• 3ih1 IUoaph•r• Ru.rve, and 
htion•l Jfaturd Land .. rk proerau be dtftrr.d ptndina t'urthar atudy. 
:5Ufrio1ent data ar• anilabl• to juatity 1-.edht• aotton to prooted with 
notain.ttona undtr uoh or thua progratu, b not..t on p, 7.23 1 tb• 
no.tnatton prooeu tor taob or thue deats:nationa inoludu opport.untu .. ror 
turthtr a.genoy and pubHo ravhw. Any oonflioh and pohnt.Jal drawbaoka 
usoohted wHh thue dui&nat.lona could ba tull)' addtUI~ durJne; thua 
ru·hw proou1u 1 and par-oM or as:anoiu oppo.tna: auah dutautton• would 
have u1pla opportunity to publioly •tat. thdr oua. 

(10) p. 6.)7. Ondtr rA No, T, dNi&natton or Wildarntaa 1htua for HUNfl 
vould bt r .. trtot.d to llltergent landa1 WUd•rnau d .. lan.tlon ror w-ahr• 
within th• IUffll would be dtrerrtd, W• belhv• r~ ahould return to ih 
ori&ind 1969 podtion, in Wbioh tha antir• HIItW• Unoludtna: tte ttahra) waa 
nootnahd tor" Wilderneu ahtua. In any eveat, no aot.ion• inoa.paUble with 
tvantual Wildnneu d .. it;nat.ion ahould ba p•rdtted prior to ruolut.ion or 
th• qu .. tiorl or jurt•d1ot:.ton over thu• wahra. We bOh tbat tbe doou..nt 
und•r ravhw (p, 6.)7) 1a.pli .. that CJUrrant AAit ~ .. na.camant and 
thberi•• auppqrt aoUl'it.i .... , ba inoo~at.ible wit.b Vtldtrneu d .. tsnaUon 
or thut wahrl, h d .. ot'ibltd on p, 6.17, ourrant ua• ot .atorit~ 
equtpmant ror ral'\ls• aan-aaunt purpoau would ba per.t.ttltd •••n athr 
IHldernau duir;.nationJ ent thrut to aligibilHr ror WUdarnau d .. t,nation 
would thua •ee• to be dua to th• propo•ltd tnor .. •• in thharha aupport 
eotJyity, Unoa ournnt. UMW3 polio)' (u etltltd on p, '·') 1a that 
•wtld.rneu una.t;amant prooadur .. •r• applioable to d .. t&n.t.ad aru• a..wl to 
arau identified u qualtrtinc end/or uhder foMial ooruidaretion for 
deaignation• an)' auoh inoo~petibla aotiviti .. ar• t•proper and ehould be 
rorbiddan, Clearly, any .Q.b.&aa.J. in ourrant praot.to• (or in praotio .. in 
erteot. u or 1969) that would be tnoo~t~patibl• wit.h Wtlderne•• dtaignation 
for th .. • wat•r• would be a YiohUon or U3.fW3 poltoy and ahould be 
prohibited pending ruoluUon or tb• juriadiot.ional dhputa. 

(I I) p. 6.37. KawaU AUdubon .Sodaty aupporh the ri.ht.. of Nat! va 
Amerio•na for aeou.s to out turll attu tor rtUstou• purpoau u propoatd 
Under f'A No. 9, llooau"a •uoh aooua would prinotpally irnol •• Nthoa and 
Heoker hhnda, .. ob or whiob •upporta a div•r•• and vulnarablt nattv• 
hrr .. trhl btoh, proapeot.i•• vhHore ahould be aaref'Ully brhhd on the 
extra .. danger or rir• and t.h• aue wttb whioh aU•n plant. and ant .. h ••Y 
bea0c1e tat.ablhhtd on hhnda wtt.hin the HWHI. tJ!!t"W3 eupervhion or the~• 
(and tll other) Yhit.or- ahould Jnoluda ... aur .. nfN:lesury to enaura that 
olot.hl"J and other arUolea ta.~ .. n uhore do not. oarry aeeda or other 
Nt.erilh th.t. oauld l .. d to auoh utablhh~nt.. 

(12) p. 6~-0 (PA No. 2]}. W• belhl'e inoraaaad , .. eel t.rarrto iQ tha 
nearllhore wahr• or the MWHI, u propoeltd, poua an un•ooept.ably inoreaaed 
rJak or pollution, lrOUndin&t, and O( the iot.rodU(ItiOQ or ll}bQ ani•al• 
(partiouhrl)' rah) to the iahr)lb of tha NW'HI. It. it propoa~ t.bat 
•tt•it:ed rtorution111 or •n unapeoiri~ utut'• 1nd fr-tquenor on Tern I•land 
would b• peralthd tor peraonnel in 'Vol yad in Mil tt-apltOiU rhbarha, ln 
our view, •ooau for t.hh purpoae would b• • ooor•nftoge. nat • nao .. alty, 
Cor th• oonduot or thu• rtaharh•l tn vhw or the doou~~:•nteod bapaota or 
huqq aottvitJu on eul populet.tona bn Tern leland, reorut.Jonal aoUYitiu 
on the blend •hould not be p•r•Ht.~ tor rhh•rh• p•r•onnd. On P• 7.25 

• 

Response 

to. Bule~lly, this strategy suggests that we corefully evaluate the 
011n1g...,.nt hopllc&tlons of no•lln&tlon of any additional protective 
status so u to not hinder actions directed at enhanc...,.nt of high 
priority vulnerabh speclu. I~ all likelihood we would conduct 
such evaluation 1n any event and therefore have revised e1ch of the 
strltegln concerning thts subject to Include an evoluotlon 
c001p0nent, 

II. Co.ont acknowledged, hc&use of the uncertainty that all future 
011n1g..,.nt &ctlons usochted with the Preferred Alternative will 
.. tt 'Wilderness• criteria, we feel o O>Ore approprhte approach to 
providing &ddlt1onal protection for the HIHWA Is to proceed w1th 
the nooo1n&tlon of ..,.rgent lands l"""'dhtely ond delay action to 
"""'lnate waters of the Refuge unt1l SOflle of these uncertolntles ore 
resolved. 

12. C""""'nt ocknowledged, RUA stntegy No. 4 odequately addresses 
c:onctrn, 

13. C""""'nt ocknowledged, Thh strategy has been r""rl tten to clarl fy 
the FWS' position concerning support of the c""""'rctal fishing 

Industry and to justify our octlons regarding 1 0100rlng buoy out
s1de the Refuge !oundory. 

14. Although deh1h os<ochted with the 'onforc..,.nt' ospects of this 
strategy hove not yet been fleshed out (they will be vh 
operltlonal phns to 'be prepared after tho Hoster Phn/E!S Is 
lpproved). our position h thot provided this octlvtty occurs on 
our te"'s and with all of tho conditions ond procedures to protect 
tho fragile envlr.,._nt of the Refuge, then we have little bash to 
disMiss thh uso of the Refuge, Be assured that by v1rtue of our 
prlorftlu (see output ltst page 5.2), should 1 confltct between 
vulnenble spoclu and SOflle other lower priority output such as 
'Other Cooopotlble ond Economic Uses' we will always favor the 
higher pr1ortty. 

• 
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it. h 1\.lted that. "deaand bJ t.b• fhhins induat.ry •• .... for r•or•at.lonal 
opport.unlt.J oa Tarn hhnd will inorea.st th• fr•qu•naJ or oonflioh wtt.h 
n .. aroh procr .. s"l t.bb rurth•r ara-u•• agdnet. r•ortat.ion•l u•• ot T.rn 
hla~ br •hip-b ... ..S fhh•rtu p•r•onntl. The .... obj~Uon• •PPlJ wH.h 
t•un .art foro• with regard to propos~ at.orar;l or fhhinc tqutp•ent. on T•rn 
bland. 

(13) Howh•rt~ data the draft. HP/'£U ad1qu.tel)' dhouu t.be uee ot Hidway 
hland •• an alttrnet.iYt dh for Chhtriu IUpport. •ot.hlt.ha and nature 
toura propoa.d for Tera Iehndt dtho\lsh oon.-iderabl• ••ation of tuoh an 
alhrnat.iv• \oltl ... d• .t. t.hl Har 1983 l)'ta.podua on th• HVHI. 

W• thank )'OU for t.bh opport.unilt to part1o1pah in t.b• p hnnlnl!l: of 
f\ltur. ••nat.eaant. totlont for the HIHWII:. 

'lnoer.tr, 
I 

~(~- G,._j)_ C-CJL._.__~ 
Sh.th Con•nt 
rruldent 

Cerl C, Chrhhn••n 1 

Con .. r .. Uon Cholroo~on I 

• 

15. 

• 
Response 

A fishery support base proposed for Htdwoy would be prl .. rtly for 
the olbacoro fhhory rothor than the lobster/bott""'flsh/aht fhher
lu thot would be supported by on operotton ot French Frigate 
Shoals. !ecouu of Its greet distance fr""' the Nln H•••thn 
lsllnch ond frooo the center of the existing lobster/bottO!IIfhh/oht 
fisheries, 1 support bose at Htdway would llkely not be o f<astble 
olternotho to one ot French Frtgot< Shoal>. A support bose at 
Htdwoy could provide •- of the bott0111 fishery support 5Uch os 
refueling, but becouse---rt does not fulfill 111ny of the needs of 1 
bottooo fhhery support bose, tt was not glv<n full constderotton os 
on o1tornot1Y• to >uch • bas< at Tem Island. W• hod Included 
soveral strotegles In the Pr<f<rr<d ~1ternot1ve rellttng to 
tnterprototton and educotlon opportunities ot Htdwoy ond Kure. 
llow<ver, dut to the "ovy ond Coast Guard's objection to such 
proposols (ne c,_.nts on pages 8.~3 ond 8.82) we have ell•tnated 
these strategte!. fr()llft furth!r constderatton. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
"[OIOHI)( 

M.ich•rd Was a, HAnager 

218 Fr•mont lltHt 
S"n Fr•nchco. C•· 94105 

Hawali•n Island& National Wildlife M.efuge 
300 Ala Hoana aoulev• rd 

OOTl I~ 

ROOIII 5302 
P, o, Box 50167 
Honolulu, HI 96850 

Dear Hr. Wal!let 

The Environment•! ~totectlon A~ency (EPA) haa reviewed the 
Oroft Environmental IMpact Statement (DEIS) tltled HAWAIIAN 
ISLAND6 NIITlONAL WILPLIF~ REf'UG~ (HINWR), We h•ve the enclo .. d 
comments reyardlny this OEtH. 

We have cleaaltied thl• DEIS aa C•teyory tC-2, Enviromflf,ntal 
Concerns- Inautficient Infor~atlon (eee followinQ pave titled 
10 $U~nrury of Rl.lltiny Definition• and follow-Up Action•). EPA 
Region 9 auppocts the deaiunatlon of the HINWR. However, we 
have rated thie OEIH EC-.2 because reaolution of th• boundary 
dispute will have a algniticant bearinu on environMental l~pacts 
tor the island chain and thle manauement plan. Preeervatlon 
and protection of thle prlatlne eco,yltlnl "'ay be endanuered by 
promotion of actlvlti•a that potentially aff•ct water quality 
within or close to the refuge. 

The classification and date of EPA 1
• COJIUI\ehtl will be 

publiehed in the federal flegiajer in accordance with our vubllc 
diacloaure re•voni11liTltle• un er section 309 of the Clean Air 
Act. We apprechte the opportunity to review thi• OEIB. Pleaae 
aend tour copies of the final Envlron~ental l"'pact Stat•••nt 
(fEIS) to thlo office at the ••me tiMe it lo oftlcl•lly flied 
with our Wllshlnoton, o.c. office, If you have any que•tione, 
please contact Patrick J, Cotter, Federal Activities Branch, at 
(415) 974-0948 or t'TS 454-0948, 

J12Jk w·lf\MMW!t--r 

Encloaure ( 3 pa(Jell) 

cc1 Lealie Hataubara, Director, Hawaii Department of Health 

• 

Response 

R~spons~ to U.S. Envlro,...ntol Protection Agency, Region IX 

I. Tht dhputt concerning the bo<Jndory of th~ HIHIIR sp1ns Nny ye1rs 
and will llktly continue for several 110re before being resolved -
hopefully by ""hal agre-nt. We believe th1t while thts dispute 
h pending ruohtlon It ts lpproprtate to phn for the protection 
and use of the l111p0rttnt ruo<Jrces of the Refuge - u the R~fuge h 
defined by the FilS. Further, we belleve that th~ NSter phnnlng 
procus will result In the mst appropriate reso<Jrce Nnagemtnt 
strateglu ~ardltu of the u1tl01ate locttlon of the legally 
defined bo<Jndary. 

• 
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Wate~ Quall ty Coou•ento 

EPA reco•.ende eonelder;atlon of an o~ltern~tive for the 
Hawalhn Iohndo National Wildlife Refuge (HIHIIR) that h 
conalst•nt with current water quality 1tand11rd• adopted by the 
State of Hawaii and opproved by EPA, Exocutlu Order 1019 
.. tablhhod the Hawaiian hhnde Reoervatlon (RIA) which .. t 
aalde the •t•land• and reefe• fro~ Hihoa to ~ure aa a reaerve. 
The 1940 PrUldontlal P<ochutlon No, 2416 Incorporated tho 
HIR Into the Notional Wildlife Refugo srot.,. by changing tho 
nal'le to the H;~wallan Ielande N;~tional N ldlite Refuge~ 

N.1ter1 of •ret:ug
1

ea or aanctuarie1 eetabliehed by the u,s. 
riah and Mlldllfe Service• are ll•ted •• are•• to be protecte<1 
In Water Quality Standorde, Choptor 31-A of tho Hawaii Pllbllc 
Health Regulation• (Section 6,2 IBI (jl), Tho"" rogulatlono have 
boon opproved and adopted by EPA, Clau M "arlno Watoro of 
thle type ate to •t:•H .. tn in their natural prletlne •tate •• nearly 
at pooolble lflth an abeoluto JOlniJOUll of pollution or alteration 
of water quality f~o"' any hu"'an-cauaed eou~ce o~ action• (Section 
),) (A(I, 

All urine water• ate clateified •• •either e"'b.lpenta, 
open coaatel or oo1anlc watera• (Section 2.) (~)). Section fi.2 
(A) define• ''"open coaatal water• .. a• Mat'lne wat•r• bounded by 
tho 100 (a tho• ( 183 ••tor or 600 foot) depth contour, ~PA ouqg .. to 
that tho 100 hth011 contour ehould be u .. d u tho refuge boundary 
for each i•l•nd, ~eef, atoll or aho.tl of the HlHWR. Thl• contour 
area would be conahtont lflth the Rawall llater OUollty StAndard• 
ond all .. noltlvo 10odne bottoo typ .. lfOUid be incorporated In 
the refu9e. Harine botto• typea defined 11 Cla•• I protection 
a~eaa within the o~n coaat1l water• include aandy beachea, 
lava rock 1hotellnea, aolution beach11, •arine poola, protected 
covea, reef flata and reef co~unlti•• defined under Section 1 
of the Water ouallty st•ndardo, Soft bott0111 coMunltleo are 
claealtled as Claae II protection area• under Section 1. 

Coral reefa have been deelqnat1d •• epeclal •quatic altee 
by the EPA (40 erR Puto 230,3 (qJ Ill and 230;44) that are 
eaaentlal critical habitat tor rare, threatened and end•ngered 
apeciea. EPA'• ~t~ajor concern for thia rroject ia the preaervation 
or enhance~Went of coral reef water <JUil ty to •n•ure protection 
of theoe endangered opecloo and their critical habitat• In the 
HIHWR, Therefore, EPA augge•t• con•lderation of an.alte~native 
In tht FEIS lfhlch addnuu the 100 fatho" contour and tho 
protection of "'ater- quality within the1e txJundarie•• PlaceMent 
of a MOOring bouy outaide the refuge bound at le• ahould be 
preaented and addtea•ed ln thl• •lternative. ~ ••apping and 
ground ttuthlng ourvey• ( P• 7,1) of the D!IS) 11uot be co•pleted 
before the ounaguent plan can be l11plo10ento<1, Thh Ifill 
enaure that all reefo and ooft botto,. o01111unltleo wlthln tho 
100 fath0111 contour will be Included In tho refuge, 

• 

2. 

3. 

• 
Response 

Althcugh 1l1110st Ill of the 252,000+ ocres of sublllerged hnds In the 
Hltf\IR ore within the 10 hth001 contour, we recognize the need to 
consider the off-shore onvlro.-nt (beyond 10 hth010s) In our phn
nlng prl,..rlly becouse of the extr..,. range of Nny of the spectu 
considered In the "-ster Phn/EIS. Thh h ocknowledged In the 
Afhcted Envlronooent Section of the docUOIOnl. However, because the 
FilS hll no jurisdiction beyond the Refuge boundary, we believe the 
best way to Influence octlvltlu In waters beyond the Refuge 
boundory h through cooperottve offorts with the Shto ond other 
reguhtlng bodlts such os the Western Pacific Regtonol Fishery 
"-n•g..,.nt Counct 1. 

As lndl"'hd In RPA Strotegy ,II, thh 1s an ongoing activity that 
~!~f;~posed to continue 1n our Preferred Altern1tive. on '" annu11 
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In order tQ -•uccinotly de•cribe the ~nviroo~nt of the ar•a• 
to ~ •ttected or created by the Alternative• und~r contlderation• 
(40 erR 1502,16), tho n:ts 11uot doau,...nt co•pliance lfith the 
approprlote State of Ra,.di llator Quality !lt.ndordo that ate 
approved by the r.Pl\, SpecHlc cdtuh applied to wotu quality 
1tandard• for the open coastal wate.c• •u•t be ••intalned to 
enoure tho protection of the~e reef are•• (Section 6.2 (C)). 
Tho FEIS ohould !lot current water quollty lovelo for oach 
hland 1 atoll, r-•t or ohod sho11ing co,.plhnce with theoe 
otandudo, It t~• lovelo an not In co,.plhnco, •ltlqot1on 
!'lea:eutea •hould be pc!!•ente:d to correct: th• •ltu•tlonf 

llopacto to tho ueo ohould b<! uoeooed wlth uqud to the 
water quality otandardo, The ilopaoto fro• propo,.d tiohert .. 
neor the refuge ohould b<! addru .. d, including oil opillo, 
opitl eloan-up capabllttleo 1 tduoe diopoul, anchor d.,.aqo and 
threate to endanger~~Sd •po«cl••· 

404 I b) Pen.it co ... ento 

Both the No ~ction 1\lternative IMM) an~ tho Baullne 
1\lternatlve (811) lndlc•te that drodge and till actl•itleo are 
planned, The•• two altetnatlvoo ara tho boola for all other 
alternattvoo, Enlarge~ent of the turning baoln at Torn leland 
(p, 1.l, HilA) and retardation of oand MOve-.nt at Layoan leland 
(p. 1,9, Bl\) lnvolv• phyaical ••nlpulatlon of the environ ... nt. 
The rets ohoul/1 •peolfy tho nature of the .. actlvitlu. 

The Paclf!c Ocean Dlotdct Nftoe of the u.s. llr•Y Corpa 
of tnglneota ohoul/1 be contacted to deter•ln• tho noel! for a 
Section 404 dhchargo per•H for any portion of tho propooed 
olternathee. If a pudt io required, tPl\ will uview the 
project for co•pllanoo with hdorol GuldeHneo for SFjc!tlc•tion 
of Oiipota~ Sites for Prsdge<JO<fiU H.Eedd m c « 2JO) I 

Pr""'" ga e puFiiliiitto scETonfOTf6lTIT<irthe clean Hater 
Act. our ev•luat!on ~ould tocu• on the .. tnten•nc• of water 
qua U ty and the protection of we tJand•, t hherioo and wlldltfo 
reooutces. If •ppllcablo, the reoulto of further otudy ohoul/1 
indicate the a100unt of d<odging required, potentbl diopoul 
dtu, tYP"* of fill o.otedal to b<! uttlhed, and quontltleo to 
be dhchargod into watuo and wetland• that tAll undot: Soction 
404 juriodictlon, 

I. 

Response 

~. Wt havt rtvlewed tht Stitt of Hawaii's Oepart..ent of Health Mtntn
htrotlve R\llu 11-54 end \1-55 concerning water quality standards 
and wator pollution control and find oor proposed action to be In 
cooopl hn<:e. Refertnct has been so 1nd1coted In the Huter Phn/ 
EIS. Regarding a lhtln9 of current water quellty levth for uch 
Island, atoll, ruf end shoel, we believe this level of spoclflclty 
to be beyond the· scope of thh conceptuol Koster Phn/EIS for the 
Refuge, We have lndlcottd thot our overall concept for ... noge.,.nt 
ond devel-nt of the Refuge will be In <""'!'lhnce with State 
shndords, 

5. Additional cl<t<crlptlon of these projects hu been provided In the 
Envlro,....ntol Conuquencu Section. The shore protection project 
h nuded to Nlnhln Ttrn hhnd and provide all of the benefits 
auocfattd with continued operation of the hell tty (see Section 
Yl.6.), The project h not likely to h .. e • significant long teno 
envlro,_nhl offoct, Appltcotlon for Stctlon 404 ptnolts will bt 
111de u phns ond specifications for thttt projects ort devtloptd. 
Tht Corps Is required to preport en envlro"""'nttl usess.,.nt prior 
to tuuonce of thost pt1'1111U. 

• 
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E>Wh~nt.al lllp>ct of the 1\ctlon 

Comment 

to-t.>clt of 1ectlons 
EPA 1\M no Oh ctlon!t to the pcq>oeed action .. deacrlbed In the &:aft ~t 
ototement <X IIU<}9est.o ooly 10lnoc chanqee In the pc~ actloo. 

EX:-ErWhClnlllelltol eoncerna 
EPII hi!! IJiintl!leJ e11'1!t.,...,.,ntal l"'P"Cta assoclate<1 with the pcop<»ed <>etloo that 
should b! corrected In ocder to fully pcotect the e11'1ir,_.,t, 

ID-EIW hornentol Ob~tlons 
&11 hii ldlintl!le<J e¥Hicint erwlrOI'"OI<!ntal l111po11<:te ..,eoclatod with the pc~ 
actloo that ohould b! !lllolclod In oo:ller to ~t.oly pcotect the el1'llr~nt, 
!PI\ lnt~rrlto to work with the pc""""lng "9'ncy to ~ these l~. 

!11-E>Wir~nt.ally tnaatlofactocy 
EPA lilleveo \hit thO pc""""ed octl"" h enYltQmtent.ally ~>:Watlotootocy b!cauee of 
Ito potentlolly h.>.t:Mful effect on the enYlroru..,nt, If the potential fcx OOOAtlofactocy 
l""'""t.o lo not corrected at the tln.al as otoqo, the pcoject will bt "'""""'nded 
fcx referral to the CE'Q. !PI\ Intends to work with the prql<llll"9 -ncy to rodooo 
the:oo ~to. 

1\deqmcy of the lop>ct St.llt.oftmt 

Ca~l~te 
fllO~t ~t.ot-nt adoqu.>tely set.o focth the erwlr~nt.al l,.,..ct of the 
pceferted alternatlv• <X actloo and adeq.Jately .. to focth alternatlv.,. thot a"' 
re ... onably .walloble to the pcoject ex action, 

Ca~f 2-InauHiclent InfarNtlon 
Tf}e ~ t £Is &>!a not contain aulflclent lnf~tlon to fully uocu enYlr.,._nt.ol 
l"""'t.o thot ohould bo avoided In ocder to fully pcot.eet the efWlr~nt, <X the 
revl.,..r hos ldontlfled""" reH<n~bly walbblo olternatlvoo that""" within the 
"f"'Ctt"" of alternatives """lyzed In the draft !:18 .t.lch could reduce ouch el1'llr.-ntal 
~tJt of the action. The Inadequate lnf01:1Mtlon, rlat.a, anoly,..., re: dlocu .. loo 
should be lncludod In the final r:ts. 

Coter~y 3---I~t.e 
The dr:ot r.t!l ~ adequately aaseso the potentially olgnltlcant e11'1lr""""ntd 
~to of the action, oc the revl"""r hA"O Identified new, teMOnably avollable, 
alternative• that >J:O outside of the &pectLuo of altorn.atlveo aoaly»ed In the 
draft !:IS .t.lch ohoold be anoiY"''1 In ocder to te<1uc<t the potentially •19"lflcaot 
erwlror.entol l""""te. Tho l"""""""te 1nf<X1Mtlon, <Iota, analy,.., oc dlocu .. l""" 
OL-.. of ouch • ""'9flltli<lo that they t«7Jire full public review at a <kaft •lA?'· 
Thlo rating conotltut.... a finding that the !\::aft !:IS doea not ....,t the purpooe of 
H!PI\ and/oc the Sectloo 309 revlw, ond thu• IOUOt bs fOCIOOlly revloed am ro<1e 
avolloble for public:: ~nt In a oopplerent.al oc revleed draft !:IS, 

• • ! 

Response 
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~obn s. car<r<oll 

November 9, 1984 

Refuie H•n•ier 
Hawaiian ~ Pacific l•lands Notional 
Wildlife Refuge 
P. 0, Box 50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Gentlemen: 

The attached cooo.,ents of John hrle basically reHect 
•Y concerns with re•pect to the Master Plan and Hnviro.,ental 
loop•ct State~ent rerarding the Hawaiian Islands Notional Wild
life Refuge, It h • privileee to be allowed to review this 
1oatter and I u .orry that I did not aturn thh •ooner, Due 
to a number of political involvement• I h•ve been unable to 
rr:!\pond until now. 

JSC:tiU 
Enclosure 

Very truly yours, 

,\&f.:.~ 

906 flnandal pLaza at= t.:be JXlCific, aafi:e906 · 
honolr:Jlu, barvaU 96Bl3 (SOS) S:21-S027 

• ----~ 

Response 

• •• 
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9~-1188 Hookeha St, 
!W$ Reach, HI 96707 
October. 21, 198-4 

Dear Sirt, 

At a concerned individual, who hat had the privilege 
of vhitlng Hid>toy, Hihoo, ind JO;ure Iolande, I nvie>ted with 
interut the DroH Hooter Plon/EIS for the Hawoihn Iolando 
Notional Hildlife Refuge. 1 generally agree with the Preferred 
Alternative, wubject, hoW1!Ver, to the following connent&. 

11 I do not think that the delineated oltornotiveo give 
adequate conoideration to tho diveroity and vulnerability of 
hebitoto in tho H1l Ho>tolion Iolondo, or tho degree to which 
their biological onviron•ento hne been affected historically. 
" policy applicable to all the hlondo ••Y• in Procruotean 
~nner, provide over-etrlngent ot redundant protection for toNe 
areaa, with cot~~~enaurate attenuation of other potential usca, 
while leevin9 other ialande vulnerable to draatlc perturb~tion•. 
Had the Draft Muter Phn/1'!18 analyzed the H1l lolondo in 
tenu of habitat YUlnerability, diveroity, and the deqroe of 
hhtorical 100dificotion, 1 believe that Hihoo Ioland would 
have atood out •• the gr•ateat biological treaaure among 
the NM lalande, and an area deaerving •ore •trlngent 
protection than any of the other iolondo. . 

Hihoo h uniqua beoauoe of it. o0111plu terreotrial 
co.nunlty, with high rate• of endeNia•, and •any apecle1 yet 
undeacribed, Thh c.,..unity h Yirtually unaffected by the 
aetlvitlel of ~ern ••n, in draaatlc contra1t to other 
hhnda like r..yoon. "" one of the few relatively undhturbed 
tropical iolendo in the world, Hihoa h a unique laboratory 
to atudy and teet I1land Theoriel of apeclation. I auapect 
that ouch atudiea will beco~ increoaingly i•portant •• natural 
envlrormente throughout the world are reduced to •telanda" 
by the actlvlteh of Nn. Accordinglf, I atrongly diaogree 
with the relatively lo>t priority (IU vivan to Terreotrhl 
lndeiOic/Hotiva Speciaa "ointenonce on the priorithed liat 
of HliR outputa on poqe 5. 2. 

The Hihoa biological c.-unity h hiqhlr vulneroble 
to th• introduction of ••otic Ye9etetion, pot•nt al predators 
like rat• or cat1, or even ~xotic arthropod• like •nt1, which 
h•v• recently c1U1ed the ••tinction of the J11.41in "•wail•n 
leland counterpart• to the now unique Mihoa terre1trial 
.alluok fauna. "dditionolly, tho proxi•ity of. Hihoa to Kouoi 
(I eailed there in one day) increaee• the riak of. introduction 
of exotic•. 

"ccordinqly, I roc,_encl the higheot priority be 
qiven to the claoaification and otudy of tho Hihoa terreotrhl 
co•unity, and' that a prohibited •one be created for the we~te:ra 
aurroundin~ Hihoo, "t tho preoent ti .. I feel that it would 
be too riaky to ponoit ca.merclal fiohin9 eny>there in the 
vicinity of Nihoa. 

• • 
Response 

Response to John S, Carroll/John L. Earle 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4, 

Your support of the Preferred Alternative Is appreciated, 

The diversity and sensitivity of the rlora and fauna of Hlhoa 
Island ore highlighted on pages 3.12 - 3.14 of the "uter 
Phn/EIS.. 

Endangtred, threatened, sensitive and candidate species are tht 
hlghut priority objective for the Refugt. Appro>IOIItely 22 h>e 
end ... lc to Hlhna currently loll within this category, Priorities 
beyond thou In the 'Vulneroblt' speclu cate9ory are responsive to 
tht legal ,..ndatu, policies and guidance Included In Section IV of 
tht lloster Phn/EIS, As Indicated under HM Strategy ,6, efforts 
to Identify unlhted speclu In need of greater protection trt 
O"'JOing. Finally, we feel strotegles assochted with output 
prlorltlu 6-9 (Culturol Resource Protection, Wlldernus, Research 
Hotural Aru, ond Other Protective Status) will provide the 
protection and recognition for the unique natural ond cultural 
ruourcu of Mlhoa lshnd - as well as the rut of the HIHWR. 

The FWS has no jurisdiction In waters beyond the Refuge boundary. 



15 

·I 
()) 

~ 
7 

• 

Comment 

(2) 

l) In contr•at to Hihoa, wh~te none of the •lternative• 8ee~ 
to provide odequote protection, I believe that oven the 
Reaourc• Utilliat:ion Alternative giv•• unneclll!•••rily atrinqent 
reatrlctione to public acce1s to Tern I1land. Oeaplte 
extenaive recent hUMAn activity, rrench Frigate Shoals re~ains 
the otronghold for Monk oeol ond.turtle diotribution in the 
NW Iolondo, which ouggeoto thot theoo populotiono May not be 
overly lensitive to controlled hw.an proxirdty. Indeed, 
recreotionol logoon ohork fiohing, or on Eorthwotch type 
progrM to protect turtle nests and facilitate transportation 
of hotchlingo to the water ~ight benefit the turtle ond 
aeel population•. 

Since French Frigate Shoolo io the only oite in the 
NWR where all 1l9hteen apeciea of breedin9 aeabir~• ~•Y be 
aeen, I envlaion a greater deMand for public natura tour• that 
the RUA would per.it (pg, ,,34 "•••• ••all nUftber of tour 
vialta .•• fi-8 per year ••. Plaxi•UM of •even people, •. •) 
Frankly, I •ee no reaaon why occ••ional on• day blrdwetchinq 
tripe Clould not bo occo..,.odated, with tour groupo uUlidnq 
•uch •v•ll•ble cCJ~~eercl•l •ircraft~ •• Hawaii en Air' • D-7 
STOL •lrcraft~. 

J) I ~ concerned that the Preter~ed Alternative Nay be 
opening Pandor•'• Box by penllttiM acce•• to cultural •ltea 
for teligioua purpooe•. rronkly, it io extre~ely doubtful 
thot thoro reMain ony le~itimoto religiouo interest• ot atake 
on Nihoo or Hockor oinco tho ancient Polyn~aian religion io 
extinct, the iolondo hove been hiotorically uninhobitod, •nd 
the otylo of ,.arao on the .. iohndo io dhtinct froM thot of 
t~e •aln Hawaiian I•land•. Indeed, •xeept toe in ancient 
chant which ~ hove ollude4 to the ioloncl now known •• tHhoa, 
all knowledge of theoe ialando hod ~nn toot at the ti~e of 
Western Contact. 

Aoide fro- the deairability of li~iting hu~an eont•el 
on Nihoo and the difficulty of det•r.inln9 re1lqlou• 
logiU•ocy, the refuge ••Y ba op•ning it. 91tao to • ttoubluo•w 
?roup of acthhto, •yotico, end lOdcontonto by !>oti11itting 

roligioua• vioito, 1 ouggeot thot che oxperienceo o! the 
u.s. Hovy on Kohoolowo •iqht ~ UluotraHvo. 

Sincndy, 

)~~~?.~ 

5. 

6. 

7. 

• 

Response 

Monk seoh 1nd turtles congregoto ot French Frigate Shoah prl
ll&rlly becouse the resources of the Shoals ""'et their ecologlco\ 
requtr-nts. Sul 1nd turtle populations ot the Shoals ore 
presently being .anltored to detenolne If the reduced level of 
h0101n 1cth1ty O(currlng stnce the Cout Guord left Tern lslond (In 
1979) will ruult tn popuhtlon lncrtuu. Considerable data exist 
to support the vtew thlt sells ond turtles ore sensitive to hu,..n 
proxl•lty. (Sells were sold001 seen on the buchu ot Tern lslond 
during tho hh 1970's when the Coast Guord Loran Stotlon was 
operotlonll.) Ourtng the put two yeors, there have been sever1l 
O(Culons when over 100 seals have been sighted on the beaches 
during • single survey, 

o. ... nd for nature tours will likely exceed the c•pablllty of the 
Refuge to support t t, The nu.ober of tours Is lt~lted by the con
strolnts notod In the discussion under RUA Strategy 18. An addl
tlonol foetor giving couse for lt~ltlng the number of tours Is thot 
llrcroft take-offs ond londlngs c1use disturbance among seabird 
colonies nutlng olongslde and at either end of the runway ot Hrn 
lslond. 

Acctu to cultural situ for religious purposes will be extrt,..,ly 
ll•ltrd 1nd rigidly controlled and suporvhed u Indicated In thil 
discussion under RUA Str1tegy 1~. Additions to the \ut Undu thh 
strotegy have been ~•d• to refhct your coomenu. 

• 
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Rofuge Ho.,.ger 
Hawathn end Pactftc hhnds 

Matto""l W11dltft ~tfuge 
300 Ah Moo"" Boulevard 
Roooo 5JOZ 
P.o. Box 50161 
Honolulu, Howatt 96850 

Our Slr: 

Comment 

UNITED STATES DEP.RTMENT OF COMMERCE 
N..tlonal Ou•nlc 111nd Atmcuphule Admlnlstr•tlon 
.,.., ........ ,.,,.,,, .•n.•ttt 

lUlU I Ill 1111 Atli.Aitl"·lllo\11111 

October 24, 1984 

Thh 1s ln reftronco to your draft tnvlro-ntal 1"'9act lht.,..nt 
for the H.owalhn llhnds Hattonol W11dlth Rofuge dated Au90st 28, 1984. 
Enclosed art c...,..nts frooo the Hatlonal Oc .. ntc and AtiiiOspherlc 
Adnllnhtratlon. 

We hope our c""""'nts w111 auht-yO\l. Think you for g1v1ng us an 
opportunity to review tht docuooont. We would tpprechte receiving four 
coplts of the """' envtroronontal IMpact stat...,nt. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

2::?:-Wood It!--.(/ 
Chltf, Ecology and 

Conservation Dtvhton 

,·~\ 

• I • 
Response 
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kt!fuse. Hsn.-gtr 
Hawdhn •nd f'•ctrlt: bland,. 

Hattond Wildlife Refuge 
300 Ah Hoana Boulevud 
Roo• 5J02 
r. o. ""' 5o167 
l'lonol ulu, HavaH 96850 

Our Sir: 

Comment 

UNITlD UIITU DIPIIATMENT OF COMMERCI 
NUfart.~~l Oa••nM •ft4 AtfM•,herle Atfntlni•U'atht" 
NATIONAl MARINE fiSHERIES SEAVk:E 
Southw•tl Rt'Qk»-1 
300 South f~ry Str"l 
hrmln.tl hlu.d, C•lllorol• 90731 

October II, 1984 F /5111!1 :JJH:DEC:RTBI: 
ETN:PAII 

The N.Hion.t H.dne: f'hhu:iu Scrvtc• (NHTS) hu reviewed tha duft t~nvlron
~ntd i1111pact atatlflll!!nt (DtlS)/tt.utn- Phn for the Hawdhn hhnda HHional 
\/ildlih Rdu&tt 1 dated August 28 1 198~. The follO'tlin~ c~nt• are offered for 
your consideration. 

General Con"~tente 

NHFS wu consulted durin• the drdtin~ of the DEIS/H.atter Plan. Ruourcu 
for which NMFS bur• • rupondbiltty, •nd the alhrn•tivea prennted to reduce 
tdveue iilpacta on thue n•ource•, h•ve in aeneul been •ddreued to our uth·· 
hctlon ln the DEtS. Other thn the notice•bh ndundanche throughout the 
doCUMent it appears to be • wdl written, thoushtful and ca.prehen.tve pruentaUon. 

IJ~ quutton the propoul to reauht• vuul •ctivity by the U.S. Fhh and 
Wtldltfe Service (fllS) out.tde the Hawdlan tdaod• Hationd IJtldlih hfuse 
(HIWR) boundary. The UM' concern appltu to tha propoud Tcquirelftl!nte that 
veueh our thr Northve•tern Hawaiian hhnda (HWHI) take .euuru auch aa ftlin~ 
float phn"• Hs;uhr radto uporta and autndatory u•• of tPHth. In addition. 
tht propoud uublhh~tt:nt of 100 fdthom contour rcauhtiona for watera outdde 
of j •llu would lnfdna• on frudo• of tht hfah uu. Thea• propo .. la need to 
be carefully acrutlnhed u to hsdity. h:th•p• • chana• fn tht Jnter~:ovent~~entd 
Harttt.e Consultative Ors•niutlon (lliCO) aUtu11 of th "Aru to 81! Avolded 11 fro~ 
•dvhory to resuhtory WC)(Jld be the proper •pprolch. Thh would involve an 
international truty .. klns procu• which would be bJndins on •11 liBMtortu. 

In ter•" of roource protection, the hlloUTcu Pnurrvation Alt~trnatlve (ltPA) 
would be the puferred dteTnattve, p•rttcuhrly when eondd•dn• th• ttatua of 
the: Haw at hn -.onk .ed (Hon.tchua •chAuindandi) and the &n•n turth (Chdonh 
~). two vulneuble lpt'dtu for whiCh thh •a•ncy h.u ,..jor rnpondbiltty. 
Howorver, 11e nott th~t the Prehrud Altern•tiv• (PA) contdn• • fdr and b.hnctd 
11h of ruource prel'f'rVItfon and utfltutioa rneeda. With aa. pouible urtnf!
~nt NHTS •Rrre/'1 thl'llt thh ~t1Urnattve rthould be the rec~nded action • 

./~ 
(~~~ ~ ' ........ " 

• 

Response 

Response to Hotlonol Horine Fisheries Ser;lce 

·1. We rultze thot the FilS hu no outhortty to regulate ve11el traffic 
beyon<l the boon<lary of the HJHWR. Th1s proposal Is, however, 
directed ot the nttd to Mlnl01lze risks to vulnerable <pecles of the 
Refu9e by working cooperottvely with the Stlte of Hawott, IIMFS, 
Cout Guord, the Western Pacific Reglonol Fishery Hanog..,..nt 
Councl 1 ond the fishing Industry to seek oot .,.ons of reducing thr 
risk of venel gr<>Un<llng< on HIHWR lshnds tnd reefs. Propouh 
Included In RPA Strategy II ore only suggestions for such on 
lntertgency group to consider ond test. Only those suggestions 
that receive wtde or total accephnce a100ng group representat1vu 
would receive further ottentlon before being il!lpl..,.nted. 

Z. W~ apprechte your support of the Preferred Alternative. 

• 
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ln ordu· to evdu.ta 1110ra co.plttdy the dheh on the H1vaihn -onk 
aaal 1nd au. en turtle fro. RIMWlt -. .. ttr phnntna and the Stete of .._...,_. i '• 
-'t.h«uhip propoul far runch rrtaua Sho•h, va rac~end rdnithtion of 
for .. t conaultatlon under Section 1 of the !nd•naand Spact .. Act of 1973, 
11 , .. nded. the orh,ln.iil conault.ttor-.ware condueted to avaluat. the l•pacta 
of ~efua• activltha, 1 propoud baitfhh fautbiltty atudy, and tha u .. of 
tun hhnd •• a fhhery •upport atltioa, on thraehned and endanaeud apeclu 
in the IHH\ll b.ued on ac:thity inforaatton vhlch waa curunt at the tt .. c. 
U..•• conaulhtlonl wen cot~~pht.d tnd lioloatc:.l Opinion• wau tuued by 
l*{fS on H..rch 11, 1981 and Hd'Yt.Mr l, 191!51. Tha uquaat for ulnithttna 
couultation ahould b-a adduuad to! Aaaio...-1 Dine tor 1 Southwaat J;aalon, 
N.HloMl Karina Fhhartu Suvtu 1 )00 s. Ferry Strut, t•rt~~~ind hhnd, 
Call foro !a 90731. 

_Specific eo-enta 

S~kl 

ha• 0.1. pauauph 1. "nih pn•a-reph at•t•• that tM .onk •••1 population 
'1rec.ov•ud to about hoo aniMh in tha ht• 1950'•• but ovtr th• hat 25 yuu, 
autv•y• tndic.ata that th• popubtton h•• dacltnad a ada to 560 ... 11 in 1982." 
thh at.t__.nt ahould be con:ac.ud line• ttt. Hauru etvtn •t:• •ctually buch 
counta and do not upuunt th• actU~~l .ank ual pOpulation. 

Bluafin 
th• IMH 
ar11a. 

ha• 0 • .5, puaauph 5. Whlh to.-trchl harvaat of tune uy indiractly afhct 
uabird prey ape.c:iu, auch hrpac::t ••Y not n•c:u .. rlly be datri•ent.l atnca 
u.ov•l of tun•• a Njor predatot, uy actudly uduc• ca.petltlon bet""un tuna 
end na biTde for the .... puy apeclu. 

Ill. AHtCT£0 tHVIkOHH£11T 

P•&• 3.19
1 

para,uph 2. a..:ant lob1ter fhhina in th• ~I hu raaultcd in 
iera• c:atchu o alippar lobaten. (lc.tvun A.u.uat 1, 1984 •nd hpt«-bcr 14, 
1984, nc:ordt thow approxt .. taly 4.5,000 haal alippet lobateu ware landed, 
nuu. 172,000 had aptny loht«ra for th• .... period). It un be utd that 
dipper lobatau an of urtoua cownercbl tnteuat. 

raa.e J. 21.l pauauph ). Tha uku (Aerton vtre•c!!!!) 1 •n taporUnt botto•fhh 
eptelu, a .-o•t c~nly tahn ha. waur---creptha of 2G-40 htha.e dRpth, not 
.50-1.50 fatho•• •• eteud tn thh p•uaraph. 

ha• J, 22. eer•a·uph 1. ~s know• of no had fora ian lonaUna fhhlna for 
tunu alld btitfhh rruently oc.:urrlnA in the fhhtrY Conaarv•tion Zone o( 
tht' N\olHl. 

• 

J. 

4. 

• 
Response 

We concur. A Pre11•1nory Drift Kaster Phn/EIS was sent to the 
HMFS, Western P1c1flc Progr•• Office on July IJ, 1984 for 
'lnforNI' consultation purposes. Upon C""'!>lotlon of the 
Pre11Min•ry Flnol Kaster Plan/EIS we will request fonoal Section 7 
consultation by NHFS. --

We concur with your specific c01m1ents and h•ve 1110dlfled the Hoster 
Phn/EIS lpproprhtely. 
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hae 3.13, fn•au.e..!:L.!• Tb• htut uti .. t• of th• wintedna hu•pback whale 
populetionn the Ht~wdbn hhnde h epproxt .. tely 1,200 eniNh. (Du·Hnw, 
198), In pnu). 

Thl!n .r• no ucorde of auy whdu hav:ln* been dahted in Mawathn vehre. 
Under the c.teaoty of 11ott..r hrae whahe 11 we auaaut tM incluithn of the 
bryd•'• whd• (Jd .. noptera edent), • epec.he .tahhd end conflr..-d on uunl 
occulone tn the WHt. in ,ddiiTon, thh .. ction ehould include a lhttna ot 
utecune known ho• H.lweUen wetua. S.et S~lhnbnaer, !dwerd (19!1). 
The Statue of lttv.dhn C.hceene. Find rapol't to U.S, tt.ntne ....... 1 Ca-tuton 
(Report Ho. ltiC-71/23). 

hae ), 29. puesuph J. It can be erautd that the Honolulu .. rk•t hae ehow'n 
the abillty to ab1orb arutly incua .. ·d catch .. fro. the NWHI, p•rttcularly 
dudns certain euaon• end/or ~o~hr:n nu•betn of tour-hta au~ at hi1h h:ve.h on 
Oahu. 

IV, PLAI!lfiHG COHSTilAIIITS Aim COHSIOEilATIOH! 

P•a• 4,3, pauauph 2. To our knawhda• the •a['e~nt for jurhdictional rupon
.tbtUty for th• H.Jvalhn aonk aul readu tnforaal and hu not been .taned 
by •hher ~s or tlil'S. A dnft -.t.anndu. of earu·•«nt hu underaoM .. v•nl 
nvhwa •nd dteration• •nd h pnuntly hdna evduahd by th• rws. 

h&ll!l 11 • .5, para&nph q, Th- lut unhnc• ahould tachtde ... ~unt aroundfhh 
u one of the flfl'e bdna d•veloped by the Weatern racific ltesion.~tl Fhhery 
KAn•aeMnt Council. 

h&• 4. 7, pauar-•Ph 2. The lHCO advhor-y for cntdn typu o( ahipa to avoid 
the HWHt ahould be upareded to raguhtory atatua if pouibh (Su Caneral 
Co..•nta above). The reauhtiona ahould b• broaden.-d to include •hip a carry ina 
a•ntral c•rso, not •enly oH or haurdoua che•icah. Hid-way 1nd ku-re ahould 
b• included in the tHCO da.tanation•. 

Pa&e 4,22, p•r•1nph 6. HtffS h a daMtory to th• revhad trtparty Wtldlth 
H.n-IIC"tH:nt Aartt·Hnt for Hidvay hhnd and •hould b• nohd hera. The asree
...ent ta puuntly bdna nvfe;ttd by th• u.s. "'YJ'· 
Paa• 4.24, pansuph 2. Oc .. n Htntna. At th• puunt tt .. a D!lS h betna 
developed for the propt)ted luu uh of eobdt-dch Nlil.lntat cru•t• ta th• tacl\1-
ahe: econ<*iC r:on• (t!Z) of the S.wdhn A.rchipehao. A upaut• US vtll h•v• 
to be pnpared prior to actual ocun •inilil of th• c.ru•h· 

Y, fOJ\HULAT1ot4 or OBJECTIYtS 

~· Kavdhn hhnd• """ Output Lht. llffS •uaauh the unique conc.entu
tlon• of thtu eptciu of Ac{opon cord 1t Fnneh rrtaat• Sho•h bt conddeud 
for tnclualon u • 11 Vu1Mrab e Spectu11 tn th• H.ahr Output l.ht. Thh would 
include thou urine "P•c!u (eu~~r~ph:t Chaetodoo t-rHuchtua) u•ochud with 
tht Kenus ~ou. ---------

Response 

'· 

.. ~· 

•'+ 
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~- ' 
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• • 
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VI. .ALTERNATIVES IHCLUDING 11\t HOPOSED ACTIOH 

hu 6.20t pauacaph 4. Th• atuuu of nauhtina •nd .anitodnll nuuhore 
tufflc a auld be viaoroualy ~unued u it h th• MOat hutbh way to pr.,.ent 
aroundlnR•, potenthlly the auatut threat to blolol\lul tuourcu tn th~t HlNWJt. 

Pa&• 6. 25. panaraph U), Tha atuhu to 11 conducted ••t•nd.-d fhld c ... pa and/ 
or n•i-annual bo.t •un•Y• of MlN\llt hl.nda11 locruna tha chance of aectdental 
introduction of p .. u and dhaaau. The aatharina of additional uaourca 
data .. ,. not ba VOl"th the rhka to the u:ndtivt bloh of tM hhnda, 

r.aa 6.31, pausuph 2). Tha atut•aY to 11.onltor i•pach of c~nehl fhhuy 
on lhted apecit:arr ahould ba included in the •uferr•d A.lhrnattvu and ao 1hted 
tn the ch.rt on paae 6,5. 

hU 6.34, pauauph 11). 'Th4l •cope of 11 ucuation.l opportunlt)' 11 and "atoraae 
apaca 11 to h ••de •v•thbh to th fhhins tndu•try •hould be detdhd tn thh 
•ection. 

~=~=y 6~~!lo:•~:·:;:~n:~. M~~u~~~~!, t~: ~~~~=~::. A!~:~:t!~~.~~~~=::!:~n~~u 
..e.ntlontd c•n be ruohed, 

ha• 6,4), eu•anph 2. Typin1 •non were not iocHutH tn our uport. Mown•r, 
.. ny uhtiY•ly •inor uror• wue found. ha•ph h thh pan1npht "Over 
90% of th• re .. tnlnll Havdhn popui1tlon r••h on r ... ut and Whalukat• hhncb 
It rrs.ll chan~e_ 11 te11t111 t0 Hn11t1oll --

n:CHHICAL APr!HD!CtS 

hae 105, Other '-•erutlon. We hel it h unrulhtie to dtny reeuetion to 
fldd c••P peuonnd h t'H!Ot• hhrtd nu• of tht MINWJ.. lAther than tdu•• 
perwl .. ton.for ta.ethtn1 that probably occura •nrv•Y• auidaltnae •hould ba ••t. 

raat 106, ~raanph 4. We h.ve no d•t• to •ubehntbt• that lov•r catchu of aht 
in the 1960 • were due to overfhhtna. Lowu· tht cetch4• tn the H.,.,eihn fhh•ry 
probably ru"lted tro• a cnbinllltion of hctou tncludlnR reduced fhhtna t!(fort 
end chln"u in ~Mr\l:et condtttou. 

Pea• 107 I Aku rhhina. The follD'IIina a e. nerd c~nt• on thh OUtput •u ofhred 
for your eon•ideratlonl 

An up•a•ton of tku fhhtna h unltk.t, to occur vtth lon1 dhtance pole 
tnd Hoe veueh. lAck of httfhh, low •ku pdc••• ancS ~t• •fftchnt puru 
nine VI!:IUh wdah •1daat 1 tons dhtence pole •n• ltne fhherJ. The J•p•n
u• tre phulns out poh and Hn• nuda. Exp•ndoa of th• aku fhhary jnto 
th HW\U h 110•t Uhly tc- da'f'tlop wtth pur .. nlntt:u in conjunction with fhh 
•nusatton de.vtcu (TAP•), both fbed and fre• floattns. 

The eku thet hu not ell"pended. ln 1948 then weu )2 tun• boat., whet•u 
in 198) there wne only 1). A v••••l bullt tn 1971 and one butlt tn 1979 
Iff the only recent •ddJttone to tht •ku rtad. Ho.r ve111eh an 25 yuu or older. 

The low vtlue of aku c:utt doubt on th11: fuliblltt1 of tranuhlp.ent of thh 
•pe.cie11 (ro" poh and ltn• operation• in the tfWHI. 

• • 
Response 
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h&e 109, pauauph 4. Th• ... t.u. •uatdm•bt. yttld (HSY) of north raciffc 
dhcon h not believed to be ln a r•n&• of 121,000- 100.000 •hart tona. 
Th• South-Jut thhtth• C.ntcl' (5\lfC). tifFS, tn thdr .oat curunt •eti•ah of HS'( 
for tM north hcUle dbacon re1ouree (Saptn~b•r 1983), pU.ced HSt tn the 
u.ooo to 165,000 tort una•· 

h&• 116 pnaaraph 2. !ati.,.t•• of ahriiiiiP yield t. the tt.Yathn liahacy 
an avatlabh. AlthOuah thar• au aevnd apaeha of daapwaUr ahri~~p in 
Navdhn w.tan • thl cartd••n ahd•p RahtQCarpu.e luvlaatue appaau to be 
by hr the hraut 1nd poutblJ th• .oat abundant 1pecha, 11le SllTC, tflfS• tn Aprtl 
1984 tati••tcd th •bundance of tl. luvhatua tn th1 tt.vdhn Archtpahso at 
'2,~00 - 5,000 Mtrtc tona. 

tt.jor tnvut~nt• hn• recently bun .,.d. tn thtl Kawdhn dup"'ater ahrhrp 
fi•h•tY by a lout 1hri11P fhhina ct*p«ny. ln addition. n...-roua ve .. d 
ovnen in Alub and th• hcUie Horth1J .. t tu.n eJtpr••••d an inur~lt in entRrln1 
tha flah.ry. 

h&• 121-112. Aqu.arlu. Sp•ct-n Colhctina. Th•n appaau to l.a • contudictiort 
in thh ••ctton. On P•l• 121. pauauph 7. • a atat ... nt h .. d. th•t "•quadln!l 
apect.en collec:tinR h oot pen.ta .. bh within tha ufuK•·" On h1a 122 1 para1raph 
1. • it atatu that 11 li•1Ud antry colhctin11 (for aquart'- apeclMna) ahdl 
ba pttnltted on a rotational l.aah •••• " 

KHFS appnchtu tha opportunity to co..cnt. Pl•••• und ua t~ 
approprhta nlltllbtr of copha of the Final tlS/H.uter Plan •• aoon u they 
becOOM avatbble. 

CC:I r/~3. JiJII Shwaon 
F/H42, Ktn 1\obtru 

Sincerely youu • 

• • 
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Comment 

Th hwdtu tdu4• ••Uoaal WU4Uh lthl• (Uwa) h •••••• a.o•a U11 
400 ••H·• wt.ld• •"frh• U•• nha• •r•t• ••4 h tc•lr • ~r••o•rt• •r ••t.loul 
••• hhrut.loul •hdUc .. e•• lt. h ~~~ to •t. l•ut. 16 ••d .. le ,,.d•• of 
flutt ttt4 ut .. h, I of -"h.lll IU chulflH U U411111fH If t.h .. hlle-4 lllf 
fH•ul hw. I.e•.,• th 'l'lhll h ••oaupt.leallr h•ht.H ••4 •Ull 
ltutc•Ur hhet, lt rub u • t.r-... ttdon u•• t• .t . .dr U11 proc.•u•• ot 
~lolotlell •vohllalll, Wit" •••r 5.4 •llllH h•edha t.hlf• ••• • utld••t 
f'OI*htl•• taeu4:ha U-14 •lllloa lllld•, t.b at_,. h ._.,,, t.k• -.or14't .ott 
l~rt. .. t. tut.lr-4 celoal••· 

ta wlw of t.k••• ult•• "lohah•l ••h••• .... , .... t. 4•ehlou l~~pulha 
tt•• ur.,. ••t. "• ..... •lt.lll , .... t. uu •N .... tUwltr. a.t. ehk• h •• 
lrrtphuabh rtlntu. 

Th toltO'Ifhl tpec.Uie •~•h ua .tnehu41 to d4nu U•• flw• 
••lll•t.uUu toplu eutal .. 41 h t.ke eour ht.hr w\ltkl •cco-pul•41 l'-• 4uft. 
plut 

' rroheUo• or taduuu4. t•rtt\tat4 et4 uulthe w\ldllft tHdU 
"' HUnt l"•t. pttbct.lo• tf •Huautcl, th .. t.t••• tad .... tun 

wUclllh 1peelu ••t. h .. lat.tlutl u th ptl• ... ,,, .... t oitjtcll ... for U11• 
•uva. rroblbtr ao ot'-•r ••lt of l'-• WI. •r•h• hc:hdu u .,,, •peelu eo 
nt .. rat:tte·h ut.hd.lo• ••• to lhlr ••lt•nut eadlor po,.hlloa det.lt•••· 
., .. , ... at or t.~• raha• .. ,t. hh phct wtt• th aod or •hhhl•a ta.. .. 
nluuUt •t•elu. Wt wolllld hchdt h t.'-h o'-J•e.Un t•• •hhuau of 
hrrut.rhl .. dt•h ••• ••tlu .,.etu, tot uruaUJ prohchd .. , th 
aaduan•d 1,..e.tu hl of ltU. tlliNI thdtl ..... ta ., •• ••Ufh or th 
••hul tlheultr uti •••••• -.loloar ...,,c._ t.rpUlH t.h ••Hu W•we.llu 
hhndt ehh Htou .. .,..., dheourr. 

