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August 18, 2025

Ms. Mary Alice Evans, Director

Environmental Review Program

Office of Planning and Sustainable Development
235 S. Beretania Street, Suite 702

Honolulu, HI 96813

Ms. Dawn N. S. Chang, Chairperson
Department of Land and Natural Resources
Kalanimoku Building

1151 Punchbowl St.

Honolulu, HI 96813

Subject: Publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Kaua‘i Island Utility
Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan

Dear Ms. Evans and Ms. Chang,

On behalf of the Applicant, Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative, ICF is submitting the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) for the Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat
Conservation Plan, on the island of Kaua‘i. In accordance with Hawai‘i Administrative Rules (HAR)
§11-200.1-5(e)(5)(C), the Draft EIS has been simultaneously filed with the Environmental Review
Program and the Board of Land and Natural Resources as the Accepting Authority, via the
Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry and Wildlife.

We respectfully request that the Draft EIS be published in the next edition of The Environmental
Notice on August 23, 2025. An electronic copy of this transmittal letter and the supporting files
have been uploaded to the Environmental Review Program online submittal portal including the
audio file of the scoping meeting held on June 28, 2022. As required by HAR §11-200.1-5(e)(5)(D)
paper copies of the Draft EIS will be submitted to the Lihu‘e Public Library and the Hawai'i
Documents Center.

Should you have any questions, please contact Tanya Copeland of ICF at (970) 691-4724 or
tanya.copeland@icf.com.

Sincerely,
Tanya Copeland, Principal

ol

980 9th Street, Suite 1200, Sacramento, CA, 95814 USA +1.916.737.3000 icf.com
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David Smith, Administrator, DOFAW, DLNR
Jason Omick, Wildlife Program Manager, DOFAW, DLNR

Jesse Adams, Protected Species Habitat Conservation Planning Associate, DOFAW, DLNR
Dawn Huff, Joule Group, LLC

980 9th Street, Suite 1200, Sacramento, CA, 95814 USA +1.916.737.3000 icf.com



From: dbedt.opsd.erp@hawaii.gov

To: DBEDT OPSD Environmental Review Program
Subject: New online submission for The Environmental Notice
Date: Sunday, August 17, 2025 7:11:58 AM

Action Name

Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan Draft EIS
Type of Document/Determination

Draft environmental impact statement (DEIS)
HRS §343-5(a) Trigger(s)

(1) Propose the use of state or county lands or the use of state or county funds
(2) Propose any use within any land classified as a conservation district

°
°
Judicial district
Kaua'i - multiple districts
Tax Map Key(s) (TMK(s))
Various, Island-wide
Action type
Applicant
Other required permits and approvals

Federal Incidental Take Permit; State Incidental Take License; Natural Area Reserve Research Permit;
Natural Area Reserve System Special Use Permits; Conservation District Use Permit; Forest Reserve
Special Use Permit; Hawai'i State Park System Special Use Permit

Discretionary consent required
State Incidental Take License; Conservation District Use Permit; Non-Exclusive Land Easement
Agency jurisdiction
State of Hawai'i
Approving agency
Department of Land and Natural Resources
Agency contact name
Jesse Adams
Agency contact email (for info about the action)
jesse.w.adams.researcher@hawaii.gov
Email address for receiving comments
hep@kiuc.coop
Agency contact phone

(808) 635-2057
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Agency address

DLNR Division of Forestry and Wildlife, Attention: Habitat Conservation Planning
Kalanimoku Building, 1151 Punchbowl St., Room 325

Honolulu, HI 96813

United States

Map It

Accepting authority
Department of Land and Natural Resources
Applicant
Kaua'i Island Utility Cooperative
Applicant contact name
Dawn Huff
Applicant contact email
hep@kiuc.coop
Applicant contact phone
(808) 354-0302
Applicant address

4463 Pahe'e Street, Suite 1
Lihu‘e, HI 96766-2000
United States

Map It

Is there a consultant for this action?
Yes
Consultant
ICF
Consultant contact name
Tanya Copeland
Consultant contact email
tanya.copeland@icf.com
Consultant contact phone
(970) 691-4724
Consultant address

980 9th Street, Suite 1200
Sacramento, CA 95814
United States

Map It

Action summary

KIUC is applying for an incidental take license (ITL) under HRS Chapter 195D and an incidental take
permit (ITP) under Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act. The ITL and ITP would authorize the
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incidental take of federally- and state-listed seabirds, waterbirds, and honu (green sea turtle). KIUC
developed a second Draft Habitat Conservation Plan to support application for the ITL and ITP that is
available for download at: https://www.kiuc.coop/habitat-conservation-plan. The Draft EIS evaluates
issuance of an ITL and ITP authorizing the incidental take of the Covered Species from the Covered
Activities (including implementation of the HCP conservation strategy) over a 50-year permit term. This
Draft EIS has been prepared to meet both state (HRS Chapter 343) and federal (National Environmental
Policy Act) environmental review requirements. The statutory 45-day public review and comment period
for the HRS Chapter 343 Draft EIS ends October 7, 2025. However, to align the review periods for the
second Draft HCP and the Draft EIS, comments on the HRS Chapter 343 Draft EIS will be accepted if
they are received or postmarked by October 22, 2025.

Attached documents (signed agency letter & EA/EIS)

o KIUC-Draft-EIS-Transmittal-Ltr.pdf
e 2025_06_KIUC_HCP_Draft-EIS_508.pdf

e KIUC_Scoping_Mtg_Recording_AudioVideo.mp4
ADA Compliance certification (HRS §368-1.5):

The authorized individual listed below acknowledges that they retain the responsibility for ADA
compliance and are knowingly submitting documents that are unlocked, searchable, and may not be in
an ADA compliant format for publication. Audio files do not include transcripts, captions, or alternative
descriptions. The project files will be published without further ADA compliance changes from ERP, with
the following statement included below the project summary in The Environmental Notice: "If you are
experiencing any ADA compliance issues with the above project, please contact (authorized individual
submitting the project at email)."

Shapefile
e The location map for this Draft EIS is the same as the location map for the associated EIS
Preparation Notice.
Action location map

e KIUC-HCP-Location-Map1.zip

Authorized individual
Tanya Copeland
Authorized individual email
tanya.copeland@icf.com
Authorized individual phone
(970) 691-4724
Authorization

e The above named authorized individual hereby certifies that he/she has the authority to make this
submission.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE KAUA‘I ISLAND
UTILITY COOPERATIVE HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN
DRAFT (X) FINAL ()

Project Title: Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan
(Kaua‘i Island, Hawai‘i)

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Lead Federal Agency: U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
State Accepting Authority: State of Hawai‘i, Department of Land and Natural Resources
Point of Contact: Koa Matsuoka, Fish and Wildlife Biologist; Office Phone:

(808) 210-6295; Email: Koa Matsuoka@fws.gov; 300 Ala
Moana Boulevard, Room 3-122, Honolulu, Hawai‘i 96850

Docket Number: FWS-R1-ES-2022-0068
Abstract:

This environmental impact statement (EIS) has been prepared to meet both federal and state
environmental review requirements for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and Hawai'‘i
Department of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR). Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative (KIUC)
developed the Draft KIUC Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP; ICF 2025) to support an application to
the Service for an incidental take permit in accordance with section 10 of the Endangered Species
Act of 1973 (16 United States Code 1539) and an application for a state incidental take license in
accordance with Hawai‘i Revised Statutes Chapter 195D.

KIUC is seeking take authorization for the following species: ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater, Puffinus
newelli), ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel, Pterodroma sandwichensis), ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel,
Hydrobates castro), ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt, Himantopus mexicanus knudseni), koloa maoli (Hawaiian
duck, Anas wyvilliana), ‘alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot, Fulica alai), ‘alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common
gallinule, Gallinula galeata sandvicensis), néene (Hawaiian goose, Branta sandvicensis), and honu
(green sea turtle, Chelonia mydas).

The Service prepared this Draft EIS according to the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act (42 United States Code 4321-4370 et seq.), the United States Department of the
Interior’s National Environmental Policy Act Procedures (43 Code of Federal Regulations 46), and
the Service’s guidance for compliance with those laws, including the 2016 Habitat Conservation and
Planning and Incidental Take Permit Processing Handbook (USFWS and NOAA 2016). DLNR has
determined that the Draft HCP’s use of state lands and State Conservation District land for
implementation of conservation measures proposed in the Draft HCP would trigger environmental
review under the Hawai‘i Environmental Policy Act. Therefore, this EIS has also been prepared in
accordance with Hawai‘i Revised Statutes Chapter 343, Environmental Impact Statements, and
Hawai‘i Administrative Rules Title 11, Chapter 200.1, Environmental Impact Statement Rules.
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Executive Summary

Introduction

Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative (KIUC) developed the Draft Kaua'i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP; ICF 2025) to support its application for an incidental take permit (ITP) from
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and its request for an incidental take license (ITL) from
the Hawai'‘i Board of Land and Natural Resources (BLNR).

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Under section 10 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) (16 United States Code [U.S.C.] 1539),
state or local governments, private landowners, corporations, or other non-federal entities may be
authorized, through issuance of a section 10(a)(1)(B) ITP, to conduct activities that may result in
take of a threatened or endangered species as long as the take is incidental to, and not the purpose
of, an otherwise lawful activity. As defined in section 3(19) of the ESA (16 U.S.C. 1532), “take” of
listed endangered or threatened species means to “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill,
trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” KIUC prepared a Draft HCP to
address reasonably certain incidental take of eight federally listed seabirds and waterbirds and one
federally listed sea turtle.

The Service prepared this Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) according to the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321-4370 et seq.)?; the
United States Department of the Interior’s NEPA Procedures (43 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR]
46); and the Service’s guidance for compliance with those laws, including the 2016 Habitat
Conservation and Planning and Incidental Take Permit Processing Handbook (USFWS and NOAA
2016).

Department of Land and Natural Resources

The BLNR will process an application for an ITL for the same eight species of seabirds and
waterbirds and one species of sea turtle that were included in the federal ITP application and are
also listed as threatened or endangered by the State of Hawai‘i. Take of species protected under
state law (Hawai‘i Revised Statutes [HRS] Chapter 195D) is prohibited unless authorized via an ITL
issued by, and an HCP approved by, BLNR. Take defined under state law (HRS Chapter 195D) means
to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect endangered or threatened
species of aquatic life or wildlife, or to cut, collect, uproot, destroy, injure, or possess endangered or

1 Executive Order 14154, Unleashing American Energy (January 20, 2025), and a Presidential Memorandum,
Ending Illegal Discrimination and Restoring Merit-Based Opportunity (January 21, 2025), require the Department
of the Interior to strictly adhere to NEPA, 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq. Furthermore, such Order and Memorandum repeal
Executive Orders 12898 (February 11, 1994) and 14096 (April 21, 2023). Because Executive Orders 12898 and
14096 have been repealed, complying with such Orders is a legal impossibility. The Service verifies that it has
complied with the requirements of NEPA, including the Department of the Interior’s regulations and procedures
implementing NEPA at 43 CFR Part 46 and Part 516 of the Departmental Manual, consistent with the President’s
January 2025 Order and Memorandum. The Service has also voluntarily considered the Council on Environmental
Quality’s rescinded regulations implementing NEPA, previously found at 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, as guidance to
the extent appropriate and consistent with the requirements of NEPA and Executive Order 14154.
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threatened species of aquatic life or land plants, or to attempt to engage in such conduct. KIUC
prepared a single Draft HCP to support both the federal ITP application and the state ITL
application.

The Hawai‘i Department of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR) has determined that the Draft HCP’s
use of state lands and State Conservation District land for implementation of conservation measures
proposed in the Draft HCP would trigger environmental review under the Hawai‘i Environmental
Policy Act (HEPA). Therefore, this EIS has also been prepared in accordance with HRS Chapter 343,
Environmental Impact Statements, and Hawai‘i Administrative Rules (HAR), Title 11, Chapter 200.1,
Environmental Impact Statement Rules.

Proposed Action and Decisions to Be Made

Service

The Service is reviewing KIUC’s ITP application and will evaluate issuance of an ITP under section
10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA to authorize incidental take of nine federally listed species from specified
Covered Activities proposed across the island of Kaua‘i over 50 years. Subject to compliance with
applicable Service general permitting requirements found at 50 CFR Part 13, the Service will issue
an ITP if the application meets the issuance criteria identified in section 10(a)(2)(B) of the ESA and
the requirements of the associated ESA implementing regulations (50 CFR 17.22, 17.32). Under the
ESA, once the Service determines that an ITP application is complete, the Service may implement
one of the following options: issue an ITP conditioned on implementation of the HCP, issue an ITP
conditioned on implementation of the HCP as modified or supplemented by specified terms and
conditions, or deny the ITP application. The Service’s decision will also be informed by the data,
analyses, and findings in this EIS and public comments received on the Draft EIS and Draft HCP. The
Service will independently document its determination in an ESA section 10 findings document, ESA
section 7 biological opinion, and NEPA Record of Decision developed at the conclusion of the ESA
and NEPA compliance processes. If the Service finds that all requirements for issuance of the ITP are
met, it will issue the requested permit, subject to terms and conditions deemed necessary or
appropriate to carry out the purposes of ESA section 10.

DLNR

The Hawai‘i EIS process (HRS Chapter 343) and associated regulations (HAR Chapter 11-200)
provide guidance to develop an informational document that discloses the environmental effects of
a proposed ITL action; the effects of that action on the economic welfare, social welfare, and cultural
practices of the affected community and state; the effects of economic activities arising out of the
proposed action; measures proposed to minimize adverse effects; and the alternatives to the
proposed action and their environmental effects. In this case, the trigger for HRS Chapter 343
compliance is the proposed use of state lands and Conservation District land for implementation of
mitigation measures proposed in the Draft HCP.

Use of Conservation District lands is conditional upon approval by BLNR. HRS Chapter 195D
(Conservation of Aquatic Life, Wildlife, and Land Plants) provides general agency authority to DLNR
to conserve, manage, and protect indigenous Hawaiian species. This includes the authority to review
and recommend approval of HCPs to BLNR, which also issues ITLs. The role of the Endangered
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Species Recovery Committee (ESRC) (HRS 195D-25) is to serve as a consultant to BLNR on matters
relating to endangered, threatened, proposed, and candidate species. ESRC reviews HCP permit
applications and makes recommendations to BLNR on whether they should be approved, amended,
or rejected. ESRC reviews any revisions to the HCP resulting from public comment and provides a
recommendation to approve or deny the HCP/ITL application to BLNR. The BLNR process for
review and approval of an HCP and issuance of the state ITL is a separate process but may occur in
parallel with the federal process. After consultation with ESRC, BLNR may issue a take authorization
in the form of a temporary license as part of an HCP to allow take otherwise prohibited if the take is
incidental to, and not the purpose of, carrying out an otherwise lawful activity (HRS section 195D-

4(8)).

Purpose and Need

Service

The Service’s purpose and need for the proposed federal action is to comply with its legal obligation
to (1) process KIUC’s request for an ESA section 10(a)(1)(B) ITP authorizing the incidental take of
certain ESA-listed species in association with carrying out otherwise lawful KIUC activities; and

(2) to either grant, grant with conditions, or deny the ITP request in compliance with section
10(a)(1)(B) and other applicable laws.

DLNR

The state needs to evaluate the environmental impacts associated with the use of state land, and
land within a designated Conservation District, to implement the HCP supporting the issuance of an
ITL, pursuant to HRS Chapter 343 (HEPA). Additionally, the purpose of the state action is to fulfill
DLNR’s authority under HRS Chapter 195D to consider KIUC’s application for take of state-listed
species for the Covered Activities in the Plan Area. The need for the state action is to respond to
KIUC’s request for an ITL and to either approve or deny the request.

Public Engagement

Public Scoping

On June 8, 2022, the Service published a Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS (NOI) in the Federal
Register (87 Federal Register 34897). All members of the public, including any interested parties,
were encouraged to submit comments on the scope of analysis, alternatives, and suggestions on data
or information to consider in the EIS. The scoping period ended on July 8, 2022. Also on June 8,
2022, DLNR initiated a 30-day public scoping period for the EIS with publication of an
Environmental Impact Statement Preparation Notice (EISPN) in The Environmental Notice and
distribution of the HEPA EISPN by mail or email to the Hawai‘i Documents Center (Hawai'‘i State
Public Library), Lihue Public Library, government agencies, elected officials, and other stakeholders.
The Service and DLNR considered all comments received on the NEPA NOI and HEPA EISPN during
development of this Draft EIS. Comments received on the NEPA NOI and HEPA EISPN are
summarized in Appendix B, Scoping Summary.
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Public Review of the Draft HCP

Pursuant to HRS 195D-21, DLNR reviews the Draft HCP for consistency with state regulations on the
take of listed species and publishes a notice of availability of the Draft HCP in The Environmental
Notice for a 60-day public comment period. The availability of the Draft HCP was announced in the
January 23, 2023, issue of The Environmental Notice, commencing a public review and comment
period that ended March 24, 2023, and included a public hearing on Kaua‘i on March 27, 2023. The
Draft HCP published concurrent with this Draft EIS incorporates the comments received on the Draft
HCP published in January 2023, as well as continued collaboration and comments from the Service
and DLNR.

Alternatives

The Service analyzed four alternatives in detail in the Draft EIS: the No Action alternative
(Alternative A), the proposed action (Alternative B, the KIUC HCP), Additional Minimization
(Alternative C), and Additional Mitigation (Alternative D). Chapter 2, Alternatives, describes
additional alternatives that the Service considered but eliminated from detailed study.

Alternative A: No Action

The No Action alternative serves as a baseline for comparing the impacts of the proposed action and
the action alternatives. Under Alternative A, the Service and BLNR would not issue take
authorizations through an ITP to KIUC for the Covered Species and the Covered Activities described
under Alternative B (i.e., powerline operation, powerline modification, and lighting operations).
Under the No Action alternative, KIUC would not implement the Draft HCP, the conservation
measures currently being implemented by KIUC would cease, and the impact of KIUC’s taking of
ESA-listed species would not be mitigated.

Under Alternative A, there would be no obligation to maintain the conservation sites in the absence
of the federal ITP and state ITL. KIUC would continue to operate its existing and new infrastructure
to provide services to its customers in the Plan Area. These activities, including powerline operation,
modification, and lighting operations, would continue to be subject to ESA and HRS Chapter 195D
take prohibitions.

For analysis purposes, the Service assumes KIUC would operate and maintain existing and future
infrastructure that is under its ownership or direct control including, without limitation, powerlines,
support structures, and lighting, in accordance with historical practices. This includes the expansion
of KIUC-owned infrastructure in accordance with current plans and trends on Kaua‘i.

The Service also assumes that existing physical modifications to KIUC-owned infrastructure that are
designed to avoid or minimize the impact of KIUC’s taking of listed species would remain in place
and operational for their useful life. Those physical modifications are described in more detail under
Conservation Measure 1 and Conservation Measure 2 below and include:

e Reconfiguration of the vertical profile of existing powerlines to reduce the maximum wire height
and reduce the number of wires in a vertical array?

2There are three reconfiguration projects identified in the Draft HCP.
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e Removal of 69-kilovolt transmission line in Mana3
e Removal of existing static wires*
e Installation of bird flight diverters on powerlines®

e Retrofit of existing streetlights to minimize light attraction and reduce risk of seabird fledgling
fallout (i.e., installation of full cut-off shield fixtures)®¢

Under the No Action alternative, any incidental take of ESA-listed species would not be authorized
and KIUC would assume all legal risk for incidental take resulting from its activities. Unauthorized
take would be expected to continue because there are no known practicably feasible means of
avoiding all take from KIUC’s current or future proposed activities. KIUC cannot obtain take
coverage by instituting take minimization or mitigation measures that are not authorized through
state and federal incidental take permitting processes. Under the No Action alternative, the impact
of KIUC’s taking of ESA-listed species would not be mitigated.

Alternative B: Proposed Action

Under Alternative B, the proposed action, the Service and BLNR would authorize incidental take of
Covered Species from Covered Activities in the Permit Area including implementation of the
conservation strategy over a 50-year permit term and described in the Draft HCP. Based on the
information available at this time, the Service has identified the proposed action as its preferred
alternative because it would best accomplish the purpose and need of the proposed action while
fulfilling its statutory mission and responsibilities, giving consideration to economic, environmental,
technical, and other factors. This section summarizes the Draft HCP Plan Area and Permit Area,
permit term, Covered Species, Covered Activities, conservation strategy, and monitoring and
adaptive management program. The full description of these can be found in KIUC’s Draft HCP (ICF
2025).

Plan Area and Permit Area
The Draft HCP Plan Area consists of the entire island of Kaua'i.

The Permit Area is the specific locations of all Covered Activities and conservation measures (i.e., the
geographic area where the federal ITP and state ITL apply); these locations are described below
under Covered Activities and under Implementation of the Conservation Strategy, and generally
include the locations of KIUC’s existing facilities, the conservation sites where conservation
measures could be implemented for seabirds, and nesting beaches where conservation measures
would be implemented for honu (green sea turtle, Chelonia mydas). Operation of new or extended
powerlines (for transmission and distribution) is also a Covered Activity in the Draft HCP. The vast
majority of new transmission lines and distribution lines would either be added to existing poles or
placed on new poles adjacent to existing lines (i.e., in the same transmission line or distribution line

3 This activity is only proposed for the Mana Plains area.

4Including projects completed under the KIUC Short-term HCP (i.e., spans 328-342 from Waialo Road to
Brydeswood, span 352 at Fujita Tap, and span 581 at Halewili Positron to Aepo Substation); excluding portions of
the Powerline Trail.

5 Including projects completed under the KIUC Short-term HCP (i.e., spans 244-254, 1.6 kilometers from the
Waimea Bridge to Kaumakani, and spans 1196-1214, 2.9 kilometers from Moloa‘a to Kilauea.

6 Measure included in the KIUC Short-term HCP.
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corridor). However, there could be future powerlines or streetlights outside existing corridors (at
locations that are not yet defined) that would be covered by the Draft HCP and included in the

Permit Area.

Permit Term

KIUC requested a 50-year permit term and take authorization because:

1. A 50-year permit term provides the regulatory certainty necessary to ensure it can continue to

provide cost-effective electricity to its members.

2. The 50-year permit term represents the amount of time KIUC believes is necessary to
implement the conservation strategy and achieve full offset of the impacts of the taking on the

covered threatened and endangered species.

3. The Draft HCP can achieve an overall net gain in the recovery of the Covered Species over a 50-

year period as required under HRS 195D-30.

Covered Species

Nine species are proposed for incidental take authorization in the Draft HCP and are referred to as
Covered Species (Table ES-1). The Covered Species were selected based on their listing status and
potential for incidental take as defined by the federal ESA and HRS Chapter 195D. Draft HCP
Appendix 1B, Evaluation of Species Considered for Coverage, describes the evaluation process and

rationale by which KIUC selected the Covered Species.

Table ES-1. Covered Species

Hawaiian Status?
English Name Name Scientific Name (Federal/State)
Newell’s shearwater ‘a‘o Puffinus newelli T/T
Hawaiian petrel ‘ua‘u Pterodroma sandwichensis E/E
Band-rumped storm-petrel®  ‘aké‘aké Hydrobates castro E/E
Hawaiian stilte ae‘o Himantopus mexicanus knudseni ~ E/E
Hawaiian duck koloa maoli Anas wyvilliana E/E
Hawaiian coot ‘alae ke‘oke‘o  Fulica alai E/E
Hawaiian common gallinule ‘alae ‘ula Gallinula galeata sandvicensis E/E
Hawaiian goose néneé Branta sandvicensis T/E
Green sea turtled honu Chelonia mydas T/T

a Status:

E = Listed as endangered under the federal ESA or HRS Chapter 195D.

T = Listed as threatened under the federal ESA or HRS Chapter 195D.

b Hawai'i distinct population segment.

¢ Proposed for downlisting to threatened in 2021. Final rule is still pending.
dCentral North Pacific Region distinct population segment.

Covered Activities

The proposed action is the authorization of incidental take that would occur as the result of
implementation of Covered Activities. The Covered Activities, as described in the Draft HCP, include
three categories: (1) powerline operations including modifications, (2) lighting operations (facility
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lights and streetlights) and use of night lighting for repairs, and (3) implementation of the Draft HCP
conservation strategy.

Powerline Operations

KIUC owns and operates overhead electric powerlines on Kaua‘i. The wire sizes and pole heights
vary widely for each type of powerline depending on site-specific physical circumstances present
along the powerline corridor (e.g., topography). Moreover, powerline configuration may switch from
one type to another (and often back again) within distances of as little as a few hundred feet.

All overhead wires with the potential to cause take of Covered Species fall into one of the following
three categories: (1) transmission wires, (2) distribution wires, and (3) communication wires. KIUC
is seeking coverage for all existing and, after completing their construction, future KIUC overhead
wires falling into one of these three categories and all existing and future KIUC supporting
structures holding these overhead wires. There are roughly 26,000 KIUC-owned support structures
that support KIUC-owned and -operated overhead transmission wires, distribution wires, and
communication wires.

Powerline Modifications

KIUC periodically modifies transmission lines and distribution lines in response to changes in
electricity demand. In other cases, KIUC may modify powerline systems in response to changing
land uses that might interfere with safe and reliable power delivery. In either instance, these
powerline modifications are Covered Activities if they result in an increase in wire height, exposure
of wires, or new powerlines on the landscape.

New or Extended Powerlines

Operation of new or extended powerlines (for transmission and distribution) is a Covered Activity
in the Draft HCP. It is estimated that 360 miles (mi) (579.4 kilometers [km]) of new wires and
support structures could be constructed over the 50-year permit term across KIUC'’s electric system.
Construction of new powerlines is not a Covered Activity because construction activities are not
expected to result in take of Covered Species. Once wires are in place (they do not need to be
electrified), they are a Covered Activity under the Draft HCP. KIUC is requesting take coverage for
the operation of new wires and support structures in locations that are currently unknown. KIUC
estimates that over the 50-year permit term, a maximum of 360 mi (579.4 km) of new wires will be
required; this represents a 24-percent increase from the existing 1,531 mi (2,464 km) of powerlines
and would represent an average of 7 mi (11.3 km) per year for 50 years.

Adding Wires to Existing Powerline Circuits

KIUC adds new powerlines into its existing electric system (i.e., on existing poles or towers and on
existing support structures) to increase capacity. KIUC frequently adds new wires to the existing
powerline circuits to accommodate growth in demand and to increase redundancy in the system.
KIUC does not control where new demands for electrical service will arise. Construction of new
powerlines on existing powerline circuits is not a Covered Activity under the Draft HCP because
construction activities are not reasonably certain to result in take of Covered Species. Once wires are
in place (they do not need to be electrified), they are a Covered Activity under the Draft HCP. KIUC is
requesting take coverage for the operation of new wires added to existing powerline circuits in
locations that are currently unknown.
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Lighting Operations

Facility Lights

Operation of facility lights at the Port Allen Generating Station and the Kapaia Power Generating
Station is a Covered Activity. Both facilities maintain night lighting for operations, visibility of
personnel, and safety.

Night Lighting for Repair of Facilities

When equipment failure or powerline damage occurs, KIUC must restore power to its customers as
quickly as possible.” For the purpose of restoring power, KIUC may need nighttime lighting in order
to ensure worker safety during repair or replacement of existing powerlines (in cases where the
damage is too extensive to utilize the existing infrastructure), support structures, and substations.
While repair work at night due to outages is rare, KIUC is requesting take coverage for the use of
night lighting for emergency repair work that occurs during the seabird fallout season (September
15 to December 15) over the 50-year permit term. This emergency nighttime lighting coverage
applies for repairs to, or replacement of, existing or new powerlines, support structures, and
substations. Substations are not a Covered Activity but, in the event that repairs at substations are
required to restore power outages and require nighttime lighting, the nighttime lighting is a Covered
Activity.

Streetlights

Existing Streetlights. KIUC owns and operates approximately 4,150 streetlights under agreements
with the state, County of Kaua‘i, and private entities, which includes those at KIUC facilities. All lights
are switched on and off at sunset and sunrise automatically by photosensitive switches installed in
individual lights. All of KIUC’s streetlights have full-cutoff shielded fixtures, designed to direct the
light downward and outward, rather than upward toward the sky. Operation of existing KIUC
streetlights is a Covered Activity because they contribute to the lightscape on Kaua'i. For a
streetlight to be considered operational under the Draft HCP, the light must be energized and
operational (i.e., streetlight construction, prior to the light being energized and operational, is not a
Covered Activity).

New Streetlights. KIUC expects to operate up to 1,754 new shielded streetlights along roadways on
Kaua‘i over the 50-year permit term (an average of 35 new streetlights per year). Based on growth
projections on Kaua‘i, the number of new streetlights is not expected to exceed 50 per year. As with
all the existing streetlights on Kaua‘i, any new streetlights will also be equipped with full-cutoff
shields. Operation of future KIUC streetlights is a Covered Activity because they contribute to the
lightscape on Kaua'‘i. Construction of new streetlights is not a Covered Activity because installation
of the streetlights is not expected to result in take of any Covered Species given that the light is not
operational during construction. KIUC asserts that it has no authority over the siting of new
streetlights because it is the secondary developer asked to provide electricity and install streetlights
based upon the request of a primary developer.

7 This does not include catastrophic events like Hurricane ‘Iniki that threaten human life and property.
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Implementation of the Conservation Strategy

Activities related to implementation of the Draft HCP conservation strategy at the conservation sites
may result in incidental take of the Covered Species. The Draft HCP conservation strategy includes
biological goals and objectives for each Covered Species, which broadly describe desired future
conditions and how they would be achieved. It also includes conservation measures that KIUC would
implement to avoid, minimize, and mitigate the impact on Covered Species from Covered Activities
such that the impact of the taking is minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent practicable, as
required under ESA section 10(a)(2)(B)(ii) and associated implementing regulations at 50 CFR
17.22 (endangered species) and 17.32 (threatened species), and 50 CFR 222.25, 222.27, and 222.31
and HRS Chapter 195D. KIUC proposes to fully offset the impact of its taking and provide a net
benefit through implementation of the Draft HCP conservation strategy. KIUC would implement and
fund six conservation measures as summarized below.

Conservation Measure 1. Implement Powerline Collision Minimization Projects

Minimization actions under this conservation measure include reconfiguration of powerlines (i.e.,
changing the profile from vertical to horizontal and reducing the number of layers, thereby reducing
the maximum wire height), static wire removal, and installation of bird flight diverters to
substantially reduce powerline collisions. Bird flight diverters are regularly spaced reflective or
light-emitting diode (LED) devices that make powerlines more visible to birds, reducing the number
of collisions.

KIUC began implementation of powerline collision minimization projects in 2015 but completed the
vast majority of planned minimization projects for existing powerlines between 2020 and May 2024.
These powerline collision minimization projects include the installation of 113.2 mi (182.2 km) of
flight diverters, removed 82.9 mi (133.4 km) of static wire, and reconfiguration of 7.8 mi (12.5 km)
of powerline to reduce the maximum wire height, the number of vertical wire levels, and the vertical
profile of wire arrays. These minimization measures were often installed in combination. Overall,
approximately 127.3 mi (204.8 km) of KIUC powerlines have had minimization measures applied.
KIUC also buried approximately 0.5 mi (0.8 km) of distribution wires on Kahili mountain as part of
the KIUC Short-term HCP8 and removed a section of 69-kilovolt transmission line in Mana as a
system improvement project in 2023, which will further reduce powerline collision risk in those
areas. Based on KIUC’s powerline monitoring data, the estimated strike reduction by span ranges
from 42 to 95 percent, depending on the minimization technique or combination of techniques
applied.

All new powerline installations would be planned and implemented while considering how
operation of those installations would potentially affect Covered Species. The vast majority of new
transmission lines and distribution lines would either be added to existing poles or placed on new
poles adjacent to existing lines (i.e., in the same transmission line or distribution line corridor).
Appropriate minimization would be deployed on new powerlines with the goal of achieving the
greatest practicable level of reduction to potential strike risk in any given location. Standards for
new powerlines include avoiding installation of static wire, minimizing powerline height and

8 KIUC buried these wires underground because the Underline Monitoring Program indicated that these very short
powerlines (19.7-26.2 feet [6-8 m] above ground) had the highest collision rate on the island because the wires
were mounted on a steep mountain ridge running directly through colonies of ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater, Puffinus
newelli) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel, Pterodroma sandwichensis).
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vertical wire levels, and installing bird flight diverters. To the extent practicable, KIUC would also
avoid construction of new powerlines in high-collision zones (e.g., ridgelines, tops of slopes,
between seabird colonies and the ocean) and avoid long powerline spans across valleys (i.e.,
perpendicular to valleys). KIUC, the Service, and DLNR have jointly developed a special review and
approval process for any new powerlines (and streetlights) proposed in a specifically defined area
of northwestern Kaua'i that includes the conservation sites.

Conservation Measure 2. Implement Measures to Minimize Light Attraction

Minimization actions under this conservation measure include installation of full-cutoff shield
fixtures and dimming exterior night lighting during the fledgling fallout season. In 2017, all existing
KIUC streetlights were retrofitted with full-cutoff shields to minimize light attraction, and all KIUC
streetlights were converted from high-pressure sodium bulbs to more energy-efficient 3,000-
kilowatt LED bulbs. In 2019, KIUC replaced all green light bulbs in streetlights with white light bulbs
to further reduce light attraction. Light from all new streetlights during the permit term will be
similarly minimized.

KIUC also operates night lighting at two facilities covered by the Draft HCP, the Port Allen
Generating Station and the Kapaia Generating Station. In 2019, KIUC retrofitted all the exterior lights
at the Port Allen Generating Station and the Kapaia Generating Station. At the Port Allen Generating
Station, KIUC replaced its existing freestanding exterior facility lights with full-cutoff white LED
lights and shielded wall-mounted white LED box lighting. Similarly, at the Kapaia Generating Station,
all the 150-watt high-pressure sodium streetlights and building lights were shielded to direct light
downward, away from the sky. Any new lights installed at the two covered facilities by KIUC during
the permit term would utilize these same minimization features.

KIUC would continue to dim the exterior lighting at the Port Allen Generating Station during the
fledgling fallout season (September 15 to December 15) to minimize light attraction. At the
beginning of the fallout season, all exterior facility lights are dimmed to the lowest extent
practicable. At the end of the fallout season, lights are returned to full brightness. Lights at the
Kapaia Generating Station are not proposed to be converted to dimmable lights because the risk of
fallout of covered seabirds from lights at the Kapaia Generating Station is extremely low. Interior
building lights at both facilities would be turned off at night during the fledgling fallout season
(September 15 to December 15) to avoid light attraction. If interior building lights must be turned
on for any portion of the night, retractable screens or shades would be used to block lights from
emitting from the building.

KIUC may also need to utilize artificial lighting during the seabird fallout season if power outages
occur between September 15 and December 15. Nighttime lighting would only be used to respond to
power outages and, if lights are used, they are necessary for the safety of workers and to conduct the
required power restoration work. At work sites where nighttime lighting is required during these

3 months, KIUC would search for grounded birds after the work is completed according to the same
protocol used at the covered facilities. KIUC would conduct annual training on how to search for and
properly handle downed covered seabirds at the covered facilities.

This conservation measure only applies to the covered seabird species because they are the only
Covered Species group affected by light attraction away from coastal locations.
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Conservation Measure 3. Provide Funding for the Save our Shearwaters Program

KIUC began funding and largely implementing the Save our Shearwaters (SOS) program with DLNR
in 2003. Under the Draft HCP, KIUC will fund the SOS program to a consistent level of $300,000
dollars per year (in 2023 dollars)? to rescue, rehabilitate, and release all covered seabirds and
waterbirds found within the SOS program'’s operational area on Kaua'‘i, regardless of the source of
injury. Under the SOS program, grounded seabirds, waterbirds, and other native birds rescued by
members of the public or businesses can be turned into SOS program staff. Injured birds are
assessed, rehabilitated if possible, and released back into the wild by trained staff and volunteers
and professional veterinary staff. All rehabilitation actions occur at an accredited animal rescue
facility with extensive equipment and facilities for any necessary procedure to treat minor injuries
or perform major surgery or treatment, including extended stays prior to release back into the wild.
KIUC will also employ a public outreach and education program, in coordination with the SOS
program, to inform and educate the public about the risks of powerline strikes and light attraction to
the Covered Species on Kaua‘i. This conservation measure applies to covered seabirds and covered
waterbirds.

Conservation Measure 4. Manage and Enhance Seabird Breeding Habitat and Colonies at
Conservation Sites

KIUC will manage and enhance 12 conservation sites for the Draft HCP. Conservation sites are
specific parcels in the Plan Area where KIUC would continue to implement management actions to
increase the reproductive success of ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater, Puffinus newelli) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian
petrel, Pterodroma sandwichensis) breeding colonies, and to benefit ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-
petrel, Hydrobates castro) occurring in the region. Most of the 12 conservation sites that were
selected for the Draft HCP are the same sites where KIUC has been funding predator control, seabird
monitoring, and invasive plant species control annually since 2011 for the KIUC Short-term HCP and
in the interim period between the KIUC Short-term HCP and commencement of the Draft HCP. All
conservation sites except for Upper Manoa Valley Predator Fence (PF) would be established prior to
issuance of the federal ITP and state ITL. Management actions at conservation sites would include
the following:

e Predator control measures would be implemented at all conservation sites and will be used to
establish predator-free breeding habitat or substantially reduce predation. Predators include
cats; rats and mice (rodents); pigs, deer, and goats (ungulates); feral bees; and barn owls.
Terrestrial predator control methods may include deployment of cameras, various trap types
depending on targeted species (e.g., cats, rats), bait stations, snares, hunting, and other control
methods. Intensive predator control will be implemented at all sites without predator exclusion
fencing. Intensive predator control creates a barrier through strategic placement of trapping and
monitoring cameras along known routes and ingress points and around known seabird burrow
locations.

e Predator exclusion fencing would be maintained that is impenetrable to most introduced
terrestrial predators including feral cats, rats, pigs, and goats. KIUC will maintain existing
predator exclusion fences at Pohakea PF and Honopt PF. KIUC will construct two additional
predator exclusion fences within the Upper Limahuli Preserve PF by 2025 and Upper Manoa
Valley PF by 2027, and maintain those fences for the remainder of the permit term. KIUC will
maintain an existing ungulate fence at Honopii and an existing pig exclusion fence at Upper

9 KIUC funding will increase annually to keep pace with inflation.
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Limahuli Preserve. A number of other conservation sites are within a state Natural Area Reserve
(NAR) that is bordered by sections of ungulate exclusion fence that were constructed and are
maintained by other entities and that are combined with steep terrain deemed unpassable by
pigs.

e Social attraction techniques would be used at conservation sites contained within predator
exclusion fences to establish new colonies at those sites within otherwise suitable breeding
habitat. Social attraction methods would include removal of unsuitable vegetation and
replanting with native species, installation of artificial burrows, and broadcasting calls in the
restored habitat during peak breeding season (April through mid-August). Social attraction
would be implemented at Upper Limahuli Preserve PF, Pohakea PF, Honopt PF, and Upper
Manoa Valley PF.

e KIUC would fund continual invasive plant species management within the Upper Limahuli
Preserve, Honopt, and the four social attraction sites (including a 30-foot perimeter around the
outside of the predator exclusion fences). Invasive plant species control at the other
conservation sites would occur on an as-needed basis, when species are documented during
monitoring and determined to be spreading or otherwise problematic. Invasive plant control
techniques would involve uprooting, cutting, sawing, or girdling from invasive plants combined
with herbicide application as described in the Draft HCP.

Conservation Measure 5. Implement a Green Sea Turtle Nest Detection and Shielding Program

A nest detection and shielding program would be implemented to minimize and offset the effects of
light attraction on honu (green sea turtles) from KIUC streetlights and to provide a net benefit to the
species. Nest shielding would initially be installed on the full length of the seven beaches, which
were identified by KIUC, the Service, and DLNR Division of Aquatic Resources (DAR) as having
suitable honu (green sea turtle) nesting habitat, and that have KIUC streetlights visible from that
habitat (refer to Draft HCP Section 4.4.5.2 and Figures 4-12 a-g for additional information on
beaches selected for nest shielding, including locations). The nest shielding would be installed when
active honu (green sea turtle) nests are detected via annual drone surveys or monitoring surveys (in
areas where drone surveys are not permitted or not practicable). Light-proof fencing would be
erected around the nest after approximately 45 days of incubation to minimize the potential for
vandalism. After the honu (green sea turtle) hatchlings have emerged and entered the ocean, the
fence would be removed and evidence of hatching will be reported to the Service, DLNR, and DAR
within 24 hours. Unhatched eggs, deceased hatchlings, or samples of either would be sent to the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) by a permitted biologist for DNA
analysis.

Annual monitoring would occur on all beaches on Kaua‘i with suitable honu (green sea turtle)
habitat within view of KIUC streetlights to allow for continual updates to the nest-shielding program
by identifying additional beaches that may require shielding as well as removing locations where
environmental conditions change and light attractant risks are removed. All staff and monitors
would be required to complete an annual training provided by the Service, DLNR, or DAR, or
trainers approved by the Service, DLNR, and DAR, that would allow them to recognize honu (green
sea turtle) tracks, signs of nesting, and hatchling activity, as well as the proper techniques for
installing a temporary light shield. These measures would be implemented over the 50-year permit
term unless KIUC is able to demonstrate to the Service, DLNR, and DAR that permanent modification
of existing and future streetlights fully avoids take of honu (green sea turtles).
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Conservation Measure 6. Identify and Implement Practicable Streetlight Minimization Techniques
for Green Sea Turtle

Measures implemented to minimize the impact of streetlights on the covered seabirds
(Conservation Measure 2) do not reduce streetlight visibility to honu (green sea turtle) hatchlings.
As of 2020, KIUC and the Service identified 29 streetlights that are visible from suitable honu (green
sea turtle) nesting habitat within the Plan Area. Additional modifications of streetlights may be
possible to reduce light attraction of honu (green sea turtle) hatchlings at these locations without
compromising public health or safety. KIUC will work with the state and county to determine the
range of available practicable minimization measures and their timeline for implementation. Light-
minimization techniques may include additional shielding, change in wattage, change in wavelength,
or a combination of these measures. If no practicable minimization measures can be agreed upon,
KIUC would not be required to implement this conservation measure further, and instead would
continue to implement the shielding required under Conservation Measure 5 throughout the life of
the permit term. If new locations are identified as beaches and the surrounding vicinity change over
time or new streetlights are installed that could cast light onto suitable honu (green sea turtle)
nesting habitat, the same light-minimization techniques agreed upon for the existing 29 streetlights
would be implemented for any additional streetlights identified throughout the permit term.

Monitoring and Adaptive Management

The proposed action includes implementation of a monitoring and adaptive management program
(Draft HCP Chapter 6, Monitoring and Adaptive Management Program). The goal of the monitoring
component of the program is to evaluate on an ongoing basis whether KIUC is complying with
incidental take authorizations and is meeting, or is likely to achieve, the biological goals and
objectives. As part of the monitoring and adaptive management program, KIUC would oversee and
implement:

e Compliance monitoring to track the status of HCP implementation and that the requirements of
the HCP are being met. Compliance monitoring verifies that KIUC is carrying out the terms of the
HCP, the federal ITP, and the state ITL.

e Take monitoring that compares the actual take that occurs during HCP implementation to the
take limit authorized by the federal ITP and state ITL.

e Effectiveness monitoring to assess the biological performance of the HCP. Specifically, the
effectiveness monitoring evaluates the implementation and success of the conservation strategy
(Draft HCP Chapter 4, Conservation Strategy).

Draft HCP Chapter 6, Monitoring and Adaptive Management Program, outlines the adaptive
management process and describes potential triggers for implementing adaptive management
actions. Broadly, adaptive management may be required if existing practices under or overachieve
the HCP’s biological goals and objectives or if more efficient or effective practices could be
implemented to achieve the biological goals and objectives. Adaptive management and monitoring
would be integrated into one program that includes required monitoring and adaptive management
actions and data and reporting requirements (refer to Draft HCP Chapter 7, Plan Implementation, for
details regarding data management and reporting).
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Alternative C: Additional Minimization

Under Alternative C, the Draft HCP would include the same Permit and Plan Areas, Covered Species,
permit term, and monitoring and adaptive management program as the proposed action, but the
Draft HCP’s conservation strategy would be modified to reduce impacts of the proposed action in the
following ways. The Service and DLNR have developed this alternative to the proposed action for the
purposes of the NEPA and HEPA analysis. The Service and DLNR determined it would be technically
and economically feasible because the minimization measures proposed under Alternative C are
similar to the measures already proposed under Alternative B but to a greater degree. KIUC has not
specifically evaluated the alternative for technical and economic feasibility.

Alternative C would implement additional minimization measures on existing powerline spans that
have higher collision risk0 for seabirds to further reduce the collision risk for seabirds:

e Reconfigure the vertical profile of 4.4 mi of existing powerlines that have higher collision risk°
and that have not already been reconfigured.!! Reconfiguration includes measures such as
reducing the maximum wire height and/or reducing the number of wires in a vertical array.

e Remove static wire on 0.7 mi of existing powerlines that have higher collision risk0 and that
have not already had static wire removed.!2

e Install flight diverters on 2.7 mi of existing powerlines that have higher collision risk1? and that
have not already had flight diverters installed (LED or reflective).13

e Employ flight diverters on each layer of wires on all powerline spans (8.9 mi) that have higher
collision risk.10

Alternative C would implement the following additional minimization measures for 360 mi of new
powerlines:

e Construct new powerlines with wires in one horizontal plane, with exceptions only for human
health and safety and other applicable laws and regulations.!* For purposes of NEPA analysis, it
is assumed that 50 percent (180 mi) of new powerlines would be constructed in one horizontal
plane. KIUC predicts a buildout of 360 mi of new powerlines over the 50-year permit term.

e Install flight diverters that illuminate powerlines (e.g., reflective, neon, LED diverters) on new
powerline spans that would have higher collision risk (no exceptions).15

e Employ bird flight diverters on each layer of all wires within all new powerline spans that would
have higher collision risk. This only applies to wires not in a horizontal plane.

10 Higher-risk spans include 8.9 mi of powerlines defined by teal and light green colors on Figure 2-7 in Chapter 2
that reflect strike rates for seabirds between 10 and 20 (teal) or 20 and 40 (light green) after minimization
completed through May 2024. Strike rates are the estimated annual strikes (or collisions) per span by covered
seabirds.

11 Three reconfiguration projects (C-LC1, C-CP1, and C-CP2) were implemented in 2020 as part of the Draft HCP
(see Figure 2-3 in Chapter 2).

12 powerline spans where static wire has not been removed are shown on Figure 2-4 in Chapter 2.

13 Powerline spans where flight diverters have not been installed are shown on Figure 2-3 in Chapter 2.

14 The Draft HCP qualifies that new powerlines will be installed in one horizontal plane to the greatest extent
possible.

15 The Draft HCP states that all new powerlines will be evaluated to determine if flight diverters are a practicable
minimization technique. If flight diverters are practicable, they will be installed at the time of construction.

Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan ES-14 June 2025
Environmental Impact Statement



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Executive Summary

Alternative C would include the following additional lighting minimization measure for existing and
new streetlights to reduce light attraction for seabirds:

e Reduce the number of lumens emitted from lightbulbs by 15 percent by using light dimmers.

Alternative C would increase funding by 50 percent to SOS:

e Increased funding would support the rescue and rehabilitation of injured listed seabird species
beyond what is proposed in the Draft HCP. Additional funding could be used to expand outreach
and public education efforts, thereby increasing the discovery rate of seabirds during the fallout
season (from 10 percent!® to 20 percent of total streetlight fallout).

e Anincrease in discovery and intake rates would necessitate additional capacity to rehabilitate
injured birds. Additional funding could be used to increase rehabilitation capacity
proportionately to the increase in listed seabird discovery and intake. Funds could be used to
(1) obtain a stable lease or permanent facility for long-term operations, (2) retain qualified staff
through higher wages, and/or (3) fund critical care isolation, a decontamination area, wading
pools, medical supplies, and a designated vehicle to reduce operational vulnerability.

Alternative D: Additional Mitigation

Under Alternative D, the Draft HCP would include the same Permit and Plan Areas, Covered
Activities, Covered Species, permit term, and monitoring and adaptive management program as the
proposed action, but the conservation strategy would be modified to increase conservation as
described below. The Service and DLNR have developed this alternative to the proposed action for
the purposes of the NEPA and HEPA analysis and in response to scoping comments. The Service and
DLNR determined it would be technically and economically feasible because the mitigation
measures proposed under Alternative D are similar to the measures already proposed under
Alternative B but to a greater degree. KIUC has not specifically evaluated the alternative for
technical and economic feasibility.

Alternative D would specify an increase in the total acreage of mitigation effort beyond what is
included in the proposed action. Alternative D would also increase the intensity and area of
management actions proposed in the Draft HCP to include a combination of:

e Expanded ungulate control on state land around the conservation sites within the Hono O Na
Pali NAR. This measure would increase the acreage that is enclosed by ungulate fences by
1,915 acres to benefit seabird productivity.

e Expanded predator control in 1,394 acres of three additional conservation sites (beyond those
included in the Draft HCP) where predator-proof fences, social attraction (including installation
of artificial burrows), and a predator trapping network would be implemented to benefit
seabird productivity.

e Regional barn owl control: Expanded area of barn owl control outside conservation sites by
1,394 acres.

16 Draft HCP Section 5C.2.1.6 estimates that the detectability rate for SOS at streetlights is 10.4 percent as a worst-
case estimate for all three covered seabird species.
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e Expanded predator control, habitat management, waterbird population monitoring, and barn
owl control within an area outside of the conservation sites (50 acres of state land within the
Mana Plain wetlands).

Alternative D would also include increasing funds to KIUC'’s existing volunteer program by
15 percent to better staff measures for sea turtles:

e Increase staffing, volunteer network, and outreach effort of the existing volunteer program that
seeks to protect honu (green sea turtle) through education, public awareness, and support for
public outreach activities that promote respectful behavior and reduce disturbance to basking
sea turtles.

e Add marine debris removal as part of existing volunteer program. Marine pollution can lead to
the ingestion of, and entanglement in, marine debris such as plastic and monofilament fishing
line. Although the direct effects of ingesting marine debris may or may not be lethal to honu
(green sea turtle), it results in varying side effects that could increase the probability of death
(see Section 3A.9.5.9 of the Draft HCP).

Summary of Impact Analysis

Table ES-2 summarizes the impacts that could occur under the proposed action and alternatives for all
environmental issues analyzed in the EIS. Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences, provides the existing conditions and a detailed analysis of potential effects. Cumulative
effects are analyzed in Chapter 4, Reasonably Foreseeable and Cumulative Effects, and are not included in
the table.
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Table ES-2. Summary of Potential Impacts

Executive Summary

Alternative A: No Action

Alternative B: Proposed Action

Alternative C and Alternative D

Covered Species

Seabirds

Existing infrastructure modifications designed
to reduce harm and conservation measures
involving construction of physical features
(such as predator control fencing) that were
completed by KIUC during development of the
Draft HCP would remain in place. Measures
already in place by KIUC to avoid and minimize
powerline collision impacts on seabirds would
continue to reduce powerline collisions during
the useful life of the infrastructure.
Unauthorized take of seabird species would
likely continue, because KIUC would not be able
to avoid take of listed species, nor could it
reduce and mitigate all impacts of the taking in
order to obtain take authorization through
formal permitting processes.

Under Alternative A, KIUC funding for the SOS
program is not projected to continue. Without
annual contributions from KIUC, the SOS
program may continue with alternate sources
of funding but would likely operate at a reduced
capacity, and the public outreach and education
component of the program would substantially
decrease.

Based on four of the five the model outputs, ‘a‘o
(Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian
petrel) are likely to experience a population
decline over the 50-year permit term under the
No Action alternative, likely due to the future
lack of maintenance and replacement of the
implemented minimization measures and the
cessation of funding and maintenance of the

Under Alternative B, KIUC would manage and
enhance 12 conservation sites as part of its
Draft HCP to support the breeding success of
‘a‘'o (Newell's shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian
petrel), and in doing so also reduce predation of
‘aké‘ake (band-rumped storm-petrel). Social
attraction strategies, including habitat
restoration, artificial burrow installation, and
playback of seabird calls, would be used to
expand and establish seabird colonies,
primarily ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater), at the sites
with predator exclusion fences.

With the proposed action, the Population
Dynamics Model (PDM) stable-trend and Joint
Conservation Strategy (JCS) flat-line model
scenarios indicate there would be significant
population increases during the 50-year permit
term, while the PDM worse-case and JCS worst-
case and mid-point model scenarios indicate
moderate to severe population declines. Both
the JCS flat-line and the PDM stable-trend
scenarios show 50-year population increases of
over 300 percent for ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater).
There is wider variation between the two stable
model scenarios for ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel), but
both indicate significant population gains of
about 240 percent for the JCS and nearly 600
percent for the PDM.

None of the scenarios indicate ‘a‘o (Newell’s
shearwater) or ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel)
populations would go extinct under the
proposed action.

Under Alternative C, the additional
minimization would have a minimal added
benefit to both seabird species when compared
to the proposed action. Population outcomes
based on the five model scenario outputs are
similar to the proposed action conclusions.
Both species are not expected to become locally
extinct with additional minimization, but ‘va‘u
(Hawaiian petrel) is expected to experience a
steeper population decline than ‘a‘o (Newell’s
shearwater). The anticipated minimal benefits
of Alternative C are not anticipated to result in
an adverse impact over the 50-year permit
term. Under Alternative C, it is anticipated
based on qualitative assumptions that the
additional minimization would have a small
degree of added benefits to ‘ake‘akée (band-
rumped storm-petrel) when compared to the
No Action alternative and proposed action. This
is based on additional reduced take from added
light and powerline minimization.

The model outputs for additional mitigation
suggest Alternative D would have a more
beneficial influence on both ‘a‘o (Newell’s
shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel)
populations by the end of the permit term when
compared to the other alternatives. However,
under the JCS worst-case and PDM worse-case
model scenarios, a decline is predicted for ‘ua‘u
(Hawaiian petrel) although an increase in
growth rate would occur near the end of the
permit term. Under Alternative D, additional
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Executive Summary

Alternative A: No Action

Alternative B: Proposed Action

Alternative C and Alternative D

conservation areas, particularly predator
control measures. One of the five model
scenarios produced an increase in populations
of the two species due to conservation actions
occurring outside of the Draft HCP.

For ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel),
similar impacts are expected, but at a minimal
level over the 50-year permit without
implementation of the Draft HCP’s conservation
measures and due to the continued existence of
threats (e.g., predators, light attraction).

Results from all five model scenarios imply that
the proposed action would have fewer adverse
impacts than the No Action alternative for both
‘a‘'o (Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian
petrel).

For ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel),
benefits of the Draft HCP conservation strategy
were estimated based on qualitative
assumptions. Beneficial impacts include
reducing powerline collisions in the Waimea
Canyon area, reducing light attraction,
facilitating rehabilitation and release of downed
birds through the SOS program, likely increased
survival due to predator control activities, and
establishment of a protected colony within the
Honopu PF.

mitigation would provide more benefits to
‘aké‘ake (band-rumped storm-petrel) when
compared to Alternatives A, B, and C. This is
due to expanded predator control on the
landscape beyond the scope of Alternative B
resulting in less predation, which would result
in increased survival of ‘aké‘ake (band-rumped
storm-petrel).

Waterbirds

Measures already in place by KIUC to avoid and
minimize powerline collision impacts on
waterbirds, which include reconfiguration of
powerlines from vertical to a horizontal profile,
removal of static wire, removal of 69-kilovolt
transmission line in Mana, and bird flight
diverters on powerlines, would continue to
benefit the covered waterbirds for the duration
of their useful life under this alternative
regardless of whether the Draft HCP is
implemented. These minimization measures
are expected to reduce waterbird powerline
collisions by 90 percent in areas where
powerlines and covered waterbirds occur until
expiration of powerline diverter useful life.

Under Alternative A, KIUC would not contribute
$300,000 annually to the SOS program on
Kaua‘i. Without annual contributions from
KIUC, the SOS program may continue but would

KIUC’s implementation of powerline collision
minimization measures includes removal of
static wire, removal of 69-kilovolt transmission
line in Mana, and installation of bird flight
diverters. KIUC would also avoid construction
of new transmission and distribution lines in
high-collision zones in the Plan Area to the
maximum extent possible. These minimization
measures are expected to contribute to about a
90-percent reduction in powerline collision of
covered waterbirds for powerline spans that
occur in areas where the covered waterbirds
occur. Because the span of powerlines that
traverse the areas where waterbirds occur is a
small portion (limited to the Mana Plains and
Hanalei spans) compared to KIUC's entire
powerline system, Alternative B is likely to have
significant beneficial but not adverse impacts
on covered waterbirds with regard to

Under Alternative C, KIUC would implement
additional minimization measures (e.g.,
additional powerline reconfiguration, static
wire removal, flight diverter installation) to
further minimize risk of waterbird collision
with KIUC’s powerlines. Because Alternative C
includes activities covered under Alternative B,
it would have similar impacts on covered
waterbirds as Alternative B.

Under Alternative C, KIUC would increase
funding to the SOS program by 50 percent
($450,000) beyond the $300,000 proposed
annually in the Draft. Because this increased
funding for the SOS program would not result in
additional waterbirds being brought in for
rehabilitation due to non-KIUC sources (e.g.,
botulism, vehicle collisions) compared to
Alternative B, it would likely not have an
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Alternative A: No Action

Alternative B: Proposed Action

Alternative C and Alternative D

likely not have adequate funds to keep staff and
maintain the facilities at full capacity.

The benefits of already established
minimization measures and the fact that
populations of all covered waterbirds are either
stable or have been increasing over the last few
decades (Paxton et al. 2022) on Kaua‘i suggest
no significant impacts on the covered waterbird
species’ overall populations under Alternative
A.

powerline collision avoidance and minimization
measures.

Under Alternative B, KIUC would contribute
$300,000 annually to the SOS program. It is
estimated that 920 individuals of the covered
waterbirds would be killed by powerline
collisions over the 50-year term of the Draft
HCP and that the SOS program alone is
expected to completely offset this loss by
rehabilitating 2,500 covered waterbirds.
Alternative B, therefore, is expected to have a
long-term beneficial impact on the five covered
waterbird species.

(adverse or beneficial) impact on the covered
waterbirds.

In addition to the activities covered under
Alternative B, Alternative D conservation
measures such as predator control would be
expanded to hundreds of acres outside but in
the vicinity of the conservation sites identified
under Alternative B. Control of cats and barn
owls that are known to prey on covered
waterbirds is expected to have a slight
beneficial effect on the covered waterbird
populations. Furthermore, implementing
conservation measures to control predators
within the Mana Plains area is expected to have
a direct beneficial impact on covered waterbird
species by increasing survival and reproductive
success of listed waterbirds. Alternative D
would also have significantly beneficial impacts
on covered waterbirds compared to
Alternatives A, B and C.

Reptiles: Honu (Green Sea Turtle)

In locations where coastal streetlights are
visible from suitable beach habitat, honu (green
sea turtle) hatchlings may become disoriented
by downward-facing lights on land and crawl
toward these artificial light sources, where they
may be eaten by predators or run over by cars,
resulting in incidental take. Currently, measures
implemented to minimize the impact of KIUC-
operated streetlights on covered seabirds do
not reduce streetlight visibility to honu (green
sea turtle) hatchlings. KIUC has identified 29
KIUC-operated streetlights visible from suitable
honu (green sea turtle) nesting habitat in the
Plan Area as of 2020.

Without minimization or mitigation, the
number of honu (green sea turtle) nests

Under Alternative B, KIUC would implement a
nest detection and shielding program to
minimize and offset the effects of light
attraction from KIUC streetlights on honu
(green sea turtle). Nest shielding would initially
be installed on seven beaches identified by
KIUC, the Service, DLNR Division of Forestry
and Wildlife, and State of Hawai‘i DAR as having
suitable nesting habitat and KIUC streetlights
that have been documented as being visible
from that habitat. KIUC assumes that
monitoring and minimization measures
conducted under Alternative B would result in
take avoidance for honu (green sea turtle) nests
and provide a net benefit for the species.

Additional powerline collision minimization,
additional lighting minimization measures, and
increased funding to the SOS program proposed
under Alternative C would have no effect on
honu (green sea turtle).

Implementation of additional mitigation related
to predator control under Alternative D would
not alter adverse impacts on honu (green sea
turtle) beyond those identified for Alternative
B. Under Alternative D, KIUC would increase
funding to KIUC'’s existing volunteer program
by 15% to expand the outreach efforts to the
public, expand the volunteer network, and
implement a marine debris removal program
for honu (green sea turtle), which would result
in increased public awareness to maintain
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Alternative B: Proposed Action

Alternative C and Alternative D

affected by KIUC streetlights is expected to be
less than one per year.

Under Alternative 4, incidental take of honu
(green sea turtle) would continue to occur.

recommended distances from turtles and
reduce marine debris entanglement hazards,
which would have a long-term beneficial impact
on the population.

Other State and Federally Listed Species

Mammals

Under the No Action alternative, KIUC's
continued operation of existing and new
infrastructure is unlikely to affect ‘Ope‘ape‘a
(Hawaiian hoary bat, Lasiurus semotus),
because powerlines do not pose a collision risk
for the species and KIUC will implement
measures that avoid affecting bats while
conducting vegetation management near
powerlines. ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat)
may be drawn to outdoor lighting to forage on a
concentration of flying insects. However, this
light attraction is benign and may be beneficial
to ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat) because it
facilitates the congregation of a food source.
Because ‘lio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk
seal, Neomonachus schauinslandi) is not
attracted to artificial lighting and does not come
in contact with other KIUC infrastructure, it is
not likely that ‘1lio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian
monk seal) would be affected by KIUC’s
operation of existing (with modifications) or
new infrastructure.

Management actions proposed under
Alternative B have the potential to affect
‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat) if woody
vegetation is removed for the construction of
predator exclusion fences during the bat
pupping/rearing season. However, KIUC would
implement measures identified in the Draft HCP
to ensure that take of ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian
hoary bat) does not occur in connection with
vegetation management. With these operational
controls in place, adverse impacts on ‘Ope‘ape‘a
(Hawaiian hoary bat) are not likely.

Management actions proposed under
Alternative B to implement a honu (green sea
turtle) nest detection (biological monitoring)
and shielding program (installation of light-
proof fencing around sea turtle nests) could be
a source of disturbance for ‘Tlio-holo-i-kauaua
(Hawaiian monk seal), especially if a pup is
present. However, because female ‘Tlio-holo-i-
kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) are not known to
pup on the seven beaches identified for the
nest-shielding program and typically avoid
areas with high levels of human activity for
pupping, it is unlikely that the nest-shielding
program will affect ‘ilio-holo-i-kauaua
(Hawaiian monk seal) pupping. In the rare
event where ‘ilio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian
monk seal) are present or pupping on beaches
identified for the nest-shielding program and

KIUC’s operation of existing or new powerlines
or streetlights with additional minimization
applied under Alternative C is not likely to
affect ‘ilio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal)
or ‘ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat). The
terrestrial habitat used by ‘1lio-holo-i-kauaua
(Hawaiian monk seal) is typically restricted to
beaches along the coast and they are not known
to be attracted to artificial lighting. As described
under Alternative A, powerlines do not pose a
collision risk for ‘ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary
bat); therefore, additional minimization to
reduce collision risk for seabirds is not likely to
affect ‘ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat).
Expanded minimization measures at the
conservation sites as part of Alternative D
would have similar potential affects on
‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat) as described
under Alternative B. With the operational
controls identified in Appendix 1B, Evaluation
of Species Considered for Coverage, of the Draft
HCP in place, adverse impacts on ‘Ope‘ape‘a
(Hawaiian hoary bat) are not likely. Increased
honu (green sea turtle) outreach and
implementation of a marine debris removal
program under Alternative D could occur on the
same beaches used by ‘1lio-holo-i-kauaua
(Hawaiian monk seal) and could be a source of
disturbance for ‘ilio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian
monk seal) if present. However, with

Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan
Environmental Impact Statement

ES-20

June 2025



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Executive Summary

Alternative A: No Action

Alternative B: Proposed Action

Alternative C and Alternative D

honu (green sea turtle) nests are identified
within 50 feet (15 meters [m]) of a ‘lio-holo-i-
kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) or 150 feet (46
m) of a ‘ilio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk
seal) mother and pup, KIUC will contact and
coordinate with DAR, NOAA, and the Service on
the best approach to implement based upon the
situation for honu (green sea turtle) nest
shielding to avoid any disturbance or
disruption to nearby ‘illio-holo-i-kauaua
(Hawaiian monk seal). Therefore, monitoring
and the nest-shielding program are not
anticipated to have adverse impacts on ‘ilio-
holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal).

implementation of the buffer distance
recommended by NOAA and DLNR DAR,
increased sea turtle outreach and marine debris
removal are not likely to affect ‘illio-holo-i-
kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal).

Reptiles: Honu'‘ea (Hawksbill Sea Turtle)

Honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle, Eretmochelys
imbricata) hatchlings may become disoriented
by downward-facing lights on land and crawl
toward these artificial light sources where they
may be eaten by predators or run over by
vehicles, resulting in incidental take. However,
honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle) inhabiting the
Hawaiian Islands are rare with an average of
fewer than 15 females documented nesting
annually across the entire archipelago and only
0.1 percent of documented honu‘ea (hawksbill
sea turtle) nests on Kaua'i (Gaos et al. 2021).
Therefore, KIUC’s operation of existing (with
modifications) or new infrastructure would not
affect honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle).

Management actions proposed under
Conservation Measure 5 to implement a honu
(green sea turtle) nest detection and shielding
program could have beneficial impacts on
honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle). Increased
biological monitoring as well as installation of
light-proof fencing around sea turtle nests
would benefit honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle)
nests if present; however, given the extremely
uncommon nesting of honu‘ea (hawksbill sea
turtle) in the Plan Area, monitoring and nest
fencing are not likely to affect honu‘ea
(hawksbill sea turtle).

Alternative C is anticipated to have the same
impact as Alternative B because this alternative
involves the same activities as Alternative B
with regard to listed honu‘ea (hawksbill sea
turtle). Additional powerline collision
minimization and increased SOS program
funding proposed under Alternative C would
not affect honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle).

Increased funding for sea turtle monitoring and
marine debris removal under Alternative D may
have a beneficial impact for honu‘ea (hawksbill
sea turtle). Given the extremely rare nesting of
honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle) in the Permit
Area, increased sea turtle monitoring and
marine debris removal under Alternative D are
not likely to affect honu'‘ea (hawksbill sea
turtle).

Birds

Unlike the three covered seabird species, all
other listed bird species typically fly during the
day, with the exception of short-tailed albatross

As presented under Alternative A, effects on
listed forest birds are not likely to occur. Short-
tailed albatross may fly at night; however, this

The operation of powerlines with additional
minimization as proposed under Alternative C
is not likely to affect other listed bird species,

Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan
Environmental Impact Statement

ES-21

June 2025



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Executive Summary

Alternative A: No Action

Alternative B: Proposed Action

Alternative C and Alternative D

(Phoebastria albatrus). This, together with their
acute vision, makes it unlikely that KIUC’s
existing or new infrastructure would affect
these bird species, because they readily avoid
colliding with utility lines and other powerline
infrastructure. Although short-tailed albatross
may fly at night, they are not known to collide
with infrastructure.

Short-tailed albatrosses may be affected by
artificial lighting, limited to fishing vessels at
night. Light attraction on land is expected to be
less for short-tailed albatrosses than it is for the
covered seabirds. Short-tailed albatrosses are
not known to breed on Kaua‘i; while they may
migrate through the Plan Area, they are
considered rare and not a resident species.
Therefore, it is not likely short-tailed
albatrosses would be affected by light attraction
on Kaua'i.

species is not known to collide with
infrastructure, but is subject to light attraction.
KIUC has installed full-cutoff shielded fixtures
on existing streetlights, which would apply to
new streetlights under Alternative B. This
reduces light attraction for the species. Given
this measure and the rarity of the species on
Kaua‘, light attraction effects on short-tailed
albatross are not likely to occur.

Under Alternative B, management actions
proposed under Conservation Measure 4,
including predator control, to manage and
enhance seabird breeding habitat and colonies
at conservation sites are not likely to affect
other listed birds. Of the four listed forest birds,
only puaiohi (small Kaua‘i thrush, Myadestes
palmeri) has been documented to have been
unintentionally killed by a Goodnature A24 trap
for rodents (Shiels et al. 2022). However, the
four listed forest birds are not known to be
present within the conservation sites.
Therefore, it is unlikely that any of these
species would accidentally be caught in a
predator trap within the conservation sites.
KIUC would implement minimization measures
in the Avian Protection Plan (Appendix C).
Listed forest bird species are unlikely to be
affected by implementation of the conservation
strategy in the Draft HCP.

because they have limited potential for
interaction with KIUC infrastructure based on
their distribution and typically fly during
daylight. Similar to under Alternatives A and B,
impacts from powerlines and lighting on short-
tailed albatross under Alternative C are unlikely
to occur because the species is not known to
collide with infrastructure and is rare on Kaua'i.

Under Alternative D, construction of additional
ungulate and predator exclusion fencing,
weatherports, helicopter landing zones, and
artificial burrows; implementation of predator
trapping; and invasive species removal have the
potential to adversely affect other listed forest-
dwelling species through nest loss from
vegetation clearing. To fully avoid effects on
other listed birds, avoidance and minimization
measures in the Avian Protection Plan
(Appendix C) would be followed. With
implementation of these avoidance and
minimization measures, effects on other listed
bird species are unlikely to occur.

Invertebrates

KIUC'’s existing infrastructure does not occur
within or near mesocaverns, caves, or streams
inhabited by listed invertebrates (‘uku noho
ana [Kaua‘i cave amphipod, Spelaeorchestia
koloanal], pe‘e pe‘e paka ‘ole [Kaua'‘i cave wolf
spider, Adelocosa anops], Newcomb'’s snail
(Erinna newcombi), Drosophila sharpi, and D.

As presented for Alternative A, there is no
mechanism for impacts on listed invertebrates
(‘uku noho ana [Kaua‘i cave amphipod], pe‘e
pe‘e paka ‘ole [Kaua‘i cave wolf spider],
Newcomb’s snail, D. sharpi, and D. musaphilia)
from this activity. Implementation of the Draft
HCP conservation strategy under Alternative B

Additional measures to minimize powerline
collisions and light attraction under Alternative
C are unlikely to affect listed invertebrates
because operation of powerlines and
streetlights with additional minimization would
not disturb the mesocaverns, caves, or streams
inhabited by these species.

Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan
Environmental Impact Statement

ES-22

June 2025



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Executive Summary

Alternative A: No Action

Alternative B: Proposed Action

Alternative C and Alternative D

musaphilia). It is assumed that new
infrastructure would avoid these habitats;
therefore, Alternative A would not affect these
species.

is not likely to affect listed invertebrates
because management actions would not occur
in mesocaverns, caves, or streams inhabited by
listed invertebrates.

Implementation of additional mitigation under
Alternative D is not likely to occur in
mesocaverns, caves, or streams inhabited by
listed invertebrates and Alternative D is not
likely to affect listed invertebrates (‘uku noho
ana [Kaua‘i cave amphipod], pe‘e pe‘e paka ‘ole
[Kaua‘i cave wolf spider], Newcomb’s snail, D.
sharpi, and D. musaphilia).

Plants

There are more than 100 listed plants in the
Plan Area as well as multiple rare species.
KIUC’s operation of existing and new
infrastructure does not require ground
disturbance; therefore, state- or federally listed
plants would not be trampled or removed.
Alternative A would not affect these species.

Construction of predator exclusion fence and
artificial burrows, predator and invasive plant
species removal, and seabird habitat
enhancement as described under Conservation
Measure 4 would result in discrete areas of
vegetation clearing and ground disturbance at
conservation sites. As described in the Draft
HCP, multiple avoidance and minimization
measures would be implemented as part of the
proposed action to ensure conservation
measures do not adversely affect listed plants
(e.g, field surveys before finalizing fence
alignments or locations for artificial burrows
and before construction/installation to prevent
damage or harm to rare plants). With
incorporation of avoidance and minimization
measures, effects from implementing
Conservation Measure 4 are not likely to occur.

Operation of powerlines and streetlights with
additional minimization, and additional funding
for the SOS program, as part of Alternative C
would not involve ground disturbance and
would not affect listed plant species.

Under Alternative D, vegetation and ground
disturbance associated with construction of
additional ungulate and predator exclusion
fencing, artificial burrows, weatherports, and
helicopter landing zones, as well as predator
and invasive plant species removal and seabird
habitat enhancement, have the potential to
affect listed plant species. The Service and
DLNR assume that the same avoidance and
minimization measures incorporated into the
proposed action would also be implemented
under Alternative D to ensure conservation
measures do not adversely affect listed plants.
With implementation of these avoidance and
minimization measures, additional mitigation
under Alternative D would not be likely to affect
other listed plant species. To the extent that
fenced areas include rare and listed plant
species, if listed plants occur within fenced
areas, Alternative D may protect listed plants
from depredation by rodents and degradation
by ungulates and over the long term have
beneficial impacts on listed plants.
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Migratory Bird Species

Migratory bird species including ‘auku‘u (black-
crowned night heron, Nycticorax nycticorax),
kolea (Pacific-golden plover, Pluvialis fulva),
and pueo (Hawaiian short-eared owl, Asio
flammeus sandwichensis) have been
documented to collide with powerlines
(Travers et al. 2023). Under Alternative A, these
and other migratory bird species would likely
be affected by powerline strikes, which could
lead to adverse effects on those species. Light
attraction has been documented to affect
several migratory seabird species including
‘ua‘u kani (wedge-tailed shearwater, Ardenna
pacifica), noio (black noddy, Anous minutus
melanogenys), ‘ou (Bulwer’s petrel, Bulweria
bulwerii), ‘ao‘i (Christmas shearwater, Puffinus
nativitatis), koa‘e‘ kea (red-tailed tropicbird,
Phaethon rubricauda), moli (Laysan albatross,
Phoebastria immutabilis), and ka‘upu (black-
footed albatross, Phoebastria nigripes). It is
likely that these and other migratory seabird
species would be adversely affected by light
attraction.

Under Alternative A, KIUC would not contribute
$300,000 annually to the SOS program on
Kaua‘i. Without annual contributions from
KIUC, the SOS program may continue but would
likely not have adequate funds to keep staff and
maintain the facilities at full capacity and is not
likely to offset the number of migratory birds
taken by light attraction and/or collision with
KIUC powerlines.

The operation of bird flight diverters on much
of KIUC’s powerline system would make those
powerlines more visible to other bird species,
further reducing the risk of collisions.
Alternative B is likely to have a beneficial
impact on migratory bird species in this regard.

Under Alternative B, KIUC has already
minimized light attraction by installing full-
cutoff shielded fixtures for streetlights.
Although not all migratory species are
susceptible to disorientation or fallout, any
measure that minimizes light visible to
migratory bird species flying overhead will help
reduce disorientation or fallout, and Alternative
B is likely to have a beneficial impact on
migratory bird species in this regard.

Management actions proposed under
Alternative B including predator exclusion
fence construction, predator trapping, and
invasive species removal have the potential to
adversely affect migratory forest-dwelling
species such as ‘apapane (Himatione
sanguinea), Kaua'i ‘amakihi (Hemignathus
kauaiensis), and ‘anianiau (lesser ‘amakihi,
Hemignathus parvus) through nest loss from
vegetation clearing to construct fences.
However, by following minimization measures
in the Avian Protection Plan (Appendix C), this
can be fully avoided.

KIUC’s proposed support of the SOS program
under Alternative B may provide additional
long-term benefits to migratory seabird species
through the retrieval, evaluation, rehabilitation,
and release of live individuals of these species.

Implementing additional measures as described
under Alternative C to avoid and minimize
collisions for birds is expected to have a
beneficial impact on migratory species such as
‘ua‘u kani (wedge-tailed shearwater), ‘auku‘u
(black-crowned night heron), kolea (Pacific-
golden plover), and pueo (Hawaiian short-
eared owl) that have been documented to
collide with powerlines. Similarly, additional
lighting minimization measures under
Alternative C would likely benefit migratory
seabird species such as ‘ua‘u kani (wedge-tailed
shearwater), noio (black noddy), ‘ou (Bulwer’s
petrel), ‘ao‘l (Christmas shearwater), koa‘e‘ kea
(red-tailed tropicbird), moli (Laysan albatross),
and ka‘upu (black-footed albatross), which are
known to be affected by artificial light
attraction. Additionally, increased funding for
the SOS program is expected to have a
significant beneficial impact on migratory
seabird species such as ‘ua‘u kani (wedge-tailed
shearwater), noio (black noddy), ‘ou (Bulwer’s
petrel), ‘ao‘ii (Christmas shearwater), koa‘e‘ kea
(red-tailed tropicbird), moli (Laysan albatross),
and ka‘upu (black-footed albatross) through
increased search efforts and public outreach.

Alternative D is expected to have similar effects
on migratory bird species as Alternative B. Over
the long term, the proposed increase of
mitigation activities under Alternative D have
the potential to benefit migratory seabird
species by decreasing their risk of predation by
removing introduced mammals (e.g., rats, cats,
dogs) and barn owls and enhancing habitat
quality by excluding ungulates (e.g., deer, goats,
pigs). The native pueo (Hawaiian short-eared
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owl), as a ground-nesting bird, could benefit
from the existence of a predator-free fenced
area in which to breed.

Critical Habitat and Other Land Designations

KIUC powerlines, streetlights, and buildings
mostly exist outside designated or proposed
critical habitat and other land designations and
have no direct impact on these areas, with the
exception of KIUC streetlights that affect
proposed critical habitat for honu (green sea
turtle). While these streetlights are outside of
proposed critical habitat for honu (green sea
turtle), they exist near the coastline and
compete with the natural light scape, which is
critical to ensure the migration of honu (green
sea turtle) hatchlings from their nest sites to
the ocean. With multiple light sources, honu
(green sea turtle) hatchlings become
disoriented and do not find the ocean habitat
that supports the next phase of their lifecycle or
crawl landwards to artificial light sources,
where they can be eaten by predators or run
over by vehicles. KIUC has identified a total of
29 streetlights that are currently visible from
honu (green sea turtle) nesting habitat. Under
Alternative A, this impact decreases the
availability and quality of suitable nesting sites
in proposed critical habitat for honu (green sea
turtle) and would continue to occur.

