FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Kïpahulu Recreational Fee Demonstration Projects

Kïpahulu District, Maui, Hawai‘i

Haleakalä National Park

U.S. Department of the Interior

National Park Service

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and National Park Service (NPS) guidelines, the NPS prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) that evaluated the potential environmental impacts of five alternatives for improving the existing visitor facilities in the Kïpahulu area of Haleakalä National Park (HALE). 

The purpose of this decision document is to affirm which course of action (i.e., alternative) the NPS intends to follow and record a finding of no significant impact (FONSI).  This FONSI is a summation statement of the various alternatives considered, the basis for decision, the measures to minimize environmental impacts, and public involvement in the decision-making process.  A complete description of the five alternatives, other alternatives dismissed from analysis, affected environment, environmental impacts analysis, mitigating actions, and consultation and coordination are contained in the EA.

PURPOSE AND NEED
As documented in the EA, the purpose of this Federal action is to fulfill plans to develop “limited, informal, and necessary facilities” in the Kïpahulu coastal area of the park as proposed in the 1977 Development Concept Plan and 1995 General Management Plan (GMP).  The GMP (1995:20) states proposed facilities to accommodate visitors would provide: expanded restrooms and potable water from well water; limited day-use parking; and informal camping to accommodate about 40 sites, some adjacent to parking and some designed as walk-in sites.

Over the past 20 years there have been large increases in visitation to HALE with no major improvements made to visitor facilities.  According to park records, in the year 2000, the Kïpahulu coastal area of park received approximately 850,000 visitors.  This equates to approximately 2,300 visitors per day.  It is anticipated that future visitation will equal or exceed this figure.  HALE has, therefore, determined that the proposed improvements to visitor facilities in this area of the park are a critical need.


ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The following table is a comparative summary of the reasonable alternatives selected for evaluation in the EA based upon the internal NPS scooping process.

	
	Alternative 1
	Alternative 2
	Alternative 3 (preferred)
	Alternative 4
	Alternative 5 (no action)

	Restrooms
	New flush toilets at location of existing toilets
	New flush toilets at location of existing toilets
	New flush toilets located closer to the Kïpahulu Visitor Center
	New flush toilets located closer to the Kïpahulu Visitor Center
	Existing composting toilets retained

	Wastewater Treatment and Disposal System
	Septic Tank/ Wetlands Treatment and Soil Absorption Disposal
	Septic Tank/        Re-circulating Sand Filter Treatment and Soil Absorption Disposal
	Septic Tank/ Wetlands Treatment and Soil Absorption Disposal
	Septic Tank/        Re-circulating Sand Filter Treatment and Soil Absorption Disposal
	-

	Day-Use Parking Lot
	Enlarged to 48,400 SF and hard-surfaced with non-black colored patterned asphalt
	Enlarged to 48,400 SF and hard-surfaced with non-black colored patterned asphalt
	Enlarged to 48,400 SF and hard-surfaced with non-black colored patterned asphalt
	Enlarged to 48,400 SF and hard-surfaced with non-black colored patterned asphalt
	Existing 32,000 SF graveled lot retained

	Park Entrance/Exit
	Moved 380 feet northwest of existing entrance/ exit.  Access road from new entrance/ exit to day-use parking lot  hard-surfaced with non-black colored patterned asphalt 
	Moved 380 feet northwest of existing entrance/ exit.  Access road from new entrance/ exit to day-use parking lot  hard-surfaced with non-black colored patterned asphalt
	Moved 380 feet northwest of existing entrance/ exit.  Access road from new entrance/ exit to day-use parking lot  hard-surfaced with non-black colored patterned asphalt
	Moved 380 feet northwest of existing entrance/ exit.  Access road from new entrance/ exit to day-use parking lot  hard-surfaced with non-black colored patterned asphalt
	Existing entrance/ exit retained

	Commercial Vehicles Parking Area
	3,600 SF graveled area off graveled road off access road to day-use parking lot
	3,600 SF graveled area off graveled road off access road to day-use parking lot
	3,600 SF graveled area off graveled road off access road to day-use parking lot
	3,600 SF graveled area off graveled road off access road to day-use parking lot
	-