Prlodtr of l!fnt ObJHt.lytt 
1h prlorlt.lu of th "uhrplu •hod• H la pdorllf etlllrf 

U ntuuU• tpeeln 
II ot~ot llo~ lod wlUllh 
,, ... ~r ... .t. 
., td.eetloalllltrprehUoa 
,, otill•r ,.uh uu 

'"" u1kha h h bno•r wHlrl ••r ••• lht •twa h pd.-rllr • .. loloalcal 
r••••u:e wt.lelrl oUtu • tr ... •llou opporh•ltr tot t.,ro,-ha o.r ••deuludha 
of o,-ohll01. 

WI HUeu t .. at t.lll• ultatlllc ••1tettu h l•lll•re•t. l• U11 prot.~tetlo• ot 
nh.•u"lt •ru.lu ~~ ot.bt thlll 11d wtlllllft. U4•"- tho•alr upporh 
,.ell uunc" oa t.h uha• wt.lc:ll h eo.p•UU• wltll wtl4llr• prot.eet.lHo u4 
wttlclll profldu lut, .. t.• hto lh h•c.t.lo.tea If phtt. •M ••l.,l c~111lllu. 
&11 uuarelll proaru" ••t , • ., t.h e-r•UIItlllt.r t .. t.. of l'-• ••he• 
.ld.l•htut.lo• Act.. 

• 

Response 

Response to Notional Audubon SocietY 

1. Wt have Included Nlntenance of terrestrhl end.,.lc and native 
species under tht 'Othor Fish and Wildlife' objective rather than 
the "VulMrable' species objective Nlnly bocause these end .. lc and 
native species presently do not enjoy the special protection or 
recognition granted under the Endangered Species Act, the Horine 
Hu .. al Protection Act, the 'Candidate sreclu" status or the 
Region's 'S.nsltlve Species' designation reserved for Migratory 
birds). In 1 cliNte where tight budget> are the nono, 1t Is nec
essary to set rut htlc prlorltlu. Tho FWS' highest prlorltlos on 
the HIN\IR continuo to be known threatened, endangered and other 
vulMrable spectu. llhlh It h t111e that future endangered 
species could llktly be drawn fr001 the oxlstlng pool of natfvt/ 
end.,.lc species, the Service Sl"''>lY does not havo tho budget and 
staff at the present tl.,. to Individually conduct lnvestlg.tlve 
ruurch on these species. Therefore, our efforts will be directed 
at pruervlng the Integrity of the ecosysttms of which thue 
species ore 1 part, thereby preserving the opportunity for other 
scientist> to study lift fonos such u endtMic Invertebrates, u 
well IS preserving the organisMs th ... selves. 

2. The FWS ranked 'Envtronmtnt' above 'Other Fhh and Wildlife' for 
several reuons. First, national direction for ,..ster phoning on 
oll refuges ranks envlro..,.ntal output> above outputs listed In the 
'other' category. The rotlonale for thh rooking fs that the FilS 
hu clear legislative or policy 011ndates regarding such tt..,s u 
dulgnatlon of Wlldemeu areas, protection of cultural resources 
and designation of various overhy protective ... asures on existing 
refuges (e.g. Biosphere Ruerve, Natural Landmark, Research Natural 
Aru.) Wt havo no siMilar specific mandates with respect to 
prottctlon of end.,.lc terrestrial and "'arlne species which ore 
neither ftderolly threatened nor endangered. Second, we feel that 
successful occooopltst-nt of the objectives listed under 
"EnvtrorMMnt" would. tn effect. ellow us to tchtevf!, or 1t least 
rreatly hcllfhte, achlevewoent of the objectives listed under 
Other Fhh 1nd Wildlife.• For Ul"''>le, deslgnotlon of the Refuge 

as a WllderMU 11"1!a would greotly further objectives for ooartne 
bird production and .. tntenance, other "'lgratory bird .,.lntenance, 
terrestrial ond 101rtne species .. atntenonce. Finally, we belfeve 
that the ranking provides the FliS with a rational and logical bash 
for 011klng trade-offs In the event that 1 conflict arises. To use 
1 hypothetical ex"""'le, restoration of natural diversity of the 
terrestrial ecosyst ... on Loysan lshnd 10lght Involve habltot 
alteration work thot could adversely l"''>act cultural resources, 

•The FliS could undertake no such restoration until this potential 
conflict was uthfactortly resolved. Resolution •lght take the 
fono of avoldlnq cultural resource areas, thereby sacrificing ,_ 
restorotlon of natural diversity. The FliS does not have the 
latitude to disregard cultural resources despite the fact that, u 
you point out, • ••• The HilMI h prl,..rfly 1 biological resource.' 
The frlorlty ranking of outputs .,.rely provides u< 1 ,..chants• for 
fact ltatl119 the often difficult trade-offs which we are forced to 
011ke In 1 cll ... te of shrinking budgets . 

• 
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lelut.Uh ted troftulotld ltrr\eu 

Comment 

A•dt~~boa ,.pp4rh t.'-• olljeet.hu of t.h PA wit.a. U•• ••cept.lo• of t.k 
athuul tnhl plrlolo nrur tehd.t•. ••c•u• •e• of t."• uhao h 
•uH••••ct or 4Utledt. to acca .. , tt. ,,..u t.••t t. ... Ha1flh of pt.oto 
.. I'YIJhl tb teh11 IUI:J JUI' _,1'1 tha OllWh• U11 toth. 

W• npport. t .. ed.oatf~ fl.t• c.., prn·hto .. "'d- •t.roallJ rec.,_.a4 tlllat 
rlaoron au .. ttoa M •h•• to nol.tha kt.lil .. -•H• wtl4llfo t .. •ch eH t.h 
uetd .. hl rehu• or owoU~ orauhu. 

14u:ttloa ... Jattrtntetloa 
V. npport Ut .-d•c•lloa a.wl hhrpuhU.,. ll!tllj~th·•• of U1o PA, 

putluhrlr tt.o .. rehllaa to otf-•lt• froar.... \IIIIUo wt oleo .. ,port U•• 
oa-tlh pr-oar .. • e01hhe4 l• Uo U., w uc~N t.••t. roh&• ,..noaael 
'"'•• t.t.lH.u l-,ortuc:o to trtldllh ......... t. •H pcot.ecu .. ud l.!ttHt.n 
l-.,orhtet to helllh.llo• of ••-•H• •hlhllOfl. 

0.-llt.• -.4•ut.loa 1M hhrpt'd.tt.loa •kalcl ... a••r., to lrtro•dlJ 
heuuha U1• ,..ute•• aad•rdaadlaa aN appreehtloa of Uta nhae. V. 
...odcl aot:. twppart. .-hlhlloa of • ..,re neu•t.lett~al ••hr• wt.•u U•• .. jor 
Nftdlh wowU e.. , .. t.dc.lacl to U1a Yhlt.ha lrftP lhalt, 

lwpHrt ftr co.•Uip.Jt nltllc nd lcp!owlc Vut 
11 uyt...-laa U•• •r.rt. 11.,. a .. t•r•l .. lt. h ahar t~d. U•• trlNrr 

,...ulc: •N ee:oao.lc h••• Mlaa eouUuacl h t.U tcof"l' rolt of Ua uha• la 
npporth• t.h u .. •, c~rehl tt.••rr. 

w. e...u .... t~•t. ill tha.u4• -.ada oa uha• re•o•n•• or ,.nHatl ••t. ..,. 
ea.patlllla, or h hr.oar wttt. th lliulc ahtlH of t.~• r•h&•· a. pu¥toatlr 
tt.lt..d 1 .. eoadarr .... t.t•cl to lllhtrl draalllr Ualt.H Naaa ... •l raaonua 
""' fro. th .... , .... t. ot.jaet.hu wt.ld1 erut.M t•• raha• h U1e tint 
phu. 

•twa ttu ut.11Uhll•l to prohet. • r•cot•ha4 tultl~rcl u•once d ••llo.al 
daaUle•ttu, 11 hhr r••n lh uho u 1 "'·••• tor aa4u&•n• ••• aad .. h 
1pee.laa tHte ... bow... rropo .. -4 uu for U•• raha• ••t raeoaaho •.-d ••••r 
Ue Yd .. • nh:• b4 to ltt tor-aetloa. 

v. HlhYt tht. U•• wal1•• eH tualh ••h~ra or tN rtr•a•, t ... rh~ ,_.. 
Wl141Uo hr•le• (ntl) •~ott:'• 04d•• th •h•lu at t ... WU ••4 tt•• PVI 
h._lle u .. roller all ert•• •&•lut l•rohl•l U•• r•ha• b l'-• cth•et ••• •q•-... ra .. t:r nptort. •I t.h c~rehl rh~•rr· 

O.r aoaun• wit'- t.,_.r~hl lh~ha tU t'-• IU•hr- thh ot •rot~•4h& 
a-.41 •celdt•h t.•rt>tt&ll 1.-c~reuad thUaa traUic, ... l'-• e~t.lt.lo• tor lh'
Mt.w .. t•• u•'-'lttt po,.t.llotta alltd U•• fhU•a hch•t.~rr. 

we tc:kaowtada• t.ht. .... , .... t. or fht.ba kr-.4 t•• ~Mu·l•• of U•• 
,.,. .... aot. ••••• " ... aot ... tile cfat.r or U•• rws. illowY~tr, .,.. 4o ... .t .... 
t••t. uhae hdlllla• '""" •ot. t.. •tlllulll for uerultoe. or •lou&• of 

• 

Response 

8. Whllo an tn1111tl photo survey would be preferable, the Fl/5 belleves 
that • surny once e'fory other year, In cO!IIbtnltlon wfth extended 
fhtd cooops and/or onr~~~al boot surveys, should suffice. Obviously, 
If • NJor &eo1091tt1 diluter such u • hurricane were to strike 
tiH! hhnds, tiH! fWS would llkely toke Specht ... uures to conduct 
on ~erhl photo survey soon otter the event. The survey would 
grutly hclllhte an Inventory of doMge to the Refuge In tenos of 
vegetation losses, chonges In hhnd conffgurotlon, do,..ge to sui 
houlout 1nd pupping buches, etc. 

'· Tht ....,._ndetlon h conshtent wtth the prlorlttes gtven In the 
tluter Phn - wttdltfo use objectives hove prlortty over publlc uu 
objtcttvn. 

10. We concur wfth thh coment. 

11. As long u tht fWS ulntolns on oporottng station on Tern lshnd, 
tho prlj"'fl't ond ujor role that we will fulfl 11 wfth rospect to 
c""""'rc 1 tshtng h to provide ..,.rgency logistical support. TIH! 
F1IS hu no Intentions to penott use of Tern lshnd hctltttes u • 
sh,tng or prlnclpol storage ereo for comercht ftshtng. As 
up tined on plgt 4,17-4,19, the State's curront proposal for • 
.. tlt<rshlp end cetclt<r vessels h en operotlon that could bulcot1y 
function Independently of eny hnd-baud hcllttles. We thereforo 
do not enttdfoh, nor do we heve hcttttles to occ01m10dote ony
thlng res""'l ng • 'stoglng oreo.• llhot we do expect •r• occ•
slonol roquuts for short-teno storege of gur or lt•tted dey-use 
recrutlon on Torn lshndto bruk the tedl"" of extended fishing 
ptrlods It su, Clurly, wt do not hiVe In Mind 1 r•st end 
recrutlon center for fhhenoen. The strotegtes to lend support to 
tM ooultl-spKies fhhery (PA nt, RPA 116, PA 122 end RUA Ill) 
hove boen rNrltten to chrtfy the lnctdentol role that the FWS 
liQUid phy wtth respect to 'non--rgency support' tor tho fishing 
Industry. These support octtvttlu will, of corrse, be closely 
ooonttortd end It we subsequently detenolne thot the rhks oro 
unocceptlble, •uuru would bo taken to lt•tt our support to 
strictly -rg<!ncy sltultlons. Our current 1nolysts of the 
sttilltton, however, lndlcotes thot tiHI risks ere occoptable end we 
IIOUld view thh strltegy u contr1but111i to the '""tuolly beneftchl 
working rehtlonshlps which hove evolved bttweon the FWS ond tho 
rtshtng Industry. llhtlt this rehttonshlp hu contributed 
pos1thtly to resource unog..,.nt In the HWHI, we Intend to 
contlr~~~ously ..,nttor the n1ture of the rehttonshlp so th•t 
wtldiHe olojkttvu ore not c0111prOMised In the lust. 

• 
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Comment 

.. t..dd• h Upf'Od. C'f tH ......... rh~lr'J. ...u••cr .. ,port. h • aote 
appnprlet.e roh hc MU' t.•• uhu hcU\U .. •1141 •hU. Thuhr•, w. cto 
aot. npport. lk• .'Ill•• ot tera tdu• •• 1 ehaha or: et.oua• •ru lor t.•• 
llo~hl loodnl<J, • 

'" nptarl t.t.• pto•h'"' or th IIIOtiUI Pr .. •r••t.lOtl '-lhrut.h• ,.,., 
u••dlaa ""' ••• .... phe ... al •f hqr•· V. '" ao .. do•• pco~t ... h t.•• 
ptu .... at. of a .oorha ~or n.1t.1it •t U•• r•h&• k••4nr l• rr••l4• .. ,port. 
tor t.h e~uhl fl•tl•rr. --.uc, ••• of t.t.• ••ht.laa Mor •"od4 c ... la 
r .. t.rlehd t.• ha\t.lNh ... ra•aer •lh•HH•. 

V. •••:u•t• tlroa&lr e,ou ••r pupuah wt.hlrl W1011ld etlow flat.laa wlt.llla 
t.h lu4• ....... hu or t.ll• •urn. 

••Uoul Adwboa appneht.e t•• dtort.t '-'r t.ll• lt.&t.e ef ••wall t.e ••r•ad 
Ht 1t0111•lc lllu• tr.r tahtaba lh th"h• hdulrJ, llow.Ytr, w wo•ld ... ,. 
t"h eod4 M aee~lh"H wlt.llut. rhkha .... ,. to t.tl• ul••• wU4llh of 

lh ··-· 
V• wo•l• uU ·~· ttl• ll&b to cuddlr runl••h t.lllla ltwtll rhhrr 

P,yt\o,..a\ nu h ucosalllo. of uu•t. hforattlH ak•l t.lllla .or-• rulht.h 
hunt h .. h h U•• u-aa. 

11 t.h ua• of hptOrt. hr eo.tat..lble hllllh ••41 lt••~lc u .... t.ka IPA 
Mtt. Uti t.b fedar-al .... , .... t. rupo••lllllllt.lu tor th r.t•a•. 

toa\!::•~!:: :!1~~ ~T!fi:!::t.~'l!4 .:t:~!:tllllhlf •• .. •t.l•l •l ... at. h U•• 
•fhc.t.ha .... , ... ,t. u4 o,.ut.t•• of •liNt. Vlttlollllt. •• &4:.q•at.ttr •hUt4 
u4 haded t•u 1tlu41 hc.ltttr, Itt~, U ••r •I t.ll• n•Hrte •rohet.lo• 
hac.t.loa1 of llle l'eha• e .. l. eoat.l•••· It h e.har t.llet h41eul _.,., .... t. 
u•pout•lUt.h• tor t.k• uf•a• WQdt1 W ••tl .. .tr e.~r-o.lu4 U U•• he.lUt.r 
'"u aol o,..uuaul. 

v. w1111U •rae U•• JVI t:a NhUl• ten hlu• u • klak kdaet. pdorltr la 
t.k• rae.Ulc ••aha. 

lf!!!W: 
V• appruhh tt.e or,ort.ult.r t.o co.-.Jt ta U•h l..,ort.ut. ptaa. \It aaua 

wlt.k •c:tl t.t.al h prapou4 b th prahru• .thrl&th·• ht. Mlhu t.t.al h 
urhh ua .. • t•rlle.•lartr CPP•tlU• nblh u4 ec01011lc '"' • t.,ra• ... •h 
are 1t.lll uu1urr. Tlrl• •tW'I h •• l..,.ott.ut part. •f Hr aat.loul 
uohalcd t.nH•a• u4 .... , .... t. du.hloat t.,ae.'U•a ll ••t. H .,.d• wtt.lll 
auat. e.tu. ••w-all. wtt.lll ih nit~•• wtl4llf• h·ue•u· ... lllu H•• huatr 
co.tr•h.4 ltr till• ... , •c.U•tt.lu CJI c.hiUuUHe ta fl"4)f.Uu. ••t ,...,. .. h 
.t t.lth tce .. n• •n•h'• l• th ••walla• uta,.... ••t.l".t Vl14Uf• l•ha•· 
lAt. •• pt .. t:anhllr aM act •auul••lr ror H• .. l•t.•u•c• a.-4 pt"<Jhe.t.h•. 

• •• 
Response 

IZ. We concur wHh thue c_,.nts . 

13. The FWS agrees that the Tern lshnd station 1s an essential ol-nt 
in our Nnow-nt/rosearch progra• in the IMU for tho forsoooble 
future (ot lust tho nut five yurs). The longer-to..., future of 
the station r .... ins to be seen, Progress over tho next five years 
toward our Rtfug<~ objectives (u wtll u objectives for resource 
protection and Nnog-nt throughout the Central Poclfic) and the 
utent to wlllch the shtlon contributes to thot pro<Jreu should 
allow us a good bosh for OSHsslng the n .. d for the station five 
ye1rs hence.. 
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Haw-aihn and hcifie. hhrlCh 

Matlonal Wildlife hfu~a 
300 Alo lloooo llvd., lbo, 5302 
r. O, Ia. 50161 
HPnolulu 1 lhwdt 968l0 

Our Hr. C.~l 

Sapttebu 21!1 1 1984 

Comment 

th&nk you for the oppor-tunity to e~ent on th durt K.uhc rhn, !IS for th.. 
lhwdhn hhnda M.tioul Wlldlifa bfua•• Whila th.. doc~nt ...... e.oepraMadva 
anouah, 1 Nd •~ difficulty h ndu•tlna t~ Yarloua altarnathaa, 1t ••~ 
to 11• that tha haat "•lt.rnati'H 11 wu a •i• of tho•• pu .. ntK. In t~ t.bh 
puuatd on paa•• 0.10 and 0.11 and aadn oli 6,4 and '·'• thh ., .. p.rttcuhrly 
••ldtnt. For uaaph, •7 choice at tha top would ba to 111fhaant htah priority 
r .. urch 1 havevar, thh choice vu Dot "••dhbh" U oaa wre to choon dtMr 
tM praurvatioQ 1 utiliution or "puhrred" alteruattwa phn. Since .oat p-•opb 
would -.o1t likely di(hr oa what th•J p•rc:•hed •• ao td••l •i• of actiona, it 
-.i&ht ••h -.ore IIR .. to pUUDt indhidu.l iUuel likl fl .. arcb ICCIU &ivina 
a c~phta uaat of po .. tbla .dtnaatha' fro. e.o~hta uatriction to opan 
ae.uu and thw uak iaput •h publle radaw or th4 public: haartna prouu. 
Th• .. naaaMat dtnnati••• •• thty •n nov etrue.tur.-d, •u• hr too rtaid. 

Conddua'-'h dhc:uuion unt.rad •rouQd th.e 11uutioa ot wbeth4:r or not • .uorina 
buoy ahoulcl be ptndtted tndda tha UMW'l. Tha probt .. , of coune, 1• one of 
ahtp aroundina i( a~.K:h a -.ootina wu to h fnquentl7 uaad. It would aen 
tb.at th• •natn .. rtna duian of th• .oortna (veiaht •nd ah•p• of anchor) vould be 
•• i•porhnt u plac:a .. nt: and yet then waa no cUacuu:l01) on thh topic. An 
abaolutdy uh .aorha •labt " eo•phtely 1cuptabh wJ.thh tha HitNl. fbe 
at:ate .. nt on pau 7. 20 tt...t •end U1hu wlll attract wilciUh partie.ulnly 
auh •nd turtha tharaby lnu .. dna the rhk of pudatio. by ahark•, h to •1 
knDYhda• co.phtdy u11foundad. I lr.n0111 of no doeu.aohtion of auch • thina 
othu th.tn the ohn.,.tioa t~t peopla do o-ccuioully aea turtle• and auh 
whih 111ehond .h tba refuaa at ntaht. Thi• do•• J:K)t prove •ttract:lon nor dou 
it con•t!tute uUanca of hcrta,..d •h•rk prad•tioa. Stat••nt• •uch •• thh 
.. , d ..... tha credibility or thf doel.ft~nt. 

41 I ~o~ould Hka to •uunt one other chana• on p•ae 3.1 •t the «nd of paraauph 
one. If the worda "of volcanic hhnd•" "'au to b• nplec:l'd by 11 and eroaion 11 
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Response 

~uponu to Unherstty of Howoll ot llonoo, lnstttuto of Horine Blolo!!Y 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

High priority Nstorch ond oll other strotegles under tho Ho Action 
ond Boullne Altornothes, ore by definition Included within the 
RPA, PA ond RUA. The Iotter throe oltornotlves lncorporoto 11M ond 
BA strohglu ond, In oddltlon, contoln new strotoglos which 
....,hulu either resoorce pruervotlon (RP.O.) or ruoun;o 
utllhotlon (RUA). The PA h rully 1 hybrid of the RPA ond RUA. 
The oltorMthu Npruent tho ooost feulble •lx of strategies, 
ghon agen<:y Nndotu for rosOIJrce protoctlon and public demnds 
for resource utilization. While It woold have been theoretically 
possible to structure oltorMtlves around Individual Issues such u 
ruurch access, ond to provide 1 full range of options fr .. 
COI'I'lete restriction to open accus, we felt such an approoch would 
have proven unproctlcal, given the large nU!Ilbtrs of Issues ond the 
111ltlpllclty of options that woold be possl~lt for each Issue. 
Therefort, we lnhntlonolly structured the olternathu oround 1 
set of hsues (or stroteglu) which we felt were obsolutely 
essential If our Nnag..,.nt objectives were to be achlevod. Those 
stroteglu are shown under the HM and BA. We thus slgnlfl"ntly 
norrowed tht range of posslbh options, but In the process 
developed whot we felt to be ·a ooore workoble opproach to 
Identifying real-world, u opposed to theoretical, altornotlvu. 

The F\IS wt 11 tnvuttgatt 1ne1ns for • Ml:lrt secure. perwanent lnchor
oge for both the existing (..,.rgency use) O!Oorlng buoy Inside tho 
Refuge boondory and the proposed buoy outside the boundory to be 
lnstollod by the Stoto of Hawaii ond/or the c01!1!\erchl fishing 
Industry. ~ver, oor concern for """roge In the vicinity of 
French Frlgote Shools utends beyond englneorlng conslderotlons for 
the octuol buoy. OUr bulc rotlonole for not providing 1 general 
O!OOroge within the refuge boundary relates to higher risks posed by 
ln<:reuod vessel trofflc such u lncreosed potenthl for colli
sions, groundings, ond fuel spills. 

Fhhe.-n and observers on tho Euy Rider 11, cr-ell ond Ferou, 
to noMt 1 r. .. , hove rtported th• ottroctlon of turtle httchllngs 
ond suh to their lighted v•s.els while fishing In the IMH. The 
stot.,..nt on page 7.20 of the llosttr Phn/ElS has been a.,.nded to 
Include rthn!nCt to thh ph•n0010non. 

W• concur. TM Hoster Phn/EIS hu betn revls•d opproprhtely, 
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I 
the .. atenca, I b•li•v•, vould b• .are ecie•ttfically accuuh. And finally, 

8 th• Ucbr\ic:al appepdicu •iaht £ud .au chady U phin !.nalhh weu 
•uhtituhd tor output jaraoa. 

• 

ln concluaioo, t UM th• doc~t to h well writtea al!td c:a-puheoaha. Tba 
iafor:watioa h •11 then. It would uaa at.,ty a .. uar of o(ladaation to 
£utructure the t .. uu and quaationa ao that iod1¥iduala couU axpreu their 
optt-..1 c~ta.ttoo of hat choice a-.ona tb• yadOWJ •lt-roath••• 1 hope 
thua c:o ... nh will h u.uful apd cooatructh• and I c~H .. r.t J'OU on th• 
hnd vorlt that went into thi• plannina effort. 

aWGtec 

ect Jack butdaon 
rhtltp Hdfrtch 
Do_.:. Cox 

stncor•~UJw ~ 

JICQAkD W, GUCC 
!Urine Uoloaht 

• 

Response 

5. Planning, 11ko ony other dhc1p11,.,, hu its shore of technic•l 
jtrgon. We hove ott ... pted to define •- of the onore i"'Portlnt 
hniiS n thoy ore introduced in tho text. However, to flc11ihto 
r11der undersllnding, we h1ve odded • short glossory of the key 
phnnlng te"''· 

• 
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 

Refuge Hanagor 
Ha~•l tan and Pacific 

Islands IIWR 
JOO Ah Koana Blvd 
Roo, SJOZ, PO !OK 50167 
Honolulu, HI 96850 

Our Sir: 

f(JIINIIIIl!N lqJO, 

Nov..,or 8, 1984 

On bohalf of the over 100,000 ......,_., of The Wlldtrnus Sochty (lliS), I 
subollt these c_,.nts regarding the droft Ha~tlhn hhnds Motlonel Wildlife 
Refuge 101stor phn/EIS. Thoy en sont sover•l deys hh; we request y011r 
Indulgence and uk that 1011 consldtr theol. 

Tha Wlldtrneu Society h l'"l'rused with the queltty end substlnce of the 
phn, It appears to fully ut forth and ducrl"- the relevant Issues facing 
to~nag-nt of this l"''ortlnt National Wildlife Refuge. It eho portroys the 
utr- seft51ttvlty of refuge habltlh and koy wlldllft speclu, and tho nood to 
trut thM dellcattly. Tho proforrod eltornatht properly "'!'hashes rofugo 
wildlife priorities and considers this sonslthlty whon dottnotnlng which h"""'n 
ectlvltlu ""Y be c0111patlble ~lth refuge purposes, Thus, the preferred 
eltornatho Is 1011ndly balanced and supporttd by Tho Wlldtrneu Socltty. 
Soverol sptdflc c""""'nts and suggutlons follow. 

CMt!'RCIAl FISHIIIG 

TWS agrou that the c""'"rchl fishing ooothershlp shC>Yid be oooored 011tsldo 
refuge boundartu. It h epparent frooo the EJS discussion that on-refU!JO 
locations c011ld unduly joopardlzt ruf ond hind heblht end negatively llll!'tct 
uvoral onden!Jt!rtd speclu, end \OIOUid thus bt lntO'"I'ttlblt ~tth refufe purposu. 
lhe off-rtfuge she sh011ld eho sorve to •lnhoht other anvtro-nt• l'"l'ach 
tnd assure h-n ufety by luvtng the on-refuge oooor for -rll"ncy sttuottons. 

Sl•llerly, the dhn~pttons causod by on on-refuge c""""rchl fishery r.nder 
It tncO'"I'atlblt ~lth refuge goels, due to !""'acts on the bird populations, 
Increased likelihood of gr!lllndlngs, end possible Introduction of hanoful 
uottcs. TWS supports the dochlon to clos• the refuge to such usos, W• fully 

.ondorst the proposod tntor-egoncy c"""ltteo to develop • Mchanh"' for 
Mlnllolrlng tho likelihood of ship groundings, 

I'Hll rrNNSYI.VANIA AVfNUF, N W, \\'A~IIINC~ ION, 0 (' llltlll" 

[2!12)11'21H.f~·l 

• • .l 

Response 
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Refuge Honager 
Hovetnber 8, 1984 
Poge Two 

The preferred tlhrnttlve would 111011 fhhln9 crewt to use Ttrn Jshnd for 
recrutlon 1nd other uses. Whtlt we agree wtth the general ldu, we ert 
concerned thot It wtll bt dtfftcult to ufely 1"'1'1-nt. Qre•t cert ..,,t be 
hhn to lnsuro that such acttvltlu do not dhturb the 1110nk sui or other 
species and hoblhh on the hhnd. Thus, penolsslbh recrutlon .,st be 
structured to protect these re<Otlrcos ond closely ..,nttored to ensure 
coooplhnctl however, such octhttlu could bee- 1 burden on refuge stoff. 
Once 1 precedent of use h utoblhhed, tt h often very dtfftcult to scoh It 
down, so ,..nagement -'St Nke It very cleor fr.,. the onset that wtldltfe 
preserntlon h of U\II!OSt loopor\lnce on the hhnd, ond that recr .. tlonol 
octtvttlos ..ust be ctrcU!IIscrlbed accordingly. 

RECREATfl)fj 

TWS tho supports the lt~ttotlon on gen<ral public tntry and rocrutlon. 
On • notional wtldl ttl rofugo, prohctlon of the natural res011rcu should bo 
ptrtiPQUnt. Honag-nt aoust lntthte progro~ to onsuro thot hnpocts do not 
conflict with refuge goals. Whth Nny refuges con ufoly obsorb higher hveh 
of vhttor use, It h apporent that HIHWR cannot. Dut to the froglltty of tts 
ecosyst~, low-level, corefully controlled vtsttor entry h necessory. 

WILDERNESS 

TWS urges refuge 1\lnag..,.nt to acttvely pursue hovlng Its hnds ond nur 
short waters declo red wilderness. As the EIS clearly depicts, Mny refuge 
speclu thrive best In prhtlnt, undisturbed conditions. Wilderness h on 
fXttllent tool for ensuring thot thel' hablht needs will bo fulfilled. 
Necessary existing MOtorboat uses con be grondhthored to the degree opproprlttt 
In tho wilderness dulgnotlon process. 

CRITICAl HABITAT DESIGHATIOHS 

TWS urges FilS ond HIIFS to odopt crltlcol hablht proposals on HIHWR for the 
1110nk sui ond green sea turtle, hpechlly for the 110nk sui, the nted for such 
dulgnotlon h obvious, gtven Its edr-ly ll•lted ran,t. Such dulgnotlons 
WO'Jid further ensure thot oil future octtvltlu will fu ly consider the 
hoperl led status of these species. 

Likewise, HIHWR hnds sh011ld b' consld,red for World Herttogt Site or 
llosphore Reserve st.tus by tht FilS. These designations could serve to 
highlight the exceptlonol e<:ologlcal richness horbored by the hhnds and 
surr0<1ndlng wo ttrs. 

• 

Response 

~esponse to The Wtldernus Society 

I. Th' strattgles to provldt non--rgl!ncy support to th• c ..... rchl 
fhhtng Industry (PA 121, RPA 116, PA 122 ond RUA HI) hove bttn 
chrtfhd to address thue concerns. (S•e also th• ruponse to the 
"•tlon•l Audubon Society, 111, page 8.64.) 

• 
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Refuge Honoger 
Hovl!ri>er 9, 1984 
Poge Three 

TERN ISLAND REFUGE STATIOII 

Comment 

It h char frooo the EIS discussion that the Ttrn lthnd Statton Is of 
crtttul h•porUnce to Nnog.,..nt efforts on the rofuge, Without the thtlon, 
refuge Nnege..ent would largely bf stripped of lh ability to ""'"ttor wildlife 
populations and htblht and huNn ilopocts upon thtoo, provide res .. rch 
opportuntttu, protect refuge hobtht frooo lnvulon by honoful uottcs, ensure 
that huNn octtvlttu ore COIIli'Otlbh with refugo purpo111, etc. The rtfuge 
could no longer bt properly Nnoged If the Ttrn Stotlon wore ohndoned, It 
should r-tn on tntogrol heel of Nn&g..,.nt operations. 

OVERLA1 REFUGE STATUS AT HIDWA1 

The rich wlldlth ruourcu of Hldwoy Island Nke It e priM condtdoto for 
refuge stilus, TWS believes legislation should be Introduced to uhblhh o 
nottonol wildlife refuge on the hhnd. While It •lght bt Mcuury to hovo 
refuge stotus be secondory to cortoln current uses, the legislation IIOUSt gront 
FWS full outhortty to take necessory actions to ensure that wildlife 
preservation goals ore fulfilled. 

Another possible arrong..,.nt would be to rewrite ond expond the current 
cooperothe wildlife ..... g-nt agre.,..nt with tht Nny. Once ogoln, the 
cooperHhe ogre-nt should endow FWS with odequote Nnogerhl outhorlty to 
fully apply the COOlfllltbll tty shndord to the 'overlay' refuge lends, Even 
then, refuge Nnog ... nt should phy 1 consultative role to •lnt•he odverse 
t..,octs usochted with anY such actions. The Wilderness SOciety would 
appreciate the opportunity to review and c""""'nt upon ony proposed cooperative 
ogre...,nh or proposed legislation. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comnent. 

WCR: kw 

Sincerely, 

~(f'·AJ/~ 
Wtllh• t, Refhlt 
Dt rector 
Wildlife Refuge Progro•s 

• 

2. 

3. 

• 
Response 

The FilS egrets that Tern lshnd Is critical to Refuge ~•nagement 
efforts, (Sot also the response to tht Hatlonol Audubon Society, 
f!J, pogo 8,65.) 

0\'erhy Hotlonel Wildlife Refuge shtus Is being octhely pursued 
for Hldwoy Atoll. 11\/R shtus would be effected through 1 coopero
ttve ogre..,.nt between the FWS ond the U.S. Havy. We hop<! to 
cons.-tt thot agre-nt before the close of our fhcol year 1985, 
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WESTERN PACIFIC REGIONAL FISIIERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

Dr, PlioNrd c. Wua 
fhtruse Hanaser 

t .._. MSHOf" STREET • ~ Hot 
HO+Kit.UlU, HAWAIII ... 11 
TRfl'tK)HE IIOt) 121-tM 

n•-
Mou•ber 19 1 19811 

Hawathn hlanda Mattond Wtldllre hfu~e 
0.3. Flah & Wlldllfo S.rYlo• 
r.o. Box 50167 
Honolulu, Ho1<all 96850 

tlear Dick 1 

Tht atarr of t.h• We11hrn Paolfio tbherr Hlnas ... nt Counoll h.a• 
reviewed t.het D~rt. Huhr Plln/!1! for th• Hawaiian hhnda Nattonll VUdUf• 
ftefllle• Howner 1 our aeet.lnc aoheduh did not. ptnU the eounoU to hk• up 
thh .. t.ter at • resular •Htil'\l durin& the ap.alfhd review period (Ausuat. 31 
to Ooto~r 30, t9e-). 

TM Council starr haa ldenttried • "'--b•r or allt.••nh in the Nllhr 
plan conoernins rtrherlu which nead oorr•otlon or updattnc. Kowner 1 thh h 
to be expected in any draft r•port, and I auuut. that our atarr. ••et to 
dhouaa these rehthdJ •lnor error•. Thh lttter roouaea on the larser hauu 
rahed in the Nl!lhr phn. 

The CQunoU aar•e~ with tht inhnt:. or tha "Pr•t•rrt-d llt~u·n•t:.ive• to 
aooo.ad.t.e huon uau or the r•tus• while prohoUnc wildlth. Kowever, we 
belhn t.tlflt the entire uat.er plannlns prooeaa 1• oloudlfd by the jurhdloUond 
dlaput:. bet.wun the st.at. ot KawaH and th• hderal sonr~ent. Partlouhrly •t 
tuu. h th• jurhdiotlon onr T•rn leland, whloh haa a oentrd role in the 
OSflfS plan• tor tht Northwutern Htwaihn Iahnda. 

Phnntns ror t.M future u.ae or Tern hhnd, u wdl u tor rutur• \111ea 
or nnrshor-e and ort.hoNt we.t.•r•, o1nnot ~ nrr prodLJOtiu without ruolutton 
Of t.hh dbpuho We INI not. adVo(l.d.iOI that U~f'WS ptlrci!Oiilid b1 r.-ov4td fr011 
Tern hhnd. The preaeliQI of t.ha c:arehk1r1 at. Tlni Iahnd he.e Men of 
aeahhno• to Chhln& •nude, and th• pnatnae ot thhlna vu•eh in the MVRI 
hu dd•d t.h• Te~rn hhnd peraonn•l by carrylnc aupplha to the bland. Thh 
•utu.dly benetiohl rehtlon•hip eh<>uld oont.lnue, and wa a•n aupport usrws 
errorta to .. tntdn the hrn bland aht.lon. 

Th• Counoll under•tanda the need to .. naae lidns reaouroea and their 
h.abtt.at• aa ooeplet.t .OOII)'at. .. •. Tl'Miretore, we oan appreoiat.a the need ror 
lnte~r•ted uater phnnlns ror •erKent hnda and adjacent. sh-allow water areu 

A COt.Jfiell A01l+Oftllt0 tv ll* '.....:1"'1' C~t:IW,t.,TIOH .4NO ... ~WHT ACT Of IIJ. ~ L J4·l't51 
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Response 

Response to Western Pactflc Regional Fhherr Hanag.,...nt Counc11 

I. 

z. 

We be11eve that fhnnlng for the protection ond uso of the 1oopor
hnt resources o the Refuge connot 11<11t settlement of the dispute 
concernl119 the HINIIR boundary. That dispute spans Nny years ond 
tllere h no gt~oront .. thot It will soon be resolved. In the ~~eon
tiiiO, we hovo rolled on the MUter planning process to venerote the 
MOSt opproprhtt resource Nnog..,.nt strotegles for Tem lshnd, 
regordleu of tho locotlon of the legolly defined boundary. Also 
ue response to U.S. Deporboent of the Interior, Hlneroh 
Monag..,.nt S.rvtce fl, poge 8.Z9. 

Tho FWS does not consider the HIIOIR Hoster Phn to be o 
'unthterol' .effort. Throughout the phnnlng process, the FWS has 
.. de 1 concerted effort to Involve outside Interests ond to ensure 
thot the flnol products oro ruponslve to public concerns. Our 
public lnvolv-nt prograM hu been designed to reach the broad 
spectrUII of Interests concerned with wtse Nnog..,.nt of HIHWR 
ruources. Thh progr111111 hu to date 1nc1uded news relusu, 
~s letters • newspaper annOYncttM:nts, nd1o spots, presentations 
for and/or coordination with spechl lnt•rest groups or Involved 
agenctes, the State Cleortnghouse review process ond two publtc 
workshops. 

Wh11e the FWS does not wtsh to close off any possible options for 
lnterogency cooperathe Nnag..,.nt of the Refuge, we do not see ot 
the present tiN how joint FWS-Stlte Nn<g..,.nt of the Refuge would 
result 1n a stvn1f1cantly stronger resource Nnagement progr1111. 
The Nrlne unctuory proposal (see responses to c""""'nts frooo the 
Poclflc Sublrd Group ond Crolg S. Horrtson, pa9es 8.80 and 8,98) 
should provide a publ lc fort110 for looking at other poulble 
options. 

• 
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Or. UoMrd Wau 
Monaber 19, 198-
P'•S• - 2 -

Comment 

in the lforth\leatun KawaUan Iahnd•. ~aver, va do not. bell••• that auch a 
phnnlnt arrort. aho\lld ba 1.11dlrlaklln oo11atart11l)' by t:.ht usrws. ct .. rlr' an 
ooo•1•t .. •nas-t oppr.,.oh ln tho IMII ohould be tM Joint rooponoibilit1 or 
tM 8t.ah of KawaU and th4 UM'tiS, ju1t aa .. n .. •ent or otrhln fhMrl .. 
rnourou lo • joint rooponoibiUt, or tM Stoto ond tM Wuhrn ,..oHio Fhhor, 
Han.aeunt Counoll. our pt~rt.nai'"Mlp with tht :tht• t.• proven ••ry vor'kable, 
ond wo beUno thot oooporotho Stah-usrvs aanq....,t or tM IMII roruso ond 
adjaotnt wMUO'II w.hrt would M lldhrly produath·•· ror ona thine, lenathy 
and ooet.lJ' lit.iptlon to re•oln t.h41 jortadlot.lonal iuue •t1ht be a1'0lded. 

tM CounoU bd1n .. that uhtin& state and Pedard lawa IM1foroed 
ooder a ooop•rau .. Shh-USI'WS .. n•s-•nt ayat. .. would be adacru-ta to. protaot 
the wildllfa ruourou or t.M r-tuc• and adjacent st.ta ttahre. Wt ••• no n•ed 
tor the lnyoht1Mnt of addlt.lonal tlenoles lapU.d b7 abtua aa a "wlldtrnua" • ~ 
a "•rln• unot.uary" • a •\ltarld Mrltes• alta", or ot.har •uoh propoula in tha 
drd"t aut.er plan. 't(a reNin unoonvlnotd that. t.h• .nttre body of w.t.tr 
ourroundlnc tM roruso whloh 1o bounded b1 tho 20-Cot- oontour h run, 
"orltloal" for t.h• 11urdnl or the Ha1nUan 110nk ual, and we MUn·• that t.hh 
would only add an unneouury hJ•r of rasulat.lon. 

The pr.rcrred alhrnat.ln ln t.ha .. ahr plan l•pllu t.t.t t.ha U3nl3 
would reauhtt n .. rahore .... d t..-rrto. ~ usrws do .. not hav• t.hh 
authority. Conalderatlon or pUbUo uur naeda, part.iouhrly tM Stah'• 
propoaal ror a rrenoh frlaah !5hods thhal"'f aupport. ehUon in tht .. ,ter phn, 
h anooura1ln.t• However, the &antral ton• or the .. ater plan UpUae thet. t.ha 
pruenoa or oo-e~lal flahtrNn in the tnnti 1a unnatural end h a dlraot threat. 
to the Ul'liqu. and etnaltln \dldlU• r.,ourou and t.Mlr hablhtl. Thera h no 
baela to blua cto.eat.lo fhha,..en for p411t. probl_., In hot, the pra11noa or 
ChMMtln in tho Nlllti, which datu book to tho 1920'•• Ml proboblf beon • 
podt.l'fl r.otor in oon.atr'fif\1 end•ns•r•d apeoha in aora oa••• then not. I 
roror ,au to • htt•r (othohod) writton in 1913 b, Bill Sllinooto, vhooo rhhlnc 
oporotlono In tho IMII opon tM ptrlod r,..,. tM 1930'o to tbo prount, 
touh lprd 1 Jr., a ••b•r or our CounoU, aho hu eJ:tenaht rhhlnc txperlanoa 
tn that reston, partioulerlr •t. T•rn Iahnd, where he Nintalnltd • Chhlnc k•• 
ror ••••r~~l yun. Fhheraan are •• "natura1 111 

• P*rt of t.ba W\1111 •• the 
non-m...n reeouroaa, and t.,.y ahOuld not bt dhort.inat..«S ~aln•t in the aaater 
phn. 

!5hort.lr after t.M drart. .. ahr plan w-• olrouhtad, the Cooooil 
reoehtd 1 latter fro~~ Or, Allen He~elat•ln, the Paoirto hlanda Adlllnhtrator 
ror the usnrs. ... w.e lntareattd tn obt.alnln& inpUt. oonoernlns the propoaal ror 
• rrenoh rrtl•t.• Shoah fhherr •upport elation, in the lllht or lnor .. atna 
oono•rn exprua~ by rhhtnMn about pottntial ovarrlahlnc or eplny lobatar and 
bot.ta.rhh, the Counoil 't ruponu to thla a~oltlo quaatlon rollowa t 

The rhhtry alation propoul pro't'ld18 an laporhnt option whloh .. , or 
.. ,. not. be neroiaed in t.M rut.ure by the fhhin& tnduatry. Th• pr .. e-nt 

., 

3. 

4. 

5. 

,. 
Response 

Tho filS fHh that tho oddlttonal hytrs of protection offored by 
thou dtslgnattons warrant canful study u dtscussod In th• Master 
Phn/EIS, Al!tnclu such u tho Wut•rn Pacific Roglonal Fhhory 
Manog .... nt C011nctl and th• general pub 1 t c wt 11 be given ,...,lo 
opportunity to c-nt tf and when spoctftc proposals oro 111de, 
With respect to the 20-fathooo crltlcol habttot propoul for the 
ooonk sui (ooore recently proposed u 10-hthoo.,) the Hatlonal 
Marine Fhhtrtu Service, not FilS, hu outhortty to dulgnote 1110nk 

t!:.!·~r~!~:!..~~~~~~· th~\· w~::r~-=m~~ ~h:s 2~upr.o;htoooth:o~:~~e~! 
designated critical habltot. 

The filS hu no authority to regulate vessel traffic b•yond the 
boundory of the HilMI, ~ctlons art needtd, how•ver, to reduce the 
rhk of grOIIndlngs. A possible foruoo for developing such regu
htlons would be an Interagency CCIOII\Ittet wtth repr•senhttvos frOM 
tach of the concern•d agencies ond the fishing ond shipping lndus
trlu. Only suggutlons thot receive wide or tohl accepttnco 
.,,ong tht gr0<1ps represonted (Including the fishing Industry) would 
N>ctlve further consideration ond study by the c"""tttee to dehr
"''"' tf they could be effectively l...,l...,.nted and enforced. The 
c~lttto would provide the fhhtng and shipping Industries on 
evenue to votct and resolve concerns before any reguhtfons are 
fo,.lly odopted, The l~~~portant point here ts that all concerned 
partlos and Interests would be lnvolv•d at the outset In tht 
fo,...htlon of any stroteglu for reguhttng and ""'n1toi'Tiig vessel 
trofflc. 

It h not tht tntont of filS to 'dtscrl11lnato' against flshenntn In 
tho ICWHI, The Master Phn/EIS recognh•s fishing u a legltt111te 
p<Jbltc uu In the hhnds, and the filS will accQII"I!IOdate thot uso 
provided It con be conducted In a 11ann•r which ts c""'''•tlbh wtth 
tho 111jor p<Jrposos for which tht Refuge was established, Any 
p<Jbltc use (not just c.,.....rclal fishing) has the potential to 
threattn fragllo Refuge tcosyst..,s, If such public us•s are not 
properly phn,.,d, It Is with the Intent of ovoldlng and 01lnl11hlng 
thue potential threats that the FWS hu structured prottctht 
strategies In the "•ster Phn/EIS. 

~~~ 
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.. pt.uh in b<>Lh Lho oplnJ lobohr and b<>ttoorloh rhherho h ror hr-.• b<>eto 
to Nko utondod Lrlpo, wlthouL oupp<>rL in Lho IIIIHX. Thorororo, orloUnc 
oporoUono do noL r0<1uiro Lho hl1h lnol or oupp<>rt whloh • rronoh rrlsato 
Shoah ebt.ion oould proddt, TM nrr eht or tb .. • bolt. .. , bt ont ot the 
hotore whloh oould 4tfloourac• ourthhtnc. Ir aatab rat•• are reduo~ in t.M 
rut.ure, lara• bolt.l .. , rtnd it untoonottlo.d to operate in th• pruent .. nner. 
In euah • oiro...at.anot 1 it •l&ht. b4l 110r1 eo~toally fM.tble ror eaaller bQat• 
to rtah, with eupport. at. rrenoh rrh:•h Shoab, in the Mnn•r auu;uhd in th• 
st...t•', propoul. I think or the rhherr etaUon u lnaurano• ehould tllhtns 
op.ratlon• ehtrt r~ hr••· ••lt-eu(riohnt. bo•h to ... u.r ~h at 1110111 

rut.ur• t.i••· 
In olosin.«, we whh to r•ind the USFV3 that aoopt~r.t.ion between the 

T•m leland p-er-aonnd and thhinc vuuh hu b-een .-ut.ually Wnartoial. There 
are other ar.u whnt ooopt;ratlon between retuc• ~~an•a•r• and rhhe~ltn could 
pro•• rrulttul. Thtr• 1a no dhaare••nt. about the neltd tor prudent ..... or th• 
n-tural ruouroea ot the ,..rua•, aa wdl u t.hoee in nearahor• and othhor• 
water• .. 

~inoertly, 

w.f.(~ 
ct.ol~n · 

At.t.ot.ent. 

• • • 
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And Optrltor or Tht !1lhtl 
2~61 t.k~loa Place 

Bonolulu, ft1watl 96819 

.. •l' 
.ll '{;'' 

OllnU' 

!•slonal Dlre~tor 
Bure•u or Sport Pl•h•rl•• 
t, o. Bo~ 37)7 
Portland, Ortson 97208 

D•ar Hr. Fln4l•rf 

!!liN ~ ( . 

·. ... , 9, 197) 

an4 lllldllrt . 

It 1• ~por1tlYt tbat \be wet•r• o~pooln1 tb• ftaw•ll~ I1~ 
lend• K•tlonal Wlldlltt !ttus• remeln optn to Cllh•~n. C~r
olal rlab•~n baYI •xplorod and rlahed tho •ntlre chaln alnc• 
thl 192011, Tbt 1~plor1tlon 1nd tbo fllbln1 of tb• lt1Wir4 cbaln 
oontlnuoa todar 1nd ln the n••r future will txpand beron« paa-
1•••1• or txplorat1on and f11b1ns. 

Tbt rol1ow1nl la a p•rtlal 1lat or boatl that b••• at on• 
tlet tltbtd or •r• 1tlll rtahln& tbe leeward obatn, the appraxt~ 
.. t• date ther were tlahln1 tb• are• •nd what tbar prl .. rllJ 
t1obed fori ' 

• • LAUJCAI 1nd ist.A11Yllll ~ thbed eroun4 d1 or tbt hhnh and 
tbe LAIIIJCAI bad a thhlnl·•htlon •t Purl and ller-u R .. t. TbeJ 
tltbad tor p••rl oftter•, ulna, .ulltt, wok•, akula, lobtttr rra. 
tb• r•~r ~4 1ho1l are••·•n4.4••P ••• epecl11 1uob •• uku ehu, 
ula uh, opakapaka end bepepntu, Tb• •blp• wert· eklppere& br · 
C1ptaln Blll And•r•on 1nd operated ln tbt 19)0'•• • 

l!lt!BA • thhtd thl uee art• u tht LUlltAI •nd ISLA!nllll but 
Wll •otuallr a "otbtr ablp tor tbr•• or tour ~11er ••~•n•• 
Tha SI~l rtebtd prl3artlr ror ln•bore epaol•• eucb •• tknle, •ol, 
wtk•, lob•t•r•, and turtl••• It wa• •kippered br Captain lloapal 
alld wu lo1t at ooa with olt~•n 101n ln tbo hh 1940'•·· •I 

DAIKOIU HAftU - prl•arllJ nottod 1nohoro •peol•• in tbt 1ho1l 
watorl of tb9 ltiWord chota, ·Vooool Wto loot •' loa wbllo raturn-
lns fro• • t1oh1nl •xpo4ltlon.ln tho 1920'•• . · 

ftELUBLE • oklppered bJ Arthur II leo wu oporotod bJ .thl 
Baw1llan Tunt Paokoro to.not lnabor• apacito and oopturo tnrtleo 
clurln1 tho eid 19~0•i, · · 

ltATSUJU.'ll HARII - tlabad ror lnohore opocho and turtle u rar 
up •• Karo a .. r durin& th• 1930'•• . . . ' . 

a:aro · H.Ulll - 1klppo"d bJ Dick !!hlroea thbod ror .s .. p ••a ·· 
and lnabort; thoal lnbtbltlns opoc1••• Tbo oa.pllft Wll lo•t •' 1oa 
in th• ••r1r 1960•• and pr~ptod • •••reb br tba oanpan,·BELLATRIX, 
a~lpp•rod bJ Bill Shlnoah, Tho I!ELLATRU. ooarehod •nd·exploro4 

• \ • 
Response 
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tbe enUre ~hdn ot ia~w~rol hionda liP to othhntlrl Iahnd, tlfonn 
ratumlne trora thl' •••r•h and uploratlM •o1't.' tho ~k!pptr •m~ 
craw or tha BELLAT~IX roportod that tharo wer~ extraordinarJ q11an· 
t1tl•• or tleh or oonalderablt oo~ercial Yal~• alonE tb• antlr• 
ohaln or hlanda, !ho eklppor and craw of the KOYO I'.ARU wu-a ll"'~•r 
to11nd, 

lAKU - akippera4 br Kunl Saka~oto rtahad tbe entir• obaln for 
both ehoal lnhobltina apooi•• and d••P ••• opeol11 llp a1 far ao 
Hare Reot, 

SEA HAWK and osrREY · 1lotarehlpo, tiohod up to Llolonlkl 
Jolaqd tor both oho1l lnhebltlnf opooioo and daap ••• 1pacl1o, 
Th• OSFRXf eklpparod bf Bill Sb nooto wao loot at aaa in tbo 
19Sofo, All band• wer• raoeuad orr or rtonoh Fri~ato Shoal• bJ 
thl u,s,s, rt~tor, 0 

0 

ILAIMI and IROTKERS - Tha ILAIKI1 operated bJ Bill Sblnoato, 
and the BROTHERS owned and operatld bJ Captoln Otn•••• worked eo 
partner ehlpa in'tbe Pr1nch Frlfate Shoalo area, 

Th•r rhhod pri•rllf tor obatlr and lnahou apeol .. , · Tho 
ILAIHI waa atationad at French Frlaata !hoalo tor olx •ontbo trap
pins lob<hr Md in•horo th~. Tbo !LAIR acted •• tb·e catcher 
boat and the BROTHtRS actod •• the ~othor abip, tranaportlna oup
plieo to th• ELAINE and tbo tlob back to Honolulu, Tho lobotoro 
wcr• oont ba~k on the TAlHEI ~~U whon ohe returned to Honolulu, 
Tho ELAIKE tiohad prt.•rilJ with fane• trapo but diacontlnuad tho 
UIO or tbe fenol trapl Whon it Wl8 dlocoYered thAt the trapl aloo 
cauaht oaah 'IOt"J artacti·nlJ. TbeJ thau r.a aof·h4 to the ahndarol 
rtoh trap• (box t7p• with a runn•l on ona ai4a), 

Whlla theJ ware atatlonod at Froncb Frlfat• Sboala, tho 
ELAINI axploro4 tho lobotor tiohorleo potent al and diacoYartd 
that larse amount• or lobottr could bo takan bJ lur-in& tho lobotlt"l 
into tho laaoon area whore thor could bo cauePt ~J hand or trap, 
Tho oxpor~nto wltb tbo lobater tlohorlao and tbl rilblns ob4o4 
whon the BROTHERS waa loot at ooa~ Tbo lobeter rioheriea proved 
to bo unaudeoootul booauoe tho prlco tor tbt lobotara hovared 
around 40 conta per pound and tbara woro dltrioultloo ln trana· 
portlns the lho lobotero baek to Bonollllll, At pra••nt, lobohr 
ooa-ande a pro~iu. prioa ot two to tbrao dollaro par pound and 
it 11 ocono.ioallf tooaiblt to tllh tor th••• · 

The o .. pan
1 

CONSTANCE C bortb•4 at lowalo, wal ~urob111d 
wltb the iotant on or rerittlns bar tor tbo lobatlr tl1berla1 at 
Fr-ncb Frisoto Sboola at tba ursina of tbl lata Vattton Brock, 
Bowe•er, Franob Frifato Sboalo wao placed orr l~lto bltoro tba 
rotlttlns could bes n, 0 

!AIH.Il HARU - At preunt tho TUIIBI HJJUI h tb• onlJ bo~t 
whlch il rlablns tho leoward lalanda roaularlf, .Skipporod bf 
Bill Shinooto{ ohe tlohoo oocaelonollJ up to tialanokl leland, 
but more resu orlr to Karo Hoar, Sbe tak•• 11lua fro• tba ohoal 
w1toro ao wall •• doap oea apeoloa ~uob aa lila ~la, opokapaka 1 

·•to. 
Othe~ tiohe~on bavo ••d• tantatlvo plana to expand fiahorioo 

r;,oo 
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out to tho looward lalon4t, Two aucb tlaho~n aro lluaar A~oard 
and Leo Ohol, Buaar Ar••rd hao rtaho4 tho laowor4 ltlon~o for in
thoro tloh ouoh aa oku a, •ol, woko ond la ot prooont, a opottor 
pllot tor I Honolulu baoed akulo boot, Leo Ohal la aklpror or tho 
•~LAHINI, a Honolulu baood okull boot, Thor catoh or aoolot ln 
cetchlns akule opotto4 frOM plonaa and ourroundo4 by nota, Both 
.. n 11rood tho• lt lnahora rloborloa ore to axpan4, the leeward · 
lolanda oro th4 only arooa whoro IUch oxpanalon la poaolbla, 

Akulo la ah l~ortant flob botb to Rowatl•a oonou.aro on4 abl 
tlahor..n. Akulo lo probobly the •oat roeoonoblr prlco4 tloh 
avallabll to Sawall'• conauaoro and eonatltute an l~portant c .. -
mtrolal tpoelea, Sowa11•• thl rlahorMen ar• t•lrlr ~•pendent on 
akule tor tholr btlt, Tho hl~ prlct or th• tour! and tho acar
oltr of tbo Pacltlc aardlna bov• aado.lt l•prootloal to uoo tbooo 
l~portod apooloa tor bolt. In tba noAr ruturo, Sawoll'• lonsllno 
flohor.on wlll boco•o dopondont upon tho akule flahtrftan tor tbolr 
bolt, 

Ulua anotbor co~orclolly lmportont apeclto lo evelloblo ln 
auttlclont quontltloa eround tho looward lalonde aapoolollJ around 
the obo1l ertaa of Lltlonakl Iolan4, froncb ,rlsoto Shoolt, t!aro 
Root and Poorl and Ho~•• Root, Tho tlohorloa Cor ulua r~nd tbooo 
arou wu:·• urr lucratho at ono t.1- ond ln the nur ruturo will 
osain bocOMO vorr l~portant. At protont, w• trl lmportlns lara• ~ 
amouota of ulua fro. tcroisn eountrlet auch a1 Auotralla, In thoil 
paott whon causnt in larfe.quontlt1ot 1 tho prleo ot .ulua drcpped 40 

to 1> .. nto a pound, 11011 na lt unprotltoblo to r;o aCtor tho epocleo, 
At prooont, UlUa ~~onda I price Of approxl•atolJ 8S Conta to ODI 
dollor por pound, dopoodlns en tho •1 •• mekloa it protltoblo to 
so atter ulua •seln. In tho futuro, Ebe prlca or tho l~orted 
thb will inoreue to a lovol where .llawe11• • tlth.emtn wlll be 
ablo to co•rot• wlth the laportod tlah ln Rewellen •erkota, 

Thl• lt important ln tbo ten•• tb•t lt wlll enable Bowell to 
boo~ Juet a little •ere oolt-outticlont en4 loeo dopondont on 
tho root ot tho world for our exlotanco, Porbapai •oro tbon Bowell 
trrln1 to boCQAe 110ro lndopondont, it ll tboor fo lf to iMpOrt flab 
rroa otbor countrloo end place Sowall'• tlehln1 aroat ott ll•lta 
to thhtruon, " 

I ooderatand rour deop oonoorn tor tho wlldllr. ln the aroa, 
but whot JOU Call to conoldor la tho doap concern wo, at tlohor
mon, alto hevo, Wo dopend on thooo aroaa tor our .upport--we nood 
theee aroat en4 tho tlohot tbor provldo tor our axlotanoo, Wo 
do not abuao thota areee, and nov•r kill for anJthlna oxcopt nocol-
tltr, · 

Wo bevo· .. nr ;xallfloa to pro•• thla ooneor••tlon ond aoolos1-
oal-•lndednoao, So- of thotl IX&aplll lrl llattd btlOWI 

SBAflkS - W• oovor klll oberk• unloae tho~ lntorforo with our 

• • ·" 
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tlablns. 1v1n the ahorka we klll Cor Lhiir lnhr!OHnr.a •r• I1S'lll" 
tor our conaUn~pHo~, lla•cl u bolt for fhh Ol' brll'teht bock to 
Ronolulll whara lt la a1van to the Aoahl Maru CoS' llat 11 Grab belt, 
Thera ora two rauQOI whJ wa do not kill ahu•lu tx .. l>t out or 
nocualtJ. 11 ln tba rutural aherka ••1 a~aln "" o?nddored an · .. 
l•portant oourol of tood, 2 Shorka parro.._ ..n t.portan~ !~,otlott 
bJ woodlns out tho alck ancl tba weak tlab, In tb• peat, wban wo 
attempted to wlpa out tho abarka in 1 slvan area, wa notl~•d an 
inoraa11 ln weak and aklnnJ floh, Tbla lndiceted that without the 
eborka flab would tone! to ovorpopuloto tbe area and oxoood tbolr 
tood aupplJo SEALS -We never burt tho aoola in anJ w•J• In tho paet, w• 
bav• avon ohansed our flahins ~•thode to avold capturing aoala, 

TURTLES - Wo YoluntorllJ atoppod flohing tor t\lrtl••• Tho 
laat turtle we aver took in tho ~onch Frlaata Sboala area or ln 
anJ otbtr area waa over ton raara ago, We atopped taking th•• 
whtn we noticed that their nwmbora ware bolns reduced, We,bod 
bopod that bJ not taking th•• tor a number ot J•era, tbtf would 
replenlah their nu.bare ond ••k• lt econo•ioallJ practical tor ue 
to flab (Qr tho .. asain, . 

BIRDS - We ho•• never ln anr war, •allclQ~IlJ b~r~ tba blrda 
nor dllturbad tbe11, We taka ax~r•.,. dallsbt ln Qb .. r•lnl tt..ir 
antic• and when wa hove hookad th•• bf accident on cur trolling 
lul'le, wa have alwar• unhooked tba• ancl ralaaead th•• •• earerullJ 
•• poulbla, PISS - Wa navar waata anr flab, All tho tleb wa ee~cb are 

·either uaacl bJ ua or brousht.back to Honolulu tor eale, We ~lao 
never overfhh onJ 1lven area tor two rtoeonal 1) It we QYII'fl"ab 
an arao to a point where tha Chb ocnnQt rapllnhb their n~bere, 
we, in erreot, bn• loot a Chhlng 8J'ound, 2) Wbon on area bu 
baon thbed for anJ llnftb or u ... , tha rlab bee- WU'J. and 
c!Htlcult to catch, Th 1 10ak" it UQnooolcdlJ l.otpractlcol to. 
Clob tbet arao unlau there 1• nowhere elll to tlth. It...an area 
le larsa anouah, Cloba~n will rotate their tiablng tr~ area to 
arlo and novar deplete the tl•b to dongal'QUI lavale. · '· · 

The apaclea or tlab that wa taka do not appaar to oon••ltuta 
a ••Jor roQd aouroo tor anr or tbe ani .. la ln the wildlife rotllga, 
Por ex ... ple, while I vaa atotlonad at Prenoh Prlgate Shoola.wltb 
tba llalne oetohin1 tlah and lobatare,·l navar oaw tba eoele eat 
anrthlng •1•• but tala, I have alao bad tht opportunltJ to ob
••rv• tha turtlea and hav• never aaen tha• eat anrthins elae but 
oeaweed, Whan w• ueod to cotoh turtle• tor ••rkat, w• olao~ad 
tb•• and never round anrthins except eeaweed and r•~•nt• Qt what 
appuracl to b• •••11 crab•. in tbair et.,..oha, . '• ·. 

81114 on., ptraonel IXpll'loncaa, I rael that tloh;~n.do 
not CQ!Opota wlth tho ani••l• tor rood or anJ other reooon. 

BJ placlns the leeward chain 11 • wlldarn•u arn,:.fOU wlll 
torca tba fleh•""-n ot Hftwali to Ciah axtonoivelJ in Qtber areal, 
Thle will have .-~,. atrecta on the people pt ftowoll, 1) It will 
daplato tbo riahtrt roaourc•• to laval wbare tha tloherl•• will 

• 
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novor bo tblo to roplonlah tho~oolvoo, 2) ~o~ will 4rlfo tho 
pooplo rlthlnf ln tho prooont tnd tho futuro o~t nr baat~ao, 
)) Rowatt wtl bo rorood to ~ort •oro Cloh fr~ tbft otbor oourooo 
oopoolollJ lapan, Taiwan, and Auotrolta, 41 Yon wlll ••~o tho ' 
pooplo or Kowall ~ro dopondont on tho outoldo world, 

rloooo conoldor tbooo foote boforo. JOU ~oko rour doalolon, 

Tho ao~orolol floho~on hawo oxplorod and flohod the ontlro 
looward ar•• and plan to oxpond tho oxletlnl fleborloo thoro, Rr 
placlns tblo oro• orr lt.lto to o~r rtaho~n, rou will do•l a 
oorlouo blow to nawall 1 1 ooono•r and oquolcb our potontlol for 
ll'OWth, 

I 

Tho purpooo or tblo lottor Val to obow JO~ tho' tho looward 
lolandl howo ladood boon oxplorod ond that tho co~rolol flobor
oen of Rawall do rooll&o tho potontlol of tho oroo, It woo oloo 
tntendod to otto•pt on oxplonotlon •• to wbr tho oro• boo ~Aon 
loft alooot unoxploltod tor a au=bor of Joaro, Althoulb I co~14 
not bop• to oxplaln and lllu•trato ovorrtblna, I do hopo that 1 
bavo lll~atrato4 tho nood tor thle orea to ro.ata opoa to tlobor
••n ond tbot Clobor=oa, porhopo aero than onJ otbor pooplo oro 
oonoor¥otlon and eooloslcallJ alndod, 

Jt 

Thank rou tor rour tl .. ond oonoldorotlon, 
:Jo 

.. 

'/ • . ..-;;& •' .- "-~-
, . , . ·SlnooroolJ JOU~ro, 

(~~c·--.;7/d:~~x- · 
Rohol llblnodo 
Owner o.tid oporotor of tho 
TAIIIB I 'ltUIU 

• ~ • 
Response 
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DtDI<AIID 10 IH« IIUOY AND CONSUVAIIOH Of rACifiC IIAIItiDI AHO TH«II IHVIIOHMIHI 

U-47 Hlchul Lllnt · 
f'llcl!ic raU .. du, CA t0l7l 
26 Octob4l't lUf 

~1!-!Jlonal Dir.-ct:or, Ae-glon One 
u.s. rhh & Wlldlth senlc• 
500 H.E. Hult~11h Stuet 
Porthnd, Ortqon t72J2 