Under Alternative B, proposed management
actions at conservation sites would affect
designated critical habitat for several species,
primarily plants. All seabird conservation sites
under Alternative B are within designated or
proposed critical habitat; proposed
management activities would result in habitat
modification and direct impacts on critical
habitat including removal of critical habitat by
clearing vegetation for the installation of
fencing, artificial burrows, weatherports, and
landing zones and causing ground disturbance.
KIUC would implement best management
practices (BMP) during construction and
maintenance of fences to reduce the risk of soil

compaction, erosion, runoff, and sedimentation.

Over the long term, beneficial impacts on
critical habitat are anticipated because the
fencing and predator removal would minimize
degradation of critical habitat by rodents and
ungulates.

Management actions proposed under
Alternative B to implement a honu (green sea
turtle) nest detection and shielding program
would also affect proposed critical habitat for
honu (green sea turtles). The installation of
light-proof fencing around sea turtle nests may
be considered a short-term temporary impact
on critical habitat because it would temporarily
obstruct the pathway between nesting beaches
and foraging grounds; however, given the
temporary nature of fence installation, which
will be removed after a nest hatches, and the

Under Alternative C, implementing additional
measures to avoid and minimize collisions,
additional lighting minimization measures, and
additional SOS program funding is not likely to
affect critical habitat and other land
designations, because implementation of these
measures is not expected to result in new
ground disturbance, vegetation removal, or
additional impacts.

Alternative D would be anticipated to have
similar but larger-scale impacts on critical
habitat and other land designations as
Alternative B. The increase in fencing would
result in approximately 3.8 acres (1.5 hectares)
of additional site clearing and an additional

0.4 acre (0.2 hectare) of ground disturbance for
installation of fence posts and mesh skirt
compared to Alternative B. Avoidance and
minimization measures would be incorporated
during these activities to prevent unintentional
damage or harm to the essential physical and
biological features of critical habitat. Over the
long term, significant beneficial impacts on
critical habitat and other land designations are
anticipated because the fencing and predator
removal would protect critical habitat from
degradation by rodents and ungulates.
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low average nesting density of honu (green sea
turtle), no significant effects on critical habitat
are anticipated.

Non-listed Flora

KIUC'’s continue operation of existing and future
infrastructure under Alternative A would not
result in ground disturbance; therefore, non-
listed flora would not be trampled or removed.
In addition, the operation of infrastructure
would not increase the presence or density of
invasive plant species, feral ungulates, or
pathogens, diseases, and insects that may affect
non-listed flora. Therefore, there would be no
impact on non-listed flora under Alternative A.

Under Alternative B, KIUC would implement a
conservation strategy, including management
actions proposed under Conservation Measure
4 to manage and enhance seabird breeding
habitat and colonies at conservation sites.
These activities have the potential to affect non-
listed flora. Vegetation clearing and ground
disturbance associated with construction of
predator exclusion fence and artificial burrows,
predator and invasive plant species removal,
and seabird habitat enhancement have the
potential to affect non-listed flora species. To
the extent that native species occur within
fenced areas, fencing would protect and
enhance the plants’ survival and propagation
because fencing and predator removal would
protect non-listed native flora from
depredation by rodents and degradation by
ungulates.

Alternative C would implement additional
minimization measures on existing and new
powerlines to reduce collision risk for seabirds,
implement additional lighting minimization for
existing and new streetlights to reduce light
attraction for seabirds, and increase funding to
the SOS program. Alternative C is anticipated to
have the same impact on non-listed flora as
Alternative B because the operation of KIUC’s
infrastructure with additional minimization and
additional funding for the SOS program would
not result in additional ground disturbance or
fence construction that could disturb or benefit
non-listed native flora.

The increased mitigation effort proposed under
Alternative D would result in impacts similar to
those described under Alternative B, but over a
greater area. As described for Alternative B,
management actions to manage and enhance
seabird colonies and breeding habitat have the
potential to affect non-listed flora through
ground disturbance, fencing, and invasive plant
species removal. Ground disturbance from the
construction of ungulate and predator exclusion
fencing, weatherports, helicopter landing zones,
and artificial burrows could adversely affect
non-listed native flora while fencing, removal of
invasive plant species, and predator control
would protect non-listed native flora from
depredation by rodents and degradation by
ungulates. Overall, Alternative D would have
the greatest potential to benefit non-listed
native flora. Alternative D would actively
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remove invasive, nonnative flora to the benefit
of other non-listed native and rare flora.

Non-listed Fauna

Native Birds

There is no evidence to suggest that existing
KIUC infrastructure would affect non-listed
native birds. No significant impacts on non-
listed fauna species would occur under
Alternative A.

Impacts on non-listed native migratory birds in
the Permit Area are discussed under Migratory
Bird Species.

Under Alternative C, implementing additional
minimization measures on existing and new
powerlines to reduce collision risk for seabirds,
implement additional lighting minimization for
existing and new streetlights to reduce light
attraction for seabirds, and increase funding to
the SOS program is not expected to result in
new ground disturbance, vegetation removal, or
additional impacts on non-listed fauna.
Alternative C would be anticipated to have
similar impacts to those of Alternative B on
other fauna because this alternative involves
substantially the same activities as Alternative
B.

Alternative D would be anticipated to have a
similar but larger-scale impact on other fauna
as Alternative B. Increased predator control and
exclusion fence construction would likely
benefit native bird species.

Native Invertebrates

There is no evidence to suggest that existing
KIUC infrastructure would affect non-listed
native invertebrates. No significant impacts on
non-listed fauna species would occur under
Alternative A.

Under Alternative B, management actions
proposed under Conservation Measure 4,
including proposed predator exclusion fence or
artificial burrow construction, predator control,
invasive plant species removal, and seabird
habitat enhancement, have the potential to
affect native invertebrates due to habitat loss
and disturbance. However, over the long term,
beneficial impacts on native invertebrates
would be anticipated because fencing would
reduce disturbance from ungulates while
enhancing invertebrate habitat; removal of

Under Alternative C, implementing additional
minimization measures on existing and new
powerlines to reduce collision risk for seabirds,
implement additional lighting minimization for
existing and new streetlights to reduce light
attraction for seabirds, and increase funding to
the SOS program is not expected to result in
new ground disturbance, vegetation removal, or
additional impacts on non-listed fauna.
Alternative C would be anticipated to have
similar impacts to those of Alternative B on
other fauna because this alternative involves
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predators, such as rats and mice, would reduce
predation.

substantially the same activities as Alternative
B.

Under Alternative D, increased ungulate and
predator exclusion fencing, weatherports,
helicopter landing zones, artificial burrow
construction, invasive species removal, and
predator trapping may result in habitat loss and
disturbance for native invertebrates. Over the
long term, beneficial impacts on native
invertebrates would be anticipated because
fencing would protect them from disturbance
by nonnative ungulates while enhancing habitat
and reducing predators such as rats and mice.

Nonnative Birds

Under Alternative 4, it is possible the SOS
program would continue without annual
contributions from KIUC, but may not have
adequate funds to keep staff and maintain the
facilities at full capacity; however, this is not
expected to have a significant impact on non-
listed fauna.

Under Alternative B, management actions
proposed to manage and enhance seabird
breeding habitat and colonies at conservation
sites would be implemented to actively remove
barn owls to benefit covered bird species. The
removal of barn owls would likely also benefit
other listed and native species. Alternative B
would actively remove barn owls, which would
benefit other listed and native species.

Under Alternative C, implementing additional
minimization measures on existing and new
powerlines to reduce collision risk for seabirds,
implement additional lighting minimization for
existing and new streetlights to reduce light
attraction for seabirds, and increase funding to
the SOS program is not expected to result in
new ground disturbance, vegetation removal, or
additional impacts on non-listed fauna.
Alternative C would be anticipated to have
similar impacts to those of Alternative B on
other fauna because this alternative involves
substantially the same activities as Alternative
B.

Alternative D would directly affect several
nonnative bird species through increased
predator control and exclusion fence
construction to benefit covered bird species.
Over the long term, significant adverse impacts
on nonnative bird species are anticipated, but
would benefit Covered Species, other listed
species, and native species.
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Nonnative Mammals

There is no evidence to suggest that existing
KIUC infrastructure would affect nonnative
mammals. No significant impacts on non-listed

fauna species would occur under Alternative A.

Under Alternative B, management actions
proposed in Conservation Measure 4 to manage
and enhance seabird breeding habitat and
colonies at conservation sites would be
implemented to actively remove nonnative
mammal species that predate on seabirds (e.g.,
cats, rats, mice, pigs, goats) to benefit covered
bird species. The removal of these species
would likely also benefit other listed and native
species. Alternative B would actively remove
nonnative mammals that predate on seabirds,
which would benefit other listed and native
species.

Under Alternative C, implementing additional
minimization measures on existing and new
powerlines to reduce collision risk for seabirds,
implement additional lighting minimization for
existing and new streetlights to reduce light
attraction for seabirds, and increase funding to
the SOS program is not expected to result in
new ground disturbance, vegetation removal, or
additional impacts on non-listed fauna.
Alternative C would be anticipated to have
similar impacts to those of Alternative B on
other fauna because this alternative involves
substantially the same activities as Alternative
B.

Alternative D would directly affect several
nonnative mammal species through increased
predator control and exclusion fence
construction to benefit covered bird species.
Over the long term, significant adverse impacts
on nonnative mammal species are anticipated,
but would benefit Covered Species, other listed
species, and native species.

Invasive Invertebrates

There is no evidence to suggest that existing
KIUC infrastructure would affect invasive
invertebrates. No significant impacts on non-
listed fauna species would occur under
Alternative A.

Under Alternative B, management actions
proposed in Conservation Measure 4 to manage
and enhance seabird breeding habitat and
colonies at conservation sites would be
implemented to actively remove invasive feral
bees to benefit covered bird species. The
removal of feral bees would likely also benefit
other listed and native species. Alternative B
would actively remove feral bees, which would
benefit other listed and native species.

Under Alternative C, implementing additional
minimization measures on existing and new
powerlines to reduce collision risk for seabirds,
implement additional lighting minimization for
existing and new streetlights to reduce light
attraction for seabirds, and increase funding to
the SOS program is not expected to result in
new ground disturbance, vegetation removal, or
additional impacts on non-listed fauna.
Alternative C would be anticipated to have
similar impacts to those of Alternative B on
other fauna because this alternative involves
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substantially the same activities as Alternative
B.

Alternative D would include the active removal
of feral bees to benefit covered bird species.
The removal of feral bees would likely also
benefit other listed and native species. Over the
long term, significant adverse impacts on
invasive insects are anticipated, but would
benefit Covered Species, other listed species,
and native species.

Hydrology and Soils

KIUC'’s continued operation of existing and new
infrastructure under Alternative A would not
result in new sources of ground disturbance
and there would be no new impacts on
hydrology and soils.

Under the proposed action, the potential for
adverse impacts on hydrology and soils would
be primarily associated with the construction of
new predator exclusion fences at two
conservation sites (2,259 linear feet [688.5 m]
of fence at Upper Limahuli Preserve PF and
4,294 linear feet [1,308.8 m] of fence at Upper
Manoa Valley PF), installation of artificial
burrows, the maintenance of the four social
attraction sites (Pohakea, Honopi, Upper
Limahuli, and Upper Manoa Valley), and the
replacement of fences up to two times each
during the 50-year permit term. The
construction of new fencing could alter
drainage patterns, concentrate surface flows,
and increase runoff quantities and velocities,
which could promote soil erosion to a greater
degree when compared to fence replacement
activities that would occur within the same
areas disturbed during the initial fence
installation.

Vegetation removal and soil compaction are
likely to result from operation and maintenance
activities associated with the conservation
strategy, exposing soil to the erosive forces of
rain and overland stormwater runoff and

Alternative C would result in similar impacts on
hydrology and soils as Alternative B. Additional
minimization measures associated with
Alternative C would not result in additional
ground disturbance, fence construction,
maintenance, or change in invasive plant
management when compared to Alternative B.

Alternative D includes additional mitigation
measures that could adversely affect hydrology
and soils beyond those included in the
proposed action by expanding predator control
in an additional 1,394 acres (564 hectares) and
increasing the area protected with ungulate
fencing by 1,915 acres (775 hectares).
Additionally, Alternative D would construct
additional artificial burrows (at social
attraction sites), landing zones, and
weatherports to increase the total acreage of
mitigation effort beyond what is included in
Alternative B. As a result, Alternative D would
result in greater impacts on hydrology and soils
when compared to the other alternatives,
although implementation of BMPs for erosion
and fencing specifications as described in the
Draft HCP conservation strategy could reduce
potential impacts on hydrology and soils.
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causing indirect impacts beyond project
footprints, especially in areas with steep
terrain. KIUC would reduce the risk of soil
compaction, erosion, runoff, and sedimentation
by avoiding impacts on surface waters through
the application of BMPs during construction
and maintenance activities as described in
Section 4.2.2.2 of the Draft HCP.

Construction and maintenance equipment used
to implement the conservation strategy could
result in accidental spills or leaks of petroleum
products such as gasoline and hydraulic fluid
onto the ground surface, potentially
contaminating soils or reaching surface waters
if not properly contained and cleaned up,
although the risk of a major spill is anticipated
to be low.

Alternative D includes a mitigation measure for
habitat management actions for the Mana Plain
wetlands that would result in greater beneficial
impacts on hydrology, soils, and wetland
function, when compared to the other
alternatives, by focusing additional
management on 50 acres (20 hectares) of land
managed by DLNR for the restoration and
conservation of wetlands.

Air Quality and Climate Change

KIUC'’s continued operation of existing and new
infrastructure under Alternative A would not
result in new sources of air emissions and there
would be no new impacts on hydrology and
soils.

Vehicle and helicopter trips associated with
implementation of the conservation strategy
would produce exhaust emissions of criteria
pollutants, volatile organic compounds,
hazardous air pollutants, and greenhouse gases.
Emissions from the internal combustion
engines powering these vehicles and
helicopters would add marginally to the volume
of pollutants in the vicinity. These emissions
would be temporally distributed over the
permit term and would disperse substantially
due to persistent northeast trade winds. There
are no nonattainment or maintenance areas
overlapping the Plan Area, and air quality is
generally considered good on Kaua'‘i. As a
result, emissions from vehicle and helicopter
trips associated with implementation of the
conservation strategy are not likely to lead to a
violation of ambient air quality standards or

Additional minimization measures associated
with Alternative C would not result in any new
potential sources of air pollutant emissions
compared to Alternative B. As a result,
Alternative C would be anticipated to result in
similar impacts on air quality resources as
Alternative B.

Alternative D would be anticipated to result in
similar impacts on air quality and climate
change as Alternative B but would result in
greater impacts on air quality from the
approximately 78 additional helicopter trips
annually throughout the 50-year permit term to
implement additional mitigation measures.
Because these additional emissions from
helicopter trips would be distributed
temporally over the permit term, localized
geographically, and quickly dispersed,
emissions associated with Alternative D are not
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have a noticeable impact on long-term air
quality or climate change in the region.

likely to lead to a violation of ambient air
quality standards.

Cultural Resources

Modifications to existing and new
infrastructure under Alternative A, such as
powerline diverters already installed for
minimization, would continue to have visual
effects on historic resources for the duration of
their functional life. The visual impact of new
powerlines would vary depending on the
setting where new powerlines are sited and
could range from being visually screened to
being visually prominent. Existing fences and
weatherports would not have effects on cultural
resources because there is a lower expected
occurrence of cultural sites above the 500-foot
(152.4-m) elevation where the conservation
sites are located.

Under the proposed action, the potential for
adverse effects on cultural resources would be
primarily associated with the surface
disturbance associated with construction of
new predator exclusion fences at two
conservation sites (2,259 linear feet [688.5 m]
of fence at Upper Limahuli Preserve PF and
4,294 linear feet [1,308.8 m] of fence at Upper
Manoa Valley PF), installation of artificial
burrows at two social attraction sites (Upper
Limahuli Preserve PF and Upper Manoa Valley
PF), installation of two up to 500-square-foot
(46.5-square-m) weatherports at Upper Manoa
Valley, and maintenance of the four social
attraction sites (Pohakea PF, Honopu PF, Upper
Limahuli PF, and Upper Manoa Valley PF).
Impacts on cultural resources are not expected
to occur due to the limited extent of proposed
ground disturbance combined with a predicted
low density of historic properties in the interior
areas where the conservation sites are located.

The visual impact of new powerlines would
vary depending on the setting where new
powerlines are sited and could range from
being visually screened to being visually
prominent. Visual effects from the modification
of powerlines and lights present a minimal
change to existing infrastructure. These
modifications are visible but would likely be
indistinguishable by the casual observer. The
degree of contrast of the visual modifications to
the landscape would be nonexistent or minimal;
therefore, it is unlikely that visual effects would
alter characteristics of historic properties

Under Alternative C, the operation of existing
and new powerlines with additional collision
minimization and the operation of existing or
new streetlights with additional lighting
minimization would not result in new sources
of ground disturbance and would result in a
change to existing infrastructure that would
likely still be indistinguishable to the casual
observer compared to Alternative B. As a result,
the impacts of Alternative C on cultural
resources would be similar to the impacts of
Alternative B.

Ground disturbance under Alternative D would
be greater than under Alternatives B and C.
However, similar to the other alternatives,
impacts on cultural resources are not expected
to occur under Alternative D due to the overall
limited extent of proposed ground disturbance
combined with a predicted low density of
historic properties in the interior areas where
the conservation sites are located. Similarly,
there are no anticipated visual effects from
additional mitigation because the
archaeological site distribution is relatively low
in upland areas above 500 feet (152.4 m)
elevation where these actions would occur.
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qualifying them for inclusion in or eligibility for
the National Register of Historic Places,
assuming they were present.

Implementation of the Covered Activities is not
anticipated to affect the cultural, historical, and
natural resources identified as cultural
practices or beliefs in the Cultural Impact
Assessment and Ka Pa‘akai Analysis (Appendix
D) because these activities would not affect the
ability of people to participate in or access any
of these resources or practices. Fencing that
would be maintained under the Draft HCP’s
conservation strategy would not preclude

access to state lands; subsistence activities such

as hunting and gathering would remain
permissible within fenced areas with
appropriate permits, consistent with existing
access rights irrespective of fencing.
Implementation of the Draft HCP would further
the protection of native seabirds and native
plants identified as valued cultural, historical,
or natural resources in the Permit Area
(Appendix D, Section 9.2) and KIUC’s proposed
implementation of powerline collision
minimization and lighting minimization for
streetlights and facilities is consistent with the
recommended feasible actions to be taken to
reasonably protect Native Hawaiian rights
(Appendix D, Section 9.2.3).

Socioeconomics

It is expected that future electric utility rates
under Alternative A would be less than under
Alternative B. KIUC would increase rates in the
future under Alternative A to offset inflation,
but there would not be a need to generate
revenue and increase rates in response to
implementation of future minimization actions

As described in Draft HCP Appendix 7B, future
rate cases are likely as KIUC continues to
recover costs associated with Draft HCP
implementation and other operational needs,
with estimates suggesting that the timing of
future rate case requests could be as short as
every 3 to 5 years, or as long as every 10 or

Under Alternative C, the impacts on electricity
rates in Kaua'‘i would likely exceed those of
Alternative B due to the higher costs associated
with implementing the additional minimization
measures, resulting in higher utility rates for
customers over Alternatives A and B as KIUC
seeks to recover these costs. Any rate increases
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and conservation measures as under
Alternative B. Any rate increases would
disproportionately affect low-income
households within KIUC’s service area because
the cost of utilities represents a larger
proportion of household income in low-income
households.

more years (ICF 2025). It is expected that
future electric utility rate increases under
Alternative B would be greater than under
Alternative A. KIUC would need to generate
revenue to offset both the cost of inflation and
the cost of implementing the Draft HCP,
whereas under Alternative A KIUC would only
need to offset inflation. Any rate increases
would disproportionately affect low-income
households within KIUC’s service area because
the cost of utilities represents a larger
proportion of household income in low-income
households. Implementation of the Draft HCP
under Alternative B would generate
employment to maintain fencing and social
attraction sites; to implement powerline
minimization, predator and invasive species
control, sea turtle nest detection and shielding,
and the Draft HCP’s monitoring program; and to
staff the SOS program that the Draft HCP would
fund. Employment generated by
implementation of the Draft HCP would have
beneficial impacts on income and tax revenue
and benefit the local economy.

would disproportionately affect low-income
households within KIUC’s service area because
the cost of utilities represents a larger
proportion of household income in low-income
households. Implementation of additional
powerline minimization under Alternative C
would generate a higher level of employment,
income, and tax revenue compared to the
proposed action that would benefit the local
economy.

Under Alternative D, the impacts on electricity
rates in Kaua‘i would likely exceed those of
Alternative B due to the higher costs associated
with implementing the additional mitigation
measures. The exact percentage increase is
unknown, but the increases are likely to occur
periodically over the life of the permit term.
Any rate increases would disproportionately
affect low-income households within KIUC’s
service area because the cost of utilities
represents a larger proportion of household
income in low-income households.
Implementation of additional mitigation under
Alternative D would generate a higher level of
employment, income, and tax revenue
compared to the proposed action that would
benefit the local economy.

Public Infrastructure and Services

Power Infrastructure

KIUC’s continued operation of existing and new
infrastructure under Alternative A would not
result new impacts on power infrastructure.

Under Alternative B, KIUC'’s island-wide
powerline collision minimization plan will have
already been completed prior to the start of the
permit term, and the same or similar
minimization techniques would be applied to
all newly operated power lines throughout the
duration of the 50-year permit term. The
operation of powerlines with minimization

Under Alternative C, the operation of
powerlines and streetlights with additional
minimization and increased funding for the SOS
program would not affect the reliability of
KIUC’s power generation, transmission, or
distribution system and there would be no
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measures for avian collision and the operation
of lighting for facilities, streetlights, and night
repairs in a manner that would reduce light
attraction would not affect the reliability and
resilience of KIUC’s power generation,
transmission, or distribution within KIUC's
service area.

impact on power infrastructure caused by
implementation of additional minimization.

Implementation of additional mitigation under
Alternative D would not affect the reliability of
KIUC’s power generation, transmission, or
distribution system and there would be no
impact on power infrastructure.

Public Roadway System

KIUC’s continued operation of existing and new
infrastructure under Alternative A would not
result new impacts on the public roadway
system.

The conservation sites at Honopi, Honopt PF,
and Pihea would be accessed by vehicles for
implementation of annual seabird monitoring,
predator control, social attraction, and invasive
plant species management. All compliance
monitoring, take monitoring, and effectiveness
monitoring for KIUC powerlines would also be
conducted with vehicles. In total, an estimated
1,200 vehicle trips per year would be required
to implement the Draft HCP under Alternative
B. These vehicle trips would add to baseline
levels of traffic on arterial highways and
introduce reduced-speed truck traffic driving to
transport fencing to helicopter departure
points. Overall impacts on traffic would be
negligible, with 1,200 vehicle trips per year
equaling fewer than four trips per day on
average. The traffic volume added as a result of
implementing the Draft HCP would be less than
0.02 percent of the average daily traffic
volumes of between 26,000 and 33,000 vehicles
per day on the main arterial routes of
Kaumuali‘i Highway and Kahio Highway.
Volume-to-capacity ratios are not expected to
change as a result of the additional vehicle trips
needed to implement the Draft HCP.

Under Alternative C, the operation of
powerlines and streetlights with additional
minimization and increased funding for the SOS
program would not increase the number of
vehicle trips required for implementation of the
conservation strategy or for annual monitoring
of KIUC’s powerlines, and impacts on public
roadways would be similar to the impacts
described for Alternative B.

Additional mitigation effort under Alternative D
would increase the number of vehicle trips
required for the transport of staff and materials
to areas where additional conservation effort
would be directed. This would include
additional vehicle trips for transporting staff
and materials either directly to conservation
sites or to helicopter departure points for
subsequent transfer by helicopter to sites that
are inaccessible by vehicle. Although vehicle
trips would increase under Alternative D
compared to Alternative B, given the low
number of estimated vehicle trips (1,200
vehicle trips per year under Alternative B), the
incremental increase in vehicle trips under
Alternative D is not expected to result in
impacts that are substantially different from
those of Alternative B.
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Public Transit System

KIUC'’s continued operation of existing and new
infrastructure under Alternative A would not

result new impacts on the public transit system.

Implementation of the Covered Activities,
conservation strategy, and monitoring program
under Alternative B would not affect public
transit systems on Kaua'‘i because activities that
could result in lane closures or relocation of bus
stops are not proposed as part of the proposed
action. As described above, the number of
vehicle trips needed to implement the Draft
HCP would be low compared to existing vehicle
traffic. Level of service for bus transit routes is
not expected to be affected by vehicle trips to
implement the Draft HCP.

Under Alternative C, operation of powerlines
and streetlights with additional minimization
and increased funding for the SOS program
would not increase the number of vehicle trips
required for implementation of the
conservation strategy or for annual monitoring
of KIUC’s powerlines, and impacts on public
transit would be similar to the impacts
described for Alternative B.

Additional mitigation effort under Alternative D
would increase the number of vehicle trips
required for the transport of staff and materials
to areas where additional conservation effort
would be directed. This would include
additional vehicle trips for transporting staff
and materials either directly to conservation
sites or to helicopter departure points for
subsequent transfer by helicopter to sites that
are inaccessible by vehicle. Although vehicle
trips would increase under Alternative D
compared to Alternative B, given the low
number of estimated vehicle trips (1,200
vehicle trips per year under Alternative B), the
incremental increase in vehicle trips under
Alternative D is not expected to result in
impacts that are substantially different from
those of Alternative B.

Recreation

Under Alternative A, KIUC would continue to
operate its existing and new infrastructure
without a comprehensive mitigation program.
The Hanakapi‘ai, Hanakoa, North Bog, Pihes,
Pohakea, Pohakea PF, Honopii, and Honopt PF
conservation sites are open to public hunting
and traditional gathering practices for

In the long term, the implementation of
conservation measures under Alternative B
would result in long-term beneficial effects on
recreation associated with the enjoyment of
natural resources by protecting wildlife and
natural areas. Reducing bird collisions would
benefit places like the Kilauea Point National

The additional minimization measures under
Alternative C would further reduce risks to
seabirds and waterbirds as a result of
population increases, with more opportunities
for recreational bird watchers. Additionally, the
15-percent reduction in light emission using
dimmers would better protect seabird
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community members with valid permits and
licenses; walkovers and gates on existing
ungulate fences would continue to provide
public access at these sites under Alternative A.
However, existing ungulate fencing has reduced
the abundance of game within fenced areas of
the conservation sites, reducing hunting
incentive in these areas where game animals
such as feral pigs and goats have been reduced.
Additionally, there is no hunting incentive
within the Pohakea PF and Honopii PF
conservation sites because ungulates and
predators are not present within areas fenced
with predator exclusion fence, and public
access is restricted within the areas maintained
as social attraction sites. Under Alternative A,
these conditions for public hunting access and
recreation would continue and there would be
no new impacts on recreational facilities or
activities.

Wildlife Refuge, where birdwatching and
photography are popular. Installing streetlights
with full-cutoff shields would minimize light
pollution, improving both wildlife protection
and recreational facility lighting. Annual
funding of the SOS program would support
seabird rescue efforts, indirectly benefiting
recreational activities such as birdwatching and
wildlife photography.

However, maintenance of existing ungulate
exclusion fencing around the Hanakapi‘ai,
Hanakoa, North Bog, Pihea, Pohakea, and
Honopi conservation sites could result in
limited impacts on public hunting opportunities
by reducing the abundance of pigs, deer, and
goats in these areas. The implementation of
conservation measures at all other sites would
not affect public hunting, gathering practices, or
other recreational activities because these
areas are on private land, or are on private land
not open to public hunting, or are already
restricted access.

The management and maintenance of the
conservation sites could result in some
temporary adverse effects due to helicopter
noise on the recreational setting across the
island and more specifically at the conservation
sites when fences are being constructed or
replaced and during regular transport of crews
to conservation sites to implement the
conservation strategy.

Impacts of the implementation of the honu
(green sea turtle) nest detection and shielding
program described under Conservation
Measure 5 on recreation would be short term
and localized and would not restrict public
access to beaches.

populations from light attraction, improving the
overall environment for nature-based
recreation. Potential effects on public hunting
opportunities would be the same as described
under Alternative B. Alternative C provides
greater long-term benefits by further protecting
natural resources found on Kaua'i, resulting in
greater beneficial effects on nature-based
recreational experiences in the island’s scenic
and biodiverse areas compared to Alternative A
or Alternative B.

Under Alternative D, the impacts on recreation
would be similar to those under Alternative B,
but with increased short-term disruptions due
to the implementation of additional mitigation
measures, including expanded predator and
ungulate control fencing in areas where
expanded predator control or habitat
management would overlap with state parks,
the NAR, and preserves. In the long term, the
increased areas enclosed by ungulate or
predator exclusion fencing within the Hono O
Na Pali NAR would result in increased effects on
recreational uses such as birdwatching, public
hunting, and hiking when compared to
Alternatives A and C. Expanded predator
control, increased ungulate and predator
exclusion fencing, and the construction of
additional helicopter landing zones and
weatherports would also result in a greater
effects on public hunting opportunities and
recreational uses when compared to
Alternatives B and C. In the long term,
Alternative D would provide enhanced benefits
for nature-based recreation in the areas where
additional mitigation is occurring, as well as
other parts of the island that may benefit from
the increased protections of Covered Species.

Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan
Environmental Impact Statement

ES-37

June 2025



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Executive Summary

Alternative A: No Action

Alternative B: Proposed Action

Alternative C and Alternative D

Scenic Resources

The visual impact of modifications to existing
and new powerlines under Alternative A would
vary depending on the setting where new
powerlines are sited and could range from
being visually screened to being visually
prominent.

The powerline retrofit measures described
under Alternative B may make new powerlines
minimally intrusive to scenic resources and
reduce visual clutter, which would all result in
beneficial impacts on scenic resources
compared to Alternative A by making
powerlines less intrusive. The use of the bird
flight diverters could be considered a minor
adverse impact on scenic views due to the use
of reflective or LED diverters that make
powerlines more visible to birds as well as
humans. However, LED diverters are not
installed along roadways and in visual sight of
neighborhoods; therefore, the visual impacts
from this type of diverter would be lower. The
measures to minimize light pollution have
beneficial scenic impacts by reducing light
pollution and preserving night sky visibility
especially in rural and less developed areas.
The continued funding of the SOS program
would have indirect beneficial impacts on
scenic areas by supporting additional seabird
rescue and rehabilitation and maintaining
biodiversity in scenic regions such as the Na
Pali Coast, Waimea Canyon, and Hanalei Bay,
preserving the natural beauty that attracts
visitors to these areas. The construction of new
fences and replacement of existing fences could
have short-term temporary impacts on scenic
resources in the direct vicinity of the
conservation sites depending on viewer
elevation and distance. Fence lines could be
visible from farther away if the viewer is
observing from a high-elevation lookout point,
although vegetation screening would likely
minimize impacts. The broader ecological

Under Alternative C, the impacts on scenic
resources would be similar to those under
Alternative B, but with increased visual
disruptions due to the implementation of
additional minimization measures such as
additional reflective or LED flight diverters on
high-risk powerline spans. However, LED
diverters are not installed along roadways and
in visual sight of neighborhoods; therefore, the
visual impacts from this type of diverter would
be negligible. In the long term, Alternative C
would result in enhanced benefits to scenic
resources that are enhanced by wildlife. Under
Alternative C, the 15-percent reduction in light
emissions using dimmers would result in
greater reductions in light pollution, providing
greater beneficial impacts on scenic resources
in dark-sky and remote scenic areas. While
there would be greater impacts on scenic
resources from the implementation of
additional minimization projects, Alternative C
provides greater long-term benefits to scenic
resources by further protecting natural
resources across the island.

Under Alternative D, the impacts on scenic
resources would be similar to those under
Alternative B, but with increased visual
disruptions due to the implementation of
additional mitigation measures. In the long
term, the visual changes from predator control,
fencing, weatherports, and helicopter landing
zones would have negligible impacts on scenic
resources, although they may be visible from
some more remote recreation areas. The
additional mitigation associated with
Alternative D would provide enhanced
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improvements resulting from the conservation
sites would result in long-term beneficial
impacts that enhance the scenic value of the
island’s rural habitats and enhance the natural
aesthetic and biodiversity of these regions. The
sea turtle conservation measures would reduce
light pollution near key coastal regions,
resulting in a beneficial impact on scenic values
by minimizing light pollution and preserving
night sky visibility. Nest-shielding measures
would have visual impacts on beachgoers;
however, these are expected to be short term
and localized to a small proportion of the total
beach area. These measures would also result
in long-term beneficial impacts on sea turtles,
enhancing wildlife-based scenic resources.

beneficial impacts on scenic resources in areas
where additional mitigation is occurring, as
well as other parts of the island that may
benefit from the increased protections of
Covered Species. While short-term adverse
impacts from the implementation of additional
mitigation (e.g., fencing) may occur on scenic
resources in remote areas, Alternative D would
result in greater long-term beneficial impacts
on scenic resources.

Land Use

KIUC’s continued operation of existing and new
infrastructure under Alternative A would not
result new impacts on land use. All
conservation sites except for Upper Manoa
Valley PF would be established prior to
issuance of the federal ITP and state ITL. Under
Alternative A, there would be no obligation to
maintain the conservation sites in the absence
of the federal ITP and state ITL.

Implementation of the Covered Activities and
conservation strategy under Alternative B
would not temporarily or permanently change
existing land ownership, land designations, or
land uses. Predator control, predator exclusion
fencing, social attraction, and invasive plant
species management within the Upper Limahuli
Preserve PF conservation site under Alternative
B would result in beneficial effects on land use
by supporting the objective of the Special (S)
subzone (Limahuli Valley Special Subzone) and
benefiting the natural resources of the area in
the long term. Additionally, the conservation
strategy under Alternative B would result in
beneficial effects on land use by satisfying the
following identified land uses in the Protective
(P) and Resource (R) subzones under HAR § 13-
5-22 and HAR § 13-5-24: P-4, Removal of
Invasive Species and D-1, Public Purpose Uses.
The conservation strategy under Alternative B

Alternative C would result in impacts on land
use that are similar to those of Alternative B.
Additional minimization measures associated
with Alternative C would not temporarily or
permanently change existing land ownership,
land designations, or land uses compared to
Alternative B.

Alternative D would result in similar impacts on
land use as Alternative B but could result in
greater long-term beneficial impacts on state
parks, preserves, and the NAR. Alternative D
would contribute to the management goals and
programs for the Hono O Na Pali NAR and
Koke‘e State Park, resulting in greater beneficial
effects than Alternative B. Additionally, the
expanded predator control, habitat
management, waterbird population monitoring,
and barn owl control within the Mana Plain
wetlands under Alternative D would be
consistent with DLNR management goals for
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would be consistent with, and complement,
management guidance for the Hono O Na Pali
NAR, Na Pali Coast State Wilderness Park,
Koke‘e State Park, Na Pali-Kona Forest Reserve,
Limahuli Garden and Preserve, and National
Tropical Botanical Garden. Therefore,
Alternative B would result in long-term
beneficial impacts on land use in these areas by
supporting existing management programs to
protect, maintain, and enhance natural
resources.

Under Alternative B, powerline operation,
modification, use of night lighting for repairs,
and lighting operations (facility lights and
streetlights) are anticipated to occur within
areas where county and/or state agencies have
reviewed and approved plans and deemed that
the activities are appropriate and consistent
with existing land uses in the area.

the area and result in greater beneficial effects
on 50 acres (20 hectares) of state-managed
lands when compared to Alternative B.
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Chapter 1
Purpose and Need

1.1 Introduction

This chapter provides an introduction (Section 1.1), a summary of the proposed action and decisions
to be made (Section 1.2), the purpose and need for action (Section 1.3), consultation and
coordination (Section 1.4), and public engagement (Section 1.5). This environmental impact
statement (EIS) has been prepared to meet both federal and state environmental review
requirements as described under applicable subheadings for the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service) and Hawai‘i Department of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR) in the sections
below.

1.1.1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative (KIUC) developed the Draft Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP; ICF 2025) to support an application to the Service for an incidental take
permit (ITP). Under section 10 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) (16 United States Code
[U.S.C.] 1539), state or local governments, private landowners, corporations, or other non-federal
entities may be authorized, through issuance of a section 10(a)(1)(B) ITP, to conduct activities that
may result in take of a threatened or endangered species as long as the take is incidental to, and not
the purpose of, an otherwise lawful activity.

An application for incidental take authorization is supported by an HCP that describes, among other
things, the anticipated effects of the proposed taking on listed species; how those effects on the
species would be avoided, minimized and mitigated; and how the HCP implementation would be
funded. As defined in section 3(19) of the ESA (16 U.S.C. 1532), “take” of listed endangered or
threatened species means to “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect,
or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” KIUC prepared a Draft HCP to address reasonably
certain incidental take of eight federally listed seabirds and waterbirds and one federally listed sea
turtle.

The Service prepared this Draft EIS according to the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. 4321-4370 et seq.); the United States Department of the Interior’s
NEPA Procedures (43 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 46); and the Service’s guidance for

1 Executive Order 14154, Unleashing American Energy (January 20, 2025), and a Presidential Memorandum,
Ending Illegal Discrimination and Restoring Merit-Based Opportunity (January 21, 2025), require the Department
of the Interior to strictly adhere to NEPA, 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq. Furthermore, such Order and Memorandum repeal
Executive Orders 12898 (February 11, 1994) and 14096 (April 21, 2023). Because Executive Orders 12898 and
14096 have been repealed, complying with such Orders is a legal impossibility. The Service verifies that it has
complied with the requirements of NEPA, including the Department of the Interior’s regulations and procedures
implementing NEPA at 43 CFR Part 46 and Part 516 of the Departmental Manual, consistent with the President’s
January 2025 Order and Memorandum. The Service has also voluntarily considered the Council on Environmental
Quality’s rescinded regulations implementing NEPA, previously found at 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, as guidance to
the extent appropriate and consistent with the requirements of NEPA and Executive Order 14154.
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compliance with those laws, including the 2016 Habitat Conservation and Planning and Incidental
Take Permit Processing Handbook (USFWS and NOAA 2016).

1.1.2 Department of Land and Natural Resources

The Board of Land and Natural Resources (BLNR) will process an application for an incidental take
license (ITL) for the same eight species of seabirds and waterbirds and one species of sea turtle that
were included in the federal ITP application and are also listed as threatened or endangered by the
State of Hawai'i.

Take of species protected under state law (Hawai‘i Revised Statutes [HRS] Chapter 195D) is
prohibited unless authorized via an ITL issued by, and an HCP approved by, BLNR. Take defined
under state law (HRS Chapter 195D) means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, Kkill, trap,
capture, or collect endangered or threatened species of aquatic life or wildlife; or to cut, collect,
uproot, destroy, injure, or possess endangered or threatened species of aquatic life or land plants; or
to attempt to engage in such conduct. KIUC prepared a single Draft HCP to support both the federal
ITP application and the state ITL application.

DLNR has determined that the Draft HCP’s use of state lands and State Conservation District land for
implementation of conservation measures proposed in the Draft HCP would trigger environmental
review under the Hawai‘i Environmental Policy Act (HEPA). Therefore, this EIS has also been
prepared in accordance with HRS Chapter 343, Environmental Impact Statements, and Hawai‘i
Administrative Rules (HAR), Title 11, Chapter 200.1, Environmental Impact Statement Rules.

1.2 Proposed Action and Decisions to Be Made

1.2.1 Service

The Service will evaluate issuance of an ITP under section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA to authorize
incidental take of nine federally listed species from specified Covered Activities proposed across the
island of Kaua‘i over 50 years. As a condition of an ITP, an applicant must prepare and submit to the
Service an HCP containing the following mandatory elements set forth under section 10(a)(2)(A) of
the ESA and detailed further in ESA implementing regulations (50 CFR 17.22, 17.32):

e The impact that will likely result from the taking

e The steps the applicant will take to minimize and mitigate such impacts, and the funding that
will be available to implement such steps

e The alternative actions to such taking the applicant considered, and the reasons why such
alternatives are not being utilized

e Such other measures that the Service (under authority delegated by the Secretary of the
Interior) may require as being necessary or appropriate for the purposes of the HCP

Subject to compliance with applicable Service general permitting requirements found at 50 CFR Part
13, the Service will issue an ITP if the application meets the following issuance criteria identified in
section 10(a)(2)(B) of the ESA and the requirements of the associated ESA implementing
regulations (50 CFR 17.22,17.32):
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e The taking of the listed species will be incidental to, and not the purpose of, carrying out an
otherwise lawful activity.

e The applicant will, to the maximum extent practicable, minimize and mitigate the impacts of the
taking on the species.

e The applicant will ensure that adequate funding for implementation of the HCP will be provided.
e The applicant has provided procedures to deal with unforeseen circumstances.

e The taking will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery of the species in
the wild.

e Other measures required by the Service as being necessary or appropriate for purposes of the
HCP will be implemented.

Under the ESA, once the Service determines that an ITP application is complete, the Service may
implement one of the following options:

e Issue an ITP conditioned on implementation of the HCP

e Issue an ITP conditioned on implementation of the HCP as modified or supplemented by
specified terms and conditions

e Deny the ITP application

The Service’s decision will also be informed by the data, analyses, and findings in this EIS and public
comments received on the Draft EIS and Draft HCP. The Service will independently document its
determination in an ESA section 10 findings document, ESA section 7 biological opinion, and NEPA
Record of Decision developed at the conclusion of the ESA and NEPA compliance processes. If the
Service finds that all requirements for issuance of the ITP are met, it will issue the requested permit,
subject to terms and conditions deemed necessary or appropriate to carry out the purposes of ESA
section 10.

1.2.2 DLNR

The Hawai‘i EIS process (HRS Chapter 343) and associated regulations (HAR Chapter 11-200)
provide guidance to develop an informational document that discloses the environmental effects of
a proposed ITL action; the effects of that action on the economic welfare, social welfare, and cultural
practices of the affected community and state; the effects of economic activities arising out of the
proposed action; measures proposed to minimize adverse effects; and the alternatives to the
proposed action and their environmental effects. In this case, the trigger for HRS Chapter 343
compliance is the proposed use of state lands and Conservation District land for implementation of
mitigation measures proposed in the Draft HCP. Conservation District lands were established to
protect and preserve vital natural resources in Hawai‘i, and are managed by DLNR, through the
Office of Conservation and Coastal Lands. Use of these lands is conditional upon approval by BLNR.
HRS Chapter 343 contains comprehensive environmental policy to encourage productive and
enjoyable harmony between people and their environment, promote efforts that will prevent
damage to the environment, and enrich the understanding of ecological systems and natural
resources important to the people of Hawai‘i.
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HRS Chapter 6E (Historic Preservation) and its associated regulations (HAR Chapters 13-198 and
13-276) provide guidance for identifying, evaluating, and assessing the adverse effects of
undertakings on cultural resources under state law.

HRS Chapter 195D (Conservation of Aquatic Life, Wildlife, and Land Plants) provides general agency
authority to DLNR to conserve, manage, and protect indigenous Hawaiian species. This includes the

authority to review and recommend approval of HCPs to BLNR, which also issues ITLs. DLNR is also

authorized to acquire by purchase, donation, or otherwise lands or interests therein needed to carry
out the programs relating to the intent and purpose of this chapter.

The role of the Endangered Species Recovery Committee (ESRC) (HRS 195D-25) is to serve as a
consultant to BLNR on matters relating to endangered, threatened, proposed, and candidate species.
ESRC reviews HCP permit applications and makes recommendations to BLNR on whether they
should be approved, amended, or rejected. ESRC reviews any revisions to the HCP resulting from
public comment and provides a recommendation to approve or deny the HCP/ITL application to
BLNR. The BLNR process for review and approval of an HCP and issuance of the state ITL is a
separate process but may occur in parallel with the federal process. HRS section 195D-4(g)
establishes a process for permitting incidental take. After consultation with ESRC, BLNR may issue a
take authorization in the form of a temporary license as part of an HCP to allow take otherwise
prohibited if the take is incidental to, and not the purpose of, carrying out an otherwise lawful
activity.

Pursuant to HRS 195D-21, BLNR, upon recommendation from ESRC, in cooperation with other
stakeholders, after a public hearing on the island affected, and upon an affirmative vote of no less
than two-thirds of its authorized membership, may enter into an HCP, if it determines that:

(A) The plan will further the purposes of Chapter 195D by protecting, maintaining, restoring, or
enhancing identified ecosystems, natural communities, or habitat types upon which endangered,
threatened, proposed, or candidate species depend within the area covered by the plan;

(B) The plan will increase the likelihood of recovery of the endangered or threatened species that
are the focus of the plan; and

(C) The plan satisfies all the requirements of Chapter 195D.

Under HRS 195D-30, HCPs, ITLs, and subsequent actions authorized under those plans and licenses
must be designed to result in an overall net gain in the recovery of threatened and endangered
species in Hawai'‘i.

1.3 Purpose and Need

1.3.1 Service

The Service’s purpose and need for the proposed federal action is to comply with its legal obligation
to (1) process KIUC’s request for an ESA section 10(a)(1)(B) ITP authorizing the incidental take of
certain ESA-listed species in association with carrying out otherwise lawful KIUC activities; and

(2) to either grant, grant with conditions, or deny the ITP request in compliance with section
10(a)(1)(B) and other applicable laws.
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1.3.2 DLNR

The state needs to evaluate the environmental impacts associated with the use of state land, and
land within a designated Conservation District, to implement the HCP supporting the issuance of an
ITL, pursuant to HRS Chapter 343 (HEPA). Additionally, the purpose of the state action is to fulfill
DLNR’s authority under HRS Chapter 195D to consider KIUC’s application for take of state-listed
species for the Covered Activities in the Plan Area. The need for the state action is to respond to
KIUC’s request for an ITL and to either approve or deny the request.

1.4 Consultation and Coordination

A list of permits and approvals required for approval and implementation of the Draft HCP and a list
of agencies consulted during development of the EIS are provided in Appendix A, Agency
Consultation and Coordination.

1.5 Public Engagement
1.5.1 Public Scoping

On June 8, 2022, the Service published a Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS (NOI) in the Federal
Register (87 Federal Register 34897). All members of the public, including any interested parties,
were encouraged to submit comments on the scope of analysis, alternatives, and suggestions on data
or information to consider in the EIS. The scoping period ended on July 8, 2022.

Also on June 8, 2022, DLNR initiated a 30-day public scoping period for the EIS with publication of
an Environmental Impact Statement Preparation Notice (EISPN) in The Environmental Notice and
distribution of the HEPA EISPN by mail or email to the Hawai‘i Documents Center (Hawai‘i State
Public Library), Lihue Public Library, government agencies, elected officials, and other stakeholders.
See Appendix A, Consultation and Coordination, for the complete distribution list for the HEPA
EISPN.

A virtual scoping meeting jointly hosted by the Service and DLNR was held on June 28, 2022, from
5:00 pm to 7:00 pm Hawai‘i Standard Time. Consistent with HAR 11-200.1-23(d), the virtual scoping
meeting included presentations, a question-and-answer session, and an opportunity to provide oral
comments. The meeting was recorded, and a court reporter was also available to transcribe public
comments; however, no public comments were made at the virtual scoping meeting.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency, Earthjustice, and three individuals provided
comments on the NEPA NOI. Earthjustice and six state agencies responded to the HEPA EISPN;
however; only Earthjustice and three state agencies provided comments. The other three state
agencies responded that they either had no comments or no objection. Response to early
consultation (scoping) comments is required under HEPA (HAR 200.1-24) but is not required by
NEPA or the United States Department of the Interior’s NEPA Procedures (43 CFR 46). The Service
and DLNR considered all comments received on the NEPA NOI and HEPA EISPN during development
of this Draft EIS. Comments received on the NEPA NOI and HEPA EISPN are summarized in
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Appendix B, Scoping Summary. Consistent with HAR 200.1-24, KIUC has also responded to the
specific comments received on the HEPA EISPN in Appendix B, Table B-1.

1.5.2 Public Review of the Draft HCP

Pursuant to HRS 195D-21, DLNR reviews the Draft HCP for consistency with state regulations on the
take of listed species and publishes a notice of availability of the Draft HCP in The Environmental
Notice for a 60-day public comment period. The availability of the Draft HCP was announced in the
January 23, 2023, issue of The Environmental Notice, commencing a public review and comment
period that ended March 24, 2023, and included a public hearing on Kaua‘i on March 27, 2023.
During the public review period for the Draft HCP, ESRC met to review and provide comments on
the Draft HCP and conduct site visits. A total of eight public comment submissions were received
during the comment period for the Draft HCP, including from the American Bird Conservancy,
Earthjustice (written comments and testimony), Pacific Missile Range Facility, Pacific Rim
Conservation, two ESRC members (Dr. Kawika Winter and Dr. Loyal Mehrhoff), and one individual.
Comments received on the Draft HCP are posted and available for review at
https://dlnr.hawaii.gov/wildlife /hcp /draft-hcps/. KIUC reviewed all written comments received
during the comment period for the Draft HCP and all questions and comments from ESRC, DLNR,
non-governmental organizations, and the public. The Draft HCP published concurrent with this Draft
EIS incorporates the comments received on the Draft HCP published in January 2023, as well as
continued collaboration and comments from the Service and DLNR.
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2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents NEPA and HEPA requirements for the development of alternatives to the
proposed action (Section 2.1), describes alternatives analyzed in detail (Section 2.2), and describes
alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed study (Section 2.3).

2.1.1 Service

NEPA section 102(C)(iii) and 43 CFR 46.415(b) require that an EIS consider a reasonable range of
alternatives when evaluating the environmental effects of an action. Alternatives considered include,
without limitation, those alternatives submitted by commenters during the scoping process. See
Appendix B, Scoping Summary, for a summary of submitted alternatives, information, and analyses
identified during scoping. Evaluation of the alternatives considered in this Draft EIS fulfills the
Service’s NEPA responsibility to provide alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the
proposed action and address significant issues.

2.1.2 DLNR

Similarly, Hawai‘i Administrative Rules (HAR) 11-200.1-24 directs that a Draft EIS should describe
in a separate and distinct section the alternative of No Action as well as reasonable alternatives that
could attain the objectives of the action. The Draft EIS should include a rigorous exploration and
objective evaluation of the environmental impacts of all such alternative actions, with particular
attention given to alternatives that might enhance environmental quality or avoid, reduce, or
minimize some or all the adverse environmental effects, costs, and risks of the action. The
alternatives analysis should be sufficiently detailed to allow the comparative evaluation of
environmental benefits, costs, and risks of the proposed action and each reasonable alternative. For
alternatives that were eliminated from detailed study, the Draft EIS should contain a brief discussion
of the reasons for not studying those alternatives in detail.

2.2  Alternatives Analyzed in Detail

The EIS alternatives development process was a four-step process:

1. The Service and DLNR identified alternatives to screen, including alternatives raised during the
30-day public scoping period for the EIS, the state’s 60-day public review period for the Draft
HCP, or through internal deliberation. In addition, the Service and DLNR considered the
alternatives to incidental take developed by KIUC and described in the Draft HCP.

2. The Service and DLNR screened the suggested alternatives to assess whether the suggested
alternative would meet the purpose and need, would be technically and economically feasible,
would have different impacts compared to the proposed action, and would contain sufficient
detail to support a comparative evaluation.
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3. Based on the results of Step 2, the Service and DLNR determined whether the suggested
alternative should be carried forward as an EIS alternative analyzed in detail or be dismissed
from detailed analysis.

4. The Service and DLNR then further reviewed the suggested alternatives carried forward for
detailed analysis to determine whether suggested alternatives could be combined to create
additional action alternatives for the EIS.

The alternatives analyzed in detail in this EIS are as follows:
e Alternative A: No Action

e Alternative B: Proposed Action

e Alternative C: Additional Minimization

e Alternative D: Additional Mitigation

Alternatives that were considered but eliminated from detailed study are discussed in Section 2.3.

2.2.1 Alternative A: No Action

The No Action alternative serves as a baseline for comparing the impacts of the proposed action and
the action alternatives. Under Alternative A, the Service and BLNR would not issue take
authorizations through an incidental take permit (ITP) to KIUC for the Covered Species described in
Section 2.2.2.3 and the Covered Activities described in Section 2.2.2.4 (i.e., powerline operation,
powerline modification, and lighting operations). Under the No Action alternative, KIUC would not
implement the Draft HCP, the conservation measures currently being implemented by KIUC would
cease, and the impact of KIUC'’s taking of ESA-listed species would not be mitigated.

Under Alternative A, there would be no obligation to maintain the conservation sites in the absence
of the federal ITP and state ITL. KIUC would continue to operate its existing and new infrastructure
to provide services to its customers in the Plan Area. These activities, including powerline operation,
modification, and lighting operations, would continue to be subject to ESA and HRS Chapter 195D
take prohibitions.

For analysis purposes, the Service assumes KIUC would operate and maintain existing and future
infrastructure that is under its ownership or direct control including, without limitation, powerlines,
support structures, and lighting, in accordance with historical practices. This includes the expansion
of KIUC-owned infrastructure in accordance with current plans and trends on Kaua'i.

The Service also assumes that existing physical modifications to KIUC-owned infrastructure that are
designed to avoid or minimize the impact of KIUC’s taking of listed species would remain in place
and operational for their useful life. Those physical modifications are described in more detail under
Conservation Measure 1 and Conservation Measure 2 in Section 2.2.2.5 and include:

e Reconfiguration of the vertical profile of existing powerlines to reduce the maximum wire height
and reduce the number of wires in a vertical array?

e Removal of 69-kilovolt transmission line in Manas3

2 There are three reconfiguration projects identified in the Draft HCP.
3 This activity is only proposed for the Mana Plains area.
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e Removal of existing static wires*
e Installation of bird flight diverters on powerlines>

e Retrofit of existing streetlights to minimize light attraction and reduce risk of seabird fledgling
fallout (i.e., installation of full cut-off shield fixtures)®¢

Under the No Action alternative, any incidental take of ESA-listed species would not be authorized
and KIUC would assume all legal risk for incidental take resulting from its activities. Unauthorized
take would be expected to continue because there are no known practicably feasible means of
avoiding all take from KIUC’s current or future proposed activities. KIUC cannot obtain take
coverage by instituting take minimization or mitigation measures that are not authorized through
state and federal incidental take permitting processes. Under the No Action alternative, the impact
of KIUC'’s taking of ESA-listed species would not be mitigated.

2.2.2 Alternative B: Proposed Action

Under Alternative B, the proposed action, the Service and BLNR would authorize incidental take of
Covered Species from Covered Activities in the Permit Area including implementation of the
conservation strategy over a 50-year permit term and described in the Draft HCP. Based on the
information available at this time, the Service has identified the proposed action as its preferred
alternative because it would best accomplish the purpose and need of the proposed action while
fulfilling its statutory mission and responsibilities, giving consideration to economic, environmental,
technical, and other factors. This section summarizes the Draft HCP Plan Area and Permit Area,
permit term, Covered Species, Covered Activities, conservation strategy, and monitoring and
adaptive management program. The full description of these can be found in KIUC’s Draft HCP (ICF
2025).

2.2.2.1 Plan Area and Permit Area
The Draft HCP Plan Area consists of the entire island of Kaua‘i (Figure 2-1).

The Permit Area is the specific locations of all Covered Activities and conservation measures (i.e., the
geographic area where the federal ITP and state incidental take license [ITL] apply); these locations
are described below in Section 2.2.2.4, Covered Activities, and in Section 2.2.2.5, Conservation
Strategy, and generally include the locations of KIUC’s existing facilities (Figure 2-1), the
conservation sites where conservation measures could be implemented for seabirds (Figure 2-5),
and nesting beaches where conservation measures would be implemented for honu (green sea
turtle, Chelonia mydas). Operation of new or extended powerlines (for transmission and
distribution) is also a Covered Activity in the Draft HCP. The vast majority of new transmission lines
and distribution lines would either be added to existing poles or placed on new poles adjacent to
existing lines (i.e., in the same transmission line or distribution line corridor). However, there could

4 Including projects completed under the KIUC Short-term HCP (i.e., spans 328-342 from Waialo Road to
Brydeswood, span 352 at Fujita Tap, and span 581 at Halewili Positron to Aepo Substation); excluding portions of
the Powerline Trail.

5 Including projects completed under the KIUC Short-term HCP (i.e., spans 244-254, 1.6 kilometers from the
Waimea Bridge to Kaumakani, and spans 1196-1214, 2.9 kilometers from Moloa‘a to Kilauea.

6 Measure included in the KIUC Short-term HCP.
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be future powerlines or streetlights outside existing corridors (at locations that are not yet defined)

that would be covered by the Draft HCP and included in the Permit Area.

2.2.2.2 Permit Term

KIUC requested a 50-year permit term and take authorization because:

1. A 50-year permit term provides the regulatory certainty necessary to ensure it can continue to

provide cost-effective electricity to its members.

2. The 50-year permit term represents the amount of time KIUC believes is necessary to
implement the conservation strategy and achieve full offset of the impacts of the taking on the

covered threatened and endangered species.

3. The Draft HCP can achieve an overall net gain in the recovery of the Covered Species over a 50-

year period as required under HRS 195D-30.

2.2.2.3 Covered Species

Nine species are proposed for incidental take authorization in the Draft HCP and are referred to as
Covered Species (Table 2-1). The Covered Species were selected based on their listing status and
potential for incidental take as defined by the federal ESA and HRS Chapter 195D. Draft HCP
Appendix 1B, Evaluation of Species Considered for Coverage, describes the evaluation process and

rationale by which KIUC selected the Covered Species.

Table 2-1. Covered Species

Hawaiian Status?2
English Name Name Scientific Name (Federal/State)
Newell’s shearwater ‘a‘o Puffinus newelli T/T
Hawaiian petrel ‘ua‘u Pterodroma sandwichensis E/E
Band-rumped storm-petrelb ‘aké‘aké Hydrobates castro E/E
Hawaiian stilte aeo Himantopus mexicanus knudseni  E/E
Hawaiian duck koloa maoli Anas wyvilliana E/E
Hawaiian coot ‘alae ke‘oke‘o Fulica alai E/E
Hawaiian common gallinule ‘alae ‘ula Gallinula galeata sandvicensis E/E
Hawaiian goose néne Branta sandvicensis T/E
Green sea turtled honu Chelonia mydas T/T

a Status:

E = Listed as endangered under the federal ESA or HRS Chapter 195D.

T = Listed as threatened under the federal ESA or HRS Chapter 195D.

b Hawai‘i distinct population segment.

¢ Proposed for downlisting to threatened in 2021. Final rule is still pending.
dCentral North Pacific Region distinct population segment.

2.2.2.4 Covered Activities

The proposed action is the authorization of incidental take that would occur as the result of
implementation of Covered Activities. The Covered Activities, as described in the Draft HCP, include
three categories: (1) powerline operations including modifications, (2) lighting operations (facility
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lights and streetlights) and use of night lighting for repairs, and (3) implementation of the Draft HCP
conservation strategy. These are summarized below as they are presented in the Draft HCP.

Powerline Operations

KIUC owns and operates overhead electric powerlines on Kaua'i (Figure 2-1). The wire sizes and
pole heights vary widely for each type of powerline depending on site-specific physical
circumstances present along the powerline corridor (e.g., topography). Moreover, powerline
configuration may switch from one type to another (and often back again) within distances of as
little as a few hundred feet. This changeability makes it impossible to map the differences on a
system-wide scale.

All overhead wires with the potential to cause take of Covered Species fall into one of the following
three categories: (1) transmission wires, (2) distribution wires, and (3) communication wires
(Figure 2-2). KIUC is seeking coverage for all existing and, after completing their construction, future
KIUC overhead wires falling into one of these three categories and all existing and future KIUC
supporting structures holding these overhead wires. Supporting structures include only poles,
towers, lattice structures, and H-frames? (hereafter referred to as support structures). There are
roughly 26,000 KIUC-owned support structures that support KIUC-owned and -operated overhead
transmission wires, distribution wires, and communication wires.

Types of KIUC Overhead Wires

Transmission Wires: KIUC owns and operates 171.3 circuit miles (mi)®8 (275.7 kilometers [km]) of
transmission lines. Transmission wires are typically raised between 59 feet (18 meters [m]) and 79
feet (24 m) above the ground, with the tallest lines more than 100 feet (34 m) above the ground
(Figure 2-2). There are roughly 1,616 KIUC-owned support structures that support the transmission
wires that can range in height from 30 to 110 feet (48.3 to 177 m). The transmission circuits are
protected from lightning strikes by a wire mounted above the conductor wire, known as an
overhead shield wire, span wire, static wire, or earth wire. The static wire, if present, is typically the
highest wire and, because it is a smaller and lighter wire, it sags less than the conductor wires. The
majority of static wire on KIUC’s system has been removed as part of KIUC’s minimization plan. As of
May 2024, there are approximately 5.3 mi (8.5 km) of static wire remaining on the system, the
majority of which (3.0 mi [4.8 km]) is north and south of the powerline trail.

A single transmission circuit is typically composed of three conductor wires (three phases) that can
be on one or both sides of the pole and can switch back and forth. These wires are nearly always
bare aluminum; often two circuits are mounted on a single pole. This configuration is common on
the west side of Kaua‘i. However, on the east and north sides of Kaua'i, transmission lines often
include double circuits with six wires on alternate sides of the pole. Transmission wires can be
arranged in three different types of arrays.

e Vertical arrays, where the conductor wires are immediately above one another on the pole
(Figure 2-2)

7 Poles and towers are columns or posts that are differentiated based on the type of material: poles are wood, and
towers are steel. Lattice structures and H-frame structures are also currently part of the grid system and can be
made of either wood or steel.

8 A circuit mile is defined as 1 mile of either a set of alternating current three-phase conductors in an overhead or
underground alternating current circuit, or one pole of a direct current circuit.
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e Triangular arrays, where conductor cables are mounted on either side of the pole

e Horizontal arrays, where the lines are mounted on horizontal crossarms or post-type insulators,
which is rare for transmission wires but more common for distribution wires

Distribution Wires: KIUC owns and operates 1,360 mi (2,189 km) of distribution lines. Distribution
wires built on the same pole as transmission wires are always mounted underneath the
transmission wires (termed an under-build; Figure 2-2a). Where transmission wires are not present,
distribution wires are mounted on support structures that are 30 to 50 feet (12 to 15 m) tall (Figure
2-2b), often with under-build service circuits mounted below the distribution wires. Distribution
circuits can range from two to four wires (i.e., one to three conductors and a neutral wire),
depending on the requirements in the area. Distribution wires can be placed closer together than
transmission wires because they carry a lower voltage. As with transmission lines, the distribution
wires are arranged in a variety of ways depending upon each pole’s site-specific circumstances; it is
common for distribution wires to be vertically spaced on alternating sides of the pole. Moreover,
distribution circuits frequently change from one configuration to another over a short distance. In
some instances, distribution wires owned by other public agencies or private entities are located on
the same pole with KIUC distribution wires. The operation (i.e., presence) of distribution wires
located on the same pole, but owned and operated by other entities, is not a KIUC-proposed Covered
Activity in its Draft HCP.

Communication Wires. KIUC owns and operates approximately 70 mi (113 km) of communication
lines. Communication wires are typically only present where transmission lines are also present but
are not present in all transmission line locations. The communication wire, if present, is typically
mounted below the transmission and distribution wires and is therefore typically the nearest wire
to the ground (Figure 2-2a and Figure 2-2b). Because the communication wire consists of fragile
fiber-optic cable, it is protected by a black plastic buffer tube. The buffer tubes may be different
diameters depending on the length of the wire. In some cases, the communication wire is combined
with the static wire and located at the top line in an array. These overhead fiber and static combined
lines have been removed as part of KIUC's minimization plan and have been replaced with a fiber
cable mounted below the distribution layer.

Powerline Modifications

KIUC periodically modifies transmission lines and distribution lines in response to changes in
electricity demand. In other cases, KIUC may modify powerline systems in response to changing
land uses that might interfere with safe and reliable power delivery. In either instance, these
powerline modifications are Covered Activities if they result in an increase in wire height, exposure
of wires, or new powerlines on the landscape, as described below.
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FIGURE 2-2a. Types of wires covered in the KIUC HCP, shown in a vertical array.

FIGURE 2-2b. Typical wire heights of KIUC transmission, distribution, and communication lines based on
general location.

Figure 2-2. Typical Wire Types and Heights of KIUC Powerlines
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Increasing Wire Height

KIUC increases wire height primarily to meet minimum clearance standards. For example,
reconductoring, which replaces a smaller conductor with a heavier-duty one, is occasionally
necessary to accommodate increasing electrical loads on the lines. To maintain a proper offset
distance between the wires, the height of a heavier-duty line must sometimes be increased. KIUC
estimates that over the 50-year permit term, 16 percent of its existing total transmission wire length
(i.e., 27.2 mi [43.8 km]) will require wire height increases. This equates to an average of 0.54 mi (0.9
km) per year of wire modifications for 50 years.

Vegetation Management that Exposes Wires

Vegetation management is performed near powerlines to maintain adequate clearance. Vegetation
management is a Covered Activity only when and where it exposes wires that were previously
shielded by vegetation. The act of managing the vegetation is not a Covered Activity because it does
not cause take of species proposed for incidental take authorization.

New or Extended Powerlines

When there is no additional capacity or space available on existing poles or towers, KIUC must
construct new powerline corridors with new poles or towers. To save costs, improve efficiency of
operations, and minimize visual impacts, KIUC strives to place these new powerlines in an existing
right-of-way adjacent to existing power poles or towers. However, there are many cases where this
is not feasible owing to narrow rights-of-way or land use constraints that do not allow a wider
corridor. In these instances, KIUC would construct a new powerline (with new poles or towers) in a
new right-of-way. In addition, there is a very remote chance that storm or other damage to existing
powerlines is so severe that new powerlines in a new right-of-way may be required to restore
service to an area.

KIUC will also need to expand the system of distribution lines to service new homes and businesses
that are developed outside of the existing network of distribution lines. These expansions are
expected to require extending existing distribution and/or transmission lines or building new
transmission and/or distribution lines.

Operation of new or extended powerlines (for transmission and distribution) is a Covered Activity
in the Draft HCP. As mentioned above, it is estimated that 360 mi (579.4 km) of new wires and
support structures could be constructed over the 50-year permit term across KIUC’s electric system.
Construction of new powerlines is not a Covered Activity because construction activities are not
expected to result in take of Covered Species. Once wires are in place (they do not need to be
electrified), they are a Covered Activity under the Draft HCP.

Adding Wires to Existing Powerline Circuits

KIUC adds new powerlines into its existing electric system (i.e., on existing poles or towers and on
existing support structures) to increase capacity, especially to carry additional electrical load during
times of peak usage. New powerlines can provide redundancy in the system that reduce or prevent
power outages for customers. New powerlines are expected in response to growing demand for
power due to population growth. In addition, KIUC expects to install new powerlines to connect new
power sources (e.g., new renewable generation stations) to the electric grid.
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KIUC frequently adds new wires to the existing powerline circuits to accommodate growth in
demand and to increase redundancy in the system. In some cases, KIUC can offset the effects of the
additional wires by changing the vertical arrangement to a horizontal (i.e., one-level) arrangement.

In all these cases, KIUC does not control where new demands for electrical service will arise. KIUC
asserts that new electrical service is requested by the county, the state, or private developers. If the
requested new electrical service cannot be provided through existing lines, new powerlines are
installed to provide the requested electricity based on the request of a primary developer of the new
power demand (e.g., a new residential development, a new commercial development, or a new
power generation source).

Construction of new powerlines on existing powerline circuits is not a Covered Activity under the
Draft HCP because construction activities are not reasonably certain to result in take of Covered
Species. Once wires are in place (they do not need to be electrified), they are a Covered Activity
under the Draft HCP. KIUC is requesting take coverage for the operation of new wires added to
existing powerline circuits in locations that are currently unknown. KIUC estimates that over the 50-
year permit term, a maximum of 360 mi (579.4 km) of new wires will be required; this represents a
24-percent increase from the existing 1,531 mi (2,464 km) of powerlines and would represent an
average of 7 mi (11.3 km) per year for 50 years.

Lighting Operations

KIUC operates nighttime lighting at two of its facilities, for temporary emergency power outage
repairs and for KIUC-owned streetlights. This section describes which facility lights, temporary
outage repair lighting, and streetlights are covered by the Draft HCP.

Facility Lights

Operation of facility lights at the Port Allen Generating Station and the Kapaia Power Generating
Station (Figure 2-1) is a Covered Activity. Both facilities maintain night lighting for operations,
visibility of personnel, and safety.

The Port Allen Generating Station is at Port Allen east of Hanapépé. Facility lighting at the Port Allen
Generating Station includes 29 KIUC-owned lights mounted on poles and placed throughout the
facility and eight lights mounted on building walls. In September 2019, the existing 150-watt high-
pressure sodium streetlights were retrofitted with 41- and 90-watt white light-emitting diode (LED)
bulbs, allowing output to be dimmed while still maintaining visibility for staff. In addition, the eight
wall-mounted lights were retrofitted with shielded wall-mounted white LED box lighting.

The Kapaia Power Generating Station is approximately 1 mi (1.6 km) northwest of the town of
Lihu‘e. Lighting consists of KIUC-owned streetlights and building lights placed throughout the
facility in the parking lot and outdoor work areas. The streetlights consist of 150-watt high-pressure
sodium bulbs placed close to one another and relatively close to the ground. Each bulb is housed in a
shield that completely covers the bulb except for the downward-facing glass. The design reflects all
the light downward so that there is no upward lateral light transmission. The building lights use the
same design concept but use a lower-wattage bulb.

Despite the light-attraction minimization efforts at the Port Allen Generating Station and Kapaia
Power Generating Station, any KIUC infrastructure that produces light at night when the covered
seabirds are fledging has the potential to cause fallout, resulting in incidental take. As such, the
entire surfaces of the Port Allen Generating Station and Kapaia Power Generating Station are
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covered under the Draft HCP because seabird fallout may occur anywhere within the approximately
9-acre (3.6-hectare) and 14-acre (5.7-hectare) stations, respectively.

Night Lighting for Repair of Facilities

When equipment failure or powerline damage occurs, KIUC must restore power to its customers as
quickly as possible.? For the purpose of restoring power, KIUC may need nighttime lighting in order
to ensure worker safety during repair or replacement of existing powerlines (in cases where the
damage is too extensive to utilize the existing infrastructure), support structures, and substations.
While repair work at night due to outages is rare, KIUC is requesting take coverage for the use of
night lighting for emergency repair work that occurs during the seabird fallout season (September
15 to December 15) over the 50-year permit term. This emergency nighttime lighting coverage
applies for repairs to, or replacement of, existing or new powerlines, support structures, and
substations. Substations are not a Covered Activity but, in the event that repairs at substations are
required to restore power outages and require nighttime lighting, the nighttime lighting is a Covered
Activity.

Restoration of power takes on average 1 hour to complete and night lighting is operated for
approximately half of that time. The first half-hour is typically used to troubleshoot and set up, and
the last half-hour is used to perform the repair using lights. Based on records of past outages, KIUC
estimated an average of 1.7 hours per year of emergency nighttime lighting to be necessary during
the covered seabird fallout season (September 15 to December 15). This equates to 85 hours total
nighttime lighting use over the 50-year permit term with the potential to take covered seabirds.

Streetlights

Existing Streetlights

KIUC owns and operates approximately 4,150 streetlights under agreements with the state, County
of Kaua‘i, and private entities, which includes those at KIUC facilities (Figure 2-1). All lights operated
by KIUC are under its ownership. Most of these lights are on poles and towers that also carry electric
lines, but some of the lights are stand-alone fixtures on their own stanchions. All lights are switched
on and off at sunset and sunrise automatically by photosensitive switches installed in individual
lights. As of 2017, all KIUC streetlights were converted from high-pressure sodium to more energy-
efficient LED bulbs, and of these approximately 75 percent are 41-watt bulbs and approximately 25
percent are 90-watt bulbs. All of KIUC'’s streetlights have full-cutoff shielded fixtures. Full cutoff
shielded fixtures are designed to direct the light downward and outward, rather than upward
toward the sky.

Operation of existing KIUC streetlights is a Covered Activity because they contribute to the
lightscape on Kaua'i. For a streetlight to be considered operational under the Draft HCP, the light
must be energized and operational (i.e., streetlight construction, prior to the light being energized
and operational, is not a Covered Activity). Despite efforts to minimize the amount of upward
directed light from KIUC streetlights, they may still result in fallout of a covered seabird fledgling,
resulting in incidental take. In locations where coastal streetlights are visible from suitable beach
habitat, honu (green sea turtle) hatchlings may become disoriented by downward-facing lights,
resulting in incidental take.

9 This does not include catastrophic events like Hurricane ‘Iniki that threaten human life and property.
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New Streetlights

KIUC expects to operate up to 1,754 new shielded streetlights along roadways on Kaua‘i over the 50-
year permit term (an average of 35 new streetlights per year). Based on growth projections on
Kaua'i, the number of new streetlights is not expected to exceed 50 per year. As with all the existing
streetlights on Kaua‘i, any new streetlights will also be equipped with full-cutoff shields.

Operation of future streetlights is a Covered Activity for the same reason as described above for
existing streetlights. Construction of new streetlights is not a Covered Activity because installation
of the streetlights is not expected to result in take of any Covered Species given that the light is not
operational during construction. KIUC asserts that it has no authority over the siting of new
streetlights because it is the secondary developer asked to provide electricity and install streetlights
based upon the request of a primary developer.

Implementation of the Conservation Strategy

Activities related to implementation of the Draft HCP conservation strategy at the conservation sites
may result in incidental take of the Covered Species. The conservation measures implemented at the
conservation sites include construction and maintenance of predator exclusion fences, predator
control within and outside of the predator exclusion fences, social attraction to attract covered
seabirds to new nesting colony sites within the fenced areas, and selective invasive plant species
control. These activities are further described in Section 2.2.2.5, Conservation Strategy.

2.2.25 Conservation Strategy

The Draft HCP conservation strategy includes biological goals and objectives for each Covered
Species which broadly describe desired future conditions and how they would be achieved. It also
includes conservation measures that KIUC would implement to avoid, minimize, and mitigate the
impact on Covered Species from Covered Activities such that the impact of the taking is minimized
and mitigated to the maximum extent practicable, as required under ESA section 10(a)(2)(B)(ii) and
associated implementing regulations at 50 CFR 17.22 (endangered species) and 17.32 (threatened
species), 50 CFR 222.25, 222.27, and 222.31, and HRS Chapter 195D. KIUC proposes to fully offset
the impact of its taking and provide a net benefit through implementation of the Draft HCP
conservation strategy.

Conservation Measures

KIUC would implement and fund six conservation measures as summarized below. Additional
details of each measure can be found in Draft HCP Chapter 4, Section 4.4, Conservation Measures.

Conservation Measure 1. Implement Powerline Collision Minimization Projects

Minimization actions under this conservation measure include reconfiguration of powerlines (i.e.,
changing the profile from vertical to horizontal and reducing the number of layers, thereby reducing
the maximum wire height), static wire removal, and installation of bird flight diverters to
substantially reduce powerline collisions. Bird flight diverters are regularly spaced reflective or LED
devices that make powerlines more visible to birds, reducing the number of collisions.

KIUC began implementation of powerline collision minimization projects in 2015 but completed the
vast majority of planned minimization projects for existing powerlines between 2020 and May 2024.
These powerline collision minimization projects include the installation of 113.2 mi (182.2 km) of
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flight diverters, removed 82.9 mi (133.4 km) of static wire, and reconfiguration of 7.8 mi (12.5 km)
of powerline to reduce the maximum wire height, the number of vertical wire levels, and the vertical
profile of wire arrays. These minimization measures were often installed in combination. Overall,
approximately 127.3 mi (204.8 km) of KIUC powerlines have had minimization measures applied.
Figure 2-3 and Figure 2-4 show the location of the three reconfiguration projects (C-CP1, C-CP2, and
C-LC1), bird flight diverter, and static wire minimization projects identified in Draft HCP Appendix
4B, KIUC Minimization Projects. KIUC also buried approximately 0.5 mi (0.8 km) of distribution wires
on Kahili mountain as part of the KIUC Short-Term HCP10 and removed a section of 69-kilovolt
transmission line in Mana as a system improvement project in 2023, which will further reduce
powerline collision risk in those areas. Based on KIUC’s powerline monitoring data, the estimated
strike reduction by span ranges from 42 to 95 percent, depending on the minimization technique or
combination of techniques applied.

Although all KIUC'’s island-wide plan of powerline minimization projects have been completed prior
to the start of the Draft HCP permit term, minimization will continue to be an important tool
throughout the permit term for new lines and for existing lines in situations where minimization is
not as effective as estimated or where powerline monitoring indicates a significant increase in
strikes compared with the estimated strike rate derived from the Bayesian model using powerline
strike data collected between 2013 and 2019.

As described in Section 2.2.2.2, KIUC will need to construct new transmission and distribution lines
during the 50-year permit term to provide power to new development on Kaua‘i. All new powerline
installations would be planned and implemented while considering how operation of those
installations would potentially affect Covered Species. The vast majority of new transmission lines
and distribution lines would either be added to existing poles or placed on new poles adjacent to
existing lines (i.e., in the same transmission line or distribution line corridor). Appropriate
minimization would be deployed on new powerlines with the goal of achieving the greatest
practicable level of reduction to potential strike risk in any given location. Standards for new
powerlines include avoiding installation of static wire, minimizing powerline height and vertical
wire levels, and installing bird flight diverters. To the extent practicable, KIUC would also avoid
construction of new powerlines in high-collision zones (e.g., ridgelines, tops of slopes, between
seabird colonies and the ocean) and avoid long powerline spans across valleys (i.e., perpendicular to
valleys). KIUC, the Service, and DLNR have jointly developed a special review and approval process
for any new powerlines (and streetlights) proposed in a specifically defined area of northwestern
Kaua'i that includes the conservation sites (see Draft HCP Appendix 4E, Review of New Powerlines
and Streetlights in Northwestern Kaua ).

10 KIUC buried these wires underground because the Underline Monitoring Program indicated that these very short

powerlines (19.7-26.2 feet [6-8 m] above ground) had the highest collision rate on the island because the wires
were mounted on a steep mountain ridge running directly through colonies of ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater, Puffinus
newelli) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel, Pterodroma sandwichensis).
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Figure 2-3. KIUC Powerline Reconfiguration Projects Implemented in 2020 with Bird Flight
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Conservation Measure 2. Implement Measures to Minimize Light Attraction

Minimization actions under this conservation measure include installation of full-cutoff shield
fixtures and dimming exterior night lighting during the fledgling fallout season. In 2017, all existing
KIUC streetlights were retrofitted with full-cutoff shields to minimize light attraction, and all KIUC
streetlights were converted from high-pressure sodium bulbs to more energy-efficient 3,000-
kilowatt LED bulbs. In 2019, KIUC replaced all green light bulbs in streetlights with white light bulbs
to further reduce light attraction. Light from all new streetlights during the permit term will be
similarly minimized.