	Kïpahulu Visitor Center
	-
	-
	Moved 85 feet north of current position
	Moved 85 feet north of current position
	-

	Campground Visitor Facilities
	Two new pre-cast concrete two-seater vault toilets to replace existing vault toilet and graveled loop road with 21 parking spaces added
	Two new pre-cast concrete two-seater vault toilets to replace existing vault toilet and graveled loop road with 21 parking spaces added
	Two new pre-cast concrete two-seater vault toilets to replace existing vault toilet and graveled loop road with 21 parking spaces added
	Two new pre-cast concrete two-seater vault toilets to replace existing vault toilet and graveled loop road with 21 parking spaces added
	Existing vault toilet retained

	Campground Access Road
	Resurfaced with gravel except for a portion that will be hard-surfaced with non-black colored patterned asphalt 
	Resurfaced with gravel except for a portion that will be hard-surfaced with non-black colored patterned asphalt
	Resurfaced with gravel except for a portion that will be hard-surfaced with non-black colored patterned asphalt
	Resurfaced with gravel except for a portion that will be hard-surfaced with non-black colored patterned asphalt
	-


Alternative One - This alternative involves constructing new restrooms with flush toilets on the site of the existing restrooms, which would be connected to a septic tank/wetlands wastewater treatment and soil absorption system via a sewer line.  A fence would be constructed around the perimeter of the wastewater treatment site.  A waterline trench would be dug from the water main located by the pay phone next to the Häna Highway to provide water for the new restrooms.  A photovoltaic system would be installed on the roof of the new restrooms to provide electricity. 

The existing day-use parking lot would be expanded and hard-surfaced with colored (i.e., non-black), patterned asphalt to accommodate 81 delineated parking spaces.  A new entrance/exit into this area of the park would be created about 380 feet to the left of the existing entrance/exit, which would be sealed.  The access road to the day-use parking lot would also be hard-surfaced with colored (i.e., non-black), patterned asphalt.  A graveled road off this access road would lead to a separate graveled parking area for commercial vehicles. 

The existing access road to the campground would be resurfaced primarily with gravel, except for a small portion that would be hard-surfaced with colored (i.e., non-black), patterned asphalt.  A graveled loop road with 21 parking spaces would be added within the existing campground.  A pre-cast concrete two-seater vault toilet would replace the existing vault toilet.  A second pre-cast concrete two-seater vault toilet would be added in the campground. 

After the construction work is completed, areas within the day-use parking lot and campground would be landscaped with native or Polynesian-introduced plants.

This alternative was not selected for implementation because it did not meet the objectives of this Federal action as well as Alternative Three (the preferred alternative).  Visitor circulation from the restrooms to other visitor facilities (e.g., parking lot, Kïpahulu Visitor Center (KVC), trail systems) would be less ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act) accessible compared to Alternative Three.  The location of the restrooms would also create a more “developed” vice “natural/rural” appearance along the Häna Highway road corridor compared to Alternative Three.

Based on the environmental analysis presented in the EA, Alternative One differs from the preferred alternative in the degree of direct and indirect impacts on museum objects located in this area of the park.  Alternative One would have negligible direct and indirect impacts on museum objects.

Alternative Two – This alternative differs from Alternative One only in the proposed septic tank/re-circulating sand filter wastewater treatment system.  

This alternative was not selected for implementation because it did not meet the objectives of this Federal action as well as Alternative Three (the preferred alternative).  Similar to Alternative One, visitor circulation from the restrooms to other visitor facilities (e.g., parking lot, Kïpahulu Visitor Center (KVC), trail systems) would be less ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act) accessible compared to Alternative Three.  The location of the restrooms would also create a more “developed” vice “natural/rural” appearance along the Häna Highway road corridor compared to Alternative Three.  The wastewater treatment system proposed for Alternative Two requires energy (i.e., a photovoltaic system and back-up energy source) and a licensed technical operator to operate the system.  This wastewater treatment system has less of a “natural/rural” appearance compared to the wastewater treatment system proposed for Alternative Three, and there is also the potential for odors associated with this system. 