~~~r Sin 

The following ar• ~ent• to th• Dr.t:t tnYir<>n~Hnhl l•pact Stat.,.ent foe 
the Huhr Phn of th "awalhn hhnde H•tlonal Nlldllh l'duge, pupue-d by 
our IIIU1h4U 1110et fuHhr with the r~ ion. We •ppt.chh thh opportunity to 
CQIIml.l!nt on th•u i1111porhnt lnuu. 

We endont the 9tnnd approach of the DEIS with reapect to the objective• in 
the 1Una-9t1unt of. 1urlne blrd• 11nd other u.aurce1. To illlptOYt ••n•9.-ent 
and efficiency, how_.u, IKlfM llpproache• •hould b. -.odUhd end •hould M 
dhcuued In tl'l• Unal EIS. 

1. ~lthoo9h tht Dt:ll!l •t•h• that thll phn •hould guide Nn~ ... ent ot: t:h••• 
n1100rou for •• lon9 •• twenty yun, 111101t of the plan dvell• on i~hte 
pr::obhtu, euch u thhlllj 1 to the exclu•ion ot other pr::obhtu that ultitU1hly 
ur. bo 100ro l•po<tont ••. o:i'itf-*jtfnU~I!MrJ.,t>; d~J.~.4ofpHa.~l"alr>£. 
.,..ntlon.-d •ur bdaUr on. 2 ) , nUahu wa•h dlapoul Cptof'O•.-d r.-ceQtil 

"lor "i~•Y).I or. ~thee .d .. elo~ent\ that. •i9ht aU .at t.h• UfU9• nfl1 thou9~ 
, rws don not. control auch aotlond 

l. Th• tefU9* doee not ae .. to provide a at~n~n.nt fta•eWQtk to Nnaoge and 
protect 11011111• ot ttl ret<XJrc••• rhhtr~ outdde the UlU9• t0.5) and: deep••• 
111lnlng -..y dh·ct urine birda. The Oiuct.or of nt8 or the Sacr::etuy ot ttl. 
Interior 1hoold tor111ell)' f'lOIIII!lnate the Mortttwe•hrn "•wdhn Jahnd• to M • 
urine unctu.ry. We 19u• with the 0!18 that thh cotlCapt requhe• extendva 
eonlldeution (fi,U), but be-cauu the had ~tg~, ~. uquiu• a the-y .. r 
rnhw proc•n 1 it ••n• tnapproprht• to •••lt an nt8 inhrnd uview betou 
NOM be<jln• ita ddlbeutlona (which would h•v• ntS input). 

3. Ptuurch •nd 1Un1MJ-..nt of th• KWH I .. n• to be ·~naive. The final liS 
ahould contldet the 1.111 of • private non-profit or9•nlutlon to conduct uuarch 
in th• HWRJ •nd poulblr to ••n19• hcilitl•• aueh •• Tun hbnd. such an 
1rnngt111ent hu Wen very •ucce .. ful on the t.rdlon tahnde ufuq• ln Ca1Uornb 1 

• 

Response 

Response to P1tlflc Se1blrd Group 

I. 

2. 

3. 

Tho Uctlon on deep seo oolnlng has been expanded. The FliS h 1111re 
of and hu hod Input to tho !lEIS currently being prepared for the 
propoud oolnlng of 011ng1nese crusts. We feel It h pr.,.oture to 
address other potentlol developooenh for wldch there Ire no 
specific plans It present. 

We ogree th1t the ooorlne unctuor/ concept has considerable .,.rlt 
In hrwot of providing 1 posslblo cooperative lnterogency" Nntge
Mnt fr-rk for the Nort.,..estern Hawo11an lshnds. At present, 
hOWt!ver, the State of Howo t I, the Western Poclftc Reg I on1l Fhhery 
llonag..,.nt Counctl 1nd others ore opposed to the concept. Thh 
dou not necesurtly .,.In the concept h unworkoble. Rother, It 
I"'Pltes there ore • n\JO!Iber of Njor probl.,.s for the cooperotlng 
portles to resoht before 1 sonctuory could ever be l~pl..,.nhd. 
We do not feel that the Hutor Phn/EIS h the opproprhte vehicle 
for ruolvtng those problems. We •rt confident, however, tht over 
tlooo, the ·rreferr&d Alternative In the Muter Phn/EIS will provt 
Itself to be 1 vhble option for the whe monag.,..nt of the Refuge 
tnd wtll tho provide • ooore objective bosh for evoluotlng the 
need for 1 sonctuory In the HIIHI. 

Regordlng the Nnlg..,.nt of Tern l$hnd by private non-profit 
corporation, iee respon~e to Cratg S. H•rrhon, ,., page 8.100. 

• 
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uvln9 'iJOYUOMent funda and podtion•. Hare i•porhnt, it •nh•ncea 
opportunltlu (Or loog-ttr• n•urch .nd aUowa a9•nch• auch •• Mar to b. 
in'lohed in (undine;~ at.udln (NSt h not dlow~ to fund nfS .itudiu). Should 
that apptoach be 11dopt.d, fSO would be pluud to lend the a~tpttrthe of lh 
•8beu to the for1utlon of auch •n organlutlon. 

4. Th• flnal EIS ahould prCrYlda • ayateuttc proce .. for: the d*<lhiona ('2.3) 
wlth uapeot to uaurch on t;ht refuge. The P!.IS it too •aqua. Clut 
guldelln~• aho\.lld be pr~lded that enauu auch de1:1hh>na do not chancJ• with 
dUhdnq attltudu of .. ch ntw refuge Nna<)er. Thh h•• been • ptobln ln 
tht paat, .. pechlly with r .. ptct to colhetln9 blrda. In addltlon1 chu 
poUqha 11101t be prOIIIUlcJittd with rltCjJard to 1p4ce on u .. arch 'f'Uada. 
BP-"Chl Uu Ptr•it• to 6o r .. urch in the nfl)(Ja, for •u•ph, ahould not b.
b.ntued for allocation• of bttth• on ruearch ..... 11. for r~erd dplov•••· 
If thh h the pollcy of rws, h-:wev•r, lt ehould b. chuly 1hted. 

5. ~y pollcln ud09 SP*Chl u .. Pendtl to u•t:rlot acoeu to the NW!tl 
ehoUld ~ I!Odlfltd tor Hl!Nay Idtmde, 1f or lilh•n they ~· P411ft of the 
ufUI)e, Midway bhd popuhtlon• have 1unhed al.:>et flfty yean of the u.s. 
Havy and au unlikdy to be 1dvttnly atfected by ¥hlt.lnq tourhh or 
reaearchere. 

'. FWS •hould uhblhh a con••nt r'~ h11e for S~hl U•• Per•lt• for' 
ueurch, ~ writhn r..quut. for a SUP for reaurch •hould be delf:tlled to be 
9ranhd lf NS ~~ not 1uke a wrlthn uply wlthln thhty daya. tndivldual 
ruuccheu have been huatut.el!l ln the paat. becau .. of exbtnlhe ddaya In 
procudng routine ruurch per•ih. 

'-9ain, th1nk you for thh owortunlty to uvl.w thh DEIS. 

CCI "IIU'hon 

Ven"e•r 
Mder1100 

sinceuly, 

J·.;(,·t-1. ,._i1r._ ~-;;;._,/ 
.'"Judith Latta nand 

Cha h, Pacific Subhd Oroup 

• 

4. 

5. 

6. 

.1 ~· ;~· 

Response 

Althou9h the Hoster Phn/EIS dots not provide operational deta lh 
concerning SptcHic rtst~rch •cttvltl•s, It does provide (INny 
thou over In tht str1teg1ts regordlng research, MOnitoring end 
studlts) • clur Indication of FWS policy reg•rdlng tht priority 
which ruurch hiS In the overall Mlnagement of the refugt. 
Add1t1on•l dehlh concerning rest~rch will be provided •t • future 
d1te u "" develop our operotlonol 1nd Nnag.,..nt plans (See 
Stctlon 11.£.), The FWS does not borter Spechl Use Pe,...lts for 
berths on rutarch v•sseh but does rutrvt tht right to occooop1ny 
ruurchors on the Refuge to ensure coooplhnce with the conditions 
of tht ptno1t •nd to ensure the cooopattbtltty of tht research with 
Rtfu9e objecthu. 

Concur. If Mldw•y becoonu on overhy Hatlonol Wlldl tfe Refu9e, It 
will be INn•ged seporottly frooo th• HIHIIR. Pollctu guiding the 
1uu•nc• of Spech l Uso Penotts wl 11 differ frooo those for the 
HIH\IR and will be htlored specifically to .... t the Nn•getOtnt 
needs of both the U.S. H1vy and wildlife resourcu. 

Wr1tttn requests for Special Ust Pe""lts art currtntly processed 
w•ll wtthtn the suggested 30 day period. We realhe that dehys 
ere frustrating and wtll tnake every effort to conttnue to act on 
the requests In tltOtly fashion. · 
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US.Depatmenl. 
ol Tronsportotlon •• io · 
I.Wted SlotH 
CoosiGuonl 

Hr. Dick M••• 

;:;;:~~~t 1rJ~ CM•hkl 
..... ~~~ 

~~~Yd 
HonOiukl ......... .w Nt50 
,_. (8181546-2861 

llfff 
Sorhl No, 5/Jl2 
l5 October 1914 

~:!~1!.::-~~~·~.cirtc l•land• 
llotlonol lllldllf• ~efugo 

lit Ah Ho•n• Blvd 
po Bo1 5U67 
Honolulu, HIW!'IIil 916851 

Dear Ht. M•••• 

,_. Coaet Guard h•• revlew.d your draft ati/Haeter Plan for the 
Hawattan leland• National MlldlJfe "•fuqe and he• the followtng 
cOftmflent• to ofhr. 

•· ~· you have noted Coaat: Guard facllltlea on ~ure leland 
are vary ll"'ltec!. In •• •uch •• w have no aupport capabHlty, 
any plan which ~nvtalona uae of lkure leland by the general 
population ahould M dlacoura9ed. 

b, All throe oltornotlv .. (APAI, (ROAI AND (PI'.I oddrou 
r~ulatln9 and •onltor1n9 n••r ahore veaaal traffic •• a •••n• to 
protect HINWR. lJlpl.,.entatlon of any of th••• •trateglee would 
requite le-9l•l•tive action by Congte•• to ••tend pre••nt 
authoriti•• or cr••t• n•w on••· Jt l• r•cor.•end•ll that furth~c 
tnv••t.lgatlon be ••«~• into th••• atrate«Jl•• pdor to the 
dovolol"'•nt ol tho find liS. 

c. Tbe COlt to r•bulld the facllltl•• on Tern Jaland rrs In 
1971 wu $1,215,fU not UU,Uf •• noted on page ~.H. 

Copy I COHOT (0-WP /41 

/£1:"(~ .... 
Diotrict Plannl"9 Olflcor 

~1J.troctlon ol C<>aondor 
·• Fbutt!~,nth Co••t Guard Dlatrlct 
,, ,. .,.) 

) .. ·l .. • .t~~;,. "I 

• 

Response 

"uponse to U.S. Cout Guard 

I. Ghtn the 11~1tod hcllltiu iYii hble on Kure to accomnodatt 
public recrutional dOI!Ibnds, the FilS hos dropped the strategies to 
hcllltite photography, journalh10 and art visits to Kure. 

2. The FWS recognizes it hu no authority to regulate vessel traffic 
outside tho Refuge boundary. Ill also rocognlze, hwever, that 
regulations and s~ ""'ans of enforcing those reguhtlons are 
nuded to reduce tho risk of accldentol groundings. It Is the 
httor nted wl!lch pr""'''t•d us to look at the ""'asuru dlscuued 
under tho RPA, RUA and PA. llo continue to believe that an Inter
agency c011111i ttu, c""'!'osed of representat hes frooo the concerned 
agencies and the flshlng/shlpp!ng industries, would provide 1 
vhble for\101 for developing reasonable regulatory and 1110nltorlng 
.. uuru without the need to request any spechl outhorltles frooo 
Congress. 

3, Tht higher cost figure hos been Incorporated Into the Master 
Phn/EIS. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
HATtl:lNAL I'Akl( .!U.Vtc:t. 

PACI .. K: AkBA OFFICII 
100 Al.11 ~•n• Blvd •• 11-o • .SO I U 

koum '.)()5 
1-Joft..Niu, H•w•ll968.5o 

L76(PMA) 

•OctoMr 1:2, \984 

Kr. A.l Ka~htdn 
raciUc lahnda "diJilnhtntor 
rJ.;tJ, 11nt1 tJJMl\h ser:vic" 
300 A.h Hoana ltoul•verd, ~ 5302 
Po Oo Jo)( !S0\67 
Honolulu, Hawdl 96850 

our P.lt 

Thank.• for tha chance to nvhw tha Hawaii hhnch "•tionat Wildlif• 
~fuq• H••tar Phn. 

I hn• only a brhf nitplc--that h, w. teal tM phn ahould ahov •• 
"pnhr:nd .tlhrnat!ve" thJI,t thh JWfuqa wl11 W ~in1ted •• a World 
Harlta9•/Bloaphau ~ .. rva dta. 'ltla Hawaii hhnd ~Wtuqa fully 
quauu .. in ••v.ral i~rtant crlhrh1 

1. tt h ona ot the urua'at wUdlih uaa~at1ona aatablhhad, way 
b.lck by "Tk" hh1 .. 1f. It h an lntaqral pat"t of a alqnitlcant 
con .. rvatlon ethic at ita origin. 

'l, It hu t>.an vary auccassful, prnMbly .. ving .. verd wide nnqin9 
•pec:iu and a r.w or local end••lc• r:r~ u:tinction.. Ttle Nn•9••nt 
phUo.ophy and tfc::hnlqu.• you hav• devdop.d tMn have wid• 
•ppllcation to ~lagic bird br .. dinq ground• •l .. 'llhere. 

J, lt b th• beatf MOlt ubn•iv• •X•..-ph of it• eco•Y•h• ln tM 
woorldt •nd thh type of •Y•h~ h poorly upu .. nted in the •xhtiriiJ 
Bio1phere "-••rvu. 

4. Udn9 •uch an excalhnt refuge •• • typ.· •pect ... n 9iv•• world wide 
credenctt to ttt- l!lloephen fttt.U:rv•hforld Herit•CJ• prOCJra•, and ••rv•• 
u •n ouht:andln9 •xa!llph tor oth•r• to tolloo.t in tt.. JMny c•••• wh•n 
•t•lhr hhnd •coey•te•• au in jeop•rdy. 

Othtnd .. , 1 concur with th• phn.. Your crew h•• don• • tin• •nd 
thoughtful job pnparln9 it. 1 per.onally qet • qr••t d .. l of r•J"!Iahd 
pl• .. un ln watchlnq ~ of the uablrd1 that probably were born and 
ubed on your fine nru9• .. 

Sinceuly yrr•, 

jj._, .__ t-lz.,_~.._l 
Bryan Harry 
Director, Pilei fie "Area 

• i • 
Response 

Ruponst to M1tion1l Park Service, Pacific Aru Office 

I. W. avret th1t tho criterh cited would fully support noootnat1on of 
tho HilMI to the Biosphere. Ruorve/World Herthge Progro~. 
However, before noooinlti~ the Refuge, we·would wont to ,..k• sure 
thot tho MW duivnatton 11011ld 1n no way restrict Nnag.,..nt 
1cth1tiu thot are usenthl to the achtev.,.,.nt of our Refuge 
objecthas. Mdition•lly, t"- ongo1~ boundary dispute with tht 
Shto ,..ku 1t unclear what the clu1gnlt1on would voographicllly 
oncooop1n. Thh strategy, therefore, Cllh for further study 
before puNu1~ noooinot1on. (RPA Stratogy 15 hu been r...,ordod to 
reflect tha nud to f1rst study tho hopl1ctt1ons of thh strategy 
before 100ving toword 1~~pl-ntat1on.) 
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University of Hawaii at Manoa 

Rei~ Monocer 
Howoll ond Poel!lc !!Iondo 

ll'lldll!e Reluce 

-o.IC..... 
Cttwfot4 tt7 • 11&0 C.mpDe ltQofld 

HCMtalflll"- Hnu.JI MID 

T•loph""* (..,J --

100 Alo Moono Boulevord ts302 
P.O. Box 50181 
Honolulu, Howoll 98!50 

Otu Slra 

Droll Muter Plon/Environmontollmpeel Slolemenl 
Hotlonolll'lldll!o 1\olup , 

tlorthw .. tern Hoovollon lslondo Arehlpeloco 

November U, UU 

REo0401 

Tho Envfronmenlol Center hu eon<blted o review ot tho above eHed dooument with 
tho oSJI!Ionee o! 8heUo Conant, Oonerol SdeneOj Robert llehroeder, HowoU Cooperotlvo 
Pbhory R .. eoreh Unll/7.oolotm Joequelln Miller ond Jullono Monour, l!nvfronmenlol 
Center. 

The propooed management pion appean to be eomprohenolvo ond the 01!1!1 lo 
renerally well written, lloweur, we have two reneral •r.eu o( eonaern thlt 1hould be 
oddr ... ed In tho Pinal EIS. 

t. Ao otoled In tho Muter Pion/DEll! (p. e.4), bule authorltl .. ond mandot .. 
colllf becl< to ttot when tho rel-.e WM eolobllshed by Theodon Roooevolt 
.. tobllsh o eleor , .. .,... .. eo111ervotlon reoponolblllty tor tho U.8. Fish and 
1\'0dllte B"'vieo (USPWS) with record to the Howollon lllondo Notional lfUdllfe 
Refuge. However, tho UBPifS •r•ncy't 'minion ololement• b to 'provide the 
lederoll .. denhlp to eon1erve, prole<~l ond enhaneo ll•h ond wU<IIte ond their 
hebltols lor tho eontl,..lrc benerll ot people'. Aeeordlnc to the MP/DEIS 
'benefit lo peopto• hu been Interpreted 01 tho r"'f>>OllObUIIy to provfdo 
eerhln human "uaes" ol the uture resourae~. Henee, mueh Q( the 6ontent ol 
tho droll Mooter Pion lnvolvM tho vorlouo method! ond propoeed ouyo In which 
tho ,,.0\lt.., ol tho reluro eon be modo more readily uolloblo to human ..,., 
be II by tourf:,bo, phototrrophero, or oven eommerelol llsheriM. , 

AH IQUAL OPPO~llJIITTY I!Ml'LOYI!~ 

• • 
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Haw oil 1111d Pacl!lc lslon<il 
Wildlife Refup -2- llovemb« U, Ul4 

Bee•"'• the empll&ll• In the Muter Plon/I!IS lo 10 heovlly plo""d on thh '"'o" 
eon<!epl, wa conoldff It -entia! that the procedur11, method!, 1111d analyolo 
tochnlquetO thet wUI he required to -ur• thet eomp,..henolvo monltorlrc of 
the hum on octlvltleo, that are to be permitted or on<:ouurd In the refure, be 
tully documented. c,..talnly lhe prlmory 110a1, 11 mandated by oxocutlvo order 
and corer .... "'"'t he protootlon and pr ........ uon of the lr•trU• ecoiO(lcal 
onYlronm..,t of the ref"!!•· The propoood human '"'•' ~~<~ll'fltleo hove the 
potential tor the rroot .. t enYlronmontal lmpoot. Preoloo monltorlll( and 
documentotlon ol humM 'uoo' II -ontlal to adequately moot the USPWS'I 
protection reoponolbllltl01, 

2 dbCU!IOion and 011p1mlon ol the Mldwoy l.oland alternotlvo, u well u the I 
2. The toplo of llohery ouppo<t hollltleo 6oserv01 a opoclal focuo In the Plnald 

!IS. Thll would ln<!ludo the utlooale lor ohoorinr Tern Wand, furthOf 

appropriate teulblllty otudl• or ccot-benetlt analJOI• conoernlrc tbherleo 
development. 

Other opecltlo topl<lO ldentl!led by our reYlowero thel ohould he ad&' ... od In the 
Pinal !IS Includes 

31 i. 

41 2. 

!51 3. 

e I 4. 

The oerlouo roeHbh olruolen problem at Mldwoy ond lb lmpllcatlono (It any) 
with respect to the f>I'OPO"'d m•naK•ment pl1111. 

We note \hot on """' O,U end 7.U, the •col• In the 'Comporloon of 
Environmental Co,.equene ... .,. .. the ronre 'l'ooltlvo ConoequoneOI' to 'Very 
Pooltlvo Co<Wequon-•. Thla termlnolorY I• not otandord and Ill uoe may 
Invite arKUmenll eonoornlrc the value jud(emenllltlmplleo. 

on pore 5.2, we !"'llced thll thoro wu "" omlulon of a tilth Item In Plrure 3 
'Howollon blond! H WR Output Llot•. II thloo a typlrc o«or! 

We undontand the necessity of the Teehnlcol Appendlolll. However, oln<!e 
they are ooder npar1te eo¥er summaries ot their result. or eoncluslolll should 
be provided In the Pinal Ell! In order tor It to be eorwlderod • oell-eontolnod 
IMtrumflnt. 

lfo ml(llt add lor your further bookrround Information lhel obaervotlono by one of 
our reYlowero lndloal"' thet tiJer ohorko ore common at Midway bland durlrc the oummer 
montho of June ond July, colnoldln( with the Lo)'1an albetr- Oedtrirc polk. Theoo ohorlao 
althout!fl otlll prooent, oro al(lltod much 1- olton In A~J~U<t and the root o( the year, 
OnJ' reer •htrk!, In eontnt.tt, 1re eommon In all c•lenct.r montt. wUh no notle•ble pe1ki 
In 1bondtnee. 

• ; ,. ' . l r .0 t :. ; t • .f i i !i 

Response 

Response to University of llowoi1 ot Honoo (Envlro..,.ntal Center) 

I. 

2. 

J. 

W. con<:ur thot 110n1torlng of h..,.n acthltlu will b~ • crltlcol 
tl-nt In oor Refuge .... g .... nt progro•s. The FWS hu ,..do a 
subshnthl effort toword tho devolo~nt of baseline resource data 
and vorloos 110nltorlng .. lhods, Howtver, at this t1""' we have net 
yet dovtloped the specific !roceduru ond techniques for 1110nltorlng 
activities such u oxpande c....,rchl fishing, possible ln<:rusod 
lnttrprttlvt and tducotlonal uses on Torn lshnd or even o.:ean 
•lnlng off tho M\1111. At the pion• for these activities ore fl.--d 
up, tho FWS will develop ..,n1torlng procedures tollored to bo 
ruponslve to the anticipated I"'PICts which each acthlty would 
gonoroto. Monitoring woold be conducted on at lent two fronts -
tho huMin octhltles and the species likely to ~ loopacted. We 
antlclpoto thot all such acthltles and the specifics of FWS 
..,nltorlng procedures would be open to public rovl.,. through the 
HEPA process, 

The discussion of tho State's profosol to estobllsh • fhhory 
support bose ot French Frigate Shot s In Section IV.F.~. hu bo..n 
expanded to Include the rat1onolo for choosing Fronch Frigate 
Shoals, Tho State's proposol for 1 fishery support base •t Hldway 
Is odoquatoly oddrusod In Section IV.F.IO. Further dotalls 
rogardlng feasibility studios and cost-benefit onalyses oooy be 
obtained frooo the proposoh th..,selvu. 

FWS rocognhu tho reef fish clguotero probl.,. at Hldway, but fo..ls 
there will bt no .. jor IIOPllcotlons with respect to l01pl....,ntatlon 
of an ovorhy Refuge, The Njor arus of concern will be for the 
welhre of the sui population ond seabirds thot utilize tho 
hhnd, We will provide, or facilitate obtolnlng, technlcol odvlct 
on reef fhh and ossochted probl.,.. os requested, 

~. The consequences coonporhon chart hos been deleted frooo the flnol 
doc-nt to reduce confusion resulting fr"" the Inherent tendency 
to 'ovorgonorolho' fr001 charts of this typo, 

5. Tho ooolulon has ~en corrected, 

6. The Technical Appendices provide backup support tor the 01anag.,..nt 
•trottgles contained In the PA. In addition, they provide 1110re 
dotolled lnfonNtlon on the resoorce base of tho HIIIWR. The op
pondlcos IH!rt bound seperately so that the revl.,.lng public would 
net be dhtroctod by tho NSS of technical Nterhl on which the 
Hoster Phn/EIS h based, We therefore vi"" the Haster Phn/EIS as 
o self-contained document which con stond on Its own without tho 
appendices, 

1. FWS blol09hts hove olso noted tho rehtlonshlp betwren albotross 
fledging ond lht June-July peaks In the nulftbers of tiger shorks 
found oround Hldway lslond, Shork control hos been discussed In 
the pltnnlng process. It Is a potenthl strategy to ttoploy If 
future research/ooonltorlng sh""s that sharks constitute 1 
sl9nlflcont 1110rtal1ty foetor on such species os the endongered 1110nk 
seal or threo tened green seo turt It. 



Q) 
(/) 

c 
0 
a. 
(/) 
Q) 

0::: 

-c 
Q) 

E 
E 
0 
u 

-.. 
:f 
l 
E : 
0 
z 

' 'i' 

! 
.!! 

if ... ..,"' 
:i.! 
=~ ., 
~Jr: = 

• 
,-._ 
.,. 

• 
. 
;: 
e 
E 
g 
~ 
0 

f . 
It .., 
:i 

~ 
E 

" .8 
~ 
~ 

E .; 
o-_., 
_;-~ 
3i: 

~~ 
~'ii -= .. 
-~ •r 
- Q. 

~· 

t! 
·" ):'; 

!! 

~ 

8.86 



0) 

0, 
~ 

• 

• 

1 I 
2. 

31 

41 
51 
Ill 

27 october 1984 

Refuge Htt.nager 
Hawaiian talanda HWR 
P,O, Box 50167 
Honolulu, HI 96850 

Comment 

Dear Refuge Manager (aka Jerry, Dick, Stew, Darcy, Rob and Hark} I 

l ""' finolly committing '"Y comment• on the HWHI Hooter Plan to 
paper. overall, I felt you did a thorough and fair job, .. aintoining 
a clear rws comW~ltrumt to protecting the resource. I want to 
compli~nt you especially on your clear eu~ary presentation, eo 
often planning docuMenta are frustratingly obacure. 

Of the official altern•tives 1 1 favor rNs' .,.Preferred 1tlternatlve• 
with two exceptiona. rlrat, I think th• bpacta of the Uahery on 
listod apeclea ahould bo ooonltored under oil olternativea 1811), not 
juot tho RUlli perhapo I miaunderstood your intent. Second, I 
queation the wlado,., of providing fiahery atorage facilltiea on Tern 
Ia land. The plan did not eKplaln the value of ouch hcilitles, and 
l antlcipat~ many inevitable hassles aaaociated with aaeieting 
fiaher"'en with onloadlng and oft.loading geat at Tern, plua the 
pooaibility of gear theft or disappearance, Plainly, it will coat 
the fWS ftUbettmtill peraonnel time. The choice la youra, but 1 feel 
very otrongly that rWS SHOULD NOT SUBSIDIZE THE FISHING INDUSTRY, 
Any aervicea provided ehould be repaid AT LEAST in ah•red aupport of 
the at11tion or reciprocal aervicea of equal or greater value. 

since the "Preferred Alternative" i• the moat expensive, t also wiah 
to aub~it an economic contingency vote tor the "Resource 
Preservation Alternative. lf budgets are liMited, ~anagement 
activities should be guided by these atrategiea, except where they 
are more expensive te.g. annual va biannual erial photo aurveya}. 

How that you can tally •Y votes on your tick li•t, I also had a 
nuraber of specific comMent• that cn"'e to tatt aa I re~d the Draft 
Plan/EIS, which I'd like to ihare. Hope they are uaetul. 

VULNERABLE SPECIES! 
- Honi tor ing •nd regu latin9 nearahore veaae 1 traffic and illegal 
landings 1• eaaenti•l to ~HI wildlife protection, aince accidental 
introductions .and disturbance are the greateat threats to these 
ecosyatema, It should be high priority in allocating lunda, 

- I like your fioherman education pion lld, p 6,21) and suggest 
including photos, ~oviea •nd/or interviews on the recent groundln9• 
to dramatize tht'! reality of the )esaon. 

-1 can 1 t comment on "lower priority reaearch without knowing what 
it ie. J think this vaqueness le a weakness in the Plan. 

-1 perAonally do not support transplantation ol ende"'ic apeciea for 

• •:. t. ::. .. 

Response 

Response to Audroy K...,..n 

I. 

2, 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Tho strot~ to MOnitor tho t"focts of c...,.rctol ftshtng on lhted 

~~~::~r ~~:=~~~f~tt~:. t~~d t~!~~~:~f:~::r~:t~~~u'l~i~nd";"'.n: 1~~ 
nurshoro woters,• Tho recovery phns for listed spoctos sp•ctfy 
(or wtll spoctfy whon they oro proforod) thot h"'"n hopacts, both 
short ond long-teno, be continuo ly 1110n1torod and essu .. d to 
tnsuro thot lhttd spectu oro not further J•opordtzod, 

Tho strotogy to provide rocruttonol opportunity, storoge spoco ond 
otrcroft use ot Torn lshnd In support of o ""ltt-spoctu fishery 
hos boon rewritten to oddrus •- of tho concerns rohod. 

llht h tho FliS considers MOnitoring ond nguhttng nur-shoro vuul 
trofftc o high prtortty, pruontly we hove only • conceptuol 
undorstondtng of how to bopl-nt thh Hrotogy. Our current 
thinking h outltntd tn 1110ro detail tn the response to tho Western 
Poctftc Rogtonol Fishery Honag..,.nt Counctl, 14, pogo 8.73. 

Thonks for the good suggestion, We've oddod tt to the teKt and 
Intend to Include 1t tn tho t~pl..,.ntotton of oducottonol progro.., 
on grounding haurds. 

lower priority r.,urch refers to the lower prtortty 1t001s ltshd 
tn recovery plons that olth•r hove boon, oro botng, or wtll be 
preporod for tho sh lhtod spoctu. Exo...plu for the ooonk su1 
ore lhtod tn Section VI.D.2. 

6. A projoct with tho objective of tronsplontlng Mtlltrblrds to loyun 
hhnd wtll be undertaken only oftor thorough tuon010lc study ond 
ovoluotlon of hobltot roqulr-nh u discussed In tho Huter 
Phn/EIS, Tho potonthl loopoct of Mlllorblrds on ond..,lc 
lnvortobrotu at loyson will also b« considered, If o dechlon h 
011do to procud with tho tronsphnt, the ocologtcol loopoct will be 
closely ooonttorod. 
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Comment 

population prot~ction. However, it will inevitably be au99asted 
•gain and again, Therefore, l 1Uqge1t that you only consider 
porooittin9 lntroducqon of the 01illerbird to Layaon tr AND ONLY Ir 
it is done aB pdtt of a carefully planned, rigourou• research 
project to docu~nt and atudy the effecta of the introduction on the 
i1land'e vegetation, resident faun•, and the •illerblrdl the~eetve1. 
It ahould not b• done for aesthetic or purely failsafe reaaons, 

since you are creating a new, isolated population tahd' aacrlflcing 
unknown natural invertebarate populations) -- not really protecting 
the natural population on Hihoa. The ooanipuhtion Miqht be 
juatified if we could learn aomething about ecolo9ical and 
evolutionary proceaeee at the aa~e ti•e. such opportunities are 
rare. l aM not saying you ahould introduce birde, but if you decide 
to treat theae ialanda aa experi~ental 1t1tlone rather than 
tunctioning natural 11yeteme, we ehould reap the full bene! ita froltl 
each lll"'anipulatlon. 

ENVIRONilEHTI I just want to odd my atrong aupport for Hidway 
overlay status W!TII A RESIDENT REFUGE H~H~GER atationed on Hidway. 
tt'• a wonderful example of con•tructive inter-agency cooperation. 

OTIIER FISH ' HJLOLlFEI I am not clear on th• difference• between 
·~onitor seabird/other ooigratory bird population•' (B~II and 
•monitor the effect• ot the co~mercial fishery and other human 
activities ••• • IP~ ' RU~), e•pecially eince •MOnitor hu"'an 
activities and effect•" are in the 8~ in the next aection. However, 
1 agree that r~onltoring the wildlife resources is the kl!!ly•tone to 
good, rational mpnageml!!lnt rlecieons. 

SCIENTIFIC ' PROFESSIONAL SERVICES! 
- Biannual photo surveys are probably sufficient unless there has 
been a major weather event, e.g. hurricane or drought. 

- Hihoa is biologically the richest, Mo•t diverae island and 
deservee the atrlctest protection. field camps ehould be severely 
restricted. 

- Identification of invertebrate fauna and election of rare sp to 
threatened/endan?ered atatuo should be a very high priority. Juat 
because we haven t studied theM doesn't Mean they are not important. 

- 1 was very pleased to see the plan'• concern tor reeearch impacts. 
Population estimation ~nd v~getation aurveylng are probably the 

~ost disruptive, ~erial photography and •ound atudr •ample 
1election can minimize these impacts without aacrlf cing 
information. 