KIUC also operates night lighting at two facilities covered by the Draft HCP, the Port Allen
Generating Station and the Kapaia Generating Station. In 2019, KIUC retrofitted all the exterior lights
at the Port Allen Generating Station and the Kapaia Generating Station. At the Port Allen Generating
Station, KIUC replaced its existing freestanding exterior facility lights with full-cutoff white LED
lights and shielded wall-mounted white LED box lighting. Similarly, at the Kapaia Generating Station,
all the 150-watt high-pressure sodium streetlights and building lights were shielded to direct light
downward, away from the sky. Any new lights installed at the two covered facilities by KIUC during
the permit term would utilize these same minimization features.

KIUC would continue to dim the exterior lighting at the Port Allen Generating Station during the
fledgling fallout season (September 15 to December 15) to minimize light attraction. At the
beginning of the fallout season, all exterior facility lights are dimmed to the lowest extent
practicable. At the end of the fallout season, lights are returned to full brightness. Lights at the
Kapaia Generating Station are not proposed to be converted to dimmable lights because the risk of
fallout of covered seabirds from lights at the Kapaia Generating Station is extremely low. Interior
building lights at both facilities would be turned off at night during the fledgling fallout season
(September 15 to December 15) to avoid light attraction. If interior building lights must be turned
on for any portion of the night, retractable screens or shades would be used to block lights from
emitting from the building.

KIUC may also need to utilize artificial lighting during the seabird fallout season if power outages
occur between September 15 and December 15. Nighttime lighting would only be used to respond to
power outages and, if lights are used, they are necessary for the safety of workers and to conduct the
required power restoration work. At work sites where nighttime lighting is required during these

3 months, KIUC would search for grounded birds after the work is completed according to the same
protocol used at the covered facilities. KIUC would conduct annual training on how to search for and
properly handle downed covered seabirds at the covered facilities.

This conservation measure only applies to the covered seabird species because they are the only
Covered Species group affected by light attraction away from coastal locations.

Conservation Measure 3. Provide Funding for the Save our Shearwaters Program

KIUC began funding and largely implementing the Save our Shearwaters (SOS) program with DLNR
in 2003. Under the Draft HCP, KIUC will fund the SOS program to a consistent level of $300,000
dollars per year (in 2023 dollars)!! to rescue, rehabilitate, and release all covered seabirds and
waterbirds found within the SOS program'’s operational area on Kaua‘i, regardless of the source of
injury. Under the SOS program, grounded seabirds, waterbirds, and other native birds rescued by

11 KIUC funding will increase annually to keep pace with inflation.
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members of the public or businesses can be turned into SOS program staff. Injured birds are
assessed, rehabilitated if possible, and released back into the wild by trained staff and volunteers
and professional veterinary staff. All rehabilitation actions occur at an accredited animal rescue
facility with extensive equipment and facilities for any necessary procedure to treat minor injuries
or perform major surgery or treatment, including extended stays prior to release back into the wild.
KIUC will also employ a public outreach and education program, in coordination with the SOS
program, to inform and educate the public about the risks of powerline strikes and light attraction to
the Covered Species on Kaua‘i. This conservation measure applies to covered seabirds and covered
waterbirds.

Conservation Measure 4. Manage and Enhance Seabird Breeding Habitat and Colonies at Conservation Sites

KIUC will manage and enhance 12 conservation sites for the Draft HCP (Figure 2-5). Conservation
sites are specific parcels in the Plan Area where KIUC would continue to implement management
actions to increase the reproductive success of ‘a‘o (Newell's shearwater, Puffinus newelli) and ‘ua‘u
(Hawaiian petrel, Pterodroma sandwichensis) breeding colonies, and to benefit ‘aké‘aké (band-
rumped storm-petrel, Hydrobates castro) occurring in the region. Most of the 12 conservation sites
that were selected for the Draft HCP are the same sites where KIUC has been funding predator
control, seabird monitoring, and invasive plant species control annually since 2011 for the KIUC
Short-term HCP and in the interim period between the KIUC Short-term HCP and commencement of
the Draft HCP. All conservation sites except for Upper Manoa Valley Predator Fence (PF) would be
established prior to issuance of the federal ITP and state ITL. Management actions at conservation
sites would include the following:

e Predator control measures would be implemented at all conservation sites and will be used to
establish predator-free breeding habitat or substantially reduce predation. Predators include
cats; rats and mice (rodents); pigs, deer, and goats (ungulates); feral bees; and barn owls.
Terrestrial predator control methods may include deployment of cameras, various trap types
depending on targeted species (e.g., cats, rats), bait stations, snares, hunting, and other control
methods. Intensive predator control will be implemented at all sites without predator exclusion
fencing. Intensive predator control creates a barrier through strategic placement of trapping and
monitoring cameras along known routes and ingress points and around known seabird burrow
locations.

e Predator exclusion fencing would be maintained that is impenetrable to most introduced
terrestrial predators including feral cats, rats, pigs, and goats. KIUC will maintain existing
predator exclusion fences at Pohakea PF and Honopt PF. KIUC will construct two additional
predator exclusion fences within the Upper Limahuli Preserve PF by 2025 and Upper Manoa
Valley PF by 2027, and maintain those fences for the remainder of the permit term. KIUC will
maintain an existing ungulate fence at Honopii and an existing pig exclusion fence at Upper
Limahuli Preserve. A number of other conservation sites are within a state Natural Area Reserve
that is bordered by sections of ungulate exclusion fence that were constructed and are
maintained by other entities and that are combined with steep terrain deemed unpassable by
pigs (Figure 2-6).
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e Social attraction techniques would be used at conservation sites contained within predator
exclusion fences to establish new colonies at those sites within otherwise suitable breeding
habitat. Social attraction methods would include removal of unsuitable vegetation and
replanting with native species, installation of artificial burrows, and broadcasting calls in the
restored habitat during peak breeding season (April through mid-August). Social attraction
would be implemented at Upper Limahuli Preserve PF, Pohakea PF, Honopt PF, and Upper
Manoa Valley PF.

e KIUC would fund continual invasive plant species management within the Upper Limahuli
Preserve, Honopi, and the four social attraction sites (including a 30-foot perimeter around the
outside of the predator exclusion fences). Invasive plant species control at the other
conservation sites would occur on an as-needed basis, when species are documented during
monitoring and determined to be spreading or otherwise problematic. Invasive plant control
techniques would involve uprooting, cutting, sawing, or girdling from invasive plants combined
with herbicide application as described in Draft HCP Appendix 4D, Best Management Practices
for Invasive Plant Species Control.

Conservation Measure 5. Implement a Green Sea Turtle Nest Detection and Shielding Program

A nest detection and shielding program would be implemented to minimize and offset the effects of
light attraction on honu (green sea turtles) from KIUC streetlights and to provide a net benefit to the
species. Nest shielding would initially be installed on the full length of the seven beaches, which
were identified by KIUC, the Service, and DLNR Division of Aquatic Resources (DAR) as having
suitable honu (green sea turtle) nesting habitat, and that have KIUC streetlights visible from that
habitat (refer to Draft HCP Section 4.4.5.2 and Figures 4-12 a-g for additional information on
beaches selected for nest shielding, including locations). The nest shielding would be installed when
active honu (green sea turtle) nests are detected via annual drone surveys or monitoring surveys (in
areas where drone surveys are not permitted or not practicable). Light-proof fencing would be
erected around the nest after approximately 45 days of incubation to minimize the potential for
vandalism. After the honu (green sea turtle) hatchlings have emerged and entered the ocean, the
fence would be removed and evidence of hatching will be reported to the Service, DLNR, and DAR
within 24 hours. Unhatched eggs, deceased hatchlings, or samples of either would be sent to the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration by a permitted biologist for DNA analysis.

Annual monitoring would occur on all beaches on Kaua‘i with suitable honu (green sea turtle)
habitat within view of KIUC streetlights to allow for continual updates to the nest-shielding program
by identifying additional beaches that may require shielding as well as removing locations where
environmental conditions change and light attractant risks are removed. All staff and monitors
would be required to complete an annual training provided by the Service, DLNR, or DAR, or
trainers approved by the Service, DLNR, and DAR, that would allow them to recognize honu (green
sea turtle) tracks, signs of nesting, and hatchling activity, as well as the proper techniques for
installing a temporary light shield. These measures would be implemented over the 50-year permit
term unless KIUC is able to demonstrate to the Service, DLNR, and DAR that permanent modification
of existing and future streetlights fully avoids take of honu (green sea turtles) (see Conservation
Measure 6).
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Conservation Measure 6. Identify and Implement Practicable Streetlight Minimization Techniques for Green
Sea Turtle

Measures implemented to minimize the impact of streetlights on the covered seabirds
(Conservation Measure 2) do not reduce streetlight visibility to honu (green sea turtle) hatchlings.
As of 2020, KIUC and the Service identified 29 streetlights that are visible from suitable honu (green
sea turtle) nesting habitat within the Plan Area. Additional modifications of streetlights may be
possible to reduce light attraction of honu (green sea turtle) hatchlings at these locations without
compromising public health or safety. KIUC will work with the state and county to determine the
range of available practicable minimization measures and their timeline for implementation. Light-
minimization techniques may include additional shielding, change in wattage, change in wavelength,
or a combination of these measures. If no practicable minimization measures can be agreed upon,
KIUC would not be required to implement this conservation measure further, and instead would
continue to implement the shielding required under Conservation Measure 5 throughout the life of
the permit term. If new locations are identified as beaches and the surrounding vicinity change over
time or new streetlights are installed that could cast light onto suitable honu (green sea turtle)
nesting habitat, the same light-minimization techniques agreed upon for the existing 29 streetlights
would be implemented for any additional streetlights identified throughout the permit term.

2.2.2.6 Monitoring and Adaptive Management

The proposed action includes implementation of a monitoring and adaptive management program
(Draft HCP Chapter 6, Monitoring and Adaptive Management Program). The goal of the monitoring
component of the program is to evaluate on an ongoing basis whether KIUC is complying with
incidental take authorizations and is meeting, or is likely to achieve, the biological goals and
objectives. As part of the monitoring and adaptive management program, KIUC would oversee and
implement:

e Compliance monitoring to track the status of HCP implementation and that the requirements of
the HCP are being met. Compliance monitoring verifies that KIUC is carrying out the terms of the
HCP, the federal ITP, and the state ITL.

e Take monitoring that compares the actual take that occurs during HCP implementation to the
take limit authorized by the federal ITP and state ITL.

e Effectiveness monitoring to assess the biological performance of the HCP. Specifically, the
effectiveness monitoring evaluates the implementation and success of the conservation strategy
(Draft HCP Chapter 4, Conservation Strategy).

The goal of the adaptive management component of the program is to outline a system for adjusting
the HCP management strategy using the monitoring results. Adaptive management is a structured
approach to decision-making in the face of uncertainty that makes use of the experience of
management and monitoring results in an embedded feedback loop of monitoring, evaluating, and
adjusting management strategies. The kinds of uncertainties the HCP adaptive management
program is intended to address are related to data uncertainty and the causes and conditions
affecting successful achievement of the HCP’s biological goals and objectives.

Draft HCP Chapter 6, Monitoring and Adaptive Management Program, outlines the adaptive
management process and describes potential triggers for implementing adaptive management
actions. Broadly, adaptive management may be required if existing practices under or overachieve
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the HCP’s biological goals and objectives or if more efficient or effective practices could be
implemented to achieve the biological goals and objectives.

Adaptive management and monitoring would be integrated into one program that includes required
monitoring and adaptive management actions and data and reporting requirements (refer to Draft
HCP Chapter 7, Plan Implementation, for details regarding data management and reporting).

2.2.3 Alternative C: Additional Minimization

Under Alternative C, the Draft HCP would include the same Permit and Plan Areas, Covered Species,
permit term, and monitoring and adaptive management program as the proposed action, but the
Draft HCP’s conservation strategy would be modified to reduce impacts of the proposed action in the
following ways. The Service and DLNR have developed this alternative to the proposed action for the
purposes of the NEPA and HEPA analysis. The Service and DLNR determined it would be technically
and economically feasible because the minimization measures proposed under Alternative C are
similar to the measures already proposed under Alternative B but to a greater degree. KIUC has not
specifically evaluated the alternative for technical and economic feasibility.

Alternative C would implement additional minimization measures on existing powerline spans that
have higher collision risk!2 for seabirds (Figure 2-7) to further reduce the collision risk for seabirds:

e Reconfigure the vertical profile of 4.4 mi of existing powerlines that have higher collision risk!2
and that have not already been reconfigured.!3 Reconfiguration includes measures such as
reducing the maximum wire height and/or reducing the number of wires in a vertical array.

e Remove static wire on 0.7 mi of existing powerlines that have higher collision risk!Z and that
have not already had static wire removed.!*

e Install flight diverters on 2.7 mi of existing powerlines that have higher collision risk!2 and that
have not already had flight diverters installed (LED or reflective).1>

o Employ flight diverters on each layer of wires on all powerline spans (8.9 mi) that have higher
collision risk.12

Alternative C would implement the following additional minimization measures for 360 mi of new
powerlines (Figure 2-7):

e Construct new powerlines with wires in one horizontal plane, with exceptions only for human
health and safety and other applicable laws and regulations.1¢ For purposes of NEPA analysis, it
is assumed that 50 percent (180 mi) of new powerlines would be constructed in one horizontal
plane. KIUC predicts a buildout of 360 mi of new powerlines over the 50-year permit term.

12 Higher-risk spans include 8.9 mi of powerlines defined by teal and light green colors on Figure 2-7 that reflect
strike rates for seabirds between 10 and 20 (teal) or 20 and 40 (light green) after minimization completed through
May 2024. Strike rates are the estimated annual strikes (or collisions) per span by covered seabirds.

13 Three reconfiguration projects (C-LC1, C-CP1, and C-CP2) were implemented in 2020 as part of the Draft HCP
(see Figure 2-3).

14 Powerline spans where static wire has not been removed are shown on Figure 2-4.

15 powerline spans where flight diverters have not been installed are shown on Figure 2-3.

16 The Draft HCP qualifies that new powerlines will be installed in one horizontal plane to the greatest extent
possible.
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e Install flight diverters that illuminate powerlines (e.g., reflective, neon, LED diverters) on new
powerline spans that would have higher collision risk (no exceptions).1”

e Employ bird flight diverters on each layer of all wires within all new powerline spans that would
have higher collision risk. This only applies to wires not in a horizontal plane.

Alternative C would include the following additional lighting minimization measure for existing and
new streetlights to reduce light attraction for seabirds:

e Reduce the number of lumens emitted from lightbulbs by 15 percent by using light dimmers.

Alternative C would increase funding by 50 percent to SOS:

e Increased funding would support the rescue and rehabilitation of injured listed seabird species
beyond what is proposed in the Draft HCP. Additional funding could be used to expand outreach
and public education efforts, thereby increasing the discovery rate of seabirds during the fallout
season (from 10 percent!8 to 20 percent of total streetlight fallout).

e Anincrease in discovery and intake rates would necessitate additional capacity to rehabilitate
injured birds. Additional funding could be used to increase rehabilitation capacity
proportionately to the increase in listed seabird discovery and intake. Funds could be used to
(1) obtain a stable lease or permanent facility for long-term operations, (2) retain qualified staff
through higher wages, and/or (3) fund critical care isolation, a decontamination area, wading
pools, medical supplies, and a designated vehicle to reduce operational vulnerability.

2.2.4 Alternative D: Additional Mitigation

Under Alternative D, the Draft HCP would include the same Permit and Plan Areas, Covered
Activities, Covered Species, permit term, and monitoring and adaptive management program as the
proposed action, but the conservation strategy would be modified to increase conservation as
described below. The Service and DLNR have developed this alternative to the proposed action for
the purposes of the NEPA and HEPA analysis and in response to scoping comments. The Service and
DLNR determined it would be technically and economically feasible because the mitigation
measures proposed under Alternative D are similar to the measures already proposed under
Alternative B but to a greater degree. KIUC has not specifically evaluated the alternative for
technical and economic feasibility.

Alternative D would specify an increase in the total acreage of mitigation effort beyond what is
included in the proposed action. Alternative D would also increase the intensity and area of
management actions proposed in the Draft HCP to include a combination of:

e Expanded ungulate control on state land around the conservation sites within the Hono O Na
Pali Natural Area Reserve. This measure would increase the acreage that is enclosed by ungulate
fences by 1,915 acres to benefit seabird productivity.

e Expanded predator control in 1,394 acres of three additional conservation sites (beyond those
included in the Draft HCP) where predator-proof fences, social attraction (including installation

17 The Draft HCP states that all new powerlines will be evaluated to determine if flight diverters are a practicable
minimization technique. If flight diverters are practicable, they will be installed at the time of construction.

18 Draft HCP Section 5C.2.1.6 estimates that the detectability rate for SOS at streetlights is 10.4 percent as a worst-
case estimate for all three covered seabird species.
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of artificial burrows), and a predator trapping network would be implemented to benefit
seabird productivity.

e Regional barn owl control: Expanded area of barn owl control outside conservation sites by
1,394 acres.

e Expanded predator control, habitat management, waterbird population monitoring, and barn
owl control within an area outside of the conservation sites (50 acres of state land within the
Mana plain wetlands).

Alternative D would also include increasing funds to KIUC'’s existing volunteer program by
15 percent to better staff measures for sea turtles:

e Increase staffing, volunteer network, and outreach effort of the existing volunteer program that
seeks to protect honu (green sea turtle) through education, public awareness, and support for
public outreach activities that promote respectful behavior and reduce disturbance to basking
sea turtles.

e Add marine debris removal as part of existing volunteer program. Marine pollution can lead to
the ingestion of, and entanglement in, marine debris such as plastic and monofilament fishing
line. Although the direct effects of ingesting marine debris may or may not be lethal to honu
(green sea turtle), it results in varying side effects that could increase the probability of death
(see Section 3A.9.5.9 of the Draft HCP).

2.3 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from
Detailed Study

In addition to analyzing the proposed action and No Action alternative, the Service is required to
evaluate reasonable alternatives. For alternatives that the agency eliminated from detailed study,
the Service must briefly discuss in the EIS the reasons they were eliminated (43 CFR 46.420(c)).
Similarly, HAR 11-200.1-24 directs that a Draft EIS should describe the alternatives that were
eliminated from detailed study and briefly discuss the reasons for not studying those alternatives in
detail. The following alternatives to the proposed action were considered but dismissed from
detailed analysis in this EIS for the reasons described below.

2.3.1 Underground High-Risk Transmission Lines

In the Draft HCP, KIUC considers an alternative to take that would underground transmission lines
where past monitoring demonstrated the highest concentration of bird strikes. The highest
concentration of bird strikes with powerlines occurs on KIUC'’s cross-island transmission line, which
runs from Port Allen across the interior of Kaua‘i to Wainiha. To evaluate this alternative, KIUC
commissioned a study in 2015 (Electric Power Engineers, Inc. 2015) to assess the technical and
economic feasibility of undergrounding three high-collision spans of the cross-island line. This study
concluded that while undergrounding the cross-island line spans would completely eliminate the
potential for covered seabird collisions in those areas, it would be very difficult and prohibitively
expensive to construct and maintain. In addition, when line failures did occur, they would be very
difficult to locate and repair, and this would result in extended circuit outages that increase the risk
of a system failure with wide-ranging adverse consequences. Additionally, undergrounding presents
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potential impacts on native plant species and historic or cultural resources that would be disturbed
during construction or repair activities.

In this study, the cost to underground KIUC transmission lines in high-risk collision areas was
estimated to be roughly $10 million per mi of existing overhead line (inflated to 2023 dollars) with
per-mi costs ranging between $7.5 million and $14.3 million depending on the spans. Using the per-
mi costs noted above, KIUC extrapolated the costs to underground all 47 mi (75.6 km) of cross-
island line and associated connector lines from the Port Allen Generating Station to Wainiha,
including the Powerline Trail. KIUC estimated that undergrounding the cross-island line would cost
a minimum of $215 million and potentially reach costs of up to more than twice that amount (over
$430 million) (ICF 2025). The cross-island line does not have high-risk transmission lines for its
entire length. If KIUC only undergrounded the high-risk spans of the cross-island line, a large portion
would be moved underground. This would result in a significant cost based on the cost per mile.
KIUC already has some of the highest electricity rates in the county and a very small base of
ratepayers that would carry these additional costs. As demonstrated by this analysis, it would be
both infeasible and cost prohibitive to move substantial segments of KIUC’s high-risk powerlines
underground.

2.3.2 On-grounding Powerlines

While not discussed in the Draft HCP, the Service and DLNR considered an alternative that would
install powerlines close to the ground without burial (i.e., on-ground) to eliminate the potential for
bird strikes. On-grounding is not feasible in rough topography, along corridors with cross streets, or
in residential or commercial areas, which limits the potential for installing on-ground powerlines in
the Permit Area. A similar proposal to on-ground powerlines on Haleakala, Maui, estimated that on-
grounding 1.5 mi of powerline would cost at least $10 million (or $6.7 million per mi) compared to
KIUC’s estimate of $7.5 million to $14.3 million per mi to underground powerlines in high-collision
risk areas (see Section 2.3.1). Based on this analysis, the Service and DLNR determined that it would
be technically infeasible and cost prohibitive to on-ground all or most of KIUC’s powerlines.

2.3.3 Tree Planting to Shield Powerlines

An alternative was considered that would lower and shield powerlines with vegetation (e.g., trees,
bushes). The Draft HCP considered an alternative to take that would involve extensive tree planting
in areas with exposed powerlines, especially in any high-strike locations along perimeter lines. The
trees, once tall enough, would shield the powerlines and reduce Covered Species collisions. The
Service and DLNR reviewed the alternative proposed in the Draft HCP and concur with KIUC’s
conclusion that it would be technically infeasible because:

e Many interior powerlines are elevated above the existing tree line.

e The alternative is inconsistent with vegetation management objectives to maintain a clearance
between powerlines and surrounding vegetation to reduce risk of trees falling on the lines, and
resulting powerline failure, especially during storms.

e Land on either side of the powerlines where trees would need to be planted and maintained is
mostly privately owned, and it would be infeasible to negotiate with all individual landowners to
plant and maintain trees on their property.
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2.3.4 Eliminate Take by Removing Powerlines and Lights

In the Draft HCP, KIUC considers an alternative to eliminate the possibility of take of covered
seabirds and covered waterbirds by: (1) removing all powerlines on the island of Kaua'‘i that result
in take, and (2) removing or turning off all streetlights and facility lights that result in take during
the seabird fledging season (September 15 to December 15). While this alternative would avoid the
take of covered seabirds and waterbirds, it was determined to not be feasible or practicable and was
eliminated from detailed study. KIUC asserts that it cannot remove all of its powerlines that have a
reasonable likelihood of take of Covered Species because it is mandated by state regulations to
provide reliable electricity to its customers. Similarly, KIUC asserts that it is not feasible to eliminate
nighttime lighting along state and county roadways during the 3 months of the seabird fledging
season. Streetlight operation is governed by state and county regulations and operated for public
safety. Generation and distribution facilities that KIUC operates 24 hours per day, 7 days per week,
must be lit at night for reasons of public and worker health and safety. The Service and DLNR concur
that removing all powerlines is not practicable because residents of Kaua‘i depend on existing
electrical infrastructure. Removing or turning off all streetlights and facility lights is also not a
practicable take minimization measure due to public safety considerations.

2.3.5 Shorter Permit Term (30 Years)

This alternative would be the same as the proposed action, but the ITP term would be 30 years
instead of 50 years. This alternative was eliminated from detailed study because it would not meet
the purpose and need to fulfill the Service’s conservation obligations under the ESA, because the
Draft HCP would not be expected to show adequate conservation benefits in a 30-year timeframe to
achieve biological goals and objectives for ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel).
Per modeling used to evaluate the impacts of the alternatives (Section 3.2.1.1, Seabirds) on ‘a‘o
(Newell’s shearwater), the biological goal and objective of a viable population may not be met until
2051 (year 26 of the permit term) (Figure 5-5a in Chapter 5 of the Draft HCP). A 30-year permit
term may not allow enough time for adaptive management to be applied if the biological goal and
objective is not met by the estimated timeframe. Similarly, KIUC would likely not be able to achieve
an overall net benefit in the recovery of threatened and endangered species as required under HRS
195D-30 for ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel).

2.3.6 Additional Species Covered

The Service and DLNR considered an alternative that would include the federally and state-listed
‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat, Lasiurus semotus) as an additional species covered by the ITP and
ITL. ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat) is listed as endangered under the ESA and HRS Chapter 195D.
No critical habitat has been designated for ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat), although the species is
widespread on Kaua‘i. The only KIUC activity with the potential to affect ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary
bat) is the pruning or removal of trees. To evaluate the potential for ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat)
take as a result of vegetation trimming and removal, KIUC commissioned and implemented a pre-
trimming bat monitoring program using thermal imaging during the bat pup rearing seasons (June 1
through September 15) from 2013 to 2015. No bats were found by KIUC and its contractors over the
662 tree-trimming unit-days during 3 years of monitoring (ICF 2025, Appendix 1B). Although no
bats were found, KIUC agreed to refrain from trimming or removing vegetation over 15 feet (4.6 m)
tall in potential habitat during pup rearing season. This alternative was dismissed from detailed
analysis because, with implementation of the measures proposed under the Draft HCP, KIUC will
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avoid take of ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat). Additionally, this alternative was eliminated from
detailed study because it would not meet the purpose and need to respond to the applicant’s
request. The applicant did not seek incidental take coverage for ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat)
based on its ability to avoid incidental take.

2.3.7 Increased SOS Funding for Waterbirds

The Service and DLNR considered an alternative that would increase SOS program funding
specifically for waterbirds, thereby further minimizing take beyond that in the proposed action;
however, this alternative was eliminated from detailed study because most of the waterbird intake
to the SOS program is attributed to botulism rather than injuries caused by KIUC’s Covered
Activities. As a result, increasing SOS program funding for waterbirds would not result in the
rehabilitation of substantially larger numbers of waterbirds that have sustained injuries from KIUC’s
Covered Activities. This alternative was dismissed from detailed analysis because it would not
reduce the take of waterbirds from KIUC’s Covered Activities.

2.3.8 Additional Targeted Minimization for Honu (Green Sea
Turtle)

The Service and DLNR considered an alternative that would include additional targeted
minimization for honu (green sea turtle) such as removing streetlights that are visible from sea
turtle nesting beaches or turning streetlights off during the nesting season. KIUC cannot remove or
turn off its streetlights that have a reasonable likelihood of take of honu (green sea turtle) because
streetlight operation is governed by state and county regulations and performed for public safety.
The Service and DLNR determined that removing or turning off streetlights in proximity to beaches
during honu (green sea turtle) nesting season is not practicable due to human safety standards and
that there are currently no other practicable measures that could reduce take beyond what is
already included in the Draft HCP as Conservation Measure 5 (Implement a Green Sea Turtle [honu]
Nest Detection and Shielding Program) and Conservation Measure 6 (Identify and Implement
Practicable Streetlight Minimization Techniques for Green Sea Turtle [honu]). Therefore, this
alternative was eliminated from detailed study.
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Table 2-2. Comparison of Alternative Features

Summary and Comparison of the Alternatives

Chapter 2
Alternatives

Alternative B: Proposed Alternative C: Additional

Alternative D: Additional

Topic Alternative A: No Action Action Minimization Mitigation

Permit An ITP and ITL would not be 50 years 50 years 50 years

Duration issued to KIUC.

Plan Area An ITP and ITL would not be Island of Kaua'i Island of Kaua'i Island of Kaua'i
issued and no Plan Area would
be defined.

Permit Area An ITP and ITL would not be Includes the specific locations ~ Same as the proposed Additional conservation sites
issued and no Permit Area of all Covered Activities and action would be included in the
would be defined. areas where the conservation Permit Area.

strategy would be

implemented
Covered No federally or state-listed ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater), Same as the proposed Same as the proposed action
Species species would be covered by an  ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel, action

ITP or ITL, respectively.

Pterodroma sandwichensis),
‘aké‘ake (band-rumped storm-
petrel, Hydrobates castro), ae‘o
(Hawaiian stilt, Himantopus
mexicanus knudseni), koloa
maoli (Hawaiian duck, Anas
wyvilliana), ‘alae ke‘oke‘o
(Hawaiian coot, Fulica alai)),
alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common
gallinule, Gallinula galeata
sandvicensis), néné (Hawaiian
goose, Branta sandvicensis),
honu (green sea turtle,
Chelonia mydas)
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Alternative B: Proposed

Alternative C: Additional

Alternative D: Additional

Topic Alternative A: No Action Action Minimization Mitigation
Covered An ITP and ITL would not be Powerline operations, lighting  Same as the proposed Same as the proposed action
Activities issued and no incidental take operations, and action
from KIUC activities would be implementation of the HCP
authorized. conservation strategy.
Streamline No Yes Yes Yes
Future ESA
Compliancel?

Potential for

Incidental take is occurring now

Incidental take during the

Incidental take of seabirds

Additional mitigation would

Incidental and would be expected to permit term would continue to  and waterbirds would be not reduce the incidental
Take continue to occur. An ITP and occur but the impact of the reduced during the permit take of Covered Species that
ITL would not be issued and the  taking of the Covered Species term compared to the is caused by KIUC'’s Covered
HCP would not be implemented.  would be fully offset and proposed action. Activities, but would
KIUC would remain responsible  provide a net benefit through increase the productivity of
for all unauthorized take caused implementation of Draft HCP Covered Species compared
by its actions. conservation measures during to the proposed action.
the permit term.
Conservation = Minimization projects already Undertaken in accordance KIUC would implement KIUC would implement
Strategy completed by KIUC under Draft ~ with the conservation strategy = additional minimization additional ungulate control,

HCP Conservation Measures 1
and 2 would remain in place and
operational for their useful life.
Other conservation measures to
fund the SOS program, manage
and enhance seabird breeding
habitat, and minimize light
attraction for honu (green sea
turtle) hatchlings would not be
implemented (Conservation
Measures 2 through 6).

outlined in the Draft HCP.

for powerline collision
and light attraction and
increase funding for the
SOS program beyond what
is proposed in the Draft
HCP.

predator control, and social
attraction to benefit seabird
productivity; expand
predator control, habitat
management, waterbird
population monitoring, and
barn owl control within
Mana plain wetlands; and
increase funding for the sea
turtle volunteer program to
better staff conservation
measures for sea turtles.

19 See Section 7.6 of the Draft HCP for a description of the minor modifications or major amendments that may be made to the Draft HCP after issuance of the

ITP and ITL.
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Alternative B: Proposed

Alternative C: Additional

Alternative D: Additional

Topic Alternative A: No Action Action Minimization Mitigation
Monitoring None required Standardized compliance Same as the proposed Same as the proposed action
and Reporting monitoring, take monitoring, action

effectiveness monitoring and

assessment, and annual

reporting to USFWS and DLNR.
Adaptive None required Adaptive management Same as the proposed Same as the proposed action
Management program is based on results of  action

monitoring and reporting;
components of the
conservation strategy may
then be modified based on
results of adaptive
management.

No Surprises N/A
Rule

Regulatory assurances for all
Covered Species. This is
assuming permit compliance
and no jeopardy.

Same as the proposed
action

Same as the proposed action

Amendment N/A
Process

HCP modifications and
ITP/ITL amendments could be
made as described in Draft
HCP Section 7.6, Revisions and
Amendments.

Same as the proposed
action

Same as the proposed action

N/A = not applicable
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Chapter 3
Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the existing conditions and potential environmental effects of the proposed
action and alternatives.

3.1.1 Scope of the Analysis

Following the introduction, this chapter addresses the following resources: Covered Species
including seabirds, waterbirds, and honu (green sea turtle, Chelonia mydas) (Section 3.2); other state
and federally listed species (Section 3.3); migratory bird species (Section 3.4); critical habitat and
other land designations (Section 3.5); non-listed flora (Section 3.6); non-listed fauna including
native fauna and nonnative fauna (Section 3.7); hydrology and soils (Section 3.8); air quality and
climate change including greenhouse gases (GHG) and carbon sequestration (Section 3.9); cultural
resources (Section 3.10); socioeconomics including population, race and ethnicity, household
characteristics, income and poverty, housing characteristics, economic base, and electric utility rates
(Section 3.11); public infrastructure and services including power infrastructure, public roadway
system, public transit system, and public safety and educational facilities (Section 3.12); recreation
(Section 3.13); scenic resources (Section 3.14); and land use (Section 3.15).

Each resource section includes a subsection describing the affected environment, followed by a
subsection describing the potential environmental consequences of the proposed action and
alternatives. The affected environment sections describe the existing environmental conditions. The
environmental consequences sections describe the potential direct and indirect impacts of the
proposed action and alternatives. Each resource section concludes with an overall comparison of
alternatives. In considering the significance of potential effects, the analysis addresses the degree,
duration, and geographic extent of beneficial and adverse effects. For each resource area, effects
were considered at an island-wide scale (Plan Area) or a localized scale focused on the footprint
where activities would occur (Permit Area) depending on anticipated scope of impact on the
resource. Cumulative impacts are described in Chapter 4, Reasonably Foreseeable and Cumulative
Effects.

The proposed action, Alternative C, and Alternative D incorporate measures to minimize and
mitigate the impact of the potential taking of Covered Species and are designed to result in an
overall net gain in the recovery of threatened and endangered species. The analysis of effects in
Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, considers these measures as well
as additional protections that may be required in compliance with existing laws, policies, and
regulations. The analysis also considers best management practices (BMP) that may be
implemented to mitigate or reduce adverse effects on other resource areas, where applicable and in
accordance with existing regulatory requirements.

An incidental take permit (ITP) from the Service provides an applicant with incidental take
authorization under the ESA for Covered Species from certain activities described in the supporting
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HCP. An incidental take license (ITL) from the state provides an applicant with similar authorization
under HRS 195D. The applicant must obtain permits from other entities, as necessary, and ensure
that their activities are otherwise lawful. The scope of the analysis of this Draft EIS is focused on the
impacts from the Covered Activities as described in the Draft HCP on the human environment. The
potential impacts are further assessed on a broad scale (the Plan Area) over the 50-year ITP and ITL
terms, and identify how implementation of the Covered Activities, including the proposed
conservation strategy, may result in incidental take of the Covered Species.

3.1.2

Analysis Assumptions

The following assumptions apply to all resources (e.g., Covered Species, flora, fauna, air quality,
cultural resources) in this EIS analysis:

1.

KIUC completed all powerline collision minimization projects described in the Draft HCP by May
of 2024, including 1,13.2 miles (mi) (182.2 kilometers [km]) of bird flight diverters installed,
82.9 mi (133.4 km) of static wire removed, three powerline reconfiguration projects totaling
7.8 mi (12.5 km), and removal of a section of 69-kilovolt transmission line in Mana. These
minimization measures were often undertaken in combination. To minimize light attraction,
KIUC retrofitted all existing streetlights that it owns and operates with full-cutoff shielded
fixtures and retrofitted all the exterior lights at the Port Allen Generating Station and at the
Kapaia Generating Station with shielded lighting. The EIS analysis assumes minimization
projects already completed by KIUC would remain in place and be operational for their useful
life under Alternative A (No Action), Alternative B (Proposed Action), Alternative C (Additional
Minimization), and Alternative D (Additional Mitigation).

Construction activities are not part of the proposed action or Alternatives A, C, or D except
where conservation measures will be implemented at conservation sites under Alternatives C
and D. KIUC did not include construction activities related to powerline collision minimization,
new powerline construction, or construction of new streetlights in its request for incidental take
because they are not reasonably certain to result in the incidental take of ESA-listed species.

The Draft HCP describes conservation measures to be implemented at conservation sites, some
of which have already been completed and some of which are ongoing or planned. The EIS
analysis assumes that conservation measures involving construction of physical features such as
predator control fencing that were completed prior to commencement of the permit term (by
KIUC or other entities) would remain in place and be operational under all EIS alternatives,
including Alternative A (No Action), Alternative B (Proposed Action), Alternative C (Additional
Minimization), and Alternative D (Additional Mitigation). This includes:

o Existing pig exclusion fence surrounding the entire boundary of Upper Limahuli Preserve. A
portion of this fence shares a boundary with the Upper Manoa Valley.

o Existing sections of strategically placed ungulate exclusion fences that, in combination with
steep terrain, restrict ungulates from entering Hono O Na Pali Natural Area Reserve (NAR)
where the Pihea, North Bog, Pohakea, Pohakea predator fence (PF), Hanakoa, and
Hanakapi‘ai conservation sites are located.

o Existing ungulate fence at Honopt.

o Existing predator exclusion fences at Honopu PF and Pohakea.
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4. The EIS analysis assumes that conservation measures described in the Draft HCP that are
ongoing or planned and that require an annual commitment of funding and staff resources by
KIUC would continue under Alternative B (Proposed Action) and both Alternatives C and D but
would not continue under Alternative A (No Action). Under Alternative A, there would be no
obligation to maintain the conservation sites in the absence of the federal ITP and state ITL.
Conservation measures that involve an ongoing or planned commitment of funding and staff
resources by KIUC (and that would be discontinued under Alternative A) include:

O

Ongoing maintenance of existing ungulate fence at Honop1, existing pig exclusion fence at
Upper Limahuli Preserve, existing predator exclusion fences at Honopii PF and Pohakea PF,
and existing ungulate fence at Honopi.

Ongoing annual seabird monitoring at all 12 conservation sites via burrow monitoring, call
rate monitoring using song meters, and auditory surveys.

Ongoing annual seabird monitoring (i.e., call rate monitoring) at 20 locations along the Na
Pali Coast.

Ongoing predator control at all 12 conservation sites utilizing cameras, traps, bait stations,
snares, hunting, and other control methods.

Ongoing invasive plant control at all 12 conservation sites that can involve uprooting,
cutting, sawing, or girdling from plants and applying herbicide.

Ongoing and planned social attraction techniques at Pohakea PF, Upper Limahuli PF,
Honopi PF, and Upper Manoa Valley PF such as replanting with native species, installing
artificial burrows, and broadcasting calls during peak breeding season to attract covered
seabirds.

Annual funding of the Save Our Shearwaters (SOS) program, an avian rescue and
rehabilitation program that operates year-round on Kaua'i to rehabilitate and release
grounded seabirds and waterbirds.

Annual honu (green sea turtle) nest detection and shielding to minimize light attraction
from KIUC streetlights for honu (green sea turtle) hatchlings.

KIUC’s monitoring and adaptive management program to monitor implementation of the
Draft HCP and effectiveness of conservation measures on an ongoing basis and identify
when adaptive management would be applied to improve their effectiveness.

Maintenance and/or replacement of existing minimization such as bird flight diverters
beyond its useful life.

5. The EIS analysis assumes the following potential sources of ground disturbance under each of
the EIS alternatives:

o}

Alternative A (No Action): No potential sources of ground disturbance are identified because
the conservation measures proposed in the Draft HCP would not be implemented under No
Action.

Alternative B (Proposed Action): KIUC would construct two predator exclusion fences and
an estimated 30 artificial burrows at Upper Limahuli PF and Upper Manoa Valley PF as part
of the Draft HCP. KIUC would maintain predator exclusion fences and artificial burrows at all
four social attraction sites throughout the permit term:
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2,259 linear feet (688.5 meters [m]) of predator exclusion fence would be installed at
Upper Limahuli Preserve PF by 2025, resulting in approximately 1.0 acre (0.4 hectare)
of site clearing (removal of rocks and vegetation greater than 1 foot [30 centimeters] in
height) and 0.1 acre (0.04 hectare) of ground disturbance for installation of fence posts
and mesh skirt.

4,294 linear feet [1,308.8 m] of predator exclusion fence would be installed at Upper
Manoa Valley PF by 2027, resulting in approximately 1.9 acres (0.8 hectare) of site
clearing (removal of rocks and vegetation greater than 1 foot [30 centimeters] in height)
and 0.2 acre (0.08 hectare) of ground disturbance for installation of fence posts and
mesh skirt.

Predator exclusion fence at each of the four social attraction sites (P6hakea PF, Honopl
PF, Upper Limahuli PF, and Upper Manoa Valley PF) would be replaced in whole up to
two times during the 50-year permit term, cumulatively resulting in approximately 4.2
acres (1.7 hectares) of site clearing (removal of rocks and vegetation greater than 1 foot
[30 centimeters] in height) and 0.4 acre (0.2 hectare) of ground disturbance for
installation of fence posts and mesh skirt each time that the fence is replaced in the
same areas disturbed during initial fence installation.

The installation and maintenance of artificial burrows at Upper Limahuli Preserve PF,
Pohakea PF, Honopi PF, and Upper Manoa Valley PF would also result in localized
ground disturbance at social attraction sites. Approximately 30 artificial burrows each
would be installed during setup of social attraction sites at Upper Limahuli PF and
Upper Manoa Valley PF (Draft HCP Appendix 7A; ICF 2025) and artificial burrows would
be maintained at all four social attraction sites throughout the permit term.

One or two new helicopter landing zones and two weatherports would be constructed at
Upper Manoa Valley as part of the Draft HCP. Construction of helicopter landing zone(s)
would require vegetation clearing but would not involve ground disturbance.
Construction of the weatherports would require vegetation clearing and each
weatherport would result in up to 500 square feet (46.5 square m) of ground
disturbance to install the structures (for a total of 1,000 square feet [93 square m]).

o Alternative C (Additional Minimization) would operate KIUC's powerlines with additional
collision minimization applied. Operation of powerlines with additional minimization would
not result in new ground disturbance.

o Alternative D (Additional Mitigation): KIUC would construct additional ungulate exclusion
fencing, predator exclusion fences, artificial burrows (at social attraction sites), landing
zones, and weatherports to increase the total acreage of mitigation effort beyond what is
included in the proposed action. KIUC would maintain ungulate and predator exclusion
fences and artificial burrows at social attraction sites throughout the permit term:

Additional ungulate suppression under Alternative D would install up to 4,277 linear
feet (1,304 m) of ungulate exclusion fencing, resulting in approximately 1.9 acres
(0.8 hectare) of site clearing (removal of rocks and vegetation greater than 1 foot
[30 centimeters] in height) and 0.2 acre (0.08 hectare) of ground disturbance for
installation of fence posts and mesh skirt.

Alternative D would install up to an additional 4,138 linear feet (1,261 m) of predator
exclusion fencing, resulting in approximately 6.1 acres (2.5 hectares) of site clearing
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(removal of rocks and vegetation greater than 1 foot [30 centimeters] in height) and
0.6 acre (0.2 hectare) of ground disturbance for installation of fence posts and mesh
skirt.

Up to 30 artificial burrows would be installed at each of three conservation sites (up to
90 artificial burrows in total).

Up to two new helicopter landing zones would be constructed at each of three
conservation sites (for a total of up to six landing zones). Construction of helicopter
landing zone(s) would require vegetation clearing but would not involve ground
disturbance.

One weatherport would be constructed at each of three conservation sites. Construction
of each weatherport would result in up to 500 square feet (46.5 square m) of ground
disturbance (for a total of 1,500 square feet [139.4 square m]).

6. EIS assumptions related to air emissions under each of the EIS alternatives include the
following:

o Alternative A (No Action): No potential sources of air emissions are identified because the
conservation measures proposed in the Draft HCP would not be implemented under No
Action.

o Alternative B (Proposed Action): Implementation of the conservation strategy would result
in an estimated 1,200 vehicle trips and 245 helicopter trips on an annual basis.

e Estimated vehicle and helicopter trips to implement the conservation strategy at
conservation sites are based on the following assumptions:

o Honop1, Honopt PF, and Pihea would be accessed primarily by vehicle and
occasionally by helicopter for sling loads to implement annual seabird monitoring,
predator control, social attraction, and invasive plant species management.

o The conservation sites at North Bog, Pohakea, Pohakea PF, Hanakoa, Hanakapi‘ai,
Upper Limahuli, Upper Limahuli PF, Upper Manoa Valley, and Upper Manoa Valley
PF would be accessed by helicopter utilizing existing landing zones and
weatherports for overnight trips. Helicopter trips to the site are required for
implementation of annual seabird monitoring, predator control, social attraction,
and invasive plant species management.

o Helicopter inspections of the fence lines would be completed once a month while
accessing a conservation site by helicopter, and quarterly for dedicated fence
inspections and maintenance.

o Observational monitoring of all KIUC powerlines utilizes vehicles and helicopters.

o Installation of acoustic song meters on power poles utilizes vehicles and helicopters
at least twice monthly throughout the seabird season.

o Estimated trips include trips for rapid response for seabirds caught in traps,
cat/barn owl detections, fence breaches, etc.

e The crew and materials required for installation of predator exclusion fences and
predator eradication at Upper Limahuli PF and Upper Manoa Valley PF would be
Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan 3-5 June 2025
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transported to the sites by helicopter and involve an estimated 67 helicopter trips
through 2025 and an estimated 73 helicopter trips through 2027.

e The crew and materials required for replacement of predator exclusion fences twice
during the permit term would be transported to each of the four social attraction sites
(Pohakea PF, Honopt PF, Upper Limahuli PF, and Upper Manoa Valley PF) by helicopter,
resulting in an estimated 440 helicopter trips over the permit term.

o Alternative C (Additional Minimization) would operate KIUC's powerlines with additional
collision minimization applied. Operation of powerlines with additional minimization would
not result in new air emissions.

o Alternative D (Additional Mitigation): Implementation of ungulate suppression, predator
control, and social attraction at three additional conservation sites (beyond what is
proposed in the Draft HCP) would add approximately 78 helicopter trips annually
throughout the permit term.
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3.2 Covered Species

This section describes the existing conditions of the Covered Species and analyzes the direct and
indirect effects of the proposed action and alternatives on the Covered Species within the Permit
and Plan Areas.

3.2.1 Methods

There are nine species (Table 2-1) in the Draft HCP that were selected as Covered Species based on
their federal and state listing status and the potential for the Covered Activities to result in
incidental take. These species include three seabirds, five waterbirds, and one reptile. The
evaluation process and rationale used by KIUC to select the Covered Species is described in Draft
HCP Appendix 1B, Evaluation of Species Considered for Coverage. In summary, Covered Species were
chosen based on listing status, likelihood of occurrence in the Plan Area, reasonable likelihood of
take from the Covered Activities, and whether sufficient scientific information is available.

Section 3.2.3, Environmental Consequences, assesses the impact of the proposed action (Alternative
B), the No Action alternative (Alternative A), and two other action alternatives (Alternative C,
Additional Minimization, and Alternative D, Additional Mitigation) on other listed species. The
assumptions presented in Section 3.1.2 were applied when analyzing the impacts of each alternative
on the species identified in this section.

3.2.1.1 Seabirds

Various resources consulted to prepare the affected environment section for seabirds included
annual technical reports regarding implementation of the KIUC Short-Term HCP, scientific papers,
technical reports from Kaua‘i research organizations, the Draft HCP, the 2015 State Wildlife Action
Plan (SWAP) (DLNR 2015), and environmental assessments (EA) for other HCPs on Kaua‘i (USFWS
2011a; DLNR and USFWS 2020). These resources are cited throughout the sections below. All
assumptions discussed under Section 3.1.2 were applied when analyzing the impacts on the
seabirds in this section.

Population trends for ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater, Puffinus newelli) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel,
Pterodroma sandwichensis) on Kaua‘i over the 50-year permit term were projected for Alternatives
A, B, C, and D using two models that include five modeling scenarios. Each scenario represents a
different population trend and uses different datasets and assumptions. The Population Dynamics
Model (PDM) is the model developed by KIUC and used in the Draft HCP to predict potential long-
term species population trends and impacts from implementation of Covered Activities including
the proposed conservation strategy (ICF 2025). It comprises two population trend scenarios: a
stable trend and a worse-case scenario. The Joint Conservation Strategy (JCS) is the model
developed by the Service (Vorsino 2016; USFWS 20253, 2025b) to predict potential long-term
species population trends and impacts from Covered Activities proposed in the Draft HCP. The JCS
comprises three modeling scenarios: a worst-case scenario, a mid-point scenario, and a flat-line
scenario meant to reflect observed demographic and population trends. In this EIS, the PDM and ]JCS
were used to evaluate the impacts of the EIS alternatives and the analysis presents the outputs of all
five scenarios.
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The following is a brief description of each of the five scenarios in regard to the population trend for
‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) on Kaua‘i. The modeling scenarios used in
this EIS are assessments of the general population trend that are repeatable, reproducible, and
adjustable and used to inform management efforts. The PDM stable-trend scenario assumes the
starting trend of the population inside the conservation sites is increasing and the population
outside of the Draft HCP conservation sites! is flat, meaning no increase or decline. The PDM worse-
case scenario assumes the population trend outside of the Draft HCP conservation sites is rapidly
declining. The JCS worst-case scenario reflects the survivorship of the seabirds on Kaua‘i, with
additional input of mortality from powerline collisions and fallout from light. It reflects an overall
population trend in which the population is declining outside of the conservation sites. The JCS flat-
line scenario reflects a population that is neither increasing or decreasing and any additional
minimization and mitigation increases the population size proportionally. The JCS mid-point
scenario is derived from understandings and assumptions of both the worst-case and flat-line
scenarios to estimate a population that falls between all available sources of data.

The models (PDM and ]JCS) are based on different assumptions and therefore are not directly
comparable. Rather, the two modeling approaches present a range of possible population
projections on Kaua‘i over the 50-year permit term, with the PDM worse-case scenario and the JCS
worst-case scenarios representing the low end of the range, and the PDM stable trend and JCS flat-
line scenarios representing the high end of the potential population range.

Both models use various datasets (e.g., radar, SOS program intake, seabird colony monitoring,
powerline collision monitoring) and assumptions, each comprising different components of the
overall population trends for the two seabird species. This is due to the datasets covering different
geographic regions of the island, the different situations occurring between those regions, or
conflicting understandings of the projected population. For example, in the northwestern region of
Kaua'i, there is an increasing population trend where active management is occurring, whereas
outside of this region there is little to no seabird management, leading to either a decreasing
population trend or a trend that is neither increasing nor decreasing. Under the worse-case scenario
of the PDM, areas outside of the conservation sites are exposed to powerline collisions and light
attraction and are expected to decrease over time (refer to Draft HCP Section 5.3.2.4, Beneficial
Effects and Net Effects, p. 5-51; Draft HCP Figure 5-7a for ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater); and Draft HCP
Appendix 5E, Population Dynamics Model for Newell’s Shearwater (“a‘o) on Kauai). Under the JCS, the
passage rate within areas outside of the conservation sites subject to threats (powerline collisions,
light attraction, and predation) is reflective of largely breeding adult birds that have managed to
persist with ongoing threats. As these birds begin to age out of the population, it is anticipated there
will be another dramatic crash of the population, accounting for the loss of those breeders who are
experiencing powerline impacts on their offspring. It is expected that there will be little replacement
occurring of these breeding birds. Over the permit term, additional data are expected to become
available and will be incorporated as needed into the models (see Chapter 6, Monitoring and

1 The distinction made for areas outside of the conservation sites versus within is based on the threats to the
species and management actions for the species. Initial modeled trends inside the conservation sites are positive in
the PDM, for both the stable and worse case scenarios, consistent with monitoring data from the conservation sites
during the last decade. Outside of the conservation sites, the species are exposed to the primary threats of
powerlines, artificial lights, and predation. The conservation sites are within the portion of Kaua‘i that lacks
powerlines and artificial lights and where active management for the species occurs (e.g., predator control). For
more information, refer to the Presence in Plan Area sections.
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Adaptive Management Program, of the Draft HCP for specific information) to refine the
understanding of the seabird population trends and update model assumptions.

Both the JCS and PDM account for the seabird species’ life history traits (e.g., longevity, age to
reproduction, reproductive success), biology, and sources of natural causes of death. The models
also account for human-caused effects such as historical, current, and future anticipated powerline
collisions, fallout due to light attraction, and conservation activities. Information regarding the
above effects on seabirds are provided in Section 3.2.2, Affected Environment, Section 3.2.3,
Environmental Consequences, and Section 4.2, Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future
Actions. The population trends provided in each scenario are an overall indication of the status of
the species because they reflect the effects (i.e., beneficial and adverse, natural and human-caused)
from past, present, and future actions and the proposed project on the seabirds. These two modeling
approaches were developed using the best available information to help inform the understanding
of the species’ population dynamics. These models are not directly comparable and it is likely that
none of the modeling scenarios are a completely accurate picture of what is happening with the
species. Rather, both model approaches are tools that help us understand the range of possible
scenarios. It is anticipated that some portions of the Kaua‘i population may be more aligned with the
individual scenarios than others.

The ‘aké‘ake (band-rumped storm-petrel, Hydrobates castro) populations on Kaua‘i are largely
unknown due to their known breeding sites being in remote and inaccessible locations.
Subsequently, modeling is not available to assess how the ‘aké‘akeé (band-rumped storm-petrel)
population on Kaua‘i will be affected by the measures outlined in the EIS alternatives.

3.2.1.2 Waterbirds

Resources consulted to prepare the affected environment section for waterbirds included scientific
papers, the recovery plan for Hawaiian waterbirds (USFWS 2011b), the Draft HCP, and the 2015
SWAP (DLNR 2015). Section 3.2.3.2 assesses the impact of the Covered Activities described in the
Draft HCP on covered waterbirds for the four EIS alternatives. The information on species’ biology,
habitat use, threats, and population trends as discussed in Section 3.2.2.2, Waterbirds, and Appendix
3A (Species Accounts) of the Draft HCP was used to assess impacts of each alternative.

3.2.1.3 Honu (Green Sea Turtle)

In Section 3.2.2.3, information regarding the status and the most recent distribution of honu (green
sea turtle) in the Plan Area was obtained from documents from regulatory agencies of the Service,
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and DLNR. Information specific to the species’ biology
such as basking, breeding, and nesting behavior was obtained from relevant scientific articles.

Section 3.2.3.3 assesses the impacts of light attraction from KIUC streetlights and implementation of
a turtle nest detection and shielding program as a conservation measure in the Draft HCP on honu
(green sea turtle). Because powerline collisions would not affect honu (green sea turtle), such
impact is not assessed. Scientific research articles on the general impacts of lighting on honu (green
sea turtle) behavior were used when analyzing the environmental consequences for this species for
all four of the alternatives. Applicable assumptions from Section 3.1.2, Analysis Assumptions, were
used when analyzing the impacts on honu (green sea turtle) in Section 3.2.3.3.
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3.2.2 Affected Environment

This section on the affected environment summarizes each of the Covered Species’ listing
information, distribution and general behavior, nesting and breeding behavior, threats, presence in
the Plan Area, population trends, and population estimates for the island of Kaua'i.

3.2.2.1 Seabirds

The three seabirds covered in the Draft HCP include ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater), ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian
petrel), and the Hawai‘i distinct population segment (DPS) of ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel).
Each of these seabirds is pelagic, spending the majority of their lives at sea and coming to land only
to breed (Spear et al. 2007; Ainley et al. 2014). They generally nest in burrows. The breeding season
typically is from March through December, although this varies among the species. During the non-
breeding season, the covered seabirds forage throughout the tropical Pacific.

‘A‘o (Newell’s Shearwater)

Listing Information

‘A'o (Newell’s shearwater) is listed as threatened under the ESA (40 Federal Register 44149 [Oct. 28,
1975]) but no critical habitat has been designated. The species is also listed as threatened under the
state HRS, Chapter 195D, Section 195D-4, Endangered and Threatened Species.

General Distribution and Behavior

‘Ao (Newell’s shearwater) is a member of the seabird family Procellariidae (Ainley et al. 2020) that
is endemic to the Main Hawaiian Islands (MHI) (Ni‘ihau, Kaua‘i, O‘ahu, Moloka‘i, Maui, Lana‘i,
Kaho‘olawe, and Hawai‘i). ‘A‘o (Newell’s shearwater) are present year-round in the eastern tropical
Pacific Ocean, particularly in waters around the MHI. During the non-breeding season (winter and
autumn), ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) is highly pelagic, found mostly east and south of the Hawaiian
Islands (Ainley et al. 2020). During this time, they are absent within 125 mi (201 km) of the
Hawaiian Islands (Spear et al. 1995a).

‘A‘o (Newell’s shearwater) rely heavily on tuna and other large, predatory fish to drive prey
(predominantly squid) toward the ocean surface (Spear et al. 2007; Ainley et al. 2014). ‘Ao
(Newell’s shearwater) capture prey by pursuit-plunging (whereby the bird submerges completely
and pursues food for a substantial distance underwater) (Ainley et al. 2020). Flight is strong, with
rapid wing beats interspersed with short glides (Spear and Ainley 1997a, 1997b).

‘A'o (Newell’s shearwater) breed at a late age (6 years to first breeding) and have low fecundity and
high adult survival (Warham 1990; Ainley et al. 2001; Griesemer and Holmes 2011). There is no
specific information on their longevity. Based on what is known among other shearwaters, it is
reasonable to assume they can live more than 30 years (Ainley et al. 2001).

Nesting and Breeding Behavior

‘A'o (Newell’s shearwater) remain at sea for the first few years of life. Adults arrive at inland

breeding sites in late March/early April. From late April and possibly through mid-May, breeding
adults forage at sea (Raine and Banfield 2015). Nests are buried in thick vegetation, around ferns
and tree roots in dense forests, steep slopes, and cliffs (KESRP 2019a). Breeding pairs lay a single
egg between late May and early June. Through October, both parents embark on daily trips to sea.
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Provisioning by both adults continues through September (Ainley et al. 2014). Fledglings fly from
burrows to sea from late September through mid-November and peak in October. Breeding is
restricted to the southeastern Hawaiian Islands.

Threats

‘A'o (Newell's shearwater) faces numerous threats that have led to major declines in their
population and continue to affect the species. These threats include collisions with powerlines,
attraction to artificial lighting, predation by introduced species, habitat loss, and oceanic threats
exacerbated by climate change. Powerline collisions are a major issue because seabirds fail to see
powerlines during their nocturnal flights, leading to injury or death (Travers et al. 2021, 2023).
Seabirds colliding with powerlines on Kaua'i likely occurred prior to when it was documented in the
early 1990s (Cooper and Day 1998); however, the extent was not fully understood until an effective
monitoring method was developed through the KIUC Short-term HCP. Artificial lighting causes
fledglings, and sometimes adults, to become disoriented, causing them to circle lights and eventually
fall to the ground (referred to as fallout) (Telfer et al. 1987). In the process of falling, they may
collide with structures. Once grounded, they are vulnerable to being killed by introduced predators
or vehicles. Another major threat is predation by introduced animals such as feral cats, rats, pigs,
barn owls, and feral bees (Raine et al. 2020, 2023). Predation adversely affects the species by
reducing survivorship of multiple life stages (i.e., egg, chick, and adult, but not pelagic juvenile stage)
(Raine et al. 2020).

Habitat modification also plays a role, with human activities and nonnative animals spreading
invasive plant species that reduce the availability of suitable nesting sites (USFWS 2016). For
example, nonnative plants (e.g., strawberry guava [Psidum guava]) can form impenetrable stands of
vegetation that limit access by seabirds to their burrows and potential nest sites (Duffy 2010;
Vanzandt et al. 2014). The impact of climate change, such as more frequent and intense storms,
rising temperatures, and habitat shifts, is expected to increase habitat modification. These
environmental changes can cause physical damage to habitats, disrupt breeding, and exacerbate the
spread of invasive species. In addition, fisheries pressure may affect ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater)
because they forage closely with high-value predatory fish like yellowfin tuna (Spear et al. 2007).
Decline of the tuna may affect the feeding patterns of ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater). The combination of
these threats, both human-induced and natural, has led to a decline in the shearwater population on
Kaua‘i and continues to affect the species.

Presence in Plan Area

Historically, ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) are thought to have occupied the mountain slopes on Kaua‘i
including those on the eastern and southern sides of the island. It is estimated that 90 percent of the
known ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) population occurs on Kaua‘i (Ainley et al. 2020). Their current
distribution in the Plan Area is based on contemporary audio surveys is presented in Figure 3.2-1.
The majority of the ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) breeding areas are concentrated in the northwestern
(e.g., Na Pali Coast, Upper Limahuli Preserve, Hono O Na Pali) and northern (e.g., valleys of Wainiha,
Hanalei, and Lumaha‘i) portions of Kaua‘i, in mountainous areas within deep valleys and along edges
of steep ridges (Ainley and Holmes 2011; Ainley et al. 2020). These areas are typically dominated by
dense vegetation, and habitat suitability models suggest that slope, density of rock fragments within
the soil, and native vegetation are key factors predicting their known distribution in the Plan Area
(Troy etal. 2016). Currently, ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) generally do not nest in coastal regions with
the exception of two sites located at Kilauea Point National Wildlife Refuge (NWR). One site at
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Kilauea Point NWR contains a few breeding pairs, which was established through a cross-fostering
translocation project that occurred between 1978 and 1980 (Byrd et al. 1984). The other site is
within the Nihoku predator exclusion fence in which 86 ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) were
translocated from 2016 to 2020 (Young et al. 2023).

Most managed sites (e.g., with intensive predator control) for ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) occur
within the northwestern portion of Kaua‘i and are currently managed via KIUC (i.e., North Bog,
Pohakea, Pohakea PF, Hanakapi’ai and Hanakoa units within the Hono O Na Pali NAR, Upper
Limahuli Preserve, Upper Manoa Valley, Honopi, and Honopt PF) (Draft HCP Appendix 5E, Table
5E-1). These sites are in the portion of the island least affected by threats of powerlines and artificial
light sources. Predation by introduced predators is the primary threat to the northwestern colonies,
although predator control efforts have significantly reduced this threat in managed conservation
areas. Furthermore, for managed areas, there are ample survey data available from auditory
surveys, acoustic monitoring, and burrow monitoring efforts.

The remaining ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) are distributed in unmanaged areas in the following
portions of Kaua‘i: Hanalei, Wainiha, and Lumaha‘i Valleys, Na Pali Coast, Waimea Canyon, and areas
adjacent to the Conservation Sites for the Draft HCP. ‘A‘o (Newell’s shearwater) colonies in
unmanaged areas outside of the northwestern portion of the island are primarily affected by threats
of powerline collisions, light attraction, and predation (Troy et al. 2016). Information and data
regarding the species within these areas come from radar surveys, powerline collision monitoring,
SOS program data, auditory surveys, and acoustic monitoring via song meters (e.g., Na Pali Coast).

Population Trend Scenarios

Despite over 30 years of monitoring and conservation of ‘a‘o (Newell's shearwater) and more
intensive work over the last 10 years, uncertainty remains about the current status and population
trend for the species. This uncertainty is a function of the long-lived and cryptic nature of the
species’ life history, as well as the difficulty in assessing the relative effects of the different threats
across the species’ geographic scope and life stages. Multiple different datasets help to inform our
understanding of the species, including:

e Radar Monitoring: This dataset has been consistently collected from 1993 to 2022 at sites from
Wainiha to Kekaha (Wainiha and Lumaha’i sites added in 2006). This dataset is the strongest
dataset to demonstrate long-term trends, but may not account for the majority of the
northwestern portion of the island, where a major proportion of the population is currently
located.

e Powerline Collision Monitoring: This dataset has been collected annually since 2012 at sample
powerline segments. The data are used to infer trends of powerline collisions by seabirds over
the entire powerline system. These data do not account for the majority of the central and
northwestern portions of the island. Also, given that 80 percent of powerline strikes are
reported to be from subadults (Ainley et al. 2001), it primarily accounts for that age class.

e Colony Monitoring: The dataset has been collected since before 2001 through call rate
monitoring, auditory surveys, and burrow monitoring. This dataset is constrained by
accessibility of the sites, expenses associated with monitoring (e.g., helicopter costs), and
constraints on the power of the data for analysis. Monitored colonies are primarily in relatively
accessible locations of the northwestern portion of the island, which tend to be lower-slope
areas with potentially higher depredation effects.
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e SOS Program: This dataset has been collected since the SOS program was initiated in 1979 and
provides information on seabirds recovered and turned into the program by the public and
volunteers. Ninety-five percent or more of the seabirds collected are fledglings. Due to the
opportunistic nature of seabirds being turned in, the data are used to corroborate population
trends via other datasets.

e At-Sea Monitoring: This dataset is derived from observations conducted aboard research vessels
from 2006 through 2012. The collection locations do not necessarily overlap yearly, do not
account for differences in foraging areas between subadults and adults, and may not account for
the complete extent of the foraging area.

These datasets help inform the status of the species and how the species’ population may change
over time given certain management actions. No single dataset is representative of the population as
a whole; however, it is likely that individual colonies may be represented by the dataset more
closely aligned with that colony’s unique circumstances. For example, ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) in
the northwestern portion of Kaua‘i are better represented by the colony monitoring dataset than the
radar or SOS program datasets. Alternatively, ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) in disparate colonies
closest to the developed and unmanaged portions of Kaua'i are likely better represented by the
radar and SOS program datasets.

Modeling can assist us in addressing the inherent variability between the datasets and how they
influence our understanding of species’ outcomes. Throughout this EIS we use models as a means of
analyzing the wide extent of best available information and informing management decisions.

The understanding of the species on Kaua'‘i has changed drastically over the past 15 years from a
dramatic population decline (Trend 1) to a population that is neither increasing nor decreasing
(Trend 2). Data derived for Trend 1 and 2 were used to inform four of the five population modeling
scenarios (mid-point and flat-line scenarios for the JCS and the worse-case and stable-trend
scenarios for the PDM) described in Section 3.2.1.1, Seabirds. It is unknown and uncertain as to how
Trend 1 and 2 along with overall impacts on the species (e.g., powerline collisions, fallout from light
attraction, predation, climate change) affect the long-term survival of the species.
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Figure 3.2-1. Known Distribution of Breeding Areas for ‘A‘o (Newell’s Shearwater) on Kaua‘i Based

on Auditory Surveys
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Trend 1—Steep Decline (1993-2013)

Based on data, the ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) population on Kaua‘i experienced a steep decline.
Raine et al. (2017a) used 21 years (1993-2013) of radar survey data and 37 years (1979-2015) of
data on fledglings rescued by the SOS program on Kaua'i to assess the population trends of ‘a‘o
(Newell’s shearwater). The radar survey data estimated annual numbers of adult ‘a‘o (Newell’s
shearwater) flying from the ocean to inland breeding grounds during the peak seasonal incubation
period between May and mid-July. Data were gathered at 13 different sites starting at Hanalei on the
north, down along the east coast (Wailua), to the last site at Kekaha on the south shore. The SOS data
provided insight into the changes in the numbers of fallout-related fledglings of ‘a‘o (Newell’s
shearwater). The data represented a continuous dataset of 30,552 rescued fledglings of ‘a‘o
(Newell’s shearwater) reported during the 37-year period. Together, the two datasets provide a
view of the population trend for most of the geographic area of Kaua‘i (not including the
northwestern portion of the island where most of the managed colonies occur).

Radar data indicated a 94-percent decrease in the overall ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) population
during the survey period (1993-2013), with an average rate of decline of 13 percent per year (Raine
etal. 2017a). Ninety-two percent of the radar sites showed this sharp decline. Radar data from 1993
to 2020 showed an average rate of decline of 6.9 percent per year (Raine and Rossiter 2020).
Ninety-two percent of the radar sites showed this sharp decline. Therefore, radar-based population
counts indicated two decades of dramatic decline of ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) on Kaua'‘i. The SOS
program data showed an upward population trend from 1979 to 1992, with progressively fewer
rescued birds being reported. However, after the island’s major hurricane (Iniki) in 1992, the data
indicated a sharp and continuous downward trend in the ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) numbers on
Kaua'‘i from 1992 to 2015 (23 years); a similar trend was observed in the radar data. The large-scale
declines found in this study are attributed to the significant threats facing seabirds on Kaua‘i, which
include powerline collisions, light attraction, introduced predators, and habitat modification
potentially exacerbated after hurricane Iniki. Although the steep decline has not continued, this
sharp decline in the population may have impacts on the long-term survival of the species.

Trend 2—Stable Population (2013—Present)

An analysis based on recent radar data may suggest that the Kaua'‘i subpopulation of ‘a‘o (Newell’s
shearwater) is neither significantly increasing nor decreasing, following the extreme decline that
occurred in the population. This stable-population analysis is based on three datasets (i.e., radar,
powerline collisions, and SOS program) for the portion of Kaua‘i from Wainiha to Kekaha. Radar
data from 2010-2022 indicated no significant trend (increase or decrease) for either ‘a‘o (Newell’s
shearwater) or ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) (Raine and Rossiter 2020; Sahin 2023). The radar data used
to imply a flat trend line were a subset of a longer-term dataset that began in 1993 (Sahin 2023).
Additionally, powerline collision data and passage rates (number of seabirds transiting powerlines)
estimated from visual nighttime observations during the powerline monitoring surveys from 2013-
2019 show a relatively consistent number of annual powerline collisions and passage rates,
indicating population numbers have not declined or increased (Travers et al. 2020, 2023, 2024). The
years 2020-2023 are not included because significant amounts of powerline strike minimization
were implemented during this timeframe. Data since 2010 from the SOS program for rehabilitating
fallout birds corroborate this trend (Ainley et al. 2023).
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Population Estimates for Kaua‘i

‘Ao (Newell’s shearwater) populations are estimated using multiple approaches. Due to difficulty
with studying the covered seabird species, each population estimate is derived from different data
sources and sets of assumptions. Each estimate has uncertainties and limitations. When analyzed
together, these approaches provide a range of reasonable estimates that possibly represents the
current status of the covered seabird population. For the modeling scenarios, three different
population estimates were evaluated.

Statewide population estimates are described by at-sea surveys from 1998 to 2011 in three areas in
the Central and Eastern Tropical Pacific Ocean (Joyce 2016). The Joyce (2016) model predicted an
estimated abundance of 27,011 ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) within the study area, with the 95-
percent quantile upper bound being 37,125 and 18,254 as the lower bound. Kaua‘i supports roughly
90 percent of the known total population of ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and is used for nesting
(Ainley et al. 2020). The Joyce estimates of shearwaters at sea has limitations, and it does not
represent individuals on Kaua‘i. Therefore, the PDM and JCS models used alternative population
estimates more specific to Kaua‘i.

Spatially explicit estimates of ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) breeding pair abundance on Kaua'‘i are used
as the starting population of the PDM (Draft HCP Appendix 5E). These estimates were derived by
auditory surveys and burrow monitoring data from managed sites on Kaua‘i and acoustic call rates
from the Na Pali Coast, with the most recently analyzed data being from 2021. This approach
addresses the differences between breeding colonies located in different parts of Kaua‘i and the
benefits of localized conservation efforts. For select areas (e.g., Hanalei to Kekaha), radar trend and
strike estimates were used as the data source for initial population estimates. The PDM estimate of
the Kaua‘i metapopulation of ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) in 2021 under the assumptions of the
worse-case scenario is 40,454 individuals (ages 1+), with 25,140 of these individuals at breeding age
(ages 6+).

The PDM further incorporates trends based on three datasets to initialize the population estimate of
the worse-case scenario and stable-trend scenario (Draft HCP Chapter 5). The datasets analyzed
include radar data collected by the Kaua‘i Endangered Seabird Recovery Project from 2010-2022,
powerline strike data collected by KIUC from 2013-2019, and collected and rescued seabird data
from the SOS program starting in 2012. The worse-case scenario of the PDM assumes the
populations outside of conservation areas are in rapid decline and is intended to estimate the lower
plausible bound of population trends outside the conservation sites. The initial population used in
the PDM worse-case scenario is 32,292 individuals in 2025. The stable-trend scenario assumes the
initial population trend outside of the conservation sites is relatively stable, and is intended to
estimate the upper plausible bound of population trends outside the conservation sites. The initial
population used in the PDM stable-trend scenario is 119,887 individuals in 2025.

The JCS model used an alternate starting population derived from habitat suitability models (Troy et
al. 2014) combined with Archipelago Research and Conservation auditory surveys and nearest
neighbor distances between active burrows (Raine pers. comm. 2021). The estimates applied the
habitat suitability models to both managed and unmanaged areas of Kaua‘i. The starting population
for the JCS is based on the 2020 estimate of 25,328-32,568 individuals (age 1+) on Kaua‘i. The JCS
model then projected the starting population size for the beginning of the permit term in 2025 .
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‘Ua‘u (Hawaiian Petrel)

Listing Information

‘Ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel), endemic to the MH]I, is listed as endangered under the ESA (32 Federal
Register 4001 [March 11, 1967]) and there is no designated critical habitat. The species is also listed
as endangered under HRS Chapter 195D, Section 195D-4, Endangered and Threatened Species.

General Distribution and Behavior

‘Ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) is a member the seabird family Procellariidae that was once abundant and
widely distributed across Hawai‘i. Currently, the species nests on Kaua‘i, Maui, Lana‘i, and Hawai‘i
(Ainley and Holmes 2011), with smaller and more recent documentation of presence on O‘ahu
(Young et al. 2019) and Moloka‘i.

‘Ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) forage widely throughout the North Pacific (Spear et al. 1995b; Wiley et al.
2012) and occur throughout the central tropical and subtropical Pacific Ocean, as well (DLNR 2015).
For example, satellite-tracked birds from Maui and Lana‘i traveled northwestward to the Kuroshio
Current/Transition Zone then eastward to the California Current before returning to Hawai‘i (Ainley
and Holmes 2011). Birds from Kaua‘i follow the same long-trip foraging routes as those from Maui
and Lana‘i, but have also been tracked making shorter foraging trips to a mere 62 mi (100 km) north
of Kaua'‘i (Raine et al. 2017a).

Nesting and Breeding Behavior

Currently, breeding is restricted to high elevations of Kaua‘i, Moloka‘i, Lana‘i, Maui, and Hawai‘i
(Simons and Bailey 2020). The breeding cycle of ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) in a colony is synchronous.
Breeding phenology varies among islands; in Kaua'‘i (Lana‘i and Moloka‘i), birds arrive at their
colonies 2 weeks to 1 month later than those on Lana‘i and Maui (Raine et al. 2025). On Kaua‘i, ‘ua‘u
(Hawaiian petrel) typically arrive at their breeding grounds and colonies in mid-April and start
forming pairs (Raine et al. 2025).

After pairing and nest building, breeding adults return to sea to build energy stores and return in
late May to mid-June to lay eggs. Eggs typically hatch in July, at which point both parents fly to the
ocean to forage and return to feed the nestling. The first chicks start to fledge in mid-October.
Fledging peaks in November and breeding colonies are generally empty by mid-December (KESRP
2019a; Raine et al. 2025).

Key predictors of nest site selection include increased slope, an understory dominated by native
vegetation (to provide protection from nonnative predators), and open canopy (Vanzandt et al.
2014).

Threats

The threats facing ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) are similar to those faced by ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater),
but powerline collisions and predation are more of a threat than light attraction. Compared to ‘a‘o
(Newell’s shearwater), fewer ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) collide with powerlines (Travers et al. 2023a).
In addition, very few ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) have been found grounded and turned into the SOS
program during the fledging season compared to ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) (Raine et al. 2017b).
Climate change and fisheries interactions pose the same threats to ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) as to ‘a‘o

Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan 3-17 June 2025
Environmental Impact Statement



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 3.2 Covered Species

(Newell’s shearwater) (Draft HCP Appendix 3A). For additional information, refer to the Threats
section for ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater).

Presence in Plan Area

Fossil and anecdotal evidence suggests that historically, prior to Polynesian colonization, ‘ua‘u
(Hawaiian petrel) were found in a variety of habitats from the mountain summits down to sea level
on Kaua‘i (Olson and James 1982). Currently, the main populations on Kaua‘i are concentrated in the
northwestern and central portions of the island, where no development has occurred (Figure 3.2-2).
Kaua‘i supports approximately 33 percent of the total population of ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) (Raine
pers. comm. as cited in Vorsino 2020). Breeding areas are in dense, montane wet forest, primarily
along valley headwalls, particularly those of steep slopes covered with uluhe fern (Dicranopteris
linearis, and Sticherus owhyhensis) (Troy et al. 2016). Compared to ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater), ‘ua‘u
(Hawaiian petrel) typically use habitat at higher elevations but that are less steep and less
vegetated, and closer to wind-exposed ridges (Troy et al. 2016). The only current coastal nesting
site, established artificially, is at Kilauea Point National Wildlife Refuge.

Sites managed for ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) occur primarily within the Draft HCP conservation sites of
Upper Limahuli Preserve, Pihea, North Bog, Pohakea, Hanakapi’ai, and Hanakoa (mainly predator
control). These sites are away from most powerlines and light sources. Due to the remote site
locations and management efforts, the covered seabirds in this area are expected to be the least
affected by stressors when compared to the other subpopulations. Because breeding sites are
managed and studied, these areas have the best available data (e.g., annual auditory surveys,
extensive burrow searches) for population estimates based on annual monitoring surveys for
breeding pairs (e.g., Raine et al. 2022).
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Figure 3.2-2.  Distribution of ‘Ua‘u (Hawaiian Petrel) on Kaua‘i Based on Auditory Surveys
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‘Ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) within unmanaged areas include Hanalei, Wainiha, and Lumaha‘i Valleys,
and areas adjacent to the Draft HCP conservation sites. ‘Ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) are not known to
occur in the Waimea Canyon area. Areas outside of the northwestern portion of Kaua‘i are most
affected by powerline collisions and predation (e.g., Troy et al. 2017). Because these areas are
unmanaged and largely inaccessible, data are limited to sources from radar surveys, acoustic
monitoring (remote song meters), powerline collision monitoring, and SOS program data. ‘Ua‘u
(Hawaiian petrel) do not experience fallout at rates similar to ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater), so SOS
program data do not provide much information for this species.

Population Trend Scenarios

The datasets described above that were used to define the population trend scenarios for ‘a‘o
(Newell’s shearwater) are also applicable to ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) and data obtained through
radar monitoring, powerline collision monitoring, colony monitoring, SOS program reporting, and
at-sea monitoring were also used to inform the overall population trend scenarios for ‘ua‘u
(Hawaiian petrel).

The understanding of the species on Kaua'‘i has changed drastically over the past 15 years from a
dramatic population decline (Trend 1) to a population that is neither increasing nor decreasing
(Trend 2). Data derived for Trend 1 and 2 were used to inform four of the five population modeling
scenarios (mid-point and flat-line scenarios for the JCS and the worse-case and stable trend
scenarios for the PDM) described in Section 3.2.1.1, Seabirds. It is unknown and uncertain as to how
Trend 1 and 2 along with overall impacts on the species (e.g., powerline collisions, fallout from light
attraction, predation, climate change) affect the long-term survival of the species.