Based on the environmental analysis presented in the EA and similar to Alternative One, Alternative Two differs from Alternative Three in the degree of direct and indirect impacts on museum objects located in this area of the park.  Alternative Two would have negligible direct and indirect impacts on museum objects. 

Alternative Three – This alternative involves demolishing the existing restrooms and constructing new restrooms with flush toilets closer to the KVC.  This alternative also involves moving the KVC approximately 85 feet north of its current position, removing the existing pay phone next to the Häna Highway, and installing a new pay phone next to the new restrooms.

This alternative differs from Alternatives One and Two in the location of the new restrooms and pay phone, the moving of the KVC, and the length of the water and sewer line trenches.  This alternative differs from Alternative Two and is similar to Alternative One in the wastewater treatment system proposed.   

This is the preferred alternative and the alternative selected by the NPS for implementation because it best achieves the objectives of this Federal action.  This alternative is identical to the preferred alternative presented in the EA.  Visitor circulation from the restrooms to other visitor facilities (e.g., parking lot, Kïpahulu Visitor Center (KVC), trail systems) would be more ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act) accessible compared to the Alternatives One and Two.  The location of the restrooms would also create a more “natural/rural” vice “developed” appearance along the Häna Highway road corridor compared to Alternatives One and Two.  The wastewater treatment system proposed for Alternative Three requires neither energy nor a licensed technical operator to operate the system.  This wastewater treatment system has more of a “natural/rural” appearance compared to the wastewater treatment system proposed for Alternatives Two and Four. 

Based on the environmental impact analysis presented in the EA, Alternative Three would have negligible direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on air quality, environmental justice issues, threatened and endangered species (TES), traffic, and wetlands and floodplains.  This alternative would have negligible indirect and direct impacts and minor cumulative impacts on cultural landscapes.  This alternative would also have minor direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on archeological resources, historic structures, museum objects, park operations, topography, soils and geology, vegetation, visitor use and experience, visual/scenic resources, water resources, and wildlife with mitigation.

Alternative Four – This alternative differs from Alternatives One and Two and is similar to Alternative Three in the location of the new restrooms and pay phone, the moving of the KVC, and the length of the water and sewer line trenches.  This alternative differs from Alternatives One and Three and is similar to Alternative Two in the wastewater treatment system proposed.   

This alternative was not selected for implementation because it does not meet the objectives of this Federal action as well as Alternative Three (the preferred alternative).  Similar to Alternative Two, the wastewater treatment system proposed for Alternative Four requires energy (i.e., a photovoltaic system and back-up energy source) and a licensed technical operator to operate the system.  This wastewater treatment system has less of a “natural/rural” appearance compared to the wastewater treatment system proposed for Alternative Three, and there is also the potential for odors associated with this system.

Based on the environmental analysis presented in the EA, Alternative Four would have a similar degree of impact on the natural, cultural and socioeconomic resources located in this area of the park as Alternative Three.  


Alternative Five – This alternative involves retaining the existing visitor facilities.  This is the no action alternative.  This alternative was not selected for implementation because it does not meet the objectives of this Federal action, which is to improve the existing visitor facilities in the Kïpahulu area of HALE.

Environmentally Preferable Alternative – NPS policy requires the identification of the environmentally preferred alternative.  This is the alternative/s that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in NEPA.  This means the alternative/s that cause the least damage to the biological and physical environment, and afford the most protection, preservation and enhancement of the cultural and natural resources.
Based on the environmental impact analysis presented in the EA, Alternative Five (the no action alternative) is the environmentally preferred alternative because it is the alternative that has negligible impacts on more natural, cultural and socioeconomic resource topics compared to the other alternatives (i.e., 12 out of a total of 16 resource topics).  Alternative Five has minor impacts on archeological resources, historic structures, park operations, and water resources.

In comparison, Alternatives One, Two, Three (the preferred alternative and alternative selected for implementation) and Four have negligible impacts on five out of a total of 16 resource topics.  These alternatives have minor impacts on archeological resources, cultural landscapes, historic structures, museum objects, park operations, topography, soils and geology, water resources, wildlife, vegetation, visitor use and experience, and visual/scenic resources. 