EDUC~T!OH/!HTERPRETATION 1 
Your work at Kilauea Pt. and your publication/public pre•entotion 
record are admirable. 1 concur with the FA and strongly oppol!le 
educational activities on any of the uninhabited islands. 1 believe 
Hidway and Tern (and possibly Kuret can meet all such needs. I'd 

~~~~.t~e~~T~!tl~~m~~dP~bYt~fE~ug!~~g~"~r~;f:~ ~pf{~~=r~~r 1 ~h~~~ntt. 

• 

7. 

e. 

Response 

'· 

Tho 'Other fhh and 1111dllfl' strategy to •.,onftor seabird and 
other •lgratory bfrd populations' In the Baseline Alternative dou, 
In hct, overlap In large OIOUUro the strategy to '1110nltor the ef
fects of c011111trchl fishing and other hUOIIIn acthtths' under the 
Ruource Ut111utlon Alternative. However, the htttr ts 100rt 
lnchsht and would go beyond mnttorlng seabirds (although sea
birds 11011ld be the prl.,.ry focus). For example, end011lc popula
tions ofJlants or anluh (not pr1!sent1y 1tsttd u threatened or 
endanger ) could be 100nttort>d under thh strategy. Aho, u 
ooentloned In tho te•t, the FilS (or other researchers) could 100nttor 
poulbh changes In reef or urine ecosyst..,s u 1 result of 
c0111110rctal fishing. 

The FilS Hawaiian and Pacific Islands COfl'lllU Office ts seeking 
outhor1utlon and funding for a posttfon In 1985 thet would Include 
envlro-ntal education rupon1lbtlltles, The ldt1 of a visitor's 
ctnter on Oahu to expose the publ lc to the resources or the IMH 
wu consldert>d In tho uster planning process. We aho consl~red 
lnltrprettvt exhibits at the Honolulu International Airport or the 
lhhop Huseuoo, two locations which would guarantee Nxl"""" public 
exposure. However, because thou uhlblts would necosurtly be 
1taottt>d to graphfc/vhutl presentations, they were dropped In favor 
of strategies to expand tho Kilauea Point Interpretive center, 
where vh ttors have on opportunl ty to actually seo Mny of the 
wt1d1 tfe res011rces of tho HWH1. ljon<theless, we do not Intend to 
close off the future option of SO!!IO type of Interpretive exhibit on 
Oahu. 

• 
I 
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Comment 

Five alternatives were conaldered to guide action in the next five 
years. I concluded that the ~oat promising five-year plan wae to 
hire a "dyna,..lc environlftent•l education profeaalona 1 to design and 
rubliciz.e a wide var~ety of educational •atecial• on NWHI natural 
history and resource i••ue•" tstaffed ~ • Ht. If .ore ti"'e te.g. 
the 10-20 yearl considered in the draft plan) and lncreaaed fundinq 
were available, then. a Vi•itor•e Center on O•hu Might be •oat 
effective (bett:.er than nature-tours to Midway or Tern - lee Fig. 2 
fro" roportl. I hope the rws will ot lust exoOiine the feasibility 
of such ~ center, possibly associated with Hanan• Ia. and supported 
jointly with Hawaii's Dept, of Land and Natural Reoourcu. It would 
be • lasting contribution to Hawaii'• understanding of its natural 
heritage. 

OTHER PUBLIC USES I 
- Emergency logistical support for fishin9 vessel• is completely 
appropriate for the refuge. 

-Can't support the RUA buoy within boundair•• due to increa!led risk 
of grounding by unfaMiliar and unregulated veaael traffic. 

- Hothership - I hove no objection to the 010therohip itself. 
However, with the addition I 1hip traffic, you will haVI!I t,o increase 
coa•t Guard patrols and wildlife monitoring to be oure people ore 
not vloiting the hlands illegally and to be aure the wildlife la 
not be advereely o!fected by tho fishing. 

- ~leo, see discussion of storage above. 

HISCI The Hawaii Botanical society (BOTSOC) recently voted to refer 
to non-natiVI!I plants in Ha~aii •• "alien• apeciea, rather than 
•exotic" apecie1. Personally, l welcome the change, aince l am 
often [aced with having to explain why soJnethlng •exotic• ia not 
desirable. ln contrast, •allen• ia inte,preted •• unknown and 
possibly undesirable. Please consider changing your terMinology in 
future docuJnents. 

tn aUmN~ry, 1 applaud the plan's commitMent to wildlife ntonitoring, 
prevention of accidental introduction of •lien lpeclea, and active 
public education. I believe the boot and highest use for the NWHI 
ia aa unaltered naturally functionln9 ecoayatell'la. ~cceaa 11hould be 
strictly liMited ond nearby traffic ohould be regulated to minir:1he 
unfortunate accident•. Within theae restrictions, both reaearch and 
COI'IU'IIercial fishing can be pursued. If l can be of any a1nistance in 
the futurl!l, please let ~e know. 

Sincerely 

!L~e~~•n 
i250B ~oko llcod 
Honolulu, HI 96816 

• s ~· 
Response 

9. A ooothtrshtp operotton will likely r.sult tn an tncruud presence 
by both the filS and U.s. tout Guard to ensure "''"'""1 ltnpacts on 
wtldltft. FWS 1t011ld pursue these strotevles os outlined under RUA 
15 (oho port or PA). 



(Xl 
(o 
0 

Comment 

. I 

MARINE MAMMAL COMMISSION 
ttl5 fYliTAEET. H.W. 

WASHHtOTOH, DC 20001 

Or. Richard WaSil 

~:!~fia~a~~~e~acitic Ialanda 
National Wildlife Refuge 

JOO 1\la Hoana Boulevard, Rm, 5302 
P,O, Box .50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Oeo!tr Dr. Waa8r 

9 November 198 4 

The Marine Haau:nal 'Corrrni•aion, in conaultation with ita 
Cormdttee of Scientific Adviaore on Marine HU~~Ull, haa 
reviewed the "Hawaiian Ioland• National Wildlife Refuge 
Haater Plan/Environmental Impact Statement• prepared by 
Region One of the u.s. Fiah and Wildlife Service and of!era 
the following comment• and recommendation•. 

GENERAL COHH£NTS 

The Haater Plan/Environmental Impact State~ent (HP/EIS, 
providea a general deacription •nd ••••••ment of a propoaed 
uater plan and four poaaible alternative• for ••naging the 
Hawaiian hlando National Wlldlifa Refuge, Fro,. the infor~~~ation 
provided, it oeeMe that the propooed action probably i• the 
preferred alternative. However, the nature, •cope, and 
po••lble con•equencea ot aome a•pecta of the alternative•, 
including the proposed action, are not deaoribed in au!ticient 
detail to be certain. Aa an example, the nature, acope, and 
poaalble con•equencea of the propoaal to continue and expand 

;~r~~= ~~~~;h:~~ ~~~·~~:~i~~n i~h:u~~~~~~~~td::~~~i~~ 
deterMine precisely wh•t 1• being propo•ed or ~hether the 
propcoal is compatible with other higher priority refuge 
u&es. 

In addition, it is queationQble whether each of the 
alternative• have been atructured so •• to exclude any 
aignifioant negative conaequencea •• i• atated on page 0,13 

2 I of the draft HP/EIS, It abo h not clear whether and, it 
so, what action has been taken purauant to Section 7 of the 
Endangered Speclee Act to enaure that certain activltie• 
propo1ed in the plan (e.g,, aupport tor commercial tiahing/motherohip 
operations, nature tour•, etc., will not jeop«rdi%e liwted 
•peciea auch •8 the Hawaiian monk eeal. 

\. 

Response 

Response to ~r1ne Ha...,.l C"""'1ssion 

I. We concur with your c""'""nt concerning the ex"''l>le cited and hove 
r.writteo thh strategy to clarify the FWS' position concerning 
support of the c....,.rchl fishing industry and to justify 011r 
actions regarding 1 ""oring buoy outside the Refuge boundary. 
Rtgarding the general lack of detail/specificity in the Huter 
Phn/EIS, plene refer to the response to the response to H1w1l1 
Audubon Society, II, page B.H. 

2. The chart hu been deleted fr"" the final document to rtduce 
tonfuston resulting fr0111 the inherent tendency to wovergene.nlhe• 
f...,. charts of this type, Before the Hoster Phn/EIS h finalhed, 
the Mation1l ~rln• Fisheries Service will be asked to revieW the 
doc,_nt with regard to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, 
porticuhrly to ensure thot our proposed octlons will not 
jeopordhe the Hawaiian Mnk sell. 

• 
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SPECIFIC COMME•lTS 

Page 4,17 (Other State Pro[haal• ••• ) 1 The aecond paragraph 
In thla aectlon lndicaEea aE a biological opinion, iaaued 
by the Hational Marine Fiaharifla Service in 19111, concluded 
that • fbhery support facility on Tern roland would jeopardize 
tne ~nk aeal and green aea turtle, and "propoaed the alternative 
of • MOtherahip operation.• The biological-opinion recommended 
that, •• a reaaonable and prudent alternative, the feaaibility 
of a motherahip operation be explored, It did not propose 
"'the alternative of a Mtherahip operation."' 

Page 4,18, par, 21 Thia paragraph indicate• that a State 
propoaal, to moor a Motherahip within French Frigate Shoale 
and to use Tern leland for •hart-term recreation, emergency 
evacuations and te.nporary •torage of fiahing gear, would 
require thorough a•aeaa~ent concerning com~tibility with 
refuge objectivea. From the information provided, it ia not 
clear whether the State h•• actuelly propoaed 1n00ring a 
~thership within French Frigate Shoal a or, alternatively, 
haa finalized a propoaal which 111ay or may not be aubr'l'lltted 
to the Fioh and Wildlife Service (fWS) and the Hatlonal 
Marine Fieheries Service (NHFS) for consideration. 

Such an action could impact monk aeala and other endangered 
apeclea and it ahould be noted that, in addition to ensuring 
compatability with refuge objective•, aaaeaaft'H!nt purauant to 
Section 1 of the Enda~ngered Specie• "ct would be required to 
insure conaiatency with the intents and proviaiona of ·the 
t::ndangered Specie• "ct. "leo, it should be noted that a 
permit from the coaat Guard would probably be required and, 
if •o, that Section 1 review would be necessary in order to 
install a lftOoring buoy eithtn inside or outside the refuge 
boundary at French rrigate Shoals. 

.# 

·~ • 
Response 

3, Wt con<:ur with uch of the specific c""""'nts Ndo and have 1110d1fled 
th• Muter 'lan/EIS approprlotoly, with th• oxceptlon of lt..,s 4-1Z 
be law. 

4, Tht luua of c-atlbi)Hy hu b••n addrusod for uch output In 
tho "confllct'sectlon of tho OUtput s ...... rl•s which .re lnclud•d In 
the Technical ~pendlx. ~dd1tlona11y, stratoglos nsochted with 
the FilS' support of tho c.,.,.rch1 fishing Industry have been 
chrlfled. 
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Page 5.1 (Vulnoroblo Specie•)• ~·drafted, the objective 
concerning monk •eal production and maintenance can be 
interpreted to m~an that the Service would prohibit any 
increase in ~nk leal populations at rrench Frigate Shoala, 
Hecker and Hihoa. If thl• la not the intent, 1uch an 
interpretation could be avoided by inaerting the warda •at 
or above preaent leveta• after the word •Hthoa•. lf it is 
the intent, the reaaon should be explained .. 

For almilar reasona, the word• •at leaat• •hould be 
inaerted bt!tween t:he word •to" and the wocd ••idcentury" in 
the second sentence describing the objective•. 

Page 5.9 (Item H) 1 Thb item h oomowhat ambiguouB. It 
might better be phrased a a follows 1 

"(14) Research Studiea1 Conduct and facilitate 
studies to gather data neceaaary to aaaeaa 
and ~onitor the status of refuge resource• and 
the e!fectiveneaa of conservation program•." 

Page 5.9 (Education/Interpretation) 1 Theae and other objectives 
are appropriate only when and if they are consistent with 
higher priority conoervation objective•, including the 
original purpose of the refuge to serve aa "• preaerve and 
breeding ground for native birds." To emphaaize thia.point, 
it ~ight be desirable and appropriate to .nake theae objective• 
condition~!. For example, objective 15 might uaefully be 
revised to read •omething like1 

"(15) Environment•! Education (EE)a Encourage 
off-•lte Ee activities at ~re accesaible 
locations, where compatible with primary 
conservation objectives, Facilitate, where 
possible, limited on-site EE experience for 
both teachers and students." 

Page 5,9 (Other Public Uaea) t This section atatea that 
support for commercial flahin9 outside the refuge boundary 
has been "evaluated as co~patible with refuge purpose•"• Aa 
noted previously, the rationale for thia statement ia not · 
self-evident and should be provided. 

Pagea 6.20 to 6,22 (Regulate and monitor nearahore vessel 
traffic} a Thla aecElon proposes the eatabllahient of a 
~9 interagency committee• to consider and implement 
~aouroo for reducing the riok of and enhanalng the ability 
to respond to vessel grounding•. lt does not indicate how 
thi• committee would be constituted, how it would operate, 
what authority it would have, or what it would or could do 

• 

·~ 

5. 

Response 

c-nt acknowlodged. As referenced on page 6.20 the working 
l•terogency conolttoe h a conceptual propo<al at thh tl""' which 
w ftel h opprofrlate for the conceptual fo,.at of the Hoster 
Phn/EIS. Operlt onal detolh such as c"""'lttee constitution end 
authority have not been fully devel011ed IS a pert of the Muter 
Phn/EIS, Hotters of thh type will be oddr•ued through an 
operotlon~l level or phnnln<J lfhtch will follow approvol of the 
Hoster Phn/EIS. Also, see response to Western Poclflc Reglonol 
Fishery Nnog..,.nt council, 14, pogo e. 73. 

• 
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to facilitate consideration and implementation of the 
propoeed mea1ures listed on pagee 6.20 and 6.21. such 
information is neceaaary to judge what reaaonably •ight be 
accompllahed by the cotreitt4!!e and to adequately evaluate the 
proposed action. Therefore, • ~re detailed diecueaion and 
evaluation of thi• action item should be provided in the 
final HP/EIS, 

Page 6.29 (Ite~ 19)' Although it seeM• reasonable, aa 
ln~plled here, Eo aaaUMe that there would be leal poaalbility 
of adverse effects froa. inatall•tion of fl ..oaring buoy 
outside, rather than inaide, the refuge boundary at French 
Frigat• Shoal•, the riak of adverse ill'pacta ••Y well be 
aignificant in either caae. Inatallation of • MOoring buoy, 
either inaide or out•ide the refuge boundary, pre•umably 
would re•ult in increa•ed Veeeel traffic and t:i•hlng effort 
in the vicinity of Fronch Frigate Shoah which, in turn, 
would reeult in increased risk of groundin9•, colli•iona, 
oil epllle, loa• or du~lng of net fragment• and other 
debria, diaturbance, etc. such thing• could adveraely 
impact MOnk aeala or other endangered epeclea, or result in 
the destruction or degradation of habitat critical to their 
eurvlval. 

In recognition of thi• potential for adveree impacte on 
endangered and threatened ape<;:iee, it ia neceaaary for the 
fidh and Wildlife Service to undertake review of thi• 
proposal purauant to Section 1 of the Endangered Specie• ~ct 
and to document the reaulta of that review in the final 
HP/EIS. It i• clear that review i1 required tor thoae 
activitie• euch as providing aupport 1ervicee to commercial 
fiahin9 operation• which would be authorized under the 
master plan to occur within the boundaries of the Refuge. 

Comment 

In addition. btc•u•e authorization for the pl•ceMent of 
the motherahip ~ooring buoy would probably bo required from 
the United States Coast Guard, it should also be indicated 
thot Section 7 review would be required for thot rederol 
approval process.. In this regard, the co,.'liaaion recoll'tfnenda 
that the rloh and Wildlife Service contoct the co .. t Guord 
to dete110ine it a permit would be required for the buoy. It 
ao, the Service •rid the Coast Gu•rd ahould diacuaa the atepa 
that would have to be taken to provide Section 7 review for 
that permit approval proces1. In addition, if • perMit is 
required the HP/EIS should be revised to indicate that fact 
and to dlacuaa the Section 1 review procedure• that will be 
incorporated into the Coaet Guard' a perl'!llit ieauance deciaion 
n~aking proceaa. SiMilar efforts ahould be .. ada to determine 
if a Corpa of Engineer• authorization auch as • pe~it under 
Section 10 of the River• and Harbor• Act of 1899, is required 
for mooring buoy installation. 

• . ' 

6. 

7. 

8. 

i ~· 
Response 

Thh strotegy hu been rewritten to clorlfy/justtfy the FWS' posi
tion, 

FilS Section 7 review wu lnlthted upon c""'!'lotlon of the Droft 
!Iuter Phn/EIS. The findings of this review have lndlcoted that 
olioptlon of tho Preferred Alternothe will pr.,.,.,te conservotlon of 
1 hted species. 

C......ent •cknowledged, Reference as to the need for opproprhto 
Section 7 reviews end vorlous peno1ts hu been noted. FWS ou..,.s 
the le•d role In lnlthtl119 Section 7 review of Preferred 
Alternotho strotegles on endangered species. Furthenoore, It Is 
recognized thot the U.S. Cout Gu•rd would lnlthte Section 7 
rovlew of the phc-nt of • onoorlng buoy and the Corps of 
Englnurs tht suoo 1<1th .rtgord to Section ID or the Rivers •nd 
Horbors Act. Addltlonol procedure] detolls hove not been Included 
due to tht conceptuol nature of the !laster Phn/EIS. 

',', 
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Comment 

The i~portance of undertaking Section 7 review for 
theoe activitieo io illuatrated by the 1981 biological 
opinion rendered by the National Marine Fisheries Service, 
which concluded thot conwercial fishing opentiono within 
the boundarieo of the Refuge would jeopardize the continued 
exi•tence of the Hawaii•n ~onk aeal. 

Pafe 6,36 (Item 2)1 Thio item indicoteo that the Preferred 
AI ernaElve would include, •• does Re•ource Protection 
Alternative No. 1 1 conduct of lower priority reaearch and 
~•nagement action• in recovery plane. FrOM the information 
provided, it is not clear precisely what re•earch and 
management actions will or will not be i~pleMented under 
the various manAgement option•. Aleo, it 1• not clear how 
the proposed plan con•ider• and reflect• action• reco~ended 
in the Hawaiian Honk Seal Recovery Plan and r•covery plana, 
if any, for other endangered and threatened •pecie• which 
occur in the Refuge. In this regard, it ia not ole•r whether 
efforta needed to effectively lmple~ent recovery plane were 
determined and uaed to develop the identified alternatives, 
including the preferred alternative, or whether the •lternatlvea, 
aa described, reflect an aaauMption that recovery pl•n• 
should and would be implemented differentlr under different 
refuge management etrategiea. Aa an exa~p e, the NHFS ha• 
lead responaibillty for determining and taking actions 
needed to protect and encourage recovery of the Hawaiian 
monk aeal but it is not clear whether the proposed ~aster 
plan reflect• actiona being taken or planned by the HHFS or 
considers only those action• being contempl•ted by the FWS. 

To provide • more adequate baaia for evalu•ting the 
propoaed action, the final HP/EIS should provide a more 
detailed description of the research and -anagement actiona 
which would be taken under the various alternative• and how 
theae would affect and be affected by efforts to l~~nplement 
the Hawaiian monk seal and other recovery plana. 

Pa£e 6.36 titem 4,1 Under the Endangered Bpeclea Act, the 
Na lonal Harln~ Fiaheriee Service, not the rlah and Wildlife 
Service, is authorized to deaignate critical habitat for the 
Hawaiian ~nk aeal. Therefore, to avoid confuaion, thia and 
other ai~ilar attteMenta in this document ehould be clarified. 
This atatement would be More accurate, for example, if it 
wae changed to reada "Designate or support designation of 
critical habitat .•• • 

Page• 6.39 and 6,40 (lte~• 20 and 21) 1 There can be little 
doubt that IE would be beneficial Eo provide acceaa to Tern 
Island, ae proposed, provided euch an action would not jeopardite 

• 

Response 

9. RPA IZ lhtJ six projocts usochted ~lth "lower prlortty research 
and .. nag-nt actions In recovery plans.• HM 11 descrlbos stx 
other higher priority projects usochted ~tth "high priority 
ruurch and .. nog-nt tuks In recovery plins. • Although theso 
projects are not described In any detail (we fool such ~auld be 
lnapproprhtt for the conceptual fotllllt of the Huter Phn/EIS), 
tho ti"'Plt listing of the projects should ght the ruder an appre
ciation for the overall level of comltonent to recovery plan 
ruurch/Nnag..,.nt action for each alternative. In the case of 
the MOnk $Ul recovery phn, responslbtltty, for I"'Pl..,.nti09 recov
ery action h sharod btt~een tt1FS and FWS. OUr Intent In HM II 
and RPA IZ h to lllll'l..,.nt all of those actions that are wtthln our 
Nnag..,.nt capability that hove reasonable odds of producln9 
resource re:sults. These actions are. 1n our view, an 1ntegn1 part 
of the Hoster Phn/EIS. Clurly recovery plans for the MOnk seal 
and Layson d<Jck Were strong influences In our phnni09 process. 

to. S...ll nature tour and photography/Journalhll groups have routln<!ly 
and successfully utilized Tem lshnd In the put. FWS personnel 
have oxptrhnced I lttle difficulty in providing proper "'ntg..,.nt/ 
supnvhlon of the groups. Because we are proposing only a slight 
lncreuo In thh acthtty over uht1ng levels, we envts1on f.,. tf 
any operational concerns. 

• 
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endangered or threatened apeciee. It alao eee~• unlikely 
that the progrllm envi•ioned on pages 6.3J and 6.34 "'auld 
jeopardize endangered or threatened •peciea, provided refuge 
atatf would be able to provide adequate eupervi•ion. 

It le not clear, however, that the refuge etaff could 
provide adequate eupervieion and, before autho.:-ialng euch 
activitiea, a review ahould be conducted to enaure that 
etaff eupervlaion would be •dequate to aaaure that the 
proposed action would not jeopardize IQOOk eeala or other 
endangered or threatened epee lee. The reeulte of thi• 
review ohould be reported in the final HP /EIS. 

Comment 

Page 6.40 (Ite• 22) 1 The Hut oentenc• in thh uction 
eEaEea Ehata "fhle etrategy recognizee both the need to 
reduce the riek of veeael grounding• and the legitimate 
right of the fiahing induatry to operate tree frora unneceu•ary 
regulation and invaaion of privacy.• It doea not deecribe 
or provide an asseasment of the •atrategy• which ia being 
proposed, 

Page 6.40 (Item 23) 1 Precioely what h included in thh 
propoaal la not clear. It impliea, tor example, that more 
them one buoy .aight be inatalled out aide the refuge boundary. 
It alao indicate• that regulated •cceaa to T•rn I1land would 
be provided for liMited recreation, equipment atorage and 
emergency evacuation when weather condition• wl.thin the 
Shoal• Make o.all beat octivitie• permiooible. It i~plieo 
that the rws ho• deter11ined that ouch octivitiu would be 
compatible with th• primary purpoae1 of the refuge, and 
would not jeopardize end•ngered or threatened apecieat but 
does not provide the rationale for thia determination .. 

such an action could jeopardize the Hawaiian monk 'e•l 
and other endangered apecies. Therefore, •• noted earlier, 
the FWS ahould undertake a Section 1 review to determine 
whether the propoaed action ~ight have • aignificant adverae 
impact on the Hawail•n monk aeal or other endangered apecies, 
and, if ao, how the i~pact1 might be avoided. The result• 
of the review ahould be reflected and reported in the Final 
HP/EIS. 

Page 7.4 par. 21 The dat• presented in Table 2 do not 
aupporE f:he aEaEement in thi• paragraph that the rate of 
increase in monk seal u•e of Tern Ialand beachel appear• to 
be leveling oft. 

Page 7.16 last paragraph! The baala for the atatew~ent in 
the 1econd sentence of the paragraph concerning expectations 
for an additional intuaion of non-federal dollar• for reaearch 
in the Northwe•t Hawaiian Ialand• ia not •elf-evident and 
should bl! explained. 

• :..: ~· 
Response 

11. Thh otrahgy expand• upon RPA II which describes In gruter detail 
tho otrote91 to re<JUhte and MOnitor nearshore vessel traffic. 

12. Thh 1trot119Y has been rowrltten to clarify and Justify FWS' 
pooltlon r119ardlng oupport of the c""""'rchl fishing Industry. 
Section 7 con1ultotlon by both HHFS and FWS wl 11 oddress thts 
otrotegy. The FWS section 7 blologlcol opinion Issued on Jonuory 
10, 1985 concluded thot odoptlon ond l.,pl..,.ntotlon of the 
Proftrred Altornotlvo would pr01110t1 conservotton of the otx I hted 
opeclu addrusod In thh Kaster Plln/EIS. This finding hiS been 
Incorporated Into the final Maotor Phn/EIS. HHFS soctlon 7 revlow 
findings are oxpected In July 1985. 
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Page 7,25, second ~aragrapht Since the deacription of the 
Preferred Alternat ve on page 6.39 indicates that Kure would 
be eliminated from coneideration AI the deatin•tion for 
nature tours and education programs, reference• to Kure 
!a land in this p•ragroph probably ohould be deleted. 

Pa~e 7.6 (loot Ear.) 1 Among other thingo, thio paragraph 
In lcaEea EhaE fh ter~;eatrlal and Marine biological 
reaourcea will benefit directly from continued aupport of 
tioherieo in the NWHI and that ~onitoring may reoult in 
soMe future modification of the fiahery aupport progra~, in 
the intereat ot preventing adverse impacta. It ia not aelf
evident that the fiohery oupport prograM will not hove 

Comment 

adverse effecta on either terreatrial or ~arine biological 
resources or that the referenced monitoring will be aufficient 
to detect and prevent poeeible adveree.i~pacta. Therefore, 
aa indicat~d ~arlier, the FWS ahould undertake Section 7 
conaultations to determine whether the proposed continuation 
and po .. ible expanoion of .fbhery oupport octivitlea likely would 
jeopardize ~onk seals or any other endangered or threatened 
species and, if not, whether on-going and planned »anitoring 
progra~• and regulatory progra~s are adequate to detect and 
prevent pos1ible unfo,reaeen !~pacta. 

Page 7.9, par. lt .The latter option referenced in the ·last 
eenEence In Ehla paragraph alao could reduce the riak of 
fuel apilla, groundinge, and disturbance fr<* veaael traffic 
in the vicinity of the refuge. Therefore, it would be 
appropriate to add a aentence that read a aOIOCtthinq like 1 

"The latter option alao could reduce the riak that fuel 
•Pilla, grounding•, and nearahore veaael traffic could 
adversely affect wildlife reaourcea in the refuge." 

BUMHARr COMMENTS AHD.RECOMHEHDATIONB 

In sunYtu.ry, while Molt aspect• of the propoaed action 
seem appropriate and justified, it 1• not clear that continUed 
and expanded support of fiahery development in the Northwest 
Hawaiian leland• are compatible with other higher priority 
objectives, such •• protection of endangered and threatened 
lpecie•, or that propoeed •onitoring and management program• 
will be sufficient to detect and prevent po1aible adveree 
etfect•. In addition, it io not clear that the propooed 
plan appropriately reflect• the National Marine Fisherie8 
Service • • re•pon•ibilitie• and efforta to iMplement the 
Hawaiian Honk seal Recovery Plan. Therefore, if the Fi•h 
and Wildlife Service ha• not already done ao, the Commi••ion 
recow.nends that it undertake consultationa, pur•uant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Speciee ~ct, to ensure that the 

• •• 
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I 
propoaed action will not jeopardize the Hawaiian nK>nk aeal 
or other endangered or threatened •peclea, or result in 

·2 the deatructlon or acJverae modification of habitat critical 
to their survival, that tht propoaed •etlan be modified 
aa neceaaary to reflect the reaulta of the reviews, and that 
the reoulto be reported in the final HP/EIS, 

If you have any queationa concerning these comments 
or recommendations, pleaae let me know. 

Sincerely, 

c~·~·· ---Joh R. Twias, Jr. 
Executive Director 

• ,. ; \ ~ I i ' [ i ;; ~· l ·:~ . - ... 

Response 
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October 29, 1984 

Refuge Mana get' 
Hawaiian I1land• NWR 
P.O, BoX 50167 
Honolulu, HI 96850 

Dear Sl.rr 

Theae commenta are in reaponse to the DES 19448 concerning the 
master plan of the Hawaiian leland• HWR. 

The draft generally preaenta a reaaonable attempt to balance the 
multiple demand• on NWHI reaourcea. However, it focuaea primarily 
on action• that the Fioh ' Wildllfo Service (FWS) can take to 
reach the varioua tnana9ement objactivee. Little effort waa 
apent on potential action• of other federal agenciea or Congreaa. 

The National Environmental Policy Act (HEPA) i• an action-
forcing statute. HEPA regulation• 1tate that alternative• to a 
proposed action are •the heart of the environmental impact 
otatement," 40 C.F.R~ I 1502.14 (1984), Such alternatives muot 
include reasonable alternative• that are not within the juris
diction of the lead agency. Id. Court came• that have interpreted 
HEPA hav·e clearly come to thi8 conclu•ion. For exal1'1ple, Circuit 
Judge Leventhal in Natural Reaource• Defen•e Council v. Horton, 
458 F. 2d 827 (D.C. clr. 1972) ohted 

Congre•• contemplated that the I~pact Statement would 
constitute the environmental •ource ~aterial for the 
inCormAtion of Congres• •• well a• the ~xecutive, in 
connection with the makin9 of relevant decision•, and 
would be available to enhance enlightenment of--and by-
the public ••• the mere fact that an alternative require• 
legislative implementation dotn not auto~rtatically 
eotabliah it ao beyond the dcmoin of what io required 
for diecuaaion, particularly •inc• NEP~ wa• intended 
to provide a ba•i• for con•ideration and choice by 
the deci•fonmakera in the legi•lative ae well a• the 
executive branch. 456 r.2d at 833-37. 

Given the explicit regulation• and the legi•lative intent of NEPA, 
it io clear that the draft ma•ter plan '- inadequat•. While it 
1• a coherent exposition of the mean• by which FWS can achieve 
aome of it• goal•, ~any other reasonable alternative• have not 
been explored. These are not nece11arily •better" than the 
preferred alt~rnative in the draft •••ter plan but they muat be 
diecua1ed in order to comport with the intent and requirement• 
of HE~A. Only after 1uch analyei• CAn deci•ionmaker• and other 
intereated pattie• •elect a preferred alternative. 

• 

Response 

Ruponso to Craig S. Herrtson 

I. The early phuu of the HilMI 111aster planning proce5S Included an 
extonsho scoplf19 effort whore considerable discussion of other 
poulblt alternatives occurred, A variety of altornattvos were 
considered ln<:ludlng ones sloolhr to those referenced on page 2 of 
your letter, for 111ny of tho same reasons cttod In your propoSil 
for 1 01arlne sanctuary (splintered jurtsdlctlonol responslbtlttln 
aooong federal resource agenctu, conn feting policies and goah 
a100ng concerned state and federal agencies, single purpose lntorut 
groups that could never function u part of a HIIHI c"""'tsslon, 
etc.) these alternatives art viewed as not hovlng a reasonable 
chance of be(ng lonple..,nted. for these reosons we have not 
addreutd ldeu such as a Nrlne sanctuary as fully-developed 
alternatives In the Hoster Phn/EIS. We did, however, fool It 
approprhto to ln<:lude In our Preferred Alternative a strategy to 
uploro a 111rlne sanctuary, outside the scope of the "-ster 
Phn/EIS once It ts approved. 

• 
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Re fug~ Hanlllger 
page 2 

Thl!l final ml!later plan ehould totally reorgani-.e ita approach 
and thoroughly dlacuaa the me rita and diaadv•ntagea of 1 

1. changing the refuge boundaries by federal 
atatute {either incr:eaalng or decreaainq 
refuge waters) J 

2. cteating a marine aanctu•ryt 

J. creating a NWHI Convdaaion by federal atatute 
to admin1ter the land• and waters of the NWHI 
(ftlemberahip of the co..mi••ion comprised of 
appropriate t~~genciee and interest groupe) 1 

4. creQtin9 • atate entity to INlnage the NWHI 
within federal guidellnea1 

5. other similar poooibilitioa, 

The preferred alternative and nu11ater planning proceaa aolve 
few, if any, of the HWHI reaource preble~. The DES recognizee 
that rws• ability to functionally managf!l the reaourcee haa been 
complicated by the State'• reluctance to acknoWledge FWS 
jurisdiction, Tho DES neglocta to ""'ntion that f'WS 0 obility to 
.nanage ••rine bird•, the I"'tiv&tion for eatabliehlng the refuge 
in U09 0 h aedoualy hampered by tho legal opinion of tho 
Department of the,Interlor that Interior cannot ~enforce the 
Higrotory Bird Act beyond the threo-01ilo territorial aoa, 
Fiahing for tunas out1ida refuge boundariea I'IAY impact aeabird 
population•. Deepsea mining for cobalt-rich Nnganeae pru&ta 
rt'AY occur near the refuge and affect refuge wildlife via the 
food chain. The exi1tin9 refuge framework cannot deal with theae 
problema, and a planning document that aeeka to manage resource a 
for aeveral decade• rei)Uirea more foreaiqht than haa been ahown 
in tho DES. The approach of the draft JUator plan may be 
appropriate for typical FWS terreatrial refugea in North ~erlca, 
but h inadequate for tho HWHI. Tho EIS h an opportunity to 
rigoroualy explore and objectively evaluate raaaonable alternatives, 
not •erely endorae policiea and •pproachea of the paat. The 
acope of thla effort ia far too limited. 

In addition to general coi'MWinta on the adequacy of the DES 1 

aeveral specific alternatives merit connentt 

(1). The master plan contemplates an F'WS role in conducting 
natura tour•. While th• idl!la of nature tour• on lildway ia 
excellent, it is inapptopriate for a government agency, federal 
or state, to become a tour operator. Thia would commit precloua 
dollars and ceilings to an activity that would be far more: 

z. 

:] • l .. 

Response 

Included In the U.S. Nav/'s ruponse to the Oren linter Phn/EIS 
h the H•t-nt thot •.• Hldwoy h 1 01ll1tory lnstolhtlon 
cloud to the public ••• the hhnd will not be open to recre
ltlonol or expanded visitor use.' See poges B.U end B.~J. Thh 
stlt-nt hu cause<! us to revise strotegles regordlng Interpretive 
use ot 1\ldwoy hhnd and Nkes the discussion of private vs, 
gover-nt oper.tlon of Interpretive tours 010ot. Refer to 
ruponst to Dep•rtant of D~fense. Hudquarters Haval But Purl 
Horboro IZo page B.~z. 
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Refuge Html!lget 
page l 

efficiently adminiotered by the private wector r there io no 
reaaon for feder~l employee• to be tour guide• on Midway. If 
natur• toura to Midway are economically feaeible, it will not 
be difficult to locate tour operator• that have e!Milar 
experience ela~here. Conllderation Might be given to 
wponaerwhip of auch toura by the Biwhop Muaeum, Waikiki 
Aquarium, or the Oceanic Society. The rea•on there are no 
toun on Midway today h the refuwal of the u.s. Havy to 
guarantee acces1 on tour datee. FWS' .:taat poaitive role With 
Hidw•y tour• i1 ai~t~ply to convince the Navy to allow them, not 
to attempt to run or regulate auch tour•. 

(2), FWS ahould clarify the purported benefit• in adding Midway 
to the refuge •Y•tem. The OtS impll•• that FWS cZtnnot •olve 
wildlife problem• on Midway unle .. it beco""'• • wildlife 
refuge, The primary wildlife probleM on Midway today ia the 
explo1ion of the rat population• that threaten the exiatence. 
of the Bonin petrel colony there, a problem that ha• been 
recognized •ince at lea1t 197.9. FWS could solve thi• problem 
now. The Animal Damage Control Divialon of tlfB ha• conducted 
re.eearch on rat population• and control in the IUge~r carle fielde 
on the leland of Hawaii for many yeara. The research did not 
occur on any wildlife refuge. 1 hope that the •xiat•nce of 
the Bonin petrel population on Hidway i• not being ueed ae a 
bargaining chip to add Midway to the refug• ayatem. 

(3). The coat• of managing and monitoring the re1ourcea of the 
HWHI could be aubotanthlly reduced if the Point Reyu Bird 
Ob1ervatory (PRBO), or • •i~ilar in•titution, ran Tern I1land 
and other field campa. PRBO h•• run the field co.mp• and 
conducted research on •eabirda and aeal• in the rarallon I1landa, 
another wildlife refuge, for over a decade. such an approach 
could eaaily work in th• NWKI, and ahould be explored and 
evaluated in the final environmental impact 1tatement. 

(4). If FWS continue• to do ita own reaearch in the HWHI, it 
ahould explain why it do•• not u•e it• own Reaearch Diviaion. 
FWB haa a team of 1eabifd apeciallat• in Anchorage th~t could 
provide long-term technical aupport for the refuge. 

Thank you for thia. opportunity to comment on the D£5. 

Sincerely, 

0-o--t~ ~ .1-\()..IJ.UO--
Craig s. Harri•on 
46-024 PUUlena St, 1614 
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744 

• 

Response 

'3, The benefits euocl.ted with In "overhy' refuge et Mldwey Jshnd 
art rehren<:od In MAA Strotegy 19 u • ... to enhonct the 
offectheneu of fhh and wildlife progriMS It Mtdwoy Atoll .... ' 
The key roftron<:e htre Is 'enhonco. • It Is tnro thot certoln 
oxhtlng resource probl..,. at Midway can be addros<ed through the 
current cooper1tlve wildlife Nnog..,.nt agre.,..nt. However, 
'ovorhy' rtfuge stotus provides for a grutor opportunity In 
Nnoglng ru011rcu of the hhnd toward ech(ov..,.nt or rofugo 
obje<:tlvu, provldod our ••nog..,.nt does not confl (ct with tho 
Navy's Ol'fratlon. ExNOplU of such opportunities Include the 
provision of direct ushtonce to the naval controctor In rot 
control tfforh through the presence of on on-site refuge ,.nogerj 
tho provision of sl•lhr ouhhnce In the effort to contro 
toOsqultou 11 vectors for ovhn pox ond avhn .,.hrh; and stronger 
enforc..,.nt or the regulations restricting occus to tho ronk sui 
houlout buchu ot Eutorn Island. 

4 •. 

5. 

The quutlon of who spoclflcolly oporotu tho Torn lshnd field 
stotlon ond other field cNOps In the Hllf\IR h • dell I hd, 
operotlonal Ntter that h not opproprhtely eddressed In the 
Muter Phn/EIS. In our view, the brooder and 1110re l""ortont 
hsuu oro: I) whether the operation of the Tern lshnd field 
stotlon ond other field ca...,s should be conttnued ot allt 2) the 
objecttvu/ purpose of thue oper.tlons; and J) the 
prlorlty/h•porhnct of these operations. These have been addressed 
thoroughly In the Muter Plan/EIS, < 

As 1 porenthetlcol note, Point Reyes Bird Observotory (PRBO) 
octhltlu In tha forollon hhnds would not be poss(ble without 
the conslderobh flnonchl ond operHional/Nintenonce support pro
V(ded by the rws. Currently the rws provides 1pproKIMately S35,0QO 
for uhrlu ond ,.lntolns thret diesel generotors end other hcll
ltlu In tha hrollons. Addltlol!flly, PRBO draws 100stly on volun
teer labor to conduct studlu on the forollons, Volunteers art 
responsible for providing the(r own tronsportotton to and fr001 the 
h lands, SUch on trrong.,.nt, because of s lgntfl cantly grooter 
loghtltol constraint< Is, In our opinion, not fusible In the 
HINWR. 

Resurch and ooonltorlng stroteghs Included In tl.! Preferred Alter
nottvo of tho Hoster Phn/EIS oro d(rectly rehted to Nnog.,..nt 
octlons neoded to enhonce/preserv. certlln popuhtlons of wildlife 
species. For this rnson, strategies concerning ruearch and 

. ..,.,ltortng have been dete"'(ned to be on opproprhte function for 
the Refuge staff. rurtherooore, the Ntter of whtch division of the 
rws conducts the octuol resurch/toOnltorlng activities h oho on 
operotlonol Ntter th1t ruts outside the scope of this docutntnt, 
What wo belltve to be tho ltnporhnt Issues regarding resurch/ 
100nltorlng art: . I) ldenttflcotlon of what roseerch/1110nltor(ng h 
neoded to effoctlvely Nnage and pre urn (tnportant wtldl tre re
sourcut 2) rev (ew/supervls I on of resurch to Insure study objec
thu are achlevedt 3) the priorities of such octh(tlu; and 
4) lnsurlnt thut activities are consistent with rws policy for 
resurch on units of the Refuge Syst..,, Each of thou Issues hu 
been oddressod tn the Hoster Phn/EIS. 

• 

.• 
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ITATI: 0,. HA.WAII 
DEPAfHM(NT Of" LAHO ANO NATUfV,l. f'U;aOU,.CI[• 

1-+0f<+QlUI..U HAWAII ··~· 

Octd>er Jl, 1984 

or. Richard llou, ~>ofl>:.le 11aooqer 
1\!Naiian Ialonde NotionalWildllte 

l'ofuge 
u.s. rhh """ WlldUfe Service 
p, o. - 50167 
Honolulu, "-ll 96850 

Cle4r Dr. Wua t 

Comment 

~<*Q.~tfl~ 

--~· ... --~ 

Of::.c:= .._......., 
_.,oc ... _ __ ,IQOO_ 
-~·..._---· :·:.:_~··"' "'A .... -1 

·~u•- ~ ,..,..;._,., 

fToclooed ore cur ~t'e com-ente oo the Drllft of the ~ian 
Iolonda H.otiooal Wildlife l'ofu}o llaJiter Pl...,/D1Ylttrmontel Jnt>ocl ,....., • ..,..,t 
""" 'l»ccn{cal J~Woodioeo • 

lie ore glad that -.y elanente of our rx.-.ch rrlgate Sll:>elo fLohing 
~ otetloo pr:opooal were Jr.ooriorated into the dntt llaJiter Plan. 'l1le 
Service' • cx:nalderotioo of p.i>Uc """" .--11 in the lliiii lo "WW"Ciated, It 
h our lq>e to CX>Otin.>o to MXl< a:;q><Oratlwly with the Setvioe to pr:ot.!d: end 
"""""9" the unique wildlife and rei!O.lrclM of the IH!l. 

lie haw oeYeral general nl8etvationa xegatding the otrat:egieo preaented 
in the draft, llaolcally, they """""""' l:ho8e !tar. that :lnvolw the . 
jw:lodicUooal dispute be- the etate .00 federal ~t, ard 1:1-.
thot rray 1Jrpoct the a tete' • plane for fiaherlee dewlopreot ard ~t in 
the IH!l. 

'llle etate doee rot I:IICOJ!ll.. the bo.rodariee foe the H.waiion lllandto 
tlational Wildlife l'ofuge tHINoiRI that yrt1 '""'l'JUU;. ,.. etated in the peat, it 
h our pool tioo that the otate haa jurilldict.l.Ql ""'"" all lllbrBryod lando in 
the ~tern 1\!Nail..on Jel..ordo, """"'!'t fcc~ hl.ardo, Alt:hough it h 
rot ,.,...tlooe<'J in yoor H.uter Plan, the ""f"'n"loo of the 11I1H1 to Include, 
oo.Dnetqed xeeto end """"le ocr;Urn!d very reoontly in .. arl>itnry ~. 
without p.i>lic notioe oc etate ~t irp>t, "" ~ in the 1982 
State of "-11 Dote 8oolt oo 1"'9" l8J, • letter fJUO the General Setvioeo 
11<)niniatratioo to the State StAtietlcian ooted that "thlo .in<::rMae of .--ely 
2511,000 acre• ia aJ..woet mtlrely obi to • CCJO:Wctioo of ..,._ ooldinge 
eWnitted by the u.s. rieh erd Wildlife Setvlce. 'ltoot office nrvi-s a 
"-lian Iolardo H.otional Wildlife llefuge oold.lng fJUO 1,906.5 ocree to 
254,419,1 ocree to Include tho ~ ""ter ~ of the circul.er reefe ard 
.OO.lo •• 

• e tl ~· 
Response 

Response to Stlto of Hawall, DepartMent of Land and "•tun 1 Resources 

1. Tho FilS understands that the Shto of Hawal 1 1s In dhogre..,.nt 
with tho boundarhs of the HIHWR IS recognized by the federel 
gover-nt. Thh Issue h addressed on pages 4.2 and 4.25 of the 
Master Phn/EIS to the extent opproprhte for this docuftl<nt. 
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Comment 

or. RichMd w .... 
Oct.cber Jl, 1984 
Poge 2 

lie ~"" tho designation of Wl.ldernen for tho KmiR for it io te<\nlant 
oo:1 ~sary. 'l1le tHII are aloo • otate refuge under the jurbdiction of 
wr Doepartrrent. E><ioting federal ord otate l.llwo are odoquate to p-..ct the 
unique and """"itive wildlife "'""""""'of the refuge. lie are alao ~ 
with the welfare of the threatened/~ opecl.eo wd micp.>e habitat of 
tho lill!l, ord our wildlife refuge responeibilitieo extend ~ to kun Atoll. 
lie believe thot <XXJperative federal and otate __.....,t of the IMII refuge 
can protect tho wildlife and hobi tat there, while pJ;t>l"Oting pru;lent uee of 
nat:urol resouroaa. 

Woo have re98l:Vationa oo the propoeed 20 fot!no l>c:om&u:y for the critical. 
Habitat for tho IIOllt oeal. """"""-"• deolgnotion of critical llobltat fcx the 
IMII for """"J'!flt lando and • few feet of the ohall"" water along the ~ 

~3'oo d J::1. ~u'i~!"' hob~~.::',!!~. t't.uUU in 
.,_uoo and that further research and diocuJI8ioo io """""sary before full 
agrement """ be reac:hol. 

'l11e plan ,._to thet ~ otatuo be oooojlt for -ter• arotn1 the 
1*1111. 'l11e reoent -ienoe of the otote with the Naticnal Ooeonic wd 
AbroS(t>eric Mn!nhtrotion' o Harine Sar>:::b.laty pr:ogr0111 foe lu\ti>ad< whaleo ho.o 
III!Ode tho otote wary in "'-"!'!rtin<J a propoeal to ..,t:ablioh • ....rine oanctu<u:y 
arotn1 tho IHII. lhlo propooal ahcWd be doleted. 

'l1lo location of o filliling """"""" """"ing bt>::Jy in French Frigate Slloalo 
io within atote wat.ero, notwithstanding tho lOC<ltia> of the refuge l>c:om&u:y eo 
...._,.ted by tho SerVioo. -· there lo oo .-l to place the bt>::Jy cloee 
to Tem Iolord, at loog u it io with.ln proUcted water• and within 
.,...11-=a!t r0fl9e of Tem Iolord. 'l11e bt>::Jy location ol-com a1 Hop 11 oo 
poge 6,30 _,., acceptable, We are ca>fident that ...v~tal iJopcto of 
tho flohing ~ ototion a1 French Frigate 61loalo will be lllinirnol and 
cootrolloble. 

'l1lo llewaii FUherieo Coordinatinq O:Ulcil, a c:ardl ~ of 
~t repreoeototiveo and appointed repre_,totiveo fnn the tilliling 
JJdJsb:y and the p.blic which adVi- the Booord of Lord and Natural """"""""" 
oo fUherlM related ... ttera, concur• with the f)q>llrtment'o pceitiona 
regard.in9 the Refuge and Haater plan. 

We can agree with the intent of the draft Preferred Alternative to both 
protect the unique wildlife and habltot of the KmiR while all""inc:J prudent 
p.t>lic uee of tho resooroeo, """"""-"• ""oo rot neoe .. arily "'1"'0 with all of 
ito provieicns, eo wr cam-ento indicate. 

'l11anlt ycu tor We ~rtmity to review and <X>III"ftlt oo thio docurelt. 
Other rore opecific ccrnreoto are attoc:hed. Your effort to pr:OOuoo o Haater 
Plan for tho Hlllm io amrerdable. 

.....,~. 

vexy~y yror~ 

~ O>airperooo 
Booord of Lord and Noturol """""""'" 

• 

z. 

J. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Response 

8y law the filS h directed to N!C.,...nd areu that stthfy certain 
cr1terh for W1lderness status. (See page 4.4.) Rec01!111ended In 
the Preferred Alternative of the Hoster Phn/EIS h a proposal to 
n .. lnate approprhte otUrgent lands of the HIHIIR for Wilderness 
status. Add1tlo.-11y, the filS would pursue nooolnatlon of HIHIIR 
~aters for Wilderness, but only after evaluation and resolution of 
hoportant luues such as the boundary dhpute. 

The strategy .referring to thts outter hu boon revised to 
odnowledge only 'support' for crltlc:al habitat for tho seal u 
dete,.,.lned by HIIFS. 

The FWS rocognhes the State's put experience with .,nine 
sanctuary designations. However, public c....,.nts In support of the 
sanctuary conc:ept require us to consider the potenthl ""'rlh of 
such a propoul In an open public forUIO following approval of tho 
Muter Phn/EIS • Because lOUth of tho area proposed for sanctuory 
status lnvohu ruvonslbt11tlu of other state and fodoral 
agencies, participation by such organizations In such a study Is 
es .. ntht. 

Your acceptance of tho buoy location shown on Hap 11 Is recognized 
and appreciated. 

C""""'nt acknowhdged. 

We recognho tho fact that agre-nt on every I uue of 1 plan of 
thh ougn1tude Is extremely difficult to attain. We opprochto 

~';"~h~~r!~r:~dA(~;n!~t":;~l omoll concurrence with tho Intent 

•• 
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Comment 

Specific a:tttrenta oo HJNooiR Maat:er Pl4n draft1 

P"'J" I'>U"a. 

0.5 

0.6 

.11 

2.1 

3.18 

3.19 

3,21 

2~3 

0 l 

Sent. 

·I 
gl 

~ta 

Sent.nce ol-o.lld be clarified. 

'!toe Hawaii Fial>arieo DorYelqaneslt Plan ob:eo~ 
fishorU.o devoelctm"'t ~t the otata, rot 
juot trriHI. 

we "9Z"" that <Xm!'e<Cio.l fio.he.ri..., will take plooe 
outoide refuge ~ieo. 

'ltoete h ,.., .vldonoe f<X • direct Unltagoe beo....n 
pn""""" of tuna ord ..,.bird f«d\ng .,.,.,.... No 
f!Viclenoo pr:as<nbed that cat.chlntj tuna will affect 
oeabirda. lloitfbh oft... ach:>ol r.ear the _,fac" 
witOCcl: belnq driven there by tuna. 

101 Not within HJNooiR b:Jundo.rieo acc:ot:dinq to otata 
inteqm:tatioo. 

1.kU fillhel:tren do rot .- oquid for belt, 

10 I we oxnaider the l<ogoat to be ate te waters. 

81 
111 

121 

'l1>e po:!Jm:ry ~ of the 'I'J:lpertite •tooy-. to 
"""""" the Mt:unl ~ of the NWHI foe later 
de'.i!l"""""t An:! ~t platning. 

""'JUlatioo of """""b h oot pooolble1 t-oo thio 
would be dcroe h un<::lear. 

Since the blands are atr:-ly a refuge, there b no 
.-1 for llildernoo"" deoi'lf\Atl.on. 

13 I Tho Service haa no juriodictioo OYer ~ure Atoll. 

10 
lttx>rin<J buoy will be in otote waters, oot inoide 

boordary. 

8 

141 

1\<p:ee thet t<aster Plan/J':IS """t ot-oo 
fleXibility. 

1\uhlla oandv:i.cen.oh JftiMpelled. 

'rt1e olii'P"r ld>otero are becatdr-og iqxrtant 
cannercio.lly too. stota ~t b awlied 
t:hra>9h IOininuo aU.. (ooo pcoo.nll for oole, 
cloeed tle!'8Cl), no ~lncj, etc. 

•rntnqurot" turtle M-l1ng h l!eltiooed. Oclo>ll 
that """" they 00t1111llY breed inf""J')efetly, or they 
oP>' t breed aa freque<~tly aa in the port? 

• ! 

ft. 

9. 

i l. 
Response 

We concur with the coment end hiYe 1110dlfled the Muter Phn/EIS 
opproprhtely. 

COOMnt ocknowltdged. Mister Phn/EIS uses the word "could" to 
ocknowledg• th•t flctual eYidonce ,..y be hcklng. ~ddltlonol 
chr1flcotlon oddtd, 

ID. C-..nt ocknowledged. Set response I I aboYt. 

II. 

IZ. 

ll. 

14. 

c_,.nt ocknowltdged. Methods suggested for regulation of Yesseh 
ore 1 hted In RPA Strltegy II. See response to Western Poclftc 
Reglonol Fhhery Manlg...,.nt Council 1~, page 8.73. 

COO'II!Ont ock..,.ltdged. See response I Z above. 

c""'""nt ocknowledged. 
studies only, 

Reference Is with reg•rd to cooper• t t ve 

c ...... nt ocknowledged. Sentence chrlfled. 
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4.5 

4.6 

4,8 

4.9 

4,12 

Para. 

Comment 

sent. Ca!ment.s 

4'5 I '11-oe decruse in amnerol.ol fiohenren ..-.:! J..wproyed 
15 enfcn:oerrent of refuge regulatiauo in the last 2S 

year• h.u evidently not helped the IIDllt ....,lo """*'· 

11J 

!bit fisheneJ wock - of *"'> Jeef, '11-oere io ,.., 
blu!io to bl.olm ocmnaroial fJ.aheDren fcc declino of 

lll:llk 1161llo in the -· It - that =-roial 
fiohemen CXJOt.iroo to bo blaoed fcc OllV.i.rtnmnt.sl 
domo9o 1 yet, evm --.o """" ~ 1161llo 
..00 turtleo, Bitc>o fioheonen an trying to IMke a 
living fishing, theY """" ,.., time to wart.e m lard, 
*">re ..,.t; ......,.""""t ooc:un. !bit encx:urt.ero with 
~le at eea occur becauee the aeal• are 110 

cw:iouo. In a IH"S odniniot:rative report by 
lbf(lhreyo (19811, he totes that -...xy few """"'-"'ter• 
with threatened ....., oodao<:lered opeclea ClOCU!:J:ed 
relotive to the om:unt of tin llp<flt tiohirq, and 
that no interactiooa ClOCU!:J:ed ..tlile fiBhirq in 943 

&.yo ot -· 

111 1100 ore the 'lr6.1otry ~totiV'e8'7 

18 4,5 I lie do not think it '"""""'iota to """ o..!pd 
reoulto to derive reoouroo •otimeteo. llWil b 
cw:nntly . nrvbirq and t.p~ating the flol.laii 
rhherieo Do>Yelqment Plan • 

\feo""l qxoord ingo nother than 'gro<rda'7 

I We cbject to Nildomeu ncndnatim. Alae IMl1Y 
12 hlando in INtl are hArdly 'tno.tfected' by turen 

activitieo •. 

2 I '11-oere h oloo ~ to be ooordinatim with 
otote agencieo p.u:suant to Fioh and Nildlife 
Cbordinatim Act, 

2o 

ialrt 8 I Note that it b [Jep<lrt:mo!nt of Plamirq and l"x:lonanic 
o..vel"'""'t. 

Green - turtlas ant lioted "" threatened mder 
DLNR hbiniotrotive RU1ea 0\opter 13-124 • 

10 1 ~· that an old ..Utim of the ototuteo .,.. 
uaed. Aloe bcu>doxy h otill disputed. 

1 g I Protectioo of erdangered opeclea !roo natural 
dleasteno llllould aloe bo oooaldend, 

11 h (6 ~~ "Non-fNS' lands and autOOr:ity over thn llllould be 
20 clarified • 

Response 

15. c..,..nt adnowlodgtd. No chongu roqu1rod, 

16. c ..... nt odnowlodged, No chongos roqu1rtd, 

17. Coownt odnowlodgtd, Sontenco 1110d1f1od. 

18. We fool tla Delphi study h • volld 1nfon,.t1on sourco for projoc
tlons of thh type. Wt h•v• nottd tho Howo11 fhhortos O.volO(>O!ent 
Phn updote, · 

19. c-nt ocknowlodged, FWS policy wt th rogord to ondongored species 
1s f<><:u,.d on Mlt1got1ng 1"'PICts nsochtod wHh Nn's tnfluonct. 

20. Hon-FWS hnds 1ncludt ony hnd ond wotor ore" not owned by the 
FliS, W• acknowlodgt thot the FliS hn no outhortty on 111ny of tho,. 
hnds, Thh spoctflc reference concerns cooporlttvo tnvolv ..... nt In 
rostortng spectu that utilize such hnds. 



I !» ...... 
0 
01 

I 

• 

Pllqe 

4,16 

.4.11 

4.22 
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6.11 

6.20-21 

6.31 

6.33 

6.34 

6,36 

6.39 

7.11 

Para. 

41 

l7hl91 

Comment 

Sent. Camenta 

l lbl \Wid "adveroity' of ocdificationa be judged 
21 cbjectively, ord if then~ """ no jeopardy, !:hen ..t,y 

woo.ld it be adverlle7 

'lbo otate -. Plced by ~bt.nt Secreta:cy of 
Interior Hcde1 to p~ • deteil.ed _....~. 

81 l'on albaoo"" t:una fillhing IICtheuhip operation waa 
~only in 1979. 

Steto' • int:.en.ot io in rational woe of all 
re!IOJrol!o, in lbw with p~otion of ..Uque 
feab.J.rd, of the area. 

I Several eolilmteo tor: biro pcpulationo ·hove been 
22 used 110, 12, 14 .U.llianl. lfhich one io correct? 

81 'lbl buoy wu aloo inetollod uoo.r • otote 
c:o.-rvotion Diatdct U.. ponolt. 

1:11 llildemo .. otatus io ~Wleoeaaory. 

231 Horine Sanct;uaJ:y io ~lo. 

241 

8 

'lbo pl'Cl(X>IOOl to x:e<JUlate veo~sel traffic io 
reotdctive ord int>l""""tation will bo difficult, 
it not int>ooaible, Alao, a<x:Urate position 
rop>rting by <XJmlOl:Ciol fillhing .,_ ... lo h hi<#>ly 
unlikely, 

It appear• that tho \1!18 of ftretqeocy Podtion 
Indicat.!ng lladlo ~· for routine 11\:lrlltoring is 
IIU9'JO•ted. 'lhio ie ~ and rtOOtrictiw. It 
h tho u.s. Coart ru.ro•. reopcnoibility to oet 
nqilrmento fcx ....,...,h, 
~~"" p""'Jl'lml -.y ba ~.bot llhc>.lld 
ret be lnt>1....,ted wit:rout .tote owrova1, 

10 1 ~t:oorin9 buoy will be in .ute -ter•. 

! I 'lbl .tote repn>_,tati..,. on tho lblJc Seal AocxMory 
'reM dio-.ted on tho lblJc seal Critical llabitet •• 
pr:qx:>90d • 

ror J(ure, with pexmieeian of DUIR .00 e»a.t ruero. 
1 10 I \'eo eel traffic will be out:. ide HIHIR bo.rdaty, 

• 

Zl. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

·~ 
Response 

c,_.nt ocknowledged. An octlon could be evoluoted u odverse but 
n<>t so st11ntftcont u to co.,tttute "Jeopardy." 

Esthutu of btrd popuhttons ere /resented u breedtng btrds, 
breedtng potrt, ond total of bree tng and non-breedtng btrds. 
Thus, dupttt dt fferont n""'bers appeortng, oll numbors referenced 
ere correct. 

c ..... nt ltk-ledged. See rosponse 14 obove. 

Conoont ack,.,..le<lged, See response to Western Poctrtc Regtonal 
Fhhery "•n•g..,.nt Counctl 14, page B. 73. 
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2 6 

251 

261 

10 6 
2 271 

12 
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15 1 
1 261 

2 231 

291 

16 2 
10 1 

11 Table - Food I 30 

18 4 311 

Table - Food I 

20 Toble - Food I 
30 

21 Toble I 

o:mrento 

It huMn octi vi ty diat:tube eealo t:herel:>( causing 
theno to ovoid the area, lily io the booting beorl1 ot 
~""" 11-t fr:<q.>ently by eealo to haul out 
(Gilmortin. per•. """"'· 11 

!ti<jht theoe ~s hllvo bego.ln ......, bef<>n! 
extensive ~ ond ronitm:ing took ploce? 
Hoybe - """ and "'9" ratto. ore due to eeal 
intrupecific ~ion. 

It tiger oharlao ore a ..,joc pndotor a> turtleo, it 
od<,Jht be • good w... to """"""'"' ti""""""" to 
cotcll theno. 

n.. ootabli"""'"'t of Wildorneoa for: the Hn.wll io 
lWltleee•saxy. It aloo _.,. that the lffiloi'R would 
rot qualify fcc Wilderneu atoba (5000 acres! 
..Ueu the Satvice ~ in ""P"f'dln9 area to 
includo nearaOOr:e watero. Io this why thia wao 
<la"le? 

n..re ia a::rne ~t with the 20 bo bolnlaJ:y 
of the prqx>eed cr tlcol Hobitot, 

We ooject to ~Mrine aanct:uuy. 

We den' t think World Herila<]e d te status ohould be 
ptroued. 

Do rot agree with the Satvlce'o ototed goals for 
bourdaJ:y review. 

lbta thet oo fiahl.ng oocuro f<X fly in!! fiah, and 
.-.ne for ..,Ud too, 10 CX>Ip>t.l tlon tor food frao 
luMna io nil. 

How about prodotlal by oharlao? 

Ditto previous =t1 if lll1Yilifn9, 1eJ:?o tu... ou:e 
eating the aquid these birda p.ey on, 10 they too 
are a:rrpotin!l for reecurce. 

lbting ..... t u..... birda .. t, ........ ly ltjctqlhids, 
"'lJida, Sterrq>tychlda, ..tllch CQ!1I! 14> near the 
....,ter ourfooe at night """" tu... ore rot octive, it 
-"" cmpetition by finhennen ia niL 

Ditto previous o:mnent • 

25. Whtlt seals .. y still houl out on the boating beoch, the total nUin
ber of suls using Kure hu declintd about 50l, according to COII1-
parhons of counh fr"" the early 1960s ~Hh 1110re recent ones. 
follwing closure of the Loran Statton ond the subsequent decr .. u 
in l>uNn presence at French Frigate Shoals, the nuonber of seals 
using To~ Jshnd beaches increased significantly. 

26. It ts not known ~hen these pop11latlon changes began. Sk,..od age 
ond su rotlos NY be due to Nlt aggression, olthough couse and 
effect art difficult to deteroine. Hutoan presence NY be the only 
foetor involvtd -In thue chonges. The wording of tho paragroph hu 
been chongtd to reflect thts. 

27. In the hct of 'excessive' predation, shork control would be 
considered 1n both the opti .... and occoptable scenartos for turtle 
production •nd .utntenance, 

28. Concur; wording chonged. 

29. Although tho FWS does not yet have enough infonnatlon to fully 
evoluate 111 r ... Htcattons of World Hert llge Site stotus It this 
point, we feel the ••tter h worth p11rsuing. 

JO. Tho food tlbh h tnfomat1onal only. Sections wtthtn the body of 
tho Kuter Phn/ElS discuss Stlbird-huonan competition. For • 
conche revtew, see part C of the Sl1Tn'ni!!lry sectton. Ho change 
ntcuury. 

31. Concur; wording chonged. 

(. 
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~ if tho otate'• pro<JnOO a> 11\Do ""re 
tq>l..-,t,d in tho lHU, thooe birdo C<JUld befletit 
"""" thoo ~. i.e., - ..,,. food available 
ond ...,.ier to 9"t, 

Wo belU.V. txmTJO.rCW fJJhing llhouM nooeiw higher 
pdodty gi""" the potenU..l for tillhM:ieo 
doMtl"""""t of tho IHU, 

'1'hLo oenterat - rutrl.ctJ.ve l:'e'}Ulatialo on 
camercial fioW.r.} activitieo in •ne.u:• retu:}e 
w.te.ra. ~t i• tneant by •neeu:• reful}ei watexa7 
Abo, tho drof~ owear" to p.lt tho ono.a on 
camercial fhhl..n'} to 1J<0W it 1o • irn>oent" of 
cauoing onv in:onentol cl<ore'}e, rather thoo 'nE 
SEIIVICZ t:loldng the resporvsibility to pt:OVtl thot 
cxmren:ial tioW.r.} 1o do~tal, 1ord of to.lroe, 
o cleclina in ~t pop.llaticno of fhh will 
talto p:u.oe .. f.w--. catd> t:hooo. After an 
WU.l period of high oatd> rateo, tho fiohOry 
will .. ttle into • period whore oonohtent catd> 
row reoult, if effort remaino the .....,, It 1o 
oloo iq>Ued thot tho Servioe will ...._ f.iaherie• 
that are the responoibillty of either tho otate or 
tho ~tern PI'Cilic Ro<Jionel rillhM:ie• ""'-""'t 
o:>.rcll. 'l1le Servioe hae ,., oo.>thodty <Ner tho 
activitie• of CXJI11"e<Cial fiahexmen fioW.r.} in otate 
'Wlllt.erll. 

351 What io ,._,t by •o::nfllct of intereot"7 

361 SOOject to revhion with ~te of flawail FiohM:i"" 
~1-t Plan. 

371 

381 

3i 1 

..._.., are not """""""ible for tho ohrunl<en 9"0" 
pool of tho """" -1, ita abel:rant ond 
....,-odaptive behavior with re<)llld to att:N::Iting 
their awn p.lpS ard f_t...., ood tho dep""""Uono of 
oharl<• on! di~~eASea like ciguatera, 

• ~ \:hat tho effecu of "'-n activity on nalk 
oealo ohould be abilied ood c!ocurented before 
pn:mllgotl..n'} reg.~lationa to ndti']ate ooch activity. 

'l1le firot re<]Ulationa ~ <Jreen oeo b1rtles 
was l"""oed by the otate ao -.11 Fiah ood Com!! 
flo<JUlatlOO Ho, 36 in 1974, It waa not until 1978 
that tho federal ~t ~ tho green ..,. 
turtle onler tho ~ Speciee 1oct. 

40 I 'l1le state ia not currently intereot.ed in cum'erCial 
h.orveat of green """ turtles, 

,.'\ • 
Response 

32. C""""'nt tcknowltdgod, llo chang• nocuury. 

33. Sections IY and Y In tho Hut.r Plln/EIS provld• rationale for 
prlo~ltlu. 

34. Conc~r, lfOrdlng chang•d. Again for 1 dlscuuton of prlorltt••, ••• 
Sections IY and Y In th• Hoster Phn/EIS, S•e ruponse ll aboY• 
r~ardlng boundary. 

35, Concur; It has bun deleted fr010 tho text. 

36. c.-nt acknowltd90d1 no change necessary. 

37. lloh that /opulttlon docllno Is tttrlbut•d to 1 'c"'""lnatlon of 
nitturtl an huNn-roltttd factors' In th• first •••t•nco of para
grtph 4. 

38. COOMOnt acknowltdgod; no change necuury. 

39. Concur; additional lnfo,....tlon lnurt•d. 

~0. C00100nt acknowhdgod; no chang• necustry. 

~ 



Comment Response 

,.. 
I I 

Pa<}e Para. Sent. cam-enta 

56 1 2 41 1 1.a predator omt.rol, me o::uld ~ fi.ohel:nel 
to catch tL.Jer ~. 

41. Concuq no thong• MtoHory. 
68 6 I 1.a tho plan rotH twre, U.... ie no .-1 for: 

12 llil.dema .. """ignatioo, ard it I.JI not ~1e, 4Z. Concur; wording thonged. 
eopecielly with te<}ll-t"d to ortate cw.md wat&a, 

43. Concur1 thlngo Ndo. 
71-74 231 Prd:>1,.. with oarino aM>ctuaty, other protective I 

44. The f0<1rth stntence under 'Obje<:thes ond Strategies' ts not II10&8Uri!S ........,..lllliY ard nd.wldMt. 

[ 
Intended to Non that FilS wtll W tho soh regulotor. It ts hoped 

76 5 421 ca->:vlltiM oietrict CJYertap., does not "override" that NMgeNnt of ,.ablrd populations ond ~•rln• resources wtll be 
Ctl<alty !h:n:ellroe ~t -· t..ud upon all ovotlobh lnfonut1on, regordlus of tho soorco of 

431 It:> -.11 """!-' Statute No. 188-55. 
such data, ond wtll be dono cooperothely by Involved parties. Tho 

17 2 ' tshndl ond oc .. n• oro ltnktd blologlcolly; optiMlly, their 011n-

i og-nt would olso be untfled. 
19 I J 441 n.. Service ny nq.Jlate """t it ..,_ juriadiction 

CN'U, but not fishing. i 
45. C~nt ttknowledged; no change necessary. 

84 4 J I ~Ung of oyrlere toe* place eking federal I 46. Concuq chango 011de. 
45 acbl.niotratioor later, tbo Territocy of n..w..J.i """ 

aake:l tn tol<e oYer acbinistratioo, I 
47. No r .. f founo oro offtchlly thrutened or endangered, olthou~h 

Section IV, E, J. In the lllstor Phn/EIS stites that the FW ' 
10 I IIIlH\ <boo not include wotero. ! rosponslbtllty ts not conftMd to offlchlly-ltsted endangered and 

thrutened species, 

CD 

I • 481 State <boo not zooe, j 48. Stlt-nt deleted. 
~ 5 

71 1» the- opecieo .-1 protecting? Are they ' 0 4 tru:e.t.ened or erdon<}ered7 49. c.-nt acknowledged; wording chango ~•d•. 
CD 

481 Pl.....,., clarity thh oto~. 50. Concuq sontence doletod. 

4 91 1o9r<oe tho t rore lll<pOrti., h .-led. 
I 

51. Concur; lnforNtlon oddod, 85 ! 
90 6 I Not neoeaoarlty a point of omtentioo. ,. otated 52. Conc:uq ehrlftcotlon added. 

50 in tho draft Haoter Plan, oooperotion ie poaolble 
SJ. FWS hu been In contoct wtth tht OOE In conjunction with •11 FWS ard desirable, 

lntorpretho progr- Including thos• for the HIH~R. If on Oahu 
91 2 511 n.. t~<otiaial H-orine rJ..herU. Service has aleo lntorprottve sttt h developed, we wtll expand thts contact to 

tranoplanted rronlt eealo, ' lncludo use of such o site by Project Wild or the OOE, 
I 

94 5 521 Kure Atnll h ortate prq>erty. 54. Concur. Most of thuo outputs aro not Included In th• ftnal OtJtput : 1 tst for the HilMI. 
95 2 I QlBCk e.leo oo Project IIIW of State o.pou:t:oent of '! !13 n!u;atioo lllld OIMI. n.. omtact b Jch\ llMootdns of 

ru:. 

98-104 llt ........, ...,.,y of thooe activitieo o::uld be j1111t ,... 
54 detriJI'I!nW tn tru:e.t.ood ond ...-.lMgered opeciew ao 

"""" of tho others • 

•• • • 
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Comment Response 

1""'1" Para. Sent. c.ann.nto 

106 

551 

Do not II<Jn"' thot principal cx:nl'licta are the """"' 
u albocor:e. By the vv:y nabu:tl of the ooarl<et, ahi 