Trend 1—Steep Decline

Based on data, the ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) population on Kaua‘i experienced a steep decline. Raine et
al. (2017a) analyzed 21 years of ornithological radar data at eight sites across Kaua‘i, including both
the northern and southern shores of the island. The sites in this analysis were not the mountain
conservation areas but were along roadways surveyed by a truck-mounted radar system. The radar
data indicated that ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) experienced a long-term population decline across the
island, with a 78-percent reduction in radar targets from 1993-2013. Most radar detections were
recorded on the northern shore sites, including at Wainiha, Lumaha‘i (surveyed starting in 2006),
and Hanalei Valleys (surveyed starting in 1993), which are known to be the remaining primary
breeding sites for ‘ua‘'u (Hawaiian petrel). The radar detections at the southern shore sites were low
for all the years analyzed. Personal observations by research biologists suggest the former large
colonies in the southern areas of Kalaheo and Kaluahonu have decreased dramatically over recent
decades. Analysis by Raine et al. (2017a) contrasted results presented by Day et al. (2003), which
suggested the ‘uva‘u (Hawaiian petrel) populations had possibly increased from 1993 to 2001. The
reanalysis by Raine et al. standardized the times used in the analysis, which changed the time
periods assessed in the radar observation surveys. By standardizing the dataset and including
additional years of data, Raine et al. concluded the ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) population on Kaua‘i
followed a similar declining trend that the ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) population experienced.
Although the steep decline has not continued, this sharp decline in the population over a period of
time may have impacts on the long-term survival of the species.
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Trend 2—Stable Population

An alternative analysis based on more recent radar data suggests the Kaua‘i subpopulation of ‘ua‘u
(Hawaiian petrel) appears to be stable (i.e., showing no trend of significantly increasing or
decreasing). This analysis is based on three datasets, primarily in the high-strike zone of Kekaha to
Hanalei. Radar data from 2010-2022 indicated no significant trend (increase or decrease) for either
‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) or ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel). The radar data used are a subset of a longer-
term dataset that began in 1993 (Sahin 2023). Additionally, powerline collision data and passage
rates (number of seabirds transiting powerlines) estimated from visual nighttime observations
during the powerline monitoring surveys from 2013-2019 show a relatively consistent number of
annual powerline collisions and passage rates, indicating population numbers have not declined or
increased (Travers et al. 2020, 2023, 2024). The years 2020-2023 are not included in this stable
trend because powerline strike minimization took place in this timeframe, and showed significant
reductions in powerline strikes (Travers et al. 2022). Data since 2010 from the SOS program for
rehabilitating fallout birds corroborate this trend (Ainley et al. 2023). This trend follows the steep
decline previously described.

Population Estimates (Overall and Kaua‘i)

‘Ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) populations are estimated using multiple approaches. Due to difficulty with
studying the covered seabird species, each population estimate is derived from different data
sources and sets of assumptions. Each estimate has uncertainties and limitations. When analyzed
together, these approaches provide a range of reasonable estimates that possibly represents the
current status of the covered seabird population. For the modeling scenarios, three population
estimates were evaluated.

Statewide population estimates for ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) are described by at-sea surveys from
1998 to 2011 in three areas in the Central and Eastern Tropical Pacific Ocean (Joyce 2016). The
Joyce (2016) model of ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) yielded an estimate of minimum population of 52,186
‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) within the entire study area over the entire survey span of 1998-2011, with
the 95-percent quantile upper bounds of 67,379 birds and the lower bound of 39,823 birds. ‘Ua‘u
(Hawaiian petrel) are dispersed across the MHI, so the at-sea estimates capture the spread of the
population, not just the Kaua‘i island subpopulation (estimated to be about 33 percent of the entire
population).

Because of the spatial deficiencies, uncorrected sources of statistical bias, and other limitations
detailed in the Draft HCP (Appendix 5F), the at-sea population estimates were not incorporated into
the PDM or JCS model. The Joyce estimates of ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) at sea have limitations and do
not represent individuals on Kaua‘i. Therefore, the PDM and JCS model used alternative population
estimates as the basis of the modeling scenarios.

Spatially explicit estimates of ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) breeding pair abundance on Kaua‘i are used as
the starting population of the PDM (Draft HCP Appendix 5F). As with ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwaters),
these estimates were derived by auditory surveys and burrow monitoring data from managed sites
on Kaua'i and acoustic call rates for the Na Pali Coast, with the most recently analyzed data being
from 2021. This approach addresses the differences between breeding colonies located in different
parts of Kaua‘i and the benefits of localized conservation efforts. For select areas (e.g., Hanalei to
Kekaha), radar trend and powerline strike estimates were used as the data source for initial
population estimates. The PDM population estimate of the Kaua‘i subpopulation of ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian
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petrel) in 2021 is 27,814 individuals (ages 1+), with 17,473 of these individuals being breeding age
(ages 6+) under the worse-case scenario.

The PDM further incorporates trends based on three datasets to initialize the population of the
worse-case scenario and stable-trend scenario (Draft HCP Chapter 5). The datasets analyzed include
radar data collected by KESRP from 2010-2022, powerline strike data collected by KIUC from 2013-
2019, and collected and rescued seabird data from the SOS program starting in 2012. The worse-
case scenario of the PDM assumes the initial population inside the conservation sites is increasing,
but the populations outside of conservation areas are in rapid decline. This scenario is intended to
estimate the lower plausible bound of population trends outside the conservation sites. The initial
population used in the PDM worse-case scenario is 28,547 individuals in 2025. The stable-trend
scenario assumes the population inside the initial conservation sites is increasing and the initial
population trend outside of the conservation sites is relatively stable. This scenario is intended to
estimate the upper plausible bound of population trends outside the conservation sites. The initial
population used in the PDM stable-trend scenario is 77,806 individuals in 2025.

The JCS model used an alternate starting population derived from habitat suitability models (Troy et
al. 2014) combined with Archipelago Research and Conservation auditory surveys and nearest
neighbor distances between active burrows (Raine pers. comm. 2021). The estimates applied the
habitat suitability models to both managed and unmanaged areas of Kaua'i. The starting population
for the JCS model is based on the 2020 estimate of 25,278-32,173 individuals (age 1+) on Kaua'i.
The model then applied assumptions and trends to derive the starting populations of the beginning
of the permit term in 2025 (Raine pers. comm. 2021).

‘Aké‘akeé (Band-rumped Storm-petrel)

Listing Information

‘Aké‘akeé (band-rumped storm-petrel) is a member of the seabird family Hydrobatidae. Recent
genetic studies have found that the Hawaiian population of this species is genetically distinct from
other populations throughout its global range (Taylor et al. 2019). The Hawai‘i DPS was first listed
as endangered under the ESA in 2016 (USFWS 2016). ‘Aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) is also
listed as endangered under HRS Chapter 195D, Section 195D-4, Endangered and Threatened
Species.

General Distribution and Behavior

‘Aké‘ake (band-rumped storm-petrel) is found throughout tropical/subtropical areas in the Atlantic,
Indian, and Pacific Oceans (Taylor et al. 2019). Three distinct breeding areas occur in the Pacific,
including one in Hawai‘i. The Hawai‘i DPS is distributed throughout the Pacific Ocean Basin and
nests in the Hawaiian Islands (Raine et al. 2017b; USFWS 2021a). ‘Aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-
petrel) is nocturnal and typically flies with relatively shallow wingbeats and glides on slightly bowed
wings.

During the non-breeding season, some ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) remain near their
breeding island. Others enter more open ocean and pelagic waters. Their at-sea distribution is
relatively unknown compared to the previous two seabirds discussed; however, ‘aké‘aké (band-
rumped storm-petrel) have been observed 600 mi (966 km) north and 1,000 mi (1,609 km) south of
Hawai‘i, and between Hawai‘i and Japan (USFWS 2016). While at sea, they forage at the surface by
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dipping and surface seizing (USFWS 2021a). Compared to the two seabirds previously discussed,
‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) forage primarily at night (USFWS 2021a).

Threats

Threats to ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) are expected to be comparable to those faced by
‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater), including similar climate-change related environmental stressors. The
foraging behavior of ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) differs from that of ‘a‘o (Newell’s
shearwater) because it does not associate with tunas, so changes to tuna populations are not
expected to directly affect ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel). Rat predation is expected to affect
‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) more than ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) because it is a smaller
seabird that inhabits remote areas without comprehensive predator control measures (Raine et al.
2017b).

Nesting and Breeding Behavior

The species likely does not breed until 3 to 7 years of age, and may live to 20 years (Ainley et al.
2020; USFWS 2021a). Much of the breeding biology of ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) is
approximated from the Galdpagos Islands. The nesting season in the Galapagos occurs during the
boreal summer. A single egg is laid and incubated for an average of 42 days, and young fledge in 64-
70 days (Ainley and Holmes 2011). Different populations breed in distinct seasons (USFWS 2021a).
Kaua'i appears to be the primary nesting site for the Hawai‘i DPS, although there has been
documentation on Maui and Hawai‘i. The breeding season on Kaua'i is June through October (Raine
etal. 2017b).

Presence in Plan Area

‘Aké‘akeé (band-rumped storm-petrel) bones were found at sea level elevation on Kaua‘i suggesting
that historically, prior to human contact, this species occurred in coastal habitat on the island.
Historically, ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) have also been noted from Hanapépé Valley and
Nu‘alolo ‘Aina and Waimea Canyon (Wood et al. 2002). In terms of geographic distribution in Kaua'i,
breeding colonies and nesting locations are concentrated along the Na Pali Coast in the
northwestern and sheer cliff walls of Waimea Canyon in the southwestern part of the island (Raine
etal. 2017b), both of which are associated with sparsely vegetated, steep, and remote cliffs. Small
pockets of these birds also occur in some of the wetter and heavily vegetated valleys that contain
exposed rocky cliff faces, such as Lumaha‘i and Wainiha. Key predictors of their distribution are
average rainfall, vegetation type, and slope, and the species may be associated with steep, sparsely
vegetated cliffs (Raine et al. 2017b).

In the Plan Area, evidence of the species’ presence is based on vocalizations and auditory surveys
(Wood et al. 2002). The 2002 study estimated there to be between 171 and 221 nesting pairs on
Kaua‘i (Wood et al. 2002; USFWS 2016, 2021a), making it home to the largest population in the
archipelago. A review of available literature from Wood et al. (2002) on birds from Kaua'i indicates
that the nesting cycle may be up to 184 days between the arrival of adults to fledging of chicks. The
study suggests that adults copulate 39 days after arriving, lay eggs 33 days later, incubate for 52
days, and fledge 70 days post hatching. A more recent study incorporating human auditory surveys,
automated acoustic surveys, mist-netting, and data from seabird rescue programs indicates that
adult ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) arrive on Kaua‘i in late May and finish egg laying by mid-
June, and chicks fledge from late September to mid-November (Raine et al. 2017b).
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Population Estimates for Kaua‘i

The Hawaiian population of ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) is largely unknown. The known
breeding sites of ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) on Kaua‘i are remote and largely
inaccessible, making population estimates difficult for this species. Compared to historic population
levels and distributions, ‘aké‘akeé (band-rumped storm-petrel) appears to be significantly reduced in
numbers and range when compared to pre-Polynesian colonization (Raine et al. 2017b).

3.2.2.2 Waterbirds

The five waterbirds covered in the Draft HCP include ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt, Himantopus mexicanus
knudseni), koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck, Anas wyvilliana), ‘alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot, Fulica alai),
‘alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common gallinule, Gallinula galeata sandvicensis), and néné (Hawaiian goose,
Branta sandvicensis). Each of these waterbirds is endemic to Hawai'‘i (i.e., only found in Hawai‘i) and
is listed as endangered at the state and federal levels, except for néné (Hawaiian goose), which is
listed as threatened. Apart from the more terrestrial néné (Hawaiian goose), the covered waterbirds
are restricted to wetlands and open-water habitat in Kaua‘i. All covered waterbirds are non-
migratory, with exact movements within Kaua‘i and between islands being species dependent. Long-
term census data indicate that the statewide population of the covered waterbirds are stable and/or
increasing, with overall population trends being influenced by population trends on Kaua‘i (Paxton
etal. 2021).

Ae‘o (Hawaiian Stilt)

Listing Information

Ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt), a subspecies of black-necked stilt (Himantopus mexicanus), is a long-legged,
slender shorebird with a long, thin beak. Ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt) was first listed as endangered under
the ESA in 1970. In 2021, the Service proposed reclassifying and downlisting this species to
threatened (USFWS 2021b). This review process remains ongoing. Critical habitat has not been
designated. Ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt) is also listed as endangered under HRS Chapter 195D, Section
195D-4, Endangered and Threatened Species.

Distribution and General Behavior

Ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt) is a wading bird present in wetland habitats below 660 feet (201 m) elevation
on all the MHI except Kaho‘olawe (USFWS 2011b, 2020b). Ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt) are opportunistic
feeders, using a range of aquatic habitats. Their habitat use is limited by water depth (shallow) and
vegetation cover, and they typically forage in early successional marshland or aquatic habitat in
waters shallower than 9 inches (22.9 centimeters) (USFWS 2011b).

Ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt) frequently move among wetland habitats and are known to use ephemeral
lakes, alkaline ponds, anchialine pools, prawn farm ponds, marshlands, and tidal flats. Ae‘o
(Hawaiian stilt) most commonly walk or wade over short distances as opposed to flying. They
consume a variety of invertebrates and other aquatic organisms between their foraging and
breeding habitat daily (USFWS 2011b).

Nesting and Breeding Behavior

Minimal information on the lifespan and survivorship of ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt) is available (USFWS
2011b). Ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt) nesting season typically extends from mid-February through August,
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with variation based on water levels. Stilts normally lay three to four eggs, and these eggs are
incubated for approximately 24 days (USFWS 2011b). Chicks depart their nests within 24 hours of
hatching and remain with their parents for several months afterward. Chicks accompany adults on
their daily foraging as late as February of the year after hatch (Robinson et al. 2020). The highest
densities of nests occur on large mudflat expanses interspersed with low-growing vegetation
(USFWS 2011b). Nests are generally shallow depressions lined with stones, twigs, and debris.

Threats

Threats affecting ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt) include predation by invasive mammals, wetland habitat loss,
disease, and environmental contaminants (USFWS 2011b). Predation and habitat loss, however, are
thought to be the greatest threats to ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt) (USFWS 2011b). Predation by rats,
bullfrogs (Lithobates catesbeianus), feral cats, and feral dogs is a direct threat to the recovery of ae‘o
(Hawaiian stilts). Rats and bullfrogs mostly target eggs and chicks, while feral cats and dogs target
chicks, subadults, and adults (USFWS 2020b). Loss of wetlands through filling and draining for
agriculture and development has largely contributed to the loss of wetland habitats used by ae‘o
(Hawaiian stilt) (USFWS 2011b). Hydrological alterations caused by flood control and
channelization have resulted in making some available wetland habitats less suitable for ae‘o
(Hawaiian stilt) by altering water depths and timing of water level fluctuations and altering salinity
(USFWS 2011b). Avian botulism caused by bacteria known as Clostridium botulinum (type C) is a
deadly disease that threatens ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt) (USFWS 2020b). Other emerging diseases that
can potentially be a threat to ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt) are West Nile virus and avian influenza H5N1 or
“bird flu” (USFWS 2011b). Even though there is one record of ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt) colliding with a
powerline, there is no evidence that collision with utility structures is having a major impact on ae‘o
(Hawaiian stilt) (Travers et al. 2019, 2023).

Presence in Plan Area

Ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt) are present throughout the area (Figure 3.2-3). They are numerous in large
river valleys (e.g., Hanalei, Wailua, Lumaha‘i) and at reservoirs (USFWS 2011b). There is a
considerable amount of movement of ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt) between Kaua‘i and Ni‘ihau, depending
on flooding and rainfall (USFWS 2011a). Surveys of the statewide ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt) population
conducted between 2012 and 2016 found that the 5-year minimum average population estimate on
Kaua‘iwas 1,932 (1,552-2,385) (Paxton et al. 2021). Long-term (1986-2016) and short-term
(2006-2016) trends suggest that population sizes on Kaua'i are increasing (Paxton et al. 2021).
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Figure 3.2-3.  Distribution of Ae‘o (Hawaiian Stilt) on Kaua‘i
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Koloa Maoli (Hawaiian Duck)

Listing Information

Koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck) is endemic to the MHI and part of the family Anatidae (Anseriformes).
Koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck) was first listed as endangered under the ESA in 1967 (USFWS 1967).
No critical habitat has been designated. This species is also listed as endangered under HRS Chapter
195D, Section 195D-4, Endangered and Threatened Species.

Distribution and General Behavior

Koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck) historically used a wide variety of natural and artificial wetland
habitats including freshwater marshes, flooded grasslands, montane stock ponds, streams, forest
swamplands, kalo patches, lotus (Nelumbo nucifera) farms, irrigation ditches, reservoirs, and
mouths of larger streams between sea level and 9,900 feet (3,017.5 m) (USFWS 2011b). Koloa maoli
(Hawaiian duck) are currently present on Ni‘ihau, Kaua‘i, O‘ahu, Maui, and Hawai‘i, primarily in
montane streams and marshlands (USFWS 2011a). The total population appears to be increasing
based on biannual waterbird counts, primarily because of increases in its population on Kaua‘i. In
the Plan Area, koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck) participate in seasonal movements, occurring in the
lowland wetlands to more secluded habitats in the summer (USFWS 2011b).

Koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck) are opportunistic feeders, primarily feeding in wetlands and streams
shallower than 9.4 inches (24 centimeters) deep (Engilis et al. 2020). They are strong flyers and are
typically non-migratory, although some seasonal, altitudinal, and inter-island movements occur
(Engilis and Pratt 1993).

Nesting and Breeding Behavior

Koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck) breed year-round, but primarily nest between March and June (USFWS
2011b). Nests are constructed on the ground near water, often in tall grass, and are made of
vegetation and lined with feathers. Most chicks hatch between April and June (USFWS 2011a). Koloa
maoli (Hawaiian duck) reach sexual maturity after a year. Nesting or molting peaks between June
and August (USFWS 2011a).

Koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck) interbreed with mallards (Anas platyrhynchos) that have been
introduced to the MHI. Pure koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck) occur primarily on Kaua‘i, which has low
levels of hybridization (USFWS 2011b).

Threats

Similar to other Hawaiian waterbirds, threats to Hawaiian duck (koloa maoli) include predation by
invasive mammals, loss of wetland habitat, environmental contaminants, and disease (USFWS
2011Db). The largest threat to koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck) is hybridization with the invasive mallard
that was introduced to the islands for sport hunting (USFWS 2011b). However, compared to Maui
and O‘ahu where most of the ducks are mallard-Hawaiian duck (Koloa maoli) hybridization, there
are fewer hybrids on Kaua‘i (Pyle and Pyle 2017). Although there are some instances of ducks
colliding with powerlines, there is no evidence that collision with utility structures is having a major
impact on Hawaiian duck (koloa maoli) (Travers et al. 2019, 2023).
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Presence in Plan Area

Koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck) use lowland ponds and wetlands in the Plan Area to feed and loaf, and
they nest along montane streams (USFWS 2011b). They primarily feed in managed wetlands and
kalo ponds and use upper reaches of the Hanalei River watershed for roosting and potentially
foraging. There are seasonal movements of birds from lowland wetlands to more secluded,
ephemeral wetlands on Ni‘ihau in response to changes in precipitation, flooding, and drying (Engilis
and Pratt 1993; USFWS 2011a; Engilis et al. 2020).

The koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck) population on Kaua‘i is substantially larger than on other islands
(Figure 3.2-4) and is thought to be increasing (Paxton et al. 2021). The koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck)
population is estimated to be approximately 2,200 individuals, with 2,000 true (non-hybrid) koloa
maoli (Hawaiian duck) (Engilis et al. 2020); however, the state’s biannual surveys typically do not
include remote wetlands and streams, where an estimated greater than 50 percent of the Kaua‘i
koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck) population is believed to occur.
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Figure 3.2-4.  Distribution of Koloa Maoli (Hawaiian Duck) on Kaua‘i
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‘Alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian Coot)

Listing Information

‘Alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot) is a member of the rail family, Rallidae. Endemic to Hawai‘i, ‘alae
ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot) is listed as endangered under the ESA (USFWS 1970). There is no
designated critical habitat. The species is also listed as endangered under HRS Chapter 195D,
Section 195D-4, Endangered and Threatened Species.

Distribution and General Behavior

‘Alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot) is endemic to the Hawaiian Islands. Historically, the species was
present on all MHI except Lana‘i and Kaho‘olawe. Currently, it is found on all the MHI except
Kaho‘olawe (DLNR 2015). ‘Alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot) are typically found in coastal plains and
coastal plain wetlands, and they prefer lowland wetland habitats that contain emergent plant
growth interspersed with water (DLNR 2015). ‘Alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot) may use brackish
wetlands, but they prefer freshwater wetlands (USFWS 2011b).

‘Alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot) are generalists, feeding near the surface of water, by diving, or in mud
or sand. They also feed on land, grazing on grass adjacent to wetlands (USFWS 2011b). Prey include
seeds and leaves from aquatic plants, various invertebrates, and grass from nearby wetlands
(USFWS 2011a; DLNR 2015). ‘Alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot) are rather sedentary and primarily
partake in localized flights around existing wetland habitats. Longer-distance and intra-island
movements may take place when resources are low and or/concentrated elsewhere.

Nesting and Breeding Behavior

Nesting occurs in open freshwater and brackish ponds, shallow reservoirs, irrigation ditches, and
small openings around marsh vegetation. They create different types of nests depending on the
habitat. Floating nests are constructed with aquatic vegetation and may be found in open water or
anchored to emergent vegetation (Byrd et al. 1985; USFWS 2011b). Open-water nests are more
typically anchored and usually consist of mats of vegetation (Byrd et al. 1985; DLNR 2015). In
emergent vegetation, nests are typically on platforms constructed from buoyant stems (Byrd et al.
1985). Nesting primarily occurs between March through September but can take place throughout
the year depending on precipitation (Byrd et al. 1985; Engilis and Pratt 1993; DLNR 2015).

Threats

Threats to ‘alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot) are generally the same as those outlined for ae‘o (Hawaiian
stilt) described above. In addition, Bumblefoot (ulcerative pododermatitis), a bacterial infection that
causes foot inflammation and swelling in birds, is a threat to ‘alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot), with
nearly 45 percent of banded birds at a wastewater facility on Moloka‘i being infected (USFWS
2011b). The infection is linked to exposure to toxins in the waters of the wastewater treatment
facilities where the birds like to nest and forage. The incidence in birds on Kaua‘i is unknown (Draft
HCP Appendix 3A).

Presence in Plan Area

Roughly 80 percent of the population of ‘alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot) are on Kaua‘i, O‘ahu, and
Maui (DLNR 2015; USFWS 2011b). ‘Alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot) are primarily present in lowland
valleys, including Hanalei, Lumaha'‘i, and ‘Opaeka‘a, and in reservoirs on Kaua‘i (Figure 3.2-5). They
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have occasionally been observed above 5,246 feet (1,500 m) in plunge pools. During wet years, ‘alae
ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot) may disperse to Ni‘ihau. Surveys of the statewide population between

2012 and 2016 estimated there to be between 1,248 and 2,577 individuals on the MHI (Paxton et al.
2021).
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Figure 3.2-5.  Distribution of ‘Alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian Coot) on Kaua‘i
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‘Alae ‘ula (Hawaiian Common Gallinule)

Listing Information

‘Alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common gallinule) is a subspecies of common gallinule and is a member of the
rail family, Rallidae. ‘Alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common gallinule) were federally listed as endangered
under the ESA in 1967 (32 Federal Register 4001 [March 11, 1967]) and critical habitat has not been
designated. The species is also listed as endangered under HRS Chapter 195D, Section 195D-4,
Endangered and Threatened Species.

Distribution and General Behavior

‘Alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common gallinule) was historically present on all the MHI except Lana‘i and
probably Ni‘ihau.’ The species’ current range is limited to Kaua‘i and O‘ahu (USFWS 2011b). Similar
to ‘alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot), ‘alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common gallinule) are primarily present in
lowland areas, using natural ponds, freshwater marshes, streams, springs or seeps, lagoons, grazed
wet meadows, kalo and lotus fields, reservoirs, sedimentation basins, sewage ponds, and drainage
ditches. They appear to prefer lowland freshwater habitats, although they are occasionally observed
in saline and brackish water areas (USFWS 2011a). Key habitat features include scattered dense
stands of robust vegetation near open water, floating or barely emergent mats of vegetation, and
water shallower than 3 feet (0.9 m). Their foraging typically occurs in dense emergent vegetation
(USFWS 2011a).

‘Alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common gallinule) are rather sedentary but may disperse for breeding. ‘Alae
‘ula (Hawaiian common gallinule) are considered non-migratory, and whether they are capable of
inter-island movement is unknown. They normally swim or walk on aquatic vegetation and are
often seen swimming across open water (DLNR 2015).

Nesting and Breeding Behavior

‘Alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common gallinule) nests year-round, with the most activity between March and
August depending on water levels and vegetation (Bannor and Kiviat 2002). Chicks are covered with
down and are capable of walking upon hatching but remain dependent on parents for several weeks
(USFWS 2011b). ‘Alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common gallinule) place their nests inconspicuously in dense
emergent vegetation over shallow water. If emergent aquatic vegetation is lacking, nests may be
placed on the ground, with tall cover nearby.

Threats

Predation by invasive mammals, wetland habitat loss and degradation, environmental
contaminants, and disease, which threaten other Hawaiian waterbirds, are also a threat to ‘alae ‘ula
(Hawaiian common gallinule) (USFWS 2011b). Predation and habitat loss and degradation are
probably the main threats to an increasingly stable population of ‘alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common
gallinule) (USFWS 2011b). In the Plan Area, there is no indication that overhead powerlines are a
major threat to ‘alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common gallinule) (Travers et al. 2019, 2023).

Presence in Plan Area

‘Alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common gallinule) are widely distributed throughout lowland wetlands and
valleys below 410 feet (125 m) on Kaua‘i (DLNR 2015). The most sizable populations in the Permit
Area are in the Hanalei and Wailua River Valleys, Waiakalua Reservoir, and Wilcox Ponds. They are
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also commonly seen in wet agricultural areas and present in lower numbers within the irrigation
canals in Mana in western Kaua‘i and in kalo fields (Figure 3.2-6) (USFWS 2011b).

Surveys between 2012 and 2016 indicated that the statewide population was small but relatively
stable, and the minimum 5-year average was 927 (678-1,235) individuals (Paxton et al. 2021). The
global long-term (1986-2016) and short-term (2006-2016) trends suggest an increasing
population size for the ‘alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common gallinule) population on Kaua‘i (Paxton et al.
2021).
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Figure 3.2-6.  Distribution of ‘Alae ‘ula (Hawaiian Common Gallinule) on Kaua‘i
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Néené (Hawaiian Goose)

Listing Information

Néne (Hawaiian goose) is a medium-sized member of the avian family Anatidae. Néné (Hawaiian
goose) was first listed as endangered under the ESA, then reclassified and downlisted from
endangered to threatened in 2019 (USFWS 2019). Critical habitat has not been designated. The
species is also listed as endangered under HRS Chapter 195D, Section 195D-4, Endangered and
Threatened Species.

Distribution and General Behavior

Néne (Hawaiian goose) was once widely distributed among the MHI. The species’ current
distribution includes populations on Hawai‘i, Maui, and Kaua‘i; this distribution has been largely
influenced by the location of release sites for those bred in captivity (USFWS 2004, 2018).

Néné (Hawaiian goose) use a range of habitats including coastal dune vegetation and nonnative
grasslands, to sparsely vegetated lava flows, shrublands, and woodlands. Néné (Hawaiian goose)
also inhabits highly altered landscapes such as pastures, agricultural fields, and golf courses, and its
habitats typically receive fewer than 90 inches (229 centimeters) of annual rainfall (USFWS 2004,
2018).

Néné (Hawaiian goose) is non-migratory and makes daily movements between nesting and feeding
areas. Néné (Hawaiian goose) are generalists and opportunistic, and their diet composition includes
a range of nonnative and native vegetation (USFWS 2004, 2018).

Nesting and Breeding Behavior

Nesting typically occurs in leeward lowlands under 2,300 feet (700 m) in elevation during the
winter months (USFWS 2004). Many néné (Hawaiian goose) nest in mid- and high-elevation sites
(USFWS 2004). Nené (Hawaiian goose) nest on the ground. Nest sites range from beach strand,
shrubland, and grasslands to lava rock, between coastal lowlands and more alpine areas (USFWS
2004). On Kaua'i, most nesting areas are dominated by nonnative vegetation (DLNR 2015). Their
nests are shallow and lined with plant materials and down, generally shaded by shrubs or other
vegetation (USFWS 2004, 2018). Nené (Hawaiian goose) breeding season is rather long and most
breed between October and March (USFWS 2004, 2018). Most eggs hatch in December or January
(USFWS 2004, 2018).

Threats

As with other Hawaiian waterbirds, threats to néné (Hawaiian goose) are predation, habitat loss and
degradation, environmental contamination, and disease. During periods of flightlessness (while
growing flight feathers and molting in February-May), néné (Hawaiian goose) are particularly
vulnerable to predation by invasive mammals that take their eggs, young birds, and even adults
(USFWS 2011b). Open grasslands, pasturelands, and even roadsides where palatable grasses and
other suitable plants are growing have allowed néné (Hawaiian goose) to forage and nest in lowland
suburban and rural areas. However, threat of urbanization and land use conversion is ongoing and
continues to threaten néné (Hawaiian goose) foraging and nesting habitat, which may lead to lower
reproductive success and decline in population (USFWS 2019). Exposure to urban, agricultural, and
human built environment exposes néné (Hawaiian goose) to injury or death from collisions (Banko
etal. 1999); however, there is little evidence that overhead powerline collisions are having a large
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impact on néné (Hawaiian goose) (Travers et al. 2023b). Nené (Hawaiian goose) are also prone to
avian botulism, caused by a neurotoxin produced by a common bacterium (Clostridium botulinum).
By eating invertebrates containing the toxin, birds get infected and die of flaccid paralysis (USFWS
2011b). The possibility of West Nile virus or avian influenza reaching the Hawaiian Islands remains
a potential threat to many birds including néné (Hawaiian goose).

Presence in Permit Area

On Kaua'i, néné (Hawaiian goose) are primarily found using lowland habitats such as coastal
wetlands year-round, with the exception of the Na Pali Coast (USFWS 2004, 2018, 2019). There are
four population centers on Kaua‘i, each resulting from the release of captive-bred and translocated
individuals (USFWS 2004). The entire population on Kaua‘i is found between sea level and 600 feet
(180 m), except for those on the Na Pali Coast. Most néné (Hawaiian goose) on Kaua‘i are found in
coastal wetlands at Hanalei and Hulé‘ia National Wildlife Refuges, along the Na Pali Coast, and in
maintained wetlands and water features at resorts and golf courses in and around Lihu‘e. Their
range has expanded as the population has increased. Néné (Hawaiian goose) are adapting to more
urban settings, and their populations have steadily increased (USFWS 2004, 2019). The 2022
statewide population of néné (Hawaiian goose) totaled 3,862 individuals; of the 3,862, a total of
2,430 were on Kaua'‘i (USFWS 2022).

3.2.2.3 Reptiles

Honu (Green Sea Turtle)

Listing Information

There are currently 11 DPSs of honu (green sea turtle) listed under the ESA (NMFS and USFWS
2016). The honu (green sea turtle) population is recognized as the federally listed threatened
Central North Pacific DPS (CNPDPS) (NMFS and USFWS 2016). The CNPDPS of honu (green sea
turtle) represents those that are known to complete their lifecycle in the Hawaiian Archipelago
(NMFS and USFWS 2016; USFWS 2023). Critical habitat for honu (green sea turtle) for the five DPSs
(including the CNPDPS) within U.S. jurisdictional lands and waters is proposed (USFWS 2023). On
Kaua‘i specifically, critical habitat would include all nearshore waters of the island between 66 feet
(20 m) deep to the mean high-water line (USFWS 2023). Honu (green sea turtle) is listed as
threatened and is also protected by Chapter 195D of the HRS and Hawai‘i Administrative Rules
(HAR) Section 13-124.

Distribution and General Behavior

The geographic range of honu (green sea turtle) is the Hawaiian Archipelago and Johnston Atoll,
which includes Kaua‘i and the Plan Area (USFWS and NMFS 2016). The Hawaiian Archipelago is the
most geographically isolated chain of islands globally, and this is reflected by the distribution, range,
and movements of the CNPDPS (Seminoff et al. 2015). A total of 17,536 individual honu (green sea
turtle) were tagged between 1965 and 2013. With only three exceptions, the 7,360 recaptures of
those tagged were within the Hawaiian Archipelago (Seminoff et al. 2015).

Honu (green sea turtle) use shoreline, nearshore, and oceanic habitats during different periods of its
lifecycle. Honu (green sea turtle) spend the majority of their lives in open coastline and protected
bays and lagoons (Seminoff et al. 2015). In these areas, juveniles and adults rely on marine algae and
seagrass for food, although certain populations forage heavily on invertebrates (Jones and Seminoff
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2013). This is the case for the CNPDPS during its oceanic life stage. Other studies have also shown
that, during the oceanic period, honu (green sea turtle) were carnivorous with some omnivorous
tendencies (Russell and Balazs 2009; Parker et al. 2011).

Nesting and Breeding Behavior

Honu (green sea turtle) display nesting and foraging site fidelity, returning to the same foraging
areas at the end of each breeding season (USFWS 2023). They typically migrate between foraging
areas in the MHI and nesting sites in the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands (NWHI).

When on the shoreline, honu (green sea turtle) use beaches with dune structures, native vegetation,
and minimal artificial lighting for nesting (Witherington 1997; Lorne and Salmon 2007; Seminoff et
al. 2015). The nesting season is typically from April through September. After arriving onshore,
females dig a large depression in the sand. They dig a smaller hole where they lay soft-shelled eggs.
Upon laying the final nest, the female returns to the ocean.

Approximately 2 months after eggs are laid, eggs hatch and hatchlings dig their way to the surface
from the sand, typically en masse, and head to the ocean. This seaward movement generally occurs
at night or in the early predawn hours. Hatchlings initially orient to the brightest horizon, which in
areas without artificial lighting is the moonlit ocean (Witherington 1997; Witherington and Martin
2000; Seminoff et al. 2015). Once hatchlings reach the water, they remain in oceanic habitats until
they reach a certain size and age range, around 10 to 15 years old, at which point they return to the
highly productive coastal feeding areas to finish growing.

The primary nesting site for honu (green sea turtle) is in Lalo (French Frigate Shoals) in the NWHI
where approximately 96 percent of nesting occurs. Individuals bask on beaches throughout the
NWHI and MHL

Threats

Global threats to honu (green sea turtle) that have contributed to its decline are attributed to a
variety of anthropogenic threats (Seminoff et al. 2015). These include bycatch in fishing gear (the
incidental capture of non-target species), pollution, interactions with recreational and commercial
vessels, development and public use of beaches, climate change, artificial lighting, predation,
disease, beach driving, and major storm events. The common offshore threats in Hawai‘i include
entanglement in fishing lines, interactions with fishing hooks, and interaction with marine debris
(usually entanglement in nets) (Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 2025). Green
sea turtles (honu) have also been documented as occasionally being hit by boats in Kaua‘i (Wu
2020). Onshore, coastal development and construction, artificial lighting, vehicular and pedestrian
traffic, beach pollution, tourism, and other human-related activities are threats to the basking and
nesting population of honu (green sea turtle) in the MHI and adversely affect hatchling and nesting
turtles on beaches where these threats are present.

Coastal lands associated with sandy beaches are prime real estate in the islands and construction
here has resulted in the loss and degradation of honu (green sea turtle) basking and nesting habitat.
Clearing of stabilizing beach vegetation causes erosion and use of heavy equipment on beaches can
cause compaction or erosion, thereby degrading the habitat. Increased use of nesting beaches for
recreational activities and driving on beaches is an increasing threat to honu (green sea turtle)
(NMFS and USFWS 1998). Littering on these beaches also attracts destructive nonnative animals
such as pigs.
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Light pollution caused by artificial source of lighting at or near beaches has been shown to affect
females by deterring them from coming ashore to nest or drawing them away from the ocean after
they are done nesting. Artificial source of lighting is also often fatal to emerging honu (green sea
turtle) hatchlings because they are attracted to light sources and drawn away from the water
(Nelson Sella et al. 2006). Although there is scant documentation for adverse impacts from artificial
lighting related to nesting on Kaua‘i, there has been some recent documentation of disoriented
hatchlings moving toward inland light sources versus toward the water.

Marine debris is a known threat for honu (green sea turtle) in both terrestrial and marine
environments. Marine debris poses a major entanglement threat to sea turtles and can result in
serious injury or mortality; it also can cause damage to habitat (Wedding et al. 2008). Fishing line
and gill net gear entanglement is one of the causes of honu (green sea turtle) strandings and
mortality in the MHI (Francke 2013, 2014). Other threats to honu (green sea turtle) include
predation, disease, and climate change; and predation of hatchlings by ghost crabs (Ocypode spp.),
seabirds such as ‘iwa (great frigate birds), and fish (Balazs 1980; Balazs and Kubis 2007).
Fibropapilloma disease affects honu (green sea turtle) because it results in internal and external
tumors that can grow large enough to hamper swimming, vision, feeding, and potential escape from
predators (Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission). Sea level rise resulting from climate
change is an increasing threat to honu (green sea turtle) because it will result in increased erosion of
nesting beaches and consequent loss of habitat (IPCC 2007).

Presence in Permit Area

Honu (green sea turtle) nests in the Permit Area. The abundance of nesting individuals of honu
(green sea turtle) was calculated and summarized in Seminoff et al. (2015). About 0.02 percent (58
of 3,846) of the population is estimated to nest in the MHI, of which Kaua'i is estimated to account
for about 0.004 percent (16 of 3,846) of nester abundance (Seminoff et al. 2015).

In 2015, a map guide was developed that documents marine turtle nesting and basking sites
throughout the Hawaiian Islands (Parker and Balazs 2015). A total of 20 nesting sites? were
documented around Kaua'i, and the average annual nesting density of honu (green sea turtle) at all
Kaua'i sites was very low, ranging from less than one (i.e., one nest every several years) to one to
two nests annually between 2015 and 2020 (State of Hawai'‘i Division of Aquatic Resources 2020).
Only two sites (Lawa‘i Kai and Kipu Kai), both of which are on the southern side of Kaua‘i, were
described as having regular use (Parker and Balazs 2015; State of Hawai‘i Division of Aquatic
Resources 2020). Although nesting densities are indicated as low, there has been an increase in
monitoring and surveying on the island, which has resulted in increased documentation of nest sites
and incidental take incidents. There is not enough information available at this time to indicate
whether this increase is due to an increasing amount of honu (green sea turtle) nesting on the island
or if it is the result of increased monitoring and surveying efforts.

Between 2002 and 2015, nearshore surveys were conducted throughout the U.S. Pacific Islands to
estimate honu (green sea turtle) densities at each island (Becker et al. 2019). The density of foraging
and resting honu (green sea turtles) in Kaua‘i (0.18 individual per km/0.6 mi) is considered high
with respect to islands throughout the archipelago (Becker et al. 2019; USFWS 2023). All nearshore
waters around the Permit Area, particularly between the mean high water line to 66 feet (20 m)

2 Nesting data reported from Kaua'‘i are speculative due to the lack of systematic surveys. Estimates may also be
skewed toward high-use beaches and beaches that regularly have resting seals (as this is how honu [green sea
turtle] nests have been opportunistically found).
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depth, contain important features for benthic foraging and resting (Becker et al. 2019; USFWS
2023).

3.2.3 Environmental Consequences

3.2.3.1 Seabirds

The environmental consequences for each alternative described in this section addresses impacts on
the three covered seabirds: ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater), ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel), and ‘aké‘aké (band-
rumped storm petrel). However, in this section, the term seabirds refers to ‘a‘o (Newell’s
shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel); ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) is discussed
separately because there are limited data on this species. A biological goal of the Draft HCP is to have
a viable Kaua‘i metapopulation for ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) that is
quantified as 2,500 breeding pairs and a total population size of 10,000 individuals of each species.
A viable metapopulation is not defined for ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel). Due to limited data
available on ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) populations, it was not included in the modeling
for Alternatives A through D. Trends for ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) are expected to be
like those of ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater), because threats are similar for the two species.

Seabirds, including ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater), ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel), and ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped
storm-petrel), are considered k-selected species (Furness 2012). For k-selected species, adult
survival is generally high, the birds are long-lived, and annual reproductive output is low. Seabirds
experience deferred maturity (Furness and Monaghan 1987), with long-term pair bonds formed
around ages 4 to 5, before the first year of breeding together, which is typically age 6 or later (Ainley
etal. 2020). ‘A’o (Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) parents provide extensive care
to the single offspring they produce, with both parents feeding chicks for 3 to 4 months before
fledging (Ainley et al. 2020). Based on these life history characteristics, the direct loss of a breeding
adult due to powerline collisions, fallout, or predation can have an impact beyond the loss of a single
bird. When a parent is lost, especially during early chick-rearing, the likelihood of chick survival is
low (Podolksy et al. 1998). Furthermore, the loss of a breeding adult results in the loss of future
young being produced and surviving to reproduce themselves (reduces adding individuals to the
population). Also, the second parent will need to invest years into establishing a new pair bond
before successfully breeding again.

Habitat degradation due to invasive species related to KIUC’s activities could result in indirect
impacts on seabirds (e.g., vegetation preventing access to a burrow, mortality of a seabird that
becomes tangled in vegetation). The direct and indirect losses described above can contribute to
adverse population trends and hinder population recovery efforts.

Alternative A No Action

Under Alternative A, KIUC would not seek authorization for take of endangered seabirds and would
continue operating existing (with modifications) and future infrastructure that is under its
ownership or direct control including powerlines, support structures, and lights, in accordance with
historical practices. The Service and DLNR would not issue take authorization permits for the
incidental take of covered seabirds. KIUC would not implement a comprehensive program to
mitigate impacts on these species. Existing infrastructure modifications designed to reduce harm to
ESA-listed species (e.g., powerline reconfiguration, bird flight diverters, lighting retrofits) and
conservation measures involving construction of physical features (such as predator control
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fencing) that were completed by KIUC during development of the Draft HCP would remain in place
and be operational for their useful life. The powerline minimization measures would continue to
reduce powerline collisions during the useful life of the infrastructure. Unauthorized take of seabird
species would likely continue, because KIUC would not be able to avoid take of listed species, nor
could it reduce and mitigate all impacts of the taking in order to obtain take authorization through
formal permitting processes. Additionally, KIUC would not have Areas of Additional Conservation
Commitments, meaning future streetlights and powerlines installed in defined areas of
northwestern Kaua‘i could adversely affect seabirds (Draft HCP Appendix 4E).

Within the Draft HCP conservation sites, existing infrastructure such as predator exclusion fencing
would remain in place, but maintenance and replacement of the infrastructure would not be
required to continue. Additional conservation actions would not continue, including KIUC providing
funding for programs to monitor seabirds and enhance their breeding habitat. This includes the
likely cessation of KIUC-funded predator control measures, predator exclusion fencing, seabird
social attraction initiatives, and invasive plant control. Consequentially, the conservation sites would
be expected to revert to their pre-predator control status, which would result in increased predation
levels and reduced reproductive success and long-term population viability and resilience of
seabirds given their k-selected life histories. The seabird populations are expected to decline over
time with reduced predator control measures.

Funding for the SOS program would be at the discretion of KIUC and is not projected to continue
under Alternative A. The SOS program has alternate funding sources and may be able to operate ata
reduced capacity, but the organization would rehabilitate substantially fewer seabirds with
decreased funding. Additionally, the public outreach and education component of the SOS program
would substantially decrease.

Under the No Action alternative, four of the five model scenarios indicate a decline in the ‘a‘o
(Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) population over the 50-year permit term for the
covered seabirds (Table 3.2-1). Only the flat-line scenario from the JCS model produced an increase
in the ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and ‘uva‘u (Hawaiian petrel) populations, with a growth rate of

1.54 percent per year at the end of the permit term and a net gain of 111 percent or more during the
50-year permit term. The increase is due to conservation actions occurring outside of the Draft HCP
(e.g., predator exclusion fence for the Kaua‘i Seabird HCP Kahuama'’a Seabird Preserve, ungulate
fences on state lands, translocations of the two species to the Nihoku site at Kilauea Point NWR). The
worst-case and mid-point scenarios from the JCS model suggest a drastic population decline
approaching zero, or to extinction or near extinction for both species. The PDM worse-case scenario
also shows a decline in populations for both seabird species. While the ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater)
population reflected in the PDM worse-case scenario is viable in 2075 at 10,305 birds, it is projected
to be declining by 1 percent per year at the end of the permit term (Table 3.2-2). Under the PDM
worse-case scenario, the ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) population would have an 82-percent population
decline over the permit term, resulting in 5,087 birds left by the end of the permit term. In addition,
there would be a declining growth rate of -1.3 percent per year in 2075. For both seabird species,
the PDM stable-trend scenario indicates a relatively modest rate of population decline. Under this
scenario, the ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) population has an increasing 2-percent growth rate per year in
2025 and in 2075 has a declining growth rate of -0.3 percent per year, and the ‘a‘o (Newell’s
shearwater) population starts (2025) with an increasing growth rate of 1.9 percent per year and
then ends (2075) by decreasing at -0.4-percent growth rate per year. The population decline of less
than 10 percent for both species by 2075 suggests the population would be relatively stable over the
permit term under this scenario (Table 3.2-1 and Table 3.2-2).
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Based on the model outputs, ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) are likely to
experience a population decline over the 50-year permit term under the No Action alternative. The
already-completed minimization measures have contributed to a reduction in powerline collisions
and reduced mortalities, although the reduction would persist only until the end of their useful life.
Powerline reconfiguration (e.g., static line removal, which reduces the vertical profile of powerlines)
would reduce collisions unless a static line is reinstated or the powerlines are modified. Diverters
added to the powerlines would reduce collisions for the duration of the useful life of the diverter,
which is estimated to be 5 years for light-emitting diode (LED) diverters and 10 years for reflective
diverters. Existing streetlight shielding is expected to reduce light attraction and seabird fallout
because the lights have a built-in shield. However, this may change if existing streetlights are
replaced with structures without the built-in shield. Also, new streetlights may not have a shield.
Furthermore, SOS program funding increases the likelihood of rescues and survival of the fallout
seabirds, so higher mortality is expected if seabirds are not rescued and delivered to an accredited
facility.

The population declines estimated by the models for ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian
petrel) are likely due to the future lack of maintenance and replacement of the implemented
minimization measures, and the cessation of funding and maintenance of the conservation areas,
particularly predator control measures. Three of the five modeling scenarios estimate viable
populations, as defined by the Draft HCP as 10,000 individuals, would exist by the end of the permit
term. Without active predator control measures, the downward trend is expected to continue
beyond the permit term, until eventual extinction of the covered seabird species.

For ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) under the No Action Alternative, similar impacts (adverse
and beneficial) are expected, but at a minimal level over the 50-year permit without implementation
of the Draft HCP’s conservation measures and due to the continued existence of threats (e.g.,
predators, light attraction).

Table 3.2-1. Alternative A Modeled Percent Change in ‘A‘o (Newell’s Shearwater) and ‘Ua‘u
(Hawaiian Petrel) Populations

JCS Model Population PDM Population

Worst Mid Flat Worse Stable
Species Year Case Point Line Species Year Case Trend
NESH 20253 14,249 20,633 33,821 NESH 2025 32,292 119,887
2075 0 207 71,356 2075 10,305 108,915

% Change -- -100% -99% 111% % Change -- -68% -9%
HAPE 2025 15,022 20,211 33,471 HAPE 2025 28,547 77,806
2075 0 203 70,616 2075 5,087 72,629

% Change -- -100% -99% 111% % Change -- -82% -7%

The JCS and PDM models are based on different assumptions and are therefore not directly comparable. The two
models present a range of possible projections over the 50-year permit term.
HAPE = ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel); NESH = ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater)

3 The JCS and PDM use a different starting population (USFWS 2025a; ICF 2025). Within their respective models,
the starting populations of all scenarios begin with the same number but differ by the 2025 HCP start year. This is
due to needing to project from the year the starting population number was derived to the year 2025 and the
different assumptions of each scenario.
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Table 3.2-2. Alternative A Modeled Percent Change in ‘A‘o (Newell’s Shearwater) and ‘Ua‘u
(Hawaiian Petrel) Growth Rates (percentage per year)

JCS Model Population PDM Population
Worst Mid Flat Worse Stable
Species Year Case Point Line Species Year Case Trend
NESH 2025 -10.23 -8.40 1.44  NESH 2025 -2.80 1.90
2075 0 9.1 1.54 2075 -1.00% -0.40%
HAPE 2025 -10.12 -8.47 146  HAPE 2025 -3.00% 2.00%
2075 0 -9.08 1.54 2075 -1.30% -0.30%

The JCS and PDM models are based on different assumptions and are therefore not directly comparable. The two
models present a range of possible projections over the 50-year permit term.
HAPE = ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel); NESH = ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater)

Alternative B Proposed Action

Under Alternative B, the Service and DLNR would approve the Draft HCP and issue 50-year take
authorizations to KIUC for incidental take of the covered seabirds. KIUC would implement the
conservation strategy of the Draft HCP, including minimization measures to reduce seabird
powerline collisions and light attraction, and implement predator control at the seabird
conservation sites. Additionally, KIUC would follow the processes defined in the Area of Additional
Conservation Commitments so that future infrastructure installed in a specifically defined area of
northwestern Kaua‘i would not inhibit the goals and objectives of the Draft HCP (Draft HCP
Appendix 4E). The Draft HCP relies on adaptive management as the permit term progresses. As
more data on seabird populations are collected, the conservation strategy can be adapted to meet
the biological goals and objectives of the Draft HCP.

KIUC has implemented several conservation measures to reduce powerline collisions and light
attraction for seabirds on Kaua‘i. KIUC completed its island-wide powerline collision minimization
plan for existing powerlines, including reconfiguring spans of powerline structures, installing flight
diverters, and removing the majority of static wires. To reduce light attraction, KIUC retrofitted all
streetlights and lights at its facilities with full-cutoff shields and dim exterior lights at the covered
facilities during the seabird fledgling fallout season (September to December). Under Alternative B,
KIUC would maintain all implemented minimization measures through the permit term and would
follow similar minimization practices on new powerline spans and streetlights to the maximum
extent practicable.

The SOS program has been funded by KIUC since 2003. Under Alternative B, KIUC would continue to
fund the SOS program at a consistent level of $300,000 per year. The program rescues and
rehabilitates covered seabirds and accepts injured and fallout birds found by the public.
Rehabilitation is performed at an accredited animal rescue facility. The SOS program also informs
and educates the public about anthropogenic risks to seabirds on Kaua‘i, which builds its volunteer
network and public capacity to respond to and turn in downed seabirds.

Under Alternative B, KIUC would manage and enhance 12 conservation sites as part of its Draft HCP
to support the breeding success of ‘a‘o (Newell's shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel), and in
doing so also reduce predation of ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel). These sites, many of which
have been part of KIUC's predator control and seabird monitoring efforts since 2011, would see
continued implementation of predator control, invasive plant species management, and social
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attraction techniques. Predator control measures would target species like cats, rats, pigs, and barn
owls with methods such as trapping, baiting, and fencing. KIUC would maintain existing predator
exclusion fences at select sites and build an additional two fences by 2027. Social attraction
strategies, including habitat restoration, artificial burrow installation, and playback of seabird calls,
would be used to expand and establish seabird colonies, primarily ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater), at the
sites with predator exclusion fences. Invasive plant control would also be a priority, with ongoing
management at key areas and additional efforts at other sites as needed.

Even with minimization measures fully implemented, incidental take of seabirds is expected. To
develop a request for incidental take, KIUC used the PDM and specifically projected take numbers
based on the stable-trend scenario and data from powerline monitoring (2013-2019). Over the 50-
year permit term, KIUC requests the take of 329,724 ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and 123,967 ‘ua‘u
(Hawaiian petrel). Powerline strikes on existing and new infrastructure combined account for 98
percent of the ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) take (324,272 birds) and 99 percent of the ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian
petrel) take (122,926 birds). Seabird fallout take, which is caused by light attraction due to
streetlights and facility lights, is requested for 5,221 ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and 286 ‘ua‘u
(Hawaiian petrel) over the permit term. Conservation measures may have unintended
consequences, specifically injury or mortality as a result of predator traps and collision with
weatherports, and account for the remaining take request. The take of 272 ‘a‘o (Newell’s
shearwater) and 755 ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) is requested over the permit term to account for
seabirds that are inadvertently caught in predator traps. The overall estimated annual take would be
approximately 6,595 ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and 2,479 ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel).4

With the proposed action, the PDM stable-trend and ]CS flat-line scenarios indicate there would be
significant population increases during the 50-year permit term, while the PDM worse-case and JCS
worst-case and mid-point model scenarios indicate moderate to severe population declines. Both
the JCS flat-line and the PDM stable-trend scenarios show 50-year population increases of over

300 percent for ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater). There is wider variation between the two stable model
scenarios for ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel), but both indicate significant population gains of about 240
percent for the JCS and nearly 600 percent for the PDM (Table 3.2-3).

None of the scenarios indicate ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) or ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) populations
would go extinct under the proposed action (Table 3.2-3). The PDM worse-case and JCS worst-case
and mid-point scenarios show the ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) populations would see a drastic decline
of 20 to 45 percent. However, the population would shift from an initial negative growth rate

of -9.86 to -2.8 percent to a positive growth rate of 0.68 to 1 percent annually by the end of the
permit term (Table 3.2-4). Similarly, under the PDM worse-case and JCS worst-case and midpoint
scenarios, the ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) population would decline by 39 to 67 percent; however, the
annual growth rates would eventually begin increasing at 0.20 to 1.50 percent by the end of the
permit term (Table 3.2-3 and Table 3.2-4). For ‘a’o (Newell’s shearwater), the JCS flat-line and PDM
stable-trend scenarios show steep population increases of over 300 percent with an annual growth
rate of 2.93 to 4 percent by the end of the permit term. ‘Ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) also shows a steep
population increase under these scenarios of 240 to 599 percent with an annual increasing growth
rate of 2.63 to 6 percent by the end of the permit term (Table 3.2-3 and Table 3.2-4).

4 Annual take is an average, based on total take over the entire 50-year permit term divided by 50, and may not
reflect actual take per year.
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Results from all five model scenarios imply that the proposed action would have fewer adverse
impacts than the No Action alternative for both ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian
petrel). The extremely large population gains under the proposed action PDM stable-trend and JCS
flat-line scenarios are likely overestimated; however, they represent the upper bound of the
population projections. Similarly, the JCS worst-case and PDM worse-case scenarios likely represent
the extreme lower bound of the population projections. Together these model scenarios create a
seabird population range where the population size is likely somewhere between the upper and the
lower bound. Under the proposed action, a viable metapopulation of ‘a‘o (Newell's shearwater)
would be present on Kaua'‘i in 50 years for all modeled scenarios, except for the JCS worst-case
scenario, which is projected to be 3 percent lower than the viable metapopulation target of 10,000
birds. The JCS worst-case scenario is a conservative estimate of the population projection in that it
overestimates the impact of threats (e.g., powerline collisions, fallout due to light attraction).
Therefore, although the target of 10,000 ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) appears to not be reached in this
scenario, it is anticipated that the population estimate will be somewhere between this and the
upper-bound scenarios. The worse-case population for the PDM model is 25,930, which is above the
minimum viable population of 10,000 for ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater). The ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel)
population could be expected to decline to a few thousand individuals, although the population is
unlikely to become locally extinct in the permit term.

For ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel), benefits of the Draft HCP conservation strategy (e.g.,
including minimization measures to reduce powerline collisions and light attraction, funding the
SOS program, implementing predator control at the seabird conservation sites and social attraction
at the Honopi PF site) were estimated based on qualitative assumptions. Beneficial impacts include
reducing powerline collisions in the Waimea Canyon area, reducing light attraction, facilitating
rehabilitation and release of downed birds through the SOS program, likely increased survival due
to predator control activities, and establishment of a protected colony within the Honopt PF.

Table 3.2-3. Alternative B Modeled Percent Change in ‘A‘o (Newell’s Shearwater) and ‘Ua‘u
(Hawaiian Petrel) Populations

JCS Model Population PDM Population
Worst Mid Worse Stable
Species Year Case Point FlatLine Species Year Case Trend
2025 14,350 20,736 33,915 2025 32,293 119,887
NESH 2075 9,722 11,451 136,849 NESH 2075 25,930 492,566
% Change -- -32% -45% 303% % Change -- -20% 310%
2025 15,123 20,314 33,567 2025 28,548 77,806
HAPE 2075 5,045 6,735 114,017 HAPE 2075 17,401 543,672
% Change - -66% -67% 240% % Change -- -39% 599%

The JCS and PDM models are based on different assumptions and are therefore not directly comparable. The two
models present a range of possible projections over the 50-year permit term.
HAPE = ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel); NESH = ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater)
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Table 3.2-4. Alternative B Modeled Percent Change in ‘A‘o (Newell’s Shearwater) and ‘Ua‘u
(Hawaiian Petrel) Growth Rates (percentage per year)

JCS Model Population PDM Population
Worst Mid Flat Worse Stable
Species Year Case Point Line Species Year Case Trend
NESH 2025 -9.86 -8.14 1.59  NESH 2025 -2.80 1.90
2075 0.98 0.68 293 2075 1.00 4.00
HAPE 2025 -9.77 -8.21 1.62  HAPE 2025 -3.00 2.00
2075 1.50 1.13 2.63 2075 0.20 6.00

The JCS and PDM models are based on different assumptions and are therefore not directly comparable. The two
models present a range of possible projections over the 50-year permit term.
HAPE = ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel); NESH = ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater)

Alternative C Additional Minimization

Alternative C would supplement the conservation measures of Alternative B by providing additional
minimization measures to powerline spans, nighttime lighting, and funding for the SOS program. For
select existing powerline spans, additional minimization measures include reconfiguration to reduce
the vertical profile, removal of static wires, and installation of additional flight diverters. For new
powerline spans, construction would only be in one horizontal plane (with select exceptions), and
flight diverters would be installed on all layers of spans identified as high collision risk. For
streetlights, the number of lumens emitted from lightbulbs would be reduced by using dimmers.
This alternative would also increase funding to the SOS program by 50 percent, which would enable
the SOS program to intake and rehabilitate seabirds beyond the proposed action and increase its
rehabilitation capacity. This funding would expand outreach and education programs with the goal
to increase the discovery rate of fallout seabirds.

With Alternative C, none of the model scenarios indicate that ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) or ‘ua‘u
(Hawaiian petrel) populations would go extinct. The PDM stable-trend and ]CS flat-line scenarios
indicate there would be significant population increases during the 50-year permit term, and the
PDM worse-case and JCS worst-case and mid-point model scenarios indicate minor to moderate
population declines for both seabird species. For ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater), both the JCS flat-line
and the PDM stable-trend scenarios start with positive growth rates and end the permit term with
even higher annual growth rates of 2.93 and 4.50 percent, respectively, and population increases
over 300 percent. There is wider variation between these stable scenarios for ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian
petrel), but both indicate high growth rate increases of 2.63 and 6.30 percent annually and
population gains of 239 and 700 percent for the JCS and PDM, respectively, by the end of the permit
term (Table 3.2-5 and Table 3.2-6).

For both seabird species, under the PDM worse-case and JCS worst-case and midpoint scenarios, the
populations both start with steep declines and end the permit term with lower populations;
however, the growth rates eventually shift slightly upward by the end of the permit term (Table
3.2-5 and Table 3.2-6). The JCS worst-case scenario is a conservative estimate of the population
projection in that it overestimates the impact of threats (e.g., powerline collisions, fallout due to light
attraction). Therefore, although the target of 10,000 ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) appears to not be
reached in this scenario, it is anticipated that the population estimate will be somewhere between
this and the upper-bound scenarios. The PDM model’s worse-case scenario estimates a growth rate
of 1.10 percent per year and 26,115 ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) by the end of the permit term (19-
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percent decline), which is well above the viable metapopulation threshold. The ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian
petrel) populations are estimated to have a more drastic decline, with an estimated 39- to
67-percent population decrease by 2075 but with an annual positive growth rate of 1.13 to

1.5 percent at the end of the permit term. Similarly, the PDM worse-case scenario ends with an
estimated 17,525 ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) (39 percent decline) but also has a slightly positive growth
rate of 0.2 percent at the end of the permit term (Table 3.2-5 and Table 3.2-6).

Overall, the additional minimization would have a minimal added benefit to both seabird species
when compared to the proposed action. Population outcomes based on the five model scenario
outputs are similar to the proposed action conclusions. Both species are not expected to become
locally extinct with additional minimization, but ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) is expected to experience a
steeper population decline than ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater). The high population gains projected by
the stable-trend (PDM) and flat-line (JCS) scenarios are unlikely. However, the anticipated minimal
benefits of Alternative C are not anticipated to result in a negative impact over the 50-year permit
term.

Under Alternative C, it is anticipated based on qualitative assumptions that the additional
minimization would have a small degree of added benefits to ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel)
when compared to the No Action alternative and proposed action. This is based on additional
reduced take from added light and powerline minimization.

Table 3.2-5. Alternative C Modeled Percent Change in ‘A‘o (Newell’s Shearwater) and ‘Ua‘u
(Hawaiian Petrel) Populations

JCS Model Population PDM Population
Worst Mid Flat Worse Stable
Species Year Case Point Line Species Year Case Trend
NESH 2025 14,357 20,745 33918 NESH 2025 32,292 119,887
2075 9,746 11,452 136,903 2075 26,115 550,998
% Change  -- -32% -45% 303% % Change - -19% 360%
HAPE 2025 15,128 20,322 33,568 HAPE 2025 28,547 77,806
2075 5,070 6,735 114,065 2075 17,525 622,307
% Change  -- -66% -67% 239% % Change -- -39% 700%

The JCS and PDM models are based on different assumptions and are therefore not directly comparable. The two
models present a range of possible projections over the 50-year permit term.
HAPE = ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel); NESH = ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater)

Table 3.2-6. Alternative C Modeled Percent Change in ‘A‘o (Newell’s Shearwater) and ‘Ua‘u
(Hawaiian Petrel) Growth Rates (percentage per year)

JCS Model Population PDM Population

Worst Mid Flat Worse Stable

Species Year Case Point Line Species Year Case Trend
NESH 2025 -9.84 -8.15 1.60 NESH 2025 -2.80 1.90
2075 0.98 0.68 2.93 2075 1.10 4.50
HAPE 2025 -9.76 -8.21 1.62 HAPE 2025 -3.00 2.00
2075 1.50 1.13 2.63 2075 0.20 6.30

Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan 3-47 June 2025

Environmental Impact Statement



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 3.2 Covered Species

The JCS and PDM models are based on different assumptions and are therefore not directly comparable. The two
models present a range of possible projections over the 50-year permit term.
HAPE = ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel); NESH = ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater)

Alternative D Additional Mitigation

Alternative D would supplement the conservation measures of Alternative B by expanding the total
acreage on which mitigation actions occur beyond what is proposed in the Draft HCP. Feral
ungulates would be addressed by expanding control measures in the vicinity of the Draft HCP
conservation sites and increasing the acreage of ungulate exclusion fencing, which would increase
the quality of seabird habitat. Seabirds would benefit from expanded predator control methods in
three additional conservation sites, including more trapping, installing predator-proof fences, and
implementing social attraction methods. Predator control targeting cats, rodents, feral bees, and
barn owls would be expanded within these three additional mitigation sites and to the limited
acreage outside of conservation sites, which would reduce ingress and predation at the conservation
sites.

Four of the five model scenarios suggest higher success rates for ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater)
population trends with additional mitigation (Table 3.2-7). Only the worse-case scenario of the PDM
predicts a population decline of 15 percent. However, the population growth rate starts to increase
by 1 percent annually by the end of the permit term. In contrast, the other scenarios predict
population gains ranging from minor (4 percent) to extreme (378 percent). All model scenarios for
‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) predict ending populations greater than 18,000 birds in 2075 (Table
3.2-7 and Table 3.2-8), which exceeds the minimum viable population target of 10,000 birds on
Kaua'i.

Under the PDM worse-case and JCS worst-case scenarios, predictions for ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel)
indicate moderate population declines of 34 and 35 percent, respectively. However, the growth
rates under both scenarios shift from an initial negative growth rate of -9.7 to -3 percent to a
positive growth rate of 0.3 and 1.24 percent annually by the end of the permit term. Similarly, under
the JCS mid-point model scenario, the ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) population declines by 46 percent but
ends the permit term with a growth rate trending upward annually by 1.06 percent (Table 3.2-7 and
Table 3.2-8). The two stable-trend scenarios for ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) represent the extreme high
end of the population’s possible trend, with gains of 305 percent (JCS flat-line) and 770 percent
(PDM stable-trend).

The model outputs for additional mitigation suggest Alternative D would have a more beneficial
influence on both ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) populations by the end of
the permit term when compared to the other alternatives. However, under the JCS worst-case and
PDM worse-case model scenarios, a decline is predicted for ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) although an
increase in growth rate would occur near the end of the permit term. The ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel)
2075 populations are expected to be lower than the 2025 starting populations under the JCS worst-
case and mid-point scenarios and the PDM worse-case scenario of Alternative D, while only the PDM
worse-case scenario has a lower ending population for ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater). Regardless, ‘a‘o
(Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) are expected to experience higher populations at
the end of the permit term in all model scenarios when compared to 2075 population projections in
Alternatives A through C. This higher population number, particularly for ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater),
is due to the increased predator control in conservation sites that host more ‘a‘o (Newell’s
shearwater).
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Under Alternative D, additional mitigation would provide more benefits to ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped
storm-petrel) when compared to Alternatives A, B, and C. This is due to expanded predator control

3.2 Covered Species

on the landscape beyond the scope of Alternative B resulting in less predation, which would result in
increased survival of ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel).

Table 3.2-7. Alternative D Modeled Percent Change in ‘A‘o (Newell’s Shearwater) and ‘Ua‘u
(Hawaiian Petrel) Populations

JCS Model Population PDM Population

Worst Mid Flat Stable

Species Year Case Point Line Species Year Worse Case Trend
NESH 2025 14,378 20,765 33,941 NESH 2025 32,292 119,887
2075 18,109 21,597 162,003 2075 27,521 572,763

% Change -- 26% 4% 377% % Change  -- -15% 378%
HAPE 2025 15,151 20,342 33,592 HAPE 2025 28,547 77,806
2075 9,906 11,030 136,143 2075 18,860 676,565

% Change - -35% -46% 305% % Change -- -34% 770%

The JCS and PDM models are based on different assumptions and are therefore not directly comparable. The two

models present a range of possible projections over the 50-year permit term.

HAPE = ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel); NESH = ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater)

Table 3.2-8. Alternative D Modeled Percent Change in ‘A‘o (Newell’s Shearwater) and ‘Ua‘u
(Hawaiian Petrel) Growth Rates (percentage per year)

JCS Model Population PDM Population
Worst Mid Flat Worse Stable
Species Year Case Point Line Species Year Case Trend
NESH 2025 -9.76 -8.07 1.60 NESH 2025 -2.80 1.90
2075 1.23 0.97 1.64 2075 1.00 4.60
HAPE 2025 -9.70 -8.13 1.66  HAPE 2025 -3.00 2.00
2075 1.24 1.06 2.94 2075 0.30 6.50

The JCS and PDM models are based on different assumptions and are therefore not directly comparable. The two

models present a range of possible projections over the 50-year permit term.

HAPE = ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel); NESH = ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater)

3.2.3.2

Waterbirds

Alternative A No Action

Under Alternative A (No Action), the Draft HCP would not be implemented and the Service and
DLNR would not issue take authorizations for the incidental take of the five covered waterbird
species. Under Alternative A, KIUC would continue to operate existing (with modifications) and
future infrastructure that is under its ownership or direct control including powerlines, support
structures, and lights, in accordance with historical practices. KIUC would not implement a
comprehensive program to mitigate impacts on Covered Species. Under Alternative A, flight
diverters installed for powerline collision minimization and conservation measures involving

construction of physical features (such as predator control fencing) that were completed by KIUC
during development of the Draft HCP would not be maintained but would remain in place and be
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operational for their useful life. This means that all measures already in place by KIUC to avoid and
minimize powerline collision impacts on waterbirds, which include reconfiguration of powerlines
from vertical to a horizontal profile, removal of static wire, removal of 69-kilovolt transmission line
in Man3, and bird flight diverters on powerlines, would continue to benefit the covered waterbirds
for the duration of their useful life under this alternative regardless of whether the Draft HCP is
implemented. These minimization measures are expected to reduce waterbird powerline collisions
by 90 percent in areas where powerlines and covered waterbirds occur until expiration of
powerline diverter useful life.

Under Alternative A, the measure put in place by KIUC to minimize light attraction—full-cutoff
shielded fixtures—will remain. However, because light attraction has not been documented to affect
behavior and populations of covered waterbirds on Kaua‘i, Alternative A is not likely to have either a
beneficial or adverse impact on covered waterbirds in this regard.

Under Alternative A, conservation or management actions described in the Draft HCP that require
an annual commitment of funding and staff resources by KIUC would not be funded. Therefore,
under Alternative A, KIUC would not contribute $300,000 annually to the SOS program on Kaua'i.
The SOS program is jointly supported by multiple agencies and organizations such as DLNR,
University of Hawai‘i, and KIUC and is the only facility on Kaua'i that has a rehabilitation permit to
rescue injured waterbirds, rehabilitate, and release them. Without annual contributions from KIUC,
the SOS program may continue but would likely not have adequate funds to keep staff and maintain
the facilities at full capacity. KIUC provides the majority of SOS program funding. Therefore, under
Alternative A and without KIUC funding, the SOS program is not likely to offset the number of
waterbirds taken by colliding with KIUC powerlines.

The above-discussed impacts combined with the fact that populations of all covered waterbirds are
either stable or have been increasing over the last few decades (Paxton et al. 2022) on Kaua‘i
suggest no significant impacts on the covered waterbird species’ overall populations under
Alternative A.

Alternative B Proposed Action

Under Alternative B, the Service and DLNR would approve the Draft HCP and issue the take
authorization to KIUC for incidental take of covered waterbirds across the five species from KIUC’s
Covered Activities in the Permit Area over the 50-year permit term. Under Alternative B, KIUC
would implement measures in the Draft HCP to avoid and minimize impacts on covered waterbirds
when operating and maintaining existing and future infrastructure that is under its ownership or
direct control including powerlines, support structures, and lighting operations. These avoidance
and minimization measures, which include removal of static wire, removal of 69-kilovolt
transmission line in Mana, and installation of bird flight diverters, have already been completed and
are in place at KIUC’s existing infrastructures. However, KIUC would also avoid construction of new
transmission and distribution lines in high-collision zones in the Plan Area to the maximum extent
possible.

These minimization measures are expected to contribute to about a 90-percent reduction in
powerline collision of covered waterbirds for powerline spans that occur in areas where the covered
waterbirds occur. The Mana Plain and Hanalei regions have extensive wetlands, and waterbirds are
among the most common birds moving through this region (Travers et al. 2016). Waterbirds in the
Mana Plain region are estimated to constitute a large portion of the detected collisions with
powerlines (Travers et al. 2016). Because the span of powerlines that traverse the areas where
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waterbirds occur is a small portion (limited to the Mana Plains and Hanalei spans) compared to
KIUC’s entire powerline system, Alternative B is likely to have significant beneficial but not adverse
impacts on covered waterbirds with regard to powerline collision avoidance and minimization
measures.

Under Alternative B, KIUC has already minimized light attraction by installing full-cutoff shielded
fixtures for streetlights. However, because light attraction has not been documented to affect
behavior and populations of the five covered waterbird species on Kaua‘i, Alternative B is not likely
to have either a beneficial or adverse impact on covered waterbirds in this regard.

Under Alternative B, KIUC would contribute $300,000 annually to the SOS program. The SOS
program rescues, rehabilitates, and releases grounded and injured birds including the covered
waterbird species on Kaua'i. It is estimated that 404 individuals of the covered waterbirds would be
killed by powerline collisions over the 50-year term of the Draft HCP and that the SOS program
alone is expected to completely offset this loss by rehabilitating 2,589 covered waterbirds. It is
assumed these waterbirds would not be part of another entity’s take. Alternative B, therefore, is
expected to have a long-term beneficial impact on the five covered waterbird species.

Under Alternative B, KIUC would also implement conservation measures to manage habitat for
covered seabird species. These conservation measures include predator control, predator exclusion
fencing, social attraction, and invasive species management. However, these measures are not likely
to benefit or harm covered waterbird species, because they are proposed to occur at and around the
12 conservations sites situated at the high-elevation Kalalau East to Upper Manoa region in highly
vegetated mountain slopes that are not suitable habitat for covered waterbird species.

Alternative C Additional Minimization

Because Alternative C includes activities covered under Alternative B, it would have similar impacts
on covered waterbirds as Alternative B. Under Alternative C, KIUC would implement additional
minimization measures (e.g., additional powerline reconfiguration, static wire removal, flight
diverter installation) to further minimize risk of waterbird collision with KIUC’s powerlines.
Therefore, additional minimization under Alternative C is not anticipated to benefit the covered
waterbirds and the impact of Alternative C on waterbirds would be the same as described for
Alternative B. The additional lighting minimization measures under Alternative C are also not likely
to affect covered waterbirds, because these species are diurnal and artificial lights have not been
documented to affect their behavior and populations.

Under Alternative C, KIUC would increase funding to the SOS program by 50 percent ($450,000)
beyond the $300,000 proposed annually in the Draft HCP to support rescue and rehabilitation of
injured listed seabirds. Because this increased funding for the SOS program would not result in
additional waterbirds being brought in for rehabilitation due to non-KIUC sources (e.g., botulism,
vehicle collisions) compared to Alternative B, it would likely not have an (adverse or beneficial)
impact on the covered waterbirds.

Alternative D Additional Mitigation

Because Alternative D includes activities covered under Alternative B, it would have similar impacts
on covered waterbirds as Alternative B plus some additional benefits. Under Alternative D, KIUC
would implement all avoidance and minimization measures (e.g., additional powerline
reconfiguration, static wire removal, flight diverter installation) and conservation measures
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proposed under Alternative B. With regard to these activities, the impacts on covered waterbirds
under Alternative D would be similar to those under Alternative B. In addition, under Alternative D,
KIUC would increase the intensity of management actions proposed in the Draft HCP (Alternative B).
Under Alternative D, conservation measures such as control of ungulates, barn owls, cats, and other
predators would be expanded to hundreds of acres outside but in the vicinity of the conservation
sites identified under Alternative B. Although these expanded mitigation measures in the vicinity of
the conservation sites do not overlap waterbird habitats, overall, control of cats and barn owls that
cover large areas and are known to prey on covered waterbirds is expected to have a slight
beneficial effect on the covered waterbird populations. Furthermore, under Alternative D, KIUC
would expand efforts to manage habitat for covered waterbirds within the Mana Plain wetlands by
expanding population monitoring and barn owl and other predator control efforts. Implementing
conservation measures to control predators within the Mana Plains area is expected to have a direct
beneficial impact on covered waterbird species by increasing survival and reproductive success of
listed waterbirds.

Overall, in comparison to the No Action alternative, Alternative D would likely have a significantly
beneficial impact on covered waterbirds. Alternative D would also have significantly beneficial
impacts on covered waterbirds compared to Alternatives B and C. As discussed above, this is
primarily because under Alternative D, additional conservation management actions in Mana Plains
waterbird habitat are expected to increase survival and reproductive success of covered waterbirds.

3.2.3.3 Reptiles: Honu (Green Sea Turtle)

Alternative A No Action

Under Alternative A, KIUC would operate existing and future infrastructure that is under its
ownership or direct control including powerlines, support structures, and lighting, in accordance
with historical practices; the take of ESA-listed honu (green sea turtle) would occur, but would not
be mitigated. In locations where coastal streetlights are visible from suitable beach habitat, honu
(green sea turtle) hatchlings may become disoriented by downward-facing lights on land and crawl
toward these artificial light sources, where they may be eaten by predators or run over by cars,
resulting in incidental take. Currently, measures implemented to minimize the impact of KIUC-
operated streetlights on covered seabirds do not reduce streetlight visibility to honu (green sea
turtle) hatchlings. KIUC has identified 29 KIUC-operated streetlights visible from suitable honu
(green sea turtle) nesting habitat in the Plan Area as of 2020 (ICF 2025).

Without minimization or mitigation, the number of honu (green sea turtle) nests affected by KIUC
streetlights is expected to be less than one per year. Observations of nesting have increased over the
past 5 years (State of Hawai‘i Division of Aquatic Resources 2020) and suggest that effects including
incidental take of honu (green sea turtle) could increase over time if no action is taken. Under
Alternative A, incidental take of honu (green sea turtle) would continue to occur.

Alternative B Proposed Action

Under Alternative B, the Service and DLNR would approve the Draft HCP and issue the take
authorization to KIUC for incidental take of honu (green sea turtle) from KIUC’s Covered Activities in
the Permit Area over the permit term. KIUC would implement measures in the Draft HCP to avoid
and minimize impacts on honu (green sea turtle) when operating existing and future infrastructure
that is under its ownership or direct control including powerlines, support structures, and lighting
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operations. Currently, measures implemented to minimize the impact of streetlights on covered
seabirds do not reduce streetlight visibility to honu (green sea turtle) hatchlings. KIUC has identified
29 streetlights visible from suitable honu (green sea turtle) nesting habitat in the Plan Area as of
2020 (ICF 2025).

Under Alternative B, KIUC would operate existing and future infrastructure that is under its
ownership or direct control including powerlines, support structures, and lighting but implement a
nest detection and shielding program to minimize and offset the effects of light attraction from KIUC
streetlights on honu (green sea turtle). Nest shielding would initially be installed on seven beaches
identified by KIUC, the Service, DLNR Division of Forestry and Wildlife, and State of Hawai‘i Division
of Aquatic Resources (DAR) as having suitable nesting habitat and KIUC streetlights that have been
documented as being visible from that habitat. These measures would be implemented over the 50-
year permit term unless KIUC is able to demonstrate to the Service, DLNR, and State of Hawai‘i DAR
that permanent modification of existing and future streetlights fully avoids take of honu (green sea
turtle).

Additionally, streetlight minimization techniques and modifications would potentially be
implemented to reduce light attraction of honu (green sea turtle) hatchlings at these sites and any
additional streetlights identified throughout the permit term under Alternative B. These light-
minimization techniques may include additional shielding or changes in wattage. If no practicable
minimization measures can be agreed upon, KIUC would instead implement temporary nest
shielding throughout the life of the permit term.