The environmentally preferred alternative was not selected for implementation because it does not meet the objectives of this Federal action, which is to improve the existing visitor facilities in the Kïpahulu area of HALE.

WHY THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE WILL NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT

As documented in the EA and summarized above, the preferred alternative (Alternative Three) which includes the mitigation measures as summarized below, will have negligible or minor direct and indirect effects on the natural, cultural and socioeconomic resources located in the Kïpahulu coastal area of HALE.

Other projects that could occur in or adjacent to the Kïpahulu coastal area of HALE are: 1) construction of a traditional hale (building) for cultural demonstrations (currently cultural demonstrations take place at the KVC); 2) the relocation/restoration of the Kïpahulu home of Charles Lindbergh and Anne Morrow Lindbergh, the Argonauta, and nearby writer’s cottage under the new name “Kïpahulu Conservation Center”; and 3) a line item construction project to build administrative/visitor protection and maintenance/resource management facilities and staff residences.  As documented in the EA and summarized above, the preferred alternative along with these other projects will have negligible or minor cumulative effects on the natural, cultural and socioeconomic resources located in the Kïpahulu coastal area of HALE.

Therefore, the NPS has determined that the preferred alternative will not have a significant (i.e., major) effect on the environment.

MITIGATION SUMMARY

The mitigation measures to be implemented with the preferred alternative (Alternative Three) are associated with four resource impact topics: archeological resources, topography, soils and geology, water resources, and vegetation.

To ensure that work associated with this Federal action avoids archeological resources associated with the Kïpahulu Historic District (see table below), a 30-foot buffer zone around Site # 50-50-17-1088 and 10-foot buffer zones around Sites # 50-50-17-3580 and 50-50-17-3766 will be established using protective fencing prior to start of work.  Archeological monitoring of ground disturbing activities occurring in areas adjacent to Sites 1088, 3580 and 3766 will also be conducted (see table below).

In terms of topography, soils and geology, all soils disturbed by these projects must be reused as fill material on-site or for other projects solely within the Kïpahulu coastal area of the park (see table below).  Since the Kïpahulu coastal area of the park is dominated by non-native vegetation, this mitigation measure also serves to limit the potential spread of alien plants elsewhere in the park (see table below). 

In terms of water resources, monitoring wells will be installed between the on-site wastewater treatment and disposal system and the shoreline to monitor the water quality of the water table (see table below).

Also, any conditions or stipulations of any permits obtained for this Federal action are incorporated by reference as mitigation requirements for this FONSI.  

	Potential Impact
	Mitigation Requirement
	Responsibility Party

	Archeological Resources


	The park archeologist must verify the protective fencing buffer zones have been established prior to start of work.

An archeological monitoring report must be submitted to the Hawaii State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) for review 180 days after the work is completed. 

In the unlikely event that subsurface archeological materials are uncovered in unmonitored areas, all work will be halted in the immediate area and the park archeologist contacted.

Subsequent procedures for dealing with the subsurface archeological materials will be determined in consultation with Hawaii State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and if appropriate, Native Hawaiian individuals and organizations.


	NPS

NPS

Contractor/NPS

NPS

	Topography, Soils and Geology
	Silt containment measures and devices will be used during all soil disturbance, movement, storage, and fill activities to prevent soil from entering the ocean through runoff.

All soils disturbed during the work will be reused as fill material on-site or for other projects solely within the Kïpahulu coastal area of the park.
	Contractor

Contractor

	Vegetation
	All soils disturbed during the work will be reused as fill material on-site or for other projects solely within the Kïpahulu coastal area of the park.
	Contractor

	Water Resources
	Four wells will be installed between the soil absorption field and the shoreline to monitor water table water quality.
	Contractor/NPS


NON-IMPAIRMENT OF PARK RESOURCES

After a review of the environmental impacts documented in the EA, the preferred alternative (Alternative Three), which is the alternative selected for implementation, will not impair park resources or values, including the opportunities that otherwise would be present for the enjoyment of these resources or values.  The preferred alternative will not violate the NPS Organic Act.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Forty copies of the EA, dated January 2003, were distributed by the NPS for public and agency review beginning on February 10, 2003, and ending on March 21, 2003.  A copy of the EA was also available in the public libraries in Häna, Kahului and Wailuku, and on HALE’s website at www.nps.gov/hale.