55. Concur; wording chonged. are dest!nod for different .u:loot.o ...-.1 are ~ 
diffe=tly thon o.lbaco<e, That u, • ootherahip 

56, Concur1 lnfo,..,..tlon ldded. operatloo will not be .-led for ahi fL.hirq, 

107 
!161 

If the """"""Y doesn't """"""' thlo activity io 
57. Concuq changes Nde. 

highly ..Uil<ely in the 11'11{1, 
58. Concuq chongu ,..dt, 

109 4 2 

!!71 
~rn Iolard {f'rextl Frigate Shoolol not likely to 
be ~ to ~ olbaoore fi.ohing, ...-.1 not 59. Stt S..ctlon C of tho S""""'lc section In the Master Phn/EIS 1nd 
desiied by II'08t fi~ for thlo PJrl>O<"'• fthr 19114:53 for further In on>~~tion, Ho chong• necosury. 

110 I 1 I 'ltoo ohlft frail pol.e-..ro-line ~"" oeine fL.hirq 
60. The unclear sentence hos boon deleted, 

56 :r".: aore thon 20 yearo .,:> I!Otltly "R'liu to 61. lht standlnf stocks of boltrlsh spedu tn the tMH 1re unknown ...-.1 al<u fUohing, not albaoore, 'ltoo infomootion 
here .--Is ~ting. Tht poulbl tty of birds bec..,tng entangled tn blttftshlng nets ha; 

bun deleted rr ... tho text. 

Ill 1 4 I stateto thot wi tOOut tma to driV'II baitfioh to the 

I 
!!9 ourfaoo, the birdlo ""-lid otal:W to death. Io there 62. lnforNtton deleted. 

..vidence thot ouch 1 otrong oynbl.otic ntlotlonahlp 63. We believe the onolysls to be occurote. exista? 

112 3 6 80 I lkW ant opelu ...-.1 al<ule coot:che11 inveroely related? 
i 64. Bott..,fhhtng, os well os other types of ftshlng thot occur outside 

?' I 
I the HIHIIR boundory, ore ltsttd u outputs because they hove been 

...... 113 1 

,-•-ooo<~·-·-~- I 
1n1lyud through the phnning process u potenthl uses of tht 

0 O('<'Ci•• ore these ertinltes? It obo ....,... Refuge, In the cue of oll typos of c...,..rch 1 ftsht ng, we hove 

<0 far-fetctoed thot birdlo will t-x:mo entangled in detenolntd thot they ore not cooopltlbh wtthln tho Refuge 1nd have 
111 neta, olnoa the fUI>e.nren watdl their neto I r-ved th .. fr""' the output 1 tst except wtth regard to FilS sup-

carefully, and the neta are not left in the ,..tor 

I 
port. See Section V of the Master Phn/EIS. 

ver:/ loog, A.J.100 o it hu not been o0::>m thot the 66. ~t!~Z0~P~~~:~j:,.t~:.t only Cltch-ond-rtlease pole ftshtng ts per-tuna• ore eosmtlal far the sw:vival of the 
oeabirds. 

114 4 112 I What h the oo.rroe of the eetimotn? 

115 1 1131 lo thlo ~ troro.Jgh ...-.1 current ..,..lyoio? 

2,3 , .. ,. ... _ ""' - _, -~ 
64 

re~, and hu little direct effect on the refuge, 
.try o this listed eo an ootplt? 'ltoo ~ of 
ouc:h fisheries io not the reepcowlbllity of the 
SerVioo. 

116 I Info<n'Dtion io outdated, ...,.... recent inf~tion 
aval.loble fran llational Horine riehoorl.u SerVice 115 and Wtotem PacUic teglooa.l Flo~ ~t· 
Crurcil. 

118 8 I Since =tional tL.hirq io "" twoontul, oreyba the 
6 6 ototiOO peraaroel ohOI11dn' t "" .u~ to fish 

recreotlona 11 y as well? 



E. Index 

Access, 1. 3 
Aerial photography, 6.26, 6.31 
Aesthetics, 3.34 
Air quality, 3.34 
Alternatives, 6.1-6.50 
Antiquities Act, 4.4 
Archeological resources, 3.26, 6.9, 7.7 
Area to be avoided, 4.7, 6.19 
Arthropod fauna, 3.12 
Authorities, 4.1-4.8 
Baitfish, 1.3, 3.20, 3.31 
Baseline Alternative, 6.2, 6.16-6.18 

Appendices 

Biological environment, 7.3-7.7, 7.10, 7.12-7.14, 7.17-7.18, 7.20-7.22 
Biosphere reserve, 6.23 
Black noddies, 3.17-3.19 
Black-footed albatross, 3.17-3.19 
Blue-gray noddy, 3.17-3.19 
Bonin petrel, 3.17-3.19 
Bottomfish, 4.20 
Boundary dispute, 4.24, 6.10 
Bristle-thighed curlew, 3.19 
Budget, 3.32 
Candidate species, 3.13-3.15, 4.3, 5.2-5.3 
Captive birds, 6.21 
Christmas shearwater, 3.17-3.19 
City and County of Honolulu, 4.22 
Climate, 3.11-3.12 
Coastal Zone Management Act, 4.6, 4.8 
Coastal Zone Management Area, 4.22 
Coastal Zone Management Program, 4.21 
Commercial fishery, 1.3, 3.24, 3.30-3.32, 5.5, 5.9, 6.14-6.15, 

6.27-6.29, 6.33-6.34, 6.38, 7.9, 7.18-7.20, 7.22-7.23 
Conflicts, 5.7 
Conservation District Use Permit, 4.22 
Constraints, 4.1 
Corals, 3.20 
Cost, 3.32-3.33, 7.8-7.9, 7.11, 7.15, 7.19, 7.23 
Critical habitat, 4.3, 4.16, 6.22, 6.35 
Cultural resource protection, 5.3, 5.8 
Cultural sites, 6.24, 6.31, 7.7 
Demand, 5.6 
Disease, 6.24, 6.36 
Eastern Island, 3.1 
Economic considerations, 3.27-3.34 
Education, 6.13, 6.18, 6.32-6.33, 6.37, 7.8, 7.11, 7.17-7.18, 7.22 
Educational use, 3.27-3.29 
Emergency mooring buoy, 6.15, 6.28, 6.29 
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Endangered species, 5.3 
Endangered Species Act, 4.2 
Endemic finches, 3.16-3.17, 5.8 
Endemic plant species, 3.12-3.14 . 
Environmental consequences, 7.1-7.23 
Environmental education, 5.4, 5.9, 6.18, 6.32, 6.37 
Environmental Impact Statement, 2.5 
Executive orders, 4.2 
Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act, 4.5 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 4.5 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 4.5 
Fishery Conservation and Management Act, 4.5 
Fishery management plans, 4.20 
Fishery support, 3.31 

Appendices 

Fishing industry, 3.30-3.31, 6.14-6.15, 6.27-6.28, 6.33-6.34 
French Frigate Shoals, 3.1, 3.4, 3.11, 3.29-3.32 
FWS mission, 4.9 
FWS public use policy, 4.11 
Gardner Pinnacles, 3.1 
Geo 1 ogy, 3.1 
Gray-backed tern, 3.17-3.19 
Green turtle, 3.21-3.23 
Harvest, 3.30-3.32 
Hawaii Endangered Species Act, 4.8 
Hawaii .Fishery Development Plan, 3.31 
Hawaii Wildlife Plan, 4.19 
Historical resources, 3.26-3.27, 6.24, 6.36 
Insect fauna, 3.12-3.15 
Interpretation, 5.4, 5.9, 6.13-6.14, 6.18, 6.32, 6.37 
Kilauea Point, 3.29, 6.13 
Kure Atoll, 3.29, 6.18, 6.27 
Land bird species, 3.16-3.17 
Laysan albatross, 3.17-3.19 
Laysan duck, 3.16, 4.15, 5.7, 6.5, 6.16 
Laysan finch, 3.16-3.17 
Laysan Island, 3.1, 3.6, 3.16 
Leeward Islands Fishing Act, 4.8 
Leeward Islands fishing permits, 6.20 
Lisianski Island, 3.1, 3.7 
Locational criteria, 2.7, 5.5-5.6 
Logistical support, 6.14-6.15, 6.27-6.28, 6.33-6.34, 6.38 
Maintenance, 5.1-5.2 
Management Council, 4.20 
Mandates, 4.1 
Marine birds, 5.4, 5.8 
Marine Mammal Protection Act, 4.4 
Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act, 4.6 
Marine reef species, 5.4, 5.8 
Marine sanctuary, 6.17 
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Marine turtles, 3.21-3.23 
Masked boobies, 3.17-3.19 
Master output list, 5.1 
Master Plan/EIS, 2.5 . 
Master planning, 1.1, 2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 5.1 
Master planning workbook, 2.3 
Midwfty Atoll, 3.1, 3.30, 4.22, 6.9, 6.18, 6.27 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 4.4 
Millerbird, 5.8 
Mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System, 4.11 

Appendices • 

Monitoring, 6.10-6.12, 6.15-6.17, 6.19-6.21, 6.24-6.25, 6.27, 6.30-6.31, 
6.33, 6.36 

Monk seal, 3.21-3.22, 4.14-4.15, 5.7, 6.5 
Monk Seal Act, 4.8 
Mooring buoy, 6.27-6.29, 6.33-6.34, 6.38 
Mothership operation, 4.17-4.18, 4.23 
Multi.-speci es fishery, 4.17-4.18 
National Environmental Policy Act, 1.2, 2.5, 4.5 
National Historic Preservation Act, 4.4 
National Marine Fisheries Service, 4.3, 4.16 
National Natural Landmark, 6.23-6.24 

·National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act, 4.4 
Nature tours, 6.32, 6.37 •. 
Navy, 4.23 
Necker, 3.1, 3.3, 3.26 
Nihoa, 3.1, 3.2, 3.17, 3.26-3.27 
Nihoa millerbirds, 3.17 
No Action Alternative, 6.1-6.15 
Objective statements, 5.7-5.9 
Objectives, 5.1-5.9 
Ocean current, 3.11 
Ocean Management Plan, 4.21 
Offshore marine environment, 3.23-3.25 
Oil spi.ll, 6.11 
Other migratory birds, 5.4, 5.8 
Other protective status, 5.3, 5.8 
Other public and economic uses, 5.4, 5.9 

·Other recreation, 5.5 
Output list, 5.2 
Output summaries, 2.7, 5.6, 5.7 
Outputs, 5.1 
Pacific golden plover, 3.19 
Pelagic fishes, 3.24 
Photography/Journalism/Art, 5.4, 5.9, 6.18, 6.32, 6.37 
Physical environment, 7.2, 7.10, 7.11-7.12, 7.16-7.17, 7.20 
Planning framework, 2.1 
Planning period, 2.7 
Planning process, 2.1 
Po11cies, 4.1 
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Potential, 5.6 
Preferred Alternative, 6.1-6.5, 6.34-6.38 
Production, 5.1 
Program goals, 4.9, 4.10 
Program management documents, 2.1 
Public access, 3.26-3.29 
Public awareness, 6.8, 6.12 
Public involvement, 2.1, 2.5, 2.6, 2.7 
Radar targets, 6.20 
Recover plans, 4.14-4.16, 6.5-6.6, 6.16, 6.21 
Recreational fishing, 5.5, 5.9 
Recreational use, 3.27, 6.14, 6.33-6.34, 6.38 
Red-tailed tropicbirds, 3.17-3.19 
Refuge Recreation Act, 4.6 
Refuge Revenue Sharing Act, 4.6 
Refuge Trespass Act, 4.6 
Regional and area goals/policies, 4.12 
Regional marine bird policy, 4.13 
Regional Resource Plan, 2.1, 2.3, 4.12 
Rehabilitation costs, 3.33 
Religious sites, 3.26-3.27, 6.31, 6.36 
Research, 6.5-6.6, 6.9, 6.12, 6.16, 6.21, 6.35, 6.40-6.43 
Research natural area, 4.7, 5.3, 5.8, 6.9 
Research studies, 5.4 
Resource Preservation Alternative, 6.1-6.5, 6.19-6.29 
Resource utilization, 1.2 
Resource Utilization Alternative, 6.1-6.5, 6.30-6.34 
Risk, 7.1 
Rivers and Harbors Act, 4.5 
Ruddy turnstone, 3.19 
Sand Island, 3.1 
Sea wall, 3.32-3.33 
Seabird colonies, 3.17-3.19 
Seabirds, 3.17-3.19 
Section 7 consultation, 4.2, 4.17, 7.1-7.2 
Sensitive species, 5.3, 5.8 
Service Management Plan, 2.1, 2.3 
Sharks, 3.20-3.21 
Shoreline management area, 4.21 
Short-tailed albatross, 3.19 
Slipper lobster, 3.21 , 

Appendices 

Social environment, 7.7-7.9, 7.11, 7.14-Y.16, 7.18-7.20, 7.22-7.23 
Soils, 3.11 
Sooty storm-petrel, 3.17-3.19 
Spiny lobster, 3.21 
Staffing, 3.32 
State Fishery Development Plan, 4.17 
State Historic Preservation Act, 4.8 
State Wildlife Refuge, 4.8 

8.113 



Storage of fishery gear, 6.33-6.34 
Technical appendix, 2~7 

Appendices 

Tern Island, 3.10, 3.30-3.33, 4.17-4.19, 6.13-6.15, 6.33-6.34, 6.38-6.50 
Tern Island study, 4.18 
Terrestrial biota, 3.12 
Terrestrial endemic/native species, 3.12-3.15, 5.4, 5.8 
Threatened species, 5.3 · 
Treaties, 4.1 
Tripartite Cooperative Research Agreement, 1.3, 2.1 
Tripartite Symposium, 2.5 
Use-day, 5. 2 
Vulnerable ~pecies, 5.3, 6.5, 6.16, 6.30, 6.34, 7.3-7.6, 7.12, 7.17, 

7.21 
Wandering tattler, 3.19 
Wedge-tailed shearwater, 3.18 
Western Pacific fishery, 4.20 
Whales, 3.24-3.25 
White terns, 3.18 
Wilderness, 4.4, 5.3, 5.8, 6.16-6.17, 6.24, 6.35-6.36 
Wilderness Act, 4.4 
Workshop, 2.6 
World Heritage Site, 6.23 
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX 
This Technical Appendix consists of Locational Criteria and Out1ur Summaries 
which support the findings and recommendations in the Hawaiian s ands National 
Wildlife Refuge (HINWR) Master Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Loca
tional Criteria are information which describe the resource conditions necessary 
for the production or maintenance of a given output on the Refuge. Output Sum
maries provide information concerning an output's background, potential, demand, 
and the degree to which it would conflict with another output. Locational 
Criteria and Output Summaries were prepared prior to developing the management 
alternatives in Section VI of the HINWR Master Plan/EIS in order to fully under
stand all of the important factors and relationships of each output considered. 

Locational Criteria and Output Summaries were prepared for all outputs considered 
in the planning process. For various reasons, not all of theSe outputs have 
been incorporated as objectives in the final Master Plan/EIS. Some outputs were 
dropped frbm further consideration due to conflict with other higher priority 
outputs. Others were dismissed due to low demand or a lack of resources to sup
port the output. Additionally, certain outputs have been grouped together in 
the Master Plan/EIS (because of similar resource needs, demands, and potential) 
in order to reduce repetition and streamline the planning process. Other out
puts have been renamed to better reflect their true meaning. The following 
chart provides a cross-reference between outputs as originally described in the 
Locational Criteria or Output Summaries and the final listing in the Refuge 
Output List (Master Plan/EIS, page 5.2) and the objective statements (Master 
Plan/EIS,_pages 5.7-5.9). 

Output Reference in 
Locational Criteria 
and Output Summaries 

Hawaiian Monk Seal 

Laysan Duck 

Laysan Finch, Nihoa Finch, 
Ni hoa Mi 11 erbird 

Sea Turtle 

Sensitive Species 

Cultural Resource Protection 

Wilderness 

Researr~ Natural Area 

Other Protective Status 

Output Reference 
in Refuge Output 
List and Objectives 
Statements 

Monk Seal 

Laysan Duck 

Endemic Finches 
and Millerbird 

Sea Turtle 

Sensitive Species 
(Sooty Storm Petrel) 

Cultural Resource 
Protection 

Wilderness 

Research Natural Area 

Other Protective Status 



State of Hawaii Land Uses 

Black Footed Albatross, Laysan 
Albatross, Bonin Petrel, Bulwer's 
Petrel, Wedge-Tailed Shearwater, 
Christmas Shearwater, Red-Tailed 
Tropicbird, Masked Booby, Brown 
Booby, Red-Footed Booby, Great 
Frigatebird, Gray Backed Tern, 
Sooty Tern, Brown Noddy, Black 
Noddy, Blue-Gray Noddy, White 
Tern 

Other Migratory Birds 

Native Terrestrial Plants 
and Invertebrates 

Marine Reef Species 

Ecological Monitoring 

Studies and Publications 

Cooperative Programs 

Species Transplantation 

Environmental Education 

Interpretation 

Nature Tours 

Wildlife/Wildlands 
Observation 

Photography/Journalism/Art 

Other Recreation 

Ahi Fishing, Aku Fishing, 
Albacore Fishing, Baitfishing, 
Bottomfishing, Trap Fishing, 
Recreational Fishing, Con
sumptive Recreation, Other 
Commercial Consumptive Uses, 
Aquarium Specimen Collecting, 
Other Consumptive Uses 

~-- ''.< .. ~ ·":· ... ; :!tk:S. i-;t;$!41. ·'fi'"·'J~ z;:.v:~~ lit:IC: ... ......-.. _...._. .,,_,..-· 

Other Protective Status 

j 
3 

Marine Birds ! 

Other Migratory Birds 

Terrestrial Endemic 
and Native Species 

Marine Reef Species 

Research Studies 

Research Studies 

Research Studies 

Not Included 

Environmental Education 

Interpretation 

Interpretation 

Interpretation 

Photography/Journalism/Art 

Other Compatible 
Public and Economic Uses 

Not included within 
the Refuge. Support 
for Commercial Fishing 
Off-Refuge included 
in Objective for 
"Other Compatible 
Public and Economic 
Uses". 

··-~·--·l...,.~··~· ..... 

l 
l 

l 

Locational Criteria 

Output 
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OUTPU.AIIAN MONK SEAL PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Production and maintenance of monk seals (Monachus 
schauindslandi requires adequate haul-out areas for pupping, nursing and 
rest ng, food, m1nimized exposure to disease and predators, and freedom from 
harassment by people, boats, fishing nets, etc. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: The Hawaiian monk seal is found throughout the 
Northwestern Hawaiian Islands and rarely around the main Hawaiian Islands 
or other Pacific atolls. Major congregation areas are Pearl and Hermes 
Reef, Lisianski Islands, Laysan Island, French Frigate Shoals, Necker Island 
and Nihoa Island within the Refuge and Kure Atoll and Midway Islands at the 
north end of the NWHI. 

Haul-out areas for pupping, nursing, and resting are primarily sandy 
beaches, but hard substrate bench areas and exposed reef are used as well 
(Gilmartin 1983). Vegetation behind beaches is sometimes used for shelter 
from wind and rain. Protected shallow water adjacent to the haul-out areas 
is important for the young animals. The nearshore areas, inside the reef 
are extensively used by weaned pups learning to feed (Johnson and Johnson 
1978). During the breeding season, adults commonly feed in the nearshore 
areas, most often in waters less than 20 fathoms (Delong et.al. in press). 

Foods include spiny lobster, octopi, eels, and various reef fishes. Foods 
are located in coral communities, over extensive offshore banks surrounding 
the islands and on the precipitous bank slopes. Monk seals will use 
suitable feeding areas around the NWHI even without emergent lands nearby 
for hauling out. 

Population counts have been made almost every year throughout the NWHI since 
the late 1950s. Counts indicate declines on all atolls except French 
Frigate Shoals (Gilmartin 1983). Counts over the last 7 years have averaged 
more than 500 animals, about half of what was counted in the late 50's 
(Gilmartin 1983). The proportion of the total population included in the 
count is unknown. Population estimating techniques used by Johnson and 
Johnson (1981) for Lays an Island suggest the Lays an population was about 
three times the daily beach count. 

Various human activities are the major factors limiting monk seal 
production. Extended human activity on beaches causes monk seals to abandon 
haul-out areas. The seals are also vulnerable to entanglement in various 
fishing gear, especially nets. Monk seals are subject to ciguatera 
poisoning although the extent of mortality is not known. Predation by 
sharks is also a mortality factor of unknown proportions. 

Extensive changes in population structure have been noted since monk seal 
monitoring began. Skewed age and sex ratios and mortality of juveniles and 
subadults are major current problems. Attacks by adult males on weaned 
pups and adult females are an additional problem possibly resulting from the 
current a noma 1 ous popu.l ati on structure. 
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OUTPUT: ~~SEAL PROOUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

LOCATIONAL IMPORTANT 
FACTORS FACTOR OPTIMUM 

Haul-out 
areas 

Inner reef 
waters 

Food 

Predators/ 
mortality 
disease 

Human•re 1 a ted 
disturbance 

X 

X 

Sandy beaches 
hard substrate benches, 
exposed reefs 

Abundant food source, 
no limitations from 
competition, 
no predators, 
balanced age/sex 
structure 

Spiny lobsters, octopi, 
eels, various reef 
fishes 

Minimize predation by 
sharks, no mortality 
from i ntrasped fi c 
interactions, no 
disease prob 1 ems 

No mortality caused by 
people or their toolo 
(e.g. fishing nets), 
no disturbance of haul
out or feeding 
areas 

ACCEPTABLE MINIMUM 

Same 

Adequate food source, 
minimized competition, 
minimum effect of 
predators, 
balanced age/sex 
structure 

Same 

Prevent predation from 
affecting population 
1 eve 1S, no mortality 
from i ntersped fi c 
interactions, no 
di esease prob 1 ems 

Mortality minimized to 
that which cannot be 
avoided (under controlled 
use of resources by 
people), minimal dis
turbance of haul-out and 
feeding areas which does 
not affect long term 
population status 

3 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Prevent predation 
from affecting 
population 1 eve 1 s, 
minimize mortality 
from interspecific 
interactions, disease 
not affecting popula
tion levels 

Same 
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OUl r-u•; LAYSAN DUCK PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Production and maintenance of Laysan ducks (Anas laysanenis) 
requires nesting substrate, food and lack of contact with-exotic organisms 
including disease, and human disturbance. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Laysan ducks are endemic, permanent residents of 
Laysan Island. These ducks are terrestrial but will fly short distances 
when disturbed (Ely and Clapp 1973). During crepuscular and nocturnal 
hours, Laysan ducks appear to be active in the lagoon, in low vegetation 
zones around the lagoon and in other patches of vegetation (Sincock and 
Kridler 1977, FWS 1983). During daylight, particularly in warm weather, 
they seek cover and rest in dense stands of Pluchea sp., I2_omoea sp., and 
~ sp., where they tend to remain until early evening. Their nest is a 
Slla.now depression on the ground concealed in vegetation, usually 
Eragrosti s, Cyperus sp., Chenopodi urn or Scaevo 1 a sp. (Ely and Clapp 197 3). 

They frequently feed on brine 
--··· .. ---·---!-along the damp edge of the lagoon, and 

brine .l.s'"'h.:cro.,.i::..m:.cp::..:r(Ar:r-'tr=-em i a s p) in tne 1 agoon during nocturna 1 hours. Other· 
invertebrates including larval and pupae flies of moths, beetles, 
crustaceans and other 1 ittora 1 forms around the 1 agoon and sma 11 potho 1 es 
are also known to be taken by these birds. 

The Laysan duck population was reduced to less than 20 birds during the 
early part of this century when vegetation on the island was destroyed by 
introduced rabbits. Since the island recovered, the Laysan duck population 
has increased substantially. Census data between 1957 to 1980 vary between 
25 and 688. The carrying capacity of the island for Laysan ducks is 
estimated to be 500 to 600 based on population present in 1979-80 (FWS 
1982). 

A number of factors may potentially affect the Laysan Duck, although at 
present the population appears secure. The major threats involve the 
stability of the habitat. Action was taken in the fall of 1984 to 
stabilize a substrate of windblown sand in a devegetated area on the 
windward side of the lagoon at Laysan Island. Aerial photographs had 
revealed a decrease in the surface area of the lagoon due to the sandfill. 
The dynamics and natural succession of the lagoon system and the sur
rounding patches of vegetation are not thoroughly understood. Abrupt or 
widespread changes in these areas could have detrimental affects on Laysan 
ducks. Exotic organisms are the main threat to the stability of these 
systems. Past effects of exotics may still be influencing these systems 
(e.g. soil blowing into lagoon). Exotic organisms such as rats or diseases 
can directly threaten the duck. Human disturbance can effect this fragile 
system directly and indirectly. 
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OUTPUT: ~ OUCK PROOUCTIOH/HA!HTENANCE 

LOCATIONAL 
FACTORS 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR OPTIMUM 

ACCEPTABLE MINIMUM 

Hest habitat 

Food 

Introduced 
species 

Human-related 
disturbance 

X 

Partially open stands of 
vegetation (e.g. Cuperls sp., 
Chenopodi1J11 sp. ,Scaevo a) 
i<l\1ch provide s~er 

SMie 

Brine flies (e.g.Heoscatella SMie 
sexmaculata), brine shrimp ·, 
1Jirternia sp.); larvae and 
pupae of various moths, flies,. 
beetles; small aquatic crust-
aceans . 

Prevent the introduction of 
e.xot1c plants, invertebrates 
and vertebrates to Laysan 
Island 

No disturbance 

5 

Same 

Infroquent 
h1J11an dis
turbance at 
(certain) 
distance 

SMI! 

SMie 

Same 

Infrequent 
h1J11an dis
turbance at 
(closer) 
distance 
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OUT! v,. _,\YSAN FINCH PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Laysan finch (Telospiza cantans) production and maintenance 
requires nesting substrate, food and 1 ack of human disturbance and contact 
with exotic organisms including disease. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIP: Lays an finches historically were endemic to Lays an 
Island, although additional populations have been established on several 
islands on Pearl and Hermes Reef. Laysan finches are found in almost all 
plant associations on the 400 hectare island, although they appear to favor· 
the Eragrostis sp. (bunch grass) association. Clumps of the Eragrostis sp. 
are the primary nesting substrates for this bird. 

'Lays an finches are omnivorous. They appear to use almost any kind of food 
available including leaves, flowers and seeds of many types o·f plants, various 
invertebrates, eggs of seabirds and carrion (seabirds) (Sincock and Kridler 
1977, Ely and Clapp 1973). They have been observed probing at the base of 
Eragrostis clumps, presumably for water. Apparently they require fresh water, 
they have also been observed drinking from the hypersaline lagoon (Sincock and 
Kridler 1977). 

Population estimates from censuses conducted over the last 15 years average at 
about 10,000 birds on Laysan Island, although in some years population 
estimates have ranged from 1 ess than 7,000 to over 20,000 birds (FWS 1983). 
the average carrying capacity for the island is approximately 10,000 birds. 

A population of about 500 birds has been established on Southeast Island of 
Pearl and Hermes Reef. Birds have apparently spread to nearby islands: North, 
Grass, and Seal-Kittery Islands. These islands <~ontain small populations of 
up to 50 birds or more •. 

The Laysan finch populations appear to be maintaining themselves in an 
essentially pristine environment, free of any significant influences of 
people. The major threats to the present conditions incl~de the potential of 
harmful exotic organisms becoming established on Nihoa, avian disease being 
introduced into the finch population, human disturbance of various kinds, and 
major natural disasters such as tsunamis. 
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OUTPUT: ~FINCH PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

LOCATIONAL IMPORTANT 
FACTORS FACTORS 

Nest habitat 

Food 

Exotic 
organisms X 

Human
related 
disturbance 

OPTIMUM 

Clumps of Eragrostl!. sp. 
(bunch graSs]' 

Parts of native plants 
(seeds, flower heads, 
etc.) native invertebrates, 
some seabird eggs, seabird 
carrion 

Prevent the introducation 
of exotic plants, 
invertebrates, or 
vertebrates to Laysan 
Island and Pearl Hermes 
Reef. 

No disturbance 

7 

ACCEPTABLE MINIMUM 

Same Same 

Same Same 

Same Same 

Infrequent Infrequent 
human dis- human dis-
turbance at turbance at 
500 feet 300 feet. 
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OUTPUT: NJ CH PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Nihoa finch (Telospiza ultima) production and main_tenance 
requires nesting substr.ate food, and lack of contact with exotic organisms 
including disease and human disturbance. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIP: Nihoa Finches are endemic to Nihoa Island and occupy 
virtually the entire 62 hectare island including the valleys, slopes and rocky 
outcroppings. They appear to prefer the open areas covered by stands of low 
shrubs dominated by Sida fallax, or Chenopodium oahuense and Solanum nelsoni 
(Conant 1983). This vegetation type covers much of the sides and floors of 
the valleys. Small holes in rocky outcroppings are apparently the· preferred 
nesting sites. t 

Nihoa finches are omnivorous, eating a wide variety of plant material (seeds, 
flower heads, ect.), invertebrates, and sometimes bird eggs. These birds also 
tend to congregate at the few seeps or pools of water on the island (Clapp 
et.al. 1977). Apparently they require a source of fresh water. 

The popultion appears to fluctuate between 1,000 and 5,000 birds, based on 
census· data over the last 20 years (FWS 1983). Despite any population 
fluctuations, Nihoa finches appear to be maintaining their population in what 
is essentially a pristine environment. The major threats to the present 
conditions include the potential of harmful exotic organisms becoming 
established on Nihoa, avian disease being introduced, harmful exotic organisms 
becoming established on Nihoa, human disturbance of various kinds, and major 
natural disasters such as tsunamis. 

LOCATIONAL 
FACTORS 

Hest habitat 

Food 

Exotic 
organIsms 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR OPTIMUM 

Stands of native 
low shrubs in valleys 
~i1a, Chenopodium, 

um, wl th rocky 
outcroppi ngs ' 

Partr. of native plants 
(e.g. seeds, flower heads 
etc.), various native 
invertebrates, some 
seabird eggs 

Prevent introduction of 
exotic plants, invertebrates, 
or vertebr.ates to Hihoa 
Island 
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ACCEPTABLE MINIMUM 

Same Same 

Same Same 

Same Same 
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OUTPUT: NIHOA MILLERBIRD PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Ni hoa mill erbi rd (Acrocepha 1 us fa mil ari s ~ production and 
maintenance requires nesting substrate, food and lack of contact with exotic 
organisms includinQ disease and human disturbance. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIP: Nihoa millerbirds are endemic to and generally 
distributed throughout the 62 hectare Nihoa Island. They are found primarily 
in the dense shrubs of Sida fallax and Chenofodium oahuense where they tend to 
forage and place their nestSTffipp et al. 977, Sincock and Kridler 1977). 
This preferred habitat occupies about 40 hectares. 

Densities are relatively low for this species. The population appears to vary 
between 200 and 600 birds. Millerbirds are apparently quite sedentary, 
occupying territories between 0,2 and 0.4 hectares (Conant 1983). Movements 
and territory size are probably related to distribution and abundance of 
vegetation and terrestrial arthropods (their primary food source) which 
result in low densities. 

Populations appear to remain around the carrying capacity of the habitat on 
Nihoa Island. The island remains in a relatively pristine condition with no 
perceptible effects of people evident on the Millerbird population. The major 
threats to the present conditions on Nihoa Island include the potential of 
harmful exotic organisms becommi ng established, the introduction of a vi an 
disease and major natural disasters such as fire. 

:~· 

LOCATIOHAL IMPORTANT 
FACTORS FACTOR 

Nest habitat 

Food 

Exotl c 
organ[ sms 

Human-related 
disturbance 

OPTIMUM ACCEPTABLE 

Native shrubs,~ Same 
Chenopodiumin dense 
stands 

Invertebrate fauna 1 

primarily arthropods 

Prevent introduction 
of exotic plants, 
invertebrats or 
vertebrates to Ni hoa 
island 

No disturbance 

9 

Same 

Same 

lnfrequont 
human dis
turbance. at 
(certain 
distance) 
500 feet . 

MINIMUM 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Infrequent 
human dis
turbance at 
300 feet 
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~ SEA IUKILt PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Production and maintenance of the Hawaiian population of green 
sea turtles (Chelonia mydas), requires adequate nesting sites, food, a certain 
level of protection from natural predators, and freedom from exotic predators. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: The Hawaiian population of the green sea turtle was 
historically distributed throughout the 2,450km long Hawaiian Archipelago. 
The current distribution of adults is a function primarily of the availability 
of acceptable breeding, feeding, and nesting habitat (Balazs 1980), Feeding 
and nesting areas are located in coastal waters of both the main islands and 
the NWHI. Feeding "pastures" used by adults are usually less than 10m deep, 
and frequently not more than 3m deep (Balazs 1980). Resting sites are usually 
nearby feeding areas, normally at less than 20 meters. Suitable sites include 
coral recesses, undersides of ledges, sand bottom areas, or other sites 
relatively tree from strong currents and disturbances from predators and 
people (Balazs 1980), Surface basking in the water and·on the shoreline is 
also done. 

The only appreciable amount of nesting still known to occur is at French 
Frigate Shoals, on several islands most notably East and Whale-Skate. 
Successful nesting requires a sloping beach platform and moist but well 
drained, friable sand substrate which can easily be excavated by the female 
(FWS 1980). 

Green sea turtles of all age classes feed on a variety of algae species. 
Adults appear to feed mostly nearshore on a small number of algae species. 
They graze· off calcarious reef structures, rocks, or they take floating 
ma'.erial (Balazs 1980), Juvenile and subadults are known to also feed on 
various invertebrates. Younger turtles (<35cm) living in pelagic waters 
presumably feed on various invertebrate forms, although data are lacking 
(Balazs 1980), 

In the NWHI, resident aggregations of adults are known to occur at Necker 
Island, French Frigate Shoals, Lisianski Island; Pearl and Hermes Reef, and to 
a lesser extent, Laysan, Midway, and Kure Atoll. An average of about 200 
females nest annually at French Frigate Shoals and' less than 20 at Laysan, 
Lisianski Islands and Pearl and Hermes Reef (Balazs 1980). The number of 
females nesting annually since 1973 has fluctuated substantially. Total 
population size in unknown. 

The major limiting f~ctor is predation. Adult turtles are vulnerable to 
predation by tiger sharks, which can reach apparently significant levels in 
certain areas such as the NWHI. Hatchlings are vulnerable to ghost crabs and 
to a lesser extent, various carnivorous fishes. Illegal and accidental taking 
by people and human disturbance of turtles while on land are an additional 
concern. ·,. 

Four other species of marine turtles are.known to occur in Hawaii. The 
hawksbill (Eretmochelys imbricata) and the Leatherback (Dermochelys coriaces) 
are currently listed as endangered species. The hawksbill has been recorded 
nesting in small numbers in the southern end of the Archipelago. Leatherbacks 
are seen regularly in the pelagic zone surrounding Hawaii, yet are not known 
to nest in Hawaii. Both the loggerhead (Caretta caretta)and the olive ridley 
turtle(Lepidonchelys olivaces) occur only as rare vagrants. 
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OUTPUT: ~ ~ PROOUCTION/HA!NTENAHCE 

LOCATIONAL 
FACTORS 

Nest habItat 

Food 

Predators 

Human-related 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR OPTIMUM 

Moist, well-drained 
substrate which can be 
excavated by female, Must 
be readily accessible beach 
from open ocean 

Adults, subadults - primarily 
varl ous spec! es of a 1 gae usually 
in near shore area Including 
adjacent to nest sites 
suhadults, juveniles -also 
take varl ous ·t nvertebrates In. 
coastal areas, 
hatchlings feed on a variety of 
Invertebrates near the surface 
In pe I agl c waters 

Protect hatchlings, control 
ghost crabs when excessIve 
predation H needed, control 
sharks If excessive predation 
of adults 

Ho moratallty caused by people 
or their tools (e.g. fishing 
nets), no disturbance of 
nostl ng beaches 
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ACCEPTABLE M!N!M~H 

Same Same 

Sa100 Sa100 

Same No managem 

Mort a 1 ity ml ni mlzed . Sa100 
to that which Is un
avoidable (under 
contra 11 ed use of 
resources by people) , 
minimal disturbance of 
nesting beaches which 
has no long term affect 
on population status 
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OUTPU~LDERNESS AREAS 

DESCRIPTION: The 1964 Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1131-1136) defines 
"Wilderness" and provides for its designation and use. A Wilderness is 
recognized as an area of the earth and its community of life that is 
untrammeled by humans, where people themselves are visitors who do not remai~. 
It is an area of land retaining its.primeval character and influence, without 
permanent improvements or human habitation, and which is protected and managed 
so as to preserve its natural conditions. Furthermore, wilderness: 1) 
generally appears to have been affected primarily by the forces of nature with 
unnoticable human ·imprint; 2) has outstanding opportunities for solitude or 
primative recreation; 3) has at least 5000 acres or is of sufficient size as 
to make practicable its preservation in unimpaired condition; and 4) may also 
contain ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, educational 
scenic or historical value. The HINWR was proposed as a Wilderness Area by 
the FWS in 1967. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: To preserve the Wilderness quality of units within 
the National Wildlife Refuge System it is necessary to manage so as to 
maintain the Wilderness character of the biological and physical features of 
the area;.to manage the resource so as to maintain the wilderness quality for 
future benefit and enjoyment; to provide opportunities for research, solitude 
and permitted recreational uses; to retain the area in the same condition as 
in its pre-wilderness designation; and to insure that human works remain 
substantially unnoticeable. 

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS: Although not yet· designated Wilderness, the FWS currently 
manages the refuge as such. Wilderness areas may be closed to specific uses 
if they are determined to be incompatible with refuge objectives. The use of 
motorized equipment is prohibited except in emergency search and rescue 
missions, where essential to the refuge objectives, and when boat and aircraft 
use is an established practice prior to wilderness designation. All vehicle 
use must meet 'minimum tool' criteria. The use of aircraft is permitted over 
Wilderness Areas. 

Source: Refuge Manual 
Tern Island Study 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 1967. A Compilation of 

Federal Laws Relating to Conservation and Development of Our 
Nation's Fish and Wildlife Resources, Environmental Quality, and 
Oceanography. Serial No. 95-B. U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D.C. 
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OUTPUT: WILDERNESS ~ 

LOCATIONAL IMPORTANT 
FACTORS FACTOR OPTIMUM ACCEPTABLE MINIMUM 

Site Condit! on X Free from evl dence of Relatively free from Same 
human manipulation. human man! pul ati on 
Contains si gni f1 cant 
ecological, historic, 
scientific values 

Natural Varied and pristine Same Same 
Diversity X ecological communities 

Wildlife Areas with exce 11 ent Same Same 
wildlife habitat 

Access Available to recreation- Same Same 
lsts by charter plane w/charter plane 
and boat. 
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OUTPUT: • NATURAL AREA 

DESCRIPTION: Research Natural Areas (RNAs) are part of a national network of 
reserved areas under various ownerships. RNAs are intended to present the 
full array of North American ecosystems, biological communities, habitats, 
and phenomena, geological and hydrological formation and conditions. They are 
areas where natural processes are allowed to predominate without human 
intervention. However, under certain circumstances, deliberate manipulation 
is used to maintain unique features that the RNA was established to protect. 
(Refuge Manual) 

Public Use Natural Areas (PUNAs) are designed to assure the preservation of a 
variety of significant natural areas for public use which, when considered 
together, illustrate the diversity of natural environments and preserve those 
environments that are essentially unaltered by humans fdr future use. 

The key chstinction between RNAs and PUNAs is that the l~tter allows public 
access for recreation compatible with maintenance of resource integrity. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: HINWR was designated a RNA in 1967 because of 
important populations of seabirds and seals and other attributes including: a 
significant ecological community illustrating characteristics of a coral atoll 
in sub-tropical waters; biota of relative stability maintaining itself under 
prevailing natural conditions; an ecological community significantly 
illustrati ngthe process toward a climax community; habitat supporting 
vanishing, rare and restricted species; relic flora and fauna persisting from 
an earlier period, and seasonal haven for concentrations of native animals. 

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS: Activities limited to colleges and other scientific 
agencies for research, observation, monitoring and educational activities. 
Minimal disruptive procedures may be permitted provided activities do not 
impair or threaten the area. Non-resea1·ch education ~~ill be permitted when it 
does not conflict with research use. No permanent 11hysical improvements are 
permitted in RNAs. Management practices are used only when necessary (e.g. 
feral .ani mal control). Use of RNAs wi 11 be governed by management plan 
compatible with refuge objectives detailing protection, management and 
practices. Disestablishment procedures are initiated if an area is no longer 
useful for its established purposes. 

LOCAT!ONAL 
FACTORS 

Wildlife 

Natural Diversity 

Site Condition 

Access 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR OPTIMUM 

X 

X 

Areas with excellent 
wildlife viewing 
possibilities with
out d1 sturbance 

10 or more micro
habitats available 
for study 

Free from evidence of 
human manipulation 
Endangered species 
populatf on present 

ACCEPTABLE 

Areas with good 
wildlife viewing 
w/out disturbance 

7 or more m1 era
habitats available 

Relatively free from 
human manipulation 
Threatened species 
population present 

HINIHUM 

Areas with fair 
viewing 
w/out disturbance 

5 or more mi era
habitats available 

Same 

Sensitive species 
population present 

Available to scientist Available to scientist Same 
w/ charter plane w/ charter plane, 
and boat FWS boat 
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OUTPUT: OTHER PROTECTIVE STATUS 

Critical Habitat for the Hawaiian Monk Seal 
The FWS will supporl:Critical habltat:designation by the National Marine 
Fisheries Service. This protection will overlay existing protection offered 
by the Research Natural Area and by the current boundaries of the HINWR. 
However, critical habitat will offer more inclusive protection to the waters 
surrounding Lisianski, Necker and Nihoa Islands, and will standardize the 
protection zone around all the islands of the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands 
(NWHI). 

Marine'sanctuary Proposal 
~tent of this proposal is to unify fragmented jurisdictional management 
to present an ecologically comprehensive perspective while allowing multiple 
use to be granted by permit. The boundaries include all lands and waters 
enclosed by the 12 mile radius drawn around all NWHis. The sancturary is 
designed to preserve coastal areas and fisheries, provide regulations for 
planni~g and management, provide protection where gaps exist in laws, and 
ensure balance in multiple use. This proposed sanctuary would be managed by 
NOAA as a unit in a series of existing Marine Sanctuariesin the U.S. 

Both Critical Habitat and Marine Sanctuary proposals would enhance protection 
of unique wildlife resources of the NWHI not currently and/or comprehensively 
protected e.g. monk seal feeding areas and tuna schools. Both proposals would 
be enforced by NOAA. Both are overlain to some degree by existing protective 
status. 

World HeritaQe Site 
Tlie!nternabonaTConvention concerning the Protection of the World Cultural 
and Natural Heritage (UNESCO 1972) provides for the designation of areas o• 
"outstanding universal value" as World Heritage Sites. These exceptional 
areas must be recommended by the signatory nation responsible for the site for 
declaration by the International World Heritage Committee. The sites will 
undoubtedly include many previously designated protected areas. 

The primary objective is to protect the natural features for which the area 
was considered to be of world heritage quality. Also important is to provide 
publications of information for worldwide public enlightenment as well as to 
provide for research and environmental monitoring. 

Management of these sites will stress the maintenance of the heritage values, 
the continuation of legal protection, and will promote each site as to its 
significance to each country, its people and the world. 

All sites wili have to have strict legal protection and will be owned by 
government or a non-profit corporation or trust for the long term. While 
recreation and on-site interpretation will generally be developed, some sites 
may be of such significance that public use will either be strictly controlled 
or prohibited. 
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Boundary Review 
Seek to resolve conflicts with the State of Hawaii concerning the extent of 
the Refuge boundaries. Seek to expand boundaries to the edge of the reef on 
islands not current 1 y protected e.g., L i sian ski. Seek to ho 1 d boundaries on 
Mara Reef, Laysan, French Frigate Shoals, Pearl and Hermes Reef. Seek to 
expand boundaries at Necker and Nihoa to a specific fathom 1 i ne. This will 
offer a more inclusive area of aquatic habitat, and will enhance and 
standardize jurisdictional management. 

Mjd~ Overlay 
~and 9nclude islands at Midway as areas under the protective agencies of 
the FWS. Coordinate with U~. Navy to manage islands consistent with the FWS 
objectives concerning migratory birds, endangered species and predator control 
and contingency plans. 

National Landmark/Historic Sites 
Seek to include Nihoa and Necker as archeological sites suitable for Historic 
Site recognition. Review status and history of other islands in the NWHI as 
potential Historic site. Seek National Landmark status of appropriate 
islands. 

Source: Marine Sanctuary Proposal, C. Harrison 1983 
Recovery Plan for the Hawaiian Monk Seal, W. Gilmartin 1983 

LOCAT!ONAL 
FACTORS 

Site Location 

Access 

51 te Locatl on 

Access 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR OPT! HUH ACCEPTABLE · 

X All Hawaiian waters NWH! waters 

X Access with spec !a l 
use permit 

Access with perm! t 

First line is Critical Habitat for seals 
Second line Is Marine Sanctuary Proposal 

X 

·x 

Boundary out to 20 f, 
Boundary out to 12 mi, 

Area closed w/out 
perm! t 

Boundary out to 3 m .. 
Boundary out to 7 mi. 

Area closed w/out 
perm! t 

Area open to pub 1 I c use Same 
with perm! ss I on 
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OUTPUT: BLACK-FOOTED ALBATROSS PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Black-footed albatross (Diomedia nigripes) production and 
maintenance requires substrate,. food and freedom from introduced diseases, 
predators and human disturbance. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Black-footed albatross use all NWHI except Gardner 
Pinnacles from October through June or July. They are colonial ground 
nester!;,, preferring open areas, and will feed offshore. This species is 
particularly vulnerable to food shortages during its breeding season. One of 
the predominant causes of. natural mortality in chicks is starvation, which 
occurs when parent birds are unable to secure enough food to keep growing 
young alive. This species migrates away from the NWHI after breeding. 

~;:d~~fou;rb~n~~t0/ (t~~~~/ ~~6; Jdo~ 0~fd~~ye ~:la:nds0 iasndn k~~e 0 ~t~ lif,wini 
5c~~~~~l 

programs on islands where people and birds coexist (especially Midway) are all 
causes of reduced breeding or mortality in black-footed albatross. 

In the NWHI, black-footed albatross populations have largely recovered from 
the depredations of feather hunters and the results of devegetation. With 
introductions of soil and exotic vegetation on Sand Island, Midway, numbers of 
breeding birds have increased there. Population numbers during the past 
several years appear to have been fairly constant, or perhaps increasing 
slightly. 

Potentially conflicting outputs are those which include activities resulting 
in disturbance or habitat alteration of breeding islands and competing 
activities which decrease the availability of food for birds, especially 
during the reproductive season. 
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OUTPUT: BLACK-FOOTED ALBATROSS PROOUCT!ON/MA I NTEHANCE 

LOCATIONAL 
FACTORS 

Nesting 
Substrate 

' Disease 

Predators 

Isolation 

Food 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR 

X 

OPTIMUM 

Large, open sand 
beaches above storm 
tide line, Exotic 
vegetation lacking. 

Avian pox absent. 

Rats absent. 

People absent from 
co 1 on1es during 
breeding season. 

By percent vo 1 wre 1 n 
diet: 
Exocoet i dae 44.2 
Orttnastreph1 dae 29.2 
Fish 5,4 
Crustacea 4. 3 
Other squid 2,6 
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ACCEPTABLE 

High, sandy ridges; 
open, sandy areas 
running inland from 

MINIMUM 

Flat, rocky strata 
w1th little vegeta
tion. 

the beach between 
vegetation, especially 
Scaevola and Eragrostis 
rxotre'Vegetatlon lacking. 

Pox i nc1 dence 
decreased. 

Rats absent. 

Pox incidence de
creased from 
present levels 

Where they now occur, 
rats decreased. 

Slight human impact light human impact. 
during breeding season. 

Same Same 
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OUTPUT: LAYSAN ALBATROSS PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Laysan albatross (Diomedia immutabilis) production and 
maintenance requires nesting nesting substrate, food and freedom from 
introduced diseases, predators and human disturbance. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Laysan albatross breed on all NWHI, generally from 
October through July. They are ground nesters and tend to select nest sites 
closer to vegetation than the black-footed albatross (Fisher 1972). 
Individual pairs return with the same mate to the same nest site annually. 

This species feeds offshore during the breeding season and is vulnerable to 
food shortages during this time. Most natural chick mortality can probably be 
attributed to starvation although shark predation occurs to an unknown extent. 

Additional causes of mortality include rats (Kepler 1967), avian pox and 
possible lead poisoning on Midway Islands, and control programs in breeding 
co 1 ani es by humans. 

Feather hunting in the late 19th and ~arly 20th centuries resulted in the loss 
of several important Laysan albatross colonies worldwide. In the NWHI, the 
decline of this species was exacerbated by the devegetation of Laysan and 
Li sian ski Is-1 ands earlier this century; but the pop.ul ati on apparently 
recovered throughout the refuge and may be increasing on several islands, most 
notably Midway Islands. This is due to the introduction of exotic flora and 
soil on Sand Island which created additional nesting habitat • 

Potentially conflicting outputs are those which include activities resulting 
in disturbance or habitat alteration of breeding islands and competing 
aciivities which decrease the availability of food for birds, especially 
du, .ng the reproductive sea's on. 
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OUTPUT: LAYSAH ALBATROSS PRODUCT! DH/HAJ HTEHAHCE 

LOCATIOHAL 
FACTORS 

Nesting 

Disease 

Predators 

lsolati on 

Food 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR 

X 

OPTIMUM 

Flat, interior plains 
close to vegetation 
and protected from 
blowing sand and high 
water. Exotic plants 
absent. 

No a vi an pox. 

Rats absent, 

Ho human disturbance. 

By percent volume in diet: 
o ... astrephidae and 
other squids 64,8 
crustacea 6.6 
Velellidae 4.0 
Exocoetidao ova 3.6 
Holidae 2.6 
Fish 2.4 
Janth1n1dae ova l.B 
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ACCEPTABLE 

lnter1 or areas covered 
by ~efturu\ and 
Tri u us, ,each 
perimeters. 

Same 

Rats absent. 

Same 

Same 

MlHtMUM 

Rocky areas with 
1i tt' e vegetat1 on; 
s 1 opes; open beaches 
or dense vegetation. 

Pox controlled. 
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Decreased populations .~ 
where they present 1y 'f 
occur. 

Slight human 
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OUTPUT: BONIN PETREL PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Bonin petrel, (Pterodroma hypoleuca) production and maintenance 
requires nesting substrate, food, freedom from excessive competition and 
predation and isolation from human presence. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Bonin petrels are present on all NWHI except Nihoa, 
Necker and Gardner Pinnacles. They nest in burrows, breeding from January 
or February through June or July. However, birds have been recorded during 
all months. Bonins probably feed pelagically, occasionally in association 
with other species. The non-breeding distribution of this species is not 
we 11-known. 

The two principal causes of mortality of Bonin petrels in the NWHI are rat 
predation and shearwater attack. Rat predation has been documented at Kure 
Atoll and Miday Islands. Both Rattus rattus and R. exulans are involved. 
Studies by Woodward (1972) .and Grant et--al.\1981) have documented that rat 
predation, in the absence of effective control programs, can virtually 
eliminate successful fledging of young birds and could eventually lead to 
local extirpation. The significance of chick mortality by wedge-tailed 
shearwaters to the NWHI breeding population of Bonin petrels is uncertain, but 
it is clear that impact on localized colonies can be severe. Late nesting 
petrels are particulary vulnerable, as chicks are less able to defend 
themselves against shearwaters. Petrel mortality may result from direct 
attach or as· a result of starvation caused by separation from parents when 
young are evicted from burrows. In addition, on Laysan Island, the Laysan 
finch preys on eggs of this species. 

Burrows are also often destroyed inadvertently by persons walking through 
nesting colonies. Even prior. to egg laying, such destruction of habitat may 
c·ause prospective nesting birds to abandon the area and not nest during the 
season in which disturbance occurs. 

Although it appears that populations on Refuge islands are stable, population 
trends are hard to document due to the nesting habits and pattern of nocturnal 
activity in Bonin petrets. However, a drastic population decline has occured 
on Midway Island due to black rat predation (Grant et al. 1981). 

Potentially conflicting outputs are those which include activities resulting 
in disturbance or habitat alteration of breeding islands and competing 
activities which decrease the availability of food for birds, especially 
during the reproductive season. 
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OUTPUT: BONIN~ PROOUCTlON/MAINTENANCE 

LOCATJONAL 
FACTORS 

Nesting 
Substrate 

Predation 

Competition' 

Food 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR 

X 

OPTIMUM 

Sandy soil over hi n by 
Eragrosti s and 
shrubby 
vegetation. 

No human presence in 
colonies during breeding 
season. 

Wedge-tailed shear
waters absent. 

By percent volume in diet: 
Hyctophidae 24.3 
Onrnastrephidae 17.4 
Sternoptychi dae 11.5 
Crustacea 6.8 
Hull idae 4.2 
Gonostomatidae 2.8 
Other squid 3,6 
Fish 2,7 
Synodonti dae 2. 3 
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ACCEPTABLE 

Sandy soi 1 covered 
with grass,Eragrostis 
and lpjoea or 
Sea eva a. 

Minimal disturbance 
during breeding. 

Wedge-tailed shear
waters present in 
1 ow numbers. 

Same 

MINIMUM 

On surface under dense 
vegetation. 

Same 

Wedge-tal 1 ed shear
waters present in 
moderate numbers. 

Same 
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OUTPUT: BULWER'S PETREL PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Nest habitat, food i solation and freedom from predators are 
required for the production and maintenance of Bulwer's petrels. (Bulweria 
bulwerii) 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Bul wer's petre 1 s breed on all NWHI except Midway 
and Kure Atoll. They are ground nesters, using the islands from late March to 
October. At these times they feed within 8D km of their colonies (King 1970). 
This species is not particularly reliant on predatory fishes to drive prey to 
the surface. Winter feeding and di sp.ersal patterns are unknown. 

Natural egg predators include Nihoa and Laysan finches and crabs (Grapsus 
~· Crabs may also consume small chicks, but the extent of t_hi s 1 ass is 
uncertain. Egg predation is exacerbated by human disturbance that causes 
incubating adults to temporarily abandon their eggs. On rat infested islands, 
rat predation of Bulwer's petrels can be severe. In the NWHI, Midway Islands 
and Kure Atoll are the only islands with rats; no Bulwer's petrel colonies 
exist on these islands. 

There are insufficient data from any of the Hawaiian Island nesting colonies 
to document population trends, with the exception of Midway Islands, where 
Bulwer's petrels were once "abundant" (Munroe 1944) and no longer exist. 

Potentially conflicting outputs are those whi.ch include activities resulting 
in disturbance or habitat alteration of breeding islands and competing 
activities which decrease the availability of food for birds, especially 
during the reproductive season • 

LOCAT!ONAL 
FACTORS 

Nesting 
Habitat 

Predators 

Isolation 

Food 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR OPTfMUM 

Rocky areas and 
ledges affording 
holes and crevices. 
Si cyos absent. 

Absence of cats or 
rats. 

Absence of people 
In colonies during 
breeding season. 

By percent volume in 
d! et: 
Hyctophi dae 30,5 
Sternoptych!dae 29.3 
Orrmastrephidae 20.7 
Crustacea 3.9 
Fish 3.6 
Exocoetidae 3.2 
alobates ~2.6 
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ACCEPTABLE 

Under human-related 
structures, Under 
dense vegetation 
on the surface of the 
ground. 

Absence of cats or 
rats. 

Little human distur
bance In colonies 
during breed! ng 
season. 

Same 

MINIMUM 

Abandoned wedge
tailed shearwater 
burrows. 

Controlled predators 
where now present. 

Same 

Same 
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OUTPUT: WEDGE-TAILED SHEARWATER PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Wedge-tailed shearwater (Puffinus pacificus) producation and 
maintenance requires nesting substrate, food, isolation and freedom from 
introduced predators. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Wedge-tailed shearwaters breed on all NWHis. They 
are burrow nesters, using the islands from March through December. During 
this time, they feed within 80 km of their breeding grounds, often in 
association with tuna schools. 

Human-re 1 a ted causes of mort a 1 ity include historic depredation by Hawaiians 
and burrow destruction by intruders. Disturbance to nesting birds can cause 
abandonment of eggs and young with resulting mortality, as well as increased 
predation on unattended eggs by Nihoa and Laysan finches on these islands. 
Many young wedge-tailed shearwaters, particularly those from islands offshore 
of Oahu, perish when attracted to onshore street and automobile 1 i ghts when 
they fledge. 

Dogs, cats, rats, mongooses, owls and mynas are known to predate wedge-tailed 
shearwater nests. 

Inconsistent censusing methods make the interpretatton of historic population 
trends di ffi cult. It is known, however, that dramatic population declines 
have occured on Midway in recent years, probably due to rats introducted in 
1943. Main Island populations, including those on off-shore islets, have 
probably fluctuated radically because of Hawaii an hunting pressures, military 
activities and rats. It is thought that much of the historical breeding range 
of this species in the Main Islands has been reduced. 

Potentially conflicting outputs are those which include activities resulting 
in disturbance or habitat alteration of breeding islands and competing 
activities which decrease the availability of food for birds, especially 
during the reproductive season. 
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OUTPUT: WEDGE-TAILED SHEARWA TER PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

LOCAT!ONAL 
FACTORS 

Nest! ng 
Substrate 

Predators 

Isolation 

Food 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR OPTIMUM 

Soil overlain by 
Eragrost 1 s 1 

Scaevo 1 a and 
~pl 1 dense 
---~or 
grasses. 

Exot 1 c plants absent, 
Rats, dogs • cats, 
roongooses and mynas 
absent. 

Colonies free of 
human presence. 
Street 1 auto and 
.other lights not 
visible from colony. 

By percent volume 
in diet: 
Orronastrephidae 2H.2 
Carangi dae 27,6 
Hullidae 19,3 
Hyctophidae 4.2 
Exocoeti dae 4, 2 
Monacanthidae 4,1 
Fish 3,2 
Nomei dae 1.8 
Gobi i dae 1. 5 
Crustacea 1.1 
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ACCEPTABLE 

Loose sand under 
rocks. Sol l under 
hardpan. 

Same 

Same 

Same 

MINIMUM 

Rocky areas with de· 
crevices and ho 1 es. 
Surface nesting on 
sand overloin with 
scant vegetation. 

Some predators pres 
but contro 11 ed. 

Minimal human prese 
l 1 ghts shaded and 
distant. 

Same 
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OUTPUT: CHRISTMAS SHEARWATER PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: The production and maintenance of Christmas shearwaters 
(Puffinius nativitatis) requires nest cover, food, isolation and freedom from 
excessive predation and competition. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Christmas shearwaters breed on all NWHI except 
Gardner Pinnacles and Necker Island. They nest on the surface of the ground 
under various types of cover. Birds use the islands from January through 
Nove~ber, during which time they feed offshore. They are well-known to 
associate with tuna schools. 

This shearwater is quite skittish, and when disturbed the bird wi 11 often 
leave the nest. On Laysan Island and Nihoa Island, resident finches eat 
unattended eggs; this is the most common cause of egg loss on these islands. 

Interspecific competition is also responsible for loss of both eggs and 
chicks. Red-tailed tropicbirds and brown noddies, which nest in similar 
sites, wi 11 occasion ally chase Christmas shearwaters off eggs or ki 11 the 
chicks. 

Christmas shearwater populations declined drastically on Laysan Island (Ely 
and Clapp 1973) and Li si anski Island (Clapp and Wirtz 1975) during the era of 
feather hunting, and after the extensive destruction of habitat by introduced 
rabbits in the early twentieth century. It is probable that the Christmas 
shearwater has never fully regained its former numbers on these colonies, by 
far the most important colonies in the NWHI. The original vegetation of these 
islands may have been different from that which occurs today, and this change 
may have adversely affected recovery. Present numbers seem to have been 
stable for the past several years, except for the Midway Islands population, 
which is probably low because of the introduction of the black rat in 1943. 
(Fisher, and Ba 1 dwi n 1946). 

Potentially conflicting outputs are those which include activities resulting 
in disturbance or habitat alteration of breeding islands and competing 
activities which result in decreased availability of food for birds, 
especially during the reproductive season. 
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OUTPUT: ~ SHEARWATER PROOUCTION/MA!NTENANCE 

LOCATIOHAL 
FACTORS 

Nesting 

Predation 

CompetItion 

Food 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR 

X 

OPTIMUM ACCEPTABLE 

Dense Scaeola, rocky She! terl ng debris ~uch 
outcrops at perimeter as boards, sheets of 
of island. In shallow tin, etc.; may be in 
trenches under boards, conjunction with 
other vegetation, or Eragrost!s-Ip0111oea 
rocks. Exotic vegeta- Boerhavla association. 
tion absent. TilTiitei'for within 

Ipomoea. 

Hi hoa fl nches absent. 