KIUC assumes that monitoring and minimization measures conducted under Alternative B would
result in take avoidance for honu (green sea turtle) nests and provide a net benefit for the species.
Those nests that have even the smallest potential to be affected by KIUC streetlights (mostly through
disorientation, injury, or mortality of any hatchlings) would be protected by the nest detection and
shielding program. In addition, on the beaches identified as having KIUC-operated streetlights
visible from suitable honu (green sea turtle) nesting habitat, the entire length of the beach would be
included in the nest detection and shielding program. Therefore, the nest shielding program would
also protect honu (green sea turtle) affected by non-KIUC light sources.

Under Alternative B, KIUC would contribute $300,000 annually to the SOS program. The SOS
program rescues, rehabilitates, and releases grounded and injured birds including the covered
seabird and waterbird species on Kaua‘i, and is not expected to have an impact on honu (green sea
turtle).

Under Alternative B, KIUC would also implement conservation measures to manage habitat for
covered seabird species. These conservation measures include predator control, predator exclusion
fencing, social attraction, and invasive species management. These measures are not likely to benefit
or harm honu (green sea turtle), because they are proposed to occur at and around the

12 conservation sites situated at the high-elevation Kalalau East to Upper Manoa region in highly
vegetated mountain slopes that are not suitable habitat for honu (green sea turtle).

Alternative C Additional Minimization

Additional powerline collision minimization and additional lighting minimization measures
proposed under Alternative C would reduce powerline collision risk and light attraction for both the
covered seabirds and covered waterbirds but would have no effect on honu (green sea turtle).

Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan 3-53 June 2025
Environmental Impact Statement



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 3.2 Covered Species

Under Alternative C, increased funding to the SOS program would be employed to increase searches
for injured birds and increase outreach efforts, which is expected to contribute to the increased
measures to avoid and minimize take of covered birds, but would have no effect on honu (green sea
turtle).

Alternative D Additional Mitigation

Implementation of additional mitigation under Alternative D would not alter adverse impacts on
honu (green sea turtle) beyond those identified for Alternative B. Conservation measures such as
control of ungulates and predators (e.g., barn owls, cats) would be expanded to hundreds of acres
outside but in the vicinity of the conservation sites identified under Alternative B. These expanded
mitigation measures in the vicinity of the conservation sites do not overlap with honu (green sea
turtle) habitat overall and are not expected to have a direct beneficial or adverse effect on honu
(green sea turtle).

Under Alternative D, KIUC would increase funding for the sea turtle program by 15 percent to
expand the outreach effort by staff and the volunteer network and to implement a marine debris
removal program for honu (green sea turtle). With this expanded capacity, there would be increased
awareness by the public to maintain recommended distances and reduce human disturbance to
basking sea turtles. Additionally, marine debris would be removed to reduce entanglement hazards,
which may have a long-term beneficial impact on the population.

3.23.4 Comparison of Alternatives

Seabirds

Beneficial effects on seabirds under Alternative B would be greater in comparison to Alternative A
due to implementation of the Draft HCP conservation strategy (e.g., including minimization
measures to reduce powerline collisions and light attraction, funding the SOS program,
implementing predator control at the seabird conservation sites and social attraction at the
predator exclusion fence sites (i.e., Honopi, Pohakea, Upper Limahuli Preserve, and Upper Manoa
Valley). The additional minimization under Alternative C would have a minimal added benefit to
both seabird species when compared to Alternative B because population outcomes based on the
five model scenario outputs are similar to the Alternative B conclusions. Alternative C is anticipated
to have a small degree of added benefits to ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) when compared to
Alternative A and Alternative B based on additional reduced take from added light and powerline
minimization. Alternative D would have greater beneficial effects on ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater), ‘ua‘u
(Hawaiian petrel), and ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) when compared to Alternatives A, B,
and C due to increased predator control.

Waterbirds

In comparison to the Alternative A, the covered waterbird species are expected to have greater long-
term beneficial impacts under Alternative B. This benefit is primarily due to the sustained funding
by KIUC to the SOS program for the 50-year term of the Draft HCP. Alternative C would be more
beneficial to covered waterbirds than Alternative A. The impact of Alternative C on waterbirds
would be the same as described for Alternative B because the additional minimization under
Alternative C is not anticipated to benefit the covered waterbirds.
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Reptiles

Minimization measures under Alternative B should prevent incidental take of honu (green sea
turtle) from disorientation and would be anticipated to have short- and long-term beneficial impacts
on honu (green sea turtle) in comparison to Alternative A. Overall, the potential for incidental take
of honu (green sea turtle) would be less compared to Alternative A and completely offset under
Alternative B. Alternative C is anticipated to have the same impact as Alternative B with regard to
listed honu (green sea turtle). Alternative D would have the greatest beneficial impacts on honu
(green sea turtle) because the additional mitigation implemented under Alternative D would expand
mitigation efforts beyond the full offset expected under Alternative B to provide a net benefit to the
species.
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3.3  Other State and Federally Listed Species

This section describes the affected environment for other state- and federally listed species within
the Permit Area and Plan Area. This section also analyzes the direct and indirect effects of the
proposed action and alternatives on these species.

3.3.1 Methods

In addition to the nine species proposed for incidental take coverage and discussed in Section 3.2,
Covered Species, there are other state- or federally listed species potentially present within the
Permit and Plan Areas. These include mammals, reptiles, birds, invertebrates, and plants. Resources
consulted to prepare the affected environment section included the Draft HCP, the 2015 SWAP
(DLNR 2015), and EAs for other HCPs on Kaua‘i (USFWS 2011; DLNR and USFWS 2020).

Section 3.3.3, Environmental Consequences, assesses the impact of the proposed action (Alternative
B), the No Action alternative (Alternative A), and two other action alternatives (Alternative C,
Additional Minimization, and Alternative D, Additional Mitigation) on other listed species. The
assumptions presented in Section 3.1.2 were applied when analyzing the impacts of each alternative
on the species identified in this section.

3.3.2 Affected Environment

ESA-listed species potentially present in the Permit Area include one terrestrial mammal (‘Ope‘ape‘a
[Hawaiian hoary bat, Lasiurus semotus]), one marine mammal (‘Ilio-holo-i-kauaua [Hawaiian monk
seal, Neomonachus schauinslandil), one reptile (honu‘ea [hawksbill sea turtle, Eretmochelys
imbricatal), 13 birds (eight of which are reviewed in detail in Section 3.2, Covered Species), one snail
(Newcomb'’s snail [Erinna newcombi]), three insects (e.g., Hawaiian picture-winged fly [Drosophila
musaphilia]), 14 ferns and allies, and more than 100 flowering plants (USFWS 2023). In addition,
‘lio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) also is protected under the federal Marine Mammal
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 1361-1407), which, except as exempted or in accordance with permits
issued under the act, prohibits the take, including harassment, of marine mammals in waters or on
lands under the jurisdiction of the United States.

3.3.2.1 Mammals

Only two mammals, both of which are listed under the ESA, are native to the Plan Area. These are
‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat) and ‘llio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal). ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian
hoary bat) is the only native land mammal of Hawai‘i, and it is listed as endangered at the federal
and state levels (USFWS 1998); however, there is no designated critical habitat. ‘Ope‘ape‘a
(Hawaiian hoary bat) is widespread on Kaua‘i. Minimal research has been conducted on this species’
habitat requirements and population status, although it is known that ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary
bat) roost in native and nonnative vegetation up to 30 feet (9 m) above the ground (DLNR 2015).
They are solitary during the day when roosting but are primarily nocturnal. Depending on the time
of year, ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat) forage around sunset. They consume a variety of native and
nonnative night-flying insects such as moths, beetles, and crickets. Echolocation is the primary
method for them to find prey. General activity levels may vary with altitude (DLNR 2015).
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‘lio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) is endemic to Hawai'‘i, is state- and federally listed as
endangered, and is designated as depleted under the Marine Mammal Protection Act (50 CFR
216.15). Critical habitat has been designated and is addressed in Section 3.5, Critical Habitat and
Other Land Designations. The majority of the species’ population is in the NWHI, but there have been
sightings in the Plan Area (NMFS 2007). The population is estimated to be around 1,600 seals
(NOAA Fisheries 2024). ‘Tlio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) are benthic feeders and forage in
waters up to 1,000 feet (305 m) deep (DLNR 2015). They are generally solitary, except on preferred
beaches where they haul out in close proximity to one another. ‘Ilio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk
seal) can be observed hauling out on beaches in the Permit Area, are monitored closely by DAR and
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), and are protected by Seal Resting
Areas, which include temporary signage and occasionally fencing that are similar in style to those
used for honu (green sea turtle) shielding. ‘Ilio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) can give birth
year around, but the peak season is March through August (NMFS 2007). A female ‘Tlio-holo-i-
kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) gives birth to a single pup and there are approximately three to five
pups born on Kaua‘i beaches each year, typically at remote locations where human activity is low
(NMFS 2007). Mother and pup remain on the beach for an average of 5 to 7 weeks. For the first few
weeks, both mother and pup remain primarily on the beach throughout day and evening hours. By
the third or fourth week, mother and pup spend increasingly more time in the water and sleep on
the beach at night, typically above the tide line.

3.3.2.2 Reptiles: Honu‘ea (Hawksbill Sea Turtle)

Honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle) was classified as endangered under the ESA in 1970 (35 Federal
Register 8491). On May 22, 1998, National Marine Fisheries Service published a final recovery plan
for the U.S. Pacific populations of honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle; 63 Federal Register 28359) and in
October 1998 designated critical habitat for the species around their nesting islands in Puerto Rico
(63 Federal Register 46693).

Honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle) is one of the rarest of the seven extant species of marine turtles, and
their scarcity has been recognized by the United States and other nations, as well as international
resource management institutions. Honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle) inhabiting the Hawaiian Islands
are extremely rare, with an average of fewer than 15 females documented nesting annually across
the entire archipelago, primarily along the east coast of the island of Hawai‘i, with small numbers
reported on Maui, Moloka‘i, and O‘ahu (Seitz et al. 2012), making it possibly one of the smallest
honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle) populations in the world (Van Houtan et al. 2016). Nesting appears
restricted to the MHI and research to date has documented the majority of nesting on the island of
Hawai‘i (HHTN 2018); between 1993 and 2018, only 0.1 percent of documented honu‘ea (hawksbill
sea turtle) nests were on Kaua'‘i (Gaos et al. 2021).

While uncommon off Kaua‘i, honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle) forage in coastal Hawaiian waters and
nest on a few coasts within the archipelago; therefore, it is possible they could be present near the
Plan Area.

3.3.2.3 Birds

A search on the Service’s Information for Planning and Consultation online database (USFWS 2023)
revealed a total of 13 ESA-listed birds present in the Plan Area, eight of which are reviewed in
Section 3.2. Those ESA-listed birds not covered in the previous section include the threatened ‘i‘iwi
(scarlet honeycreeper, Drepanis coccinea) and the endangered ‘akikiki (Kaua'‘i creeper, Oreomystis
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bairdi), puaiohi (small Kaua‘i thrush, Myadestes palmeri), short-tailed albatross (Phoebastria
albatrus), and ‘akeke‘e (Kaua‘i ‘akepa, Loxops caeruleirostris).

‘1iwi (scarlet honeycreeper) is state-listed as endangered and federally listed as threatened under
the ESA. ‘I'iwi (scarlet honeycreeper) is endemic to Hawai‘i. Critical habitat has been designated and
primarily covers portions of native forests on the islands of Hawai‘i, Maui, and Kaua‘i (87 Federal
Register 79942-79975). They typically occur in mesic and wet forest habitat above 4,100 feet (1,250
m) elevation on the islands of Hawai‘i, Maui, and Kaua‘i; and may occur at reduced densities below.
‘1iwi (scarlet honeycreeper) generally feed on nectar from a variety of flowers as well as small
arthropods.

‘Akikiki (Kaua'‘i creeper) is state- and federally listed as endangered and is endemic to Kaua‘i.

Critical habitat has been designated and is primarily in native forest habitat on Kaua‘i (75 Federal
Register 18960). Their distribution is restricted to mesic and wet forests between 2,000 and 5,300
feet (600 and 1,600 m) in the Alaka‘i Plateau (Behnke et al. 2016). ‘Akikiki (Kaua'‘i creeper) generally
forages on trunks, branches, and twigs for insects, insect larvae, and spiders (Foster et al. 2000).

Puaiohi (small Kaua‘i thrush) is state- and federally listed as endangered and is endemic to Kaua'i.
Typically found in pairs, they reside in stream valleys and associated ridges of Alaka‘i Wilderness
Preserve and adjacent montane forest at 3,450 feet (1,050 m) to 4,250 feet (1,300 m) elevation with
greater than 236 inches (6 m) of rainfall per year. The diet of puaiohi (small Kaua‘i thrush) includes
native fruits, insects, snails, and other invertebrates (Snetsinger et al. 1999). There is no critical
habitat currently designated for puaiohi (small Kaua‘i thrush).

Short-tailed albatross is state- and federally listed as endangered. They are the largest seabird found
in Hawai‘i. Small numbers have nested on Midway and Kure Atoll in the NWHI and can occasionally
be found among nesting moli (Laysan albatross, Phoebastria immutabilis) and ka‘upu (black-footed
albatross, Phoebastria nigripes) (Pyle and Pyle 2017). Short-tailed albatross forage closer to land
than other albatross species and are known to eat carrion from fishing boats, shrimp, squid, and fish.
There is no critical habitat currently designated for short-tailed albatross. There are two records of
short-tailed albatross being sighted on Kaua‘i in 2000 and 2006 (Pyle and Pyle 2017). They are not
known to breed on Kaua‘i.

‘Akeke‘e (Kaua'i ‘akepa) is state- and federally listed as endangered and is endemic to Kaua‘i.
‘Akeke‘e (Kaua'i ‘akepa) is found in native forests of the Alaka‘i swamp, upper Waimea, and Koke‘e
regions where it inhabits lowland mesic and wet forests above 1,950 feet (600 m), although
populations are densest above 3,600 feet (1,100 m). Most of its current range is within Koke‘e State
Park and the Alaka‘i Wilderness Preserve where critical habitat has been designated (75 Federal
Register 18960-19165). ‘Akeke‘e (Kaua'i ‘akepa) is an ‘ohi‘a (Metrosideros polymorpha) specialist,
preying on arthropods, primarily spiders, psyllids, and caterpillars inside leaves and flower buds of
the plant.

3.3.24 Invertebrates

Pe‘e pe‘e paka ‘ole (Kaua'‘i cave wolf spider, Adelocosa anops) and ‘uku noho ana (Kaua‘i cave
amphipod, Spelaeorchestia koloana) are two of the endangered subterranean insects present in the
Plan Area. Both of these insects are thought to be restricted to the Po‘ipi and Kukui‘ula areas of the
island (USFWS 2003) and can be found in mesocaverns and caves (USFWS 2003, 2011). There are
roughly 272 acres (110 hectares) of designated critical habitat for these taxa within the Plan Area.
Hawaiian picture-winged fly (Drosophila musaphilia) is an endangered fly endemic to the Plan Area.
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Historically, it was known to be present at Mt. Kahili (Alexander Reservoir) in the south and at two
sites within Koke‘e State Park in the northwest. Occurring in mesic to wet forest, it breeds in
fermenting sap fluxes of koa (Acacia koa) (DLNR and USFWS 2020).

Newcomb’s snail (Erinna newcombi), a mollusk, is listed as threatened under the ESA and inhabits
streams within the Permit Area. Its known range is limited to very small sites within six stream
systems in north- and east-facing drainages in the Permit Area, including Kalalau Stream, Lumaha‘i
River, Hanalei River, Waipahe‘e Stream (a tributary to Kealia Stream), Makaleha Stream (a tributary
to Kapa‘a Stream), and the North Fork Wailua River (USFWS 2002).

3.3.2.5 Plants

There are more than 100 ESA-listed plants in the Permit Area that also have designated critical
habitat. A large portion of these species are found in the mesic habitats on the western portion of the
Permit Area, in the Alaka‘i Swamp region, in wet summit areas, and other regions with intact native
vegetation (DLNR and USFWS 2020). The ESA-listed plants are routinely threatened by introduced
feral ungulates, which are reviewed in Section 3.6, Non-Listed Flora. Listed plants are also
outcompeted for resources by invasive plant species for limited resources. Nonnative forest
pathogens, diseases, and insects are also a direct threat to listed plants. At least 99,200 acres
(40,145 hectares) of the Plan Area are designated critical habitat for plant species (USFWS 2011). In
addition to ESA-listed species, there are multiple rare plant species in the Permit Area.

3.3.3 Environmental Consequences

In addition to the nine species proposed for incidental take coverage and discussed in Section 3.2,
Covered Species, there are other state- or federally listed species potentially present within the
Permit and Plan Areas. As described in Draft HCP Appendix 1B, Evaluation of Species Considered for
Coverage, KIUC evaluated all state- and federally listed species that could be present in the Plan Area
for coverage. Draft HCP Appendix 1B presents the evaluation process and results of the process for
each species considered. Attachments 1 and 2 to the appendix provide more detailed rationale for
excluding particular species in the Draft HCP covered species list. Where necessary, the attachments
also include avoidance and minimization measures that KIUC must implement to ensure take of
listed species is avoided. Based on the results of the evaluation detailed in Draft HCP Appendix 1B,
KIUC did not apply for incidental take authorization from DLNR or the Service for any of these
species because the impacts are not reasonably likely to cause take. This section discusses impacts
associated with the four alternatives on these other state and federally listed species.

3.3.3.1 Alternative A No Action

Under Alternative A, KIUC would operate existing and new infrastructure (powerlines, streetlights,
and lights at facilities) that is under its ownership or direct control including powerlines, support
structures, and lighting, in accordance with historical practices. Under Alternative A, flight diverters
installed for powerline collision minimization and conservation measures involving construction of
physical features (such as predator control fencing) that were completed by KIUC during
development of the Draft HCP would not be maintained but would remain in place and be
operational for their useful life. KIUC would not implement the conservation strategy proposed in
the Draft HCP. Impacts on other state- and federally listed species are addressed below.
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Mammals

Listed mammals are ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat) and ‘ilio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal).
Under the No Action alternative, KIUC’s continued operation of existing and new infrastructure
(powerlines, streetlights, and lights at facilities) is unlikely to affect ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat).
Powerlines do not pose a collision risk for the species because the species has excellent visual and
echolocation abilities, and they fly at relatively low speeds. KIUC conducts vegetation management
near powerlines to maintain adequate clearance. To avoid affecting bats while conducting
vegetation management, KIUC will implement measures such as not trimming or removing
vegetation during the pup-rearing season (June 1 to September 15) where vegetation is over 15 feet
(4.6 m) tall (Appendix 1B, Evaluation of Species Considered for Coverage, in the Draft HCP).
‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat) is nocturnal and may be drawn to outdoor lighting to forage on a
concentration of flying insects. However, this light attraction is benign and may be beneficial to
‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat) because it facilitates the congregation of a food source. Therefore,
based on the above, the No Action alternative may benefit ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat) and is not
anticipated to have adverse impacts.

The terrestrial habitat used by ‘1lio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) is typically restricted to
beaches along the coast. They are not known to be attracted to artificial lighting and do not come in
contact with other KIUC infrastructure. Because ‘Tlio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) is not
attracted to artificial lighting and does not come in contact with other KIUC infrastructure, it is not
likely that ‘Tlio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) would be affected by KIUC’s operation of
existing (with modifications) or new infrastructure.

Reptiles: Honu‘ea (Hawksbill Sea Turtle)

Similar to honu (green sea turtle), honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle) hatchlings may become disoriented
by downward-facing lights on land and crawl toward these artificial light sources where they may
be eaten by predators or run over by vehicles, resulting in incidental take. However, honu‘ea
(hawksbill sea turtle) inhabiting the Hawaiian Islands are rare with an average of fewer than 15
females documented nesting annually across the entire archipelago and only 0.1 percent of
documented hawksbill nests on Kaua'‘i (Gaos et al. 2021). Therefore, KIUC’s operation of existing
(with modifications) or new infrastructure would not affect honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle).

Birds

Of the 13 listed species of birds, eight are reviewed in detail in Section 3.2, Covered Species. Unlike
the three seabird species for which coverage is being sought (which fly to and from their nesting
colonies under the cover of darkness), all the other listed bird species except short-tailed albatross
typically fly during the day. This, together with their acute vision, makes it unlikely that KIUC’s
existing or new infrastructure would affect these bird species, because they readily avoid colliding
with utility lines and other powerline infrastructure Although short-tailed albatross may fly at
night, they are not known to collide with infrastructure.

Short-tailed albatrosses may be affected by artificial lighting, although this observation has been
limited to vessels fishing at night for squids when seabirds are foraging. Light attraction on land is
expected to be less for short-tailed albatrosses than it is for the covered seabirds. KIUC has installed
full-cutoff shielded fixtures on existing streetlights, and Alternative A assumes these would remain
in place for their useful life. This reduces light attraction for the species. Short-tailed albatross are
not known to breed on Kaua‘i; while they may migrate through the Plan Area, they are considered
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rare and not a resident species. Therefore, it is not likely short-tailed albatrosses would be affected
by light attraction on Kaua‘i.

Invertebrates

Under Alternative A, KIUC would continue to operate existing (with modifications) and new
infrastructure. KIUC’s existing infrastructure does not occur within or near mesocaverns, caves, or
streams inhabited by listed invertebrates (‘uku noho ana [Kaua‘i cave amphipod], pe‘e pe‘e paka ‘ole
[Kaua‘i cave wolf spider], Newcomb’s snail, D. sharpi, and D. musaphilia). Also, it is assumed that new
infrastructure would avoid these habitats. Because existing and new infrastructure would avoid
listed invertebrate habitat, Alternative A would not affect these species.

Plants

There are more than 100 listed plants in the Plan Area as well as multiple rare species. Under
Alternative A, KIUC would continue to operate existing and new infrastructure, including
powerlines, streetlights, and lighting at facilities. Operation of this infrastructure does not require
ground disturbance; therefore, state- or federally listed plants would not be trampled or removed. In
addition, it would not increase the presence or density of invasive plant species, feral ungulates, or
pathogens, diseases, and insects that may affect listed plants. Therefore, listed plants would not be
affected by operation of KIUC’s existing and new infrastructure under Alternative A.

3.3.3.2 Alternative B Proposed Action

Under Alternative B, KIUC would implement Covered Activities defined as (1) powerline operations,
including modifications; (2) lighting operations (facility lights and streetlights) and use of night
lighting for repairs; and (3) implementation of the Draft HCP conservation strategy. KIUC would
apply conservation measures such that the impact of the taking from Covered Activities is
minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent practicable. Activities related to implementation of
the Draft HCP conservation strategy at the seabird conservation sites may affect other listed species
as discussed below.

Mammals

The analysis regarding the operation of existing and new infrastructure (powerlines, streetlights,
lights at facilities, and use of night lighting for repairs) under Alternative A applies to Alternative B.
Refer to the Alternative A discussion above for a description of the anticipated impacts from
operation of existing and new infrastructure on other state- and federally listed species.

Management actions proposed under Alternative B to manage and enhance seabird breeding habitat
and colonies at conservation sites have the potential to affect ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bats) if
woody vegetation is removed for the construction of predator exclusion fences during the bat
pupping/rearing season. However, as a part of its commitment under Alternative B, KIUC would
implement measures identified in Appendix 1B, Evaluation of Species Considered for Coverage, of the
Draft HCP to ensure that take of ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bats) does not occur in connection with
vegetation management. For example, KIUC would refrain from vegetation trimming or removal
during the pup rearing season (June 1 through September 15) where vegetation is over 15 feet

(4.6 m) tall. Additionally, no barbed wire would be used for conservation fencing. With these
operational controls in place, adverse impacts on ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bats) are not likely.
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Management actions proposed under Alternative B to implement a honu (green sea turtle) nest
detection (biological monitoring) and shielding program (installation of light-proof fencing around
sea turtle nests) could be a source of disturbance for ‘Ilio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) if
present, especially if a pup is present. Disturbance of seals may result in abandonment of a haul-out
site or females abandoning preferred pupping habitat for suboptimal habitat (NMFS 2007). At this
time there is a very low risk of conflict between honu (green sea turtle) shielding and ‘ilio-holo-i-
kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) pupping (ICF 2025). The beaches on Kaua‘i where female ‘Ilio-holo-i-
kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) are known to pup do not overlap with the seven beaches identified
with streetlights visible from potentially suitable honu (green sea turtle) habitat. In addition,
beaches with streetlights are typically in areas with high levels of human activity and/or
development. Because female ‘Tlio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seals) are not known to pup on
the seven beaches identified for the nest shielding program and typically avoid areas with high
levels of human activity for pupping, it is unlikely that the nest shielding program would affect ‘Tlio-
holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) pupping.

Other ‘ilio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) (non-mother/pup pairs) may haul out to rest on the
seven beaches identified with streetlights visible from potentially suitable honu (green sea turtle)
habitat, but they do not remain on beaches for extended periods except when pupping and molting.
Typically, ‘1lio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seals) haul out during the day to rest on the beach and
return to the ocean at night to forage, but occasionally remain hauled out overnight. Seals commonly
rest near the tide line to thermoregulate, but may move up the beach to rest. Because ‘llio-holo-i-
kauaua (Hawaiian monk seals) typically do not remain on beaches for extended periods of time, it is
unlikely that the nest shielding program would conflict with ‘Tlio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk
seal) resting on the beach.

In the rare event where ‘ilio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seals) are present or pupping on
beaches identified for the nest shielding program and honu (green sea turtle) nests are identified
within 50 feet (15 m) of a ‘Tlio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) or 150 feet (46 m) of a ‘illio-holo-
i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) mother and pup, KIUC will contact Kaua‘i DAR, NOAA, and USFWS at
the time of detecting this proximity and coordinate with Kaua‘i DAR, NOAA, and USFWS on the best
approach to implement based upon the situation for honu (green sea turtle) nest shielding to avoid
any disturbance or disruption to nearby ‘ilio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) (ICF 2025).
Therefore, monitoring and the nest-shielding program are not anticipated to have adverse impacts
on ‘Tlio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal).

Reptiles: Honu‘ea (Hawksbill Sea Turtle)

Management actions proposed under Conservation Measure 5 to implement a honu (green sea
turtle) nest detection and shielding program could have beneficial impacts on honu‘ea (hawksbill
sea turtle). Increased biological monitoring as well as installation of light-proof fencing around sea
turtle nests would benefit honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle) nests if present; however, given the
extremely uncommon nesting of honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle) in the Plan Area, monitoring and nest
fencing are not likely to affect honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle).

Birds

Under Alternative B, KIUC would operate existing infrastructure with modifications, and new
infrastructure in the future. As presented under Alternative A, effects on listed forest birds are not
likely to occur. Short-tailed albatross may fly at night; however, this species is not known to collide
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with infrastructure, but is subject to light attraction. KIUC has installed full-cutoff shielded fixtures
on existing streetlights, which would apply to new streetlights under Alternative B. This reduces
light attraction for the species. Given this measure and the rarity of the species on Kaua'i, light
attraction effects on short-tailed albatross are not likely to occur.

Under Alternative B, management actions proposed under Conservation Measure 4 to manage and
enhance seabird breeding habitat and colonies at conservation sites are not likely to affect other
listed birds. Other listed forest-dwelling bird species in the Plan Area include ‘i‘iwi (scarlet
honeycreeper), endangered ‘akikiki (Kaua‘i creeper), puaiohi (small Kaua‘i thrush), and ‘akeke‘e
(Kaua‘i ‘akepa). Of the four listed forest birds, only puaiohi (small Kaua‘i thrush) has been
documented to have been unintentionally killed by a Goodnature A24 trap for rodents (Shiels et al.
2022). However, the four listed forest birds are not known to be present within the conservation
sites. Therefore, it is unlikely that any of these species would accidentally be caught in a predator
trap within the conservation sites. KIUC would implement minimization measures in the Avian
Protection Plan (Appendix C) (i.e., Avoidance and Minimization Measure 1, Avoid Impacts to Forest
Birds and Pueo from Fence Construction at Conservation Sites, and Avoidance and Minimization
Measure 2, Avoid Impacts to MBTA Protected Bird Species from Predator Traps or Collisions with
Facilities at Conservation Sites). With implementation of these measures, listed forest bird species
are unlikely to be affected by implementation of the conservation strategy in the Draft HCP.

Invertebrates

Under Alternative B, KIUC would operate existing (with modifications) and new infrastructure. As
presented for Alternative A, there is no mechanism for impacts on listed invertebrates (‘uku noho
ana [Kaua‘i cave amphipod], pe‘e pe‘e paka ‘ole [Kaua‘i cave wolf spider], Newcomb’s snail, D. sharpi,
and D. musaphilia) from this activity. Implementation of the Draft HCP conservation strategy under
Alternative B is not likely to affect listed invertebrates because management actions would not
occur in mesocaverns, caves, or streams inhabited by listed invertebrates.

Plants

Under Alternative B, KIUC would operate existing (with modifications) and new infrastructure in the
future. As presented for Alternative A, this activity would not affect listed plants.

Under Alternative B, KIUC would implement a conservation strategy, including management actions
proposed under Conservation Measure 4 to manage and enhance seabird breeding habitat and
colonies at conservation sites. Construction of predator exclusion fence and artificial burrows,
predator and invasive plant species removal, and seabird habitat enhancement would result in
discrete areas of vegetation clearing and ground disturbance at conservation sites. As described in
Draft HCP Appendix 1B, Attachment 2, Measures to Avoid Adverse Effects on Listed Plant Species, the
following avoidance and minimization measures would be implemented as part of the proposed
action to ensure conservation measures do not adversely affect listed plants: field surveys before
finalizing fence alignments or locations for artificial burrows and before construction/installation to
prevent damage or harm to rare plants; incorporation of rare species protocols (e.g., flagging plants,
identifying buffer zones); coordination with a qualified botanist to implement measures ensuring
Covered Activities would avoid adverse effects on listed plants; conducting a worker environmental
awareness training for all staff prior to work activities within management areas near or within a
listed plant species buffer; and incorporation of invasive species prevention and biosecurity
measures to reduce the potential for inadvertent introduction of nonnative species.
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With incorporation of avoidance and minimization measures, effects on listed plants from fencing,
predator and invasive plant species removal, and seabird habitat enhancement are not likely to
occur. Over the long term, listed plants may benefit from management actions if fencing and
predator removal protect listed plants from depredation by rodents and degradation by ungulates.

3.3.3.3 Alternative C Additional Minimization

Alternative C would implement all the proposed activities of Alternative B along with additional
minimization measures on existing powerline spans that have higher collision risk for covered
seabirds to further reduce the collision risk. Alternative C would also implement additional
minimization measures for new powerlines to reduce collision risk and for existing and new
streetlights to reduce light attraction for seabirds. Alternative C would also increase funding to the
SOS program. Impacts of Alternative C on other listed taxa are discussed below.

Mammals

The terrestrial habitat used by ‘1lio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) is typically restricted to
beaches along the coast. They are not known to be attracted to artificial lighting and do not come in
contact with other KIUC infrastructure. Because ‘Tlio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) is not
attracted to artificial lighting and does not come in contact with other KIUC infrastructure, it is not
likely that ‘Tlio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) would be affected by KIUC’s operation of
existing or new powerlines or streetlights with additional minimization applied. As described above
for No Action (Section 3.3.3.1), powerlines do not pose a collision risk for ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian
hoary bat) because the species has excellent visual and echolocation abilities, and they fly at
relatively low speeds. Therefore, additional minimization to reduce collision risk for seabirds is not
likely to affect ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat).

Under Alternative C, KIUC would increase funding to the SOS program by 50 percent ($450,000)
beyond the $300,000 proposed annually in the Draft HCP to support rescue and rehabilitation of
injured listed seabirds. This increased funding would be employed to increase searches for injured
birds and increase outreach efforts and would not affect listed mammals.

Reptiles: Honu‘ea (Hawksbill Sea Turtle)

Alternative C is anticipated to have the same impact as Alternative B because this alternative
involves the same activities as Alternative B with regard to listed honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle).
Because honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle), an aquatic marine reptile, would not come in contact with
overhead powerlines, additional powerline collision minimization proposed under Alternative C
would reduce powerline collision risk for the covered seabirds but would have no effect on honu‘ea
(hawksbill sea turtle). Because there are so few honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle) on Kaua'‘i, any
additional lighting minimization measures are not likely to affect this species.

Under Alternative C, increased funding to the SOS program would be employed to increase searches
for injured birds and increase outreach efforts. Because this measure would contribute to the
increased measures to avoid and minimize take of covered birds and rehabilitate covered bird
species, it would have no effect on honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle).
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Birds

Alternative C would implement additional collision minimization measures on existing and new
powerline spans and additional minimization measures for existing and new streetlights. The
operation of powerlines with additional minimization is not likely to affect other listed bird species.
The distribution of the listed forest birds on Kaua‘i (i.e., within the Alaka‘i Plateau, Alaka‘i
Wilderness Preserve, Alaka‘i swamp, upper Waimea, and Koke‘e regions) limits the potential for
these species to interact with KIUC’s infrastructure. ‘Iiwi (scarlet honeycreeper), endangered
‘akikiki (Kaua‘i creeper), puaiohi (small Kaua‘i thrush), and ‘akeke‘e (Kaua‘i ‘akepa) typically fly
during daylight. This, together with their acute vision, makes it unlikely that additional minimization
measures under Alternative C would affect listed forest bird species. Similar to Alternatives A and B,
impacts from powerlines and lighting on short-tailed albatross under Alternative C are unlikely to
occur because the species is not known to collide with infrastructure and is rare on Kaua‘i.

Invertebrates

KIUC'’s existing infrastructure does not occur within or near mesocaverns, caves, or streams
inhabited by listed invertebrates (‘uku noho ana [Kaua‘i cave amphipod], pe‘e pe‘e paka ‘ole [Kaua‘i
cave wolf spider], Newcomb'’s snail, D. sharpi, and D. musaphilia). Also, it is assumed that new
infrastructure would avoid these habitats. Additional measures to minimize powerline collisions
and light attraction under Alternative C are unlikely to affect listed invertebrates because operation
of powerlines and streetlights with additional minimization would not disturb the mesocaverns,
caves, or streams inhabited by these species.

Plants

Operation of powerlines and streetlights with additional minimization, and additional funding for
the SOS program do not involve ground disturbance and would not affect listed plant species.

3.3.3.4 Alternative D Additional Mitigation

Beyond the covered activities proposed under Alternative B, KIUC would implement additional
mitigation and conservation measures under Alternative D such as expanding control of ungulates,
barn owls, and other predators to hundreds of acres outside, but in the vicinity, of the conservation
sites identified under Alternative B. Additionally, KIUC would increase funding by 15 percent to
expand outreach efforts and implement a marine debris removal program for honu (green sea
turtle). Activities related to implementation of Alternative D would not affect other listed species as
discussed below.

Mammals

Increased installation of ungulate and predator fences to manage and enhance seabird breeding
habitat and colonies at additional conservation sites has the potential to affect ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian
hoary bat) if woody vegetation over 15 feet (4.6 m) is disturbed or removed for construction of
predator exclusion fences during the bat pupping/rearing season. However, KIUC would implement
measures identified in Appendix 1B, Evaluation of Species Considered for Coverage, of the Draft HCP
to ensure that take of ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat) does not occur in connection with vegetation
management. For example, KIUC would refrain from vegetation trimming or removal during the
pup-rearing season (June 1 through September 15) where vegetation is over 15 feet (4.6 m) tall.
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Additionally, no barbed wire would be used for conservation fencing. With these operational
controls in place, adverse impacts on ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat) are not likely.

Increased honu (green sea turtle) outreach and implementation of a marine debris removal program
under Alternative D could occur on the same beaches used by ‘llio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk
seal) and could be a source of disturbance for ‘ilio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) if present.
However, a 50-foot (15-m) separation distance from ‘Tlio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk seal) or a
150-foot (46-m) buffer from a mother with a pup, as recommended by NOAA and DLNR DAR, would
be maintained during sea turtle outreach activities and marine debris removal activities. With
implementation of the buffer distance recommended by NOAA and DLNR DAR, increased sea turtle
outreach and marine debris removal are not likely to affect ‘Tlio-holo-i-kauaua (Hawaiian monk
seal).

Reptiles: Honu‘ea (Hawksbill Sea Turtle)

Increased funding for a sea turtle program to expand outreach effort and to implement marine
debris removal under Alternative D may have a positive impact for honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle).
Given the extremely rare nesting of hawksbills in the Permit Area, increased outreach for public
awareness of basking sea turtles and marine debris removal under Alternative D are not likely to
affect honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle).

Birds

Under Alternative D, construction of additional ungulate and predator exclusion fencing,
weatherports, helicopter landing zones, and artificial burrows; implementation of predator
trapping; and invasive species removal have the potential to adversely affect other listed forest-
dwelling species through nest loss from vegetation clearing. To fully avoid effects on other listed
birds, avoidance and minimization measures in the Avian Protection Plan (Appendix C) (e.g.,
Avoidance and Minimization Measure 1, Avoid Impacts to Forest Birds and Pueo from Fence
Construction at Conservation Sites, and Avoidance and Minimization Measure 2, Avoid Impacts to
MBTA Protected Bird Species from Predator Traps or Collisions with Facilities at Conservation Sites)
would be followed. With implementation of these avoidance and minimization measures, effects on
other listed bird species are unlikely to occur.

Invertebrates

Implementation of additional mitigation under Alternative D is not likely to occur in mesocaverns,
caves, or streams inhabited by listed invertebrates and Alternative D is not likely to affect listed
invertebrates (‘uku noho ana [Kaua‘i cave amphipod], pe‘e pe‘e paka ‘ole [Kaua'‘i cave wolf spider],
Newcomb’s snail, D. sharpi, and D. musaphilia).

Plants

Alternative D would increase the total acreage of mitigation effort beyond what is included in the
proposed action. Vegetation and ground disturbance associated with the construction of additional
ungulate and predator exclusion fencing, artificial burrows, weatherports, and helicopter landing
zones, as well as predator and invasive plant species removal and seabird habitat enhancement,
have the potential to affect listed plant species. Under Alternative D, the Service and DLNR assume
that the same avoidance and minimization measures incorporated into the proposed action would
also be implemented under Alternative D to ensure conservation measures do not adversely affect
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listed plants: field surveys before finalizing fence alignments or locations for artificial burrows and
before construction/installation to prevent damage or harm to rare plants; incorporation of rare
species protocols (e.g., flagging plants, identifying buffer zones); coordination with a qualified
botanist to implement measures to avoid adverse effects on listed plants; conducting a worker
environmental awareness training for all staff prior to work activities within management areas
near or within a listed plant species buffer; and incorporation of invasive species prevention and
biosecurity measures to reduce the potential for inadvertent introduction of nonnative species. With
implementation of these avoidance and minimization measures, additional mitigation under
Alternative D would not be likely to affect other listed plant species. To the extent that fenced areas
include rare and listed plant species, if listed plants occur within fenced areas, Alternative D may
protect listed plants from depredation by rodents and degradation by ungulates and over the long
term have beneficial impacts on listed plants.

3.3.35 Comparison of Alternatives

Mammals

Alternative B would have greater potential to disturb listed mammals compared to Alternative A,
which is not expected to have any impacts on other state- and federally listed species. Effects of
Alternative C on listed mammals would be the same as described for Alternative B, because it
primarily involves the same activities as Alternative B. Effects of Alternative D on listed mammals
would be the same as described for Alternative B.

Reptiles: Honu‘ea (Hawksbill Sea Turtle)

Alternative B would have greater potential to benefit listed honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle) compared
to Alternative A. Effects of Alternative C on listed honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle) would be the same
as described for Alternative B, because it primarily involves the same activities as Alternative B.
Effects of Alternative D on listed honu‘ea (hawksbill sea turtle) would be the same as described for
Alternatives B and C.

Birds

Alternative B would have greater potential to benefit other listed birds compared to Alternative A.
Alternatives B, C, and D do not vary in the level of impact on other listed birds.

Invertebrates

The proposed action (Alternative B) would have no effect on listed invertebrates and does not differ
from Alternative A in this regard. Effects of Alternative C on listed invertebrates would be the same
as described for Alternative B, because it primarily involves the same activities as Alternative B.
Effects of Alternative D on listed invertebrates would be the same as described for Alternatives B
and C.

Plants

Alternative B would have a greater potential to benefit listed plants compared to Alternative A.
Effects of Alternative C on listed plants would be the same as described for Alternative B, because it
primarily involves the same activities as Alternative B. In comparison to other alternatives,
Alternative D would have the greatest potential to benefit listed plants.
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3.4 Migratory Bird Species

This section describes the affected environment for migratory bird species listed under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) within the Permit and Plan Areas. This section also analyzes the
direct and indirect effects of the proposed action and alternatives on these species.

3.4.1 Methods

In addition to the species proposed for incidental take coverage and discussed in Section 3.2,
Covered Species, and other listed species discussed in Section 3.3, Other State and Federally Listed
Species, there are other bird species listed under the MBTA within the Permit and Plan Areas.
Resources consulted to prepare the affected environment section included the Draft HCP, the 2015
SWAP (DLNR 2015), and EAs for other HCPs on Kaua‘i (USFWS 2011; DLNR and USFWS 2020).

Section 3.4.3, Environmental Consequences, assesses the impact of the proposed action (Alternative
B), the No Action alternative (Alternative A), and two other action alternatives (Alternative C,
Additional Minimization, and Alternative D, Additional Mitigation) on migratory bird species. The
assumptions presented in Section 3.1.2 were applied when analyzing the impacts of each alternative
on the species identified in this section.

3.4.2 Affected Environment

The federal MBTA (16 U.S.C. 703-712) prohibits the take (including killing, capturing, selling,
trading, and transport) of protected migratory bird species and their parts, nests, and eggs without
prior authorization by the Service. The list of protected migratory bird species is found in 50 CFR
10.13. KIUC prepared an Avian Protection Plan (Appendix C), in which Tables A1 and A2 list those
MBTA species known to occur or migrate, or were observed accidentally or rarely on Kaua‘i. In
addition to the ESA and MBTA-listed species, there are 10 birds found within the Permit Area that
warrant special attention because they are on the Service’s Birds of Conservation Concern List5:
‘apapane (Himatione sanguinea), noio (black noddy, Anous minutus melanogenys), ka‘upu (black-
footed albatross), ‘anianiau (lesser ‘amakihi, Hemignathus parvus), kioea (bristle-thighed curlew,
Numenius tahitiensis), ‘ou (Bulwer’s petrel, Bulweria bulwerii), ‘a0t (Christmas shearwater, Puffinus
nativitatis), Kaua'‘i ‘amakihi (Hemignathus kauaiensis), Kaua'‘i ‘elepaio (monarch flycatcher,
Chasiempis sclateri), and moli (Laysan albatross, Phoebastria immutabilis) (USFWS 2021). Most bird
species native to Kaua‘i are considered migratory birds protected under the MBTA and the majority
of the Birds of Conservation Concern are protected under the MBTA.¢

Migratory or Birds of Conservation Concern forest birds are generally found in remnant montane
mesic and wet native forests that are dominated by ‘6hi‘a and koa (DLNR 2015; DLNR and USFWS
2020). Similar to ESA-listed forest birds, threats to migratory or Birds of Conservation Concern
native forest birds include predation, habitat degradation, and disease.

5 The Service’s Birds of Conservation Concern List identifies the migratory and non-migratory bird species (beyond
those already federally designated as threatened or endangered) that represent the highest conservation priorities.
6 Kaua'i ‘elepaio is not an MBTA listed species.
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The native pueo (Hawaiian short-eared owl, Asio flammeus sandwichensis) is present throughout the
MH], including Kaua‘i (Holt and Leasure 1993). It is state-listed on O‘ahu, but not listed at either the
federal or state level in the Plan Area. Pueo (Hawaiian short-eared owl) nests on the ground and
primarily consumes small mammals. Unlike other owls, pueo (Hawaiian short-eared owl) are active
during the day, and at dusk and dawn. They are present from sea level to high elevations and across
most habitat types (DLNR 2015). Pueo (Hawaiian short-eared owl) are primarily observed in
grasslands, shrublands, and montane parklands.

Most waterbirds in the Permit Area are discussed in Section 3.2, Covered Species, except for ‘auku‘u
(black-crowned night-heron, Nycticorax nycticorax). ‘Auku‘u (black-crowned night-heron) are
widely distributed throughout the MHI and are present in the Permit Area. Their preferred habitat is
mountain streams, lowland ponds and estuaries, suburban/urban waterways, and aquaculture
farms (Davis 1993).

Over 20 seabirds, in addition to those covered in Section 3.2, have been observed in the MHI (DLNR
and USFWS 2020), many as breeders, and are present on Kaua‘i. Examples of those observed in the
Plan Area include moli (Laysan albatross), ‘a (brown booby, Sula leucogaster), ‘a (red-footed booby,
Sula sula), ‘ua‘u kani (wedge-tailed shearwater, Ardenna pacifica), koa‘e kea (white-tailed tropicbird,
Phaethon lepturus), koa‘e ‘ula (red-tailed tropicbird, Phaethon rubricauda), and ‘iwa (great
frigatebird, Fregata minor). Primary threats to these seabirds are similar to those of the covered
seabirds: predation by terrestrial predators, and habitat loss and degradation due to development
and invasive species.

Several migratory shorebirds are seasonally present in the Permit Area. Examples include kolea
(Pacific golden-plover, Pluvialis fulva), ‘akekeke (ruddy turnstone, Arenaria interpres), ‘alili
(wandering tattler, Heteroscelus incanus), and kioea (bristle-thighed curlew, Numenius tahitiensis)
(DLNR and USFWS 2020).

KIUC has coordinated with the Service to develop an Avian Protection Plan (Appendix C) to identify
proposed measures to avoid or minimize potential impacts on all migratory avian species and
evaluate potential effects on those species. In addition, the Draft HCP incorporates conservation
measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts on Covered Species that are listed
under the ESA. Many of the conservation measures in the Draft HCP are also expected to benefit
other MBTA species not covered by the Draft HCP, and are referenced in the Avian Protection Plan.

3.4.3 Environmental Consequences

3.4.3.1 Alternative A No Action

Under Alternative A, KIUC would continue to operate existing (with modifications) and future
infrastructure that is under its ownership or direct control including powerlines, support structures,
and lights, in accordance with historical practices. KIUC would not implement a comprehensive
program to mitigate impacts on Covered Species. Under Alternative A, flight diverters installed for
powerline collision minimization and conservation measures involving construction of physical
features (such as predator control fencing) that were completed by KIUC during development of the
Draft HCP would not be maintained but would remain in place and be operational for their useful
life. Migratory bird species including ‘auku‘u (black-crowned night heron), kolea (Pacific-golden
plover, Pluvialis fulva), and pueo (Hawaiian short-eared owl) have been documented to collide with
powerlines (Travers et al. 2023). Under Alternative A, these and other migratory bird species would

Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan 3-69 June 2025
Environmental Impact Statement



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 3.4 Migratory Bird Species

likely be affected by powerline strikes, which could lead to adverse effects on those species. Light
attraction has been documented to affect several migratory seabird species including ‘ua‘u kani
(wedge-tailed shearwater), noio (black noddy), ‘ou (Bulwer’s petrel), ‘ao‘ii (Christmas shearwater),
koa‘e‘ kea (red-tailed tropicbird), moli (Laysan albatross), and ka‘upu (black-footed albatross). It is
likely that these and other migratory seabird species would be adversely affected by light attraction.

Under Alternative A, conservation or management actions described in the Draft HCP that require
an annual commitment of funding and staff resources by KIUC would not be funded. The SOS
program is the only facility on Kaua‘i that has a rehabilitation permit to rescue injured seabirds,
rehabilitate, and release them. Without annual contributions from KIUC, it is possible the SOS
program would continue but may not have adequate funds to keep staff and maintain the facilities at
full capacity. Therefore, under Alternative A, the SOS program is not likely to offset the number of
migratory birds affected by light attraction and/or collision with KIUC powerlines.

The above-discussed impacts suggest long-term significant adverse impacts on migratory bird
species would occur under Alternative A.

3.4.3.2 Alternative B Proposed Action

Under Alternative B, KIUC would implement Covered Activities as follows: (1) powerline operations
including modifications; (2) lighting operations (facility lights and streetlights) and use of night
lighting for repairs; and (3) implementation of the Draft HCP conservation strategy. Powerline
modifications include measures designed to reduce powerline strikes of the covered birds. These
measures are likely to also reduce the risk of strikes of other migratory bird species. Modifications
to remove static wires from almost all of KIUC’s powerline system would also reduce the number of
other bird species collisions. The operation of bird flight diverters on much of KIUC’s powerline
system would make those powerlines more visible to other bird species, further reducing the risk of
collisions. Alternative B is likely to have a beneficial impact on migratory bird species in this regard.

Under Alternative B, KIUC has already minimized light attraction by installing full-cutoff shielded
fixtures for streetlights. Although not all migratory species are susceptible to disorientation or
fallout, any measure that minimizes light visible to migratory bird species flying overhead will help
reduce disorientation or fallout, and Alternative B is likely to have a beneficial impact on migratory
bird species in this regard.

Management actions proposed under Alternative B to manage and enhance seabird breeding habitat
and colonies at conservation sites also have the potential to affect migratory bird species. The
proposed predator exclusion fence construction and implementation of predator trapping and
invasive species removal have the potential to adversely affect migratory forest-dwelling species
such as ‘apapane, Kaua‘i ‘amakihi, and ‘anianiau (lesser ‘amakihi) through nest loss from vegetation
clearing to construct fences for mitigation actions proposed under Alternative B. However, by
following minimization measures in the Avian Protection Plan (Appendix C; e.g., Avoidance and
Minimization Measure 1, Avoid Impacts to Forest Birds and Pueo from Fence Construction at
Conservation Sites, and Avoidance and Minimization Measure 2, Avoid Impacts to MBTA Protected
Bird Species from Predator Traps or Collisions with Facilities at Conservation Sites), this can be fully
avoided.

These conservation measures to enhance seabird breeding habitat have the potential to benefit
some migratory seabird species by decreasing their risk of predation by removing introduced
mammals (e.g., rats, cats, dogs) and barn owls and enhancing habitat quality by excluding ungulates
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(e.g., deer, goats, pigs). If other migratory seabirds colonize the conservation sites on their own, they
would benefit from the eradication of predators within the unit and the removal of cats and barn
owls from the general area. The native pueo (Hawaiian short-eared owl), as a ground-nesting bird,
could benefit from the existence of a predator-free fenced area in which to breed.

KIUC's proposed support of the SOS program under Alternative B may provide additional long-term
benefits to migratory seabird species through the retrieval, evaluation, rehabilitation, and release of
live individuals of these species. Members of the public regularly turn in other downed or injured
migratory seabird species in addition to the listed bird species. ‘Ua‘u kani (wedge-tailed shearwater)
and koa‘e kea (white-tailed tropicbird) are regularly turned into the SOS program, and other birds
handled by the SOS program have included moli (Laysan albatross), noio (black noddy), and ‘iwa
(great frigatebird). While the benefits of the SOS program cannot be quantified for other migratory
seabirds, they are expected to be similar to those of Covered Species.

Over the long term, beneficial impacts on migratory bird species are anticipated under Alternative B.
In comparison to existing conditions, Alternative B is likely to have a significant beneficial impact on
migratory bird species with regard to powerline collision avoidance and minimized light attraction,
as well as predator control at conservation sites.

3.4.3.3 Alternative C Additional Minimization

Because Alternative C includes activities covered under Alternative B with additional collision and
lighting minimization measures applied, it would have similar impacts on migratory birds as
Alternative B plus some additional benefits. This is because under this alternative, KIUC would
implement measures (e.g., additional powerline reconfiguration, static wire removal, flight diverter
installation) to further avoid and minimize risk of collision on existing powerlines. Implementing
additional measures to avoid and minimize collisions for birds is expected to have a beneficial
impact on migratory species such as ‘ua‘u kani (wedge-tailed shearwater), ‘auku‘u (black-crowned
night heron), kolea (Pacific-golden plover), and pueo (Hawaiian short-eared owl) that have been
documented to collide with powerlines.

Similarly, additional lighting minimization measures under Alternative C would likely benefit
migratory seabird species such as ‘ua‘u kani (wedge-tailed shearwater), noio (black noddy), ‘ou
(Bulwer’s petrel), ‘ao‘ti (Christmas shearwater), koa‘e kea (red-tailed tropicbird), moli (Laysan
albatross), and ka‘upu (black-footed albatross), which are known to be affected by artificial light
attraction.

Under Alternative C, KIUC would increase funding to the SOS program by 50 percent ($450,000)
beyond the $300,000 proposed annually in the Draft HCP to support rescue and rehabilitation of
injured listed seabirds. Because increased funding would be employed to increase searches for
injured birds and increase outreach efforts, it is expected to have a significant beneficial impact on
migratory seabird species such as ‘ua‘u kani (wedge-tailed shearwaters), noio (black noddy), ‘ou
(Bulwer’s petrel), ‘ao‘l (Christmas shearwater), koa‘e‘ kea (red-tailed tropicbird), moli (Laysan
albatross), and ka‘upu (black-footed albatross).

3434 Alternative D Additional Mitigation

Under Alternative D, the increase of ungulate and predator exclusion fencing, weatherports,
helicopter landing zones, artificial burrow construction, invasive species removal, and
implementation of predator trapping have the potential to affect migratory bird species. These
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activities under Alternative D have the potential to adversely affect migratory forest-dwelling
species such as ‘apapane, Kaua‘i ‘amakihi, and ‘anianiau (lesser ‘amakihi) through nest loss from
vegetation clearing to construct fences for mitigation actions. However, by following minimization
measures in the Avian Protection Plan (Appendix C; e.g., Avoidance and Minimization Measure 1,
Avoid Impacts to Forest Birds and Pueo from Fence Construction at Conservation Sites, and Avoidance
and Minimization Measure 2, Avoid Impacts to MBTA Protected Bird Species from Predator Traps or
Collisions with Facilities at Conservation Sites), this can be fully avoided.

Over the long term, the proposed increase of mitigation activities under Alternative D have the
potential to benefit migratory seabird species by decreasing their risk of predation by removing
introduced mammals (e.g., rats, cats, dogs) and barn owls and enhancing habitat quality by
excluding ungulates (e.g., deer, goats, pigs). If other migratory seabirds colonize the conservation
sites on their own, they would benefit from the eradication of predators within the unit and the
removal of cats and barn owls from the general area. The native pueo (Hawaiian short-eared owl),
as a ground-nesting bird, could benefit from the existence of a predator-free fenced area in which to
breed. Therefore, significant beneficial impacts on migratory bird species are anticipated under
Alternative D.

3.4.3.5 Comparison of Alternatives

Alternative A would likely result in greater adverse impacts on migratory birds when compared to
the other action alternatives because the conservation or management actions described in the Draft
HCP that require an annual commitment of funding and staff resources by KIUC, notably the SOS
program, would not be funded. Alternative B would have greater potential to reduce adverse
impacts on migratory birds with respect to light attraction and fallout, powerline collision, and
predation compared to Alternative A. Alternative C would have greater potential to reduce adverse
impacts on migratory birds with respect to light attraction and fallout and powerline collision
compared to Alternatives A and B. Alternative D would have the greatest potential to mitigate
adverse impacts on migratory birds with respect to light attraction and fallout and powerline
collision compared to Alternatives A, B, and C.
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3.5 Critical Habitat and Other Land Designations

This section describes the affected environment for critical habitat and other land designations
within the Permit and Plan Areas. This section also analyzes the direct and indirect effects of the
proposed action and alternatives on these areas.

3.5.1 Methods

The online mapping tool available at the Service’s Environmental Conservation Online System
(USFWS 2025) was used to view critical habitat in the Plan Area. Using ArcGIS, the designated and
proposed critical habitat spatial layer was overlaid in the Plan Area over the Permit Area
encompassing KIUC facilities, transmission lines, street lights, and the 12 conservation areas. This
provided an illustration (Figure 3.5-1) of the designated and proposed critical habitats that would
be exposed to the proposed activities covered in the Draft HCP. The area of the critical habitat units
and the species for which the critical habitat was designated or proposed were also gathered
through the spatial overlay exercise in ArcGIS. Whether the other land designations overlapped the
Permit Area was visually determined using a map of the Plan Area.

Section 3.5.3, Environmental Consequences, assesses the impact of the proposed action (Alternative
B), the No Action alternative (Alternative A), and two other action alternatives (Alternative C,
Additional Minimization, and Alternative D, Additional Mitigation) on critical habitat and other land
designations. The assumptions presented in Section 3.1.2 were applied when analyzing the impacts
of each alternative on the species identified in this section.

Multiple plant and animal taxa can be protected within a single critical habitat unit or other state-
land designated area. Therefore, for the environmental consequences section, the impacts of the No
Action and action alternatives were analyzed for the habitat to support groups (e.g., waterbirds,
plants) and not individual species over the 50-year permit period of the Draft HCP.

3.5.2 Affected Environment

Critical habitat on Kaua‘i has been designated under the ESA to protect over 90 listed species. For
example, 4,479 acres (1,812 hectares) of riparian habitat and nearly 12 mi (20 km) of stream
channel were designated as critical habitat in 2002 for Newcomb’s snail; 52,549 acres (21,266
hectares) for 83 plants in 2003; 272 acres (110 hectares) for pe‘e pe‘e paka ‘ole (Kaua‘i cave wolf
spider) and ‘uku noho ana (Kaua‘i cave amphipod) in 2003; 794 acres (321 hectares) for Hawaiian
picture-winged fly in 2008; and 26,582 acres (10,757 hectares) for 44 plants, two birds (‘akeke‘e
[Kaua‘i ‘akepa] and ‘akikiki [Kaua‘i creeper]), and one fly (Drosophila sharpi) in 2010. Almost all
designated critical habitat is found in uninhabited, remote areas (DLNR and USFWS 2020). There
are currently 12, 541 acres (5,075 hectares) of proposed critical habitat for ‘i’ iwi (Drepanis
coccinea) and 370 acres (150 hectares) for honu (green sea turtle). Figure 3.5-1 depicts designated
and proposed critical habitat, respectively, within the Plan and Permit Areas.

3.5.2.1 Other Land Designations

Land designations unrelated to designated critical habitat have relevance in the Permit Area because
of their biological importance (Figure 3.15-3). For example, there are three NWRs in the Permit
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Area: Hanalei NWR (923.66 acres [373.79 hectares]), Hulé‘ia NWR (239.57 acres [96.95 hectares]),
and Kilauea Point NWR (178 acres [72 hectares]). There are also habitats mapped by the National
Wetlands Inventory (NWI) in the Permit Area that are biologically important. Examples include
estuarine and marine wetlands, freshwater emergent wetlands, freshwater forested
shrub/wetlands, freshwater ponds, lakes, and rivers, as discussed in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Soils.
Additionally, there are several NARs, which are protected areas established by the State of Hawai'‘i
to preserve and protect unique ecosystems, native species, and critical habitats. These include
Koke‘e NAR (4,380 acres [1,772 hectares]), Alaka‘i Wilderness Preserve (11,788 acres [4,773
hectares]), Hanapépé NAR (755 acres [305 hectares]), Na Pali Coast NAR (6,175 acres [2,500
hectares]), and Hulé‘ia NAR (400 acres [162 hectares]).
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3.5.3 Environmental Consequences

3.5.3.1 Alternative A No Action

Under Alternative A, KIUC would continue to operate existing (with modifications) and future
infrastructure that is under its ownership or direct control including powerlines, support structures,
and lights, in accordance with historical practices. KIUC would not implement a comprehensive
program to mitigate impacts on Covered Species. Under Alternative A, flight diverters installed for
powerline collision minimization and conservation measures involving construction of physical
features (such as predator control fencing) that were completed by KIUC during development of the
Draft HCP would not be maintained but would remain in place and be operational for their useful
life. KIUC powerlines, streetlights, and buildings mostly exist outside designated or proposed critical
habitat and other land designations and have no direct impact on these areas, with the exception of
KIUC streetlights that affect proposed critical habitat for honu (green sea turtle). While these
streetlights are outside of proposed critical habitat for honu (green sea turtle), they exist near the
coastline and compete with the natural light scape, which is critical to ensure the migration of honu
(green sea turtle) hatchlings from their nest sites to the ocean. With multiple light sources, honu
(green sea turtle) hatchlings become disoriented and do not find the ocean habitat that supports the
next phase of their life cycle or crawl landwards to artificial light sources, where they can be eaten
by predators or run over by vehicles. KIUC has identified a total of 29 streetlights that are currently
visible from honu (green sea turtle) nesting habitat. Under Alternative A, this impact decreases the
availability and quality of suitable nesting sites in proposed critical habitat for honu (green sea
turtle) and would continue to occur.

3.5.3.2 Alternative B Proposed Action

Under Alternative B, the Service and DLNR would authorize incidental take of Covered Species from
Covered Activities in the Permit Area including implementation of the conservation strategy over a
50-year permit term. Covered Activities include (1) powerline operations, including modifications,
(2) lighting operations and use of night lighting for repairs, and (3) implementation of the Draft HCP
conservation strategy.

Under Alternative B, proposed management actions to manage and enhance seabird breeding
habitat and colonies at conservation sites would affect designated critical habitat for several species,
primarily plants. All seabird conservation sites under Alternative B are within designated or
proposed critical habitat; proposed management activities including predator exclusion fence and
artificial burrow installation, invasive plant species removal, and seabird habitat enhancement
would result in habitat modification and direct impacts on critical habitat including removal of
critical habitat by clearing vegetation for the installation of fencing, artificial burrows, weatherports,
and landing zones and causing ground disturbance. KIUC would implement BMPs during
construction and maintenance of fences to reduce the risk of soil compaction, erosion, runoff, and
sedimentation as described in Section 4.2.2.2 of the Draft HCP and implement measures to avoid
impacts on listed plants and their habitat as described in Draft HCP Appendix 1B, Attachment 2,
Measures to Avoid Adverse Effects on Listed Plant Species. Vegetation clearing and ground
disturbance resulting from implementation of the Draft HCP would be localized and limited to select
areas within the larger conservation sites, and are not anticipated to degrade critical habitat in the
Permit Area. Over the long term, beneficial impacts on critical habitat are anticipated because the

Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan 3-76 June 2025
Environmental Impact Statement



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 3.5 Critical Habitat and Other Land Designations

fencing and predator removal would minimize degradation of critical habitat by rodents and
ungulates.

Management actions proposed under Alternative B to implement a honu (green sea turtle) nest
detection and shielding program would also affect proposed critical habitat for honu (green sea
turtles). The installation of light-proof fencing around sea turtle nests may be considered a short-
term temporary impact on critical habitat because it would temporarily obstruct the pathway
between nesting beaches and foraging grounds; however, given the temporary nature of fence
installation, which will be removed after a nest hatches, and the low average nesting density of honu
(green sea turtle), no significant effects on critical habitat are anticipated.

3.5.3.3 Alternative C Additional Minimization

Under Alternative C, KIUC would implement additional measures (e.g., additional powerline
reconfiguration, static wire removal, flight diverter installation) to avoid and minimize risk of
collision on existing powerlines that pose a medium to high collision risk to seabirds. Implementing
additional measures to avoid and minimize collisions is not expected to result in new ground
disturbance, vegetation removal, or additional impacts on critical habitat or other land designations.

The additional lighting minimization measures under Alternative C are not likely to affect critical
habitat and other land designations, because the implementation of these measures is not expected
to result in new ground disturbance, vegetation removal, or additional impacts.

Under Alternative C, KIUC would increase funding to the SOS program by 50 percent ($450,000)
beyond the $300,000 proposed annually in the Draft HCP to support rescue and rehabilitation of
injured listed seabirds; this is not expected to have a significant impact on critical habitat or other
land designations.

3.5.34 Alternative D Additional Mitigation

Alternative D would be anticipated to have similar but larger-scale impacts on critical habitat and
other land designations as Alternative B. Under Alternative D, additional mitigation measures would
expand predator control in an additional 1,394 acres (564 hectares) and increase the area protected
with ungulate fencing by 1,915 acres (775 hectares). This increase in fencing would result in
approximately 3.8 acres (1.5 hectares) of additional site clearing and an additional 0.4 acre

(0.2 hectare) of ground disturbance for installation of fence posts and mesh skirt compared to
Alternative B. The construction of weatherports, helicopter landing zones, and conservation
measures such as control of ungulates, barn owls, cats, and other predators would be expanded to
hundreds of acres outside, but in the vicinity, of the conservation sites identified under Alternative
B. These conservation sites are all within designated or proposed critical habitat and other land
designations (e.g., NAR); proposed management activities including predator exclusion fence and
artificial burrow construction, predator and invasive plant species removal, and seabird habitat
enhancement would result in habitat modification and direct impacts on critical habitat via ground
disturbance and clearing vegetation for the fence or artificial burrows. Avoidance and minimization
measures would be incorporated during these activities to prevent unintentional damage or harm to
the essential physical and biological features of critical habitat. Over the long term, significant
beneficial impacts on critical habitat and other land designations are anticipated because the fencing
and predator removal would protect critical habitat from degradation by rodents and ungulates.
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3.5.3.5 Comparison of Alternatives

Alternative B would have a greater potential to enhance or benefit critical habitat and other land
designations compared to Alternative A due to proposed management actions to manage and
enhance seabird breeding habitat and colonies at conservation sites. Effects of Alternative C on
critical habitat and other land designations would be the same as described for Alternative B,
because it primarily involves the same activities as Alternative B. Overall, Alternative D would have
the greatest long-term potential to reduce adverse impacts on critical habitat and other land
designations due to additional ungulate exclusion fencing and conservation measures such as
predator removal.

Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan 3-78 June 2025
Environmental Impact Statement



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 3.6 Non-Listed Flora

3.6 Non-Listed Flora

This section describes the existing conditions of non-listed flora or plants in the Permit and Plan
Areas and analyzes the direct and indirect effects of the proposed action and alternatives on non-
listed flora.

3.6.1 Methods

For developing Section 3.6.2, Affected Environment, for flora and vegetation, high-resolution land
cover maps from the U S. Geological Survey Carbon Assessment of Hawai‘i was used to describe the
spatial distribution of the land cover types in the Plan Area. Additionally, relevant literature such as
the Manual of Flowering Plants for Hawai‘i, the chapter on the vegetation types in Hawai‘i included in
that manual, the Draft HCP, and findings from some botanical surveys on Kaua‘i were used to detail
the vegetation and different types of plant taxa that are representative of those land cover types.
Derived from these resources, the narrative developed below also includes discussion of whether
the vegetation types are dominated by native or nonnative flora and provides examples of the plant
species typically found in these vegetation types.

Section 3.6.3, Environmental Consequences, assesses the impact of the No Action alternative
(Alternative A), proposed action (Alternative B), and two other action alternatives (Alternatives C
and D) on the non-listed flora within the Plan and Permit Areas. Assumptions discussed in Section
3.1.2 were applied when analyzing the impacts on non-listed flora. Factors such as whether the non-
listed flora are composed of native or nonnative plant species, the presence of rare native plants,
and the duration (short versus long term) of impact were considered when analyzing how Covered
Activities would affect the non-listed flora over the 50-year permit period of the Draft HCP.

3.6.2 Affected Environment

Kaua'i is the oldest of the MHI (3 to 5 million years old). It has the highest proportion of single-island
endemic taxa (i.e., species found only on Kaua‘i) that are rare (Sakai et al. 2002). The topography
and habitats on Kaua‘i have become fragmented over time, forming geographic features that create
reproductive isolation among species and support the formation of new species.

Existing vegetation and land cover types on Kaua‘i have been mapped by the U.S. Geological Survey
Gap Analysis Program (Jacobi et al. 2017a). The U.S. Geological Survey Carbon Assessment of
Hawai‘i program has also produced high-resolution land cover maps that depict vegetation types
and degrees of human disturbance to estimate current and future carbon stocks (Jacobi et al.
2017b). During preparation of the Draft HCP (ICF 2025), these spatial data were integrated to
illustrate the land cover and vegetation types in the Permit Area (Figure 3.6-1), which are described
below.
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Figure 3.6-1. Vegetation and Land Cover Types in the Plan Area
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The majority of the coastal, low-, and mid-elevation areas in the Permit Area are either developed or
under agricultural use (cultivated cropland) and are predominantly dominated by alien vegetation.
The alien vegetation includes grasslands, shrublands, and forests dominated by nonnative (and
often invasive) plant species. Species such as molasses grass (Melinis minutiflora) and bushy
beardgrass (Anatherum tenuispatheum) dominate the invasive grasslands in the wetter eastern
areas, while grasses such as guinea grass (Megathyrsus maximus) and buffel grass (Cenchrus ciliaris)
are abundant in the alien-dominated drier grasslands in the Permit Area (Wagner et al. 1999; NTBG
2008; Natural Area Reserves System 2011; Edmonds et al. 2016 as cited in ICF 2025; Nagendra 2017
as cited in ICF 2025).

In addition to alien grasslands, alien-dominated shrublands and forests cover the majority of the
coastal, lowland, and mid-elevations of the Permit Area. While native species such as naupaka
kahakai (beach naupaka, Scaevola taccada), ‘ilima (Sida fallax), pohinahina (beach vitex, Vitex
rotundifolia), ‘aki‘aki (beach dropseed, Sporobolus virginicus), hala (screw pine, Pandanus tectorius),
and ‘uhaloa (Waltheria indica) can be still be found in the coastal and lowland areas, the vegetation
there is mostly dominated by invasive plant species such as kiawe (mesquite, Prosopis pallida), koa
haole (white leadtree, Leucaena leucocephala), paina (ironwood, Casuarina spp.), kamani haole
(false kamani, Terminalia catappa), wilelaiki (Christmas berry, Schinus terebinthifolius), and albizia
(Falcataria falcata). Kiawe (mesquite) and koa haole (white leadtree) are widespread throughout
the coastal and lowland areas of Kaua‘i, forming dense kiawe (mesquite) forests and koa haole
(white leadtree) shrublands. Alien forests in the wetter areas are dominated by nonnative species
such as java plum (Syzygium cumini), waiawl (strawberry guava, Psidium cattleyanum), kuava
(guava, Psidium guajava), octopus tree (Heptapleurum actinophyllum), fire tree (Morella faya), ‘oka’
kilika (silk oak, Grevillea robusta), ‘eukalikia (Eucalyptus spp.), and smothering vines such as in the
genus Passiflora.

The very few remaining lowland rainforests (i.e., rainforests at lower elevation) are generally
dominated by ‘6hi‘a (Metrosideros spp.) trees, with understories consisting of native trees including
kopiko (Psychotria spp.) and hame (Antidesma platyphyllum) (Cuddihy and Stone 1990 as cited in
ICF 2025).

Native species-dominated forests are limited to the upper and steeper elevations in the central
portion of the Permit Area primarily because these high-elevation, steep areas have not been
compromised by conversion to pasture or farming (County of Kaua‘i 2012 as cited in ICF 2025).
However, as described in Section 3.7.2.2, Nonnative Fauna, even these native forests in high-
elevation, steeper areas are constantly under threat from the devastation caused by feral ungulates.
Native mesic and montane forests are primarily dominated by ‘ohi‘a and/or koa trees as canopy
species. In areas with deep soils above 3,000 to 4,000 feet (914 to 1,219 m), tall koa trees may
emerge above the ‘Ohi‘a canopy (Cuddihy 1989). Montane rainforests are multi-storied; the canopy
tree species are normally ‘Ohi‘a with hapu‘u (tree ferns, Cibotium spp.) in the subcanopy and/or
other smaller subcanopy species such as kawa‘u (Hawaiian holly, Ilex anomala), ‘alani (Melicope
spp.), kolea (Myrsine spp.), and olomea (Perrottetia sandwicensis). Epiphytic mosses, liverworts,
ferns, and silver-leaved lily pa‘iniu (Astelia spp.) often cover larger trees. In pristine sections, the
ground cover is dominated by native ferns and scattered shrubs such as kanawao (Hydrangea
arguta) and piikiawe (Leptecophylla tameiameiae). Native wet-cliff vegetation primarily occurs in
the system of valleys that runs from the wet summit plateau region above the montane rainforests
in the northern and central portions of the Permit Area. Native wet cliff vegetation is often
dominated by the native uluhe fern (staghorn fern, Dicranopteris linearis and Sticherus owhyhensis).
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As elsewhere in Hawai'i, the leeward slopes in the Permit Area are drier than the windward slopes
and support limited native mesic, dry forest, and shrubland communities (Cuddihy 1989). These
vegetation communities typically occur below the rainforests and higher mountain slopes. These
communities differ from wet montane forests; there is a relative scarcity of hapu‘u (tree ferns,
Cibotium spp.) and epiphytes and an abundance of shrubs (e.g., pikiawe) in the understory. The
composition of native ferns in the ground cover also differs. The dominant trees are either ‘6hi‘a or
koa, or a mixture of these two species for most of these forests. At a select few sites, manele
(Hawaiian soapberry, Sapindus saponaria) co-dominates in the ‘chi‘a and koa mixed canopy. Forests
become drier and less diverse, and appear more savanna-like at lower elevations (Cuddihy 1989).
Dry cliff vegetation also occurs in the Permit Area, primarily on steep sections of interior canyons
and northern seacliffs. Dry cliff vegetation supports listed endemic species such as ‘olulu (Brighamia
insignis). Uluhe fern (staghorn fern)-dominated shrublands typically occur in patches throughout
the island on mountain slopes (Cuddihy and Stone 1990 as cited in ICF 2025).

There are numerous coastal estuarine and freshwater lowland wetlands present in the Permit Area
to the west in the Mana Plains, in the north (e.g., Hanalei Wildlife Refuge), and scattered along the
southern shore (ICF 2025) (Figure 3.6-1). In addition, there are several artificial human-made
wetlands such as reservoirs and ponds. Many of the coastal wetlands are dominated by invasive
wetland plant species such as ‘akulikuli kai (pickleweed, Batis maritima), mangroves (Rhizophora
spp.), nonnative Cyperus spp., and Pluchea spp. Native wetland plant species include ‘akulikuli (sea
purslane, Sesuvium portulacastrum), ‘ahu‘awa (Java sedge, Cyperus javanicus), ‘ae‘ae (bacopa, Bacopa
monnieri), and kaluha (cosmopolitan bulrush, Bolboschoenus maritimus). Freshwater wetlands are
also present at higher-elevation forested areas in the central region. Freshwater emergent wetlands
primarily consist of aquatic plants including sedges (Cyperus spp.), rushes (Mariscus spp.), and
bulrushes (Schoenoplectiella spp.). In the wettest regions of the montane zone, a specific type of
wetland community known as bogs can be found (Cuddihy 1989). Bogs primarily occur near
mountain summits in very wet, poorly drained places where water tends to collect. They are usually
surrounded by more typical rainforest vegetation and are relatively small and uncommon in Hawai'i
atlarge. They are characterized by sedges and grasses (Oreobolus furcatus, Carex spp., Rhynchospora
spp., and Dichanthelium spp.) and stunted woody plants including na‘ena‘e (Dubautia spp.).

3.6.3 Environmental Consequences

3.6.3.1 Alternative A No Action

Under Alternative A, KIUC would continue to operate existing (with modifications) and future
infrastructure that is under its ownership or direct control including powerlines, support structures,
and lights, in accordance with historical practices. KIUC would not implement a comprehensive
program to mitigate impacts on Covered Species. Under Alternative A, flight diverters installed for
powerline collision minimization and conservation measures involving construction of physical
features (such as predator control fencing) that were completed by KIUC during development of the
Draft HCP would not be maintained but would remain in place and be operational for their useful
life. KIUC would not implement the conservation strategy proposed in the Draft HCP. The operation
of infrastructure would not result in ground disturbance; therefore, non-listed flora would not be
trampled or removed. In addition, the operation of infrastructure would not increase the presence
or density of invasive plant species, feral ungulates, or pathogens, diseases, and insects that may
affect non-listed flora. Therefore, there would be no impact on non-listed flora under Alternative A.
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3.6.3.2 Alternative B Proposed Action

Under Alternative B, the Service and DLNR would authorize incidental take of Covered Species from
Covered Activities in the Permit Area including implementation of the conservation strategy over a
50-year permit term. Covered Activities include (1) powerline operations, including modifications,
(2) lighting operations and use of night lighting for repairs, and (3) implementation of the Draft HCP
conservation strategy.

The operation of existing and new infrastructure under Alternative B would not result in ground
disturbance and would not affect non-listed flora. Under Alternative B, KIUC would implement a
conservation strategy, including management actions proposed under Conservation Measure 4 to
manage and enhance seabird breeding habitat and colonies at conservation sites. These activities
have the potential to affect non-listed flora. Vegetation clearing and ground disturbance associated
with construction of predator exclusion fence and artificial burrows, predator and invasive plant
species removal, and seabird habitat enhancement have the potential to affect non-listed flora
species. To the extent that native species occur within fenced areas, fencing would protect and
enhance the plants’ survival and propagation because fencing and predator removal would protect
non-listed native flora from depredation by rodents and degradation by ungulates.

3.6.3.3 Alternative C Additional Minimization

Alternative C would implement additional minimization measures on existing and new powerlines
to reduce collision risk for seabirds, implement additional lighting minimization for existing and
new streetlights to reduce light attraction for seabirds, and increase funding to the SOS program.
Alternative C is anticipated to have the same impact on non-listed flora as Alternative B because the
operation of KIUC’s infrastructure with additional minimization and additional funding for the SOS
program would not result in additional ground disturbance or fence construction that could disturb
or benefit non-listed native flora.

3.6.3.4 Alternative D Additional Mitigation

Under Alternative D, KIUC would increase the total acreage of mitigation effort beyond what is
included in the proposed action to include expanded ungulate control, expanded predator exclusion
fencing, weatherports, helicopter landing zones, artificial burrows, and social attraction outside, but
in the vicinity, of the conservation sites identified in the Draft HCP. Additionally, KIUC would
increase funding for the sea turtle nest detection and shielding program to provide more resources
for the existing sea turtle volunteer program and to add marine debris removal to the scope of the
existing volunteer program.

The increased mitigation effort proposed under Alternative D would result in impacts similar to
those described under Alternative B, but over a greater area. As described for Alternative B,
management actions proposed to manage and enhance seabird colonies and breeding habitat have
the potential to affect non-listed flora through ground disturbance, fencing, and invasive plant
species removal. Ground disturbance from the construction of ungulate and predator exclusion
fencing, weatherports, helicopter landing zones, and artificial burrows could adversely affect non-
listed native flora while fencing, removal of invasive plant species, and predator control would
protect non-listed native flora from depredation by rodents and degradation by ungulates. Overall,
Alternative D would have the greatest potential to benefit non-listed native flora. Alternative D
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would actively remove invasive, nonnative flora to the benefit of other non-listed native and rare
flora.