Press releases were issued to the local media informing the public of the availability of the document for review on February 12, 2003.  The Maui News (February 16, 2003) and the Office of Hawaiian Affairs (OHA) newspaper, Ka Wai Ola OHA (March 2003), ran stories as a result of the press release.

A presentation was made about the projects and comments solicited by the park at the Kïpahulu Community Association’s (KCA) first quarterly meeting of 2003, held on March 1.  Twenty-six people attended the meeting.  Nine copies of the EA were passed out during the presentation. 

A total of nine written comments were received from interested public and agencies via the KCA meeting, email, and regular mail during the public review period.  An additional two comments were received from interested public and agencies via regular mail after the public review period.  The comment letters and emails are kept on file at HALE and are available to the public upon request.  The comments received were screened to determine whether any factual corrections, new issues, new alternatives that the park wishes to consider, potential for significant impacts or mitigation measures were suggested.  The comments received did not identify any factual corrections, additional reasonable alternatives, potential for significant impacts or mitigation measures.  The comments received did identify two new issues that the NPS responded to, but did not require a change in the text of the EA.  The issues and the NPS responses are provided in the attached Errata Sheet.   

CONSULTATION

Section 106 of the NHPA requires Federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties (i.e., cultural resources listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places [NRHP]) and afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and/or the SHPO a reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings.  The NPS entered into formal Section 106 consultation with the SHPO on the proposed Federal action on November 7, 2002 stating that in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.5 a finding of “no historic properties adversely effected” was appropriate for this undertaking.  On January 15 and May 12, 2003 the SHPO concurred with the NPS determination for this undertaking provided that: 1) the HALE archeologist or another archeologist verify the protective fencing buffer zones are in place prior to the start of work; 2) archeological monitoring of ground-disturbing activities is conducted in areas adjacent to Sites 1088, 3580 and 3766; and 3) a report documenting the findings is submitted to the SHPD for review upon 180 days following the completion of these projects (see table above). 

Section 106 of the NHPA also requires Federal agencies to consult with Native Hawaiian organizations about the effects of their undertakings on resources of traditional religious and cultural significance listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP.  Consultation with the Küpuna Group for the Kïpahulu District of HALE on the proposed Federal action occurred on May 6, 2002.  The küpuna didn’t have any objections to the project.

Consultation with OHA occurred concurrently with the SHPO consultation on November 7, 2002.  In a comment letter received on December 16, 2002 OHA recommended the NPS continue its consultations with knowledgeable Hawaiian individuals and organizations.  OHA requested that 30-foot buffer zones be erected for all three archeological sites, native plantings be used to screen the areas after the work is completed, and the NPS work with its Küpuna Group and other interested parties to develop a long-term protection plan for these sites.  OHA also requested assurances that the NPS will follow all applicable laws and notify its office if burials are encountered during these projects (see table above).  OHA also expressed concerns that seepage or discharge from the wastewater treatment and disposal system does not affect nearby streams, near-shore waters or water table since this could affect Hawaiian gathering rights.