Red-tailed tropic
' birds and brown 

noddies absent. 

Sma 11 number of 
finches present. 

Red-tailed tropic
hi rds and bro11n 
noddies present 1 n 
sma 11 numbers. 

By percent vo 1 ume Same 
in diet: 
Omastrephldae 47.4 
Mullidae 14.9 
Carangidae 13.5 
Exocoetidae 10.3 
Fish 4.8 
Nomeidae 2.5 
Ho 1 ocentri dae 2. 4 
Gonostomatidae 1.5 
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H!NIMUH 

Tournefortia, 
Scaevo Ia 
aiiClC!leilopod i urn. 

Moderate number of 
finches present. 

Red-tailed tropic
hi rds and bro11n 
noddies present 1 n 
moderate numbers. 

Same: 
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OUTPUT: SOOTY STORM-PETREL PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Sooty storm-petrel (Dceanodroma tri strami) production and 
maintenance requires nesting habitats, food, and freedom from excessive 
competition and predation. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Sooty storm-petrels are present from October 
through May and nest on all NWHI except Gardner Pinnacles and Midway Islands. 
Their presence on Lisianski Island and Kure Atoll is suspected, although not 
confirmed. They nest in a variety of habitats, depending on availability, 
though they are generally found in subsurface burrows, under vegetation or in 
cavities. Sooty storm-petrels probably feed offshore while using the islands. 

On Laysan Island, wedge-tailed shearwaters peck and kill late-fledging storm
petrel chicks, forcibly removing them from their burrows. It is likely that 
the presence of the black rat on Midway Islands accounts for its absence 
there, and undoubtedly Polynesian rats on Kure.Atoll ki 11 adults, young or 
eggs. 

Our knowledge of this species consists largely of colony locations and basic 
natural history. Reliable information cdncerning population trends is not 
available. Ely and Clapp (1973) ventured a guess that populations on Laysan 
Island are probably roughly equal to estimates at the beginning of this 
century. However, Hasegawa (1978} noted that the "breeding popu 1 ati on appears 
to have greatly decreased recently" on Torishima Island in the Izus. 

P<1tentially conflicting outputs are those which include activities resulting 
in disturbance or habitat alteration of breeding islands and competing 
activities which decrease the availability of food for birds, especially 
during the reproductive season. 

LOCATIOHAL 
FACTORS 

Nesting 
Substrate 

Predators 

CompetItion 

Food 

· .. 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR OPT! MUK ACCEPTABLE 

Inaccessible recesses 
in talus slides. 
Exotic vegttation 
absent, Burrows 
under Eragrosti s 
and Ipomoea. 

Cats and rats absent. 

Burrows under l~o1110ea 
and hardpan. so 
within Ipomdea 
cavities an cavities 
in guano pfl es. 
Burrows In soil under 
Cynodon, 

Cats and rats absent. 

Wedge-tailed shear- Wedge-tailed shear-
waters absent, waters in sma 11 

numbers, 

By percent volume 
In di ot: 
Uni dent Hi od 
squid 28.8 
Stepnoptychidae 23.0 
Velellidae 11.9 
Argasidae 10.0 
Crustacea 5,0 
Hal obates 
Seri ceus 1.1 
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MINIMUM 

Under Eragrostis and 
Boerhavia; also In 
open rubble. 

Cats and rats present 
but controlled. 

Wedge-tailed shear
waters in moderate 
numbers. 
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OUTPUT: REO-TAILED TROPICBIRD PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Red-tailed tropicbird (Phaethon rubricauda) production and 
maintenance requires nesting cover, food and freedom from introduced predators 
and diseases. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Red-tailed tropicbirds breed on all NWHI, generally 
from January through October. They are surface nesters requiring shelter from 
the sun. This species rarely feeds in association with predatory fishes; 
instead, it is usually a solitary (Gould 1971} pelagic feeder (Diamond 1975}. 

Red-tailed tropicbirds are highly vulnerable to rat predation. Egg and 
nesting 1 oss due to rats have been documented on Kure Atoll (Woodward 1972) 
and on Midway Islands (Ludwig et. al. 1979}. At Johnston Atoll, dogs, cats 
and ants all affect nesting success to some degree. Avian pox has been found 
on tropicbirds on Midway Islands. 

Current populations of red-tailed tropicbirds are probably fairly stable, but 
historically they have undergone dramatic fluctuations. On Laysan Island (Ely 
and C 1 a p p 19 7 3) and · L i s i an ski Is 1 and ( C 1 a p p and W i rt z 19 7 5), pop u 1 at i on s 
crashed after rabbits devegetated the islands in the early part of this 
century. The birds had been extirpated as a breeding species from L i sian ski 
Island by 1923, when Wetmore visited the island in May and found only two 
birds and no nests (Clapp and Wirtz 1975}. Today, the vegetation has 
recovered and the birds have repopulated these islands. On Midway Islands, 
human alteration of the islands is probably the main reason for increased 
populations. Wetmore (in Fisher 1946) estimated 20 birds in Apri 1 1923 on 
Midway Islands. By 1946, 19,000 birds (10,000 on Sand Island; 9,000 on 
eastern Island) were es.t-imat.e.d .fo_r both islands. Today, as estimated 10,000 
birds nest there. This decline since 1945 may be due to rat predation. 
Tropicbird populations have also increased on Kure Atoll (Woodward 1972) and 
Tern Island (French Frigate Shoals) (Amerson 1971} where there is permanent 
human habitation. Similar to Midway Islands, increased tropicbird populations 
on these two islands are probably a result of increased nesting habitat 
created by structures and introduced vegetation. 

Potentially conflicting outputs are those which include activities resulting 
in ~isturbance or habitat alteration of breeding islands .and competing 
act1vities which decrease the availability of food for birds, especially 
during the reproductive season . 
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OUTPUT; RED-TAILED TROP ICB IRD PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

LOCATIONAL 
FACTORS 

Nesting 
Cover 

Oi sease 

Predators 

Food 

.... , ........ ~-...... _._.. ..... 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR OPTIMUM 

Large, dense Scaevola 
stands on islana-
peri meter. Exotic 
plants absent. 

Pox absent. 

Rats, dogs, cats, 
and ants absent. 

By percent volume 
in diet: 
Exocoet i dae 33.5 
Onmastrephidae 17 .J 
Carangidae 14.3 
Coryphaenidae 9. 7 
Molidae 5,0 
Scornberesocidae 4,3 
Tetradontidae 4,0 
Scombri dae 3. 6 
Fish 3.3 
lemira"'i'hidae 2,5 
Xiph11dae 1.6 
Other squid 0,5 

30 

·. ·-.q··· .. , ...... 

ACCEPTABLE 

In Tournefortia, human 
debris, Pluchea, and 
holes an-.rc;:evrces 1 n 
rocl<. Also in 
Eragrosti s, Casuarina 
and Solanum.~ 
less dense Scaevola on 
island perimeter or 
~over low 
>caev ___ O!o_ ;a interiors. 

Same 

Same 

Same 

MINIMUM 

Around rock piles; 
within and beneath 
human-made structures. 
Small caves, over
hangs, crevices and 
holes. 

Pox present but 
contro 11 ed. 

Where now present, 
predators controlled. 

Same 
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OUTPUT: MASKED BOOBY PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Masked booby (Sula dactylatra) production and maintenance 
requires suitable nesting substrate, roosting areas and food. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Although immatures range widely, adult masked 
boobies are year-round residents and breed on all NWHI. Most breeding occurs 
from February through October. Nesting is on the surface, usually in open 
areas. Breeders and non-breeders roost on the islands in large aggregations 
or clubs. 

Feeding is pelagic, up to 150 km from land (Palmer 1962), Masked boobies 
rarely associate with one another when feeding, but frequently occur in mixed 
species foraging flocks (Gould 1971). Generally these feeding flocks occur 
when skipjack or yell owfi n tunas drive smaller prey to the surface. 
Populations of the masked boody appear to be fairly stable thro·•ghout the 
NWHI, both in recent and historical times, except for an apparent decrease on 
Necker Island (Clapp and Kridler 1977) for unknown reasons. Generally, this 
easily counted species seems to have fairly large fluctuations in breeding 
populations. During the early part of the twentieth century, this species 
declined severely on Laysan Island (Ely and Clapp 1973) and Lisianski island 
(Clapp and Wirtz 1975) due to feather hunting. The introduction of rabbits 
and the devegetation that followed were probably only secondary factors 
affecting numbers of this ground-nesting species. 

Potentially conflicting outputs are those which include activities resulting 
in disturbance or habitat alteration of breeding islands and competing 
activities which result in decreased availability of food ror birds, 
especially during reporductive season. 

LOCATIOHAL 
FACTORS 

Nesting 

Roosting 
Areas 

Food 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR OPTIMUM ACCEPTABLE 

Sand of upper beaches; Open, sandy areas in 
exotic vegetation island interiors 
absent, among Tribulus, 

~ 1 ptu u and Scaevola. 

Open beaches SPperate 
from breeding areas. 

, andyb~ 
High, open slopes, 
ridges and sunmits 
of high islands. 

Same 

By percent volume Same 
in diet: 
Exocoetidae 58.0 
Carangidae 29.0 
Coryphaedidae 2.8 
Hemi ra"'i'hidae 2.8 
llnmastrephiae 2.6 
Scombri dae 2. 2 
Fish 2.2 
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MINIMUM 

High, level rody 
substrate or 1 ower 
rocky a rea s. 

Same 

Same 
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OUTPUT: BROWN BOOBY PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Brown booby (Sula leucogaster) production and maintenance 
requires nesting habitat, nest material, food and freedom from introduced 
predators. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Brown boobies breed on all NWHI except Midway 
Islands. They breed in all months, with a definite peak in spring and summer. 
Nesting is on the ground in rocky, cl iffy areas. In sandy areas, brown 
boobies ,breed amoung vegetation, contructing substantial nests. Birds feed 
inshore year around (Diamond 1978), most within 80 km of the breeding island 
(King 1970). 

Rats are suspected to be il problems on several islands, but definitive 
information on their effect on brown boobies is lacking. However, Polynesian 
rats have been observed attacking and killing incubating Laysan albatrosses 
(Kepler 1969). Therefore, it is believed that brown boobies waul d also be 
vulnerable. 

Populations of the brown booby appear to be fairly stable throughout the NWHI, 
both in recent and in historical times, except on Midway Islands. In the late 
1930s, it was the most common booby (Hadden 1941). Today, single birds 
occasionally roost on the island; but none breed. Counts of this conspicuous 
bird make population esimates on a given visit to a breeding island relatively 
accurate. However, asyn~hronous nesting cycles make it impossibe to estimate 
all nesting attempts during that year from a single visit. Severe vegetation 
losses on Laysan Island (Ely and Clapp 1973) and Lisianski Island (Clapp and 
Wirtz 1975), caused by the introduction of European rabbits in the early 
twentieth century, did not seem to affect the populations of this ground 
nesting species. 

Potentially conflicting outputs are those which include activities resulting 
in disturbance or habitat alteration of breeding islands and competing 
activities which decrease the availability of food for birds, especially 
during the reproduction season. 
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OUTPUT: BROWN ~ PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

LOCAT!ONAL 
FACTORS 

Nesting 
Substrate 

Nesting 
Material 

Predators 

Food 

IMPORTANl' 
FACTOR OPT I MUM ACCEPTABLE 

X Rody strata on slopes Open areas within 
or ridges overlooking Scaevola. Exotic 
sharp elevational vegetation absent, 
drops. lnland on 
grassy, Sesuvium or 
Chenopodium areas. 
Exotic vegetation 
absent. 

Vegetation such as Vegetation. 
grass, twigs, etc. 
In sandy areas. 
nothing in rocky 
areas. 

Cats and rats absent. Same 

By precent vo 1 ume Same 
in diet: 
Carangidae 27.9 
Exocoetidae 26.4 
Hullldae 15,7 
Hemiramphidae 9,9 
Ormlastrephidae 4.8 
Belonidae 4.6 
Fish 3.9 
Kyphos i dae 3. 7 
Scomber.esocidae 2, 7 
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MINIMUM 

Small, rocky ledges or 
bare areas of crral 
rubble. Exotic vegeta
tion absent. 

Ha teri al absent. 

Where they presently 
occur~ cats and rats 
in reduced numbers. 

Same 
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OUTPUT: RED-FOOTED BOOBY PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Red-footed booby (Sul a sul a) production and maintenance requires 
suitable nesting substrate, nest materia 1, i solation, food and freedom from 
introduced predators. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Red-footed boobies nest on all NWHI except Gardner 
Pinnacles. Birds may be found on the islands at all times during the year, 
although breeding is concentrated in the spring and summer. These boobies are 
shrub nesters and build nest plat forms with a v~ri ety of plants. A 
significant number of immature birds roost on the isands (Woodward 1972). 

\ 

Birds forage pelagically (Diamond 1978), frequently in feeding flocks which 
occur when yell owfi n or skipjack tunas drive smaller prey to the surface. 
They probably remain in NWHI waters throughout the year. 

Theft of eggs, young and/or nest material from red-footed booby nests by 
frigatebirds is common, especially when boobies are disturbed from their 
nests. Rats prey on booby eggs, young and adults on Kure Atoll (Kepler 1967) 
and Midway islands (Ludwig et al. 1979). 

Red-footed booby populations seem to have remained steady over the last 
century, with the exceptions of declines in breeding birds on Laysan/Lisianski 
in the 1920's (Ely and Clapp 1973; Clapp and 'iii rtz 1975). However, the Lays an 
and Lisianski colonies have recovered and populations on Tern Island (French 
Frigate Shoals) may have increased recently. 

Potentially conflicting outputs are those which include activities resulting 
in disturbance or habitat alteration of breeding islands and competing 
activities which decrease availability of food for birds, especially during 
the reproductive season. 

· .. 
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OUTPUT: RED-FOOTED BOOBY PRODUCTIOH/HAIHTENAHCE 

LOCATIOHAL 
FACTORS 

NestIng 
Habl tat 

Hes t I ng 
Material 

Predators 

Food 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR 

OPTIMUM 

Hid and lower elev
tlons of higher 
Islands; In low 
Chenopodium, Slda 
and Sesbanl a :r-:4" 
abov~ound. 
Also In Scaevola. 
Exotl c vegetatl on 
absent 

Scaevo la branches 
~s, Trlbulus 
and/or flcy;;s;-
Boerhav a 

Rats and cats absent. 

By percent volume In 
diet: 
Exocoetldae 45.3 
Onmastrephldae 27.2 
Carangldae 10.5 
Scombersoc1dae 4.3 
Scombrldae 3,1 
Fish 2.7 
Hemlramphldae 2.1 
Holldae 1.8 
Hullldae 1.5 
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ACCEPTABLE 

In Tournefortla and 
ChenohO<l l urn, rubb 1 e 
from urnans. In 
Prlchardia on Hlhoa. 
Scaevola-Pluchea In 
1 s land l nterl rors. 
Exotic vegetation 
absent. 

Data not available. 

Rats and cats absent. 

Same 

. •• • • • •f .,~, ....... 

MIHIHUH 

Matted Sol~lum, 
Trlbulus ~ 
~-9row1ng 
Scaevola and Solanum. 
rxotlCVegeta~ 
absent. 

!11 ;~um~/rl bul us, 

~ 

Predators con
trolled w.here they 
presently occur. 

Same 



OUTPUT: GREAT FRIGATEBIRD PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Great frigatebird (Fregata minor) production and maintenance 
requires nesting habitat, nest material food, isolation and freedom from 
introduced predators. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Great frigatebirds nest on all NWHI except Gardner 
Pinnacles. Although some birds are on the islands in' all months, the breeding 
seaSoQ lasts from March to November, during which time twig nests are 
constructed on vegetation. Feeding usually occurs within 80 km of the 
breeding or roosting grounds. Juveniles wander, however, adult birds remain 
in NWHI waters all year (Diamond 1978), 

Egg and chick loss among great frigatebirds is often due to disturbance by 
other frigates pillaging nest material or unmated males attempting to set up 
breeding colonies within existing ones. This problem can be seriously 
exacerbated by human intruders in a colony, which cause parent birds to flush 
from eggs and young, allowing neighboring frigatebirds to raid the nests. 

Attacks of black rats Rattus rattusf on incubating red-footed boobies on 
Eastern Island, Midway udw1g et a1979) suggest that similar problems may 
also exist for the great frigatebirds which nest in the same area. 

Most populations of great frigatebirds in the NWHI appear to have been 
reasonably stable based on historical records, but there are two important 
exceptions. The populations of this shrub-nesting species plummetted during 
the early twentieth century on Laysan Island (Ely and Clapp 1973) and 
Lisianski Island (Clapp and Wirtz 1975), when introduced rabbits destroyed 
most of the native vegetation on those islands. It seems that the population 
on Lisianski Island has recovered, but that on Laysan Island has still not 
achieve¢ its former levels. The populations on Nihoa Island and Necker 
Island, where large colonies are scattered along cliff slopes, are 
particularly difficult to census and consequently only gross cha~ges in 
nesting populations can be observed. On Tern Island (French Frigate Shoals) 
the first nesting of this species was attempted in 1982. 

Potentially conflicting outputs are those which include activities resulting 
in disturbance or habitat alteration of breeding islands and competing 
activities which decrease the availability of food for birds, especially 
during the reproductive season. 
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OUTPUT: GREAT FRIGATEBIRO PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

LOCATIOHAL 
FACTORS 

Nesting 
Habitat 

Nesting 
Material 

Predators 

Food 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR OPTIMUM 

Dense ChenopodIum 
and Sesbanla or 
large clumps of 
low, thick Chenopodium 
and Sid a, 
hi ghereTevati ons of 
canyon and valley 
walls. High, thick 
Scaevol a .. 

Data Not available. 

Rats Absent. 

By percent vo 1 ume 
in dl et: 
Exocoetldae 61.9 
Omnastrephl dae 13.6 
Carangi dae 9.2 
Hemiramphldae 4.6 
Fish • 3.3 
Coryphaeni dae 1.8 
Honacanthldae 1.8 
Scombersocldae 1.3 
Scombri dae 1. 2 

ACCEPTABLE MINIMUM 

Scattered Chenopodium Low, thick Trlbulus 
and Slda, Loll and Tourndiirt:r.:
~cjgvjla, Cheno~odium Jutting rock crags. 
___ s and So •num. 

Tribulus stems, Tournefortla twigs. 
~a and~ 

sa..., Rats controlled. 

Sam<! Sam<! 
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OUTPUT: GRAY-BACKED TERN PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Gray-backed .tern (Sterna 1 unata) production and maintenance 
requires nesting habitat, food, ~1on and freedom from predation and 
excessive competition. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Gray-backed terns return annually to colonies on 
all the NWHI to breed, arriving as early as December and departing in 
September. They nest on the ground, often in association with sooty terns, 
and feed inshore during this time. Cowfish, (Lactoria fornasini) 
(Ostraciontidae), are especially important in the diet, regardless of season 
or island. After breeding, gray-backed terns migrate to unknown areas. 

If disturbed, this species will leave the nest, exposing the egg or chick to 
predators, especially finches on Laysan and Nihoa. Rats will also predate 
gray-backed terns. Sooty terns are known to kill gray-backed chicks, and may 
compete with adults for nesting sites, as well.· 

Little pre-20th century mention is made of gray-backed terns. However, it is 
known that breeding populations declined on Laysan and Lisianski Islands in 
the 1910's and 1920's following the introduction of rabbits. These 
populations are believed to have recovered. On Midway Islands, this species 
is thought to have·declined much from pre-Wo'rld War II levels (Fisher 1946) 
and has probably not yet recovered. 

Potentially conflicting outputs are those which include activities resulting 
in disturbance or habitat alteration of breeding islands and competing 
activities which decrease the availability of food for birds, especially 
during the reproductive season. 
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OUTPUT: GRAY-BACKED ~ PROOUCTION/MAlNTENANCE 

LOCTlONAL 
FACTORS 

Hes ti ng 
Habitat 

Predators 

Compet 1t ion 

Isolation 

Food 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR OPT!H\JM 

Under Scaevola, 
Eragro~ other 
vegetat 1 on. Around 
peri treters of sooty 
tern colonies. On 
sparsely vegetated 
rocky ledges and 
ridges within canyons 
and gulches. Exotic 
vegetation absent. 

Rats absent. 

Sooty terns absent. 

Human disturbance 
in breeding colonies 
absent. 

By persent volume 
in diet: 
Ostracl ontidae 43.0 
Exocoeti dae 9. 7 
Fish 7. 7 
Mullidae 7.6 
Clupeidae 5,6 
Coryphaenidae 3.9 
Orrmastrephidae 3.8 
Nomeidae 3.5 
Crustacea 3. 2 
Pegasidae 2.4 
Caragidae 2.0 
Balistldae 1.7 
Chellddactylidae 1.4 
Gonorhynch i dae 1.1 
Chaunactdae 1.0 
lstiophoridae 1.0 

ACCEPTABLE 

Rocky strata ledges 
and ridges. Broken 
coral and rubble, 
high on beach out
side sooty tern 
colony. 

Same 

Few soottes. 

Same 

Same 
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Under scattered beach 
vegetation and along 
the peri meter of beaches. 
Open sand on beaches: 
within sooty tern 
colony. 

Rats controlled on 
islands where they 
presently occur. 

Moderate numbers of 
sooty terns. 

Hinimal 

Same 
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OUTPUT: SOOTY TERN PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Sooty tern production and maintenance requires appropriate 
nesting substrate, food, freedom from introduced predators and human 
disturbance. 

DESCRIPTION: Sooty terns (Sterna fuscata)· are ground nesting birds with 
breeding colonies on all NWHr.lfiCTuding Midway Islands and Kure Atoll, from 
December through September. Although they are pelagic fee9ers (Diamond 1978; 
King 1967), feeding concentrations occur around colonies during the breeding 
seas._on, depending on predatory tunas to drive prey to the surface. Non
breeding birds may stay on the wing for months. 

As ground nesters, sooty terns are quite vulnerable to predators. Rats take 
eggs, young and adults on Midway Islands and Kure Atoll. Great fri gatebi rds 
take sooty tern chicks throughout the NWHI. Adult sooty terns will peck and 
kill neighboring chicks which wander into their territory. Ruddy turnstones 
(Arenaria interpres) will take eggs (Feare 1976; Dinsmore 1971). On Laysen 
Island and Rihoa Island, the endemic finches eat unattended eggs and are the 
prime cause of egg loss. Cattle egrets (Bubulcus ibis) have been observed 
taking sooty tern chicks at French Frigate Shoals, where they are a vagrant 
species. Ant infestation also commonly causes egg and chick loss (Brown 1973). 

Historically, sooty tern populations appear to have been stable and not 
significantly differer-t from present levels, with the possible exception of 
Midway Islands. 

Potentially conflicting outputs are those which include activities resulting 
in disturbanc~ or habitat alteration of breeding islands and competing 
activities which decrease the availability of food for birds, especially 
during the reproductive season. 

LOCATlOHAL 
FACTORS 

Nestt ng 
Habt tat 

Predators 

Food 

!HPORTAHT 
FACTOR OPT! HUH 

X In Eragrost1 s 1 n 
is 1 and 1 nterl ors. 

Finches, cattle 
!grets, rats and 
ants absent. 
Finches present. 

ACCEPTABLE M!H!HUH 

At edges and with1 n High rocky 1 edges. 
dense Scaevo !a 
clu"'4Js:---ATS0tn areas 
Vegetated With Jrj bUl US 1 

Boerhavta, ~ 

Same Cattle egrets, rats 
and ants controlled 
where they now ext st. 

By present volume Same Same 
in diet: 
O!rmastrepht dae 53.4 
Hul1tdae 14.5 
Exocoetidae 8,8 
Carangidae 6.9 
Hometdae 3.1 
Ge"'4Jyltdae 3.0 
Fish 2,8 
Scombridae 2. 5 
Honacanthtdae ).g 
Holocentr1 bae 1. 6 
Holt dae 1. 0 
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DESCRIPTION: Brown noddy (Anous stolidus) production and maintenance require~ 
appropriate nesting habitat~t material, food and an absence of predators. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Brown noddies breed on all NWHI between March an 
October, nesting both on the ground and in vegetation. Nest material include 
vegetation. During this time, birds feed pel agi cally (Di amend 1978) i 
association with tuna schools (Gould 1971), usually within 50 miles of lan 
(King 1967), Brown noddies are absent from NWHI waters in the winter. 

Because of nesting habitat, this species is quite vulnerable to mammalia 
predators. Among those animals knows to predate brown noddies in Hawaii an 
elsewhere, are rats (Kepler 1967), rabbits (Brown 1974) and cats (Dorward an 
Ash mole 1963). ~~ 

Based on historical records, populations appear to be stable, with severa 
exceptions. Declines occurred on French Frigate Shoals due to Coast Suar 
disturbance in the 1960's (Amerson 1971) after rabbits were released in th 
1920's. Midway populations have declined since the introduction of the blac 
rat (Fisher 1946). With the exception of Midway Islands, all thes 
populations have recovered. 

Potentially conflicting outputs are those which include activities resultin 
in disturbance or habitat alteration of breeding islands and competin 
activities which decrease the availability of food for birds, especiall 
during the reproductive season. 
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OUTPUT: ~ NOOOY PROOUCTION/MA!NTENANCE 

LOCATIONAL 
FACTORS 

Nesting 
Habitat 

Nesting 
Hater! a! 

Predotors 

Food 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR OPT! HUH ACCEPTABLE 

On ground in ravines, 
Hay be under thick 
Chenopod i urn or on 
rock outcroppings 
and ledges. Also in 
shall ow ho 1 es in 
cliffs, On ground 
under vegetation, 

In Scaevola bush 
froiiiT-J'Orr ground 
or on ground in 
association with 
Tribulus, 
boerhavia and Solanum. 

such as dense Scaevol a
~orthicr
Etagro"Stus. 

--.--

Bones, feathers, Scaevola, Eragrostfs, 
pebbles, stids, bones. 
weed stems, straws. 

Rats and othor Rats absent. 
exotic mammals 
absent. 

.By percent volume Same 
in diet: 
011'111astrephidae 32.8 
Hu!lidae 24,0 
Carangidae 10.3 
Exocoeti dae 9.1 
Synodontidae 5 .o 
Fish 5.U 
Gempylidae 2.8 
Holocentridae 2.0 
Honacanthidae 1.0 
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M!NIHUH 

Bare rock under 
Eragrostis, Scaevola
Eragrost1sor Ipomoea 

Feathers, Portulaca. 

Predators contra !led 
where they now exist. 

Same 
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OUTPUT: ~ ~ PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: Black noddy (Anous tenui rostri s) producti o'n and maintenance 
requires nesting substrate, nest materia 1, roosting sites, food and freedom 
from exotic predators. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Black noddies breed in winter and spring on all 
Refuge islands and on Midway. Although exact breeding months vary widely from 
year to year, generally, eggs are 1 aid as early as November; and chicks may 
fledge as late as July. The nests themselves, built on cliff ledges or on 
vegetation, contain some plant material in them. A substantial portion of the 
population is non-breeding and uses the islands to roost. Both breeding and 
non-breeding black noddies are inshore feeders {Diamond 197B; King 1967) 
depending on tuna and nearshore fish such as ulua to drive their prey to th~ 
surface. 

Black noddies are not particularly vulnerable to introduced mammalian 
predaLors. However, avian predators are known, i.e., Mynas. 

Historically, populations of these birds have been stable in the NWHI, except 
for Laysan Island (Ely and Clapp 1973). The devegetation of that island 
caused depressed populations in the 1920's, although numbers have now returned 
to previous levels. On Midway Islands, numbers have increased since the 
beginning of the century due to increased nesting habitat provided by 
introduced Casuarina litoria. 

Other outputs that are potentially conflicting include human activities 
resulting in disturbance or habitat alteration of breeding islands, and 
competing activities which lead to decreased availability of food for birds, 
especially during the breeding season. 
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OUTPUT: BLACK NOOOY PROOUCTION/HA!NTENANCE 

LOCAT!ONAL 
FACTORS 

Nest! ng 
Habitat 

Roosting 
51 tes 

Predators 

Food 

···~"7'r-,~ .. .,...-o:.........---.-·-----·· 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR 

X 

OPTIMUM ACCEPTABLE 

On high Islands, Ledges, Pluchea, 
ledges on steep cliff Eragrostis or Scaevola. 
faces; Scaevola, 
Casuari~neforti a, 
Pluchea, ocos, 

Rocks, Cocos. 
Tournef~ 
Eragrost1 s, Casuarina 

l 

Cheno~odi urn or 
Brass ca. 

Mynas absent. Same 

By percent of vo 1 ume 
in diet: 
Mullidae 32,7 
Synodontidae 21.7 
Clupeldae 10.7 
Exocoetidae B.6 
Orrmas trephi dae 6. 7 
Other fish 5. B 
Gobiidae 2,9 
Gempylidae 2.3 
Gonorhynchi dae l. 9 
Atherlnidae 1.9 
Holocentridae 1.5 
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Rocks, 1 edges, sma 11 -~~ 
growth forms of Scaevola, · 
art Hi clal structures, 
Eragrostis clumps, ~ 
'SQ,anum. 

Beaches, sma 11 growth 
forms of Scaevola, 
artificial structures. 

Mynas contra 11 ed. 
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OUTPUT: BLUE-GRAY NODDY PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: BlUe-gray noddy (Procel sterna cerul ea) production an• 
maintenance requires nesting substrate, food and isolation from huma• 
disturbance when incubating eggs. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: In the NWHI, blue-gray noddies breed on Nihoa an 
Necker Islands, on La Perouse Pinnacle in French Frigate Shoals, and 0 
Gardner Pinnacles. While present all year, they breed primarily in winte 
and spring. They nest on cliffs and feed inshore year-round. However, faa 
requirements are most critical from December to June. 

Predation by finches probably occurs on Nihoa if adults are flushed fro1 
nests. 

Blue-gray noddy populations appear to be stable. However, the Kaula Islan 
population has decreased; and total loss of the colony may have occurred. 

Potentially· conflicting outputs are those which include activities resultin 
in disturbance or habitat alteration of breeding islands and competin 
activities which decrease the availability of food for birds, especiall 
during the reproductive season. 

LOCAT!ONAL 
FACTORS 

Nesting 
Substrate 

Isolation 

Food 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR 

X 

OPTIMUM ACCEPTABLE MINIMUM 

Recesses and hall aws Rock faces and 1 edges Same 
on steep ell ffs, along valley sides 
often just above and ridge tops. 
shore 11 ne. 

Colonies free from Mlni~Nl disturbance Same 
human disturbance of colonies during 
during nesting season. breeding season. 

By percent volume Same Same 
in diet: 
Synodontidae 19.9 
Halobates 
~eruceys lB.H 

rustacea 17.9 
Exocoet I dae 14.8 
Mullldae 14.2 
Misc. fish 7 ,B 
Gempylldae z.o 
Both I dae l.B 
Onmastrephidae 1.5 
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OUTPUT: WHITE TERN PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

DESCRIPTION: White tern (~alba) production and maintenance requires 
adequate nesting substrate, food and freedom from introduced predators. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: White terns breed on a11 NWHI. Although breeding 
occurs throughout the year, it peaks in spring and summer on islands where 
phenology is known. Eggs are 1aid on a variety of substrates, depending on 
avai1abi1ity; nests are not constructed. Ourirlg this time, approximately 
March through August, food needs are especia11y critical in colony waters: 
non-breeding birds feed far offshore. White terns feed in association with 
predatory tunas. 

Aside from Nihoa and Necker Islands, where estimates are unavai1able, 
populations in the NWHI seem to be fairly stable. However, there was a severe 
decline on Laysan Island (Ely and Clapp 1973) and Lisianski Island (Clapp and 
Wirtz 1975) when rabbits were introduced. Populations on these two islands 
have regained their former levels. The population on Midway has greatly 
increased during the past 50 years, possibly due to the introduction of 
Casuarina litorea (Fisher and Baldwin 1946). Present numbers on Midway are 
probably stable, but may still be growing slowly. · 

Potentially conflicting outputs are those which include activities resulting 
in disturbance or habitat alteration on breeding islands, especially during 
the reproductive season, and competing activities which result in decreased 
availability of food for birds. 

LOCATIONAL 
FACTORS 

Nesting 
Substrate 

Predators 

Food 

'T"'f,...__--...... ...... ": - ..... ····· .. 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR OPTIMUM ACCEPTABLE 

Ledges on sheer cliffs ln vegetation such as 
from SO' to ZSO' above Scaevola, Casuarlna, 
the sea on high Islands. Cocos and Eragrostis, 
Rocks and 1 edges a 1 ong --
the periphery of 
Islands, elevated at 
least sever a 1 Inches 
above the ground. 

Rats, mynas and ants Same 
absent. 

Readily available Same 
wfthl n feed! ng grounds. 
By percent volume 
In dl et: 
Exocoet I dae ZZ. 7 
Hullldae 19,5 
0!1111astrephldae 11.6 
Klsc. fish 6,1 
Hernlramphldae 4.6 
Coryphaenl dae 4.4 
Belonfdae 4,0 
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MINIMUM 

Coral Rubb 1 e on open 
beach, Ground under 
Scaevola or Eragrost.ll. 

Predators controlled 
where they now occur. 

Same 
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OUTPUT: ECOLOGICAL MONITORING 

DESCRIPTION: Ecological monitoring includes studies, publications a 
banding. It is used to sample and assess population levels and trends ~nd t 
causative factors for the observed trends in an effort to maintain seab1rd 1 
other elements of HINWR at optimum 1 evels. Research which is conducted 
responsible scientists, educators and cooperating organizations is encourag• 
providing such activities will not threaten or impair a spe.cies or an 
Collection of scientific specimens is with permit only. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Techniques used to monitor populations inclL 
various methods to sample and measure breeding populations, reproducti 
success, chick growth rates, egg sizes, adult weights, estimates of feed· 
intervals of chicks and incubation shift lengths. In addition to monitor· 
seabird growth rates, these data may be useful in monitoring fish stocks ; 
en vi ron mental pollution • 

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS: Parameters used in monitoring must be accuratE 
measurable in the field, should be related to detectable causes such as f, 
shortages or pollution levels, should be limited to as little interpretat 
as possible. Data must be directly comparable when collected by differE 
researchers, must be relatively non-disturbing to birds and ot~ 
wildlife/wildland elements, must have natural variability· that· 
significantly less than the variation cuased by external factors, must 
biologically feasible and relevant. Research wi11 be according to F 
established policies: non-disturbing without permit, permitted take on 
conducted away from monk seals, sea turtles, subject to periodic checks 
Refuge personnel and results made known to HINWR for future planning. 

HINWR has allowed research which is compatable with Refuge objectives to 
conducted. In 1981; as a participant in the Tripartite Study, FWS hosted 
research projects in the HINWR. Research has occured in cooperation w· 
other federal organizations i.e. NMFS, FWS-Research; State organizations, · 
DLNR, U.H. Sea Grant Program, HIG, Inst. Marine Biology; other Universiti· 
i.e. UCLA, UC-Davi s; and private organizations such as Bishop Museum. 

SITE LOCATION: Three methods are described based on site access: 1) sho1 
duration population assessment will be conducted on short visits (5-10 da 
on periodically planned and otherwise opportunistic visits to NWHI; 2) lo 
duration population assessment used especially for asynchronic breeders w 
be used in conjunction with other field camps when possible and/or at le 
one every five years; and 3) continous study of populations on Tern Isla 
French Frigate Shoals. 

Sources: FWS Draft Report of Monitoring Manual of Seabirds of the NW 
Unpubl. 

HINWR 1983. 
HINWR Narrative Report, 1981-1982 
Fefer, et.al. 1983. 
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OUTPUT: ECOLOGICAL MON!TORINGS 

LOCAT!ONAL 
FACTORS 

Monitoring, 
studies and 
site locations 

'-

Site Restrlcitons 

Banding 
Site Location 

Recovery 

Access 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR 

X 

.. _ .... T. 

OPT! HUM 

Plan 1. Short visits 
every 1-Z years to all 
Islands 

Plan 2. Long visit 
every Z-3 years 

Phn 3. Contlnlous 
study 

Work wi 11 not occur 
within 1000' of E/T 
sped es 

Able to band birds 
on all Islands 

Ab 1 e to recover 
bands on all islands 

Access once a year 
band site 
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ACCEPTABLE 

VisIts every 5 years 
to key 1 ands 

Every 5 years 

\ 

S•roo 

Work will not occur 
with! n 500' of E/T 
sped es 

Able to band birds 
on 2/3 of a 11 Islands 

Ab 1 e to recover bands 
on 2/3 of the 1 slands 

Access every 2-3 
years to band site 

. -~ 

MINIMUM 

Same 

Every 6 years 

Sa roo 

Within 300' of E/T 
species 

Able to band on l/2 of 
of islands 

Ab 1 e to recover on 
l/2 of 1 sl ands 

Access every 5 years 
to band site 
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OUTPUT: ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION 

DESCRIPTION: Students and teachers involved in formal environmental educ 
(EE) programs with a school district or college in which refuge 1 
resources and facilities provide a place to actively study and learn, 
ecology and environmental relationships and enhance environmental aware 
understanding and appreciation. 

ECOLOGICAL MONITORING: Environmental Study Areas are places where stu 
and teachers can become involved in an organized environmental educ. 
program. Locational criteria are not aimed at specific studies but su 
locations where marine and terrestrial ecosystems interact. 

Because of the possibility of disturbing and disrupting seabird nestin 
sea turtle/monk seal haul-out behavior, EE sites must be located on spe 
sites. Shelters and work benches/tables would be included as su1 
facilities. 

The areas should provide places for students to enrich their·course of 
as presented by their teacher. Areas also provide locations where the r 
staff could conduct EE workshops. For the most part, refuge manager 
staff serve as coordinators, consultants and .resource persons. The rna 
number of people using the area at one time would be 20. 

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS: Activities will occur year-round. Sites 3hould be 
from hazards, nesting and endangered species. 

SITE LOCATION: Kilauea Point Wildlife Administrative Site is the existi 
site on Kauai. It is easily reached by local, regional and national educ 
and is the closest existing site to the remote NWHI. No other EE sit 
Oahu are currently being considered. 

Sources: Grays Lake NWR Master Plan 
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OUTPUT: ENVIROit\ENTAL EDUCATION 

LOCATIONAL IMPORTANT 
FACTORS FACTOR OPTIMUM 

DIVERSITY 3 or more hab1 tat 
types adjacent to 
dl scuss 1on area 

HAZARDS W1thl n fenced-in 
area from cllffs, 
deep water, sharks, 
nesting species 

ACCESS Area with! n 300' 
of parking area 

SLOPE 0-2% 

FACILITIES Wlthi n 1/4 ml, of 
rest rooms, drink 1 ng 
""ater, shade 

NESTING SPECIES 2 or more nesting sp. 
within 300' 

SEASON Suitable for use 
year-round 

LAHO USE Over 1/2 ml, from 
other activities 

VEGETATION Within grass or 
sand area 
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ACCEPTABLE MINIMUM 

2 or more hab1 tat Same 
types 

Same Same 

Area within 1DO' Within 2000' 

2-5% 5-10% 

With! n 1/2 ml, of Within 1/2 mi. of 
same same 

1 or more sp. within 1 or more sp. within 
400' 500' 

Suitable for g months Suitable for 6 months 

Infrequent lnteruption Same 

Within sand area Same 

.,.. ~·;,-w~t;":~r :·-.:.4 

OUTPUT: INTERPRETATION 

DESCRIPTION: Interpretation is an educational activity aimed at revealir 
ecological relationships, examining systems through conducted nature tour~ 
underwater tours, etc. On-site interpretation is preferred but not alwa.l 
possible. However, the use of audiovisual media, exhibits and presentatior 
by experienced personnel is highly desirable and a necessary component to of· 
site programs. More people may be reached and exposed to the ecological ar 
human relationships through these media. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Due to the sensitive nature of island ecosystem 
endangered species and difficult logistics, off-site interpretive c~nters wi 
reach more people. The use of quality audiovisual material will enhance tl 
interpretive experience and address priority and regional topics in a mar 
comprehensive manner for more people than would on-site interpretatio 
Consequently, less environmental impact to fragile ecosystems would resul 
Conducted tours and talks will usually start or center at the Refuc 
HPadquarters when possible, with access from there being by foot. Tour rout; 
will include sites of public interest, scenic vistas, locations wit 
informative signs and structures. The qua 1 ity of the experience is the mo: 
important factor, hence, sites with important ecological components ar 
diversity will be emphasised without disturbing the wildlife. The maxi mt 
number of people should be less than 20. 

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS: Interest exists in populations limited by financial ar 
time constraints. Programs will be conducted by those with direct experienc 
with the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands. ·Tour areas will be placed well awa• 
from unprotected sensitive areas, areas frequented by endangered specie: 
area~ of potential hazard and refuge work or storage areas. 

Interpretive tours will be led by personnel familiar with refuge polic 
r'garding sensitive areas. 

SITE LOCATIONS: Kilauea Point Wildlife Administrative Site is the close! 
interpretive site that is easily reached by local, regional and nation< 
groups. 

Tern Island is a staffed refuge field station located at French Frigat 
Shoals. Special airplane charters are necessary to reach this site. On-si1 
interpretive programs are not currently available there. 

Source: Refuge Manual 
Kern and Pixley NWR Master Plan, Locational Criteria Forms 
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.• -~ OUTPUT: PHOTOGRAPHY /JOURNALISM/ART lNTERPRETlVE CENTER (OFF -SITE) 

;~~-
LOCATlONAL IMPORTANT 
FACTORS FACTOR OPT! HUH ACCEPTABLE MlNlMUH 

orr-site X Within large Within large Same 
Location urban center rural district 

On-site Greater than 1000' Greater than 500' Same 
Location from endangered from, endangered 

species, hazards species, hazards 

' Access X Reachable by public Reachable by private Same 
transport transportation 

·';..• 

;1 

Points of X Several multimedia One or more media Same 
Interest events events 

Area Seating for at least Seating for 40 Seating for 20 
60 

1 g.: 
:r 
;~. ' 

:t 
::~ 
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DESCRIPTION: On-site visitors engaged in wildlife-oriented photograph 
journalism and art. Includes both on-site activities and at Kilauea Point. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Diversity of habitat and existing Wildli 
concentrations, peak nesting seasons and proximity to vistas are k 
locational criteria. Other considerations are accessibllity, avoidance 
hazards and conflicts, quality of viewing sites, proximity of blinds 
nesting species, ease of monitoring activities of recreati oni sts, 1 ack 
disturbance to environment and wildlife but with close enough proximity 
wildlife/wildlands for full appreciation. 

Photographic opportunities are best in early morning and evening, when 1 if 
is less intense. Photo opportunities are available at any point on the RefL 
but may be optimized by the use of blinds. This would concentrate useage 
specific areas for ease in monitoring effects. 

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS: Refuge personnel will be available to monitor nc 
consumptive land uses on an opportunistic basis. Design of blin 
should be considerate of surrounding landscape. Other considerations shoL 
include handicapped access, vandalism, maintenance and construction metho· 
Users will avoid critical nesting grounds, sensitive sites and proximity· 
endangered species. Users wi 11 be required to file for special use permi 
Size_of groups will be limited. Group tours will be responsible f 
their own food; lodging will be provided on Tern Island for a fee. 

LOCATIONAL lHPORTAHT 
FACTORS FACTOR OPTlHUH ACCEPTABLE HIN!HUH 

Wildlife X Areas wl th excellent Areas with good Areas with fair 
wildl ire viewing/ wildlife viewing/ wildlife viewing/ 
photographing with- photographing with- photograph 1 ng wl th 
out disturbance out disturbance out d 1 sturbance 

Natural Diversity 4 or more natur.!!l 3 or more natural One or more natural 
(Habitat) features nearby features nearby features nearby 

Access (On-site) X Charter boat and Charter airplane, Space available FWS 
airplane refuge boat flight. Refuge boat 

Visual Hi gh'-qual ity vl sual Quality al ement:s No negative elements 
elements in vieW, In view, little in view 
no human deve 1 opment human development 
In sight In sight 
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OUTPUT: OTHER RECREATION 

DESCRIPTION: Limited recreational opportunity in designated areas for 
authorized personnel. Includes swimming, snorkelling, scuba, jogging and 
vo 11 eyba 11 • 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Such activities will be limited to designed areas 
on Ter;n Island and will be managed in ways which will avoid disturbance to 
wildlife and/or other habitats. 

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS: Non-wildlife oriented recreation will be limited to 
authorized personnel: those stationed on Tern Island with FWS or other 
researchers with Special Use Permits. Also may include commercial fishermen 
stationed on motherships, fishing vessels, service vessels, aircraft, etc. at 
Tern Island for extended periods. 

SITE LOCATIONS: Limited solely to designated area of Tern Island. 

LOCAT!OHAL 
FACTORS 

Wildlife 

FacUlties 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR 

X 

OPT! HUH 

Not "ithi n sight 
or earshot of E/T 
animals. 

Existing 
runway. 
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ACCEPTABLE MINIMUM 

Within·soo• of Same 
E/T animals. 

Same Same 
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OUTPUT: COMMERCIAL FISHING 

DESCRIPTION: Commercial use of a renewable fishery resource outside Refuge 
boundaries by rod and reel, baited lines, various nets, traps and spearguns. 
This includes mothership and commercial charter boat fishing. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Maintaining and enchancing existing resource 
potentials are priorities of HINWR. NWHI seabirds consume an estimated 
410,000 metric tons of fish. Their nesting islands and atolls are vulnerable 
to human disturbances such as pollution and the introduction of exotic or 
alien organisms. If it could be demonstrated that commercial fishing would 
not 1 ead to a significant decline in both fish and wildlife stocks, fishing 
might be permissible within the Refuge on a limited entry, seasonally 
determined basis. Only permitees who have demonstrated a willingness to 
follow guidelines and objectives of HINWR would be seasonally renewed. 

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS: The HINWR, via Tern Island, will allow and/or provide 
radio communication, emergency flights, limited transport of parts and people 
to those involved with the industry. 

An emergency buoy inside Refuge boundaries will be available for use in 
emergencies. 

SQURCES: 
Fefer et al. 1982. 
Okamoto and Kanenaka. Preliminary Report on the Nearshore Fishery 

Resource Assessment of the NWHI, 1977~1982, In proceedings of the 
Second Symposium on Resource Investigations in the NWHI,Volume 1, 
R.W. Grigg and K.Y. Tanone, ed. pp. 123-143. 

DLNR. 1979. 

LOCAT!ONAL IMPORTANT 
FACTORS FACTOR OPTIMUM ACCEPTABLE MINIMUM 

Site Locations X Areas manageab 1 e Areas manageable by Same 
by on~site personnel off -site personne 1 

Access X Charter boat and plane Charter boat Same 
(people and supplies) 

Wildlife X Activity conducted Activity conducted 
1000' from endangered sao' from endangered Same 
sped es species 
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197B LANDINGS AHO POTENTIAL SUSTAIHASLE YIELDS IN THE 
HAWAIIAN REGION (110DIFIEO FROH HAWAII FISHERIES 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN, 1979) . * 
SERIES/GROUP 197B LANDINGS ADDITIONAL POTENTIAL TOTAL POTENTIAL 

1 2 
ST HT ST MT ST HT 

SKIPJACK (AKU) 3,397 3.0B2 10,000 9,on 13,400 12,156 

ALBACORE TUNA 2BS 25B 
(SURFACE) 

5,000 4,536 S,2BS 4,794 

ALBACORE {SUB· 
SURFACE) 

63 57 J.ooo 2,722 3,063 2, 779 

BIGEYE TUNA (AHI) 230 209 5,000 4,536 5,230 4, 745 
YELLOWFIH TUNA 

(AHI) 1,061 963 500 454 !,56! 1,417 
BOTIOH FISH 

(INSHORE) 522 474 450 40B 972 B82 
BOTIOH FISH 

(DEEP SEA) 3BS 349 500 454 BBS B03 
SEAMOUNT I 

GROUHOFISH 0 0 2,000 1,B14 2,000 1,B14 
AKULE 20B 1BB 225 204 432 392 
OPELU 150 136 500 454 650 590 
SHARKS 11 10 300 2n 311 2B2 
BILLF!SH 371 336 500 454 B71 790 
SPINY LOBSTER 17 15 350 31B 367 333 
SHRIMP (DEEP SEA) 1 "1 2,000 1,814 2,000 1,B15 
KONA CRAB 14 13 25 23 39 36 

TOTAL 6,712 6,0B9 30,350 27,533 33,622 

• - UTILJZ!HG THE CONSERVATIVE (HINIHUH) VALUES GIVEH IH HAWAII FISHERIES 
OEVELOPMEHT PLAN (1979), TABLE Jlt-1. 

1 • ST • SHORT TONS (2000 LB) • 0.907Z x METRIC TOHS 
Z - KT • METRIC TONS (2205 LB) • 1,102 x SHORT TONS 
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OUTPUT: RECREATIONAL FISHING 

DESCRIPTION: Noncommercial, consumptive or nonconsumptive use of a renewable 
fishery resource by rod and reel and/or speargun. This activity provides the 
public with high quality, wildlife oriented recreation in a pristine setting 
with relatively unexploited fish stock. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: All fishing programs will be reviewed to determine 
if they affect, adversely or beneficially, endangered species or their 
habitats. See Non-consumptive commercial use (charter SCUBA diving). 

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS: Pending further analysis: 

See Non-consumptive commercial use (charter SCUBA diving) 
All safety requirements must be met. 
Fishing only in designated areas. 
No fish may be sold. 
Catch and release fishing will be favored, 
Fishing plan proposed to regional Office will be·adopted. 

Sources: Tern Island Report 
Refuge Planning Manual 

LOCATIONAL IMPORTANT 
FACTORS FACTOR OPTIMUM 

Site Locations X Areas off-refuge 
supported by on-
site personnel 

Access . Charter boat and 
airplane 

Wildlife X Areas with excellent 
fishing potential 
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ACCEPTABLE 

Areas off-refuge 
manageable by 
off-site personne I 

Charter plane 

Areas with good 
fishing potential 

MINIMUM 

Same 

Same 

Areas with fair 
potentia 1 



OUTPUT: OTHER CONSUMPTIVE USES 

DESCRIPTION: Consumptive use is taken here to include but not limited to 
salvage for glassballs, shells, bottles and other historical artifacts 
including war paraphernlia, ship salvage, precious and nonprecious coral 
harvest. 

ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS: Such activities will be managed in ways which will 
avoid serious disturbance to wildlife and/or plant communities. Such 
activities will be subject to state and federal laws. All activities will be 
reviewed to determine if they affect, adversely or benefi cally, endangered 
species (Section 7 consultation) or their habitats. 

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS: Special-use permits wi 11 be issued for .all activities. 
Activities will occur in designated areas. The use of metal locators will 
not be allowed because of potential conflicts with antiquities legislation and 
habitat disturbance. Consumptive use will be in accordance with Refuge 
objectives. Said useage will be subject to state and federal laws including 
taxation. 

SITE LOCATION: Various activities will be located in specific areas. 

Source: Refuge Planning Manual 
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OUTPUT: ~CONSUMPTIVE~ 

LOCAT!OHAL 
FACTORS 

Site Locations 

Access 

Wildlife 

IMPORTANT 
FACTOR OPTIMUM 

X Areas manageable by 
on-site personne 1 

X Charter boat and plane 

X Activity conducted 
1000' from endangered 
species 

ACCEPTABLE M!HJMUH 

Areas manageab 1 e by Same 
off-site personnel 

Charter boat Same 

Activity conducted Same 
sao' from endangered 
species 



OUTPUT SUMMARIES 
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VULNERABLE SPECIES 
OUTPUT: HAWAIIAN MONK SEAL PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

1. Descriltion: Species in danger of extinction deriving 
specia protection and management emphasis pursuant to the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. 

~- Existing Levels/Distribution: Aerial and beach counts of 
monk seals in the NWHI have declined from approximately 
1,200 animals in 1958 to 550-600 animals in 1982. Studies 
involving identification of known animals at Laysan and 
Lisianski Islands indicate beach counts represent 
approximately 1/3 of the total island population, leading to 
the conclusion that the NWHI population is currently between 
1,500-1,800 animals. The 1982 counts (typical of recent 
years) of seals at various NWHI are as follows: 

Nihoa Island 
Necker Island 
French Frigate Shoals 
Gardner Pinnacles 
Laysan Island 
Lisianski Islan~ 
Pearl and Hermes Reef 
Midway Islands 
Kure Atoll 
Total 1982 Count 

8 
24 

297 
6 

90 
81 
29 
2 

24 
561 

3. Locational Criteria: Monk seals haul out and pup on lava 
benches and sandy beaches. Feeding occurs in shallow 
nearshore waters and to depths exceeding 30 fathoms. (See 
Locational Criteria Form.) 

4. Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Documented population decline appears 
attributed to the combination of natural and human-related 
factors including disturbance to hauling beaches, shark 
predation, mobbing by overly aggressive males and disease. 
Decline is particularly dramatic on western atolls and 
islands. Mortality of pups and adult females is particularly 
serious. Skewed sex ratios (more males) in western atolls 
inhibits potential for population stabilization or recovery. 
There appears to be little that can be done to enhance 
hauling or feeding habitat. Recovery is dependent upon 
control of limiting factors and reestablishment of balanced 
age and sex ratios in each of the different subpopulations. 
Major population manipulation (shark control, culling males, 
transplantation) is possible if decline continues. 
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OUTPUT: HA~AN MONK SEAL PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE (Continued) 

5. Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: 

a. Mandates/Policies: Endangered Species Act 
(Federal/State), Marine Mammal Protection Act, NWRS 
Administration Act, Research Natural Area and Monk Seal 
Recovery Plan. 

b. Historic/ rejected 
as ocuse on researc va ue. harvest, 

resulting in near extinction, was terminated near the 
turn of the century. Research interest is likely to 
continue/expand as species remain in jeopardy. 
Biological characteristics of this unique tropical seal 
are also of research and · educational interest. 
Considerable latent demand for observation opportunity 
might be expected if access was made available. 

c. Potential/projected economic return: Current mandates 
prevent harvest for economic use. Research/educational 
interest generate substantial project funding 
(principally federal government funds). 

6. Conflict with Other Outputs: Principal conflicts occur with 
outputs that create d1sturbance to seals on hauling/pupping 
beaches and harassment or potential mortality threats within 
feeding habitats. Certain fishery outputs may conflict 
through direct or indirect impacts on food supply/habitat. 
Certain recreational and perhaps scientific/educational 
outputs may conflict by causing excessive harassment on 
haul-out areas. 

7. Objective/Strate~ies: The intermediate goals stated in the 
Recovery Plan d1rect management/research efforts to 1) stop 
the downward trend in numbers of monk seals in the central 
and western portions of the species' range; 2) take action 
to develop positive growth rates at most or all islands; 3) 
take action to identify or prevent human activities that 
could result in degradation or destruction of vital 
habitats; and 4) determine the population level which will 
result in maximum net productivity. 

Basic strategies to deal with these problems include 1) 
identify and mitigate natural factors contributing to 
decreased survival and productivity; 2) characterize marine 
and terrestrial habitat requirements; 3) monitor population 
trends; 4) document and where possible, mitigate the direct 

and indirect effects of human activities on monk seals; and 
5) implement programs leading to conservation and recovery. 
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VULNERABLE SPECIES 
OUTPUT: GREEN SEA TURTLE PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

1. Descri tion: (See definition of endangered species produc
tlon ma1ntenance). 

2. Existing Levels/Distribution: The Hawaiian population of 
green sea turtles was historically distributed throughout 
the 2,450 km Hawaiian Archipelago. Taking of sea turtles 

· for food, oil and shell products persisted throughout the 
era of Polynesians and increased with the influx of people 
from other parts of the world. 

Severely reduced populations remain today with over 90% of 
the extant breeding population found at French Frigate 
Shoals (about 300 breeding females). Because all mature 
females do not breed each year, the total matu·re female 
population at French Frigate Shoals is probably about 750 
(Weatherall 1983). An estimated total of not more than 20 
females nest annually at Laysan and Lisianski Islands and 
Pearl and Hermes Reef. 

3. Locational Criteria: Nesting green sea turtles require 
suitable beaches (sloped with well-drained sand) free from 
exotic and excessive numbers of natural predators. Major 
food resources are various species of algae found at inshore 
areas. The main island areas have larger standing crop 
densities of the preferred algae species. Basking areas 
(sand beaches, beach rock slabs and sand bars) are important 
also. (See Locational Criteria Form). 

4. Potential for Continued/Increased Production and Mainte 
nance: Continued production and maintenance will require 
cont1nued protection of the habitats on the NWHI and the 
nearshore areas of these and the main Hawaiian Islands and 
enforcement of regulations protecting the turtles. There 
are opportunities to increase nesting populations on many of 
the NWHI, however restoration of major nesting colonies 
on :he main islands appear unlikely. A potential exists 
for increasing the number of turtles nesting at Laysan and 
Laysan and Lisianski Islands and Pearl and Hermes Reef. 
This may require artificial stocking, "headstarting" 
(raising hatchlings in captivity to a juvenile size), some 
predator control, and continued enforcement and educational 
efforts and restricting human access/disturbance. 
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OUTPUT: GRttN ~tA TURTLE PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE (Continued) 

5. Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: 

a. Mandates/Policies: Endangered Species Act (Federal/ 
State), NWRS Administration Act, Research Natural Area, 
Green Sea Turtle Regulations (State). 

b. Historic/ rejected ublic use demand: The exploitation 
o green sea turt es was a tra 1t1onal use, strictly 
regulated for the nobility and priests of native 
Hawaiians. Turtles were captured by hand, or with 
spears or nets. The populations around the main 
islands were taken. Traditional controlled take gave 
way in the mid-1800's to more intensive and commercial 
take, including around the NWHI. Regulation to protect 
the remaining population was adopted in 1974· by the 
State of Hawaii and in 1978 by the Federal Government 
A small amount of interest in renewing harvest of 
turtles persists. Some people would like to see 
subsistence catch regulations developed to meet 
traditional native Hawaiian demands. Research interest 
has been ongoing and promise:. to continue. There may 
be some demand for observation opportunities if access 
can be made available. 

c. Potential/projected economic return: Current mandates 
prevent harvest for economic use. There could be a 
potential for a small economic return from harvesting a 
sustained yield. from a non-endangered population. 
Research/educational interest generates some project 
funding (principally federal government funds). 

6. Conflicts with Other Outputs: Principal conflicts involve 
outputs that could interfere with nearshore feeding or 
create disturbance to nesting or basking turtles or the 
nests. These include bait fishing, nature tours and sport 
fishing. Certain fishery outputs may conflict through 
threat of entanglement in nets. Any output which 
potentially presents threat of exotic predators becoming 
established on the islands may conflict. 

7. Objectives/Strategies: No Recovery Plan has yet been 
prepared for the Pacific populations of green sea turtles. 
Thus, management objectives at this point are directed at 
first maintaining existing populations, particularly the 
viable breeding/nesting population at French Frigate Shoals. 