3.6.3.5 Comparison of Alternatives

Alternative A would not result in impacts on non-listed flora. Alternative B would have greater
potential to benefit non-listed native flora compared to Alternative A because Alternative B would
actively remove invasive, nonnative flora, which would benefit other non-listed native and rare
flora. Alternative C is anticipated to have the same impact on non-listed flora as Alternative B
because the additional minimization and additional funding for the SOS program proposed would
not result in additional ground disturbance or fence construction that could disturb or benefit non-
listed native flora. Alternative D would have similar impacts to Alternative B but over a greater area
due to the increased total acreage of mitigation effort.
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3.7 Non-Listed Fauna

This section describes the existing conditions of non-listed fauna in the Permit and Plan Areas. Non-
listed fauna includes native fauna and nonnative fauna (including nonnative birds, nonnative
mammals, and introduced invertebrates), which are not listed species, and analyzes the direct and
indirect effects of the proposed action and alternatives on such fauna.

3.7.1 Methods

Resources consulted to prepare the affected environment section include the Draft HCP, the 2015
SWAP (DLNR 2015a), and EAs for other HCPs on Kaua‘i (USFWS 2011; DLNR and USFWS 2020). The
2015 SWAP provided a comprehensive review of the status of a range of native terrestrial and
aquatic species along with strategies for long-term conservation of these species and their habitats
(DLNR 2015a). The SWAP identified the Species of Greatest Conservation Need. Regarding fauna
that may be in the Plan Area, Species of Greatest Conservation Need included one terrestrial
mammal, 77 birds, more than 5,000 known terrestrial invertebrates, and 20 anchialine-pond-
associated fauna (DLNR 2015a). These Species of Greatest Conservation Need are all native fauna in
need of conservation attention; those Species of Greatest Conservation Need that are not listed are
described in this section, while those that are listed are discussed in Section 3.3, Other State and
Federally Listed Species. Given the large volume of fauna species, this section does not address the
affected environment at the species level; rather, the affected environment is mostly addressed for
species types or groups: birds, mammals, and invertebrates. Hawai‘i does not have native terrestrial
reptiles and amphibians.

Section 3.7.3, Environmental Consequences, assesses the impact of the Covered Activities described
in the Draft HCP on the fauna (other than the taxa discussed in Sections 3.2 and 3.3) for the
following four alternatives: Alternative A (No Action)—the impacts if the HCP were not
implemented; Alternative B (Proposed Action)—the impact if the proposed actions described in the
Draft HCP were implemented; Alternative C (Additional Minimization)—the impacts if additional
powerline minimization measures were implemented; and Alternative D (Additional Mitigation)—
the impacts if additional conservation measures were implemented. All assumptions discussed in
Section 3.1.2 were applied when analyzing the impacts on the fauna in this section. Factors such as
whether the animals are native or nonnative and their habitat requirements were assessed under
each of the alternative scenarios when analyzing impacts of the Covered Activities on native (other
than covered and other listed species) and nonnative fauna over the 50-year permit period of the
Draft HCP.

3.7.2 Affected Environment

Because the diversity of fauna throughout the Plan Area makes it challenging to cover all species,
this section discusses representative groups and examples of native and nonnative fauna species in
certain taxonomic categories.
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3.7.2.1 Native Fauna

Hawai‘i is home to the highest number of endemic forest birds in the United States. The Permit Area
itself contains several state-endemic species of forest birds. These native migratory birds in the
Permit Area are discussed in Section 3.4, Migratory Bird Species.

Insects are the dominant fauna in most terrestrial ecosystems, especially on isolated oceanic islands
such as Kaua'‘i (USFWS 2011). In Hawai‘i, the original colonizing species evolved into thousands of
new species and adapted to live in a diverse range of island habitats. Hawai'‘i is home to nearly 8,000
species of insects, 5,300 of which are endemic, 84 of which are indigenous, and over 2,600 of which
are alien (USFWS 2011). Beetles (Coleoptera spp.), flies (Diptera spp.), bees and wasps
(Hymenoptera spp.), and moths (Lepidoptera spp.) are the largest insect groups in the MHI.

The Permit Area itself contains a high diversity of these insects and other terrestrial invertebrates,
many of which are understudied. Native insects evolved to have critical roles in the ecosystem as
pollinators, food sources, and as part of nutrient cycling. Examples of notable invertebrates found
specifically in the montane wet forests of Na Pali include endemic seed bugs (Nysius spp.), members
of an endemic lineage of spiders (Tetragnatha spp.), native damselflies (Megalagrion spp.), and long-
legged fly (Sigmatineurum napali) (DLNR 2015b; DLNR and USFWS 2020).

3.7.2.2 Nonnative Fauna

A range of nonnative or alien fauna has been introduced into the Permit Area either accidentally or
intentionally for a variety of reasons, including food and recreation. Some of the introduced fauna
discussed in this section are invasive and threaten native flora and fauna. Native species are
particularly susceptible to introduced species because they evolved without threats from introduced
species and lack adaptations to withstand the competition introduced species bring.

Nonnative Birds

Numerous nonnative birds are present throughout the Permit Area, most of them intentionally
introduced. These include barn owl (Tyto alba), warbling white-eye (Zosterops japonicus), hwamei
or melodious laughing-thrush (Garrulax canorus), white-rumped shama (Copsychus malabaricus),
common myna (Acridotheres tristis), northern cardinal (Cardinalis cardinalis), house finch
(Carpodacus mexicanus), Japanese bush-warbler (Cettia diphone), feral fowl (Gallus gallus), zebra
dove (Geopelia striata), nutmeg manikin (Lonchura punctulata), and red-crested cardinal (Paroaria
coronata) (DLNR and USFWS 2020). Some nonnative birds such as warbling white-eye and most
doves and pigeons are on the State of Hawai‘i Injurious Wildlife list and are known to be harmful to
agriculture, aquaculture, or indigenous wildlife or plants; or to constitute a nuisance or health
hazard (DLNR 2015b). One major impact of nonnative birds is that they contribute to the dispersal
of invasive flora by consuming fruit and spreading seeds via their droppings.

A selection of the nonnative birds are game species managed by DLNR and can be hunted during
game bird hunting season. In the Permit Area, the following game birds can be hunted: ring-necked
pheasant (Phasianus colchicus), grey and black francolin (Ortygornis pondicerianus and Francolinus
francolinus), Erckel’s francolin (Geopelia erkelii), barred dove (Geopelia maugeus), spotted dove
(Spilopelia chinensis), Japanese and California quail (Coturnix japonica and Callipepla californica),
and chukar partridge (Alectoris chukar) (DLNR 2023).
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Barn owls were first introduced to control rat populations and are the only introduced owl in the
state of Hawai‘i. They are present within the Permit Area (e.g., Hono O Na Pali Reserve, Limahuli
Garden and Preserve) (NTBG 2008; Natural Area Reserves System 2011; DLNR 2015b). Barn owls
are a notable predator of the covered seabird species (Raine et al. 2017a, 2017b, 2020). Their
presence has been monitored since 2011 and population control efforts are ongoing in locations
such as Upper Limahuli, North Bog, Pihea, Hanakapi‘ai, Hanakoa, Pohakea, Pohakea PF, Honopt,
Honopi PF, and Upper Manoa Valley conservation sites (KIUC 2019 as cited in ICF 2025).

Nonnative Mammals

Several nonnative mammals in the Permit Area are managed by DLNR. Examples of game mammals
introduced to and present in the Permit Area include pigs (Sus scrofa), goats (Capra hircus), black-
tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus columbianus), sheep (Ovis aries and Ovis musimon), and feral cattle
(Bos taurus). While game mammals are a valuable source of food and subsistence for local
communities and are valued culturally and for outdoor recreation, these feral ungulates are also
invasive and their behavior results in adverse direct and indirect impacts on native ecosystems and
watersheds in the Permit Area.

Browsing and grazing by nonnative mammals result in physical damage to native plants that do not
have defense mechanisms (e.g., thorns, toxins), because native flora in the Permit Area evolved in
the absence of ungulates and large herbivores (NTBG 2008; Weller et al. 2011). Ungulates also cause
physical damage by trampling and digging up native flora, compacting the soil and increasing soil
erosion. Nonnative feral ungulates and game birds may also trample the nests of ground birds such
as pueo (Hawaiian short-eared owl) (Raine et al. 2020). Introduced ungulates, pigs specifically, have
contributed to a decline in the populations of ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel)
on Kaua‘i through habitat modification and depredation (Raine et al. 2020).

Feral ungulates in particular exacerbate the dispersal of invasive flora by spreading seeds of
invasive plants that have attached to their coats. As such, they contribute to the conversion of native
forests into alien forests as they browse and graze seedlings and saplings, preventing establishment
of native plants. Of particular concern is the prevention of establishment of native plants by
alteration of light regime, nutrient cycling, and faster and more effective colonization of newly
disturbed areas by invasive plants compared to native taxa. The conversion of native to alien-
dominated forests has also been shown to affect water-holding and recycling capacity of watersheds.

Some introduced mammals, including house mice (Mus musculus), rats (Rattus spp.), feral cats (Felis
silvestris), and feral dogs (Canis familiaris), are predators of native animals (DLNR 2015b). These
predators are widespread in the Permit Area and prey on seabirds, waterbirds, and forest birds
(Raine et al. 2020). Introduced rodents including mice and rats are known to consume native plant
fruits and seeds and new growth of endemic plants, thereby limiting recruitment and native forest
regeneration and threatening reestablishment and survival of native flora. Rats also climb trees to
prey on canopy-nesting bird species. In addition to predation, feral (and domestic) cat droppings
can carry a lethal parasite (Toxoplasma gondii), which, in turn, can contaminate terrestrial and
aquatic environments and is known to affect birds and mammals, including humans (DLNR 2015b).

Small Indian mongoose (Herpestes javanicus) is not yet established on Kaua‘i; however, they are
widespread on other MHI, and the potential for establishment on Kaua'i is a constant threat to the
Plan Area. Individual mongooses have inadvertently been introduced to Kaua‘i from other islands
and subsequently captured and removed. There are credible sightings from 2012 to the present that
suggest they could eventually become established (KISC 2023). To date, five live individuals have
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been reported to be captured in the Plan Area: in 2012 near Lihu‘e airport and near Nawiliwili port,
in 2016 at Lihu‘e airport, and most recently in April 2023 near Nawiliwili port (KISC 2023).

Introduced Invertebrates

The feral European honeybee (Apis mellifera) is an invasive species that represents a conservation
issue for endangered seabirds breeding in the Hawaiian Islands (Raine and McFarland 2015; McKee
2022). These feral honeybees are descendants of domesticated European honeybees that escaped
managed colonies. Feral European honeybees establish self-sustaining wild colonies and are known
to take over active breeding burrows of ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) in the
Plan Area, causing nest abandonment and death of chicks (Raine and McFarland 2015; McKee 2022;
Raine et al. 2023).

There are also invasive ants that may affect nesting seabirds (e.g.,, Wasmannia auropunctata has
been documented in the Plan Area), potentially causing nest abandonment (e.g., Feare 1999 as cited
in Plentovich et al. 2009) in addition to increased energy expenditure of parent birds and reduction
in hatching success, growth rate, and survival (Plentovich et al. 2009). Seabirds are particularly
susceptible to adverse impacts from invasive ants because their nest sites are often in areas where
there are abundant food sources for ants. Other invasive ants throughout the MHI (including the
Plan Area) include big-headed ant (Pheidole megacephala) and tropical fire ant (Solenopsis
geminata). Both of these latter species could cause short-term, adverse damage to seabird colonies
and have been documented to lead to colony loss (Duffy 2010); however, the adverse effects on
seabirds are challenging to detect (Plentovich et al. 2009).

3.7.3 Environmental Consequences

3.7.3.1 Alternative A No Action

Under Alternative A, KIUC would continue to operate existing (with modifications) and future
infrastructure that is under its ownership or direct control including powerlines, support structures,
and lights, in accordance with historical practices. KIUC would not implement a comprehensive
program to mitigate impacts on Covered Species. Under Alternative A, flight diverters installed for
powerline collision minimization and conservation measures involving construction of physical
features (such as predator control fencing) that were completed by KIUC during development of the
Draft HCP would not be maintained but would remain in place and be operational for their useful
life. There are no empirical data that suggest existing KIUC infrastructure affects other non-listed
birds, mammals, or invertebrates.

Under Alternative A, conservation measures described in the Draft HCP that require an annual
commitment of funding and staff resources by KIUC would not be funded. The SOS program is the
only facility on Kaua'‘i that has a rehabilitation permit to rescue injured seabirds, rehabilitate, and
release them. Without annual contributions from KIUC, it is possible the SOS program would
continue but may not have adequate funds to keep staff and maintain the facilities at full capacity;
however, this is not expected to have a significant impact on non-listed fauna.

The above-discussed impacts suggest no significant impacts on non-listed fauna species would occur
under Alternative A.
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3.7.3.2 Alternative B Proposed Action

Under Alternative B, KIUC would implement Covered Activities defined as (1) powerline operations,
including modifications; (2) lighting operations (facility lights and streetlights) and use of night
lighting for repairs; and (3) implementation of the Draft HCP conservation strategy. KIUC would
apply conservation measures such that the impact of the taking from Covered Activities is
minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent practicable. Activities related to implementation of
the Draft HCP conservation strategy at the seabird conservation sites may affect non-listed fauna
species as discussed below.

Native Birds

Impacts on native migratory birds in the Permit Area are discussed in Section 3.4, Migratory Bird
Species.

Native Invertebrates

Under Alternative B, management actions proposed under Conservation Measure 4 to manage and
enhance seabird breeding habitat and colonies at conservation sites have the potential to affect
native invertebrates. Proposed predator exclusion fence or artificial burrow construction, predator
control, invasive plant species removal, and seabird habitat enhancement at these sites would result
in habitat loss and disturbance for native invertebrates. However, over the long term, positive
impacts on native invertebrates would be anticipated because fencing would reduce disturbance
from ungulates while enhancing invertebrate habitat; removal of predators, such as rats and mice,
would reduce predation.

Nonnative Birds

Nonnative birds such as barn owls are on the State of Hawai‘i Injurious Wildlife list and are known
to be harmful to agriculture, aquaculture, or indigenous wildlife or plants; or to constitute a
nuisance or health hazard (DLNR 2015b). Under Alternative B, management actions proposed to
manage and enhance seabird breeding habitat and colonies at conservation sites would be
implemented to actively remove barn owls to benefit covered bird species. The removal of barn owls
would likely also benefit other listed and native species.

Alternative B would actively remove barn owls, which would benefit other listed and native species.

Nonnative Mammals

Similar to nonnative birds, nonnative mammals are also invasive and their behavior results in
adverse direct and indirect impacts on native ecosystems and Covered Species in the Plan Area.
Under Alternative B, management actions proposed in Conservation Measure 4 to manage and
enhance seabird breeding habitat and colonies at conservation sites would be implemented to
actively remove nonnative mammal species that predate on seabirds (e.g., cats, rats, mice, pigs,
goats) to benefit covered bird species. The removal of these species would likely also benefit other
listed and native species.

Alternative B would actively remove nonnative mammals that predate on seabirds, which would
benefit other listed and native species.
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Invasive Invertebrates

Similar to nonnative birds and mammals, invasive invertebrates such as feral honeybees have
adverse direct and indirect impacts on native ecosystems and Covered Species in the Plan Area.
Under Alternative B, management actions proposed in Conservation Measure 4 to manage and
enhance seabird breeding habitat and colonies at conservation sites would be implemented to
actively remove invasive feral bees to benefit covered bird species. The removal of feral bees will
likely also benefit other listed and native species.

Alternative B would actively remove feral bees, which would benefit other listed and native species.

3.7.3.3 Alternative C Additional Minimization

Under Alternative C, KIUC would implement measures (e.g., additional powerline reconfiguration,
static wire removal, flight diverter installation) to avoid and minimize risk of collision on existing
powerlines in regions that pose a higher collision risk to seabirds. Implementing additional
measures to avoid and minimize collisions is not expected to result in new ground disturbance,
vegetation removal, or additional impacts on non-listed fauna. Alternative C would be anticipated to
have similar impacts to those of Alternative B on other fauna because this alternative involves
substantially the same activities as Alternative B (refer to Section 3.7.3.2, Alternative B Proposed
Action).

Similarly, the additional lighting minimization measures under Alternative C are not likely to affect
non-listed fauna, because the implementation of these measures is not expected to result in new
ground disturbance, vegetation removal, or additional impacts.

Under Alternative C, KIUC would increase funding to the SOS program by 50 percent ($450,000)
beyond the $300,000 proposed annually in the Draft HCP to support rescue and rehabilitation of
injured listed seabirds; this is not expected to have a significant impact on other non-listed fauna.

3.7.3.4 Alternative D Additional Mitigation

Alternative D would be anticipated to have a similar but larger-scale impact on other fauna as
Alternative B (refer to Section 3.7.3.2, Alternative B Proposed Action). Under Alternative D, the
increase of ungulate and predator exclusion fencing, weatherports, helicopter landing zones, and
artificial burrow construction, and implementation of predator trapping have the increased
potential to affect non-listed fauna relative to Alternative B.

Under Alternative D, increased ungulate and predator exclusion fencing, weatherports, helicopter
landing zones, artificial burrow construction, invasive species removal, and predator trapping may
result in habitat loss and disturbance for native invertebrates. Over the long term, beneficial impacts
on native invertebrates would be anticipated because fencing would protect them from disturbance
by nonnative ungulates while enhancing habitat and reducing predators such as rats and mice.

Alternative D would directly affect several nonnative bird and mammal species through increased
predator control and exclusion fence construction and active removal of feral bees to benefit
covered bird species. The removal of feral bees would likely also benefit other listed and native
species. Over the long term, significant adverse impacts on nonnative bird and mammal species as
well as invasive insects are anticipated, but intended for the benefit of Covered Species, other listed
species, and native species.
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3.7.3.5 Comparison of Alternatives

Alternative B would have greater potential to benefit non-listed fauna compared to Alternative A
due to the implementation of conservation measures. Alternative C is anticipated to have the same
impact as Alternative B with regard to other non-listed fauna. Overall, Alternative D is anticipated to
have a similar but larger-scale impact compared to Alternative B with regard to other non-listed
fauna due to the increase in mitigation efforts and active removal of invasive species.
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3.8 Hydrology and Soils

This section describes the existing conditions of water resources and wetlands and analyzes the
direct and indirect effects of the proposed action and alternatives on water resources and wetlands.

3.8.1 Methods

Hydrology in the Permit Area is described using data from U.S. Geological Survey, the Service (NWI
dataset), the State of Hawai‘i Commission on Water Resource Management, and the Hawai‘i Office of
Planning and Sustainable Development. Soils in the Permit Area are described using data from the
U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service and the University of Hawai‘i. Impacts on
hydrology and soils are assessed in terms of intensity, duration, and geographic extent, focusing on
the potential for ground disturbance and erosion from predator and ungulate fencing maintenance
and construction.

3.8.2 Affected Environment

Streams on all of the Hawaiian Islands respond rapidly to storm rainfall because drainage basins are
small and the distance of overland flow is short (Juvik 1998). On Kaua‘i, most streams radiate out
from the Wai‘ale‘ale-Kawaikini massif in all directions, cutting through intrusive dikes that retard
groundwater movement toward the ocean from high-rainfall areas in the interior. As a result,
streams on Kaua'i tend to receive large influxes of groundwater throughout their length as they
descend toward the ocean, making the hydrology of Kaua‘i unlike other Hawaiian streams (ICF
2025). In comparison to the other islands, watersheds on Kaua‘i exhibit eroded features, such as
deeper incised channels, complex stream networks with many tributary branches, and large riverine
estuaries at the ocean interface (Wilson Okamoto 2008).

Figure 3.8-1 depicts the perennial rivers and streams on Kaua‘i. The Waimea River-Po‘omau Stream
is the longest perennial stream on Kaua‘i at 19.5 mi (31.5 km) in length. Other major perennial
streams on the island include the Makaweli River (15.1 mi [24.3 km]), Wainiha River (13.8 mi [22.2
km]), Hanapépé River (13.3 mi [21.4 km]), and Wailua River (11.8 mi [18.9 km]). The Hanalei River
has the highest average discharge on the island at 140 million gallons per day. The largest surface
waterbody on Kaua‘i is the Waita Reservoir, which is 171.59 surface hectares (424 surface acres)
and is on the southern side of the island near Koloa (USGS 2023). There are approximately 6.2 mi
(9.9 km) of intermittent streams and 6.0 mi (9.7 km) of perennial streams mapped within the
proposed conservation sites described in the Draft HCP (USGS 2023).

There are various types of wetland classifications, not all of which are directly related to streamflow.
Wetlands are valuable resources because they perform multiple ecosystem functions such as
groundwater recharge, floodwater abatement, biological resource habitat, and the promotion of
cycling, storage, and removal of nutrients (Wilson Okamoto 2008). Many wetlands in Hawaij,
including those on Kaua‘i, have been drained and converted to agricultural or urban land uses.

The NWI was established by the Service to conduct a nationwide inventory of wetlands to provide
information on the distribution and type of wetlands and to aid in conservation efforts. To do this,
the NWI developed a wetland classification system that is now the federal standard for classifying
wetlands. Figure 3.8-2 depicts the distribution of wetlands and open water (i.e., lakes, reservoirs,
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and other impoundments) on Kaua‘i based on regional data from the NWI (USFWS 2020). Numerous
estuarine and freshwater emergent wetlands skirt the lowlands of the island, along with human-
made reservoirs and scattered ponds, all of which provide habitat for most of the covered
waterbirds (ICF 2025). Freshwater wetlands are also present in forested areas of higher elevations.
Alaka’i swamp (Figure 3.8-2) is a montane wet forest located on a high plateau and containing alpine
bogs that support federally listed species; however, the Covered Species do not occur in these
wetlands associated with Alaka’i swamp (ICF 2025). Within the conservation sites, only the Pihea
site contains NWI-mapped wetlands (approximately 0.1 acre [0.04 hectare] is mapped as freshwater
forested/shrub wetland) (USFWS 2020).

Floodplains in the Permit Area were assessed using official Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map data (FEMA 2025) and geospatial data from the DLNR Flood
Hazard Assessment Tool (DLNR 2025). FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps are the official maps on
which FEMA delineates special flood hazard areas for regulatory purposes under the National Flood
Insurance Program. Special flood hazard areas are also known as 100-year floodplains, or areas that
have a 1-percent annual chance of flooding. The majority of the Permit Area, including all
conservation sites, is mapped Zone X: areas determined to be outside the 100- and 500-year
floodplains. The Kapaia and Port Allen generating stations and switchyards are also mapped as Zone
X. However, small portions of KIUC's existing powerlines and streetlights are within the mapped
100-year floodplain. The proposed action and action alternatives analyze operation of KIUC
powerlines and lighting at existing facilities included in the Covered Activities. Construction
activities related to new KIUC infrastructure (facilities, powerlines, and streetlights) are not Covered
Activities. Therefore, no impacts on floodplains would occur from implementation of the Draft HCP.

Kaua'i has 57 individually mapped soil units, reflecting the island’s age and complex geology which
contribute to its high diversity of soil types (University of Hawai‘i 2014). Predominantly deep,
nearly level to steep, well-drained soils that have a fine-textured or moderately fine-textured subsoil
can be found in the lowland areas of Kaua‘i. The western half of the island also contains well-drained
soils over basalt bedrock. Due to the island’s geology, nearly all farm and ranch land on the island
are on the low uplands along the coast. These low coastal uplands circle the island except for port of
the northwest slope. Rugged areas in the central and northwestern portions of the island contain
soils that are relatively shallow and rocky (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1973). Factors that
influence soil erosion include soil texture, structure, length and percent of slope, vegetative cover,
and rainfall or wind intensity. Soils most susceptible to erosion by wind or water are typified by
bare or sparse vegetative cover, non-cohesive soil particles with low infiltration rates, and moderate
to steep slopes. Wind erosion processes are less affected by slope angles but are highly influenced by
wind intensity. The potential for soil erosion increases with increasing slope (NRDC 2021).
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3.8.3 Environmental Consequences

3.8.3.1 Alternative A No Action

Under Alternative A, KIUC would continue to operate existing (with modifications) and future
infrastructure that is under its ownership or direct control including powerlines, support structures,
and lights, in accordance with historical practices. KIUC would not implement a comprehensive
program to mitigate impacts on Covered Species. Under Alternative A, flight diverters installed for
powerline collision minimization and conservation measures involving construction of physical
features (such as predator control fencing) that were completed by KIUC during development of the
Draft HCP would not be maintained but would remain in place and be operational for their useful
life. Operation of existing and new infrastructure without a comprehensive mitigation program
would not result in new sources of ground disturbance and there would be no new impacts on
hydrology and soils.

3.8.3.2 Alternative B Proposed Action

Under Alternative B, the Service and DLNR would authorize incidental take of Covered Species from
Covered Activities in the Permit Area including implementation of the conservation strategy over a
50-year permit term. Covered Activities include (1) powerline operations, including modifications,
(2) lighting operations and use of night lighting for repairs, and (3) implementation of the Draft HCP
conservation strategy.

Under the proposed action, the potential for adverse impacts on hydrology and soils would be
primarily associated with the construction of new predator exclusion fences at two conservation
sites (2,259 linear feet [688.5 m] of fence at Upper Limahuli Preserve PF and 4,294 linear feet
[1,308.8 m] of fence at Upper Manoa Valley PF), installation of artificial burrows, and the
maintenance of the four social attraction sites (Pohakea, Honopi, Upper Limahuli, and Upper Manoa
Valley). The two new predator exclusion fences would result in a total of 2.9 acres (1.8 hectares) of
site clearing and 0.3 acre (0.1 hectare) of ground disturbance for the installation of fence posts and
mesh skirt. Maintenance of the fences at each of the four social attraction sites would involve
replacing the fences up to two times during the 50-year permit term, cumulatively resulting in
approximately 4.2 acres (1.7 hectares) of site clearing and 0.4 acre (0.2 hectare) of ground
disturbance for installation of fence posts and mesh skirt each time that the fencing is replaced.
Unlike the replacement of existing fences, the construction of new fencing could alter drainage
patterns, concentrate surface flows, and increase runoff quantities and velocities, which could
promote soil erosion to a greater degree when compared to fence replacement activities that would
occur within the same areas disturbed during the initial fence installation. The installation and
maintenance of artificial burrows at Upper Limahuli Preserve PF, Pohakea PF, Honopt PF, and
Upper Manoa Valley PF would result in localized ground disturbance at social attraction sites and
result in a minor and temporary increased potential for erosion. The powerline and lighting
operations included as Covered Activities would not affect hydrology or soils because they would
not result in ground disturbance, alter drainage or runoff, or result in increased potential for
erosion.

Minor surface disturbances during construction and maintenance activities, such as the installation
of fence posts, mesh skirts, and artificial burrows, have the potential to loosen and expose bare soils
and increase the potential for sediment to be mobilized and carried in overland runoff to adjacent or
nearby surface waters. While sedimentation into surface water would likely be a short-term
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occurrence during ground disturbing activities, the settling of sediments in surface waters may have
long-term impacts. KIUC would access the conservation sites at North Bog, Pohakea, Pohakea PF,
Hanakoa, Hanakapi‘ai, Upper Limahuli, Upper Limahuli PF, Upper Manoa Valley, and Upper Manoa
Valley PF by helicopter utilizing existing landing zones, eliminating overland travel by vehicles and
equipment and minimizing the potential for vegetation removal and surface disturbance. One or two
new helicopter landing zones and weatherports may be constructed at Upper Manoa Valley as part
of the Draft HCP. The construction of new landing zones and weatherports would involve minor
ground disturbance and would require vegetation removal. Vegetation removal and soil compaction
are likely to result from operation and maintenance activities associated with the conservation
strategy, exposing soil to the erosive forces of rain and overland stormwater runoff and causing
indirect impacts beyond project footprints, especially in areas with steep terrain.

KIUC would reduce the risk of soil compaction, erosion, runoff, and sedimentation by avoiding
impacts on surface waters through the application of BMPs during construction and maintenance
activities as described in Section 4.2.2.2 of the Draft HCP. KIUC would incorporate fencing
specifications to avoid or minimize adverse impacts on hydrology and soils. These would include
avoidance of fence construction across streams, rivers, pools and other drainageways” and design
specifications to minimize earthwork (ICF 2025). Fencing specifications of the conservation strategy
require that the ground conditions next to the fence pose no risk of slumping or erosion. Fence post
holes and fences would be constructed to prevent stormwater from passing through, using soil or fill
to form a mound along the fence alignment. Therefore, the potential for erosion, runoff, and
sedimentation would be minor and temporary during construction and maintenance (e.g.,
replacement) of the fences.

Construction and maintenance equipment used to implement the conservation strategy could result
in accidental spills or leaks of petroleum products such as gasoline and hydraulic fluid onto the
ground surface, potentially contaminating soils or reaching surface waters if not properly contained
and cleaned up. Although the risk of a major spill is anticipated to be low, accidental spills have the
potential to degrade water quality, kill or injure aquatic life, or adversely affect beneficial use of
water resources, such as drinking water and recreational waters. A similar potential for impacts also
applies to the storage, transport, and use of herbicides for the control of invasive plant species;
however, the potential for adverse impacts on water resources and soils would be minimized
through the implementation BMPs developed by the National Tropical Botanical Garden and others
involved in control of invasive plant species in the wet upland forest (ICF 2025).

3.8.3.3 Alternative C Additional Minimization

Alternative C would result in similar impacts on hydrology and soils as Alternative B. Additional
minimization measures associated with Alternative C would not result in additional ground
disturbance, fence construction, maintenance, or change in invasive plant management when
compared to Alternative B, the proposed action. As a result, Alternative C would be anticipated to
result in similar impacts on hydrology and soils as Alternative B.

7 Generally, this means a small gap at the top of a high (greater than 20 feet [6.1 m]) waterfall and/or a small gap at
a pool immediately above the waterfall.
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3.8.3.4 Alternative D Additional Mitigation

Alternative D includes additional mitigation measures that could adversely affect hydrology and
soils beyond those included in the proposed action by expanding predator control in an additional
1,394 acres (564 hectares) and increasing the area protected with ungulate fencing by 1,915 acres
(775 hectares). This increase in fencing would result in approximately 3.8 acres (1.5 hectares) of
additional site clearing and an additional 0.4 acre (0.2 hectare) of ground disturbance for
installation of fence posts and mesh skirt compared to Alternative B. Additionally, Alternative D
would construct additional artificial burrows (at social attraction sites), landing zones, and
weatherports to increase the total acreage of mitigation effort beyond what is included in
Alternative B. As a result, Alternative D would result in greater impacts on hydrology and soils when
compared to the other alternatives.

While Alternative D has the potential for greater adverse impacts on hydrology and soils when
compared to the proposed action and Alternative C, the implementation of BMPs for erosion and
fencing specifications as described in the Draft HCP conservation strategy could reduce potential
impacts on hydrology and soils. Additionally, Alternative D includes a mitigation measure for habitat
management actions for the Mana Plain wetlands that would result in greater beneficial impacts on
hydrology, soils, and wetland function, when compared to the other alternatives, by focusing
additional management on 50 acres (20 hectares) of land managed by DLNR for the restoration and
conservation of wetlands.

3.8.3.5 Comparison of Alternatives

The potential for adverse impacts on hydrology and soils would be greatest under Alternative D due
to the additional acreage of site clearing and ground disturbance required for installation of fence
posts and mesh skirt when compared to Alternatives B and C. The potential for adverse impacts on
hydrology and soils would be similar between Alternatives B and C. Under all alternatives, impacts
on hydrology and soils would be limited in degree, duration, and geographic extent due to the small
acreages of ground disturbance and vegetation clearing required to implement the Draft HCP and
because the application of BMPs during construction and maintenance activities (as described in
Section 4.2.2.2 of the Draft HCP) would reduce the risk of soil compaction, erosion, runoff, and
sedimentation.
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3.9 Air Quality and Climate Change

This section describes the existing conditions of air quality, GHGs and carbon sequestration, and
climate change and analyzes the direct and indirect effects of the proposed action and alternatives
on air quality, GHGs and carbon sequestration, and climate change.

3.9.1 Methods

Air quality in the Plan Area is described using data from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) and State of Hawai‘i Department of Health. Air quality impacts are evaluated qualitatively
and assessed by determining the potential for emissions from the implementation of the Covered
Activities and conservation measures to lead to a violation of a National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). The air quality study area encompasses the Plan Area to account for air
pollutant emissions that may occur as a result of project activities.

Climate is characterized in this section by describing climate trends and projections globally and
discussing the current climate for the Plan Area. Climate in the Plan Area is described using
information provided in Appendix 7C to the Draft HCP and reports from the U.S. Global Change
Research Program, Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, and the City and County of
Honolulu Climate Change Commission. Climate impacts are evaluated qualitatively and assessed in
terms of the likely GHG emissions associated with project activities. The study area for climate
encompasses the Plan Area but is described in the context of the influence of regional and global
meteorology and climatic trends.

3.9.2 Affected Environment

3.9.2.1 Air Quality

USEPA has established NAAQS for six air pollutants determined to be criteria pollutants (commonly
emitted air contaminants that affect human health): carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide, ozone,
particulate matter 10 and 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM1o and PM25), and sulfur dioxide
(USEPA 2023a). Hawai‘i has also set state-level standards for all six criteria pollutants, in addition to
hydrogen sulfide (State of Hawai‘i Department of Health 2023). Table 3.9-1 shows the federal and
state ambient air quality standards.

Table 3.9-1. Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Hawai'‘i National Standards?
Criteria Pollutant Averaging Time  Standards Primary Secondary
Carbon Monoxide 1 hour 9 ppm 35 ppm None
8 hours 4.4 ppm 9 ppm None
Nitrogen Dioxide 1 hour - 0.100 ppm None
Annual mean 0.04 ppm 0.053 ppm 0.053 ppm
Particulate Matter 24 hours 150 pg/m3 150 pg/m?3 150 pg/m3
(PMio) Annual mean 50 pg/m3 None None
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National Standards?

Hawai‘i

Criteria Pollutant Averaging Time  Standards Primary Secondary
Fine Particulate Matter 24 hours - 35 pg/m3 35 pg/m3
(PM2.s) Annual mean -- 9.0 pg/m3 15.0 pg/m3
Ozone 1 hour - Noneb NoneP

8 hours 0.08 ppm 0.070 ppm 0.070 ppm
Sulfur Dioxide 1 hour - 0.075 ppm None

3 hours 0.5 ppm None None

24 hours 0.14 ppm None None

Annual mean 0.03 ppm None 0.010 ppm
Lead Calendar quarter 1.5 pg/m3 None None

Rolling 3-month None 0.15 pg/m3 0.15 pg/m3

average
Hydrogen Sulfide 1 hour 0.025 ppm None None

Sources: National: 40 CFR 50; Hawai‘i: State of Hawai‘i Department of Health 2023

aNational standards are divided into primary and secondary standards. Primary standards are intended to protect
public health, whereas secondary standards are intended to protect public welfare and the environment.

bThe federal 1-hour standard of 0.12 ppm was in effect from 1979 through June 15, 2005. The revoked standard is
referenced because it was employed for such a long period and is a benchmark for some State Implementation Plans.
ug/ms3 = micrograms per cubic meter; ppm = parts per million

Air quality is determined by measuring ground-level ambient (outdoor) air pollutant concentrations
over certain time periods. USEPA designates geographic regions as nonattainment areas when
measured concentrations of these air pollutants exceed the NAAQS for specific pollutants and time
periods, and as attainment areas when pollutant levels are less than the NAAQS. USEPA designates
former nonattainment areas that have reduced pollutant levels below the NAAQS as maintenance
areas.

Hawai‘i was classified as attainment for all NAAQS in 2022. On Kauai, air quality is generally
considered good because of the island’s isolated ocean location combined with persistent northeast
trade winds and a lack of substantial industry. One monitoring station on Kaua'‘i in Niumalu collects
data and measures sulfur dioxide (SOz). Monitoring for nitrogen dioxide (NOz) and fine particulate
matter (PM2;5) was discontinued on March 31, 2022 (State of Hawai‘i Department of Health 2023).
This station is considered a “special purpose monitoring” location intended to monitor pollutants
from ships in the harbor.

From the start of 2022 until monitoring for PM2 5 was discontinued, monthly maximum 24-hour
PM; 5 concentrations at the monitoring station in Niumalu ranged from a low of 4.0 micrograms per
cubic meter to a high of 6.8 micrograms per cubic meter. The average for the entire year was 2.3
micrograms per cubic meter. At no time from 2020 to 2022 did the station measure SO; exceeding
federal or state ambient air quality standards (State of Hawai‘i Department of Health 2022a, 2022b,
2023). No exceedances of the federal or state ambient air quality standards for NO; or PM; 5 were
identified from 2020 until monitoring for these pollutants was discontinued in 2022. Recorded
averages of SOz, NO2, and PM; 5 were well below federal and state ambient air quality standards
(State of Hawai‘i Department of Health 2022a, 2022b, 2023).

KIUC’s two generating stations (Port Allen and Kapaia) are the only notable sources of air pollutant
emissions for which it is responsible. Port Allen and Kapaia operate under air permits issued by the
State of Hawai‘i Department of Health. The permit for the Kapaia Power Station covers one 27.5-
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megawatt (MW) combustion turbine generator, one 600-kilowatt (kW) black-start diesel engine
generator, and three internal floating roof petroleum storage tanks. Other emission sources at the
Kapaia Power Station that the State of Hawai‘i Department of Health has deemed insignificant
include one 141-kW diesel-fired pump engine, one 150-kW emergency diesel engine generator, and
three fixed roof petroleum storage tanks. The Covered Source Permit for the Port Allen Generating
Station is for the operation of Gas Turbine Generator Unit GT-1 (18.1 MW nominal), Gas Turbine
Generator Unit GT-2 (22.845 MW nominal), a General Electric Heat Recovery Steam Generator, four
7.86-MW Diesel Engine Generators (Unit Nos. 6-9), and other smaller diesel-powered generating
units.

3.9.2.2 Greenhouse Gases and Carbon Sequestration

The process known as the greenhouse effect keeps the atmosphere near Earth’s surface warm
enough for the successful habitation of humans and other life forms (USEPA 2023b). The
greenhouse effect is created by sunlight that passes through the atmosphere. Some of the sunlight
striking Earth is absorbed and converted to heat, which warms the surface. The surface emits a
portion of this heat as infrared radiation, some of which is absorbed and re-emitted to the
atmosphere by GHGs (USEPA 2023b). The principal anthropogenic (human-made) GHGs are carbon
dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N20), and certain fluorinated compounds, including
sulfur hexafluoride, hydrofluorocarbons (HFC), and perfluorocarbons (USEPA 2023b). Human
activities that generate GHGs increase the amount of infrared radiation absorbed by the atmosphere,
thereby enhancing the greenhouse effect and amplifying the warming of Earth. In Hawai‘i, the
largest portion of GHG emissions is attributable to the energy sector, including stationary
combustion, transportation, waste incineration, and oil and natural gas systems. In 2021, the energy
sector contributed 86.7 percent of the state’s total GHG emissions, significantly greater than the
remaining three sectors (i.e., industrial processes and product use; agriculture, forestry, and other
land use; and waste) combined (State of Hawai‘i Department of Health 2024).

A carbon pool (or storage) is a system that has the capacity to both take in and release carbon.
Transfer of carbon from the atmosphere to any other carbon pool is called carbon sequestration
(IPCC 2021). Sequestration occurs in forests when plants photosynthesize CO; and convert it to
carbon in plant biomass and soil (IPCC 2021). Live vegetation and the forest floor/soils typically
accumulate carbon, while dead vegetation emits carbon into the atmosphere through cellular
respiration and decomposition. The absolute quantity of carbon that has been sequestered and
stored within the forest ecosystem at a specified time is called forest carbon stock (Forest Research
2024). A carbon pool is deemed a carbon sink if, during a given time interval, more atmospheric
carbon flows into it than flows out of it.

Rising atmospheric concentrations of GHGs, in excess of natural levels, have resulted in increasing
global surface temperatures—a process commonly referred to as global warming. Higher global
surface temperatures have, in turn, resulted in changes to Earth’s climate system including increases
in ocean temperature and acidity, reduced sea ice, variable precipitation, and increases in the
frequency and intensity of extreme weather events (IPCC 2023). Large-scale changes to Earth’s
system are collectively referred to as climate change, which is discussed in the following section in
more detail.
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3.9.2.3 Climate Change

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change was established by the World Meteorological
Organization and United Nations Environment Programme to assess scientific, technical, and
socioeconomic information relevant to the understanding of climate change, its potential impacts,
and options for adaptation and mitigation. Under the current nationally determined contributions of
mitigation from each country until 2030, average global temperature is expected to rise
approximately 3 degrees Celsius (°C) by 2100 and continue rising afterward (IPCC 2023). Evidence
of long-term changes in climate over the 20th century includes the following (IPCC 2014, 2023):

e Anincrease of 1.09°C (1.96 degrees Fahrenheit [°F]) in Earth’s global average surface
temperature from 1850-1900 to 2011-2020

e Anincrease of 7.9 inches (0.2 m) in the global average sea level

e Adecrease in arctic sea-ice cover at a rate of approximately 4.1 percent per decade since 1979,
with faster decreases per decade in summer

e Decreases in the extent and volume of mountain glaciers and snow cover
e An overall decrease in growth of global agricultural productivity

e More frequent weather extremes such as droughts, floods, severe storms, and heat waves

Hawai‘i is particularly vulnerable to climate change impacts due to its exposure and isolation, small
size, low elevation (in the case of atolls), and concentration of infrastructure and economy along the
coasts. Hawai‘i faces numerous climate-related risks including water shortage, declining ecosystem
function, and sea level rise impacts, such as coastal erosion, flooding, and saltwater intrusion (U.S.
Global Change Research Program 2018).

Climate models, ranging in scale from Global Climate Models to Regional Climate Models, use future
GHG emissions scenarios to better understand anticipated future climate conditions and
temperature increases. The results of Regional Climate Models that have been statistically
downscaled to show impacts in Hawai‘i predict surface air temperature increases of 2 to 4°C (3.6 to
7.2°F) over land, more frequent extreme rainfall events, and increased rainfall disparity between
wet windward sides and dry leeward sides of the islands (Zhang et al. 2016). Appendix 7C to the
Draft HCP provides climate projections for the Island of Kaua'i, focusing on key hazards such as
hurricanes, inland flooding, sea level rise, and wildfire. According to Appendix 7C, the likelihood of
both hurricane landfalls and near-landfalls is projected to increase slightly, with the most intense
hurricanes expected to become more frequent due to rising maximum sustained wind speeds.
Inland flooding and extreme precipitation are projected to intensify, increasing flood risks,
especially in low-lying areas such as Kekaha, Nawiliwili Bay, and Hanapépé Bay. Sea levels are
anticipated to rise significantly faster than historically observed, particularly under higher-
emissions scenarios, posing a substantial threat to coastal regions like Mana. Droughts are projected
to worsen, leading to greater wildfire risks, with potential increases in maximum wind speeds
exacerbating wildfire intensity. Rising air temperatures, changes in wind and precipitation patterns,
and sea level rise pose numerous threats to ecosystems and habitats. These include the loss of
habitat for native species and increased threats from mosquito-borne diseases, extensive coral
bleaching threatening marine ecosystems, and chronic coastal erosion affecting over 70 percent of
beaches in Hawai'i, affecting both natural ecosystems and human communities (City and County of
Honolulu Climate Change Commission 2018).
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3.9.3 Environmental Consequences

3.9.3.1 Alternative A No Action

Under Alternative A, KIUC would continue to operate existing (with modifications) and future
infrastructure that is under its ownership or direct control including powerlines, support structures,
and lights, in accordance with historical practices. KIUC would not implement a comprehensive
program to mitigate impacts on Covered Species. Under Alternative A, flight diverters installed for
powerline collision minimization and conservation measures involving construction of physical
features (such as predator control fencing) that were completed by KIUC during development of the
Draft HCP would not be maintained but would remain in place and be operational for their useful
life. Operation of existing and new infrastructure without a comprehensive mitigation program
would not result in new sources of air emissions and there would be no new impacts on air quality
or climate change.

3.9.3.2 Alternative B Proposed Action

Under Alternative B, the Service and DLNR would authorize incidental take of Covered Species from
Covered Activities in the Permit Area including implementation of the conservation strategy over a
50-year permit term. Covered Activities include (1) powerline operations, including modifications,
(2) lighting operations and use of night lighting for repairs, and (3) implementation of the Draft HCP
conservation strategy.

Vehicle and helicopter trips associated with implementation of the conservation strategy would
produce exhaust emissions of criteria pollutants, volatile organic compounds, hazardous air
pollutants, and GHGs. Specifically, implementation of the conservation strategy would result in
vehicle trips associated with seabird monitoring, predator control, social attraction, invasive species
management, and night surveys for observational monitoring of all KIUC powerlines. Helicopters
would be used for monthly inspections of the fence lines and to transport crew and materials to the
conservation site for fence maintenance or replacement. These activities would result in
approximately 1,200 vehicle trips and 245 helicopter trips annually, as described in Section 3.1.2. In
addition, the transport of crew and materials required for installation of predator exclusion fences
and predator eradication at Upper Limahuli PF and Upper Manoa Valley PF would involve an
estimated 67 helicopter trips in 2025 and 73 helicopter trips in 2027. Replacement of predator
exclusion fences twice during the permit term would also require the transport of crew and
materials to each of the four social attraction sites (Pohakea PF, Honopi PF, Upper Limahuli PF, and
Upper Manoa Valley PF), resulting in an estimated total of 440 helicopter trips over the permit term.

Emissions from the internal combustion engines powering these vehicles and helicopters would add
marginally to the volume of pollutants in the vicinity. These emissions would be temporally
distributed over the permit term and would disperse substantially due to persistent northeast trade
winds. Vehicle and helicopter trips associated with implementation of the conservation strategy
would also be localized, mostly away from urban or residential areas. Moreover, as described in
Section 3.9.2, there are no nonattainment or maintenance areas overlapping the Plan Area, and air
quality is generally considered good on Kaua‘i. As a result, emissions from vehicle and helicopter
trips associated with implementation of the conservation strategy are not likely to lead to a violation
of ambient air quality standards or have a noticeable impact on long-term air quality or climate
change in the region.
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To the extent that changes in climate in the Plan Area would include increased occurrence of severe
weather, infrastructure could be subjected to increased stress from high winds and extreme
temperatures and precipitation. Project facilities would be designed to withstand predicted severe
weather conditions and, therefore, generally are not expected to be affected by changes in the
climate of the Plan Area. However, extreme weather events such as a Category 5 hurricane could
damage project facilities. KIUC has pre-emptive measures and contingency plans in place in case an
extreme weather event linked to climate change significantly damages project facilities.

3.9.3.3 Alternative C Additional Minimization

Alternative C would be anticipated to result in similar impacts on air quality and climate change as
Alternative B. As stated in Section 3.1.2, additional minimization measures associated with
Alternative C would not result in any new potential sources of air pollutant emissions compared to
Alternative B. As a result, Alternative C would be anticipated to result in similar impacts on air
quality resources as Alternative B.

3.9.34 Alternative D Additional Mitigation

Alternative D would be anticipated to result in similar impacts on air quality and climate change as
Alternative B but would result in greater impacts on air quality due to the implementation of
additional mitigation measures. Under Alternative D, implementation of ungulate suppression,
predator control, and social attraction at three conservation sites (beyond what is proposed in the
Draft HCP) would result in approximately 78 additional helicopter trips annually throughout the 50-
year permit term. Because these additional emissions from helicopter trips would be distributed
temporally over the permit term, localized geographically, and quickly dispersed, emissions
associated with Alternative D are not likely to lead to a violation of ambient air quality standards.

3.9.3.5 Comparison of Alternatives

Under Alternative B, emissions from vehicle and helicopter trips would be greater than under
Alternative A but are not likely to lead to a violation of ambient air quality standards or to have a
noticeable impact on long-term air quality or climate change in the region. Alternative C would not
introduce additional emissions compared to Alternative B and, therefore, would result in similar
impacts on air quality and climate change as Alternative B. Alternative D would introduce additional
emissions compared to Alternative B due to additional helicopter trips for expanded mitigation
effort at conservation sites but, like Alternative B, is not likely to lead to a violation of ambient air
quality standards or to have a noticeable impact on long-term air quality or climate change in the
region.
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3.10 Cultural Resources

This section describes the existing conditions of cultural resources and analyzes the direct and
indirect effects of the proposed action and alternatives on cultural resources.

Cultural resources encompass human history, including archaeological sites, historic buildings,
ethnographic resources, traditional cultural properties, and cultural landscapes. Cultural resources
consist of the following four categories:

e Archaeological resources are those areas or locations (sites) where human activity measurably
altered the earth or left deposits of physical remains, such as latte or pottery.

e Architectural resources or built properties are those standing buildings, dams, canals, bridges,
and other structures that have historic, engineering, or aesthetic significance.

e Traditional cultural properties (properties of traditional and cultural importance) can include a
building, structure, object, site, or district that is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP because of its
association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community that (a) are rooted in that
community’s history, and (b) are important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the
community.

e Resources of cultural importance are important traditional activities and practices such as
hunting, gathering, farming, medicinal, and fishing practices.

3.10.1 National Historic Preservation Act

Under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), section 106 requires a consultative process
for federal agencies to identify and assess the effects of its undertaking on cultural resources, and
section 110 requires federal agencies to establish preservation programs for the identification,
evaluation, and preservation of historic properties. Cultural resources consist of historic properties
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and those cultural resources defined
more broadly.

For purposes of section 106 of the NHPA, the proposed federal undertaking is the issuance of a
permit exempting KIUC from ESA section 9 liability, where the take of ESA-protected species is
incidental to, and not the purpose of, the applicant’s otherwise lawful activities (see 16 U.S.C.
1539(a)(1)(B)), and all enumerated permit issuance criteria are met (16 U.S.C. §1539(2)(B); 50 CFR
17.22,17.32). Because the ITP is a federal permit issued by the Service, its issuance and the
permittee’s Covered Activities described in the Draft HCP under the Service’s direct jurisdiction
constitute an undertaking under section 106 of the NHPA. The Covered Activities and conservation
measures stipulated as a condition of the permit and described in the Draft HCP that have the
potential to cause effects on historic properties are subject to review.

The study area for this analysis of impacts on cultural resources under NEPA is equivalent to section
106’s area of potential effects (APE). The APE comprises all KIUC’s existing infrastructure, which
includes its powerlines, streetlights, and two generating facilities, as well as 12 conservation areas
that could potentially detract from the integrity of the setting and feeling of cultural resources
through visual, audible (noise), or atmospheric changes. This has been determined because the Draft
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HCP’s conservation measures require them to be modified (i.e., powerline collision minimization
and light attraction minimization); therefore, visual changes would occur.

The Service formally initiated the NHPA section 106 process on December 18, 2024, by sending
letters to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and potential consulting parties that
included a description of the undertaking; the APE; and the outcome of the Service’s review of
existing information on historic properties within the APE. The letters solicited knowledge from
these parties of any other historic properties in the APE and requested that parties identify issues
relating to the undertaking’s potential to affect such properties. The Service’s NHPA section 106
consultation initiation letter further requested assistance in determining and documenting the APE.
More information regarding the NHPA section 106 process for this undertaking as well as a list of
parties that were invited to be consulting parties is provided in Appendix A.

3.10.2 Cultural Impact Assessment and Ka Pa‘akai Analysis

Review under the HEPA requires an assessment of potential impacts on cultural resources as well as
consultation with traditional cultural practitioners familiar with the cultural resources and practices
in the area that would be affected by the proposed action and alternatives. The purpose of a Cultural
Impact Assessment (CIA) and Ka Pa‘akai Analysis (Appendix D) is to identify and consult with
individuals and organizations with expertise regarding traditional cultural resources, practices, and
beliefs and to gather information on cultural resources, practices, or beliefs that have occurred or
still occur in the Permit Area to inform the analysis of impacts on cultural resources. This is
accomplished through consultation and background research using previously written documents,
studies, and interviews. The types of cultural resources subject to assessment may include
traditional cultural properties or other types of historic sites, both human-made and natural, that
support cultural practices and beliefs.

The Hawai‘i Environmental Advisory Council recommends the following protocol for conducting the
CIA:

e Identify and consult with individuals and organizations with expertise concerning the types of
cultural resources practices and beliefs found within the broad geographical area, e.g., district or
ahupua‘a;

e Identify and consult with individuals and organizations with knowledge of the area potentially

affected by the proposed action;

e Receive information from or conduct ethnographic interviews and oral histories with persons
having knowledge of the potentially affected area;

e Conduct ethnographic, historical, anthropological, sociological, and other culturally related
documentary research;

e Identify and describe the cultural resources, practices, and beliefs within the potentially affected
area; and

e Assess the impact of the proposed action, alternatives to the proposed action, and mitigation
measures, on the cultural resources, practices and beliefs identified (State of Hawai‘i 2012).

The purpose of the Ka Pa‘akai Analysis is to assist the State of Hawai‘i in fulfilling its obligation to
protect “all rights, customarily and traditionally exercised for subsistence, cultural and religious
purposes and possessed by ahupua‘a tenants who are descendants of native Hawaiians who
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inhabited the Hawaiian Islands prior to 1778, subject to the right of the State to regulate such rights”
(Article XI, Section 7 of the Constitution of the State of Hawai‘i). It requires that the following specific
findings and conclusions be addressed:

1. The identity and scope of valued cultural, historical, or natural resources within the project area,
including the extent to which traditional and customary native Hawaiian rights are exercised;

2. The extent to which those resources, including traditional and customary native Hawaiian
rights, will be affected or impaired by the proposed action; and

3. The feasible action, if any, to be taken by the agency to reasonably protect native Hawaiian
rights if they are found to exist.

Additional information on the methods and findings of the CIA and Ka Pa‘akai Analysis are provided
below and in Appendix D, and a list of individuals and organizations that were invited to consult is
included in Appendix A, Table A-3.

3.10.3 Methods

Cultural resources in the Permit Area are described using information obtained through the CIA and
Ka Pa‘akai Analysis, through consultation under the NHPA section 106 process, and through archival
research. Data sources include individuals or organizations with cultural expertise and/or
knowledge of the Permit Area and vicinity as well as primary and secondary cultural and historical
sources, historical maps and photographs accessed through the Cultural Surveys Hawai'‘i, Inc. (CSH)
library, the Hawai‘i State Archives, the Bishop Museum Archives, the University of Hawai‘i at
Manoa’s Hamilton Library, Ulukau: the Hawaiian Electronic Library, the State Historic Preservation
Division Library, the State of Hawai‘i Land Survey Division, the Hawaiian Historical Society, the
Hawaiian Mission Houses Historic Site and Archives, Waihona ‘Aina Corporation’s Mahele database,
the Office of Hawaiian Affairs’ Papakilo Database, and the AVA Konohiki Ancestral Visions of ‘Aina
website.

During conduct of the CIA and Ka Pa‘akai (Appendix D), CSH made multiple attempts to contact
Native Hawaiian organizations, agencies, and community members as well as cultural and lineal
descendants to identify individuals with cultural expertise and/or knowledge of the Permit Area and
vicinity. A total of 73 individuals were invited to participate in consultation and eight individuals
responded. Of those eight individuals, CSH was able to confirm and conduct two separate interviews,
although only one of the interviews has been reviewed and approved by the interviewee.

Under the NHPA, a historic property is a particular type of cultural resource defined as a district,
site, building, structure, or object that meets the specific criteria of the NRHP. Under NEPA, the
consideration of cultural resources may also include non-NHPA eligible resources such as
cemeteries, memorials, medicinal plants, and similar resources that hold special traditional,
religious, or cultural significance.

Impacts on cultural resources are assessed in terms of intensity, duration, and geographic extent,
focusing on the potential for ground disturbance that could result from the installation and
maintenance of fencing, artificial burrows, weatherports, and landing zones during implementation
of the conservation strategy. Implementation of the powerline and lighting operations included as
Covered Activities would not result in ground disturbance that could affect archaeological
resources; however, this analysis does consider potential visual effects associated with the
modification of existing and new powerlines and streetlights.

Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan 3-107 June 2025
Environmental Impact Statement



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 3.10 Cultural Resources

3.10.4 Affected Environment

Research conducted for the CIA and Ka Pa‘akai Analysis (Appendix D) found that 834 archaeological
studies have been conducted on the island of Kaua‘i, all but 81 of which were conducted wholly or in
part below the 500-foot (152.4-m) elevation contour line where most of the population lives. Fifty-
one archaeological sites have been identified above 500 feet (152.4 m) in elevation and were
reported in 41 of the 81 studies conducted in these areas. This suggests a relatively low site density
in the uplands (CSH 2025). Site types for historic properties previously identified in whole or in part
above 500 feet (152.4 m) in elevation include agricultural and habitation complexes, house sites,
terrace walls, irrigation ditches and structures, Hawaiian stone artifacts, burials, and a heiau (see
Table 11 in Appendix D).

Research on the archaeological studies in the lowlands (i.e., the areas below 500 feet [152.4 m] in
elevation) indicate that historic properties are most likely to be found near where people lived
before European contact in 1778, which was immediately along the coast and along the bottom of
lands of river valleys. These areas include Hanalei Bay (and the Hanalei, Wai‘oli, and Waipa river
valleys), Anahola Bay and river valley, Wailua valley, Nawiliwili Bay and associated valleys, Koloa
along the coast and extending inland along the Waikomo Stream, Hanapépé Bay and valley, and
Waimea Bay and valley. The Na Pali valleys have a greater density of historic properties than the
small size of its population would typically indicate. The density of historic properties is anticipated
to remain low in most of the rugged cliff and valley interior, the southwestern dissected uplands of
Pu‘u Ka Pele and Makaweli, the mauka Lihu‘e basin, and the Alaka‘i High Plateau (CSH 2025).

Community consultation and background research conducted as part of the development of the CIA
and Ka Pa‘akai Analysis identified the following cultural, historical, and natural resources where
past and ongoing cultural practices (including traditional and customary Native Hawaiian rights)
were and are being exercised within the Permit Area (CSH 2025):

Surfing

Farming, kalo, wetland and dryland
Deep-sea fishing

Hula

Salt production

Subsistence farming (fishponds)

N o ke wNoRe

Burials and heiau

CSH’s full review of cultural resources and practices within the Permit Area that were identified
through consultation and background research are fully described in the CIA and Ka Pa‘akai Analysis
(Appendix D).

3.10.5 Environmental Consequences

3.10.5.1 Alternative A No Action

Under Alternative A, KIUC would continue to operate existing (with modifications) and future
infrastructure that is under its ownership or direct control including powerlines, support structures,
and lights, in accordance with historical practices. KIUC would not implement a comprehensive
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program to mitigate impacts on Covered Species. Under Alternative A, flight diverters installed for
powerline collision minimization and conservation measures involving construction of physical
features (such as predator control fencing) that were completed by KIUC during development of the
Draft HCP would not be maintained but would remain in place and be operational for their useful
life. Existing fences and weatherports would not have effects on cultural resources because there is a
lower expected occurrence of cultural sites above the 500-foot (152-m) elevation where the
conservation sites are located. KIUC would continue to operate its existing and new infrastructure
without a comprehensive mitigation program. Modifications to existing and new infrastructure, such
as powerline diverters already installed for minimization, would continue to have visual effects on
historic resources for the duration of their functional life. The visual impact of new powerlines
would vary depending on the setting where new powerlines are sited and could range from being
visually screened to being visually prominent.

3.10.5.2 Alternative B Proposed Action

Under Alternative B, the Service and DLNR would authorize incidental take of Covered Species from
Covered Activities in the Permit Area including implementation of the conservation strategy over a
50-year permit term. Covered Activities include (1) powerline operations, including modifications,
(2) lighting operations and use of night lighting for repairs, and (3) implementation of the Draft HCP
conservation strategy.

Adverse effects on cultural resources can be characterized as those that result in the loss,
degradation, or destruction of historic properties including properties listed on the NRHP or
determined to be significant under HAR 13-275/284-6(d), traditional cultural properties, and
cultural landscapes. Many effects on cultural resources are permanent because, once disturbed, a
cultural resource cannot be restored to its original context. For a cultural resource to be eligible for
listing on the NRHP, it must retain enough integrity to convey its significance. Effects on cultural
resources from surface-disturbing activities, or activities that result in the alteration of a property’s
viewshed if the view is a contributing factor to that property’s significance, can cause damage to or
destruction of a site’s ability to convey its significance. Effects can occur from changes on the
landscape that affect a visitor’s feeling or association of a site. Adverse effects on cultural resources
can also occur under HRS 343 if implementation of the Draft HCP would hinder the ability of people
to participate in or access any of the cultural, historical, and natural resources identified as cultural
practices or beliefs in the CIA and Ka Pa‘akai Analysis (Appendix D).

Under the proposed action, the potential for adverse effects on cultural resources would be
primarily associated with the surface disturbance associated with construction of new predator
exclusion fences at two conservation sites (2,259 linear feet [688.5 m] of fence at Upper Limahuli
Preserve PF and 4,294 linear feet (1,308.8 m) of fence at Upper Manoa Valley PF), installation of
artificial burrows at two social attraction sites (Upper Limahuli Preserve PF and Upper Manoa
Valley PF), installation of two up to 500-square-foot (46.5-square-m) weatherports at Upper Manoa
Valley, and maintenance of the four social attraction sites (Pohdkea PF, Honopi PF, Upper Limahuli
PF, and Upper Manoa Valley PF). The two new predator exclusion fences would result in a total of
2.9 acres (1.2 hectares) of site clearing and 0.3 acre (0.1 hectare) of ground disturbance for the
installation of fence posts and mesh skirt. Maintenance of the fences at each of the four social
attraction sites would involve replacing the fences up to two times during the 50-year permit term,
cumulatively resulting in approximately 4.2 acres (1.7 hectares) of site clearing and 0.4 acre (0.2
hectare) of ground disturbance for installation of fence posts and mesh skirt each time that the
fencing is replaced. The installation of artificial burrows at Upper Limahuli Preserve PF and Upper
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Manoa Valley PF and maintenance at all four social attraction sites would result in localized ground
disturbance at all four social attraction sites (Upper Limahuli Preserve PF, Pohakea PF, Honopi PF,
and Upper Manoa Valley PF).

Minor surface disturbances during construction and maintenance activities at conservation sites
(such as for the installation of fence posts, mesh skirts, and artificial burrows) could potentially
affect cultural resources. However, impacts on cultural resources are not expected to occur due to
the limited extent of proposed ground disturbance combined with a predicted low density of
historic properties in the interior areas where the conservation sites are located. Clearing of
vegetation for one or two new helicopter landing zones at Upper Manoa Valley, and the powerline
and lighting operations included as Covered Activities, are not anticipated to affect cultural
resources because they would not result in ground disturbance.

Modification of powerlines and lights has the potential to cause visual effects on historic properties.
Modification includes implementation of powerline collision minimization (powerline
reconfiguration, installation of bird flight diverters, and wire exposure through vegetation
management), light attraction minimization (installation of shielded streetlights, and dimming of
exterior lights at KIUC facilities). The visual impact of new powerlines would vary depending on the
setting where new powerlines are sited and could range from being visually screened to being
visually prominent. Visual effects from the modification of powerlines and lights present a minimal
change to existing infrastructure. These modifications are visible but would likely be
indistinguishable by the casual observer. The degree of contrast of the visual modifications to the
landscape is non-existent or minimal; therefore, it is unlikely that visual effects would alter
characteristics of historic properties qualifying them for inclusion in or eligibility for the NRHP,
assuming they were present.

Visual effects are also considered for the conservation measures, such as the construction and
existence of predator-proof fencing on the landscape. There are no anticipated visual effects from
predator-proof fencing because the CIA found that archaeological site distribution is relatively low
in upland areas above 500 feet (152 m) elevation (Appendix D). Because the conservation areas are
characterized as uplands above 500 feet (152 m), the potential for the presence of historic
properties in the vicinity of the predator-proof fences is expected to be low.

Implementation of the Covered Activities is not anticipated to affect the cultural, historical, and
natural resources identified as cultural practices or beliefs in the CIA and Ka Pa‘akai Analysis
(Appendix D) because these activities would not affect the ability of people to participate in or
access any of these resources or practices. Fencing that will be maintained under the Draft HCP’s
conservation strategy does not preclude access to state lands; subsistence activities such as hunting
and gathering remain permissible within fenced areas with appropriate permits, consistent with
existing access rights irrespective of fencing. In addition, implementation of the Draft HCP would
further the protection of native seabirds and native plants identified as valued cultural, historical, or
natural resources in the Permit Area (Appendix D, Section 9.2) and KIUC’s proposed implementation
of powerline collision minimization and lighting minimization for streetlights and facilities is
consistent with the recommended feasible actions to be taken to reasonably protect Native
Hawaiian rights (Appendix D, Section 9.2.3). The CIA and Ka Pa‘akai Analysis also identified the
management of debris from KIUC’s tree trimming as a source of adverse impacts on streams and
nearshore marine resources. However, ongoing vegetation management for KIUC's powerlines is not
a Covered Activity in the HCP, and is therefore outside the scope of the EIS.
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Based on the above information and analysis, the Service preliminarily finds the undertaking will
result in no adverse effect. This Finding of Effect is subject to change pending concurrence from the
Hawai‘i SHPO and Native Hawaiian organizations. A final determination will be made and included
in the Final EIS when it is published in the Federal Register.

3.10.5.3 Alternative C Additional Minimization

The operation of existing and new powerlines with additional collision minimization and the
operation of existing or new streetlights with additional lighting minimization would not result in
new sources of ground disturbance and would result in a change to existing infrastructure that
would likely still be indistinguishable to the casual observer compared to Alternative B, the
proposed action. As a result, the impacts of Alternative C on cultural resources would be similar to
the impacts of Alternative B.

3.10.5.4 Alternative D Additional Mitigation

Alternative D includes additional mitigation that could adversely affect cultural resources:
construction of additional artificial burrows at social attraction sites, landing zones, and
weatherports; expanding predator control in an additional 1,394 acres (564 hectares) of three
additional conservation sites beyond those included in the proposed action; and increasing the area
protected with ungulate fencing by 1,915 acres (775 hectares). The increase in fencing would result
in approximately an additional 0.4 acre (0.2 hectare) of ground disturbance for installation of fence
posts and mesh skirt. Ground disturbance under Alternative D would be greater than under
Alternatives B and C. However, similar to the other alternatives, impacts on cultural resources are
not expected to occur under Alternative D due to the overall limited extent of proposed ground
disturbance combined with a predicted low density of historic properties in the interior areas where
the conservation sites are located. Similarly, there are no anticipated visual effects from additional
mitigation because the archaeological site distribution is relatively low in upland areas above

500 feet (152 m) elevation where these actions would occur.

3.10.5.5 Comparison of Alternatives

The potential for adverse impacts on cultural resources would be greatest under Alternative D due
to the additional acreage of ground disturbance required for installation of fence posts and mesh
skirt when compared to Alternatives B and C. The potential for adverse impacts on cultural
resources would be similar between Alternatives B and C. Under all alternatives, impacts on cultural
resources are not expected to occur due to the small acreages of ground disturbance required to
implement the conservation strategy and the predicted low density of historic properties in the
interior areas where the conservation sites are located (Appendix D). The powerline and lighting
operations included as Covered Activities in the Draft HCP would not cause ground disturbance or
have the potential to damage a cultural site’s ability to convey its significance. Implementation of the
Draft HCP under all action alternatives would also not affect the ability for people to participate in or
access any of the cultural, historical, and natural resources identified as cultural practices or beliefs
in the CIA and Ka Pa‘akai Analysis (Appendix D).
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3.11 Socioeconomics

This section describes the existing conditions of socioeconomics and analyzes the direct and indirect
effects of the proposed action and alternatives on socioeconomics.

3.11.1 Methods

The socioeconomic analysis in this section is based on a review of existing demographic, economic,
and housing data, as well as electric utility rates on Kaua'‘i. Primary data sources include the U.S.
Census Bureau’s 2020 data, County of Kaua'i planning documents, and reports from state and local
utilities. The analysis considers population distribution, income levels, poverty rates, housing
characteristics and costs, and electric utility rates as factors in assessing potential environmental
consequences of the proposed action and alternatives.

Key indicators such as household income distribution, poverty thresholds, and housing costs were
reviewed to assess potential socioeconomic impacts resulting from future rate increases for electric
power under each of the alternatives. Additionally, the concept of “electricity burden” was used to
evaluate the proportion of income spent on utility costs, with special consideration given to lower-
income households that could be disproportionately affected by any changes in electricity rates.
Construction of KIUC infrastructure is not a Covered Activity in the Draft HCP and therefore
implementation of the Covered Activities would not generate new construction employment.
Operation of new or extended powerlines in new service areas is in response to requests for new
electric service and follows growth, rather than inducing growth. Therefore, the effects of
construction employment and induced growth on the local economy are not analyzed further in this
section.

3.11.2 Affected Environment

3.11.2.1 Population

According to 2020 U.S. Census data, residential population on Kaua‘i was 73,810, about 10 percent
higher than in 2010 (U.S. Census Bureau 2020a). The total island population represents 5 percent of
the statewide population, making it the least populated of the state‘s four main counties (Honolulu,
Maui, Kaua‘i, and Hawai‘i, excluding Kalawao County). The majority of the population lives in towns
situated around the island’s perimeter, particularly along the eastern and southern coastlines,
including Kapa‘a, Lthu‘e, and Kekaha. Smaller communities are found on the north shore of the
island, such as Ha‘ena, Hanalei, Princeville, and Kilauea. There are no towns on the Na Pali coast or
in the mountainous interior. The County of Kaua‘i Planning Department expects most of the growth
on the island through 2035 to be along the south shore (26 percent of total growth) and in Lihu‘e
(47 percent of total growth) and anticipates lower growth on the north shore (County of Kaua‘i
2018).
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3.11.2.2 Income and Poverty

Household Income

The distribution of household income by income bracket is summarized in Table 3.11-1. The mean
household income in 2020 was $99,154 and the median household income was $82,818 (U.S. Census
Bureau 2020c). Seventy-nine percent of households received earnings and 25 percent received
retirement income other than Social Security. Forty percent of households received Social Security.
The average income from Social Security was $19,445 (U.S. Census Bureau 2020d). These income
sources are not mutually exclusive; that is, some households received income from more than one
source.

Table 3.11-1. Kaua‘i County Household Income

Income Bracket Percentage of Population
Less than $10,000 5.5%
$10,000 to $14,999 2.8%
$15,000 to $24,999 6.1%
$25,000 to $34,999 7.1%
$35,000 to $49,999 9.9%
$50,000 to $74,999 14.9%
$75,000 to $99,999 13.2%
$100,000 to $149,999 22.8%
$150,000 to $199,999 8.9%
$200,000 or more 8.7%
Median income (dollars) 82,818
Mean income (dollars) 99,154

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2020c

Poverty Rate

Low-income populations are those that fall within the annual statistical poverty thresholds from the
U.S. Census Bureau’s Population Reports, Series P-60 on Income and Poverty (U.S. Census Bureau
2021). For the average household size in Kaua‘i (approximately three individuals), the 2020 poverty
guideline was $21,720 (ASPE 2020). As shown in Table 3.11-2, approximately 8 percent of the
Kaua‘i population had incomes at or below the official poverty line, compared to approximately 9
percent in the state of Hawai‘i. Approximately 8 percent of children under 18 were below the
poverty level in Kaua'‘i, compared with approximately 12 percent in Hawai‘i (Table 3.11-2; U.S.
Census Bureau 2020e).

Table 3.11-2. Percent Below Poverty

Census Category Hawai‘i Kaua‘i County
Total Population 9.3% 7.9%
Under 18 years 11.7% 9.0%
Under 5 years 13.0% 13.0%
5to 17 years 11.2% 7.6%
Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan 3-113 June 2025
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Census Category Hawai‘i Kaua'‘i County
Related children of householder under 18 years 11.2% 8.7%
18 to 64 years 8.7% 7.4%
65 years and over 8.3% 8.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2020e

3.11.2.3 Housing Characteristics and Costs

In 2020, Kaua‘i County had approximately 23,331 housing units. Of the total housing units, 85
percent were in single-unit structures and 15 percent were multi-unit structures; very few (less
than 0.5 percent) were mobile homes. Sixty-five percent of units were owner occupied and

35 percent were renter occupied (U.S. Census Bureau 2020b).

In 2020, renters had median rental payments of $1,423 per month. The median monthly housing
costs for homeowners with mortgages was $2,290. The average monthly housing cost reported by
the 42 percent of the homeowners who did not have mortgages was $500. Thirty-three percent of
owners with mortgages, 13 percent of owners without mortgages, and 37 percent of renters on
Kaua'i reported spending 35 percent or more of household income on housing (U.S. Census Bureau
2020f).

3.11.24 Electric Utility Rates

KIUC produces, purchases, transmits, distributes, and sells electricity on the island of Kaua'i.
Residential rates effective as of March 1, 2025, are as follows (KIUC 2025):

e Customer charge per customer per month: $11.42
e All kW-hour per month (add to customer charge): $0.39013 per kW-hour
e Minimum monthly charge: $13.50

The minimum monthly charge has remained the same since May 26, 2010, and the per-kW-hour
charge has increased by 8 percent (from $0.37895) since May 26, 2010, due to the Hawaiian Public
Utilities Commission’s Interim Decision and Order issued on November 27, 2023. Note that rates
fluctuate monthly based on the Energy Rate Adjustment Clause calculation.

3.11.3 Environmental Consequences

3.11.3.1 Alternative A No Action

Under Alternative A, KIUC would continue to operate existing (with modifications) and future
infrastructure that is under its ownership or direct control including powerlines, support structures,
and lights, in accordance with historical practices. KIUC would not implement a comprehensive
program to mitigate impacts on Covered Species. Under Alternative A, flight diverters installed for
powerline collision minimization and conservation measures involving construction of physical
features (such as predator control fencing) that were completed by KIUC during development of the
Draft HCP would not be maintained but would remain in place and be operational for their useful
life. However, future minimization actions and conservation measures described in the Draft HCP
that are ongoing or planned and that require an annual commitment of funding and staff resources
by KIUC would not occur.
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Under Alternative A, KIUC incurred costs for early implementation projects that were completed
during development of the Draft HCP. KIUC has already initiated rate increases in response to Draft
HCP-related costs, filing a rate case in 2022 that resulted in a 7.95-percent interim rate increase,
covering $4.91 million in operating costs and $14.15 million in Draft HCP-related capital projects
completed to date (ICF 2025). This rate increase remains in effect until a final decision is issued by
the Hawai‘i Public Utilities Commission.

It is expected that future electric utility rates under Alternative A would be less than under
Alternative B. KIUC would increase rates in the future under Alternative A to offset inflation, but
there would not be a need to generate revenue and increase rates in response to implementation of
future minimization actions and conservation measures as under Alternative B. Any rate increases
would disproportionately affect low-income households within KIUC’s service area because the cost
of utilities represents a larger proportion of household income in low-income households.

3.11.3.2 Alternative B Proposed Action

Under Alternative B, the Service and DLNR would authorize incidental take of Covered Species from
Covered Activities in the Permit Area including implementation of the conservation strategy over a
50-year permit term. Covered Activities include (1) powerline operations, including modifications,
(2) lighting operations and use of night lighting for repairs, and (3) implementation of the Draft HCP
conservation strategy.

The proposed action could result in increases in electric utility rates to recover costs associated with
implementation of future minimization actions and conservation measures described in the Draft
HCP. As described in Draft HCP Appendix 7B, future rate cases are likely as KIUC continues to
recover costs associated with Draft HCP implementation and other operational needs, with
estimates suggesting that the timing of future rate case requests could be as short as every 3 to 5
years, or as long as every 10 or more years (ICF 2025). It is expected that future electric utility rate
increases under Alternative B would be greater than under Alternative A. KIUC would need to
generate revenue to offset both the cost of inflation and the cost of implementing the Draft HCP,
whereas under Alternative A KIUC would only need to offset inflation. Any rate increases would
disproportionately affect low-income households within KIUC’s service area because the cost of
utilities represents a larger proportion of household income in low-income households.
Implementation of the Draft HCP under Alternative B would generate employment to maintain
fencing and social attraction sites; to implement powerline minimization, predator and invasive
species control, sea turtle nest detection and shielding, and the Draft HCP’s monitoring program;
and to staff the SOS program that the Draft HCP would fund. Average annual expenditures to
implement the Draft HCP are estimated at $8.6 million (HCP Appendix 7B). Employment and
expenditures generated by implementation of the Draft HCP would have beneficial impacts on
income and tax revenue and benefit the local economy.

3.11.3.3 Alternative C Additional Minimization

Under Alternative C, the impacts on electricity rates in Kaua‘i would likely exceed those of
Alternative B due to the higher costs associated with implementing the additional minimization
measures. Alternative C introduces the following additional minimization measures that would
result in higher costs of implementation: additional collision minimization (i.e., additional powerline
reconfiguration, static wire removal, flight diverter installation); additional lighting minimization for
streetlights; and additional funding for the SOS program. These additional measures would translate
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to higher utility rates for customers over Alternatives A and B as KIUC seeks to recover these costs.
The increases are likely to occur periodically over the life of the permit term. Any rate increases
would disproportionately affect low-income households within KIUC’s service area because the cost
of utilities represents a larger proportion of household income in low-income households.
Implementation of additional powerline minimization under Alternative C would generate a higher
level of employment, income, and tax revenue compared to the proposed action that would benefit
the local economy.

3.11.34 Alternative D Additional Mitigation

Under Alternative D, the impacts on electricity rates in Kaua‘i would likely exceed those of
Alternative B due to the higher costs associated with implementing the additional mitigation
measures. Alternative D introduces the following additional mitigation measures that would result
in higher costs of implementation: expanded predator control over an additional 1,394 acres (564
hectares); expanded fencing by 1,915 acres (775 hectares) near the proposed conservation sites;
expanded predator control, habitat management, waterbird population monitoring, and barn owl
control within Mana Plain wetlands over 50 acres (20 hectares); and increased funding for sea turtle
volunteer program to increase staffing, outreach, and add marine debris removal to the program.
These additional mitigation measures would translate to higher utility rates for customers, as KIUC
seeks to recover these costs. The exact percentage increase is unknown, but the increases are likely
to occur periodically over the life of the permit term. Any rate increases would disproportionately
affect low-income households within KIUC’s service area because the cost of utilities represents a
larger proportion of household income in low-income households. Implementation of additional
mitigation under Alternative D would generate a higher level of employment, income, and tax
revenue compared to the proposed action that would benefit the local economy.