In an April 11, 2003 reply letter to OHA, the NPS stated due to the proximity of construction activities associated with this Federal action, only 10-foot buffer zones could be established around Sites 3580 and 3766, that SHPO has concurred with the size of the buffer zones, and the locations of the sites are already screened by existing vegetation.  The NPS also responded that the proposed wastewater treatment systems are designed to typically remove--75-95% of total suspended solids; 50-95% of biochemical oxygen demand; 50-90% of ammonia, nitrates, zinc, copper and cadmium; 10-50% of phosphorus; 70% of nickel; 80-95% of lead; and 54-92% of oil and grease.  These systems would release effluent into the soil absorption field area with less pollutants and harmful bacteria than the effluent from the standard septic tank treatment system that is typically approved by the Hawaii State Department of Health (HSDH).  Therefore, the NPS has determined that these systems would treat and dispose of wastewater in a manner that would not have significant impacts on groundwater, the ocean, or Hawaiian gathering rights.  
Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management (CZM) Act requires Federal agencies to carry out activities within or outside the coastal zone that affects any land or water use or natural resource of the coastal zone, in a manner consistent with the policies of state CZM programs.  Federal agencies are also required to provide a consistency determination to the relevant state agency no later than 90 days before final approval of the Federal activity, unless both the Federal and state agency agrees to a different schedule.  A letter was sent to the Hawaii State CZM Program on March 27, 2003 providing the EA for review and comment, and stating the proposed Federal action occurs on Federal lands excluded from the coastal zone and based on the information discussed and analyzed in the EA that a Federal consistency determination is not required.  A letter acknowledging the NPS CZM federal consistency negative determination was received from the Hawaii State CZM Program on April 30, 2003.  The letter states that the Hawaii State CZM Program does not have any objections to the negative determination on the basis that: 1) the HSDH must approve the on-site wastewater treatment and disposal system; 2) the preferred alternative would have minor impacts in archeological resources and historic structures; and 3) the expectation that silt containment measures and devices will be used during all soil disturbance, movement, storage and fill activities to prevent soil from entering the ocean (non federally-excluded area) through runoff (see table above).   
Consultations with the HSDH regarding the on-site wastewater treatment disposal system proposed in the preferred alternative began in 2000 and continued through to 2002 with review and approval of the proposed design for the system.  Meetings with the HSDH also occurred in December 2000 and August 2001.  The well water in this area of the park was tested and passed by HSDH in 1998 as safe for drinking.  The water distribution system in this area of the park must still be certified by HSDH.

CONCLUSION

Based on the analysis in the EA as summarized above, the nature of the comments received during the pubic review period, and the capability of the mitigation measures to avoid or reduce potential impacts, it is the determination of the NPS that the preferred alternative (Alternative Three) would not constitute a major federal action that would significantly affect the environment.  The preferred alternative would not have direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts or connected actions that would significantly affect the environment.  Therefore, in compliance with NEPA, an environmental impact statement is not required and the preferred alternative as detailed in the EA may be implemented immediately.
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ERRATA SHEET TO THE

Environmental Assessment for the Kïpahulu Recreational Fee Demonstration Projects, Kïpahulu District, Maui, Hawai‘i 

NEW ISSUE

#1: Comment from four respondents – The pay phone is the only one available for miles and is of use to the community as well as park visitors.  We would like to see a pay phone kept close to the Häna Highway with a safe pullout.

NPS Response – The reason for moving the pay phone in the preferred alternative (Alternative Three) was to address potential safety and vandalism concerns resulting from the phone’s proximity to the road and distance from park facilities.  Therefore, we will consider installing a second pay phone in a safe location near the Häna Highway, in addition to moving the current pay phone closer to the location of the new restrooms.

#2: Comment from two respondents  – These projects while a response to the increase of visitors and usage of this section of the park, also seem to encourage further increases in visitor numbers and usage, which will increase traffic on the Häna Highway.  I know that in other parks, such as Yosemite and Zion, there are efforts being made to decrease traffic coming into the parks.  

NPS Response – Toilets, parking areas and access roads are not a major reason why visitors visit this area of the park.  Visitors come for the recreational opportunities the park provides.  However unlike the parks mentioned (i.e., Yosemite and Zion), which are destinations in and of themselves and where visitors may stay overnight for multiple days and nights, HALE is only one recreational opportunity among many along the Häna Highway that visitors visit on day tours to Häna, Kïpahulu, and beyond.  In fact, the reason why improvements to facilities are being proposed is so HALE can adequately accommodate the large numbers of visitors already stopping at the park as part of their trip.

The EA of necessity focused on immediate improvements needed in the Kïpahulu coastal area of the park.  The broader issue of increasing recreational demands in the general area, and the park’s specific role in providing recreational opportunities along the Häna Highway corridor will be addressed in a forthcoming GMP update.  The GMP update process will encourage public involvement as an important part of the overall conservation planning process.  
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