In addition, efforts will be made to encourage or actively 
restore nesting populations at other major atolls in the 
NWHI. 
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uUTPUT: GREEN SEA TURTLE PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE (Continued) 

Strategies to achieve these objectives will start with 
protection of all the atolls with current or historic 
nesting use. Additional management efforts may include 
artificial stocking in suitable but unused or underused 
habitat, predator control, manipulation of hatchlings, etc. 
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VULNERABLE S. -----
~: LAYSAN DUCK PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

1. Descri~tion: Species in danger of extinction deriving 
·specia protection and management emphasis pursuant to the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as am~nded. 

2. ExistinJ levels/Distribution: Laysan ducks are endemic to 
Laysan slands. These birds are vitally linked to the lagoon 
ecosystem and its surrounding mud/sand flats and vegetation. 
The Laysan duck population has been severely threatened by a 
number of factors since the late 1800's. Following the 
prohibition on hunting, establishment of a sanctuary and 
rehabilitation of the habitat, the Laysan duck population 
increased to several hundred. Population estimates fluctuate 
some but the population appears to be relatively stable. 

3. Locational Criteria: The lagoon system, including much of 
its invertebrate fauna, is vital to the survival of the 
duck. Feeding occurs in the lagoon and along the shoreline. 
These birds also depend on the shrub and grass vegetation 
surrounding the lagoon for cover. (See Locational Criteria 
Form.) 

4. Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Relatively stable populations appear to 
approach or meet the carrying capacity of the available 
habitat for Laysan ducks. The chief concern is not to 
increase populations but to assure continued existence of 
the duck population through maintenance of a viable lagoon 
system. The lagoon system must be thoroughly understood so 
unnatural changes can be recognized and trends in 
deteriorating habitat conditions can be prevented. 

5. Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: 

a. Mandates/Policies: Endangered Species Act. 
{Federal/State), NWRS Administration Act, Research 
Natural Area, Laysan Duck Recovery Plan and Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act. 

b. Historic/~rojected public use demand: Historic use has 
been l1m1ted to a very few people. Laysan ducks were 
killed for food and sport by members of the early guano 
operations and feather traders. Since that era, use 
has been confined to research, an interest which is 
likely to continue at sporadic intervals. A limited 
amount of interest may exist for observation 
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iJ OUTPUT: LAY SAN DUCK PRODUCTION/~1AINTENANCE (Continued) 

opportunities if access to Laysan Island is available. 
Various zoological gardens or similar institutions are 
interested in maintaining or obtaining collections of 
these birds. 

c. Potential/projected economic return: Current mandates 
prevent consumptive use; in addition, there are no 
current demands for such use. Research/educational in
terest generates some project project funding (prin
cipally federal government funds). 

6. Conflicts with Other Outputs: Principal conflicts occur 
with outputs that require frequent human access to Laysan 
Island or modification of the island. Additional conflicts 
arise with outputs which result in additional threats of 
harmful exotic organisms becoming established on the island. 

7. Objec~ives/Strategies: Because of the unique nature of the 
threats to this species, the Recovery Plan objectives focus 
on two points. The maximum population of 500-600 does 
fluctuate some but management efforts will simply attempt to 
maintain this natural population. To achieve this, efforts 
will be directed at preventing exotic influences from 
disturbing the delicate environment, particularly the lagoon 
system. In addition, captive breeding stock will be 
maintained as a backup in the event a disaster hits the 
population. 

The thrust of recovery management will be an intensive 
program to prevent introductions of exotics and effects of 
people coupled with careful preparation to eliminate exotics 
if t ·ey do colonize the island. In addition, the 
phys1cal/chemical and biological conditions of the lagoon 
will be monitored in relation to conditions for the Laysan 
duck. Population monitoring techniques will be developed 
and scheduled surveys conducted. 
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IULNERABLE SPECIES 
lUTPUT: LAYSAN FINCH PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

l. 

3. 

4. 

Descri~tion: Species in danger of extinction deriving 
specia protection and management emphasis pursuant to the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. 

Existin~ Levels/Distribution: Twelve line transect censuses 
from 19 6 to 1976 yielded population estimates between 6,764 
and 20,802 (average 10,087). More recent counts (1983) have 
resulted in similar population estimates (11,047). Roughly 
10,000 appears to be the carrying capacity of the habitat 
on Laysan Island. These birds are distributed throughout 
the terrestrial portions of the island. 

One hundred and eight Laysan finches were introduced to 
Southeast Island, Pearl and Hermes Reef, in 1967. This 
population increased and appears to have stabilized at about 
SOD birds. Individual birds have emigrated to neighboring 
islands in Pearl and Hermes Reef. There are now small 
populations of about 50 birds each on North, Grass, Seal and 
Kittery islands. 

Locational Criteria: Laysan finches nest primarily in 
clumps of bunch grass (Eragrostis sp.), although they will 
use other vegetation types. They feed on many parts (seeds, 
tender shoots, flower heads) of various plants, 
invertebrates, and sometimes seabird eggs and carrion. (See 
Locational Criteria Form.) 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: All populations appear to be at the full 
carrying capacity of the habitat. Populations also appear 
to be relatively stable over the long term, despite some 
fluctuation from year to year. Recovery plan objectives aim 
towards maintaining current distribution and abundance. 
There are no plans for increasing production and 
maintenance. 

5. Demand/Justification-for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: 

a. Mandates/~olicies: Endangered Species Act 
(Federal/ tate), NWRS Administration Act and Research 
Natural Area. 

b. Historic/projected public use demand: There are no 
historic uses other than limited scientific 
investigations (population censuses, specimens 
collected, life history observation). Scientific 
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OUTPUT: LAYSAN FINCH PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE (Continued) 

6. 

7. 

c. 

interest is likely to continue, to assist as needed, 
with management of this endangered species. There 
could be some small demand for observation 
opportunities, depending on access availability. 

There are no 

Conflicts with Other Outputs: Principal conflicts occur 
with outputs which involve either frequent or illegal human 
access to Laysan Island or the potential of harmful exotic 
organisms becoming established on the islands. 

Objective/Strategies: Because of the unique nature of the 
threats to this species, the Recovery Plan objectives simply 
require that the existing habitat and population be 
maintained at current levels. The key component of the 
recovery objective is to guarantee to the extent possible, 
that exotic influences (organisms, effects of people) are 
not allowed to change the nature of Nihoa Island. An 
intensive program to prevent introductions of exotics and 
effects of people, coupled with careful prep1ration to be 
able to eliminate exotics in the event they do colonize the 
island, will be the prime strategy for recovery. 
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:LNERABLE SPECIES 
JTPUT: NIHOA FINCH PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

l. 

Descri~tion: Species in danger of extinction deriving 
specia protection and management emphasis pursuant to the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. 

Existing Levels/Distribution: Line transect censuses, 
conducted between 1964 and 1975, generated population 
estimates of Nihoa finches from 1,318 to 6,686. The only 
census since then, conducted in 1981, provided a population 
estimate of 1,608 birds. The total population probably 
fluctuates between 2,000 and 4,000 birds. 

Locational Criteria: Nihoa finches appear to nest most 
often in holes of cliffs or rocky outcroppings. Foods 
include seeds, tender shoots, and flower heads of plants, 
invertebrates, and also seabird eggs. (See Locational 
Criteria Form.) 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Nihoa finches appear to be fully occupying 
all suitable habitat on Nihoa Island. The population also 
appears .to be relatively stable over the long term, although 
census data from different years indicate that the 
population may fluctuate quite a bit. Recovery Plan 
objectives aim toward maintaining the current population 
level. There are no plans for increasing production and 
maintenance on the refuge (with the potentia·· exception of 
transplanting birds to another island). 

5. Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: 

a. Mandates/~olicies: Endangered Species Act 
{Federal/ tate), NWRS Administration Act and Research 
Natural Area. 

b. Historic/ rojected ublic use demand: No historic use 
ot er t an very 1m1te sc1ent1fic investigations 
(population censuses, a few specimens collected, life 
history observation). Scientific interest is likely to 
continue, assisting as needed, with management of this 
endangered species. There is a possibility of a small 
demand for observation opportunities; however, access 
to Nihoa Island is difficult and relatively dangerous. 
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OUTPUT: NIHOA FINCH PRODUCTION/MPJNTENANCE (Continued) 

6. 

7. 

c. return: There are no 
in any case 

consumptive uses of endangered species are illegal. 
This species could potentially be one attraction for 
commercial nature tours of various kinds, although 
access to Nihoa Island is difficult and relatively 
dangerous. Research/educational interest generates a 
small amount of project funding (principally federal 
government funds). 

Conflicts with Other Outputs: Principal conflicts occur 
w1th outputs wh1ch 1nvolve either frequent or illegal human 
access to Nihoa Island or the potential of harmful exotic 
organisms becoming established on the island. 

Objectives/Strategies: Because of the unique nature of the 
threats to th1s species, the Recovery Plan objectives simply 
require that the existing habitat and population be 
maintained at current levels. The key component of the 
recovery objective is to guarantee, to the extent possible, 
that exotic influences (organisms, effects of people) are 
not allowed to change the nature of Nihoa Island. An 
intensive program to prevent introductions of exotics and 
effects of people, coupled with careful preparation to be 
able to eliminate exotics in the event they do colonize the 
island, will be the prime strategy for recovery. 
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h.NERABLE SPECIES 
IITPUT: NIHOA MILLERBIRD PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

1. 

Description: (See definition of endangered species 
production/maintenance.) 

Existing levels/Distribution: Line transect censuses 
between 1964 and 1973 produced population estimates from 41 
to 625. A more recent census (1981) indicates an estimated 
population of about 338 birds. Apparently a more or less 
stable population of between 200 and 500 birds occupies the 
island. They appear to be confined mostly to the dense, 
shrubby vegetation which occupies about 40 hectares (64%) of 
the islands. 

Locational Criteria: Nihoa millerbirds are associated with 
dense stands of Sida sp. and Chenopodium sp. shrubs. They 
place their nests within the densest portion of the plants. 
Millerbirds forage within the shrubs, in the leaf litter and 
on the soil surface, taking various insects an~ other 
invertebrates. (See Locational Criteria FoYm for further 
detail.) 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Nihoa millerbirds are endemic to Nihoa Island 
and appear to be fully occupying available habitat on the 
Island. The population may fluctuate some but it appears to 
be stable over the long term at around the carrying capacity 
of the island for millerbirds. The Recovery Plan for the 
Nihoa millerbird focuses on assuring the continued existence 
ef this population. Expansion of the population is not a 
primary need except for the possibility of establishing 
buffer populations. The option will be kept open to move 
the millerbird to Laysan Island where a closely related 
subspecies once occurred. 

5. Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Ma1ntenance: 

a. 

b. 

Mandates/~olicies: Endangered Species Act 
{Federal/ tate), NWRS Administration Act, Research 
Natural Area. 

Historic/hrojected public use demand: No historic use 
other t an very limited scientific investigations 
(population censuses, a few specimens collected, life 
history observation). Scientific interest is likely to 
continue, assisting, as needed, with management of this 
endangered species. There is a possibility of a small 
demand for opportunities to observe this species, 
however access to Nihoa Island is difficult and 
relatively dangerous. 
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OUTPUT: NIHOA MILLERBIRD PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE 

6. Conflicts: Principal conflicts occur with outputs that 
involve either frequent or illegal (unregulated) human 
access to Nihoa Island or the potential increased risk of 
introduced organisms becoming established on Nihoa. 

7. Objectives and Strategies: Because of the unique nature of 
the threats to this species, the Recovery Plan objectives 
simply require that the existing habitat and populations be 
maintained at current levels. The key component of the 
recovery objective is to guarantee to the extent possible 
that exotic influences (organisms, effects of people) are 
not allowed to change the nature of Nihoa Island. An 
intensive program to prevent introductions and the effects 
of people, combined with careful preparation to be able to 
eliminate exotics in the event they do colonize the island, 
will be the prime strategy for recovery. 
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llTPUT: SENSITIVE SPECIES (SOOTY STORM-PETREL) PRODUCTION/ 
1iffiiTENANCE 

l. 

1\. 

Description: Species, subspecies or distinct populations 
that could become federally listed as endangered or 
threatened in the forseeable future throughout all or in a 
significant portion of the ranges without active management 
or removal of threats. Currently, the sooty storm-petrel is 
the only NWHI species designated as sensitive. 

Existing Levels/Distribution: Sooty storm-petrels are 
restricted to the North Pacific Ocean, with breeding 
colonies in the NWHI and in Japan, on the Volcano, Tzu and 
possibly Bonin Islands. Storm-petrels are difficult to 
census accurately, and both existing and historical 
estimates are very approximate. For this reason, reliable 
information on population trends is not available. However, 
breeding populations on Torishima Island (Izu Islands) have 
greatly decreased recently. Estimates of breeding 
populations in the NWHI (1979-1982) are as follows: 

Nihoa 2000-3000 pairs 
Necker + 
French Frigate Shoals + 
Gardner Pinnacles 0 
Lays an 500-2500 pairs 
Li sian ski ? 
Pearl and Hermes Reef 1000-2000 pairs 
Midway 0 
Kure ? 

Total 3500-7500 pairs 

Locational Criteria: Sooty storm-petrels are present on the 
islands only during the breeding season. They nest in a 
variety of habitats including subsurface burrows, under 
vegetation and in natural rock crevices. They probably feed 
offshore while associated with the islands. 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Cont1nued production and ma1ntenance will 
require continued protection of the breeding habitats in the 
NWHI. Sooty storm-petrels have been recorded on Kure 
Atoll, but no nesting has been documented. Their absence 
there and on Midway Islands is probably due to rats, which 
kill adults, chicks and eggs. Predator eradication and/or 
control programs are necessary to encourage breeding on 
these islands. 
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SOOTY STORM-PETREL) .PRODUCTION/ 

5. Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Breeding populations of sooty storm-petrels 
are small and limited to a few localities. The small 
colonies in the NWHI probably comprise a significant 
proportion of the world population. Protection of existing 
nesting habitat and efforts to increase the limited 
distribution are necessary to prevent this species from 
becoming threatened or endangered. 

6. Conflicts with other Outputs: Principal conflicts occur 
with outputs that harass birds on the nesting islands or 
destroy nesting habitat. Certain fishery outputs may 
conflict by affecting food availability and accidentally 
introducing predators. 

7. Objectives and Strategies: Present breeding populations 
should be protected by restricting access to colonies during 
the reproductive season. Expansion of these populations 
should be encouraged by urging the institution of persistent 
rat control measures at Midway Islands. 
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ENVIRONMENT 
OUTPUT: CULTURAL RESOURCE PROTECTION 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Description: This output involves preservation of 
Polynesian archaeological sites and artifacts, as well as 
historic artifacts. Religious use of sites is also an 
aspect of their protection. 

Locational Criteria: House sites, terraces, burial caves 
and ceremon1al structures are found on Nihoa; Necker has 
numerous maraes (temples). Evidence of past commercial and 
military use may exist on all NWHI. 

Existing Levels/Distribution: The Bishop Museum is 
assessing archaeological sites on Nihoa and Necker; no on
site visitation by nonresearchers has been allowed. 
Historical artifacts on other NWHI have not been cataloged, 
nor has their collection been allowed. 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: B1shop Museum archaeologists could complete 
assessments for all NWHI. Hawaiian sites would be 
available, when logistically feasible, to the public for 
religious purposes. 

Demand/Justification for Continued /Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Groups have requested access to relig1ous 
sites on Nihoa and Necker. Approval of these would likely 
lead to more requests for visitation. 

Corflict: Nesting seabirds and endangered land birds are 
most likely to be affected by human visitation to islands. 
Seals and turtles also may be disturbed by landings and 
departures. On and off-loading can be extremely hazardous 
or impossible on Necker and Nihoa; the steeply sloping, 
rubbly terrain is an additional hazard. Costs, which must 
be born by the visitors, may be quite high. A FWS employee 
must accompany all groups. 

Objectives and Strategies: Specific archaeological aims for 
sites on Nihoa and Necker will be established using Bishop 
Museum recommendations when that study concludes in early 
1985. The remaining refuge islands will be assessed and, 
where appropriate, nominated to state and national 
registers. Groups desiring access to archaeological sites 
will br accommodated whenever possible. Such visits will be 
scheduled to minimize wildlife conflicts. 
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
OUTPUT: WILDERNESS 

1. Description: An area of federal land in excess of 5000 
acres and lacking permanent improvements or human habitation 
which is designated by Congress. The minimum size 
requirement makes practical the land's preservation in an 
unimpaired condition. Compatible uses are allowed with 
specific restrictions. 

2. Locational Criteria: The proposed Hawaiian Islands 
Wilderness was first suggested after a review of all 
federal lands in excess of 5000 acres. The first 
proposal included a total of 303,936 acres out of a 
tentative total of . 304,203 acres of HINWR lands and 
waters. This recognized that Tern Island was not of 
wilderness quality. After public hearings on this 
proposal, it was amended to include 255,878 acres, 
reflecting a new refuge boundary agreement between the State 
of Hawaii and the Department of the Interior. Hawaii later 
was dropped from House Bill 1907 with the formal 
recommendation that only 1,742 acres of emergent lands be 
considered as wilderness on the initial designation and at 
such time as the actual boundaries are resolved with the 
state of Hawaii, the additional submerged lands be adopted. 

3. Existing Status: Because of the unresolved boundary 
dispute, the proposal was not presented to Congress in spite 
uf support from both Senators from Hawaii. 

4. Potential for Enactment: So long as the boundary dispute 
remains unresolved, it is unlikely that wilderness status 
will be granted. It appears that the refuge has been 
dropped from consideration. FWS policy is to manage all 
emergent 1 ands, excluding Tern Is 1 and, as de facto 
wilderness. 

5. Demands for Output: The demand for wilderness status has 
decl1ned somewhat since the initial proposal and depends on 
the outcome of the boundary dispute. 

6. Conflicts: In the face of other legislation such as Research 
Natural Area Status, the need for Wilderness classification 
of refuge lands may not be as great. Wilderness status may 
prevent the execution of some proposed refuge activities, 
including such fishery support as small boat traffic and 
vessel mooring. However, Tern Island, the proposed site for 
most of the activity including tours, photography, environ
mental education, etc., has been excluded from wilderness 
considerati1n. The use of motorized boats and generators 
for management purposes, already an established practice and 
necessary to accomplish refuge goals, could continue if the 
HINWR is granted Wilderness status. 
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1UTPUT: WILDERNESS (Continued) 

Objectives and Strate~ies: With resolution of the boundary 
ispute and clari ication of permitted activities 

as prerequisites, the emergent lands and, if feasible, HINWR 
waters will be nominated for wilderness status. As before, 
Tern Island would be excluded from this consideration. This 
would ensure consistent long-range management goals for the 
refuge. Pending a decision on the boundary dispute, the 
refuge will be managed as de facto wilderness, as is FWS 
policy. 
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ENVIRONMENT 
OUTPUT: RESEARCH NATURAL AREA 

1. Descrirtion: In a research natural area, natural processes 
are a lowed to procede unhampered, providing baseline 
ecological data, research and educational opportunities for 
advanced students, scientists and managers. 

2. Locational Criteria: The seven large islands and atolls in 
the HINWR are designated RNAs: Nihoa, Necker, French 
Frigate Shoals, Gardner Pinnacles, Laysan, Lisianski and 
Pearl and Hermes Reef. 

3. Existing Levels/Distribution: The FWS carries out 
continuous seab1rd monitoring at French Frigate Shoals, 
primarily on Tern Island. Both the Service and NMFS conduct 
spring and summer field camps on several of the other large 
islands and atolls of the refuge. Shorter visits are also 
scheduled or occur opportunistically or when necessary for 
management. 

4. Potential for Continued Status: Graduate students and 
researchers regularly submit research proposals for projects 
in the HINWR. Increased fishing in NWHI waters will 
necessitate close seabird monitoring. Monk seal and green 
sea turtle research will continue. 

5. Demand/Justification for Continued Status: Baseline data 
collection for seabirds nesting within the refuge began in 
the five year Tripartite Study, which concluded last fall. 
To be of management value, data collection must continue, 
especially as use of the refuge and surrounding waters 
increases. · 

6. Conflicts: RNA status limits nonresearch activities on most 
of the emergent refuge land. It also precludes activities 
interfering with naturally-occurring processes on the 
designated islands and atolls. Educational uses of RNAs 
may interfere with refuge goals for wildlife. 

7. Objectives and Strate~ies: The FWS will continue to· conduct 
research and monitor1ng on HINWR lands. Outside research 
proposals will be evaluated individually, especially with 
respect to management applicability and effect on wildlife. 
Limited educational opportunities will be available to 
educators (see Environmental Education). 

79 

~,·.:--v.-~-,~~ ,~-····· -~i • 

'T'H."N''· . ..,,., . .,. oo::·;'; .... ,,~ ••• , ..... ,,,~~-·,,.,r.,.._,.,..,.,,"t'""<~~~~+f.:~ 

1 



ENVIRONMENT 
OUTPUT: OTHER PROTECTIVE STATUS 

1. Description: Potential designations of areas in the HINWR 
include critical habitat for all threatened and endangered 
species, marine sanctuary, refuge overlay status for Midway, 
world heritage site, biosphere reserve and national natural 
landmark. 

2. Locational Criteria: 

Critical Habitat: Areas that may be proposed for the monk 
seal include beaches and lava benches inland to 100' beyond 
the vegetation line, submerged land, lagoon waters and all 
waters from the low low water mark out a yet undecided 
depth. Sea turtle, land bird and waterbird habitat has not 
yet been proposed. 

Marine Sanctuary Proposal: This would encompass all land 
and waters within a 12 mile radius of all NWHI. 

Midway Refuge Overlay: This plan seeks to include the 
islands of Midway in the NWR system as an overlay refuge. 

World Heritage Site: Such a plan could include the entire 
refuge. 

Biosphere Reserve: Potentially, the entire HINWR could be 
included. 

National Natural Landmark: In a 1981 evaluation of possible 
state areas to be designated landmarks, the NWHI from Nihoa 
to Kure were ranked first. • 

3. Existing Levels/Distributio~: 

Critical habitat: Designation of critical habitat for the 
monk seal was deferred until after the recovery plan. The 
plan was recently (1983) completed and it included a 
recommendation for critical habitat by the recovery team. 
No formal proposal by National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) has been made yet. A formal proposal by NMFS for the 
green sea turtle has been deferred until completion of the 
recovery plan. Critical habitat for land birds has not been 
designated. 

Marine Sanctuary Proposal: A proposal has been submitted to 
NOAA. It has not yet been acted upon. 
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OUTPUT: OTHER PROTECTIVE STATUS (Continued) 

Midway Refuge Overlay: The FWS presented a proposal to the 
U.S. Navy and negotiations are now underway. 

World Heritage Site: No formal proposal to designate all or 
part of the HINWR a world heritage site has been made. 

Biosphere Reserve: No proposal has been made. 

National Natural Landmark: No proposal has been made. 

4. Potential for Continued/Increased Protection: 

Critical Habitat: This designation, as described in the 
recovery plan, would enlarge the protective area for monk 
seals by including waters around Nihoa, Necker and 
Lisianski; other areas of monk seal critical habitat would 
overlay current refuge boundaries. Exact boundaries of green 
sea turtle critical habitat have not yet been delineated. 
Critical habitat for the land and water birds would overlay 
present refuge boundaries. 

Marine Sanctuary: This status would overlay management areas 
currently protected to varying degrees by state and federal 
agencies. This overlay is proposed to ameliorate the 
potential conflicts between these organizations' different 
management perspectives. 

Midway Refuge Overlay: This plan would enhance the wildlife 
management programs at Midway by increasing FWS 
effectiveness. 

World Heritage Site: Designation of HINWR as a heritage 
site may provide additional protection for natural features 
in the refuge, as well as encouraging publication of 
informative material for the g2neral public. 

Biosphere Reserve: This designation, which specifies that 
the site should provide research and educational 
oppo.rtuni ties, pro vi des production and rna i ntenance 
guidelines similar to RNA status. 

National Natural Landmark: This status may offer 
additional protection for refuge resources. 

5. Justification for Continued/Increased Protection: 

Critical Habitat: Recent monk seal population declines, 
although not yet completely understood, indicate the need 
for maximum protective efforts. Protection and recovery 
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OTHER PROTECTIVE STATUS (Continued) 

.-dll be enhanced by critical habitat designation for all 
~ndangered and threatened species in the refuge. 

r1arine Sanctuary: This comprehensive management plan is 
designed to enhance the management of the waters surrounding 
the NWHI. 

Midway Refuge Overlay: These islands contain the largest 
~WHI breeding colonies of three seabird species, as well as 
producing a small number of monk seal pups annually. Green 
sea turtles frequent adjacent waters. The coexisting human 
,opulation makes Midway's wildlife management situation 
,Jnique. Production and maintenance of wildlife could be 
increased if the FWS was able to enact more consistent and 
sustained research and control projects than are now 
possible. 

World Heritage Site: There is no present demand to nominate 
HINWR for this status. The possible additional protection 
and support of refuge goals justifies investigating this 
designation for the refuge. 

Biosphere Reserve: RNA designation may make. nomination of 
the HINWR unnecessary; however, the possibility should be 
explored before this designation is dropped from 
consideration. 

National Natural Landmark: Although there is 10 ·present 
demand to nominate HINWR for landmark status, this 
designation should also be considered. 

Conflicts: 

Critical Habitat: Permits will be required for activities 
within critical habitat; this may hamper some research 
projects. Inclusion of waters not within the HINWR may 
restrict fishing and traffic. 

Marine Sanctuary: Parties now claiming jurisdiction over 
potential sanctuary lands and waters must negotiate. NOAA 
would manage the sanctuary, allowing use of it by permit. 
This may restrict some refuge programs. 

Midway Refuge Overlay: Refuge overlay status for Midway 
Islands may require the Navy to increase consultation with 
the FWS concerning projects potentially affecting seabirds 
and other wildlife. This addition to the refuge system 
would increase FWS responsibilities, perhaps necessitating 
additional staff and funds. 
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OUTPUT: OTHER PROTECTIVE STATUS (Continued) 

World Heritage Site: Heritage sites generally provide 
recreation and on-site interpretation which would likely 
conflict with refuge management goals. However, sites of 
outstanding significance may have much more limited public 
access. 

Biosphere Reserve: The educational stipulation of biosphere 
reserve status may conflict with research and management 
goals. 

National Natural Landmark: Inclusion of Midway and Kure 
with refuge islands may restrict current uses of those two 
atolls. 

7. Objectives and Strategies: 

Critical Habitat: Designate appropriate critical habitats 
for all threatened and endangered species. 

Marine Sanctuary: With all involved parties, thoroughly 
investigate the submitted proposal. 

Midway Refuge Overlay: Continue dialog with the Navy 
concerning the FWS proposal. 

World Heritage Site: Investigate the possibility of 
nom·,nating all or part of the HINWR as a world heritage 
site. If appropriate, nomination will follow. 

Biosphere Reserve: Evaluate the consequences of biosphere 
reserve status for the HINWR; nomination would be contingent 
upon recommendation. 

National Natural Landmark: 
designation on the refuge. 
if appropriate. 

Evaluate the effect of this 
Implement nomination procedures 
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I/ IRONMENT 
1TPUT: STATE OF HAWAII LANO USES 

Conservation Land Use District: 
Lands within the various counties bounded by conservation 
district lines as established by Act 187, SHL 1961, and Act 
205, SHL 1963, or future amendments, There are five 
established subzones; 

A. Protective (P) Subzone is designed "to protect 
va 1 uab Te resources in such designated areas ·as 
restricted watersheds, marine, plant, and wildlife 
sanctuaries, significant historic, archaeological, 
geological and volcanological features and sites; and 
other designated unique areas. The boundaries of the 
(P) subzone shall encompass: All lands encompassing 
the NWHI except Midway Island." 
B. Limited (L) Subzone is to limit uses where natural 
condi~suggest constraints on human activities 
i.e., lands subject to floods, tsunamis, volcanoes, 
erosion, etc. · 
C. Resource (R) Subzone is to develop, with proper 
management, areas to ensure sustained use of natural 
resources of those areas. These areas include offshore 
islands of the state unle~s placad in a (P) or (L) 
subzone; Lands and territorial waters below the upper 
reaches of the wash of waves, usually evidenced by the 
edge of vegetation, unless placed in a (P) or (L) 
subzone. 
D. General (G) Subzone is designated open space where 
speci~nservation uses may not be defined, but 
where urban use would be premature. 
E. Special (EE) Subzone possessing unique 
developmenta qualities which compliment the natural· 
resources of the area. 

The (P) and (R) subzones are delineated in· the NWHI. The 
following uses are permitted with the (P) subzone: 
Research; recreational and educational use which require no 
physical facilities; establishment of marine, plant, and 
wildlife sanctuaries and refuges, wilderness and scenic 
areas·including habitat improvements, maintenance of desired 
vegetation, removal of dead or noxious plants; programs for 
control of animal, plant, and marine populations, to include 
fishing and hunting; monitoring, observing and measuring 
natural resources. Governmental use not enumerated herein 
where public benefit outweighs any impact on the 
conservation district will be implemented. The (R) 
subzone will include all uses of the (P) subzone and 
aquaculture, artificial reefs and commercial fishing 
operations. 
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OUTPUT: STATE OF HAWAII LAND USES (Continued) 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Conflicts: The designation of (P) and (R) subzones provides 
superficial protection to the resources of the NWHI. The 
(PJ subzone applies to all lands in the NWHI except Midway. 
The regulation can be interpreted to read that no structures 
can be built on lands in the subzone. The definition 
includes the control of marine populations by fishing and 
the final clause could invalidate all conservation measures 
inherent in the regulations for the benefit of the public. 
The (R) subzone includes commercial fishing and aquaculture 
development. It appears these subzones are not adequate to 
ensure continued and comprehensive protection for resources 
in the HINWR. 

Marine Life Conservation Area: 
Special area designat1on of unique marine resources, All 
marine waters of the State of Hawaii are designated a marine 
life conservation area to be administered by the Department 
of Land and Natural Resources. No persons shall take any 
fish, crustacea, squid or other marine animal within any 
conservation district except in accordance with specific 
regulations. These may be limited area and species taken, 
manner of take, seasons and closures. 

Coastal Zone Management Act: 
State of Hawaii authorizes Department of 
Economic Development to manage CZM complying 
CZMA of 1972: to apply when development 
affects coast zone or for a project whose 
exceeds $25,000. 

Planning and 
with fed era 1 
significantly 
market value 

S~ecial Management Area: 
C assification of special marine areas extending not less 
than 300 feet inland and including the waters themselves. 
No development will be permitted that will have an adverse 
environmental and ecological effect on the area except if it 
is outweighed by public health and safety concerns. 

Shoreline Management Area: 
Class1f1cation by City and County which follows 
ordinance. Requires special management use permit. 
jurisdiction in urban areas only. This classification 
laps the conservation land use status of the NWHI. 

Definition of shoreline: 

state 
City 

over-

Opper reaches of the wash of the 
vegetation line, or if not vegetation, 
on beach. 

waves evidenced by 
then by debris line 

85 



fPUT: STATE OF HAWAII LAND USES (Continued) 

Natural Area Reserve S stem: 
reservat1on o un1que natural resources. Preserves, 

sanctuaries, refuges must be strengthened and additional 
areas of land and shoreline suitable for preservation should 
be set aside and administered solely and specifically for 
the aforesaid purpose. This is a state-wide system 
established to preserve in perpetuity specific land and 
water. areas supporting natural flora and fauna native to 
Hawaii in a condition as unmodified as possible. 

state Endanaered s~ecies Act: 
Follows fe eralead but recognizes that a threatened 
species on the federal list may be an endangered species on 
the state list. Provides regulations pertaining to the 
conservation of such species. 
a. Hawaiian monk seal - protected species by HRS 195-D. 

It is unlawful to molest, kill, capture, possess, 
except with permit, the Hawaiian seal. 

Wildlife Sanctuary/Refuge: 
Designated area of land or water to preserve, protect, 
conserve and manage wildlife, where hunting and other 
activities may be restricted. 

:l. Wilderness Preserve: 
Relatively large designated areas with diversity and 
abundance of native flora and fauna and geological 
formations, largely undisturbed by people or their 
influences, in which the introduction of exotic plants, 
animals or constr~ction of structures is prohibited. 

1. Sceni.c Reserve: 
Designated areas possessing natural, scenic, wildland 
qualities which in total or individually outweigh all other 
values the· area may possess, when evaluated in the long run 
for public interest. 

2. Historic Site: 
Specifically defined location, site or area designated on 
the national or state register of historic places and 
identified with ... the indigenous culture of the state. 
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OTHER FISH AND WILDLIFE 
~: MARINE BIRD PRODUCTION AND MAINTENANCE 

1. Description: All bird species {except waterfowl), which 
move seasonally from one place to another and return, or are 
included in the terms of International Convention and the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

2. Existing Levels/Distribution: Five million seabirds of 18 
species breed each year in the NWHI. Several million 
additional shorebirds return to the islands each year, but 
do not breed (see Other Migratory Bird Maintenance). With 
few exceptions, recent surveys (1978-1982) indicate the 
magnitude and distribution of seabird breeding populations 
and shorebird wintering populations in the HINWR are not 
significantly different from populations surveyed in the 
1960's (Tables 1 & 2). 

3. Locational Criteria: Migratory birds nest, feed and roost 
on all islands of the HINWR. 

4. Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Documented declines in the NWHI have occurred 
at M1dway Island and Kure Atoll where rats were introduced. 
Historical declines were documented on Laysan and Lisianski 
Islands when introduced rabbits devegetated the islands. 
Continued production and maintenance of seabird populations 
are dependent upon 1) maintenance of predator free nesting 
island~ with suitable vegetation to provide nesting habitat 
and 2) maintenance of available good resources in the waters 
surrounding the islands. 

5. Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: It is the policy of the USFWS to manage 
refuges and to maintain migratory bird populations at a 
level consistent with their role in the environment. The 
migratory birds are pr'otected by provisions of the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act (1916), Migratory Bird Conservation Act 
(1929) and NWRS Administration Act (1966). 

6. Conflicts with other Outputs: Principal conflicts occur 
with outputs which create disturbance to birds on nesting 
islands and outputs which could potentially cause mortality 
in feeding areas. Certain fishing outputs may conflict 
through direct or indirect competition for food supply or 
habitat. Certain recreational and perhaps scientific or 
educational outputs may conflict by causing excessive 
harassment on nesting islands. Conflicts can occur with 
outputs which have the potential of introducing harmful 
organisms to the islands. 
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•UTS: 
MARINE BIRD PRODUCTION/MAINTENANCE (Continued) 

Objectives and Strategies: Migratory bird populations must 
be maintained or enhanced according to FWS policies. 
Populations should be monitored to detect declines when they 
occur. In the event of declines, follow up investigations 
are needed to determine the cause. The health of the bird 
populations in the HINWR should be considered when 
regulating other outputs (i.e. fishing, recreating, etc.), 
which may conflict. Enforcement of regulations restricting 
access to the islands and a monitoring program to prevent 
accidental introduction of non-native species are essential. 
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OTHER FISH AND WILDLIFE 
OUTPUT: OTHER MIGRATORY BIRD MAINTENANCE 

1. Description: All bird species which move seasonally from 
one place to another and return, and/or are included in the 
terms of international convention and the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act. This consists primarily of shorebirds. 

2. Locational Criteria: Shorebirds are present in the HINWR 
throughout the year, although populations decline 
significantly in the late spring and summer. Over 35 
species of shorebirds have been recorded in the NWHI. 

3. Existina Levels and Distribution: The most abundant species 
are ru dy turnstones, lesser golden plovers, sanderlings, 
wandering tattlers and bristle-thighed curlews. Highest 
estimates presented below are derived from the 1960s and 
recent surveys (1979-1982). Birds are found in a variety of 
habitats on the different islands; but the largest 
concentrations of all species are found on Laysan Island, 
where the interior lake provides mudflat habitat. Both 
ruddy turnstones and bristle-thighed curlews have been 
recorded eating seabird eggs. 

High total for HINWR (1979-1982) 

Golden plover 
. Ruddy turnstone 
Sanderling 
Wandering tattler 
Bristle-thighed curlew 

1,807 
11,758 

56 
634 
384 

4. Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Ma1ntenance: Maintaining the integrity of the hypersal1ne 
lake on Laysan Island is the key to maintaining populations. 

5. Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: The Migratory Bird Treaty Act is the prime 
regulatory motivation to maintain numbers of shorebirds. 
Aside from their role in the terrestrial and marine 
ecosystems of Hawaii, they play a relatively important role 
in arctic ecology. 

6. Conflicts: Potentially conflicting outputs are those which 
include activities resulting in disturbance or habitat 
alteration of islands, especially the interior lake of 
Laysan. Feeding habits of shorebirds at Laysan have not 
been studied sufficiently, but they appear to eat crustacea 
and brine flies and their larvae. Any disturbance to these 
foods would directly affect the shorebirds. 
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1TPUT: OTHER MIGRATORY BIRD MAINTENANCE (Continued) 

Objectives and Strategies: Maintain the integrity of the 
island ecosystems by limiting boat traffic and human 
intrusion on the islands. 
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OTHER FISH AND WILDLIFE 
OUTPUT: NATIVE TERRESTRIAL PLANTS AND INVERTEBRATES PRODUCTION 
~INT 

1. Description: The Northwestern Hawaiian Islands (NWHI) have 
many endemic, rare or unique species of terrestrial plants 
and invertebrates associated with them. Some taxa are 
endemic to single or several islands, while many are 
indigenous to the NWHI. Undoubtedly a number of forms are 
yet unknown or undescribed. 

2. Existin~ Levels/Distribution: Inventory of plant taxa for 
the var1ous is1and groups is fairly complete. 

3. Locational Criteria: The following is a summary of the 
number of endemic/indigenous plant taxa on the· HINWR: 

Endemic Indigenous 
Island Group Taxa Taxa 

Nihoa Island 4 17 
Necker Island - 5 
French Frigate Shoals 1 11 
Gardner Pinnacles - 1 
Laysan Island 6 23 
Lisianski Island 1 13 
Pearl and Hermes Reef 3 12 

A total of 15 taxa are endemic and 82 are indigenous. 

An additional 133 taxa are known from the HINWR which are 
exotic in origin. Of these, 55 have become naturalized on 
the island. The endemic and indigenous species represent 25 
different families. 

Laysan and Nihoa Islands support the most diverse array of 
indigenous and endemic species. This is due largely to the 
more diverse habitats found on these islands. Laysan also 
has a number of naturalized exotic species, as does French 
Frigate Shoals. 

Information on endemic or indigenous terrestri a 1 
invertebrates on the HINWR is very sketchy. Only limited 
effort has been made to inventory these animals. It is 
anticipated that many forms are yet to be described. 
Recently on Nihoa Island, limited surveys have been done for 
terrestrial arthropods and land mollusks. Some rarely 
collected or undescribed taxa have been discovered. A 
number of endemic taxa are known. Surveys have also been 
conducted on Laysan Island. Much still remains to be 
learned. 
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dUTPUT: NATIVE TERRESTRIAL PLANTS AND INVERTEBRATES 
1'R®lltTIDN/MAINTENANCE (Continued) 

'>. 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Continued production and maintenance of native 
terrestrial plants and invertebrates depend on maintaining 
an intact ecosystem. Factors, primarily exotic organisms, 
which can upset the ecological balance of these island 
systems are the chief threat. Actions to protect the 
endangered terrestrial birds should adequately protect 
Laysan and Nihoa Islands. The other islands will need to be 
protected similarly. 

Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: 

a. 

b. 

Mandates policies; 
Research Natural Area. 

NWRS Administration Act and 

Historic/projected public use demand: A limited amount 
of research interest from all over the world has been 
and will continue to be focused on these taxa and their 
evolutionary history. The rare, specially adapted 
forms found on these islands pose interesting 
ecological questions regarding dispersal mechanisms, 
genetics of small populations, evolution of distinct 
forms, etc. 

c. Potential I projected economic return: Research/ 
educational interest may generate a small amount of 
project funding (principally research grants). 

Conflicts with other Outputs: Outputs which involve human 
use of the islands or near shore use by a substantial number 
of vessels present a potential threat through the possible 
introduction of exotic organisms. Disruption of the fragile 
terrestrial ecosystem is the chief concern. 

Objectives/Strategies: The objective for this output is to 
simply maintain the distribution and abundance of native 
flora and fauna through maintenance of the ecosystem. 
Actions prescribed to accomplish this for the endangered 
terrestrial birds on Laysan and Nihoa Islands will 
simultaneously conserve the terrestrial plants and 
invertebrates. Similar strategies can be applied to 
maintain native plants and invertebrates on the other 
islands. Fourteen of these taxa are considered candidates 
for listing as threatened or endangered. 
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OTHER FISH AND WILDLIFE 
~: MARINE REEF SPECIES 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Description: Organisms inhabiting the reef ecosystem. 

Locational Criteria: Surveys have been conducted throughout 
the NWHI to assess nearshore marine species. Detailed 
studies were conducted at French Frigate Shoals. 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
a1ntenance: n anc1ng mar1ne ree popu at1ons requ1res 

reef manipulation, creation of artificial habitat, expansion 
of existing reef habitat and microclimate manipulation. 
Maintaining populations requires non-disturbance. Even 
then, some species may not respond. Evidence from Pearl and 
Hermes Reef indicates that the Black-lipped Oyster has not 
recovered from overexploitation early in this century. 
Fishing for sharks may enhance the survival of some species 
of fish at the expense of the balanced ecosystem. Fishing 
for select species will require specific monitoring programs 
to determine population fluctuations. 

Demand/J~~tification for Continued Maintenance and 
Production: HINWR exerc1ses JUrisdiction over certain near
shore waters, i.e., Laysan Island, Mara and Pearl and Hermes 
Reefs, French Frigate Shoals. Inside these waters, marine 
organisms are closed to fishing. Waters adjacent to Necker 
and Nihoa are fished primarily for lobster. Lisianski 
Island waters are not fished but are considered state waters 
and susceptible to increased fishing. The state of Hawaii 
strongly contests FWS jurisdiction in the NWHI. 

Conflicts with other Outputs: As mentioned above the state 
ot Rawa1i contests the ownership/control of waters of the 
HINWR. In part, this is due to a potential conflict of 
marine reef species management goals, especially lobster and 
baitfish. While 5t is possible to fish for these organisms 
without disrupting marine ecosystems, the presence of 
fishermen and equipment in inshore waters could adversely 
affect threatened and endangered species. Currently the 
state and county have designated the island waters as a 
resource subzone suitable for development of aquaculture and 
commercial fishing. Settlement of the boundary dispute in 
favor of tl e FWS will add protection to these species. 
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;TPUI: MARINE REEF SPECIES (continued) 

Objectives/Strategies: Continued surveys of the reef 
community are essential to monitor changes in the relative 
abundance of specific species if harvest and sport fishing 
are instigated. The Cooperative Fishery Research Unit 
conducted trophic level studies as part of the Tripartite 
Study. Fishing will disrupt future studies unless specially 
designated areas are set aside. FWS should attempt to 
develop in-house expertise in marine ecosystems. 
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SCIENTIFIC AND PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 
OUTPUT: ECOLOGICAL MONITORING 

1. Description: Formalized programs to monitor the natural 
environment on a recurring basis at a number of sites 
specifically to detect changes in the population of sea 
birds, sea turtles, monk seals and vegetation cover. 

2. Locational Criteria: This activity is carried out on all 
islands of the HINWR. 

3. Existing Levels/Distribution: The recent completion of the 
Draft Ecological Monitoring Manual for NWHI Seabirds 
commences a program to measure changes in the biota in the 
face of increased competition from commercial fisheries. 
From 1979-1982, food habits and aspects of the breeding 
ecology of NWHI seabirds were studied. The objectives of 
this research were to 1) provide baseline data on 
populations, food habits, pollutant levels and breeding 
biology and to document natural variation; 2) assess the 
use of specific measures for monitoring seabirds and design 
practical, standard methodologies for long-term monitoring. 
Hawaiian monk seal surveys have been conducted annually 
since 1972. These surveys involve annual visitation to each 
island group to monitor population changes. Field camps 
have been established on Laysan, Lisianski, Pearl and Hermes 
Atoll and Nihoa Islands for the past several years to 
gather seabird, monk seal and sea turtle data. Vegetation 
on Laysan Island is being mapped and compared with previous 
years' records. 

4. Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: The following were determined to have 
mon1tor1ng technique potential for certain NWHI seabirds: 
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IUTPUT: ECOLOGICAL MONITORING (Continued) 

·). 

"· 

7. 

Table 1. Parameters of seabirds that were considered for 
use as monitoring techniques. 

number of breeding pairs 
number of eggs laid 
number of chicks 
number of chicks fledged 
number of non-breeding birds 
number of immature birds 
age composition 
sex composition 
number of nests 
density of nests 
area of colony 
percent nest occupancy 
mortality 
hatching rate 
breeding success rate 
recruitment 
growth rate 
feeding intervals of chicks 
incubation shift length 

laying synchrony 
age at first breeding 
relaying behavior 
time between laying 
length of incubation 
length of chick rearing 
weight at fledging 
adult weights 
egg size(includes egg 
volume, weight, length 
& breadth) 

egg shape 
egg composition 
fledging rate 
food (volume, 
composition) 

pollutant levels 
organ/body weight 
blood lipid levels 

Demand/Justification: Under the Tripartite agreement, the 
FWS was obligated to study the onshore biota. As a result, 
the ecological monitoring manual was produced. The initial 
stimulation for monitoring is still present: to develop a 
means of gauging the environmental impacts of an expanded 
commercial fishery in the NWHI. The FWS has the 
responsibility to maintain present numbers of seabirds and 
to maintain and enhance monk seal numbers in the HINWR. The 
demand takes the form of legal mandates. 

Conflicts: The ecological monitoring output is designed to 
duce or eliminate conflicts which result from incompatible 

uses of the HINWR as well as areas outside the refuge. 
Potential conflicts could result when adverse trends in bird 
or seal populations are noted and the causative factors are 
unknown. Disruptive agents may be identified, yet remain 
unresponsive to change. Inherent in the monitoring must be 
an enforcement capacity. Also inherent in the monitoring is 
the potential to conflict with other high priority outputs 
through (human) disturbance, introduction of exotic plants. 

Objectives and Strategies: Ongoing studies must continue to 
be able to interpret periodic fluctuation in seabird 
populations. Annual seal counts are necessary to monitor 
population declines in specific island groups. However, the 
FWS must use a means of determining the effect and 
effectiveness of the monitoring programs. The inadvertent 
adverse effects of researchers on their subjects is a very 
real concern of the HINWR. 
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SCIENTIFIC AND PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 
OUTPUT: STUDIES AND PUBLICATIONS 

1. Description: All studies carried out at least in part on
site, for .which results have not been published in a 
technical journal. It includes studies active throughout 
the fiscal year, whether completed or not, and studies which 

·may or may not yield information valuable for more effective 
refuge management. Also included are articles published in 
a technical journal or other equivalent publications which 
are ai~ed at others in the professional community. 

2. Locational Criteria: Under the existing status as a 
Research Natural Area, HINWR has hosted many studies which 
have resulted in publications. 

3. Existinf Levels/Distribution: In 1981-82, as a participant 
in the ripartite Study, FWS hosted 26 research projects in 
the HINWR in cooperation with other federal and state 
organizations: National Marine Fisheries Service, FWS 
Research, Dept. of Land and Natural Resources, University of 
Hawaii, Hawaiian Institute of Geophysics, Institute of 
Marine Biology, Bishop Museum. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Potenti~l for Continued/Increased Production and 
Matntenance: Ongoing studies at Tern Island, Laysan Island 
and Nihoa will provide data for future publications. The 
termination of the Tripartite Study has initially decreased 
the amount of research in the HINWR, however, it is expected 
that -the number of studies will increase as a result of the 
ecological monitoring project and the Hawaiian monk seal 
program. 

Demand/Justification for Continued Production and 
Maintenance: At least two surveys at different times of the 
year would be required to inventory numerous vertebrate 
population levels in order to fulfill the data requirements 
for accurate ecological monitoring. Various FWS objectives 
including Migratory Bird Treaty Act, Endangered Species Act, 
etc., demand enhancement of specific population levels. 
Measuring these levels is mandated. Vegetation mapping, 
aerial photography, reef surveys, fish stock census, etc., 
are all studies with potential publications that are 
justified on the basis of using the Research Natural Area to 
its full capacity. 

Conflict: Due to the limited accommodations at Tern island, 
only a small number of researchers can be present at one 
time. Conflicts over FWS priorities and projects can 
develop. The limited transportation options prevent 
extensive projects from being conducted in the field. 
Studies requiring heavy equipment will have difficulty 
getting into the HINWR. Periodic surveys throughout the 

97 

;:~:. 

'T·· 

'!' 
:I~> 
·~:· 

···~· 
~-

i~' ~·; ,. 



UTPUT: STUDIES AND PUBLICATIONS (Continued) 

archipelago are limited by the availability of research 
vessels, both government-owned and· charter. The possible 
conflict between various research projects must be 
supervised by FWS personnel, i.e. monk seal surveys and 
seabird research are compatible so long as seals are not 
disturbed in any way. 

Studies and publications have been 
an w1 cont1nue to be important outputs of the HINWR. It 
is an objective of the FWS to increase the number of studies 
on the HIWNR without adversely affecting the study subjects. 
Ongoing ecological monitoring will continue to provide data 
suitable for publication in the future. Making available the 
accommodations at Tern island will enhance research 
opportunities. Periodic cruises into the HINWR should 
address a variety of research questions not currently 
investigated. 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 
OUTPUT: COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS 

1. Description: Programs in which the Refuge participates by 
making available real estate, facilities and/or provides 
technical assistance or operational services to other 
agencies and individuals both within the Service and outside 
of it. 

2. Locational Criteria: Cooperative programs occur throughout 
the RINWR. 

3. Existing Levels/Distribution: Cooperative programs occur on 
an opportunistic basis in the HINWR. The policy and 
mandates of the FWS are designed to ensure research and land 
use cooperation with individuals and organizations with 
compatible interest. However, due to the sensitive nature of 
the biotic resource in the HINWR, the use of facilities and 
real estate is limited. 

4. Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Cooperative programs will continue at the 
current level. Due to the high possibility of disturbing 
threatened and endangered species, cooperative use is likely 
to be limited to use of specific areas of Tern Island and 
waters outside of the HINWR boundaries. Continued support 
will be provided to vessels in need and emergency use of the 
Tern Island facilities will be available. This may include 
radio contact, air charter service, emergency evacuation, 
food and lodging. 

5, Demand/Justification: There is a high demand for the use of 
facilities at Tern island for a fishery support station. 
The justification is based on the State of Hawaii contention 
that the facilities are within state jurisdiction and 
necessary to make commercial fishing economically feasible. 

6. Conflict: The increased use of the HINWR is likely to 
cause disturbance to the endangered monk seal and threatened 
green sea turtle. Additional adverse affects are possible 
through the use of Tern Island and the rest of the HINWR if 
the programs are not compatible. Compatible uses include 
meteorological stations, technical assistance not previously 
mentioned in other outputs and other similar activities. 

7. Objectives/Strate~ies: Cooperative programs will continue 
on an opportun1stic basis except when uses are not 
compatible with FWS objectives. As requests are received, 
they will be assessed for any adverse impacts they might 
impose. If there are means to mitigate the adverse affects, 
then the use may be permitted. 
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
OUTPUT: SPECIES TRANSPLANTATION 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Descri\tion: Certain species formed on the HINWR may require 
transp antation to historical and/or unoccupied habitat 
elsewhere on the Refuge to meet desired levels for those 
respective outputs. Transplanting may involve actually 
moving a group of individuals from one island to another, or 
it could involve taking captive individuals to an unoccupied 
island. Such activities would have to be done with the proper 
approval and permits. 

Existing levels/Distribution: Very few transplants of or
ganisms, native .to the NWHI, to other islands has been 
attempted. There is little reason to move most endangered 
species and there are significant environment~l risks associ
ated with transplanting. The only transplanting of species 