3.11.3.5 Comparison of Alternatives

Impacts on electricity rates in Kaua‘i would be greatest under Alternatives C and D due to costs that
would be incurred by KIUC to implement additional minimization or additional mitigation beyond
what is included in the proposed action (Alternative B). Rate increases to recover costs of
implementing the Draft HCP would be lowest under the No Action alternative (Alternative A)
because KIUC would only need to recover the cost of completing the early implementation projects
prior to the permit term. Rate increases would disproportionately affect low-income households
within KIUC’s service area because the cost of utilities represents a larger proportion of household
income in low-income households. All action alternatives would benefit the local economy through
employment, income, and tax revenue with the beneficial effects being greater under Alternatives C
and D compared to Alternative B.
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3.12 Public Infrastructure and Services

This section describes the existing conditions of public infrastructure and services and analyzes the
direct and indirect effects of the proposed action and alternatives on public infrastructure and
services.

3.12.1 Methods

This section analyzes the potential impacts of the proposed action and alternatives on the reliability
of public infrastructure and services by evaluating power infrastructure, public roadways, and
public transit. Implementation of the Draft HCP would not have direct or indirect impacts on public
safety or educational facilities; therefore, these resources are not analyzed. Data sources include
KIUC reports, local government transportation and infrastructure data, and relevant EAs. Impacts
are characterized by intensity and duration.

3.12.2 Affected Environment

3.12.2.1 Power Infrastructure

Power infrastructure on Kaua‘i, managed by KIUC, relies on an extensive network of powerlines for
electricity distribution. These powerlines distribute electric power generated at facilities such as the
Port Allen Generating Station and Kapaia Power Generating Station to customers throughout the
Permit Area. KIUC owns and operates approximately 171.3 mi (275.7 km) of transmission lines,
1,360 mi (2,189 km) of distribution lines, and 70 mi (113 km) of communication lines across Kaua'i.
The facilities composing KIUC’s system, including the largely above-ground electrical transmission
and distribution infrastructure, occur primarily within and between population centers around the
island. Streetlights and powerlines, supported by poles or towers ranging from 25 feet (7.7 m) to
over 100 feet (30.5 m) above ground, serve essential functions in delivering electricity to
communities (ICF 2025).

3.12.2.2 Public Roadway System

The regional roadway system on Kaua‘i consists principally of two-lane roads connecting major
developed areas on the island. These two-lane facilities vary in quality from a narrow, winding
highway north of Hanalei to high-quality arterial highways, such as Kihié Highway, Kaumuali‘i
Highway, and Kapule Highway. These highways serve as the primary belt road access between the
island’s towns and communities and are connected to a network of minor arterials and collector
roadways that provide further local access.

On the west side of the island, Kaumuali‘i Highway is the regional highway but also operates as the
local commercial corridor through Waimea and Kalaheo (CH2ZMHill 2014). Within Lihu‘e, Ahukini
Road, Kapule Highway, and Nawiliwili Road are classified as principal arterial roadways and provide
local circulation to businesses, retail, and the airport and harbor. To the west of Lithu‘e, Kaumuali‘i
Highway is the sole access to the west side of the island. It is a principal arterial between Lihu‘e and
‘Oma‘o. From ‘Oma‘o, the highway continues west through Hanapépé and Waimea as a minor
arterial and terminates at Barking Sands. Collector roadways, such as Waimea Canyon Road,
Halewili Road, Koloa Road, ‘Oma‘o Road, and Maluhia Road, extend from Kaumuali‘i Highway to
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provide local access (CH2ZMHill 2014). Kihio Highway is a principal arterial that provides access to
Kapa‘a and Wailua north of Lihu‘e. From Kapa‘a, Kithio Highway continues around the northeastern
perimeter of the island as a minor arterial through Anahola and Princeville. It is classified as a
collector roadway from Hanalei to the west end of the road. While parallel local roads are available
in some communities, Kiihio Highway is the primary and sole access road between the north shore
and Lihu‘e (CH2ZMHill 2014). The general network of the islands’ highways and major, local, and
minor roads is depicted on Figure 1-1.

Traffic operations can be described by volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios and level of service (LOS).
The V/C ratio measurement quantifies the relative vehicle demand versus the capacity of a facility.
The capacity of a facility depends on a variety of factors including the number of lanes, the operating
speed, and the number of driveways or intersections on a roadway. A V/C ratio of 1.0 indicates the
vehicle demand is equal to the capacity of the facility, and generally correlates to LOS F, which is
described as a breakdown in vehicular flow (CH2MHill 2014). Average daily traffic volumes on
Kaua'‘i are highest in and around Lihu‘e, which serves as the central hub of the island. Kaumuali‘i
Highway on the west side of Lihu‘e carries over 33,000 vehicles per day (in both directions), while
Kihio Highway to the north carries over 26,000 vehicles per day (HDOT 2023). Both of these
segments have a V/C ratio of 1.0 or greater and operate at LOS F (CH2MHill 2014). Elsewhere on the
island, roadways are typically operating at V/C ratios of less than 0.8 and LOS C or better8 (CH2MHill
2014).

3.12.2.3 Public Transit System

The Kaua‘i Bus public transit system currently consists of six fixed-route transit lines, five of which
offer service 7 days a week. All transit routes begin and end in Lihu‘e, the hub of transit service on
Kaua'‘i. The Mainline is composed of three routes that run along the perimeter of the island, from
Kekaha in the southwest (via Kaumuali‘i Highway) to Hanalei (via Kithido Highway) on the north
coast (connecting in Lihu‘e in the southeast). The Mainline also includes a commuter line that offers
limited trips between Wailua and Lihu‘e on the East Side (essentially a shortened version of the
route that continues to Hanalei). Headways on the Mainline range from every 30 to 60 minutes with
service spanning from 5:30 a.m. to 10:40 p.m. (Nelson\Nygaard 2018).

3.12.3 Environmental Consequences

3.12.3.1 Alternative A No Action

Under Alternative A, KIUC would continue to operate existing (with modifications) and future
infrastructure that is under its ownership or direct control including powerlines, support structures,
and lights, in accordance with historical practices. KIUC would not implement a comprehensive
program to mitigate impacts on Covered Species. Under Alternative A, flight diverters installed for
powerline collision minimization and conservation measures involving construction of physical
features (such as predator control fencing) that were completed by KIUC during development of the
Draft HCP would not be maintained but would remain in place and be operational for their useful
life. KIUC would continue to operate its existing and new infrastructure without a comprehensive

8 LOS C means that freedom to maneuver within the traffic stream is noticeably restricted. At LOS B, there is
reasonably free flow with only a slight restriction to maneuver within the traffic stream. LOS A represents free-flow
operation where vehicles are almost completely unimpeded in their ability to maneuver within the traffic stream
(CH2MHill 2014).
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mitigation program. There would be no new impacts on power infrastructure, public roadways, or
public transit systems would occur.

3.12.3.2 Alternative B Proposed Action

Under Alternative B, the Service and DLNR would authorize incidental take of Covered Species from
Covered Activities in the Permit Area including implementation of the conservation strategy over a
50-year permit term. Covered Activities include (1) powerline operations, including modifications,
(2) lighting operations and use of night lighting for repairs, and (3) implementation of the Draft HCP
conservation strategy.

Power Infrastructure

As described in Section 2.2.2.5, KIUC'’s island-wide powerline collision minimization plan will have
already been completed prior to the start of the permit term, and the same or similar minimization
techniques will be applied to all newly operated power lines throughout the duration of the 50-year
permit term. Under Alternative B, the Covered Activities related to powerline and lighting
operations would be conducted consistent with the description of the Covered Activities in Section
2.2.2.4. The operation of powerlines with minimization measures for avian collision and the
operation of lighting for facilities, streetlights, and night repairs in a manner that would reduce light
attraction would not affect the reliability and resilience of KIUC’s power generation, transmission, or
distribution within KIUC'’s service area.

Public Roadway System

The conservation sites at Honopi, Honopi PF, and Pihea would be accessed by vehicles for
implementation of annual seabird monitoring, predator control, social attraction, and invasive plant
species management. All compliance monitoring, take monitoring, and effectiveness monitoring for
KIUC powerlines (as described in Chapter 6 of the Draft HCP) would also be conducted with
vehicles. In total, an estimated 1,200 vehicle trips per year will be required to implement the Draft
HCP under Alternative B. These vehicle trips would add to baseline levels of traffic on arterial
highways and introduce reduced-speed truck traffic driving to transport fencing to helicopter
departure points. Overall impacts on traffic would be negligible, with 1,200 vehicle trips per year
equaling fewer than four trips per day on average. The traffic volume added as a result of
implementing the Draft HCP would be less than 0.02 percent of the average daily traffic volumes of
between 26,000 and 33,000 vehicles per day on the main arterial routes of Kaumuali‘i Highway and
Kihio Highway. V/C ratios are not expected to change as a result of the additional vehicle trips
needed to implement the Draft HCP.

Public Transit System

Implementation of the Covered Activities, conservation strategy, and monitoring program under the
proposed action (Alternative B) would not affect public transit systems on Kaua‘i because activities
that could result in lane closures or relocation of bus stops are not proposed as part of the proposed
action. As described above, the number of vehicle trips needed to implement the Draft HCP would be
low compared to existing vehicle traffic. LOS for bus transit routes is not expected to be affected by
vehicle trips to implement the Draft HCP.
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3.12.3.3 Alternative C Additional Minimization

Alternative C introduces the following additional minimization measures compared to Alternative B:
additional powerline collision minimization for existing and new powerlines; additional lighting
minimization for existing and new streetlights; and additional funding for the SOS program.
Operation of powerlines and streetlights with additional minimization and increased funding for the
SOS program would not affect the reliability of KIUC’s power generation, transmission, or
distribution system and there would be no impact on power infrastructure caused by
implementation of additional minimization. Operation of powerlines and streetlights with additional
minimization and increased funding for the SOS program would not increase the number of vehicle
trips required for implementation of the conservation strategy or for annual monitoring of KIUC's
powerlines, and impacts on public roadways and public transit would be similar to the impacts
described for Alternative B.

3.12.34 Alternative D Additional Mitigation

Additional mitigation effort at conservation sites for expanded ungulate control, expanded predator
control, and regional barn owl control, and expanded conservation effort on 50 acres of state land
within the Mana Plain wetlands would increase the number of vehicle trips required for the
transport of staff and materials to areas where additional conservation effort would be directed.
This would include additional vehicle trips for transporting staff and materials either directly to
conservation sites or to helicopter departure points for subsequent transfer by helicopter to sites
that are inaccessible by vehicle. Although vehicle trips would increase under Alternative D
compared to Alternative B, given the low number of estimated vehicle trips (1,200 vehicle trips per
year under Alternative B), the incremental increase in vehicle trips under Alternative D is not
expected to result in impacts that are substantially different from those of Alternative B.
Implementation of additional mitigation under Alternative D would not affect the reliability of
KIUC’s power generation, transmission, or distribution system and there would be no impact on
power infrastructure.

3.12.35 Comparison of Alternatives

The proposed action and alternatives would not affect the reliability or resilience of KIUC’s power
generation, transmission, or distribution system and there would be no impact on power
infrastructure. The potential impacts of vehicle trips to implement the Draft HCP on public roadways
would be highest under Alternative D, followed by Alternatives B and C. However, given the
expected low volume of vehicle trips under any of the action alternatives, adverse impacts on public
roadways that would warrant mitigation (such as traffic controls) are not expected. Under
Alternative A, the Draft HCP would not be implemented and there would be no impact on public
roadways. None of the alternatives would result in the closure or relocation of public transit stops or
public transit routes.
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3.13 Recreation

This section describes the existing conditions of recreational resources and analyzes the direct and
indirect effects of the proposed action and alternatives on recreation.

3.13.1 Methods

To analyze the potential impacts on recreation under each alternative, this section uses a
combination of data sources, including recreational facility maps and environmental documents
from the County of Kaua‘i, KIUC, and conservation organizations. Key factors considered include
how the implementation of conservation measures could directly or indirectly affect recreational
activities.

3.13.2 Affected Environment

The County of Kaua‘i operates and maintains 67 active parks and recreational facilities on the island,
and these occupy a total of 487 acres (197 hectares) (County of Kaua‘i 2023). There are four
districts in the county: Hanalei, Kawaihau, Koloa-Kalaheo, and Waimea, with the Kawaihau District
offering the largest recreational acreage (211.11 acres [85.43 hectares]) compared to the other
three districts. All four districts offer a range of managed recreational facilities including beach
parks; neighborhood parks with facilities such as pavilions, comfort stations, picnic areas, and sports
fields; regional parks; and sports facilities like baseball fields, basketball courts, and tennis courts. In
addition, there are nine golf courses in Kaua‘i, three of which are publicly owned, and four of which
are privately owned (Go Hawai‘i 2023).

The Kilauea Point National Wildlife Refuge is on the northernmost point of Kaua‘i and spans 203
acres (82 hectares) along the shoreline. The refuge is known for its diverse species, particularly
seabirds (NOAA 2022). Recreation is limited within the wildlife refuge to reduce disturbance;
however, fishing along the shoreline, photography, and birding are all permitted within certain
areas of the refuge (USFWS 2023).

Most of the parks and recreational facilities described above utilize electricity from KIUC in multiple
ways to enhance visitor experiences and support their operational needs. Lighting is a common
application, illuminating sports fields, pathways, comfort stations, and pavilions for evening and
nighttime activities. Comfort stations, including restrooms and shower facilities, rely on electricity
for lighting, ventilation, and appliances like hand dryers. Sports facilities often employ lighting
systems for night games and scoreboards. Campgrounds offer electrical hookups for campers and
administrative buildings power lighting, office equipment, and maintenance tools.

DLNR-managed public hunting areas on Kaua‘i total approximately 100,000 acres (40,469 hectares)
across 12 hunting units (Figure 3.13-1). Approximately 2,000 licensed hunters are registered with
DLNR on Kaua‘i (DOFAW 2025a). In 2017, feral pigs were the most commonly harvested game
mammal on Kaua‘i, with a total of 120 hunters and 3,524 hunting trips for feral pigs reported. A total
of 57 hunters and a total of 611 trips for game bird hunting were reported in 2017, with ring-neck
pheasant and Erckel’s francolin being the most harvested game bird species on the island (DOFAW
2017).
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The Hanakapi‘ai, Hanakoa, North Bog, Pihea, Pohakea, and Pohakea PF conservation sites are within
hunting Unit E1 and the Honopli and Honopii PF are within hunting Unit H (Figure 3.13-1). The
remaining conservation sites are on private land and are not open to public hunting. Public hunting
is allowed within DLNR hunting units in accordance with DLNR’s Administrative Rules at HAR § 13-
5-2, Chapter 123. Hunting is allowed year-round in Unit E1 with an annual permit for feral goats,
feral pigs, and black-tailed deer by firearms, archery, or dogs and knives. Hunting regulations for
Unit H are the same as for Unit E1 except dogs are not permitted from August through November
(HAR § 13-5-2, Chapter 123). In 2017, approximately 9 percent of hunters surveyed on Kaua'i
reported hunting on Koke‘e State Park (Unit H) and 5 percent reported hunting on the Na Pali-Kona
Forest Reserve and Hono O Na Pali NAR (Unit E1) (DOFAW 2017). Fishing, gathering practices, and
plum (Prunus salicina) picking may also occur on public lands where the Hanakapi‘ai, Hanakoa,
North Bog, Pihea, Pohakea, Pohakea PF, Honopii, and Honopi PF conservation sites are located.

The conservation sites are primarily in remote locations away from high recreational activity and
only accessible by helicopter or trail hiking on rugged terrain. Use of these sites for recreation is
relatively low; however, both Honopii and Pihea are accessed by marked hiking trails and are
frequently used by hikers. Regarding helicopter-based tourism on Kaua‘i, DLNR has advised
helicopter tours to maintain an operational ceiling greater than 1,500 feet above ground level over
conservation sites for the safety of resource staff on the ground and to avoid potential harassment of
protected species by helicopter noise (DOFAW 2025b).
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3.13.3 Environmental Consequences

3.13.3.1 Alternative A No Action

Under Alternative A, KIUC would continue to operate existing (with modifications) and future
infrastructure that is under its ownership or direct control including powerlines, support structures,
and lights, in accordance with historical practices. KIUC would not implement a comprehensive
program to mitigate impacts on Covered Species. Under Alternative A, flight diverters installed for
powerline collision minimization and conservation measures involving construction of physical
features (such as predator control fencing) that were completed by KIUC during development of the
Draft HCP would not be maintained but would remain in place and be operational for their useful
life. KIUC would continue to operate its existing and new infrastructure without a comprehensive
mitigation program. The Hanakapi‘ai, Hanakoa, North Bog, Pihea, Pohakea, Pohakea PF, Honopi, and
Honopi PF conservation sites are open to public hunting and traditional gathering practices for
community members with valid permits and licenses; walkovers and gates on existing ungulate
fences would continue to provide public access at these sites under Alternative A. However, existing
ungulate fencing has reduced the abundance of game within fenced areas of the conservation sites,
reducing hunting incentive in these areas where game animals such as feral pigs and goats have
been reduced. Additionally, there is no hunting incentive within the Po6hakea PF and Honopt PF
conservation sites because ungulates and predators are not present within areas fenced with
predator exclusion fence, and public access is restricted within the areas maintained as social
attraction sites. Under Alternative A, these conditions for public hunting access and recreation
would continue and there would be no new impacts on recreational facilities or activities.

3.13.3.2 Alternative B Proposed Action

Under Alternative B, the Service and DLNR would authorize incidental take of Covered Species from
Covered Activities in the Permit Area including implementation of the conservation strategy over a
50-year permit term. Covered Activities include (1) powerline operations, including modifications,
(2) lighting operations and use of night lighting for repairs, and (3) implementation of the Draft HCP
conservation strategy.

In the long term, the implementation of conservation measures under Alternative B would result in
long-term beneficial effects on recreation associated with the enjoyment of natural resources by
protecting wildlife and natural areas. The reconfiguration of powerlines, removal of static wires, and
installation of bird flight diverters would reduce seabird collisions, benefiting places like the Kilauea
Point National Wildlife Refuge, where birdwatching and photography are popular. Installing
streetlights with full-cutoff shields would minimize light pollution, improving both wildlife
protection and recreational facility lighting. Annual funding of $300,000 for the SOS program would
support seabird rescue efforts, enhancing productivity and indirectly benefiting recreational
activities such as birdwatching and wildlife photography.

Under the proposed action, the construction of new predator exclusion fences and the maintenance
of social attraction sites at two conservation sites within Upper Limahuli Preserve and Upper Manoa
Valley would not affect public hunting, gathering practices, or other recreational activities because
these areas are on private land. Similarly, the portion of the North Bog conservation site on private
land is not open to public hunting. Impacts on gathering practices, game abundance, and public
hunting opportunities from the maintenance of social attraction sites at the Pohakea PF and Honopii
PF conservation sites (within hunting units E1 and H, respectively) are not anticipated because
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access to these areas is already restricted. However, maintenance of existing ungulate exclusion
fencing around the Hanakapi‘ai, Hanakoa, North Bog, Pihea, Pohakea, and Honopi conservation sites
could result in limited impacts on public hunting opportunities by reducing the abundance of pigs,
deer, and goats in these areas. The Hanakapi‘ai, Hanakoa, a portion of North Bog, Pihea, Pohakea,
and Honopi conservation sites would occur within state parks, the NAR, and preserves. The
implementation of management actions at conservation sites, such as fence maintenance and
invasive plant species management, could result in the temporary disruption of recreational
activities such as birdwatching and gathering practices in these areas. The proposed action would
not affect plum picking or fishing on public land. There are no herbarium records for P. salicina
within any areas identified for implementation of conservation measures under the proposed action
and streams with trout fishing opportunities are within Waimea Canyon and outside of the
conservation site boundaries.

The management and maintenance of the conservation sites could result in some temporary adverse
effects due to helicopter noise on the recreational setting across the island and more specifically at
the conservation sites when fences are being constructed or replaced and during regular transport
of crews to conservation sites to implement the conservation strategy. However, these conservation
sites are primarily in remote locations away from high recreational activity and only accessible by
helicopter or trail hiking on rugged terrain. The conservation sites would also have long-term
beneficial impacts on existing recreation facilities and activities across the island associated with the
enjoyment of natural resources. The construction of new predator exclusion fences within the Upper
Limahuli Preserve and Upper Manoa Valley may be visible from helicopter tours but would not
substantially detract from the scenic quality of the landscape.

The implementation of the honu (green sea turtle) nest detection and shielding program described
under Conservation Measure 5 could result in temporary adverse effects on beachgoers and other
beach-related recreational activities such as surfing, diving, and fishing. Nest shielding would be
installed on the full length of seven beaches when active honu (green sea turtle) nests are detected.
Light-proof fencing would be erected around the nest after approximately 45 days of incubation and
would be removed after the honu (green sea turtle) hatchlings have emerged and entered the ocean
(refer to Draft HCP Section 4.4.5.2 and Figures 4-12 a-g for additional information on beaches
selected for nest shielding, including locations). Impacts of nest shielding on recreation would be
short term and localized and would not restrict public access to beaches.

Alternative B is expected to result in short-term impacts on recreation as conservation management
activities are implemented; however, it would also result in long-term beneficial impacts associated
with the enjoyment of natural resources by protecting wildlife and natural areas.

3.13.3.3 Alternative C Additional Minimization

Alternative C would result in enhanced benefits to recreational activities like birdwatching and
photography across the island. The additional minimization measures, such as increased use of bird
flight diverters and the reduction of wire heights, would further reduce risks to seabirds and
waterbirds as a result of population increases with more opportunities for recreational bird
watchers. Additionally, the 15-percent reduction in light emission using dimmers would better
protect seabird populations from light attraction, improving the overall environment for nature-
based recreation. Potential effects on public hunting opportunities would be the same as described
under Alternative B. Alternative C provides greater long-term benefits by further protecting natural
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resources found on Kaua'‘i, resulting in greater beneficial effects on nature-based recreational
experiences in the island’s scenic and biodiverse areas compared to Alternative A or Alternative B.

3.13.34 Alternative D Additional Mitigation

Under Alternative D, the impacts on recreation would be similar to those under Alternative B, but
with increased short-term disruptions due to the implementation of additional mitigation measures,
including expanded predator and ungulate control fencing. The expanded predator control and
habitat management efforts would occur away from developed recreational facilities. However, in
some areas expanded predator control or habitat management would overlap with state parks, the
NAR, and preserves. These regions are known for nature trails, hiking, and ecotourism, drawing
visitors for activities such as birdwatching and photography. In these areas, visitors might
experience minor short-term disturbances during the installation of fencing or the implementation
of other management actions at conservation sites. In the long term, the increased areas enclosed by
ungulate or predator exclusion fencing within the Hono O Na Pali NAR would result in increased
effects on recreational uses such as birdwatching, public hunting, and hiking when compared to
Alternatives A and C. Expanded predator control, increased ungulate and predator exclusion fencing,
and the construction of additional helicopter landing zones and weatherports would also result in a
greater effects on public hunting opportunities and recreational uses when compared to
Alternatives B and C.

In the long term, Alternative D would provide enhanced benefits for nature-based recreation in the
areas where additional mitigation is occurring, as well as other parts of the island that may benefit
from the increased protections of Covered Species. The expanded efforts to protect seabirds and
waterbirds, along with enhanced habitat management in wetlands like the Mana Plain, would create
a more vibrant and diverse ecosystem, conserving more wildlife and improving the visitor
experience in these areas. By increasing funding and resources for sea turtle conservation and
predator control, Alternative D would contribute to the long-term preservation of the island’s
natural beauty, ensuring that both residents and tourists can continue to enjoy these unique
recreational opportunities in a more ecologically sustainable environment. However, the increased
acreage of areas enclosed by ungulate and predator fencing under Alternative D would result in
long-term impacts on recreational uses within the state parks, NAR, and preserves.

3.13.3.5 Comparison of Alternatives

For all alternatives, powerline collision minimization, retrofitting streetlights to reduce light
attraction, and establishing conservation sites to increase seabird productivity would have
beneficial impacts on the quality and sustainability of wildlife-based recreational activities like
birdwatching and photography across the island. The additional minimization proposed under
Alternative C and the additional mitigation proposed under Alternative D would result in greater
long-term benefits compared to Alternative B by further protecting the island’s natural resources.
Under all alternatives, short-term disruptions as a result of maintaining conservation sites and
implementing mitigation measures are expected. The adverse impacts are expected to be the most
under Alternative D due to the expanded predator and ungulate control fencing that may overlap
with recreational uses within state parks, the NAR, and preserves. These impacts are expected to be
less under Alternative B and Alternative C compared to Alternative D because there are fewer
mitigation measures to implement and activities are primarily in remote locations away from high
recreational activity; however, beneficial impacts would be reduced as well.
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3.14 Scenic Resources

This section describes the existing conditions of scenic resources and analyzes the direct and
indirect effects of the proposed action and alternatives on scenic resources.

3.14.1 Methods

This analysis evaluates the direct and indirect effects of infrastructure changes and conservation
measures on scenic resources. Impacts are assessed in terms of intensity, duration, and geographic
extent, focusing on visual changes to key landscapes from powerlines, streetlights, and conservation
actions. The study uses site-specific maps and known scenic areas to qualitatively determine the
effect of potential alterations to scenic resources.

3.14.2 Affected Environment

Kaua‘i, often called the “Garden Isle,” is renowned for its scenic natural resources (Go Hawai‘i 2023).
One of its standout features is the Na Pali Coast, characterized by towering cliffs and waterfalls
accessible via hiking, boat tours, or helicopters. Another notable attraction is Waimea Canyon, often
referred to as the “Grand Canyon of the Pacific,” offering expansive views of deep gorges and diverse
vegetation (Hawai'i State Parks n.d.). Hanalei Bay, a popular tourist destination, forms a crescent
shape surrounded by mountains. Kaua'‘i spans approximately 550 square mi (1,424 square km),
with a high central plateau, including the peaks of Mt. Wai‘ale‘ale and Mt. Kawaikini. This plateau
features steep cliffs, incised valleys along the northern Na Pali Coast, the 3,600-foot-deep (1,097-km-
deep) Waimea Canyon, the broad Lihu‘e Basin in the southeastern quadrant, and extensive coastal
plains (ICF 2025). Additionally, Spouting Horn and Kalalau Valley contribute to scenic natural
resources on Kaua'i.

The Kaua‘i County General Plan notes that the island’s scenic resources attract visitors from across
the world, particularly due to its preserved rural landscapes, beaches, and cultural diversity (County
of Kaua‘i 2018). The substantial economic value of these resources is of note in the general plan and
their protection and preservation is emphasized.

The facilities that make up KIUC’s system, such as the largely above-ground electrical transmission
and distribution system, are ubiquitous and are part of many scenic views and other visual
resources (USFWS 2011) across the Island. Overall, KIUC infrastructure is most concentrated in the
populated coastal regions, especially in the southeastern, southern, and eastern parts of Kaua‘i, with
less coverage in the central mountainous and less populated regions of the island. These visual
components include existing streetlights and powerlines supported by poles or towers that extend
from 25 feet (7.6 m) to more than 100 feet (30.5 m) above ground (ICF 2025).

3.14.3 Environmental Consequences

3.14.3.1 Alternative A No Action

Under Alternative A, KIUC would continue to operate existing (with modifications) and future
infrastructure that is under its ownership or direct control including powerlines, support structures,
and lights, in accordance with historical practices. This includes the expansion of KIUC-owned
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infrastructure in accordance with current plans and trends on Kaua‘i. The addition of new or
extended powerlines to meet future demand could add power infrastructure in locations where it is
not currently present or add wires to existing powerline circuits to increase capacity. KIUC would
not implement a comprehensive program to mitigate impacts on Covered Species. Under Alternative
A, flight diverters installed for powerline collision minimization and conservation measures
involving construction of physical features (such as predator control fencing) that were completed
by KIUC during development of the Draft HCP would not be maintained but would remain in place
and be operational for their useful life. The visual impact of new powerlines would vary depending
on the setting where new powerlines are sited and could range from being visually screened to
being visually prominent.

3.14.3.2 Alternative B Proposed Action

As discussed in Section 3.14.2, the renowned natural beauty on Kaua‘i is central to the island's
identity and tourism economy. Under Alternative B, the Service and DLNR would authorize
incidental take of Covered Species from Covered Activities in the Permit Area including
implementation of the conservation strategy over a 50-year permit term. Covered Activities include
(1) powerline operations, including modifications, (2) lighting operations and use of night lighting
for repairs, and (3) implementation of the Draft HCP conservation strategy. The Covered Activities
would have both beneficial and adverse impacts on the scenic environment as detailed below.

e Reconfiguration of Powerlines: As described in Section 2.2.2.5, KIUC’s island-wide powerline
collision minimization plan will have already been completed prior to the start of the permit
term, and the same or similar minimization techniques will be applied to all newly constructed
power lines throughout the duration of the 50-year permit term. New powerlines would be built
to avoid long powerline spans across valleys and follow standards that include avoiding
installation of static wire, minimizing powerline height, and minimizing vertical wire levels to
the maximum extent practicable. These measures may also make new powerlines minimally
intrusive to scenic resources, which would all result in beneficial impacts on scenic resources
compared to Alternative A. The use of the bird flight diverters could be considered a minor
adverse impact on scenic views due to the use of reflective or LED diverters that make
powerlines more visible to birds as well as humans. However, LED diverters are not installed
along roadways and in visual sight of neighborhoods; therefore, the visual impacts from this
type of diverter would be lower. Overall, reconfiguration efforts would likely reduce visual
clutter and have long-term beneficial impacts on the scenic environment by making powerlines
less intrusive.

e Measures to Minimize Light Attraction: As described in Section 2.2.2.5, all existing KIUC
streetlights have been retrofitted and converted to reduce light attraction of covered birds, and
the same light minimization techniques will be applied to all new streetlights installed
throughout the duration of the 50-year permit term. These measures to minimize light pollution
have positive scenic impacts by reducing light pollution and preserving night sky visibility
especially in rural and less developed areas.

e Seabird Conservation Funding: The SOS program is already underway, and under the
proposed action KIUC would provide consistent funding for it. The program would have indirect
beneficial impacts on scenic areas by supporting additional seabird rescue and rehabilitation
and maintaining biodiversity in scenic regions such as the Na Pali Coast, Waimea Canyon, and
Hanalei Bay, preserving the natural beauty that attracts visitors to these areas.
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e Expanded Seabird Habitat Management: Under the proposed action, KIUC would continue to
manage existing conservation sites, construct two new predator exclusion fences, and replace all
four predator exclusion fences at all sites up to two times during the 50-year permit term. The
construction of new fences and replacement of existing fences could have short-term temporary
impacts on scenic resources in the direct vicinity of the conservation sites. Viewer elevation and
distance contribute to the potential impacts on scenic resources. Fence lines could be visible
from farther away if the viewer is observing from a high-elevation lookout point, although
vegetation screening would likely minimize impacts. Predator exclusion fences that may be
visible from recreation areas would result in negligible to minor adverse impacts on scenic
resources. The broader ecological improvements resulting from the conservation sites would
result in long-term beneficial impacts that enhance the scenic value of the island’s rural habitats
and enhance the natural aesthetic and biodiversity of these regions.

e Sea Turtle Conservation: Under the proposed action, the implementation of a sea turtle nest
detection and shielding program and implementation of practicable streetlight minimization
techniques for green sea turtles would help protect the scenic coastal landscapes. The measures
would reduce light pollution near key coastal regions, resulting in a beneficial impact on scenic
values by minimizing light pollution and preserving night sky visibility. Nest shielding measures
would have visual impacts on beachgoers; however, these are expected to be short term and
localized to a small proportion of the total beach area. These measures would also result in long-
term beneficial impacts on sea turtles, enhancing wildlife-based scenic resources.

3.14.3.3 Alternative C Additional Minimization

Under Alternative C, the impacts on scenic resources would be similar to those under Alternative B,
but with increased visual disruptions due to the implementation of additional minimization
measures such as additional reflective or LED flight diverters on high-risk powerline spans.
However, LED diverters are not installed along roadways and in visual sight of neighborhoods;
therefore, the visual impacts from this type of diverter would be negligible. In the long term,
Alternative C would result in enhanced benefits to scenic resources that are enhanced by wildlife.
Under Alternative C, the 15-percent reduction in light emissions using dimmers would result in
greater reductions in light pollution, providing greater beneficial impacts on scenic resources in
dark-sky and remote scenic areas. While there would be greater impacts on scenic resources from
the implementation of additional minimization projects, Alternative C provides greater long-term
benefits to scenic resources by further protecting natural resources across the island.

3.14.34 Alternative D Additional Mitigation

Under Alternative D, the impacts on scenic resources would be similar to those under Alternative B,
but with increased visual disruptions due to the implementation of additional mitigation measures,
including expanded predator and ungulate control fencing and construction of additional
weatherports and helicopter landing zones. Scenic resources would experience minor short-term
visual disturbances during construction of fencing or active management. In the long term, the
visual changes from predator control, fencing, weatherports, and helicopter landing zones would
have negligible impacts on scenic resources, though they may be visible from some more remote
recreation areas (see Section 3.13, Recreation).

The additional mitigation associated with Alternative D would provide enhanced beneficial impacts
on scenic resources in areas where additional mitigation is occurring, as well as other parts of the
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island that may benefit from the increased protections of Covered Species. The expanded efforts to
protect seabirds and waterbirds, along with enhanced habitat management in wetlands like the
Mana Plain, would create a more vibrant and diverse ecosystem, conserving more wildlife and
improving the scenic resources in these areas. By increasing funding and resources for sea turtle
conservation and predator control, Alternative D would contribute to the long-term preservation of
scenic resources on Kaua‘i. While short-term adverse impacts from the implementation of additional
mitigation (e.g., fencing) may occur to scenic resources in remote areas, Alternative D would result
in greater long-term beneficial impacts on scenic resources.

3.14.3.5 Comparison of Alternatives

Under Alternative A, there would be no new visual impacts beyond the existing infrastructure
already present in scenic areas on Kaua‘i. Impacts under Alternative C and Alternative D would be
similar to those described for Alternative B; however, additional short-term disruptions and long-
term benefits would be expected from implementing additional mitigation measures. Implementing
mitigation measures under Alternative C to further reduce light emissions would result in greater
reductions in light pollution, providing greater beneficial impacts on scenic resources in dark-sky
and remote scenic areas. The additional mitigation associated with Alternative D would provide
island-wide benefits from the increased protection of Covered Species, seabirds, waterbirds, and sea
turtles.
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3.15 Land Use

This section describes the existing conditions of land use and analyzes the direct and indirect effects
of the proposed action and alternatives on land use.

3.15.1 Methods

Land use data from the State of Hawai‘i were overlain with KIUC’s existing infrastructure and the
conservation sites identified in the Draft HCP. Data from the State of Hawai‘i were also used to
characterize state and county land use designations, conservations districts, and parks preserves,
and natural reserves. To assess compatibility of the conservation strategy with existing and planned
land uses, state regulations, the Kaua‘i County Code and Zoning Ordinance, and permitted uses were
reviewed along with available management plans and relevant state regulations for the
management of state parks, preserves, and NARs.

3.15.2 Affected Environment

On Kaua‘i, 55.0 percent of lands are privately owned, 43.8 percent are in state ownership, 0.9
percent are owned by the federal government, and 0.3 percent are owned by the County of Kaua‘i
(Figure 3.15-1). The built environment consists of small, mostly rural communities along the coast
margins and plains separated by expanses of open space and agricultural lands. Steep topography
across much of Kaua'‘i severely limits development in the interior of the island (ICF 2025). There are
no incorporated cities on Kaua'i.

Except for the Upper Limahuli Preserve and Upper Manoa Valley conservation sites, all of the
conservation sites identified in the Draft HCP are on parcels owned by the State of Hawai‘i (Figure
3.15-1). The Upper Limahuli Preserve and Upper Limahuli Preserve PF conservation sites are owned
by the National Tropical Botanical Garden. The Upper Manoa Valley and Upper Manoa Valley PF
conservation sites are in private ownership. All the conservation sites fall within the State Land Use
Conservation District, which is designated conservation lands administrated by the State Board of
Land and Natural Resources (Figure 3.15-2). Table 3.15-1 lists the parcel tax map key identification
numbers, ownership, State Land Use District and subzone, and County of Kaua‘i zoning district for
each conservation site.
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Table 3.15-1. Conservation Site Ownership and State and County Land Use Designations

Environmental Impact Statement

County of
Parcel TMK Conservation Kaua‘i
Conservation Identification State Land District Zoning
Site Number Landowner Use District Subzone District
Upper Limahuli 590010030000, Private Conservation  Protective (P) Conservation
Preserve 580020020000, nonprofit! and Special
590010010000, (S)
590010210000,
Upper Limahuli 590010030000 Private Conservation  Protective (P) Conservation
Preserve PF nonprofit! and Special
S
North Bog 140010030000, State of Conservation  Protective (P) Conservation
590010010000, Hawai‘i and
580010010000 Private
Pohakea 590010010000 State of Conservation  Protective (P) Conservation
Pohakea PF Hawai'i
590010010000 State of Conservation  Protective (P) Conservation
Hawai'‘i
Honoptu 590010010000, State of Conservation  Protective (P) Conservation
Honopi PF 590010160000 Hawai‘i and Resource
(R)
590010010000 State of Conservation  Protective (P) Conservation
Hawai'‘i
Pihea 140010030000, State of Conservation  Protective (P) Conservation
590010010000 Hawai'‘i
Hanakoa 590010010000 State of Conservation  Protective (P) Conservation
Hawai'‘i
Hanakapi‘ai 590010010000 State of Conservation  Protective (P) Conservation
Hawai'‘i
Upper Manoa 590010210000 Private Conservation  Protective (P) Conservation
Valley
Upper Manoa 590010210000 Private Conservation  Protective (P) Conservation
Valley PF
Sources: Hawai‘i State GIS Program 2023; County of Kaua'‘i 2023
PF = predator exclusion fence; TMK = tax map key
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Uses within the State Land Use Conservation District are governed by rules promulgated by DLNR.
DLNR’s Administrative Rules at HAR § 13-5-10 set forth guidelines for classifying conservation lands
into subzones. All of the conservation sites are within the Protective (P) subzone; portions of the
Upper Limahuli Preserve, the Upper Limahuli Preserve PF, and the Honopt conservation sites are
also within the Special (S) and Resource (R) subzones, respectively (Hawai‘i State GIS Program
2023). The Protective (P) subzone encompasses “restricted watersheds; marine, plant, wildlife
sanctuaries, significant historic, archaeological, geological, volcanological features and sites; and
other designated unique areas” (HAR § 13-5-11). The Resource (R) subzone includes land valued for
one or another type of resource, including parklands, areas deemed suitable for logging, recreational
sites, and submerged lands not in any other subzone (HAR §13-5-13). The objective of the Special
(S) subzone is to provide for areas possessing unique developmental qualities that complement the
natural resources of the area (HAR §13-5-15).

Within the Protective (P) subzone the following uses or activities are allowed as permitted uses:
research, recreational, and educational uses that do not require a physical facility; marine, plant, and
wildlife sanctuaries and the establishment of wilderness and scenic areas; restoration of
archaeological sites; removal of noxious plants; fishing and hunting; monitoring of natural
resources; “occasional use” (defined as infrequent use not to exceed 7 days and causing no
permanent change in the area where it occurs); and use by government agencies “where public
benefit outweighs any impact on the conservation district” (HAR §13-5-23; Environment Hawai'‘i
1990). In the Resource (R) subzone, permitted activities include everything allowed in the
Protective (P) subzones as well as emergency warning or telephone systems, flood erosion, or
siltation control projects; the growing and harvesting or forest products (including logging)°?;
aquaculture; artificial reefs; and commercial fishing (HAR §13-5-24).

Six of the conservation sites are within state parks or Hono O Na Pali NAR. Specifically, the Pihea, a
portion of North Bog, Pohakea, Pohakea PF, Hanakoa, and Hanakapi‘ai sites are in the Hono O Na
Pali NAR, managed by DLNR; the Honopii site is part of the Koke‘e State Park, Na Pali-Kona Forest
Reserve, and Na Pali Coast State Wilderness Park; and the Honopi PF site is within the Na Pali-Kona
Forest Reserve (Figure 3.15-3). The Koke‘e State Park and Na Pali Coast State Wilderness Park are
managed by the Division of State Parks and the Na Pali-Kona Forest Reserve is managed by the
DLNR Forest Management Section. The Upper Limahuli Preserve and Upper Limahuli Preserve PF
sites are within the Limahuli Garden and Preserve, which is owned and managed by the National
Tropical Botanical Garden, a not-for-profit institution dedicated to discovering, saving, and studying
the world’s tropical plants. The Upper Manoa Valley and Upper Manoa Valley PF sites are remote,
undeveloped sites that are owned by a private landowner who has a long-standing interest in
facilitating the implementation of conservation actions within his property in Upper Manoa Valley.
He has established the Upper Manoa Valley Working Group, which consists of persons and
organizations with specialized expertise and/or interest in conservation actions within Upper
Manoa Valley. Management goals, programs, and land use permitting requirements for these state
parks, NARs, and preserves are summarized below. An analysis of the conservation measures under
the Draft HCP and their consistency with the management of these areas is provided in Section
3.15.3, Environmental Consequences.

9 The uses that are permitted under the Limited subzone are also allowed in the Resource (R) subzone.
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3.15.2.1 Hono O Na Pali NAR

The statewide NARs System was “established to preserve in perpetuity specific land and water areas
which support communities, as relatively unmodified as possible, of the natural flora and fauna, as
well as geological sites, of Hawai‘i” (DOFAW 2023). Access, collection, research, and other regulated
activities within NARs require a permit from DLNR. The 2011 Hono O Na Pali Natural Area Reserve
Management Plan (DOFAW 2011) describes the management program for the Hono O Na Pali NAR.
The reserve was established to protect perennial streams, riparian and ridgeline lowland and
montane forests, rare plants, endemic stream fauna, and forest bird habitat. The primary threats to
biodiversity and watershed integrity at the Hono O Na Pali NAR are feral ungulates (wild, hoofed
animals), especially feral pigs and feral goats; small, predatory mammals (feral cats and rats); and
nonnative, invasive weeds. The overall management goal is to protect, maintain, and enhance the
reserve’s unique natural, cultural, and geological resources. Management programs have been
developed to support this overall goal and include the following: (1) Infrastructure and Facilities;
(2) Ungulate Management; (3) Weed Management; (4) Habitat Protection and Rare Species
Restoration; (5) Monitoring; (6) Outreach and Education; (7) Fire Prevention and Response; (8)
Enforcement; and (9) Partnership Collaboration (DOFAW 2011).

3.15.2.2 Koke‘e State Park

The Koke‘e and Waimea Canyon State Parks Master Plan (DLNR 2014) guides the management and
development of the two adjoining Koke‘e and Waimea Canyon State Parks. The parks were officially
established in 1952 in recognition of the unique environmental resources, abundant recreational
opportunities, and rich natural heritage existing in the uplands of wester Kaua'i. The parks occupy
6,182 acres (2,502 hectares), with Koke‘e State Park (where a portion of the Honopii site is located)
encompassing 4,345 acres (1,758 hectares). The Koke‘e State Park is administered by the Division of
State Parks in accordance with the goals, objectives, and guidance set forth in the Koke‘e and
Waimea Canyon State Parks Master Plan.

3.15.2.3 Na Pali-Kona Forest Reserve

The Na Pali-Kona Forest Reserve Management Plan (DOFAW 2009) describes resource management
planning and implementation strategies for the Na Pali-Kona Forest Reserve and serves as a basis
for future updates to accommodate evolving or additional objectives for the area, such as increased
hunting opportunities and additional fencing projects. The Na Pali-Kona Forest Reserve (where the
entirety of the Honop PF site and a portion of the Honopii site is located) was established by
Governor’s Proclamation in 1907 for the purpose of protecting the water supply to adjacent
agricultural lands. The reserve is currently comprised of two non-contiguous areas of land totaling
over 23,000 acres (9,307 hectares) of public land. The Na Pali-Kona Forest Reserve is managed by
DLNR with a principal management objective of maintaining highest quality native ecosystems
habitat for threatened, endangered, and rare plants and animals and the associated watershed
(DOFAW 2009).

3.15.24 Na Pali Coast State Wilderness Park

The Na Pali Coast Management Plan and Revised EIS (DLNR 1982) sets forth the overall park
management and objectives for the 4,880-acre (1,975-hectare) Na Pali Coast State Wilderness Park.
DLNR manages the Na Pali Coast State Wilderness Park in accordance with HAR §13-6-146 (Rules of
the Hawai‘i State Park System), which describes permitted and prohibited uses, permits, and
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commercial and private operations within state parks. Special use permits and access agreements
are required for certain activities within state parks in accordance with HAR §13-6-146.

3.15.2.5 Limahuli Garden and Preserve and National Tropical Botanical
Garden

The Master Plan for Upper Limahuli Preserve serves as the Management Plan for the Limahuli
Garden and Preserve as required under HAR 13-5 and outlines the following conservation
management activities: (1) feral ungulate fencing, (2) feral ungulate control, (3) rodent control,

(4) feral cat control, (5) alien plant species control, (6) native plant restoration, and (7) native
seabird monitoring. The plan also identifies the following essential infrastructure necessary to
actively manage this remote area: (1) small tool storage/weather shelters to accommodate
equipment and staff who have to camp in this often-wet area, (2) several (five to eight) remote
helicopter landing zones, and (3) three to five computerized weather stations (NTBG 2008). The
preserve is on private property and is not open for general public use. Access to the preserve by
National Tropical Botanical Garden staff is always via helicopter; however, with climbing equipment,
it is possible to approach Upper Limahuli from several directions. The Upper Limahuli area,
including the Limahuli Garden and Preserve, is one of the least accessible areas of Kaua‘i due to the
surrounding topography, and hunting is not known to occur in the area (NTBG 2008).

3.15.2.6 Kaua‘i County Code and Zoning Ordinance

Chapter 8 of the Kaua‘i County Code (as amended) sets forth the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance
for the County of Kaua‘i (County of Kaua‘i 2012). The purpose of the Comprehensive Zoning
Ordinance is to provide the regulations and standards for land development and the construction of
structures in the county. The zoning ordinance establishes land districts and delineates the
respective types of permitted uses and development that can take place within those districts. The
regulations and standards prescribed by the zoning ordinance are “intended to promote
development that is compatible with the island’s scenic beauty and environment and to preclude
inadequate, harmful, or disruptive conditions that may prove detrimental to the social and economic
wellbeing of the residents of Kaua‘i” (County of Kaua‘i 2012). KIUC facilities, existing transmission
lines, and streetlights span all zoning districts governed by the ordinance.

3.15.3 Environmental Consequences

3.15.3.1 Alternative A No Action

Under Alternative A, KIUC would continue to operate existing (with modifications) and future
infrastructure that is under its ownership or direct control including powerlines, support structures,
and lights, in accordance with historical practices. KIUC would not implement a comprehensive
program to mitigate impacts on Covered Species. Under Alternative A, flight diverters installed for
powerline collision minimization and conservation measures involving construction of physical
features (such as predator control fencing) that were completed by KIUC during development of the
Draft HCP would not be maintained but would remain in place and be operational for their useful
life. KIUC would continue to operate its existing and new infrastructure without a comprehensive
mitigation program. There would be no new impacts on land uses. All conservation sites except for
Upper Manoa Valley PF would be established prior to issuance of the federal ITP and state ITL.
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Under Alternative A, there would be no obligation to maintain the conservation sites in the absence
of the federal ITP and state ITL.

3.15.3.2 Alternative B Proposed Action

Under Alternative B, the Service and DLNR would authorize incidental take of Covered Species from
Covered Activities in the Permit Area including implementation of the conservation strategy over a
50-year permit term. Covered Activities include (1) powerline operations, including modifications,
(2) lighting operations and use of night lighting for repairs, and (3) implementation of the Draft HCP
conservation strategy.

Implementation of the Covered Activities and conservation strategy under Alternative B would not
temporarily or permanently change existing land ownership, land designations, or land uses. As
described in Section 3.15.2 and Table 3.15-1, all of the conservation sites under Alternative B are
within the State Land Use Conservation District. Most selected conservation sites are within the
Protective (P) subzone; portions of the Upper Limahuli Preserve, Upper Limahuli Preserve PF, and
Honopi conservation sites are within the Special (S) and Resource (R) subzones, respectively.
Therefore, implementation of mitigation measures within the conservation sites proposed under
Alternative B would require a state Conservation District Use Permit from the Hawai‘i Board of Land
and Natural Resources for the use of Conservation District land.

The purpose of the Conservation District is to conserve, protect, and preserve the important natural
and cultural resources of the state through appropriate management and use to promote their long-
term sustainability and the public health, safety, and welfare (HAR §13-5-1). The conservation
strategy under Alternative B would include biological goals and objectives and desired future
conditions for each Covered Species. The implementation of conservation measures under
Alternative B is anticipated to benefit Covered Species and their habitats through invasive plant
species management, predator exclusion, predator control, and social attraction. Therefore, the
conservation strategy under Alternative B would be consistent with the purpose of the Conservation
District and the objective of the Protective (P) subzone, which is to “protect valuable natural and
cultural resources in designated areas such as restricted watersheds, marine, plant and wildlife
sanctuaries, significant historic, archaeological, geological, and volcanological features and sites, and
other designated unique areas” (HAR § 13-5-11). Predator control, predator exclusion fencing, social
attraction, and invasive plant species management within the Upper Limahuli Preserve PF
conservation site under Alternative B would result in beneficial effects on land use by supporting
the objective of the Special (S) subzone (Limahuli Valley Special Subzone) and benefiting the natural
resources of the area in the long term. Additionally, the conservation strategy under Alternative B
would result in beneficial effects on land use by satisfying the following identified land uses in the
Protective (P) and Resource (R) subzones under HAR § 13-5-22 and HAR § 13-5-24: P-4, Removal of
Invasive Species and D-1, Public Purpose Uses.

The conservation strategy under Alternative B would be consistent with, and complement,
management guidance for the Hono O Na Pali NAR, Na Pali Coast State Wilderness Park, Koke‘e State
Park, the Na Pali-Kona Forest Reserve, the Limahuli Garden and Preserve, and the National Tropical
Botanical Garden (see Sections 3.15.2.1, 3.15.2.2, 3.15.2.5, 3.15.2.4, and 3.15.2.5). More specifically,
proposed management actions at each conservation site under Alternative B such as predator
control, predator exclusion fencing, and invasive plant species management directly correspond to
the existing management goals and programs for the Koke‘e and Waimea Canyon State Parks Master
Plan, Na Pali-Kona Forest Reserve Management Plan, Hono O Na Pali NAR, and the Master Plan for
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the Upper Limahuli Preserve (refer to Chapter 5, Consistency with Land Use and Resource Plans,
Policies, and Controls, for additional information). Therefore, Alternative B would result in long-term
beneficial impacts on land use in these areas by supporting existing management programs to
protect, maintain, and enhance natural resources.

Under Alternative B, powerline operation, modification, use of night lighting for repairs, and lighting
operations (facility lights and streetlights) are anticipated to occur within areas where county
and/or state agencies have reviewed and approved plans and deemed that the activities are
appropriate and consistent with existing land uses in the area. These activities under Alternative B
would be implemented in accordance with the regulations and standards contained in the
Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance for land development and the construction of structures in the
county. Due to the limited nature of work under Alternative B that is required for KIUC to implement
the Covered Activities, any potential adverse effects on land use would be minor.

3.15.3.3 Alternative C Additional Minimization

Alternative C would result in impacts on land use that are similar to those of Alternative B.
Additional minimization measures associated with Alternative C would not temporarily or
permanently change existing land ownership, land designations, or land uses compared to
Alternative B. As a result, Alternative C would be anticipated to result in similar impacts on land use
as Alternative B.

3.15.3.4 Alternative D Additional Mitigation

Alternative D would result in similar impacts on land use as Alternative B but could result in greater
long-term beneficial impacts on state parks, preserves, and the NAR. Additional mitigation measures
associated with Alternative D would result in an increase of acreage enclosed by ungulate fencing by
1,915 acres (775 hectares) and increase the area where predator control would occur by 1,394
acres (564 hectares). Compared to Alternative B, Alternative D would also increase the intensity of
management actions such as expanded predator control, habitat management, waterbird population
monitoring, and barn owl control. Therefore, Alternative D would contribute to the management
goals and programs for the Hono O Na Pali NAR and Koke'e State Park, resulting in greater beneficial
effects than Alternative B. Additionally, the expanded predator control, habitat management,
waterbird population monitoring, and barn owl control within the Mana Plain wetlands under
Alternative D would be consistent with DLNR management goals for the area and result in greater
beneficial effects on 50 acres (20 hectares) of state-managed lands when compared to Alternative B.

3.15.3.5 Comparison of Alternatives

Under all alternatives, implementation of the Covered Activities and conservation strategy would
not temporarily or permanently change existing land ownership, land designations, or land uses and
would be consistent with the purpose of the Conservation District and the objective of the Protective
(P) subzone. Additionally, all alternatives would result in beneficial effects on land use by
supporting the objective of the Special (S) subzone (Limahuli Valley Special Subzone) and satisfy
identified land uses in the Protective (P) and Resource (R) subzones, specifically P-4, Removal of
Invasive Species, and D-1, Public Purpose Uses. The conservation strategy under all alternatives would
also be consistent with, complement, and result in long-term beneficial impacts on land use in state
parks, preserves, and the NAR by supporting existing management programs. Impacts on land uses
would be the same across the alternatives except Alternative D could result in greater long-term
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beneficial impacts on state parks, preserves, and the NAR compared to Alternatives B and C by
implementing additional mitigation measures that could contribute to the goals of existing
management programs to a greater extent.
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Chapter 4
Reasonably Foreseeable and Cumulative Effects

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the analysis of potential reasonably foreseeable effects of the proposed action
and action alternatives on the human environment. In addition, this chapter discusses “cumulative
effects” as defined by relevant legal authority.! Section 4.2 introduces past, present, and future
actions within the study area. Section 4.3 evaluates the effects on the resources in the human
environment that result from the proposed action when added to the effects of the actions described
in Section 4.2.

4.1.1 Service

Council on Environmental Quality guidance dated February 19, 2025, states that “Federal agencies
should analyze the reasonably foreseeable effects of the proposed action consistent with section 102
of NEPA, which does not employ the term ‘cumulative effects’; NEPA instead requires consideration
of ‘reasonably foreseeable’ effects, regardless of whether or not those effects might be characterized
as ‘cumulative” (42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C)(i)). Department of Interior regulations at 43 CFR 46.30
define “reasonably foreseeable future actions” as federal and non-federal activities not yet
undertaken, but sufficiently likely to occur, that a Responsible Official of ordinary prudence would
take such activities into account in reaching a decision. These federal and non-federal activities that
must be taken into account in the analysis of cumulative impacts include, but are not limited to,
activities for which there are existing decisions, funding, or proposals identified by the Service.

4.1.2 DLNR

Hawai‘i Administrative Rules (HAR) § 11-200.1-24(1) directs that the draft EIS should disclose the
interrelationships and cumulative environmental impacts of the proposed action and other related
actions. HAR § 11-200.1-2 defines a cumulative impact as “the impact on the environment that
results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency or person undertakes the other actions.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking
place over a period of time.”

L Executive Order 14154, Unleashing American Energy (January 20, 2025), and a Presidential Memorandum, Ending
Illegal Discrimination and Restoring Merit-Based Opportunity (January 21, 2025), require the Department of the
Interior to strictly adhere to NEPA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 et seq. Furthermore, such Order and Memorandum repeal
Executive Orders 12898 (February 11, 1994) and 14096 (April 21, 2023). Because Executive Orders 12898 and
14096 have been repealed, complying with such Orders is a legal impossibility. The Service verifies that it has
complied with the requirements of NEPA, including the Department of the Interior’s regulations and procedures
implementing NEPA at 43 CFR Part 46 and Part 516 of the Departmental Manual, consistent with the President’s
January 2025 Order and Memorandum. The Service has also voluntarily considered the Council on Environmental
Quality’s rescinded regulations implementing NEPA, previously found at 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, as guidance to
the extent appropriate and consistent with the requirements of NEPA and Executive Order 14154.
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4.2 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable
Future Actions

The analysis in this chapter considers those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
and trends, the effects of which, when added to the incremental impact of the proposed action and
alternatives, inform the assessment of foreseeable effects on the human environment in the study
area. The study area for this analysis varies by resource as reflected in Chapter 3, Affected
Environment and Environmental Consequences, unless otherwise noted.

The past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions considered in the cumulative effects
analysis are described in Sections 4.2.1 through 4.2.4 below and shown on Figure 4-1. They include
(1) other HCP/incidental take permits (ITP) on Kaua‘i, (2) federal actions, (3) federal, state, and
private land management, (4) other conservation actions, (5) population growth and land
development, and (6) actions to control avian influenza. In this EIS, the effects of climate change on
environmental resources in the study area are discussed in Section 3.9, Air Quality and Climate
Change. The potential for incremental effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives to result in
cumulative effects on these environmental resources when combined with the effects of climate
change is discussed in Section 4.3, Reasonably Foreseeable and Cumulative Effects.

4.2.1 Other Habitat Conservation Plans

4.2.1.1 Kaua‘i Seabird Habitat Conservation Plan

The Service authorized an ITP for incidental take of three seabird species (‘a‘o [Newell’s shearwater,
Puffinus newelli], ‘ua‘u [Hawaiian petrel, Pterodroma sandwichensis], and ‘aké‘akée [band-rumped
storm-petrel, Oceanodroma castro]) on Kaua‘i associated with operation of artificial nighttime
lighting at hotels and resorts, businesses, and government agencies. The structure of the Kaua‘i
Seabird HCP enables multiple parties on Kaua‘i to each hold their own federal ITP and state
incidental take license (ITL) for light attraction effects on the covered species at their particular
facility under the coordinated framework of the Kaua‘i Seabird HCP. This framework takes
advantage of economies of scale and enables a pooling of funding resources to collectively
implement mitigation activities to achieve the conservation goals of the Kaua‘i Seabird HCP (DLNR
and USFWS 2020).

The Kaua'i Seabird HCP overlaps with the Draft HCP in geographic scope and in addressing the same
three species of seabirds and honu (green sea turtle, Chelonia mydas). Under the Kaua‘i Seabird HCP,
eight entities? whose actions have the potential to cause incidental take of the covered species
submitted an application for an ITP and an ITL and received incidental take authorization in the
form of a Participant Inclusion Plan.

2 These entities include NCL (Bahamas Ltd.), The Princeville Resort Kaua‘i, Kaua‘i Marriott Resort, Kaua'i Coffee
Company, LLC, Sheraton Kaua‘i Resort (Starwood Resorts), County of Kaua‘i, Hawai‘i Department of
Transportation, and Alexander & Baldwin, Inc. The permit issued to Alexander and Baldwin, Inc. also covers its 11
subsidiaries and affiliates: A & B Properties Hawaii, LLC, Alexander & Baldwin, LLC, McBryde Sugar Company, LLC,
McBryde Resources, Inc., Kukui‘ula Village, LLC, Kukui‘ula Development Company (Hawaii), LLC, KDC, LLC, ABP
Waipouli, LLC, ABP LR1, LLC, ABP LR2, LLC, and ABP LR3, LLC.
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Figure 4-1. Other Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions in the Plan Area
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Each Participant Inclusion Plan identifies minimization strategies to be implemented by the
individual participant (permittee) at its respective facility. Minimization measures include adjusting
lighting at facilities, implementing predator control, conducting seabird awareness training, and
recovery, rehabilitation, and release of downed seabirds. The Participant Inclusion Plans also
identify the level of funding the participant will provide to support implementation of Kaua‘i Seabird
HCP conservation measures to mitigate for the effects of their unavoidable take of the covered
species. Conservation measures identified in the Kaua‘i Seabird HCP include implementation of
terrestrial predator-proof fencing, predator eradication, and social attraction at the Kahuama‘a
Seabird Preserve (DLNR and USFWS 2020).

The geographic scope (permit area) of the Kaua‘i Seabird HCP is the entire island of Kaua‘i. The
Kaua‘i Seabird HCP has been developed to accommodate a maximum annual and 30-year take
number for each of the covered seabirds (Table 4-1). The Kaua‘i Seabird HCP was developed to fully
offset the take of the covered species that would result from the Covered Activities and result in a
net benefit to the covered species.

Table 4-1. Maximum Annual and 30-year Take under the Kaua‘i Seabird HCP

Maximum Annual Take Maximum 30-year Take

Injury Injury
Mortality (non- Mortality (non-

Species (lethal) lethal) (lethal) lethal)
‘A'o (Newell’s Fledglings 30 45 900 1,350
shearwater) Adults or sub- 033 0.33 10 10

adults

Eggs/chicks <0.1 0 2 0
‘Ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel)  Fledglings, adults, 2 2 60 60

or sub-adults

Eggs/chicks 0.33 0 10 0
‘Ake‘ake (band-rumped Fledglings, adults, 1 1 30 30
storm-petrel) or sub-adults

Eggs/chicks 0.1 0 3 0

Source: DLNR and USFWS 2020
4.2.1.2 Kaua‘i Lagoons Habitat Conservation Plan

As described in Section 1.2.2 of the Draft HCP, Kaua‘i Lagoons LLC received approval from the
Service and DLNR for the Kaua‘i Lagoons HCP in 2012. This HCP covers short-term construction and
long-term resort and golf course operations at the approximately 600-acre (242.8-hectare) Kaua‘i
Lagoons Resort3 in Lihu‘e. The Kaua'‘i Lagoons ITP authorizes take from Covered Activities including
new facility construction, general property operation and maintenance (including facility lighting),
and public access and usage (e.g., driving, biking). The associated federal ITP and state ITL provide
take authorization for ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater), ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel), ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped
storm-petrel), ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt, Himantopus mexicanus knudseni), ‘alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot,

31n 2015, the name of Kaua‘i Lagoons Resort was changed to Hokiaala Resort. In 2019-2020, the Hokaala
Community Association requested a minor amendment to change the name of the Kaua‘i Lagoons Habitat
Conservation Plan to the Hokiiala Habitat Conservation Plan. The minor amendment is pending further
consideration by the Service and DLNR.
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Fulica alai), ‘alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common gallinule, Gallinula galeata sandvicensis), koloa maoli
(Hawaiian duck, Anas wyvilliana), and néne (Hawaiian goose, Branta sandvicensis) (Table 4-2). The
duration of the ITP and ITL is 30 years, and the geographic scope is restricted to the resort property
(Kaua‘i Lagoons LLC 2012).

Kaua'i Lagoons would fully offset take of the covered species and provide a net conservation benefit
by implementing the following mitigation measures: onsite management and predator control for
Hawaiian geese in the short term; funds for DLNR Division of Forestry and Wildlife (DOFAW) to
provide predator control and support for Hawaiian geese translocation sites on other islands; onsite
habitat enhancement, predator control, and management for covered Hawaiian waterbirds; and
payment into the Kaua‘i Seabird HCP to conduct seabird colony predator control and management
(USFWS 2012). The conservation program outlined in the Kaua‘i Lagoons HCP includes endangered
species awareness training, implementation of construction and operations best management
practices (BMP), use of construction and biological monitors, minimization of light-induced
attraction at resort facilities, and management of onsite habitat for covered species (Kaua‘i Lagoons
LLC 2012). The Kaua‘i Lagoons HCP and the Draft HCP address incidental take for the same seabird
and waterbird species and include light attraction of listed seabirds as a Covered Activity. Although
the Permit Areas for the Kaua‘i Lagoons HCP and the Draft HCP overlap, the locations of existing
KIUC streetlights are distinct from lighting included in the Kaua‘i Lagoons Permit Area (Kaua‘i
Lagoons LLC 2012).

Table 4-2. Maximum Levels of Incidental Take under the Kaua‘i Lagoons HCP (expressed as a per-
year average, based on a 5-year running average)

Indirect Take Total Take Total Take
Direct Take (average per (average per (30-year
Species (average per year) year) year) period)
Néné (Hawaiian Years 1-4: 1.0 Years 1-4: 0.36 Years 1-4: 1.36 17 mortality
goose) mortality or non- mortality mortality or non-  or non-lethal
lethal injury Years 5-30: 0.12  lethal injury
Years 5-30: 0.33 mortality Years 5-30: 0.45

‘Alae ‘ula (Hawaiian
common gallinule)

‘Alae ke‘oke‘o
(Hawaiian coot)

Koloa maoli

mortality or
nonlethal injury

1 mortality

1 non-lethal injury
3 mortality

6 non-lethal injuries

1 mortality or non-

0.325 mortality
0.0 non-lethal

0.675 mortality
0.0 non-lethal

0.2 mortality or

mortality or non-
lethal

1.325 mortality
1.0 non-lethal

3.675 mortality
6.0 non-lethal

1.20 mortality or

40 mortality
30 non-lethal
110 mortality
180 non-
lethal

36 mortality

(Hawaiian duck) lethal injury non-lethal non-lethal or non-lethal

Ae'o (Hawaiian stilt) 1 mortality or non- 0.27 mortality or  1.27 mortality or 38 mortality
lethal injury non-lethal non-lethal or non-lethal

‘A'o (Newell’s 1 0.0 1 27

shearwater)

‘Ua‘u (Hawaiian <1 0.0 <1 1

petrel)

‘Ake‘ake (band- <1 0.0 <1 <1

rumped storm-

petrel)

Source: Kaua'‘i Lagoons LLC 2012
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4.2.1.3 Kaua‘i Island Utility Cooperative Short-term Habitat Conservation
Plan

The Service approved an ITP in 2011 for incidental take of ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater), ‘ua‘u
(Hawaiian petrel), and ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel) on Kaua‘i for KIUC’s existing activities
and specific planned activities and facilities for a 5-year permit term (Table 4-3). The corresponding
HCP included a commitment to gather information relevant to long-term management needs for
seabirds in order to inform planning beyond the 5-year permit term. The KIUC Short-term HCP
overlaps with the Draft HCP in geographic scope and in addressing the same three species of
seabirds.

The KIUC Short-term HCP covered incidental take associated with ongoing operation and
maintenance activities at existing KIUC facilities including fossil-fuel-fired generating stations at
Port Allen and Lihu‘e, the upper and lower Waiahi hydroelectric stations in the Wailua watershed,
seven electrical substations and five switchyards located throughout the island, 171.3 miles (mi)
(257.5 kilometers [km]) of electrical transmission lines, approximately 1,360 mi (2,189 km) of
distribution wires (USFWS 2011a). The KIUC Short-term HCP also covered incidental take
associated with the operation of approximately 3,100 streetlights owned and maintained by KIUC on
behalf of the County of Kaua‘i. Limited incidental take was provided for a subset of future activities
including new connections within existing service areas and electrical equipment additions to
existing substations. Larger, planned activities that were sufficiently well defined such that
construction and operational impacts could be estimated were also included in KIUC’s take
authorization under the KIUC Short-term HCP (USFWS 2011a).

[t was anticipated that KIUC would fully offset take of covered species and provide a net
conservation benefit by implementing the conservation measures outlined in the KIUC Short-term
HCP including: (1) fully funding implementation of the Save Our Shearwaters (SOS) Program; (2)
funding covered species colony management and predator control in both the Limahuli Valley and
the Hono O Na Pali Natural Area Reserve according to protocols developed by State of Hawai'‘i
seabird biologists; (3) updating estimates of at-sea covered species populations that have not been
updated since the 1990s; (4) funding a 2-year auditory survey to locate additional covered species
breeding colonies that could be used for future mitigation; (5) funding development and
implementation of an under-line monitoring program aimed at better understanding the amount of
take of covered species caused by overhead utility structures; and (6) funding covered species
colony management and predator control in the Wainiha Valley or another suitable location, should
the ITP still be in effect during the fourth and fifth years (USFWS 2011b).

Specific activities undertaken for the KIUC Short-term HCP include predator control, invasive plant
control, and seabird monitoring since 2011 at Upper Limahuli Preserve; predator control and
seabird monitoring since 2012 at Pihea, Pohakea, and North Bog; predator control and seabird
monitoring since 2021 at Hanakoa and Hanakapi‘ai; predator control, invasive plant control, and
seabird monitoring between 2015 and 2022 (and resumed again in 2024) at Upper Manoa Valley;
and predator control, maintenance and operation of the predator exclusion fence and social
attraction site, and seabird monitoring since 2023 at Honopi. The above activities have resulted in
significant increases in call rates and increased reproductive success for ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater)
and ‘va‘u (Hawaiian petrel) (Raine et al. 2024).
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Table 4-3. Take Authorized under the KIUC Short-term HCP (2011-2016)

Chapter 4
Reasonably Foreseeable and Cumulative Effects

‘A'o (Newell’s shearwater)

‘Ake‘ake (band-rumped

‘Ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel)?! storm-petrel)?

Annual
Non-
Annual Lethal Total Annual Total Annual Total
Take Categories Mortalities Downings Mortalities Mortalities Mortalities Mortalities Mortalities
Powerlines
Breeding Adult 17.3 0 86.5 2 10 2 10
Non-breeding Adult/Subadult 69.3 0 346.5 0 0 0
Indirect Chick 17.3 0 86.5 0 0 0 0
Light Attraction
Fledgling 17.9 53.7 89.5 0 0 0 0

Source: USFWS 2011b

1‘Ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) represent less than 1 percent of the number of ‘a‘o (Newell's shearwater) retrieved via the SOS Program on Kaua'‘i, and even fewer ‘aké‘aké
(band-rumped storm-petrel) are recovered. While similar approaches as those used to estimate the take of ‘a‘o (Newell's shearwater) were not feasible for ‘ua‘u
(Hawaiian petrel) and ‘aké‘aké (band-rumped storm-petrel), for the purposes of the KIUC Short-term HCP, the annual take authorized under the ITP was two birds

of each species.
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As part of the KIUC Short-term HCP, an acoustic monitoring system was developed by the Kaua'i
Endangered Seabird Recovery Project to detect and monitor powerline strikes (KESRP 2017a).
Between 2014 and 2016, the system detected a minimum of 1,000 strikes of covered species
annually (KESRP 2015). As a result of the refined acoustic monitoring tool and methodology, the
take of covered species was found to be much higher than initially projected and authorized under
the KIUC Short-term HCP (KESRP 2017a). KIUC has continued to implement acoustic strike
monitoring through the present to provide a more comprehensive view of the impacts of powerline
strikes on seabirds. Monitoring results informed the development of the conservation measures
included in the longer-term HCP, the take request, and KIUC’s currently proposed minimization and
mitigation efforts.

4.2.2 Federal Actions

Several federal actions involving artificial nighttime lighting, communication towers, access control,
or predator exclusion are ongoing within the Permit Area that have the potential to affect one or
more listed species. The biological opinions issued by the Service as part of section 7 of the ESA
consultation for these projects include anticipated incidental take of listed species and describe
conservation measures to be implemented to avoid and minimize take (Table 4-4).
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Table 4-4.

Covered Species Take for Ongoing Federal Projects

Chapter 4
Reasonably Foreseeable and Cumulative Effects

Ongoing

Federal Project Project Description

Covered Species Take

Conservation Measures

Continuing operations at
Koke'‘e Air Force Station

Project Name:
Koke'e Air Force

Station* and the Koke‘e Microwave
Federal Entity: Antenna Site

U.S. Air Force
Duration: 2017-
foreseeable
future

‘A‘o (Newell’s shearwater): up to 2 adults or
fledglings and 1 egg/chick per year

‘Ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel): up to 1 adult or
fledgling and 1 egg/chick per year

‘Aké‘ake (band-rumped storm-petrel): up to 1
adult or fledgling and 1 egg/chick every 10 years

Blackout period from April 1 to December 30
annually

Installation seabird monitoring April 1 to
December 30 annually

Offsite predator control (colony dependent;
annually)

Construct perimeter walking light path
SOS husbandry support (annually)

Base-wide infrastructure,
operations and

Project Name:
Pacific Missile

‘A’o (Newell’s shearwater): up to 450 adults, 63
fledglings, and 63 chicks or eggs over 50 years

Exterior lighting turned off during moonless
nights during the seabird fledgling season

Range Facility maintenance activities at ¢ Full cut-off light fixtures on required security
(PMRF)> PMRF and safety lights
Federal Entity: e Base-wide predator control
g-s- N?‘VY' 2018 e Downed seabird monitoring during the fledgling
ﬁ;lon' - season
e Outreach, support, and use of seabird collection
stations at Barking Sands
4+ USFWS 2016
5 USFWS 2018
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Table 4-4.

Covered Species Take for Ongoing Federal Projects (continued)

Chapter 4
Reasonably Foreseeable and Cumulative Effects

Ongoing

Federal Project Project Description

Covered Species Take

Conservation Measures

Base infrastructure
operations at PMRF

Project Name:
Pacific Missile

Néne (Hawaiian goose): up to 4 individuals from

aircraft strikes; up to an average of 3 nests per

Implement Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazard
(BASH) management activities

Range Facility year and maximum of 7 nests in one year due to e Hazing and nest removal near launch pads
(PMRF)® nest destruction in nest removal zone; up to 1 o Hazing and deterrents at the oxidation pond
Federal Entity: nest per year due to destruction near launch. « Install traffic-calming measures, speed bumps,
U.s. Ngvy pads; up .to 1 nest per year due to l.aun.ch or live reduced speed limits, and signage at high
Duration: 2025- fire activity; up to 1 nest due to oxidation pond collision risk areas on roadways
2035 ir;lil‘lfli‘;fali’;‘;frcge‘g ;‘;lznnf;’;ﬁifn nglfs e Outreach to inform PMRF staff and visitors
individuals in one year due to vehicle strikes a.bOUt .drlv.l g slowly and to be aware of collision
Ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt): up to 1 individual per year risk Wltb listed birds on roadways. .
due aircraft strikes; up to 1 individual due to * Vegetajaon ma.nageme:'nlt to c.ieter listed birds
vehicle strikes from-hlgh Vehlc.le collision risk areas and
‘Alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common gallinule): up to 1 ;nsmtable nestl.ng areas on b.ase .
individual per year due to aircraft strikes; up to o Nestsurveys prior tq v_e.getatlon maintenance
5 individuals per year due to vehicle strikes; up and COI‘lStI‘}JCthH act1v1t¥es ) ) )
to 3 individuals due to incidental capture from o Close hunting areas during hSt?d_ bird F’reedmg
predator control activities seasons or when increased activity of listed
‘Alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot): up to 1 b1rd-s 1 ObSEI.‘VGd. ) )
individual per year from aircraft strikes; upto1 ¢ Avoid tree trimming during the bat pupping
individual from oxidation pond re-lining project; season (June 1-September 15)
up to 2 individuals per year from vehicle strikes ~® Conduct follow up acoustic surveys for bats
Koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck): up to 1 individual every 5 years
per year from aircraft strikes; up to 1 nest from ¢ Bi-weekly surveys of road-accessible barbed
oxidation pond re-lining project; up to 3 wire fence lines for snagged bats
individuals per year from vehicle strikes; upto3 e Bi-monthly surveys of all fence lines during bat
individuals from predator control activities fledging season (September-October)
‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat): up to 2 adults
and 4 pups from emergency tree trimming; up to
4 individuals from entanglement in barbed wire
6 USFWS 2025
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Table 4-4.

Covered Species Take for Ongoing Federal Projects (continued)

Chapter 4
Reasonably Foreseeable and Cumulative Effects

Ongoing
Federal Project

Project Description

Covered Species Take

Conservation Measures

Project Name:
Mobile

Communication
Towers at
Hanapépe
Armory?
Federal Entity:
Army National
Guard

Duration: 2023-
2043

Placement and operation of
two mobile high-frequency
communication towers at
the Hanapépé Armory

‘A'o (Newell’s shearwater): up to 1 adult every 3
years from collisions with project towers; up to
1 chick or egg every 12 years from its parents
colliding with project towers

‘Ua’u (Hawaiian petrel): up to 4 adults every 3
years and a maximum of 2 adults in 1 year from
collisions with project towers; up to 1 chick or
egg every 3 years from its parents colliding with
project towers

‘Aké‘ake (banned-rumped storm petrel): up to 1
adult every 10 years from collisions with project
towers; up to 1 chick or egg every 20 years from
its parent colliding with project towers

Lights will be shielded and dimmed to levels
compliant with safety and security concerns
Reflective tape and/or bird diverters will be
installed on all tower guy wires while deployed
Annual funding to the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation to benefit seabird conservation
efforts

Project Name:
Verizon

Wireless
Halfway Bridge
Cell Site8
Federal Entity:
Federal
Communications
Commission
Duration: 2013-
2033

Installation and operations
of a 100-foot stealth
monopole (pine tree
tower) and associated
infrastructure near Koloa,
Kaua‘i

‘A'o (Newell’s shearwater): up to 3 adults and up
to 2 eggs/chicks over 20 years

‘Ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel): up to 1 adult and up to 1
egg/chick over 20 years

Construction timing: To occur during daylight
hours only; equipment stored horizontally
during nighttime hours to eliminate collision
risk to seabirds.

Tower lighting: Monopole tower will be 100
feet (30 meters [m]) tall and not include
lighting.

Compound lighting: Two lights mounted to H-
frame used only during required maintenance
visits.

Communication and powerlines: New power
poles and utility lines not to exceed 25 feet (7.6
m).

Carcass searches: Verizon personnel will search
for carcasses or evidence of downed birds a
minimum of once per month.

7USFWS 2023a
8 USFWS 2014

Kaua’i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan
Environmental Impact Statement

4-11

June 2025



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Table 4-4.

Covered Species Take for Ongoing Federal Projects (continued)

Chapter 4
Reasonably Foreseeable and Cumulative Effects

Ongoing
Federal Project

Project Description Covered Species Take

Conservation Measures

Project Name:
Moloa‘a

Agricultural
Park?®

Federal Entity:
U.S. Department
of Agriculture,
Natural
Resources
Conservation
Service
Duration: 2015-
2018

Néne (Hawaiian goose): up to 3 adults over 3-

year duration

Implementation of a
conservation plan to
address resource concerns
on irrigated cropland in
Moloa‘a, Kaua‘i

e Netting construction: Activity ceased if a néné
(Hawaiian goose) arrives during construction of
the netting system.

e Netting materials: Netting will be 0.79-inch (20-
millimeter) by 0.79-inch (20-millimeter) mesh
size and include reflective and/or visibility tape.

e Monitoring of netting structures: Netting system
monitored twice daily within the first week of
each installation, followed by daily monitoring.