done so far has been with species for which there is concern 
for their survival. The Laysan finch was transplanted to 
Southeast Island in Pearl and Hermes Reef in 1967. It has 
since become well established on several islands in Pearl and 
Hermes Reef. Nihoa finches were transplanted to Tern Island 
and East Island in French Frigate Shoals in 1967 but neither 
population survived. The National Marine Fisheries Service 
has transplanted monk seals; Other transplantations of native 
species have apparently occurred accidentally, plant species 
have been moved from one island to another by people. Of 
course there have also been some exotic species brought to 
the NWHI accidentally. 

Locational Criteria: Any of the islands could be selected 
as a s1te for transplanting a species. It depends on which 
species need to be transplanted and what the objectives and 
constraints will be for such a transplant. 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and Maintenance: 
Further transplants of· species will be done only after 
careful scrutiny of objectives and anticipated impacts. There 
are several threatened or endangered species which may re
quire transplantation of individuals as part of the recovery 
program. For other species it is highly unlikely that this 
will be done. 
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
OUTPUT: SPECIES TRANSPLANTATION (Continued) 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Demands/Justification for Continued/Increased Production 
and Maintenance: 

a. Mandates/policies: The Endangered Species Act directs 
agencies of the rederal government to use their authori
ties in furtherance of the purposes of the Act. 
Recovery programs for certain endangered species may in
volve transplanting individuals to areas outside their 
present range. 

b. Historic/grojected public use demand: A small portion 
of the pu lie has varying opinions regarding transplan
tation of birds from one area to another. The issue 
revolves around the validity of moving a species outside 
is presumed historic range. 

c. 'v""'""'"'IPIUJt:I...Ct:U t:I...UIIUilllC return: No economic return 
··I 1 1 h .L :J [ · ' .I 

Conflicts with Other Outputs: Transplanting species may 
create confl1cts. Adding a species to an environment in 
which it is not native can potentially effect indigenous 
species of that environment. Careful evaluation must be 
made of all anticipated impacts on indigenous species, par
ticularly invertebrates and plants. 

Introdu~tion of a species, particularly an endangered one, 
into a new environment will also subject that area to 
restrictions which associated with conservation of that 
species. 

Objectives/Strategies: Transplanting species will be pur
sued only as it serves the needs of other outputs, in the 
order of their priority. It is anticipated that very few 
transplants will be necessary under these conditions and 
they will be primarily or exclusively for endangered 
species. Recovery plans will guide this effort. 
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EDUCATION/INTERPRETATION 
OUTPUT: ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Description: Structured educational activities within an 
approved course of study aimed at 'hands-on' experience 
concerning the natural environment and people's role in it. 

Locational Criteria: In order to obtain "hands-on" 
experience, this activity must occur within the HINWR or at 
other ecologically similar sites. Within the refuge, only 
Tern Island can be easily reached via boat or air 
transportation. In the main islands, Kilauea Point National 
Wildlife Refuge is appropriate for environmental education 
(EE). 

Existing Levels/Distribution: Environmental education does 
not currently occur within HINWR lands. 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Environmental education programs could be 
developed for Kilauea Point by the Kauai Community College 
to take advantage of the proximity to elements found in the 
HINWR. Special field trips could be made to Tern Island, 
French Frigate Shoals, if funds were available to defer 
transportation costs. 

Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: At present there is low-level demand for EE . 
among educators in Hawaii. The FWS could develop a program 
to stimulate interest in including EE in school curriculums. 

Conflicts: Conflicts described in the Interpretation output 
summary apply to this output as well. Funds needed to visit 
HINWR could be better spent on local field trips or trips to 
Kilauea where similar elements occur nearer population 
centers. 

Ob~ectives and Strategies: Develop a program suitable for 
Ki auea Poi.nt based on the elements common to HINWR and 
Kilauea. Outreach programs into ~chools with lectures, 
films and specimens can supplement this, although they 
cannot offer hands-on experience. Limited EE tours to Tern 
Island will be permitted for educators. Restrictions on 
these trips are similar to those imposed on other tour 
groups (see Interpretation, Conducted). 

EDUCATION/INTERPRETATION 
OUTPUT: INTERPRETATION OFF-SITE 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Descri~tion: Educational and recreational activity conducted 
away rom HINWR (off-site) at various interpretive centers 
using exhibits, displays, and other media and personnel. 

Locational Criteria: The nearest site to HINWR that is 
suitable for interpretation is Kilauea Point Wildlife 
Administrative Site on Kauai·. Interpretation is conducted 
in Honolulu at FWS offices and outreach programs for 
schools, conservation groups, etc. 

Existing levels/Distribution: Interpretative displays are 
set up at Kilauea Point. A relatively high volume of people 
are exposed to the center on a daily basis. Interpretation 
in Honolulu is sporadic and responsive to demand. The 
recently-completed film for the Tripartite Study has been 
successful and is well-received. Currently, as part of the 
Master Planning Process, an outreach program to educate 
potential users is being conducted. 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Plans call for an expansion of the Kilauea 
facilities to increase off~site interpretation. This is 
advantageous because Kilauea is easily reached by tourists 
on Kauai, and available to other groups off Kauai as well. 
The natural landscape of the Point is very similar to the 
high islands of the HINWR. The seabird species that can be 
readily seen there represent most species found in HINWR. 
The recent attraction of Laysan albatrosses to the Point 
added a good measure of the uniqueness of the HINWR. 
Interpretation in Honolulu is limited by space. If 
additional space were available, displays, films, slides 
and personnel could be used to systematically conduct 
interpretation sessions. The completion of the Tripartite 
film has enhanced the outreach program. 

Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: The low level demand for interpretation is 
currently being met in Honolulu by members of the refuge . 
staff on an opportunistic basis. Additional demand is being 
created with the showing of the films and slides. The 
display at Kilauea answers questions raised during tourist 
exposure to the wildlife resources. However, demands to get 
into the HINWR for interpretation are often created through 
the use of these displays. The interest is to interact with 
the native biota at close range in a near-pristine setting. 
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OUTPUT: INTERPRETATION OFF-SITE (Continued) 

6. 

7. 

Conflict: Interpretation programs pose the potential to 
disturb the subject of study. Conducted tours and display 
maintenance require additional work by Service staff. At 
Kure, tours may conflict with the monk seal program and 
LORAN station operation. 

Ob'ectives and Strate ies: The continued development of 
1 auea o1nt 1nterpret1ve facilities and exploration of an 

Oahu site will be pursued. These will provide exposure to 
the unique HINWR without incurring the associated 
disturbance to sensitive wildlife species. Outreach 
programs by refuge staff will continue to reach interested 
groups. 
The state of Hawaii and the Navy will be contacted about the 
development of interpretive displays at Kure and Midway. 
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EDUCATION/INTERPRETATION 
OUTPUT: INTERPRETATION CONDUCTED 

1. Description: An educational activity aimed at revealing 
species relationships, examining ecosystems and exploring 
how the natural world and human activities are interrelated. 

2. Locational Criteria: The possibility of conducted 
interpretation in HINWR is greatest at Tern Island. 

3. Existing Levels/Distribution: Currently, there is no 
ongoing interpretation program conducted in the HINWR. (See 
Interpretation, Off-Site). 

4. Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Maintenance: An interpretation program conducted within 
HINWR is a potential output at Tern Island; all other areas 
of HINWR are too remote for people to easily reach. Small 
groups could be flown to Tern Island for periods ranging 
from several hours to several days. Overnight stays involve 
use of the sleeping and cooking facilities there. 

Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Based on the interest generated in current 
1nterpretative programs concerning HINWR, it appears that 
there is a low level demand for on-site conducted 
interpretation. Special groups capable of paying 
transportation costs and with ample time in case of weather 
changes could be accommodated on an intermittent basis. 

Conflict: Principal conflict involves potential disturbance 
of threatened/endangered species of HINWR. Interpretation 
areas must be discrete from those of research. 
Interpretation conducted on-site may violate the intent of 
the Research Natural Area designation and the state and 
federal endangered species acts. Consequently, seal hauling 
beaches will be completely off-limits, while access to sea
bird colonies will be restricted; this lessens the quality 
of the observer's experience. Supervision by refuge staff 
will be necessary. Transportation and lodging costs may be 
prohibitive. 

Ob~ectives and Strategies: Limited on-site interpretation 
wi 1 be permitted at Tern Island. Small (7 people maximum) 
groups will be accommodated when wildlife conflicts can be 
minimized. Six to eight such groups, staying no more than 
three days per trip, will be scheduled annually. Although 
.school groups will not be per~itted, educators interested in 
including information relating to the HINWR in their 
curriculums will be allowed (see Environmental Education). 
All groups will be under the direct supervision of refuge 
staff. 
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EDUCATION/INTERPRETATION 
OUTPUT: NATURE TOURS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Description: On-site visitors engaged in wildlife/wildland 
observation as part of a non-consumptive commercial group 
led by naturalists committed to enforcing FWS policy. This 
does not include interpretive or environmental education 
groups. 

Locational Criteria: The use of tour ships makes this 
activity possible throughout the HINWR. Small groups could 
travel by air to Tern Island, base themselves there and tour 
by boat. 

Existing Level/Distribution: Nature Tours are not presently 
being cor.ducted in the HINWR. 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Several tour agencies of international scope 
have approached the HINWR for permission to conduct nature 
tours. Due to the conflict with the Tripartite Project, 
tours were not allowed into the HINWR. 

Demand for Continued/Increased Production and Maintenance: 
Once the tour option is made available, the demand will 
increase. Several international tour agencies will make 
this option accessible to the public. The destination ·of 
Hawaii as a site for natural history tours is well 
established. Both local, mainland and international 
tourists will be drawn to the NWHI since it is a pristine 
wilderness with abundant wildlife. A parallel between the 
Galapagoes and the NWHI can be made. Both offer potentials 
for close viewing of wildlife, unique photographic 
opportunities and warm, sunny weather. 

Conflict: Tour groups could disturb threatened/endangered 
spec1es if not properly supervised. Vessels could only land 
at designated areas. The use of Tern Island would have to 
be restricted to avoid interference with FWS objectives. 
More people in the area means a possibility for conflict 
with wildlife and cultural resources preservation. Special 
area designation and the use of photo blinds would help 
orient traffic on Tern Island. Accommodations are limited. 

Objectives/Strategies: These are the same as objectives for 
conducted interpretation. In addition to Tern Island, tours 
may be possible at Midway, in cooperation with the Navy. 
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EDUCATION/INTERPRETATION 
OUTPUT: WILDLIFE/WILDLANDS OBSERVATION 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5~ 

6. 

7. 

Description: Non-consumptive recreation involving on-site 
visitors engaged in observation and study of wildlife/ 
wildlands. 

Locational Criteria: This output is available throughout 
the entire HINWR. 

ExistinS Levels/Distribution: This output currently exists 
as a y-product of other activities such as photography, 
sailing, art etc. by those living or visiting the HINWR. 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Expanding the opportunities for this output 
require the opening up of Tern Island to users, either as an 
overnight station or as a port of call for boats and planes. 
Observation blinds could be constructed to minimize 
disturbance to wildlife. The potential to disturb 
threatened/endangered species is high and without these 
support facilities, unsupervised observation should not be 
considered an appropriate use of HINWR. 

Demand/Justification- for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: The demand for wildJife observation 
opportun1t1es is linked with other outputs such as 
photography, and other more specific land uses. As it 
stands, wildlife observation is a low level activity. 

Conflicts: Conflicts described in non-commercial photog-
raphy apply. 

Objectives and Strategies: The development of facilities to 
accommodate observation will minimize disturbance to 
wildlife, especially the construction of blinds and fenced 
off areas. 
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EDUCATION/INTERPRETATION 
~: PHOTOGRAPHY/JOURNALISM/ART COMMERCIAL USE 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Description: On-site visits to HINWR for the purpose of 
photograpfiY/journalism/art (P/J/A) for commercial markets. 

Locational Criteria: Opportunities for this output occur 
throughout the RlNWR. Specific areas where certain elements 
may be viewed exist, i.e., Laysan finches, etc. From a 
logistical point of view, Tern Island is the most appropri-
ate location. 

Existing Levels/Distribution: Tern Island has been used as 
a base for past photo/journalistic productions. Other 
artistic and journalistic opportunities exist throughout the 
NWHI, especially at Midway and Kure Islands. 

Potential for Continued/Increased 
aintenance: txpana1ng the P/J/A base oeyona Jern 1s 

w111 require the use of a charter boat with full berthing 
facilities (see Nature Tours). The use of Tern Island will 
continue to be the best, most convenient location for P/J/A 
operations. The housing facilities can support as many as 
11 at one time (not including FWS personnel), provided those 
spaces are not in use. 

Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: ~ moderate level of demand exists for this 
output and the use of Tern Island as a base of operations. 
In 1983, at least 3 major stories appeared in national 
magazines. This exposure of the HINWR justifies the 
continued activity as a public relations and education 
effort. 

Conflicts: P/J/A could disturb threatened and endangered 
spec1es and migratory birds if not properly supervised. 
Specific areas need to be set aside for P/J/A opportunities. 
The use of blinds will decrease the potential for dis-
turbance. 

The need to increase exposure of 
t e W w 1 e ma1nta1n ng the integrity of the ecosystems 
demands special consideration. Accommodating the production 
of professional articles on the HINWR should be a priority. 
This may be accomplished by inviting magazines to send out a 
special staff to take photographs and write stories while on 
Tern Island. Photo blinds, trail space viewing, etc, can be 
used to minimize impact on wildlife. 
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EDUCATION/INTERPRETATION 
OUTPUT: PHOTOGRAPHY/ART NON-COMMERCIAL USE 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Description: Visitors whose primary purpose is to 
photograph, draw, paint, sculpt, etc., wildlife/wildland 
subjects for non-profit use. 

Locational Criteria: Artistic opportunities exist throughout 
the HINWR. Specific elements may be seen at precise 
locations, i.e. Bristle-thighed Curlews at Lisianski and 
Nihoa millerbirds at Nihoa. From a logistical point of 
view, most bird species can be viewed at Tern Island, French 
Frigate Shoal~. Underwater photographic opportunities are 
excellent there. 

Existing Levels/Distribution: Tern Island has been a base 
for photo exped1tions for several years. Other amateur 
photographers have gone to Kure Atoll and Midway Islands. 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Expanding the photographic and artistic 
opportun1t1es calls for expanding the capacity of Tern 
Island to handle increased traffic and use of facilities. 
In order to minimize disturbance, photo blinds and 
designated areas should be established. The poten~ial to 
disturb threatened/endangered species is high; without these 
support facilities, photography and art cannot be allowed to 
go unsupervised. If Tern Island was advertised as an 
available option, usage would increase accordingly. 

Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Photography as a recreational activity is 
highly regarded and pursued; the field of wildlife and 
wildlands photography is especially popular with amateurs 
and professionals alike. Wildlife art is a widely practiced 
hobby. The excellent opportunities within the HINWR to 
obtain close-up views of seabirds surpasses other areas of 
the main Hawaiian Islands and the world. Thus, it can be 
concluded that if accommodations and transportation 
logistics were manageable, Tern Island use would greatly 
increase. The results would serve to advertise the unique 
nature of the HINWR to both the private and public sectors 
of Hawaii and the world. 

Conflicts: People desiring close-up views of wildlife may 
disrupt threatened/endangered species, migratory birds and 
research. Increased use of air transport could increase the 
chance of accidents and bird strikes. All activity must be 
monitored by FWS personnel. 
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~: PHOTOGRAPHY/ART NON-COMMERCIAL USE (Continued) 

7. Objectives and Strategies: The development of facilities to 
accommodate photographers and artists will minimize 
disturbance to wildlife. Blind construction and fenced off 
areas should be considered to control the effects of 
people ?n threatened/endangered spe'cies. 

OTHER PUBLIC USES 
OUTPUT: OTHER WILDLIFE/WILDLAND RECREATION 

1. 

2. 

Description: Non-consumptive recreation including such 
diverse activities as birding, sailing, art,. recreational 
diving, HAM radio operation, etc. 

Locational Criteria: These activities could potentially 
occur on or around most refuge islands or islets. 

3. Existing Levels/Distribution: These activities occur at low 
levels as permitted in RINWR especially at Tern Island, 
French Frigate Shoals. Limited housing and other facilities 
make this an acceptable location for such pursuits. 

4. Potential for Continued/Increased Productfon and 
Maintenance: These outputs have potential to expand since 
their non-consumptive nature poses little threat so long as 
the activities are properly monitored and supervised. 
Special interest groups could be accommodated at Tern 
Island. Due to the isolation of other islands in HINWR, 
these outputs would probably be limited to Tern Island. 
Sailboats could reach other islands in the refuge but 
since the potential for disturbing threatened/endangered 
species is high, their activities onshore must be limited 
to Tern Island. 

5. Demand/Jus~ification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: A low-level demand exists for these refuge 
outputs. If this activity were encouraged, the user level 
would probably increase. If housing were made available at 
Tern Island, usage would soon approach. maximum levels, 
provided that transportation was economically feasible, 

6. Conflict: Unmonitored activities could adversely affect 
threatened/endangered species and migratory birds. 
Introduction of exotic pests could result from unauthorized 
landings. The potential for great harm exists. Increased 
ship traffic to the HINWR would increase the possibility of 
groundings, oil spills, etc. Ongoing research projects 
could be affected by unsupervised groups. The use of FWS 
personnel to supervise visitors would detract from the time 
spent on maintenance work and wildlife management unless 
additional funds were obtained. Since Tern Island has 
become a major hauling area for monk seals, strict beach 
regulations must be obeyed. A fence around off-limits areas 
may be considered in lieu of enforcement personnel. 
Transportation costs may be prohibitive for most people. 
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~: OTHER WILDLIFE/WILDLAND RECREATION (Continued) 

7. 
Objectives and Strategies: These activities appear 
compatible with the outputs and objectives of HINWR so long 
as they are properly monitored, supervised, and limited. 
Specifically designated areas of Tern Island should be 
established for such recreational purposes. Fencing for 
delineation may be advisable. Visits will be scheduled to 
minimize conflicts with wildlife. Applicants for special 
use permits must be familiar with the restrictions before 
leaving Honolulu. Under the current transportation system, 
only those able to stay for several hours or weeks of time 
have been able to go to Tern Island. (See Environmental 
Education, Interpretation, Other Recreation.) 
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OTHER PUBLIC USES 
OUTPUT: CHARTER SCUBA/SKIN DIVING 

1. 

2. 

Description: On-site visitors 
underwater wildlife observation, 
(amateur or professional) using 
charter boats, yachts or skiffs. 

engaged in extensive 
exploration, photography 

SCUBA or skin diving, 

Locational Criteria: Charter SCUBA diving can occur in 
relatively shallow waters of HINWR. High island diving may 
be suitable on limited basis. It is expected that most 
activity would occur at French Frigate Shoals due to 
extensive coral growth. In addition to onshore facilities, 
the marine environment is particularly diverse. 

3. Existing Levels/Distribution: Commercial diving is not 
permitted in the HINWR now. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Ma1ntenance: French Frigate Shoals (FFS) is a potential 
areas for this output to occur. Charter boats can reach FFS 
without excessive travel. Onshore facilities could be 
utilized. Other islands may be suitable if charter boats 
carry enough berthing space. It may be desirable to place 
Refuge employees on board to help interpret, gather data 
opportunistically and enforce refuge objectives. 

Demand/Justification for Continued Production and 
Maintenance: Currently, a low level demand exists. If 
permits for this activity were available, the demand would 
probably increase sharply. 

Conflict: Unauthorized landings could disturb 
threatened/endangered species and degrade the islands; 
monitoring by FWS personnel would be necessary. Charter 
boats must be U.s. Coast Guard approved with appropriate 
medical facilities. Tern Island evacuation may be used only 
in emergencies. Commercial diving is· not permitted in 
Research Natural Areas (RNAs). 

Objectives/Strategies: Commercial diving will not be 
permitted in the RINWR because of potential conflicts with 
endangered or threatened species, possible groundings 
leading to habitat disturbance and the refuge's current 
classification as a RNA. 
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OTHER PUBLIC USES 
OUTPUT: OTHER RECREATION 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Description: Limited recreational outlets include swimming, 
scuba, snorkeling, jogging and volleyball. 

Locational Criteria: Water sports can be practiced around 
all refuge islands and islets. The runway will accommo
date jogging and volleyball. 

Existing Levels/Distribution: Personnel 
permittees recreate on and around 
Occasionally, these people snorkel or dive 
French Frigate Shoals. Field camp staff 
limited recreation, mostly swimming. 

and authorized 
Tern Island. 

elsewhere within 
engage in some 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: People on remote islands will continue to need 
recreat1on, especially those stationed at Tern Island for 
long time periods. 

Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Adjustment to life on a small, remote island 
is facilitated by recreational opportunities. This is 
especially true for those stationed at Tern Island for long 
tours of duty (up to 5 months). 

Conflicts: If poorly scheduled and/or in inappropriate 
areas, recreation can interfere with endangered and 
threatened wildlife and seabirds. Around some islands, 
especially at certain times of the year, sharks make water 
sports hazardous. 

Ob~ectives and Strategies: Recreation will be permitted on 
an in waters adjacent to Tern Island in designated areas. 
It will be scheduled to minimize conflicts with wildlife. 
Scuba and snorkeling also will be permitted in designated 
areas elsewhere in French Frigate Shoals when disturbance to 
wildlife can be minimized. Recreation on or around other 
Refuge islands and islets will also be permitted for author
ized personnel although its regulation will be by Special 
Use Permit or the FWS field supervisor. 
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OTHER PUBLIC USES 
OUTPUT: AHI FISHING 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Description: Yellowfish tuna (Thunnus albacares) and 
Bigeye (Ahi) (T. obesus) fishery occurr1ng in deep water 
(50-150 fm) using long-line and deep-sea hand lines. 

Locational criteria: Fishing occurs around the main islands 
to a small degree. The primary fishing grounds are in the 
north and central Pacific. 

Existin Levels/Distribution: Bigeye was the second 
most 1mportant commerc a species fished in Hawaii. 
Yellowfin tuna is now more commercially valuable. In 
1978, 209 metric tons were landed. Landings fluctuate 
yearly. 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: F1shing output reflects histor1c Hawa1ian 
trends: high in the late 1940's after the war, low in 
the 60's, upturn in the 70's with increased effort and 
technology, .with a steady increase to present. However, ahi 
landings have steadily decreased since the peak in 1952. 
Ahi landings could be increased by exploiting new grounds 
to the north, west and south of the Hawaiian Islands. 

Demand/Justification 
and Maintenance: An1 demands continues to De 
is the desired fish for sashimi 
have steadily climbed in 

Conflicts: Principal conflicts are same as in aku fishery. 

Objectives/Strategies: Same as those for albacore. 
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OTHER PUBLIC USES 
OUTPUT: AKU FISHING 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Description: Skipjack tuna (Katsuwonus pelamis) fishery 
using pole and line vessels and baitfish or purse seiners. 
On and nearshore facilities necessary. 

Existing levels/Distribution: Based on 1978 data, 3082 
metric tons were landed from 14 Aku fishing boats. The 
fishery is the mainstay of the Hawaiian fleet. Fishing 
occurs around the main islands and Midway. 

Locational Criteria: Aku is a pantropical tuna whose 
migratory movement brings it into the Hawaiian archipelago 
seasonally. It is believed there are 3 distinct stocks of 
Aku having different movements. Landings extend from April 
to September. 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: SkipJack or Aku is the most valuable Hawaiian 
commercial fishery in terms of landing and values. Catches 
have ranged from 2267-7256 metric tons. It is estimated 
that the fishery could yield 12,156 metric tons, a 75% 
increase, if expanded. Currently, 75% of the catch is made 
within 20 miles of the main islands. In 1977, fish 
aggregating devices were placed near Oahu and Lanai. 
Catches near these sites constituted a significant portion 
of the landings. In addition to fishing, Aku boats spend 
much time obtaining live bait. Competition from Japanese 
boats has a negative effect on the amounts of Aku reaching 
the Hawaiian market. To expand the existing fishery, 
aggregating device deployment should be increased, the north 
and west fishing grounds should be harvested and. overall 
efficiency must be increased. Reliable sources of baitfish 
need to be maintained. If the local cannery remains closed, 
an aku fishery in the NWHI is unlikely. 

Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Due to a growing Aku fleet, good f1shing 
years, and a market slump in 1980-82, the demand and price 
for Aku has decreased. Cannery prices for frozen Aku do not 
provide much economic incentive for fishery expansion. The 
existing fleet relies on local markets for fresh fish at 
relatively high prices. The limited shelf life for fresh 
Aku prohibits the movement of fish from NWHI to local 
markets in Honolulu via air shipment. However, if cannery 
prices for light meat tuna improve, and if suitable long
distance pole and line boats and baitfish are available, a 
NWHI base could be utilized for transshipment of frozen Aku 
to the cannery. Additionally, the Aku resources of NWHI may 
be harvested by U.S. purse seiners that would not need 
storage or shipment out of Tern Island. 
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OUTPUT: AKU FISHING (Continued) 

6. 

7. 
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Infrastructure necessary to expand the existing aku fishery 
in NWHI requires the deployment of no more than 5 fish 
aggregating devices between Necker and Mara Reef. This 
would greatly save on fuel for exploratory fishing. 
Conceivably, the fish caught could be transported to Tern 
Island where a mothership may be anchored. Frozen fish 
would then be moved to the market site periodically. If the 
market could bear an additional cost increase, fresh fish 
could be flown out of Tern Island (an additional $1.00/lb). 
However, this appears doubtful. The mothership/barge could 
store water, fuel, supplies, baitfish, etc. If baitfish are 
obtained at French Frigate Shoals, then small boats and nets 
would be necessary. The crews of barge and catcher boats 
could use Tern Island for recreation and personnel changes 
and emergency evacuation. Radio contact with HINWR staff 
would be necessary. 

Conflicts: Principal conflicts result from use of the Tern 
Island facilities and French Frigate Shoals as a base.· 
Frequent . travel to the Shoals increases the likelihood of 
accidental groundings. Six recent groundings have occurred 
in 5 years. The placement of a mothership at moorings south 
of Tern Island implies an increase in small boat use of the 
Shoals. Activities such as fuel transfer pose risks of 
potential spillage and other accidents. Recreation of the 
fishing crew could conflict with policies established for 
migratory bird, monk seal and sea turtle production and 
maintenance. Seals and turtles could be adversely impacted 
through continual disturbance from small boats and bait
fishing nets within French Frigate Shoals. The use of nets 
nearshore could further jeopardize seals: accidental and 
purposeful entanglement has occurred. In addition, the 
pursuit of inshore fish could disturb food supplies to those 
seabirds that rely on tuna to drive prey to the surface. 
Thus, both birds and fishermen, who use seabirds to locate 
tuna schools, may be adversely affected. Increased 
pollution, i.e., oil and trash, may lower the integrity of 
the atoll. 

Ob'ectives/Strate ies: Close seabird monitoring in the NWHI 
1s necessary to etect any population change which may be 
caused by the depletion of Aku stocks. Regulated use of the 
emergency buoy within the a to 11 by fi shi'ng vesse 1 s wi 11 be 
permitted for resupply of Tern Island or in emergencies. 
A leeward mooring buoy outside the refuge is possible. 
Regulated Tern Island access from moored fishing vessels via 
small boat will be permitted for limited equipment storage, 
recreat1on and emergency evacuations. Cooperation with the 
tuna industry to minimize the risks inherent in increased 
atoll traffic is suggested. 
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OTHER PUBLIC USES 
OUTPUT: ALBACORE FISHING 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Description: Albacore (Thunnus alalunga) is a cosmopolitan 
tuna species found in warm and temperate waters but 
occurring at greater depths in lower latitudes. This 
species supports a fishery using long-line, trolling and 
ika-shibi (squid-tuna). 

Existing levels/distribution: Hawaiian catch pre-1979 was 
incidental to other long-lined species, representing 1% of 
the total landings (73,000 tons). Considerable fluctuation 
occurs from year to year. Data suggests tnat the mean 
size of fish and the real abundance decreased between 1955 
to 1968. After 1973, the catch per unit effurt began a rise 
with the initiation of a ika-shibi method. In 1979, an 
experimental station was established at Midway in order to 
exploit fishing grounds previously fished solely by the 
Japanese. A purse-seine mothership and 26 trollers fished 
the waters north of Midway for about 5 months and landed 
1609 short tons. In 1982, 75 trollers worked the area with 
out the mothership present. Fifty-five trollers did likewise 
in 1983. Catches were smaller than in 1979. 

Albacore are highly migratory across the north central 
Pacific. The cycle apparently begins in April off the 
Japanese coast. Fish move east as the summer progresses. 
The Hawaii an fishery peaks in the June-August period as the 
fish are approximately due north of the NWHI. Good catches 
have been made through December. The fishery out of Midway 
is apparently most successful in early summer. After that, 
the center of the stock moves east by north, closer to other 
ports for offloading. The fish return west and apparently 
spawn near land in the western Pacific. 

Locational Criteria: Albacore fishing in Hawaii occurs 
throughout the year in the northern waters, peaking from 
June to August. Use of Midway Island as a fishery support 
station is desired by much of the fishing community to 
facilitate delivery, reduce transit time, recreate, etc. 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: The relatively new ika-shibi fishery has 
increased landings of albacore. The North Pacific trolling 
fishery has greatly expanded landings. If the fleet is 
expanded to 100 vessels, annual catch rates of 5,000-12,000 
short tons might be expected. Recent (1983) maximum sus
tainable yield estimates range from 99,000 to 165,000 short 
tons. Some suggest the fishery can withstand an additional 
catch of 10-20% without significantly affecting the stock. 
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OUTPUT: ALBACORE FISHING (Continued) 

5. 

6. 

Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: During the past 20 years, a shift from pole
and-line fishing which targets albacore, aku and ahi to 
purse seining which targets only aku and ahi has occurred. 
This shift has recently reached the Central and Western 
Pacific. This emphasis on seining is expected to increase 
competition and increase world supply of light-meat tuna 
i.e., aku, ahi. Since 50% of the Pacific albacore catches 
are pole and line, this trend may lower albacore catch and 
create a stronger demand for domestic white-meat (albacore). 
During 1980-82, U. S. light-meat demand dropped by 15% due 
to competition by poultry and meat prices (Rule of thumb: 
1% drop in meat prices= 5.7% drop in tuna consumption). 
However, white-meat demand is steady for 3 reasons: 1) it 
is consumed by higher income brackets, so it is less suscep
tible to inflation and price fluctuation; 2) tuna can be 
'stretched' more easily due to its firmness; 3) and it is 
used by institutions and restaurants steadily. Overall mar
ket slump will affect harvesters' ability to move to Midway 
without a support station. A shift in cannery procurement 
processes from long-term supply contracts with boats to open 
market purchases has· caused more disruptions among harves
ters, directly affecting the number of vessels financially 
able to enter the Midway albacore market in Honolulu. 

Conflicts: The albacore fishery in the north central 
Pacific poses potential conflicts with high priority HINWR 
objectives. The development of a support station at Midway 
in the proposed form of a mothership with associated vessels 
could adversely impact endangered and threatened species. 
It is estimated that between 400 and 600 transits through 
the reef during one 5 month season would occur. This 
traffic increases the associated risks of atoll navigation, 
Since most of the captains would be unfamiliar with such 
navigation, the potential of accidental grounding, loss of 
human life, oil spills, fires and introduction of exotic 
organisms is very real. The incidence of groundings in the 
NWHI over the last 5 years provides some index of the 
potential, especially in light of the grounding in May 1982 
at the entrance to the Midway harbor. The traffic and oil 
leakage could adversely affect the struggling monk seal and 
sea turtle populations in the area. Off-duty, recreating 
crew members could further affect seals while they look for 
glass balls and shells, jog on the beach, etc. Currently, 
fishermen are restricted to their boats by the commanding 
officer 'at Midway. The development of a station at Midway 
would encourage diversification of fishing throughout the 
NWHI. This could have direct effects on the biotic 
resources. Increased ·fishing nearshore enhances the 
possibility of conflict with wildlife species. Accidental 
or purposeful discharge of bilge oil could wash ashore; 
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OUTPUT: ALBACORE FISHING (Continued) 

7. 

unauthorized landings could occur, resulting in the intro
duction of rats, cats, insects, and plants not currently 
present. 

Direct conflicts could result from the competition for food 
fish used by birds. Baitfish, opelu and akule all are 
utilized by seabirds during each season. Secondary effects 
are possible through the decrease of tunas. Tunas are 
responsible for driving bird prey species to the surface, 
thereby making food available. Albacore fishing, however, 
should have little effect since the fish are deep and sea
birds rarely occur with albacore schools. Aku and Ahi 
fishing cou.ld have an effect. 

Ob'ectives/Strate ies: Objectives are similar to Aku 
1s ery eve opment. The use of Tern Island as a multi

species fishery support base is not recommended. However, 
placement of a mooring buoy outside refuge boundaries is a 
possible alternative. Cooperation with the industry to 
minimize the risks inherent in increased atoll movement ·is 
suggested. 

OTHER PUBLIC USES 
OUTPUT: BAITFISHING 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Descrietion: Resource harvesting of inshore baitfish 
includ1ng nehu (Stolepherous buccaneeri), juvenile opelu 
(Decapterus sp.) and akule (Selar crumenopthalmus) using 
surround nets and hook and lin-e-.---

Locational Criteria: Fishery restricted to main islands but 
extensive schools found in HINWR lagoon waters. 

Existing Levels/Distribution: Akule ranks third in landings 
and fourth in value of commercial Hawaiian fishes. The 
highest recorded landing was about 1 million pounds, 
decreasing to 700,000 pounds by 1978. The majority of the 
catch occurs within 2 miles of shore. The Kauai portion of 
the catch is considered the major source. Opelu ranks fourth 
in landings, fifth in value. Landings have fluctuated 
between 150,000 and 525,000 pounds, averaging 257,000 
pounds. Both speci-es show periodic population fluctuation. 
Nehu populations in Kaneohe Bay provide the bulk of the 
baitfish for the Aku fishery. The population is overex
ploited at present. 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Baitfishing in the main islands could with 
stand additional fishing. Although the resource potential 
may exceed an additional 2 million pounds, including fish 
from the HINWR, expansion of the fishery seems to be 
restricted by consumer demand. Upwards to an additional 2 
million pounds of each species could be harvested from the 
NWHI, if logistically possible. Currently, in the main 
island fishery, spotter planes and trailable boats are used 
to fish. Specific adaptations would have to be in place in 
order to fish the NWHI. 

5. Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Currently, live fish are used as bait for 
Aku fishing. The need. for sustai.nable live bait is 
critical to the potential expansion of the tuna fishery. 
Experimental use of tilapia and mollies has not been as 
successful as hoped. Thus, the industry relies on 1 ive 
traditional baitfish. The use of these fish for personal 
consumption is limited to fresh fish. The market for 
frozen fish is poorly developed and also unlikely to expand 
significantly. An expansion of the fishery would have to 
entail an aggressive marketing approach to sell the vast 
increase in products. 

120 • 121 

'!(*f'~·~~-~~~,_.,., ·~"¥ ,r· 
' 



OUTPUT: BAITFISHING (Continued) 

6. 

7. 

Conflicts: The harvest of shoaling baitfish in the 
HINWR could have a direct, immediate and significant effect 
on the seabird populations. These fishes are important 
foods for most species. Approximately 39,000 metric tons of 
baitfish are consumed annually by NWHI seabirds including 
390 metric tons of nehu, 135 metric tons of akule and 16,000 
metric tons of opelu. In addition to direct competition for 
food, this fishery could have an adverse effect on-wildlife 
through net entanglement of sea turtles and monk seals, the 
latter having shown curiosity about nets in its environ
ment. Onshore facilities to process, handle and transport 
the resource would have similar environmental impacts to 
the albacore or aku fishing support stations. The synergis
tic effects of bait and aku fishing could hold disastrous 
results for some species of seabirds. Depriving birds of the 
predatory fish which drive prey to the surface, then re
moving the prey itself, could leave certain species with no 
alternative food sources. Of all public use outputs, in
shore baitfishing holds the greatest potential threat to 
the marine and terrestrial resources of HINWR. 

Objectives/Strategies: · The potential magnitude of 
the effects of landings, groundings, human activities 
associated with nearshore fishing, commercial development 
and environmental pollution by. oil, heavy metals and 
organochlorine will increase with use. Thus, inshore bait
fishing must be prohibited from HINWR waters. 
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OTHER PUBLIC USES 
OUTPUT: BOTTOMFISHING 

1. Description: A fishery conducted in deep offshore waters 
using baited hook and line gear which is hauled in by hand 
or by mechanical line-haulers. A complex of species, 
especially snappers, jacks and groupers, are harvested. 

2. Existing Levels/Distribution: Bottomfish stocks near the 
main islands are being fully fished, and in some cases, 
overexploited, primarily by small-boat fisheries. The 
fishery peaked after WWII at .approximately one million 
pounds. Since 1978, catches and fishing effort have 
increased markedly around the main islands. Reduced catch 
rates are attributed to a combination of increased fishing 
effort, displacement of native bottomfish by the introduced 
ta'ape, and aberrations in normal current patterns. Results 
from stock assessments in NWHI indicate that resources 
between Nihoa and Gardner Pinnacles have been noticeably 
affected by fishing. Areas to the north have not been so. 

3. Locational Criteria: The area of capture is centered around 
offshore terraces and slopes to depths of approximately 200 
fathoms. The potential habitat for bottomfish is very 
limited. Because handline gear is the principal method of 
capture, the fishery is extremely localized. The relative 
abundance of individual species changes with latitude. 

4. Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Substantial increases in the distant-water 
bottomfish catch cannot ~resently be accommodated without 
adverse effects on market stability and price. Long travel 
times to the Honolulu market from the NWHI and the limited 
life of iced fish have placed a limit on commercial fishing. 
Fresh fish need better refrigeration and handling. A market 
for rapid frozen fish needs to be developed. Fishing 
success is highly dependent upon ocean conditions in the 
frequently turbulent NWHI waters. If a support station is 
developed at Tern or Mtdway Island, the prospects of over
fishing bottom fish stocks would be of greater concern. 
Traditional fishing grounds near the main islands are 
currently fished to their. sustainable limit. 

5. Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Bottomfish demands from restaurants will cause 
bottomfishing efforts to remain at high levels or even 
increase. The fishery wi 11 have to continually expand its 
range of operation to sustain catch rates. In addition to 
restaurants, the new markets needed for frozen fish and the 
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OUTPUT: BOTTOMFISHING (Continued) 

6. 

7. 

uncertain economic feasibility of the distant water fishery 
suggest that rapid-freezing is not likely to become widely 
accepted. Thus only a fresh fish market will exist. This 
precludes an extensive distant water fishery since the 
transit time is prohibitive. A NWHI support station needs a 
thorough assessment of market constraints and economics 
before being implemented. 

Conflicts: If a support station is considered, then the 
potential conflicts identified in the review of albacore and 
aku fishing apply. Although this fishery does not compete 
either directly or indirectly for seabird or seal foods, 
onshore infrastructures could adversely impact the fauna. 
Seals have been observed stealing fish and with 
bottomfishing hooks imbedded in their mouths. 

Ob'ectives/Strate ies: A fishery for bottomfishes could 
ave some secon ary enhancing effects on the populations of 

seabird food species through reduced consumption of mutual 
prey. Limited development of support facilities would have 
minimum impact on wildlife species. Since bottomfish are 
quickly depleted and slow to recover, even a temporary 
fishery might have long-lasting effects. 
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OTHER PUBLIC USES 
OUTPUT: TRAP FISHING 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Descriltion: Fishery which primarily uses traps to capture 
fish, obster, shrimp and crabs in waters outside the HINWR. 

Existina Levels/Distribution: Lobster fishing occurs in the 
main an NWHI. In 1977, 70,000 pounds were landed; in 1978, 
the catch totaled 31,000 pounds. Although there are several 
species of deepwater shrimp in Hawaiian waters, the caridean 
shrimp Heterocar~us laevigatus appears to be by far the 
largest and possi ly the most abundant species. Estimated 
abundance of H. laevigatus in the Hawaiian archipelago is 
2,500-5,000 metric tons. The total landings may only be 
speculated; as much as 25,000 pounds have been landed 
through 1978. Kana crab landings also fluctuate, ranging 
from 15,000 to 45,000 lbs per year. The record catch is 
71,000 pounds in 1972. 

0 
Locational Criteria: Lobster fishing occurs over 1600 nm~ 
in the main islands and surrounding Necker and Nihoa Islands 
of the HINWR. Shrimping is conducted in specific areas 
around all main islands. Within the optimum depth range of 
75-400 fm, several species of shrimp have continuous 
distribution throughout the Hawaiian Islands. The Kana crab 
occurs in greatest abundance in localized areas of the main 
Hawaiian Islands. 

Potencial for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: -Hawaii Fishery Development Plans projected in 
1979 that 100,000 to 150,000 lbs of lobster could b~ landed
'if all grounds were fi~hed. This includes 3500 nm of NWHI 
grounds with 1600 nm rna i.n island grounds. The Fishery 
Management Council has concluded that the best available 
information supports a tentative determination that maximum 
sustainable yield is in the range of 15,000 to 30,000 
l ob·sters, approximately one pound each, for the main 
Hawaiian Islands. Catch data for the NWHI fishery is 
extremely limited. Council estimates indicate the fishery 
grew from 72,000 lbs in 1977 to 200,000-400,000 lbs in 1980. 
Estimates of fishing effort are unavailable. The NWHI 
fishery represents a fundamental transformation in Hawaii's 
commercial lobster fishery. There are insufficient data to 
estimate catches and MSY's for slipper lobster, Kana crabs 
and shrimp. 
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~: TRAP FISHING (Continued) 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
a1ntenance: p1ny o sters are a re at1ve y sma part o 

the Hawaflan Islands commercial fisheries. Virtually all 
are processed to frozen tails for the restaurant market. In 
recent years, the world price for Frozen lobster tails has 
been increasing about 18% per year. The current wholesale 
price is about $3.00/lb. for whole lobster. The NWHI 
lobster. fishery has developed outside the confines of the 
local fish market by opening up export markets in frozen 
tails. Increased landings will not lower the price. The 
fishery remains volatile due to fluctuating catch rates. It 
is currently estimated that 1-2,000,000 lb. of shrimp might 
be economically harvested. Kona crabs may sustain a fishery 
capable of removing 60,000 - 100,000 lb. in the main islands 
and another 50,000-75,000 lbs. from the NWHI. Major invest
ments have recently been made in the Hawaiian deepwater 
shrimp fishery by a local shrimp fishing company. In addi
tion, numerous vessel owners in Alaska and the Pacific 
Northwest have expressed an interest in entering the 
fishery. 
Conflicts: The presence of fishing vessels, the placement 
of fisning gear and the alteration of the lobster 
populations will modiiy the proposed critical habitat of the 
monk seal. There is insufficient information to fully 
assess the potential conflicts inherent in these environ
mental modifications. The potential impacts of trap fishing 
are disturbance, incidental mortality and reduction of 
known food resources, accidental groundings and oil spills. 

Objectives: Collection of information on incidental 
mortality and disturbance is of high priority. Seal and 
turtle food habit studies need to be continued. Activities 
which are likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 
endangered or threatened species should be thoroughly 
evaluated. 
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OTHER PUBLIC USES 
OUTPUT: RECREATIONAL FISHING 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Description: Consumptive recreation involving renewable fish 
resources and charter boats in and around HINWR waters and 
lands, possible use of Tern Island facilities, radio contact 
With Tern Island and air transport facilities. 

Locational Criteria: Onshore, offshore and lagoon waters of 
H!NWR have potential for sport fishing. 

Existing Levels/Distribution: Sport fishing is not now 
permitted in HINWR waters. Distance to HINWR prohibits most 
fishermen from reaching the virgin fishing grounds. In 
addition to distance, expense and regulations are 
prohibitive. 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Virgin fishing grounds exist in the NWHI, 
particularly in the HINWR. However, refuge waters are 
closed to commercial or recreational fishing. If air and 
boat charters were available, increased use would be 
expected. Continuous fishing pressure would soon result in 
maximum sustainable yields. 

Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: ·Occasional requests are received for fishing 
groups to go into HINWR. If Tern Island were opened to 
fishing, usage would increase accordingly. 

Conflict: Onshore and nearshore fishing are not recom
mended because of the potential disturbance to monk seals 
and sea turtles and the introduction of exotic or alien or
ganisms to refuge islands. Offshore consumptive fish harvest 
also may conflict with turtle and monk seal refuge manage
ment goals since both animals range widely. Nearshore 
feeding seabirds such as black noddies depend on predatory 
fish in and outside the reef to drive their prey to the 
surface. They may be impacted during their breeding season 
by competition with humans. 

Increased boat traffic will in turn increase the possibility 
of accidental spills and groundings; it also necessitates 
monitoring by FWS personnel, both by radio and visually. 
Certain reef fish contain ciguatoxin in quantities great 
enough to affect people; these species would have to be 
avoided entirely. If commercial fishing is permitted, less 
fish will be available to sport fishers. 

Objectives and Strategies: Becaus8 of the increased risk of 
disturbance to threatened and endangered species, possible 
competition with feeding seabirds and potential habitat 
damage from accidental groundings and spills, consumptive 
recreational fishing will not be allowed within the HINWR. 
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OTHER PUBLIC USES 
OUTPUT: CONSUMPTIVE RECREATION 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Description: Collection of glass balls, bottles, sea 
shells, war mementos, personal salvage, etc. for non
commercial use. 

Locational Criteria: Could occur throughout NWHI, however, 
most easily accessible at Tern Island, Midway and Kure 
Islands. 

Existing Levels/Distribution: These activities are 
conducted to a small degree by people stationed at or 
visiting the NWHI for recreation. 

Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: The collection of renewable items such as 
shells, glass balls, bottles, etc. could continue and 
increase as supply lasts. Collection of items for 
personal salvage could continue to be conducted 
opportunistically. Private collection of war mementos on 
federal land is forbidden by the Antiquities Act of 1906. 

Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Demand for recreation is high among those 
stationed or visiting NWHI and HINWK. If more people were 
stationed there, demand for these activities would increase. 
Work conditions in the NWHI can become unbearable if 
confined to a boat, work site or campsite for prolonged 
periods. The desire to get away from the facilities is 
legitimate. 

Conflict: The collection of renewable items may disturb 
threatened or endangered species. It is probable that the 
collection of glass balls and shells at Midway and Kure have 
played a significant role in the reduction of monk seal 
numbers there. Since the U.S. Coast Guard's departure from 
Tern Island and limitation of beach access, seal numbers 
have increased radically to an average of about 40 per day. 
Both state and federal regulations prohibit the disturbance 
of threatened/endangered species and seabirds. 

7. Objectives and Strategies: Since most beaches in HINWR are 
frequented by monk seals and turtles, collecting cannot be 
permitted on the refuge. The potential for disturbance is 
too great to justify the activity. In spite of the high 
demand for glass balls, beaches will remain off limits to 
those without legitimate research purposes. 
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OTHER PUBLIC USES 
OUTPUT: OTHER COMMERCIAL CONSUMPTIVE USE 

1. 

2. 

4. 

5. 

Description: Consumptive commercial use is assumed to 
include but is not limited to salvage for glass balls, 
shells, bottles, and other.historical artifacts including 
war paraphernalia, ship salvage, nonprecious coral harvest 
and aquarium specimen collection. 

Lccational Criteria: Salvage operations occur opportu
nistically when ships run aground. G]ass balls occur on all 
islands of HINWR. Non-precious corals are harvested at 
Kure, Midway and perhaps other NWHI periodically, but proba
bly not commercially. Collecting for commercial use is not 
currently pursued or permitted in HINWR. 

for Continued/Increased Production and 
1p sa vage Wl cont1nue as necessary e1t er 

by the ship insurance companies or opportunistically by 
other sa 1 vagers. Glass ball collecting is a renewable 
resource that could bring sustained money to the collectors. 
Low level use to date for historic and other salvage will 
not change. Depending on demand, nonprecious coral harvest 
could become a viable industry. 

Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
a1ntenance: eman s or sa vage pen11ts occur per o 1-

cal]y, These are not expected to increase in the future. 
Glass ball collecting is a very popular recreational 
activity. If fishing is allowed to take place on the HINWR, 
then requests for glass ball harvesting will probably 
increase. Off-duty fisherman are likely to engage in this 
activity. Collection of these and other items (shells, 
bottles, etc.) could develop into a commercial endeavor. 
Interest exists at low levels for aquarium specimen 
collection; allowing collection would probably precipitate 
increased demands for this activity. 
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OUTPUT: OTHER COMMERCIAL CONSUMPTIVE USE (Continued) 

6. 

7. 

Conflicts: Sea shells, glass balls and coral occur on the 
beaches and/or in nearshore waters. Collecting these 
renewable resources ·is likely to disturb sea turtles and 
monk seals. Continued disturbance to these threatened/ 
endangered species is illegal (Section 7 Endangered Species 
Act). The pursuit of these activities at Midway is 
suspected to have helped cause the decline of seals there. 
The collection of historic artifacts by individuals on 
federal land is illegal according to the Antiquities Act. 
Periodic ship salvage is the only suitable consumptive 
commercial activity likely to occur.on HINWR lands and 
waters. The potential for conflict with preservation of 
cultural resources is high. Ship salvage will be mandated 
to remove vessels if possible and to prevent oil pollution 
and escape of exotic organisms. Aquarium specimen 
collection is not permitted in Research Natural Areas. 

Objectives/Strategies: All grounded ships will be removed 
from RlNWR property as soon as possible to prevent 
pollution, introduction of exotic organisms, and remove 
rusted iron. Glass ball, shell, coral and other beach 
collecting will not be permitted due to seal and turtle 
disturbance. Commercial collection of historical artifacts 
cannot legally occur. Likewise, aquarium specimen 
collection is not permissible within the refuge. 

[NOTE: This output summary has been incorporated into "Other 
Commercial Consumption Use"] 
PUBLIC USE MANAGEMENT 
OUTPUT: AQUARIUM SPECIMEN COLLECTING 

1. Description: The collection of marine specimens in HINWR 
waters by commercial operators for resale. 

2. Locational Criteria: This activity could occur inside 
HlNWR boundaries near inshore reefs, especially at Tern 
Island. 

3. Existing Levels/Distribution: Specimens have been collected 
through AINWR as part or the Tripartite Study for scientific 
purposes. Collecting for commercial use is not currently 
pursued or permitted in HINWR. 

4. Potential for Continued/Increased Production and 
~aintenance: Specimens could be collected in specially 
designated areas on a rotational basis. Current research 
areas must not be disturbed by collectors. FWS marine re
searchers could best identify areas suitable for collecting 
on a one-time basis initially. New areas would subsequently 
need to be identified to avoid overfishing. Specimens 
could be air transported from Tern Island to insure high 
survival. Consequently, French Frigate Shoals would be the 
best collecting site. 

5. Demand/Justification for Continued/Increased Production and 
Maintenance: Interest currently exists at a low level. 
Interest and demand is expected to rise sharply if permits 
are allowed. Under the existing protection rendered by the 
Research Natural Area, collecting is not permitted. 

6. Conflict: French Frigate Shoals is unique in Hawaiian 
waters since it has the only extensive beds of Acro~ora 
coral. Associated biota is thus restricted in range.ol
lection of these resources should be strictly monitored, if 
permitted at all. As mentioned in 5 above, collecting is 
not permitted under the Research Natural Area jurisdiction. 
Changes in the legal overlay would have to be made. 
If changed, collecting activities would have to be closely 
monitored to be sure they did not interfere with threatened 
and endangered species. No unauthorized landings on islets 
and islands will be permitted except during emergencies. 
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OUTPUT: AQUARIUM SPECIMEN COLLECTING (Continued) 

7. Objectives/Strategies: When incorporated into Other Commer
cial Consumptive Use, the output Aquarium Specimen 
Collecting was modified. Other Commercial Consumptive Uses 
became Other Compatible and Economic Uses in the final 
refuge output list (Section V in the MP/EIS). These changes 
reflect the evolution of the final MP/EIS·from its earliest 
inventory stage to the final synthesis (Section II). In the 
final document, aquarium specimen collecting is prohibited. 
Limited entry collecting shall be permitted on a rotational 
basis so long as activities do not conflict with HINWR 
objectives and mandates. 
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