Project Name:
Hanalei National

Néne (Hawaiian goose): average of 1 nest every

3 years with maximum of 2 nests per year;

Implementation of the
wetland management and

e General habitat management including
maintaining rotational managed wetlands

Wildlife Refuge, = water bird conservation average of 1 adult/gosling every 5 years with outside of peak breeding and molting seasons
Wetland plan and associated maximum of 1 adult/gosling per year from (March-August) and searching for waterbird
Management activities related to the routine maintenance; average of 1 adult/gosling nest/brood prior to upland habitat management
and Waterbird cooperative agriculture every 3 years with maximum of 3 e Integrated pest management (ongoing)
Conservation agreement permitting for adults/goslings per year from capture as aresult o cooperative kalo farming that includes reporting
Plan10 kalo farming and of live-trapping; maximum of 1 adult/gosling and not disturbing Hawaiian waterbird nests or
Federal Entity: cooperative livestock every 8 years from harm or harassment leading broods
US F%sh and' grazing to injury or death from incidental capture « Cooperative grazing of livestock to managing
Wildlife Service Koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck): average of 1 nest and maintaining short grass conditions
Duration: 2020- per year with maximum of 6 nests per year due
foreseeable to nest destruction; average of 1 nest with
future maximum of 4 nests per year due to harm or
harassment; average of 2 nests per year with
maximum of 2 nests per year due to kalo
farming disturbance; average of 1
adult/duckling with maximum of 1
adult/duckling per year from routine
9 USFWS 2015
10 USFWS 2020
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Table 4-4. Covered Species Take for Ongoing Federal Projects (continued)

Chapter 4

Reasonably Foreseeable and Cumulative Effects

Ongoing
Federal Project

Project Description

Covered Species Take

Conservation Measures

maintenance; up to 1 adult/duckling every 3
years with maximum of 3 adults/ducklings per
year from live-trapping; maximum of 1
adult/duckling every 8 years from harm or
harassment leading to injury or death from
incidental capture

‘Alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common gallinule): average

of 1 nest with maximum of 4 nests per year due
to nest destruction; average of 1 nest with
maximum of 3 nests per year due to harm or
harassment; average of 12 nests per year with
maximum of 16 nests per year due to kalo
farming disturbance; average of 1 adult/gosling
every 5 years with maximum of 1 adult/gosling
per year from routine maintenance; average of 9
adults/chicks per year with maximum of 29
adults/chicks per year from live-trapping;
average of 1 adult/chick every 3 years with
maximum of 1 adult/chick per year from harm
or harassment leading to injury or death from
incidental capture

‘Alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot): Average of 1 nest
per year with maximum of 1 nest per year due to
kalo farming disturbance

Ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt): average of 1 nest per year
with maximum of 6 nests per year due to nest
destruction; average of 1 nest every 3 years with
maximum of 4 nests per year due to harm or
harassment
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Table 4-4.

Covered Species Take for Ongoing Federal Projects (continued)

Chapter 4
Reasonably Foreseeable and Cumulative Effects

Ongoing
Federal Project

Project Description

Covered Species Take

Conservation Measures

Project Name:
Kilauea Point

National Wildlife
Refuge, Predator
Exclusion Fence
and Cat

Installation of a predator
exclusion fence and
eradication of feral cats
from Kilauea Point

Néne (Hawaiian goose): up to 5 nests or families
(2 adults, 2 goslings per family) from injury or
mortality from nest disturbance due to
construction; up to 2 nests, 2 adults, and 2
goslings from mortality due to construction; up
to 6 adults and 6 goslings every 5 years from

Multiple conservation measures are incorporated

into the project description, including but not

limited to:

e Do notapproach, feed, or disturb nénée
(Hawaiian goose).

e Ifnené (Hawaiian goose) are observed during

Eradication!! fence preventing non-flighted individuals from breeding season (September through April),

Federal Entity: leaving the fenced area; up to 3 adult or gosling survey prior to resuming any work. Repeat

U.S. Fish and captures within first 5 years and up to 1 adult or survey for 3 or more days.

Wildlife Service gosling capture for remainder of project from « Ifanestis discovered within 150 feet (46 m) of

Duration: 2021- live-trapping; up to 2 adults and 3 goslings work, cease all work immediately and contact

foreseeable within first 5 years and up to 1 adult and 3 appropriate staff for guidance.

future goslings every 5 years for remainder of project

due to injury or mortality from live-trapping ¢ II?StaH agate alongi tl}e fence .\{vhere there are

high amounts of néné (Hawaiian goose)
dispersing during non-flight stages (gosling and
adult molting).

e For other areas along fence, if néné (Hawaiian
goose) are observed lingering, contact
appropriate staff to open access gate.

11 USFWS 2021
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Table 4-4.

Covered Species Take for Ongoing Federal Projects (continued)

Chapter 4
Reasonably Foreseeable and Cumulative Effects

Ongoing

Federal Project Project Description

Covered Species Take

Conservation Measures

Restoration of Kiithio
Highway and rehabilitation
of the beach from impacts
of a March 2021 storm

Project Name:
Kuhio Highway
Emergency
Shoreline
Mitigation2
Federal Entity:
Federal Highway
Administration
Duration: 2023-
foreseeable
future

Hawksbill sea turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata):
up to 1 adult and 1 nest over duration of project
Honu (green sea turtle): up to 3 adults and 3
nests over duration of project

Many conservation measures are incorporated into
the project design, including but not limited to:

Project footprints limited to the minimum area
necessary to complete the project.

All construction plans will contain water
pollution and erosion control measures.

Select construction personnel trained to be
“competent observers” who will identify sea
turtles and respond appropriately.

Biological surveys will be conducted within 3
days prior to initiating any construction on land.
Temporary plastic fences will be erected at the
end of each workday to protect turtles from
construction equipment.

Sea turtle monitoring will be performed by
trained staff using detailed required methods.

Conduct geotechnical
investigations by digging
(auger or geoprobe

Project Name:
Kilauea Point

National Wildlife
Refuge

mounted on excavator) test

Néne (Hawaiian goose): up to 30 adults and 30

goslings or 15 nests

Project personnel and contractors informed of
presence of listed species on site.

Project personnel will minimize approaching
néné (Hawaiian goose) and are restricted from

Geotechnical holes to determine soil and feeding birds.
Investigation subsurface conditions for e Surveys for néné (Hawaiian goose) nests
Project!3 planning improvements to conducted by biologist within and surrounding
Federal Entity: certain areas of the refuge project area prior to any work during the
U.S. Fish and (e.g.,.entrance road, breeding season (September through April).
Wildli.fe Service ~ parking areas). e Work ceased if néné (Hawaiian goose) nest
Mf Two discovered within 75 feet (22.86 m) of proposed
consecutive work or a previously undiscovered nest found
days in February within the 75-foot (22.86-m) buffer after work
2024 begins

12 USFWS 2023b

13 USFWS 2024a
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Table 4-4.

Covered Species Take for Ongoing Federal Projects (continued)

Chapter 4
Reasonably Foreseeable and Cumulative Effects

Ongoing
Federal Project

Project Description Covered Species Take

Conservation Measures

Project name:
Kilauea Point

Bicycle and
Pedestrian
Access
Alternatives
Project14
Federal Entity:
Federal Highway
Administration
Duration: 1 year
(2025)

Improve existing bicycle
and pedestrian path to
connect downtown Kilauea
and the Kilauea Point
National Wildlife Refuge
overlook. Improvements
include but are not limited
to: road realignment,
installation of a mini-
roundabout, installation of
sidewalk, widening of an
existing sidewalk,
reconfiguration of parking
area.

Néne (Hawaiian goose): up to 20 adults and 20

goslings or 10 nests

Do not approach, feed, or disturb nené
(Hawaiian goose).

A biologist with expertise in nené (Hawaiian
goose) behavior will be on site for all
construction activities during the breeding
season (September through April).

All project personnel and subcontractors will be
informed about the presence of listed species on
site.

Onsite staff will be trained by the biologist to
identify néné (Hawaiian goose) and the
appropriate steps to take if néné (Hawaiian
goose) are present.

Biologist will walk the area 2 weeks prior to
work to identify nests in the area. Surveys will
occur again the day before work begins.

Project name:
Refuge Access

Repair Project at
Kilauea Point

Repair storm-damaged
infrastructure. Work
includes but is not limited
to: slight widening of the

Néne (Hawaiian goose): up to 8 adults and 8

goslings or 4 nests

Néne (Hawaiian goose) will not be approached,
fed, or disturbed.

Construction limited to outside of the known
peak nesting season for néné (Hawaiian goose)

National Wildlife main entrance road, at Kilauea Point National Wildlife Refuge.
Refuge!s replacement of the main o Ifnéné (Hawaiian goose) are observed loafing or
Federal Entity: ~ waterline, replacement of a foraging within the project area during the peak
U.S. Fish and section of ungulate fencing, breeding season (October through March), a
Wildlife Service  and safety-related biologist familiar with néné nesting behavior
Duration: 2.5 improvements (e.g,, will survey for nests in and around the project
months enhance drainage and area prior to the resumption of any work.
safety markings). Surveys will be repeated after any subsequent
delay of work of 3 or more days (during which
the birds may attempt to nest).
e All work will immediately cease if a nest is
14 USFWS 2024b
15 USFWS 2024c
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Table 4-4. Covered Species Take for Ongoing Federal Projects (continued)

Chapter 4
Reasonably Foreseeable and Cumulative Effects

Ongoing
Federal Project Project Description

Covered Species Take

Conservation Measures

discovered within a radius of 75 feet (22.86 m)
of the proposed project, or a previously
undiscovered nest is found within the 75-foot
(22.86-m) radius after work begins.
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4.2.3 Federal, State, and Private Land Management

4.2.3.1 Federal Land Management

Kaua‘i National Wildlife Refuge Complex

The Kaua‘i National Wildlife Refuge Complex consists of three National Wildlife Refuges (NWR) that
are managed by the Service: Kilauea Point NWR, Hanalei NWR, and Hulé‘ia NWR. The focus of NWR
management is to expand and enhance existing habitat for threatened and endangered species while
combating the primary threats of invasive species and predators and allowing for public uses that
are compatible with each NWR and the NWR System mission.

Kilauea Point NWR was originally established to preserve and enhance migratory seabirds and
threatened and endangered species. The refuge provides habitat for the threatened néné (Hawaiian
goose), threatened ‘a‘o (Newell's shearwater), endangered ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel), threatened
Central North Pacific DPS of honu (green sea turtle), other migratory birds, and native coastal plant
communities. The goals, objectives, and strategies for improving Kilauea Point NWR conditions,
including the types of habitat the NWR will provide, partnership opportunities, and management
actions needed to achieve desired future conditions, are described in the Kilauea Point National
Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan (USFWS 2016).

Wildlife and habitat management activities at Kilauea Point NWR include weed control and
outplanting native plants, mowing and weeding grassland-shrubland habitat for néné (Hawaiian
goose), and controlling introduced predators. Biological programs also include banding and
monitoring reproductive success and survival of seabirds and néné (Hawaiian goose) and the
Nihoku Ecosystem Restoration Project (Nihoku), which constructed a 7-acre (2.8-hectare) predator-
proof fence to protect native coastal ecosystems and provide a predator-free nesting area for native
ground-nesting birds.

Translocation, social attraction, and monitoring of the threatened ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and
endangered ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) to the Nihoku site was initiated in 2015. Chicks for translocation
were taken from conservation sites managed by KIUC through the KIUC Short-Term HCP. From
2015 to 2020, 86 ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and 110 ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) were translocated to
the site, with all ‘a‘o (Newell's shearwater) and 106 ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) fledging (Young et al.
2023).In 2023, nine translocated ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) and two ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) adults
were found in burrows. Of the nine ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel), there were three pairs, including two
that hatched chicks for a second year in a row, with one fledging (Pacific Rim Conservation 2023). In
addition to Nihoku, there is another location within Kilauea Point NWR with ‘a‘o (Newell’s
shearwater) and is the only known coastal lowland population on Kaua‘i. This colony was
established through a cross-fostering translocation project that occurred between 1978 and 1980
(Byrd et al. 1984). The colony supports fewer than 25 breeding pairs and appears to be decreasing.
The Kaua‘i Endangered Seabird Recovery Project and Kilauea Point NWR have monitored this
population annually since 2006. Survey activities include locating and identifying ground calling
birds; identifying active, historical, and potential burrows and occupancy status; and recording
breeding success for each burrow (KESRP 2022).

Hanalei NWR was established under the ESA in 1972 to recover threatened and endangered species,
including koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck), ‘alae ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot), ‘alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common
gallinule), ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt), and néné (Hawaiian goose). Hanalei NWR also provides habitat for
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the endangered ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat, Lasiurus semotus) and other native species,
including migratory waterfowl and shorebirds. The Wetlands Management and Waterbird
Conservation Plan for Hanalei NWR describes the processes needed to achieve the refuge’s
management objectives for the approximately 480 acres (194 hectares) of rotationally managed
wetlands, lo‘i kalo (wetland taro fields), ditches and dikes, fallow, riparian habitat, and associated
uplands (USFWS 2020). Kalo farming has occurred within Hanalei NWR since the refuge was
established and is a component of the overall management of lowland and wetland habitats within
the refuge, as it helps satisfy life history conditions for threatened and endangered Hawaiian
waterbirds.

Hulé‘ia NWR provides habitat for 31 species of birds including koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck), ‘alae
ke‘oke‘o (Hawaiian coot), ‘alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common gallinule), ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt), and néné
(Hawaiian goose). The region was originally used for wetland agriculture but now consists of
intensively managed wetlands that mimic the natural Hawaiian wetland systems to provide the
necessary life history conditions for the threatened and endangered bird species. Ongoing
management practices also include the management of invasive plant and animal species and the
construction and maintenance of protected wetlands.

Southern House Mosquito Suppression for Forest Bird Recovery

Native forest birds are affected by avian malaria, avian pox, and other diseases transmitted by
nonnative southern house mosquitos (Culex quinquefasciatus). This project intends to suppress the
mosquito population within an area of 59,204 acres (23,959 hectares) in northern Kaua‘i that
includes the Koke‘e State Park, Hono O Na Pali Natural Area Reserve (NAR), Ku‘ia NAR, Na Pali Coast
State Wilderness Park, Na Pali-Kona Forest Reserve, Alaka‘i Wilderness Preserve, and private lands
(DOFAW and USFWS 2023). DLNR and the Service are releasing lab-raised male southern house
mosquitos with a strain of Wolbachia, a bacteria critical to mosquito reproduction, that is
incompatible with Wolbachia strains present in the wild mosquito population. When the wild and
lab-raised mosquitoes breed, their offspring are infertile and the mosquito population is unable to
reproduce and persist in a localized area. Implementation of the project would reduce the
prevalence of mosquito-borne diseases within the above areas that overlap with the Permit Area.
The covered seabirds are affected by diseases transmitted by the mosquito (e.g., avian pox) (Sprague
pers. comm.). Reducing the southern house mosquito population will limit the spread of avian
diseases and promote the recovery and health of covered seabirds within the project area while also
reducing the transmission of avian diseases in covered seabirds.

4.2.3.2 State Land Management

Na Pali Coast State Wilderness Park

The Na Pali Coast State Wilderness Park is owned by the State of Hawai‘i and managed by the
Division of State Parks. The Division of State Parks manages access to and use of the hiking trails and
camp sites within Na Pali Coast State Wilderness Park through a system of advanced reservations
for entry via Ha‘ena State Park and overnight camping permits (DLNR 2023). Developed facilities
within the Na Pali Coast State Wilderness Park are limited and visitor use is focused along the main
coastal Kalalau Trail and interior Hanakapi‘ai Trail, Hanakoa Falls Trail, and Kalalau Valley Trail.
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Honopt Seabird Conservation Initiative

The Honopi Seabird Conservation Initiative is designed to improve the baseline ecological condition
of three federally and State of Hawai‘i-listed endemic seabirds on the island of Kaua‘i: ‘a‘o (Newell’s
shearwater), ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel), and the Hawai‘i DPS of ‘aké‘ake (band-rumped storm-petrel).
The 264-acre (107-hectare) project area is within Honop1 Valley and includes DLNR-managed
lands, Koke‘e State Park (Division of State Parks), and Na Pali-Kona Forest Reserve (DOFAW). The
Honopii Seabird Conservation Initiative is a joint effort among the Navy Region Hawai‘i Pacific
Missile Range Facility, Service, DOFAW, and National Fish and Wildlife Foundation to establish
effective predator control (i.e., ungulate fence, predator-proof fence, and predator control outside of
the fences) in Honopt Valley and social attraction sites (currently one site set up for ‘a‘o [Newell’s
shearwater] and another for ‘aké‘akée (band-rumped storm-petrel]). The predator control program
would focus on invasive species including rats (Rattus spp.), feral cats (Felis catus), feral pigs (Sus
scrofa), other ungulates, and barn owls (Tyto alba) (U.S. Navy et al. 2019), which are known
predators of listed seabirds.

Hono O Na Pali Natural Area Reserve

The NAR System is based on the concept of protecting ecosystems, rather than single species, and
seeks to protect the best remaining examples of the state’s unique ecosystems. Hono O Na Pali NAR
occupies 3,579 acres (1,448 hectares) and was established to protect perennial streams, riparian
and ridgeline lowland and montane forests, rare plants, endemic stream fauna, and forest bird
habitat. The primary threats to biodiversity and watershed integrity at Hono O Na Pali NAR are feral
ungulates (wild, hoofed animals), especially feral pigs and feral goats (Capra hircus), small predatory
mammals (feral cats and rats), and nonnative, invasive weeds.

Management of Hono O Na Pali NAR is guided by the Hono O Na Pali Natural Area Reserve
Management Plan (DOFAW 2011). The overall management goal is to manage threats to the
integrity, diversity, and functioning of Hono O Na Pali NAR ecosystems so that the unique natural
resources are protected, maintained, and enhanced. The management program includes programs
related to infrastructure and facilities, ungulate management, weed management, habitat protection
and rare species restoration, fire prevention and response, monitoring, outreach and education,
enforcement, and partnership collaboration. Long-term management of the Hono O Na Pali NAR
provides multiple benefits to the state including protection of the island’s water resources and
undeveloped open space. The natural communities within the reserve provide habitat for a diverse
range of native plants and animals, from rare birds to endemic invertebrates, preserving
biodiversity in Hawai‘i (DOFAW 2011). Seabird management is ongoing in the Hono O Na Pali NAR
and the Hono O Na Pali NAR contains sections of pig fences combined with steep terrain that
prevent ingress of pigs into the NAR (DOFAW 2020). While ungulate eradication is still ongoing
within Hono O Na Pali NAR, the reduced numbers help limit the risk of pigs entering seabird
colonies. As part of the KIUC Short-term HCP (2011-2016), KIUC funded predator control and
seabird monitoring activities at three conservation sites within Hono O Na Pali NAR, including feral
cat trapping at specific sites within and near known breeding colonies, rat-baiting within known
breeding colonies, barn owl removal, and seabird breeding success monitoring (KIUC 2011).

Since 2016, KIUC has continued funding seabird colony management within Hono O Na Pali NAR,
and has expanded these efforts by increasing the number of conservation sites. The North Bog,
Pohakea, Pohakea Predator Fence (PF), Pihea, Hanakoa, and Hanakapi‘ai conservation sites included
in the Draft HCP are in the Hono O Na Pali NAR that is managed by DLNR.
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Kawai‘ele Waterbird Sanctuary, Mana Plain Conservation Area

The Kawai‘ele Waterbird Sanctuary is run by DLNR for waterbird management. The wetland
restoration project at the Kawai‘ele Waterbird Sanctuary has restored and enhanced approximately
40 acres (16 hectares) of wetlands. Within the Mana Plain Conservation Area, adjacent to the
Kawai‘ele Waterbird Sanctuary, the Mana Plain Conservation Project has restored approximately 50
acres (20.23 hectares), with an additional 50 acres (20.23 hectares) planned when additional
funding is acquired. The Kawai‘ele Waterbird Sanctuary and the Mana Plain Conservation Area are
important feeding and nesting areas for endemic threatened and endangered waterbird species
including koloa maoli (Hawaiian duck), ‘alae ‘ula (Hawaiian common gallinule), ae‘o (Hawaiian stilt),
and néné (Hawaiian goose). In addition to restoring wetlands, the restoration project includes re-
establishing a variety of native aquatic and terrestrial plants, ilima (Sida fallax), widgeon grass
(Ruppia maritima), makaloa (smooth flatsedge, Cyperus laevigatus), and the endangered ‘ohai
(Sesbania tomentosa), which have cultural importance and are important resources for nesting and
foraging waterbirds (DOFAW 2014).

4.2.3.3 Private Land Management

National Tropical Botanical Garden

The Upper Limahuli conservation site proposed in the Draft HCP is within the Limahuli Garden and
Preserve that is owned and managed by the National Tropical Botanical Garden. Limahuli Garden
and Preserve highlights native and culturally significant species in an authentic Hawaiian landscape.
The management goal for Limahuli Garden and Preserve is the ecological and cultural restoration of
Limahuli Valley using ancestral resource management practices. The collections maintained by
Limahuli Garden and Preserve include extensive assemblages of native Hawaiian plant species,
including rare varieties of crop plants cultivated by the early Hawaiians (NTBG 2023). As part of a
comprehensive ungulate removal and management program, the Upper Limahuli Preserve has an
existing ungulate fence surrounding the entire boundary (ICF 2025). Additionally, as described in
the Draft HCP, the Upper Limahuli Preserve conservation site includes removal of other predators
(feral cats, rodents, barn owls, feral honey bees), an invasive plant control and monitoring program,
and a seabird monitoring program (ICF 2025). The Upper Limahuli Preserve PF conservation site
includes the construction of a predator exclusion fence, predator eradication within the fence,
installation of artificial burrows, social attraction, and ongoing colony and predator monitoring. The
management actions for the Upper Limahuli Preserve and Upper Limahuli Preserve PF conservation
sites are described in Section 2.2.2, Alternatives Analyzed in Detail, Alternative B: Proposed Action.

4.2.4 Other Conservation Actions
4.2.4.1 Kaua‘i Endangered Seabird Recovery Project, Annual Radar
Monitoring

Beginning in 1993, radar surveys have been conducted annually to monitor the population trend of
listed seabird populations on Kaua'i, specifically ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian
petrel). Surveys are conducted at 15 sites distributed along the coast of Kaua'i, except for the
northeastern portion of the island. As part of the 2022 survey season, all 15 sites were surveyed at
least once, and the busiest sites were surveyed up to three times between June and mid-July (KESRP
2023). Surveys were conducted using a Furno FAR-1518BB marine radar unit mounted horizontally
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on top of a vehicle, with a 15-inch (38-centimeter) radar monitor inside the vehicle. From 1993 to
2013, radar survey results showed a steep population decline of 78 percent for ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian
petrel) and 94 percent for ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) with the populations at a low level, with
neither species populations increasing nor decreasing over a 10-year timeframe thereafter (KESRP
2017b; Raine et al. 2017). The most recent radar data monitoring report found no significant
(positive or negative) trend in the abundance for either species from 2010 through 2022 (Sahin
2023).

4.2.4.2 Malama | Na Honu, Green Sea Turtle Nesting and Basking
Monitoring and Community Outreach

Malama I Na Honu is a non-profit organization that receives funding and support from the Service
and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. The organization works with Service,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and State of Hawai‘i Division of Aquatic
Resources biologists on Kaua'‘i and utilizes community volunteers to monitor both honu (green sea
turtle) nesting and basking and to prevent intentional or inadvertent harassment. Monitoring of
basking sea turtles takes place throughout the year and every night during the hatching season at
Po‘ipli Beach. Volunteers conduct public outreach and inform community members about honu
(green sea turtle) conservation efforts. Additionally, the program has volunteers walk certain
beaches across Kaua‘i each week to monitor nesting and nestling emergence and respond to events
that affect nesting activity.

4.2.5 Population Growth and Land Development

Kaua‘i County grew from 58,463 residents in 2000 to 71,000 in 2015. Total population for the
county is projected to increase to 88,013 by 2035, representing a forecasted increase of 22 percent
between 2015 and 2035, or approximately 1 percent a year. Although growth is spurred by both
natural increase and in-migration, the forecasted growth rate is lower and more stable compared to
previous decades. Changing demographics suggest an aging population with limited ability to
maintain the levels of natural growth experienced in the last two decades (County of Kaua‘i 2018).
For the Draft HCP, KIUC estimated that an additional 360 mi (579.4 km) of new wires could be
placed in operation over the 50-year permit term to service new homes and businesses that are
developed outside of the existing network or to increase capacity on existing poles or towers in
response to increasing demand caused by population growth. This represents a 24-percent increase
from the existing 1,531 mi (2,464 km) of powerlines and would represent an average of 7 mi (11.3
km) of new powerlines per year for 50 years (ICF 2025).

Figure 4-2 shows land designations consistent with the Kaua‘i Future Land Use Map in Kaua i Kakou:
Kaua'i County General Plan (County of Kaua‘i 2018). The Future Land Use Map represents the
development pattern needed to accommodate projected growth and support the 2035 Vision and
Goals of the general plan. The Future Land Use Map aligns with the general plan’s policies by
directing growth to existing communities through infill and mixed-use development.
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The general plan envisions limiting growth to the north of the Wailua Bridge due to congestion
concerns and directing the majority of growth to the Lihu‘e and South Kaua‘i planning districts.
Additional growth is allocated to the Waimea-Kekaha, Hanapépé-‘Ele‘ele, East Kaua'i, and North
Shore planning districts based on historic and natural increase trends. A majority of the island is
designated as natural in the Future Land Use Map. These areas have either limited development
potential or are not suitable for development due to topography, hazard vulnerability, sensitive
resources, and other constraints. They include all State Land Use Conservation District lands and
some County Open Zoning District land. These areas include the many ridges, waterfalls, river
valleys, and rugged coastlines of the island that compose its open spaces (County of Kaua‘i 2018)
and those areas identified as mitigation sites in the Draft HCP (ICF 2025). Note that there is no
overlap between areas where future growth and development are planned and the Area of
Additional Conservation Commitments as defined in the Draft HCP, as shown on Figure 4-2.

4.2.6 Avian Influenza

The H5N1 influenza A virus, first identified in birds in 1996, has been circulating globally and has
been widely detected in the United States since 2021. The virus poses a significant threat to wildlife,
especially bird populations (e.g., seabirds, waterbirds), leading to mass mortalities in regions such
as South America and the United Kingdom. In Hawai‘i, the first detection of HSN1 was confirmed on
November 15, 2024, in a backyard poultry flock in central O‘ahu. Additionally, low-level detections
of the virus were found in wastewater samples from Kaua‘i, suggesting the virus may be present on
the island, although no confirmed cases in birds, dairy cows, or humans have been reported in
Kaua‘i to date.

In response, the Hawai‘i Department of Health, alongside the Department of Agriculture and the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, has been actively monitoring the situation. Their efforts
include tracking human influenza cases, monitoring wastewater, and participating in various
programs such as the National Poultry Improvement Plan for routine sampling of poultry. They also
conduct testing of wild bird specimens and lactating cows entering the state. While the exact strain
of H5N1 in the wastewater samples cannot be confirmed, ongoing surveillance aims to prevent
further spread of the virus in both animals and humans in Hawai'i.

4.3 Reasonably Foreseeable and Cumulative Effects

4.3.1 Covered Species

43.1.1 Seabirds

The impacts on seabirds from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, combined
with those impacts occurring under the proposed action and alternatives, include effects on
individual seabirds and their potential reproductive output, as well as the quality and quantity of
available breeding habitat on Kaua'i.

The covered seabirds are affected by both oceanic and land conditions, because they feed on ocean
resources and breed on land. In the foreseeable future, climate change is projected to affect oceanic
food webs worldwide, which subsequently affects the food sources of the covered seabirds.

Fisheries have past, present, and future impacts on seabirds, because the commercial tuna longline
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fishery has been and will remain an important industry in Hawai‘i. Some seabirds, including ‘a‘o
(Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel), associate with large predatory fishes such as
tuna; some species of tuna have already become commercially depleted, and future tuna stocks may
be similarly affected. Subsequently, covered seabirds could be further affected in the foreseeable
future by direct fishing activities such as overfishing and line entanglement, and secondary effects
such as derelict fishing gear entanglements or prey food depletion.

Invasive flora and fauna can degrade habitat quality of colony sites and both indirectly and directly
affect seabird survival. Invasive plant species can destabilize seabird burrows, facilitate erosion, and
encourage invasive fauna to access these areas. Invasive animal species, such as rats, cats, barn owls,
feral honey bees, and ungulates, can directly and indirectly affect seabirds with predation and
breeding habitat degradation. In areas where seabirds are monitored, human activity to find seabird
burrows can inadvertently cause trails that lead predators to seabird breeding sites. Outside of
conservation areas, the impacts on seabird habitat caused by invasive species in the past, present,
and foreseeable future can be devastating, particularly from predation by introduced animals that
are not managed. Federal land management actions in the past, present, and foreseeable future are
implemented to protect seabirds outside conservation areas. One such example is the establishment
and future management of the Nihoku predator exclusion fence and continued cat eradication
efforts at Kilauea Point NWR. These actions have a positive influence on ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater)
and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel), because translocation and social attraction increase seabird populations
in a protected area.

Significant amounts of powerline collision minimization measures were not implemented by KIUC
until 2020. This in addition to the underestimated amount of powerline collisions prior to 2014 has
likely affected the overall status of the covered seabirds. While unminimized and exposed
powerlines pose the primary threat for seabirds related to infrastructure collisions, large vertical
infrastructure such as microwave antenna towers or cell towers have been identified as areas of
potential take into the foreseeable future. As presented in Section 4.2.2, Federal Actions,
conservation measures have been implemented pursuant to section 7 of the ESA to reduce the
potential for take at these infrastructure sites.

Light pollution is caused by multiple entities, both public and private. The Draft HCP addresses light
from KIUC-operated streetlights and KIUC covered facility lighting. Additionally, KIUC publishes
links on its website with outdoor lighting guidelines from DOFAW and the Dark Sky Society, and
provides funding to SOS for community outreach and education that increases general public
awareness about light attraction and resulting fallout. These HCP actions do not address light
sources from other entities. Kaua‘i County encourages public participation in light pollution
reduction, but it is not presently mandated. A future Kaua‘i County lighting ordinance could aim to
reduce light pollution from all sources to protect seabirds from fallout, which includes turning off
unnecessary lights, shielding light sources, and using motion sensor lighting. While this ordinance
option was deemed infeasible in 2020 in the County of Kaua‘i Seabird Habitat Conservation Program
Participant Inclusion Plan, the County is considering adding advisory language to certain building
and permit forms to inform applicants that property owners must comply with federal and state
endangered species requirements. Continuation of the SOS Program and community participation
can help save seabirds that experience fallout.

Low levels of H5N1 avian influenza virus were detected in Kaua‘i County wastewater samples in late
2024 and early 2025 (DOH 2025). No cases of avian influenza were confirmed on Kaua‘i as of this
publication, although H5N1 can be considered as a foreseeable threat to seabirds. Avian influenza

Kaua’i Island Utility Cooperative Habitat Conservation Plan 4-25 June 2025
Environmental Impact Statement



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Chapter 4
Reasonably Foreseeable and Cumulative Effects

can cause severe illness with a high mortality rate among certain bird populations and can spread
quickly in colonial and social birds.

The incremental effects of the proposed action and alternatives, when added to the effects described
above, would contribute to cumulative effects on seabirds, both adverse and beneficial. The
potential for adverse cumulative effects on seabirds would be greatest under the No Action
alternative due to the implemented minimization measures not being maintained into the future,
and the reduction or halting of predator control and management at seabird conservation sites. The
potential for beneficial cumulative effects on seabirds would be greater under the proposed action
(Alternative B) and Alternative C than under the No Action alternative, because the established and
additional minimization measures would be maintained during the 50-year permit term and be
applied to future infrastructure. Furthermore, predator control at conservation sites would improve
seabird survival, which supports reproductive success of seabirds. The potential for beneficial
cumulative effects on seabirds would be greatest under Alternative D because additional predator
control on expanded acreage would benefit seabird habitat inside and outside of conservation areas.
All alternatives would have the potential for both adverse and beneficial effects on seabirds,
although viable metapopulations of ‘a‘o (Newell’s shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel) are
expected to persist under Alternatives B through D.

4.3.1.2 Waterbirds

The cumulative impacts on waterbirds from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions, combined with those impacts occurring under the proposed action and alternatives, include
effects on individual birds, populations, and habitat quality and quantity.

The past and ongoing actions at the Kaua‘i Lagoons HCP project and several other federal actions
listed in Table 4-4 could result in incidental take for the covered waterbird species, which could
cumulatively have an adverse effect on the population of these covered waterbirds on Kaua'i.
However, these cumulative impacts on covered waterbird species are expected to be minimized
through various past and ongoing conservation measures implemented by these projects. These
measures include managing agricultural wetland habitats outside of the waterbird breeding season
(so as to not disturb and cause nest abandonment), employing integrated pest management,
reporting and not disturbing waterbird nests in kalo farms, not approaching and feeding néné
(Hawaiian goose), and ceasing activity in a buffer surrounding a reported nest.

The Kawai‘ele Waterbird Sanctuary, Mana Plain Conservation Area has collectively restored 90 acres
(36 hectares) of wetlands. In the future, it is reasonably foreseeable that after securing funding, an
additional 50 acres (20 hectares) of wetland habitat would be restored at this site. Additionally, the
Hanalei NWR is a 917-acre (371-hectare) protected area situated in the Hanalei River Valley on the
north shore of Kaua‘i. The primary mission of Hanalei NWR is to conserve and enhance endangered
waterbird populations by providing high-quality habitat including managed wetlands and
traditional kalo farming areas. These restored wetlands would have cumulative beneficial impacts
on waterbirds because they increase the availability of important feeding and nesting habitat, which
may improve the waterbirds’ reproductive success and enhance the local and overall population of
covered waterbirds on Kaua'i.

Botulism, caused by the bacterium Clostridium botulinum, poses a significant threat to listed
waterbirds. The bacteria thrive in warm, stagnant, nutrient-rich waters, often found in wetlands and
taro fields that waterbirds inhabit. When birds ingest the toxin through contaminated food or water,
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it causes paralysis and often death and can lead to substantial mortality events, affecting already
vulnerable waterbird populations. Conservation efforts focus on monitoring wetlands, managing
water quality, removing carcasses to prevent spread of toxins, and treating birds at the SOS facility
to reduce risk. Funding the SOS Program via the HCP aids rehabilitation and release of covered
waterbirds affected by botulism.

Foreseeable future growth and land development in the Plan Area is expected to occur in lowland
suburban areas, such as Wailua, Hanapépé, Waimea, and Kekaha. It is reasonably foreseeable that
the development would not occur in wetland habitats and therefore would not have an adverse
cumulative impact on Hawaiian waterbirds.

The incremental effects of the proposed action and alternatives, when added to the effects of past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would result in beneficial cumulative effects on
covered waterbirds. Compared to the No Action alternative and the other alternatives (B and C), the
potential for beneficial cumulative effects is greatest under Alternative D because there would be
predator control, habitat management, waterbird population monitoring, and barn owl control on
50 acres (20 hectares) of state land within the Mana plain wetlands.

43.1.3 Reptiles: Honu (Green Sea Turtle)

The cumulative impacts on honu (green sea turtle) from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions discussed above, combined with those impacts occurring under the proposed action
and alternatives, include effects on habitat quality.

Artificial lighting and the loss of suitable nesting habitat associated with construction and operation
in the Permit Area are primary past and present factors that have affected honu (green sea turtle)
and will likely continue to adversely affect honu (green sea turtle). Past and present activities
causing these effects include land management actions, conservation measures, Covered Activities,
disturbance from beach recreation, development near or on beaches, and facility construction
associated with the Kiihio Highway Emergency Shoreline Mitigation.

Foreseeable future land development and other land use activities in the vicinity of honu (green sea
turtle) nesting habitat may result in further loss of suitable nesting habitat and increased artificial
light attraction for honu (green sea turtle). To the extent that management actions minimize
artificial lighting near honu (green sea turtle) nesting habitat, the likelihood of decreased habitat
quality would be reduced or offset.

Monitoring projects and habitat protections provided by nonprofit organizations (e.g., Malama i na
Honu) and other HCPs would improve habitat quality for honu (green sea turtle) through biological
monitoring and minimization of artificial lighting.

The incremental effects of the proposed action and alternatives, when added to the effects of past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would result in a cumulative effect on honu
(green sea turtle), both adverse and beneficial as described above. The potential for adverse
cumulative effects is greatest under Alternative A due to unmitigated artificial lighting impacts on
honu (green sea turtle). The potential for beneficial cumulative effects is greatest under
Alternative D due to the increase in funding by 15 percent for KIUC’s nest detection and shielding
program to increase capacity and add a marine debris removal program.
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4.3.2 Other State- and Federally Listed Species

The cumulative impacts on other state- and federally listed species from past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions, combined with those impacts occurring under the proposed
action and alternatives, include effects on habitat quality and quantity.

Construction and operation of past activities in the Permit Area (e.g., land management actions,
conservation measures, Covered Activities, facility construction associated with the Kaua'‘i Lagoons
HCP and federal projects listed in Table 4-4) have resulted in habitat loss or degradation and
disturbance for other state- and federally listed species.

Foreseeable future development and other land use activities may result in further disturbance and
loss or degradation of habitat. Recreational use of the Permit Area and coastline may also result in
increased disturbance to listed species such as ‘ilio holo i ka uaua (Hawaiian monk seal,
Neomonachus schauinslandi) and honu‘ea (hawksbill turtle, Eretmochelys imbricata). Conversely,
biological monitoring efforts and habitat protections provided by other HCPs could improve habitat
quality by protecting, enhancing, or restoring habitat.

The incremental effects of the proposed action and alternatives, when added to the effects of past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would result in a cumulative effect on other
listed species, both adverse and beneficial as described above. The potential for adverse cumulative
effects is greatest under Alternative D because there would be more predator fencing construction
within habitat for other listed species and the greatest potential for habitat loss and disturbance;
however, adverse effects of increased fence construction can be minimized through compliance with
BMPs. Over the long term, the potential for beneficial cumulative effects is greatest under
Alternatives C and D compared to Alternative B due to the increase in conservation measures and
funding for monitoring organizations (e.g., SOS).

4.3.3 Migratory Bird Species

The cumulative impacts on migratory bird species from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions, combined with those impacts occurring under the proposed action and alternatives,
include effects on habitat quality and quantity.

Construction and operation of past activities in the Permit Area (e.g., land management actions,
conservation measures, Covered Activities, facility construction associated with the Kaua‘i Lagoons
HCP and federal projects listed in Table 4-4) have resulted in habitat loss or degradation and
disturbance for migratory bird species. Additionally, several migratory bird species have been
documented to collide with structures and powerlines.

Restoration projects and habitat protections and conservation provided by other HCPs would
improve habitat conditions for migratory bird species by protecting, enhancing, and restoring
habitat. Predator and invasive species management measures would also result in beneficial effects
on migratory bird species by reducing predation and competition for critical resources in their
habitats.

The incremental effects of the proposed action and alternatives, when added to the effects of past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would result in a cumulative effect on migratory
bird species, both adverse and beneficial. The potential for adverse cumulative effects on migratory
bird species would be the greatest under Alternative A due to the lack of minimization for powerline
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collision and light attraction and lack of conservation measures to remove predators and invasive
species. The potential for adverse cumulative effects on migratory bird species would be less under
Alternatives B and C because there would be minimization measures implemented to reduce light
attraction and powerline collision, as well as conservation measures including predator and invasive
species removal. The potential for adverse cumulative effects on migratory bird species and their
habitat would be least under Alternative D. While there would be more predator fencing
construction within habitat for migratory bird species and more potential for habitat loss and
disturbance, the adverse effects of increased fence construction can be minimized through
compliance with avoidance and minimization measures in the Avian Protection Plan (Appendix C)
(e.g., Avoidance and Minimization Measure 1, Avoid Impacts to Forest Birds and Pueo from Fence
Construction at Conservation Sites, and Avoidance and Minimization Measure 2, Avoid Impacts to
Migratory Bird Treaty Act Protected Bird Species from Predator Traps or Collisions with Facilities at
Conservation Sites). Over the long term, the potential for beneficial cumulative effects would be
greatest under Alternative D.

4.3.4 Critical Habitat and Other Land Designations

The impacts on federally designated critical habitat and other land designations from past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, combined with those impacts occurring under the
proposed action and alternatives, include effects on habitat quality and quantity.

Construction and operation of past activities in the Permit Area (e.g., land management actions,
conservation measures, Covered Activities, grazing, habitat management associated with state and
federal lands such as Kaua‘i NWR Complex and Hono O Na Pali Natural Area Reserve) have resulted
in habitat loss or degradation in critical habitat and other land designations.

Restoration projects and habitat protections and conservation provided by other HCPs would
improve critical habitat and other land designations by protecting, enhancing, and restoring habitat.
Predator and invasive species management measures would also result in beneficial effects on
critical habitat and other land designations by reducing predation on native flora and fauna.

The incremental effects of the proposed action and alternatives, when added to the effects of past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would result in a cumulative effect on critical
habitat and other land designations, both adverse and beneficial. The potential for short-term
adverse cumulative effects on critical habitat and other land designations would be greatest under
Alternative D due to the proposed increase of ungulate and PF construction and subsequent
increased potential for habitat loss and disturbance. However, the adverse effects of increased fence
construction can be minimized through compliance with BMPs. With implementation of BMPs, the
potential for beneficial cumulative effects would be greatest under Alternative D over the long term.

4.3.5 Non-Listed Flora

The cumulative impacts on non-listed flora from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions, combined with those impacts occurring under the proposed action and alternatives, include
effects on individual native and nonnative plants, populations, and habitat quality and quantity.

Past activities in the Permit Area have resulted in both beneficial and adverse impacts on non-listed
flora. Vegetation clearing, ground disturbance, and excavation associated with construction of
predator exclusion fences resulted in habitat loss or degradation for nonnative plants. These
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management activities have resulted in direct adverse impacts on nonnative plants by removal and
reduction of their growth and spread. Conversely, these activities in the Permit Area may have
benefited non-listed native plants in the long run by facilitating improved growth and recruitment
following removal of competing nonnative species.

Activities that are ongoing and reasonably likely to continue in the foreseeable future include
conservation measures through HCPs (e.g., construction of predator exclusion fences, invasive plant
species removal); federal actions discussed in Table 4-4 (integrated pest management at Hanalei
NWR); and various habitat protection and restoration actions by federal, state, and private land
management entities described in Section 4.2.3 (rat baiting and predator control, ungulate
exclusion, weeding, and habitat restoration using native species). These actions can have a
cumulative adverse impact on nonnative plants (e.g., removal of the plants) in the Permit Area but
are likely to have long-term beneficial impacts on native plants. Long-term, adverse impacts on
nonnative flora due to continuation of these actions are in the form of minimizing growth and
spread and reducing population size. Beneficial impacts on non-listed native plans are improved
growth and recruitment and enhanced local population size.

Reasonably foreseeable land development in the Plan Area will be limited to lowland urban and
suburban areas. These activities that would result in habitat loss and degradation are expected to
affect nonnative plants more than native plants because the lowland urban and suburban areas are
dominated by nonnative and invasive plant species.

The incremental effects of the proposed action and alternatives, when added to the effects of past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would result in a cumulative effect on non-listed
flora, both adverse and beneficial. Compared to the No Action alternative and the other action
alternatives (B and C), the potential for beneficial cumulative effects on non-listed native plants
would be the greatest under Alternative D because this alternative would protect the largest acreage
of habitat in high-elevation conservation areas by establishing fenced enclosures to control
ungulates, control predators, and manage vegetation. The potential for adverse cumulative effects
on nonnative plants would also be the greatest under Alternative D because of the implementation
of additional measures in place to control nonnative and invasive plant species.

4.3.6 Non-Listed Fauna

The cumulative impacts on non-listed fauna from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions, combined with those impacts occurring under the proposed action and alternatives,
include effects on habitat quality and quantity.

Construction, clearing, excavation, and vegetation management associated with construction and
operation of past activities in the Permit Area (e.g., land management actions, conservation
measures, Covered Activities, and facility construction associated with the Kaua‘i Lagoons HCP and
federal projects listed in Table 4-4) have resulted in habitat loss or degradation and disturbance for
non-listed native species. Conversely, many of these past activities have enabled nonnative or
invasive species to survive in disturbed habitat.

Restoration projects and habitat protections and conservation provided by other HCPs would
improve habitat for native fauna by protecting, enhancing, and restoring habitat. Predator and
invasive species management measures would also result in beneficial effects on native fauna by
reducing predation and competition for resources with nonnative or invasive fauna.
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The incremental effects of the proposed action and alternatives, when added to the effects of past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would result in a cumulative effect on non-listed
fauna, both adverse and beneficial. The potential for adverse cumulative effects on non-listed fauna
would be the greatest under Alternative A due to the lack of minimization for powerline collision
and light attraction and the lack of conservation measures to remove predators and invasive species.
The potential for adverse cumulative effects on non-listed fauna would be less under Alternatives B
and C because there would be minimization measures implemented to reduce light attraction and
powerline collision, as well as conservation measures including predator and invasive species
removal. The potential for adverse cumulative effects on non-listed fauna and their habitat would be
least under Alternative D. While there would be more predator fencing construction within habitat
for non-listed fauna and more potential for habitat loss and disturbance, the adverse effects of
increased fence construction can be minimized through compliance with BMPs. Over the long term,
the potential for beneficial cumulative effects would be greatest under Alternative D.

4.3.7 Hydrology and Soils

The cumulative impacts on hydrology and soils from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions, combined with those impacts occurring under the proposed action and alternatives,
include erosion, soil compaction, runoff, and sedimentation. The impact mechanisms and types of
impacts that would have a cumulative effect on hydrology and soils would be like those described in
Section 3.8, Hydrology and Soils. For example, clearing, grubbing, grading, excavation, and vegetation
management associated with construction and operation of past activities in the Permit Area have
affected hydrology and soils (e.g., land management actions, conservation measures, Covered
Activities, facility construction associated with the Kaua‘i Seabird HCP and the Kaua‘i Lagoons HCP).
Similar activities from reasonably foreseeable future actions may similarly affect hydrology and
soils. To the extent that impacts from the actions described in Section 4.2 occur within the same
areas of the Covered Activities and conservation strategy of the Draft HCP, there could be an adverse
cumulative effect on hydrology and soils. However, cumulative effects on hydrology and soils are
expected to be minimized through compliance with state and federal laws and regulations that
protect water and soils (e.g., Clean Water Act sections 401, 402, and 404; State of Hawai'‘i
regulations and permits for grading, grubbing, and excavation activities). The incremental effects of
the proposed action and alternatives, when added to the effects of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions, would result in an adverse cumulative effect on hydrology and soils. The
incremental contribution of the proposed action and alternatives to cumulative adverse effects
would be greatest under Alternative D due to the additional acreage of site clearing and ground
disturbance required for installation of fence posts and mesh skirt when compared to Alternatives B
and C.

4.3.8 Air Quality and Climate Change

The cumulative impacts on air quality and climate change from past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions, combined with those impacts occurring under the proposed action and
alternatives, include increased emissions and fugitive dust. The impact mechanisms and types of
impacts that would have a cumulative effect on air quality and climate change would be similar to
those described in Section 3.9, Air Quality and Climate Change. For example, vehicle and helicopter
trips associated with implementation of the conservation strategy would generate criteria
pollutants, volatile organic compounds, hazardous air pollutants from engine exhaust, greenhouse
gases, and fugitive dust from disturbed earth surfaces. Similar activities from reasonably foreseeable
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future actions may similarly affect these resources. However, cumulative impacts on air quality are
expected to be minimized through compliance with state and federal laws and regulations that
protect air quality (e.g., national and state ambient air quality standards). The incremental effects of
the proposed action and alternatives, when added to the effects of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions, would result in cumulative adverse effects on air quality and climate
change. The potential for adverse cumulative effects on air quality and climate change would be
greatest under Alternative D due to additional helicopter emissions associated with expanded
mitigation effort at conservation sites; however, cumulative emissions of the proposed action and
alternatives in combination with other reasonably foreseeable actions are not expected to lead to a
violation of ambient air quality standards or to have a noticeable impact on long-term air quality or
climate change in the region.

4.3.9 Cultural Resources

Adverse cumulative effects on cultural resources can be characterized as those that result in the loss,
degradation, or destruction of historic properties including properties listed on the National
Register of Historic Places or determined to be significant under HAR 13-275/284-6(d), traditional
cultural properties, and cultural landscapes. The impact mechanisms and types of impacts that
would have a cumulative effect on cultural resources would be similar to those described in Section
3.10, Cultural Resources. Ground disturbance would occur at the conservation sites under
Alternatives B and D for the installation of fencing, weatherports, landing zones, and artificial
burrows, and for management actions related to predator control and invasive plant control. Other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions within the same NARs would also result in
localized ground disturbance. For example, prior construction and ongoing maintenance of predator
and ungulate exclusion fences, weatherports, helicopter landing zones, artificial burrows, and
general management have occurred within the same conservation areas. However, cumulative
impacts on cultural resources are not expected to occur due to the overall limited extent of
cumulative ground disturbance that would result from management actions at conservation areas
combined with a predicted low density of historic properties in the interior areas where the
conservation areas are located. Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that
result in ground disturbance in the vicinity of KIUC’s infrastructure (i.e., powerlines, streetlights, and
generating stations) would not result in cumulative impacts on cultural resources in combination
with the proposed action and alternatives because operation of KIUC’s infrastructure with
minimization for collision and light attraction would not cause ground disturbance. In addition, it is
assumed that other reasonably foreseeable actions in the Permit Area would comply with state and
federal laws and regulations that protect cultural resources and practices (e.g., National Historic
Preservation Act section 106, HEPA, HRS Chapter 6E) such that these actions would avoid or
minimize adverse effects on cultural resources and practices.

4.3.10 Socioeconomics

The cumulative impacts on socioeconomics from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions, combined with those impacts occurring under the proposed action and alternatives, include
effects on electric utility rates in Kaua‘i. Forecast population growth and land development would
likely cause KIUC to expand its infrastructure (including power generation, electric power
transmission, and distribution) to meet growing demand and to request rate increases to recover
the cost of new capital improvements as well as inflation over the 50-year permit term. These
reasonably foreseeable rate increases for capital improvements and inflation would be in addition to
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any rate increases required to cover the cost of implementing KIUC’s earlier Short-term HCP as well
as the Draft HCP over the 50-year permit term. KIUC’s recent 2025 rate adjustments to fund HCP-
related activities and other operational needs illustrate the potential for rising electricity costs. The
incremental effects of the proposed action and alternatives, when added to the effects of past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would result in an adverse cumulative effect on
socioeconomics through increased electricity rates. The potential for adverse cumulative effects on
utility rates would be greatest under Alternatives C and D due to costs that would be incurred by
KIUC to implement additional minimization or additional mitigation beyond what is included in the
proposed action. Rate increases caused by the cumulative effect of the proposed action and
alternatives in combination with other reasonably foreseeable actions would disproportionately
affect low-income households within KIUC’s service area because the cost of utilities represents a
larger proportion of household income in low-income households.

4.3.11 Public Infrastructure and Services

The cumulative impacts on public infrastructure and services from past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions, combined with those impacts occurring under the proposed action and
alternatives, include impacts on the reliability of power infrastructure, impacts on traffic on public
roadway systems, and effects on public transit systems such as traffic on bus routes. For example,
the Kiihio Highway Emergency Shoreline Mitigation project involves road restoration and
rehabilitation, which could result in short-term adverse impacts on public roadways and public
transit during construction due to increased traffic but would have long-term beneficial impacts
after the project is completed by improving roadways. Similarly, the Verizon Wireless Halfway
Bridge Cell Site would introduce additional infrastructure to include a cell tower, power poles, and
power and communication wires that would add to the aboveground power infrastructure that is
owned and operated by KIUC, resulting in long-term beneficial impacts on public infrastructure and
services after the project is completed due to increased reliability of power infrastructure. Adverse
effects of road restoration and rehabilitation may include increased traffic delays, lane closures, and
relocation of public transit stops during construction. Beneficial effects would include enhanced
infrastructure reliability and resilience after the project is complete. Forecasted population growth
is expected to increase demand for power infrastructure, public roadways, and public transit over
the 50-year permit term. KIUC’s Draft HCP anticipates the need to add power infrastructure over the
permit term to address future demand. Increased demand for public roadways and public transit
over the permit term would similarly be addressed through long-term state and county
transportation planning. The incremental effects of the proposed action and alternatives, when
added to the effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, could result in a
cumulative effect on public infrastructure and services that is both adverse and beneficial. There is a
potential for short-term adverse cumulative effects on public roadway systems or public transit
systems and a potential for long-term beneficial cumulative effects on public infrastructure and
services as new infrastructure is built to address the forecasted increase in demand. Cumulative
impacts on public infrastructure and services would be similar between the proposed action and
alternatives because the alternatives would not affect forecast growth or future demand for public
infrastructure and services.

4.3.12 Recreation

The cumulative impacts on recreation from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions,
combined with those impacts occurring under the proposed action and alternatives, include effects
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on the enjoyment of recreational resources, particularly nature-based recreational experiences. For
example, construction of projects such as the Verizon Wireless Halfway Bridge Cell Site could result
in short-term adverse impacts including interruptions to lighting and electricity-dependent
recreational facilities or adverse impacts on the setting of recreational resources. Many of the
reasonably foreseeable future actions described in Section 4.2 would have long-term beneficial
impacts on recreation facilities and activities associated with the enjoyment of natural resources,
including implementation of conservation plans and land management efforts described in Section
4.2.3. For example, the proposed Kilauea Point Bicycle and Pedestrian Access project would improve
the existing bicycle and pedestrian path to connect downtown Kilauea Town and the Kilauea Point
NWR overlook along Kilauea Road. Additionally, the project would improve the parking
configuration and flow of personal vehicles, transit vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians at the
Kilauea Point NWR overlook. While there would be potential adverse impacts during the 1-year
construction period due to noise and visual intrusion, overall, the project would have beneficial
impacts on recreation by increasing safety and access to the overlook. The maintenance of existing
ungulate fencing at the conservation sites on state lands would not block or limit community access.
Ungulate fencing is designed to protect native ecosystems from impacts caused by invasive
ungulates, while allowing continued access for hunting and traditional gathering practices.
Community members with valid permits and licenses would continue to be able to enter these
public areas to hunt and gather, as they would have before. Fencing protected areas would enhance
these spaces by improving habitat conditions, supporting the long-term sustainability of traditional
gathering practices by ensuring the resource is preserved for future generations. New predator
fencing under the proposed action would not contribute short- or long-term adverse effects on
recreational uses of state lands because they would be constructed on private lands at the Upper
Limahuli Preserve PF and Upper Manoa Valley PF conservation sites. The incremental effects of the
proposed action and alternatives, when added to the effects of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions, would result in short-term adverse effects on recreational resources and
long-term beneficial effects on recreational resources associated with the enjoyment of natural
resources. Cumulative impacts on recreation would be similar to the effects described for the
proposed action and alternatives in Section 3.13.3.5. Impacts associated with implementing
mitigation measures are expected to be less under Alternatives B and C as compared to

Alternative D because there are fewer measures, which are primarily in remote locations away from
high recreational activity; however, beneficial impacts would be fewer as well.

4.3.13 Scenic Resources

The cumulative impacts on scenic resources from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions, combined with those impacts occurring under the proposed action and alternatives, include
effects on the scenic environment from infrastructure, light emissions, and conservation actions. For
example, the Kithio Highway Emergency Shoreline Mitigation project involves road and beach
rehabilitation, which may temporarily result in adverse visual impacts during construction but
provide long-term beneficial visual impacts on coastal aesthetics. Similarly, the Verizon Wireless
Halfway Bridge Cell Site would introduce additional power infrastructure, which could result in
adverse physical impacts on scenic resources (such as tree clearing) during construction and visual
impacts on scenic resources during operation. Implementation of conservation plans and activities
could result in minor adverse physical and visual impacts on scenic resources from things like
predator-control fencing but should have long-term beneficial impacts that enhance the scenic value
of the island’s rural habitats and enhance the natural aesthetic and biodiversity. The land
management efforts described in Section 4.2.3 would result in ecological improvements that would
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enhance the scenic value of the island’s rural habitats over the long term. The incremental effects of
the proposed action and alternatives, when added to the effects of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions, would result in short-term adverse effects on scenic resources and long-
term beneficial effects on scenic resources. Cumulative impacts on scenic resources would be similar
between the proposed action and alternatives; however, additional short-term disruptions and long-
term benefits would be expected from implementing the additional mitigation measures described
under Alternatives C and D.

4.3.14 Land Use

The cumulative impacts on land use from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions,
combined with those impacts occurring under the proposed action and alternatives, include effects
such as changes to existing land ownership, land designations, or land uses. The impact mechanisms
and types of activities that would affect land use from these other actions are like those occurring
from the Covered Activities (see Section 3.15, Land Use). Construction-related activities could affect
land resources through changes in land use from leases, easements, or land ownership; conflicts
with land use compatibility where new uses are established as a result of construction; and
temporary and long-term changes in the physical and natural environment that may affect other
existing land uses. Generally, past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions, including
federal actions, population growth, and land development, could contribute to short- and long-term
cumulative impacts on land use, including the potential loss of public and private lands used for
other uses, such as agriculture. Past development trends on Kaua‘i indicated the potential for
substantial residential growth in the form of single-family homes on large lots to occur on the
agricultural and open zoning districts in the county (County of Kaua‘i 2018). In 2018, the county
developed the Future Land Map as part of Kaua'i Kakou: Kaua‘i County General Plan to avoid and
reverse development and land use trends that could contribute to cumulative impacts on the rural
character of Kaua‘i (County of Kaua‘i 2018). The plan’s strategy focuses development, uses, and
density within and around existing towns with the goal of preserving agricultural land and open
spaces between towns. Therefore, cuamulative impacts on land use are expected to be minimized
through compliance with existing land use plans and zoning laws and regulations that govern land
use. The incremental effects of the proposed action and alternatives, when added to the effects of
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would result in adverse cumulative effects
on land use. The potential for adverse cumulative impacts on land use would be similar among the
proposed action and alternatives because implementation of the conservation strategy under any of
the action alternatives would not fundamentally change how public or private lands are managed at
conservation sites. Fencing implemented under the HCP’s conservation strategy does not preclude
access to state lands; subsistence activities such as hunting and gathering remain permissible within
fenced areas with appropriate permits, consistent with existing access rights irrespective of fencing.
Furthermore, none of the alternatives would induce the land use changes associated with forecasted
growth.
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Chapter 5
Consistency with Land Use and Resource Plans, Policies,
and Controls

Pursuant to Hawai‘i Administrative Rules 11-200.1-24(j), Sections 5.1 through 5.10 below evaluate
the consistency of the proposed action with state land use and resource plans, policies, and controls
for the affected area (defined as the Permit Area for this action). Consistency with requirements for
compliance with NEPA, HEPA, the ESA, and HRS Chapter 195D are addressed throughout this EIS.
Consistency with requirements of cultural resource laws and regulations are addressed in Section
3.10, Cultural Resources, and Appendix A, Consultation and Coordination.

5.1 Hawai‘i State Plan

The Hawai‘i State Plan establishes a statewide planning system that outlines state goals, objectives,
and policies. It is the goal of the state, under the Hawai‘i State Planning Act (HRS 226), to achieve the
following:

e A strong, viable economy, characterized by stability, diversity, and growth, that enables the
fulfillment of the needs and expectations of Hawai'i present and future generations.

e A desired physical environment, characterized by beauty, cleanliness, quiet, stable natural
systems, and uniqueness, that enhances the mental and physical well-being of the people.

e Physical, social, and economic well-being, for individuals and families in Hawai'‘i, that nourishes
a sense of community responsibility, of caring, and of participation in community life.

Specific objectives and policies of the Hawai‘i State Plan that pertain to the Draft HCP conservation
strategy include:

e Section 226-11(a)(1): Prudent use of land-based, shoreline, and marine resources.

e Section 226-11(a)(2): Effective protection of unique and fragile environmental resources in
Hawai‘i.

e Section 226-11(b)(1): Exercise an overall conservation ethic in the use of natural resources.

e Section 226-11(b)(2): Ensure compatibility between land-based and water-based activities and
natural resources and ecological systems.

e Section 226-11(b)(4): Manage natural resources and environs to encourage their beneficial and
multiple use without generating costly or irreparable environmental damage.

e Section 226-11(b)(6): Encourage the protection of rare or endangered plant and animal species
and habitats native to Hawai‘i.

e Section 226-12(b)(1): Promote the preservation and restoration of significant natural and
historic resources.

e Section 226-12(b)(4): Protect those special areas, structures, and elements that are an integral
and functional part of ethnic and cultural heritage.
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e Section 226-13(a)(1): Maintenance and pursuit of improved quality in land, air, and water
resources in Hawai'i.

e Section 226-13(b)(2): Promote the proper management of land and water resources in Hawai'‘i.

e Section 226-13(b)(3): Promote effective measures to achieve desired quality in surface, ground,
and coastal waters.

Implementation of the Draft HCP conservation strategy would further the goals of the Hawai'‘i State
Plan and would be complementary to the state’s objectives for the physical environment listed
above because it would implement measures to protect and benefit eight federally and state-listed
seabirds and waterbirds, and one federally and state-listed turtle (see Section 2.2.2.3, Covered
Species). The KIUC conservation strategy is designed to implement measures that would provide a
net benefit to each species and avoid, minimize, and mitigate the impact of the taking of Covered
Species from Covered Activities. The Draft HCP conservation strategy also includes biological goals
and objectives for each Covered Species, which broadly describe desired future conditions and how
they would be achieved. The conservation sites were carefully planned and selected to be
compatible with the needs of the covered seabirds and the character of the surrounding areas. The
Service and DLNR provided extensive input into the selection and design of proposed conservation
sites and provided recommendations based on detailed studies of topography, presence of existing
breeding colonies, threats of light attraction and powerline collisions, and suitable breeding habitat
modeling.

The risk of adverse effects on the physical environment would be reduced by application of best
management practices during construction and maintenance activities at conservation sites (see
Section 3.8.3.2, Alternative B Proposed Action [Hydrology and Soils, Environmental Consequences]).
For example, fencing specifications that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts on hydrology and
soils include avoidance of fence construction across streams, rivers, pools, and other drainageways
and design specifications to minimize earthwork.

5.2 State Land Use Law

The State Land Use Law, HRS Chapter 205, was originally adopted by the State Legislature in 1961.
This law established an overall framework of land use management whereby all lands in the state of
Hawai‘i are classified into one of four land use districts: Urban, Agricultural, Conservation, and
Rural. As detailed in Section 3.15, Land Use, all of the conservation sites identified in the Draft HCP
fall within the State Land Use Conservation District. The purpose of the Conservation District is to
conserve, protect, and preserve the important natural and cultural resources of the state through
appropriate management and use to promote their long-term sustainability and the public health,
safety, and welfare (Hawai‘i Administrative Rules §13-5-1). The conservation strategy presented in
the Draft HCP would be consistent with the purposes of the Conservation District and its Protective
and Special subzones (refer to Section 3.15.3 for additional information).

5.3 Kaua‘i County General Plan

Kaua'i Kakou, the 2018 Kaua'‘i County General Plan, set priorities for managing growth and
community development over a 20-year planning period (County of Kaua‘i 2018). The plan provides
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guidance on future actions related to land use and development regulations, urban renewal
programs, and capital improvement expenditures. Nineteen policies address key issues for Kaua'‘i
residents concerning existing issues and anticipated growth. Policies from the Kaua‘i County General
Plan relevant to the Draft HCP conservation strategy include, but are not limited to, the following:

e Policy #8: Protect the Scenic Beauty of Kaua‘i
e Policy #12: Protect our Watersheds
e Policy #15: Respect Native Hawaiian Rights and Wahi Pana

e Policy #16: Protect Access to Treasured Places on Kaua‘i

Relating to specific sections of the general plan, the Threatened and Endangered Species Objective to
“protect the flora and fauna unique to Kaua‘i and Hawai‘i and to mitigate the impact of invasive
species” (County of Kaua‘i 2018) would be directly supported by the Draft HCP conservation
strategy. The conservation strategy would manage designated areas on the landscape for the benefit
of Covered Species, including implementation of invasive plant control within the conservation sites
and implementation of a honu (green sea turtle, Chelonia mydas) nest detection and shielding
program. Because the conservation strategy is designed to achieve the biological goals and
objectives for the Draft HCP’s Covered Species, it would also align with the general plan’s objective
to save natural heritage on the island and support the continued presence of ‘a‘o (Newell’s
shearwater, Puffinus newelli) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel, Pterodroma sandwichensis), which are
specifically mentioned in the general plan. As noted in Section 3.2, the conservation strategy would
manage and enhance 12 conservation sites to support the breeding success of ‘a’‘o (Newell’s
shearwater) and ‘ua‘u (Hawaiian petrel), and to benefit ‘ake‘akeé (band-rumped storm-petrel,
Hydrobates castro).

5.4 County of Kaua‘i Comprehensive Zoning
Ordinance

The Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance for the County of Kaua‘i provides regulations and standards
for land development and the construction of buildings and other structures in the County of Kaua'‘i
(County of Kaua‘i 2012). These regulations and standards are intended to regulate development to
ensure its compatibility with the overall character of the island. The zoning code can also specify the
permissible uses and intensity in the State Land Use Districts consistent with the State Land Use law
(HRS Chapter 205). As detailed in Section 3.15.2, KIUC powerline operation, retrofit, use of night
lighting for repairs, and lighting operations (facility lights and streetlights) are anticipated to occur
within areas where county and/or state agencies have reviewed and approved plans and deemed
that the activities are appropriate and consistent with existing land uses in the area. All of the
conservation sites fall within the State Land Use Conservation District. The conservation strategy
and Covered Activities are anticipated to be permissible uses that would be implemented in
accordance with the regulations and standards contained in the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance
for land development and the construction of structures in the county.
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5.5 Hono O Na Pali Natural Area Reserve
Management Plan

The 2011 Hono O Na Pali Natural Area Reserve (NAR) Management Plan (DOFAW 2011) describes
the management program for the Hono O Na Pali NAR. The overall management goal of the Hono O
Na Pali NAR Management Plan is to manage threats to the integrity, diversity and functioning of
Hono O Na Pali NAR ecosystems so that the unique natural resources are protected, maintained, and
enhanced (DOFAW 2011). Six conservation sites occur within the Hono O Na Pali NAR: Pihea, North
Bog, Pohakea, Pohakea Predator Fence (PF), Hanakoa, and Hanakapi‘ai. Sections of ungulate fencing
combined with steep terrain that is considered not traversable by pigs are located in portions
around the perimeter of Hono O Na Pali NAR. Ungulate eradication is ongoing, but ungulate
populations are heavily reduced. At all of these conservation sites, predator control and invasive
plant control would occur under the HCP. The existing Hono O Na Pali ungulate exclusion fence
sections were constructed by the DLNR Division of Forestry and Wildlife in 2012 to restrict
ungulates from entering the NAR and the DLNR Division of Forestry and Wildlife maintains these
fences; all other actions have been conducted by KIUC since 2012. Proposed conservation strategies
at these six conservation sites directly correspond to the existing management goals and programs
for the Hono O Na Pali NAR and would be consistent with, and complement, management guidance
contained in the Hono O Na Pali NAR Management Plan.

5.6 Koke‘e and Waimea Canyon State Parks Master
Plan

The primary goals of the Koke‘e and Waimea Canyon State Parks Master Plan include preservation
and management of existing natural resources and facilities, and perpetuation of the existing
character of the parks by maintaining the areas unique native ecosystems, vistas, trails, and historic
cultural landscapes (DLNR, Division of State Parks 2014). The following goal from the Koke‘e and
Waimea Canyon State Parks Master Plan is relevant to the Draft HCP conservation strategy:

e Goal 1: Natural Resources - To protect, preserve, and restore the unique natural environments
of Koke‘e and Waimea Canyon, enhance human understanding and appreciation of the native
ecosystems of Hawai‘i and introduced species, and ensure the continued existence of the unique
flora and fauna in Hawai‘i for their own sake and for the benefit of future generations in Hawai‘i.

Specific natural resources management guidance from the Koke‘e and Waimea Canyon State Parks
Master Plan that are relevant to the Draft HCP conservation strategy include:

e Develop and implement restoration plans for natural plant communities.
e Continue and expand invasive species control, including control of jungle fowl.

e Update and improve administrative rules and lease conditions to protect natural resources and
improve enforcement rules.

The proposed Honopii conservation site is the only conservation site within the Koke‘e State Park.
The conservation strategy for the Honopii conservation site would be consistent with and support
the goals and management guidance outlined in the Koke‘e and Waimea Canyon State Parks Master
Plan. An existing ungulate fence at Honopi would be maintained and invasive plant species control
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would occur on an as-needed basis, resulting in benefits to natural resources in Koke‘e State Park
that would further the overall master plan goal of preserving, managing, and maintaining the park’s
existing natural resources and unique ecosystems.

5.7 Na Pali-Kona Forest Reserve Management Plan

The Na Pali-Kona Forest Reserve Management Plan is intended to describe short-term resource
management planning and implementation strategies and to serve as a basis for future updates to
accommodate evolving or additional objectives such as increased hunting opportunities and
additional fencing projects (DOFAW 2009). Management priorities of the plan are divided into eight
categories: Watershed Values (aquifer recharge and erosion control); Resource Protection (fire,
insects, and disease); Invasive Species Control (incipient and established plants and animals);
Threatened and Endangered Species Management (federally listed, state listed, and rare plants and
animals); Native Ecosystems (landscape level protection); Game Animal Management (areas
managed for public hunting and/or habitat enhancement for game animals); Commercial Activity
(income-generating activities such as timber and tours, among others); and Additional Public
Activity (non-income-generating uses, such as recreation, cultural activities, personal gathering,
educational or research activities, and events, among others) (DOFAW 2009). The following
management priorities of the Na Pali-Kona Forest Reserve Management Plan are relevant to the
Draft HCP conservation strategy and are consistent with the objectives of the Honopii and Honopti
PF conservation sites, both of which occur in the Na Pali-Kona Forest Reserve:

e Invasive Species Control: Control of both incipient and established plants and animals.

o Invasive plant control is focused on conducting regular ground and aerial surveys,
continuing work with Koke‘e Resource Conservation Program and volunteers, and
supporting biological control efforts. Support efforts to prevent establishment of potential
ecosystem changing invasive species.

o Invasive animal control is focused on the detection and reduction of rodent and feral cat
populations.

e Threatened, Endangered, and Rare Species Management

o Rare plant conservation is focused on protecting and enhancing populations of extant
species by monitoring wild populations, collecting propagation materials for ex situ
propagation and/or seed storage, surveying appropriate areas for additional populations,
mitigation of threats as needed (fenced exclosures, feral animal control, alien weed
suppression), and reintroduction of individuals in appropriate protected areas within and
outside of the forest reserve.

o Rare animal conservation consists of protecting native forest birds (puaiohi recovery project
and Kaua'i forest bird surveys), surveying for native seabird nesting sites, and working with
the Hawai‘i Bat Research Cooperative to conserve ‘Ope‘ape‘a (Hawaiian hoary bat, Lasiurus
semotus).

e Native Ecosystem Management: Native habitat protection and restoration is focused on
protecting portions of the Alaka‘i by working with Kaua‘i Watershed Alliance on fencing and
supporting research projects that address ecosystem issues specific to the forest reserve.
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The conservation strategy for the Honopii and Honopt PF conservation sites would be consistent
with and directly support the management priorities listed above from the Na Pali-Kona Forest
Reserve Management Plan. At the Honopi PF conservation site, the conservation strategy is
designed to directly benefit rare seabirds and their habitats through the maintenance of existing
predator fencing that would exclude introduced terrestrial predators including feral cats, rats, pigs,
and goats. Social attraction techniques consisting of the removal of unsuitable vegetation and
replanting of native species, installation of artificial burrows, and broadcasting of calls during peak
breeding season (April through mid-August) are anticipated to enhance populations of the targeted
seabirds (‘a‘o, Newell’s shearwater) and native plants. Additionally, invasive plant species control at
Honopii and Honopt PF conservation sites would be consistent with the Na Pali-Kona Forest
Reserve Management Plan management priorities for invasive species control and threatened,
endangered, and rare species management.

5.8 Na Pali Coast Management Plan

The Na Pali Coast Management Plan and Revised EIS (DLNR 1982) describes overall management
for the Na Pali Coast State Wilderness Park, including management guidance and objectives for
recreation, park boundaries, resource management, visitor use, and services. A portion of the
Honopii conservation site is within the Kalalau Unit of the Na Pali Coast State Wilderness Park. Na
Pali Coast Management Plan management guidance for the Kalalau Unit is focused on visitor use
management and recreation resource management for activities such as camping, hiking, and
hunting. Existing conservation actions at the Honop1 site include maintenance of an existing
ungulate exclusion fence, predator control, and invasive plant control. The ungulate fence and initial
predator control measures at the site were initiated by other entities in 2022; KIUC began
conducting fence maintenance, predator control, and invasive plant control in 2023 (ICF 2025). The
KIUC conservation strategy at the Honopi site would include continued predator control and
invasive plant species management. Additionally, under the Draft HCP, KIUC has committed to
funding long-term acoustic monitoring at 20 sites throughout the Na Pali coast. Since 2014, acoustic
sensors have been deployed at 14 sites, but funding has been inconsistent between years. Long-
term, systematic monitoring in this area for the length of the permit term would increase the
availability of data and allow more reliable detection of seabird distribution and abundance trends
in the future. These actions would be consistent with existing activities and the overall management
guidance outlined in the Na Pali Coast Management Plan, which include objectives to preserve native
flora and address grazing impacts from goats.
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Other Impacts

Per the United States Department of the Interior’'s NEPA Procedures at 43 CFR § 46.415 and Hawai‘i
Administrative Rules 200.1-24, this chapter covers the following topics that the EIS must include:
any adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented; the
relationship between short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement of
long-term productivity; and any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources that would
be involved in the proposal should it be implemented. Conclusions for these specific impact topics
are based on information and analysis contained in Chapter 3, Affected Environment and
Environmental Consequences, and Chapter 4, Reasonably Foreseeable and Cumulative Effects.

6.1 Unavoidable Adverse Effects

Any adverse effects associated with the alternatives are described in Chapter 3, Affected
Environment and Environmental Consequences. As described in Section 3.1.2, Analysis Assumptions,
the construction of powerlines, minimization features, or streetlights are not Covered Activities in
the Draft HCP and therefore are not analyzed in the EIS. Construction activities analyzed in the EIS
are specific to implementation of the conservation strategy, and include two predator exclusion
fences, an estimated 30 artificial burrows, and up to two helicopter landing zones and weatherports,
which are applicable to Alternatives B, C, and D and additional ungulate and predator exclusion
fencing under Alternative D. These construction activities are Covered Activities. The impacts
associated with these construction activities could result in unavoidable adverse effects on
resources such as flora, critical habitat, hydrology, and soils but would be conducted in accordance
with best management practices described in the Draft HCP to minimize adverse impacts as
summarized in Section 3.8.3.2, Alternative B Proposed Action (Hydrology and Soils, Environmental
Consequences). Unavoidable adverse effects on air quality could result from an estimated 1,200
vehicle trips and 245 helicopter trips on an annual basis from implementation of Alternatives B, C,
and D, and an additional 78 helicopter trips annually for only Alternative D. However, impacts on air
quality from Alternatives B, C, and D are not likely to lead to a violation of ambient air quality
standards or have a noticeable impact on long-term air quality or climate change in the region.
Implementation of Alternatives B, C, and D would also have unavoidable adverse socioeconomic
effects resulting from rate increases for electric power to cover the cost of implementing the HCP.
Rate increases would disproportionately affect low-income households because electricity costs
account for a larger proportion of household income within low-income households. Although
implementation of Alternatives B, C, and D would reduce impacts on the Covered Species compared
to the No Action alternative, unavoidable adverse impacts due to incidental take of the Covered
Species is still expected to occur under the proposed action and the action alternatives.
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6.2 Relationship Between Short-term Uses and Long-
term Productivity

As required by NEPA, agencies preparing an EIS must analyze and disclose “the relationship between
local short-term uses of man'’s environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term
productivity” (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C)(iv)). Implementation of the conservation strategy under
Alternatives B, C, or D would involve short-term use of the environment due to ground disturbance; the
use of raw materials for fencing, predator control, invasive species control, and social attraction; and the
use of fuel to transport staff and materials to conservation sites and to implement long-term monitoring.
Impacts from the short-term uses of the environment are described in the relevant environmental
consequences sections of Chapter 3. Implementation of Alternatives B, C, or D would have beneficial
impacts on the long-term productivity of the environment by ensuring net benefits to the federally and
state-listed species that are covered by the Draft HCP, as described in Section 3.2, Covered Species.

6.3 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of
Resources

As required by NEPA, agencies preparing an EIS must analyze and disclose “any irreversible and
irretrievable commitments of federal resources that would be involved in the proposed agency action
should it be implemented” (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C)(v)). At this time, it is not expected that federal
resources would be involved in the implementation of the proposed agency action, which is the issuance
of an ESA section 10(a)(1)(B) incidental take permit for Covered Activities proposed in the Draft HCP.
However, non-federal resources would be utilized if the proposed action or action alternatives are
implemented due to the implementation of the Draft HCP’s Covered Activities. Therefore, for the
purposes of this analysis, the Service defines irreversible commitments as decisions affecting
nonrenewable resources or commitments that cannot be reversed. The term irreversible describes the
loss of future options and applies to the impacts of using nonrenewable resources or resources that are
renewable only over a long period of time. The use of raw materials and fuel described in Section 6.2
would represent irreversible commitments of resources under Alternatives B, C, and D. The Service
further defines irretrievable commitments of resources as the long-term or permanent loss of a resource
such as destruction of a cultural resource site, loss of soil productivity, or extinction of a species. These
types of impacts under Alternatives B, C, and D would be avoided and minimized to the extent possible.
Although mortality of individual Covered Species during Covered Activities could occur, the purpose of
the Draft HCP is to ensure these losses would not result in permanent adverse changes at the population
level or significantly and adversely alter population dynamics. Alternatives B, C, and D would slow or
reverse the decline of the Covered Species compared to Alternative A (No Action) and avoid the
irretrievable commitment of the Covered Species.
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https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg1/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_WGI_FullReport_small.pdf
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/syr/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_SYR_SPM.pdf
https://health.hawaii.gov/cab/files/2022/02/aqbook_2020_.pdf
https://health.hawaii.gov/cab/files/2022/12/aqbook_2021.pdf
https://health.hawaii.gov/cab/files/2023/10/2022_AQ_Databook.pdf
https://health.hawaii.gov/cab/files/2024/05/2020-and-2021-Inventory_Final-Report_5-29-24.pdf
https://health.hawaii.gov/cab/files/2024/05/2020-and-2021-Inventory_Final-Report_5-29-24.pdf
https://nca2018.globalchange.gov/chapter/27/
https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table
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