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I ntroduction

We received 590 responses on our draft CCP/EA inora commentsat our public meeting, in phonecalls,
written correspondence, or electronic documents. The comment period extended 57 days, from
December 5, 2005, to January 31, 2006.

Werecelved two |ettersfrom state agencies:
=  New York State Department of Environmenta Conservation, Division of Fish, Wildlifeand Marine
Resources(NY SDEC)
= New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation, Historic Preservation Field
Services Bureau (SHPO)

Wereceived threelettersfrom town and county government officials.
= Ulsgter County Legidature Environmental Committee
= Town of Shawangunk Supervisor
=  Townof Gardiner Environmenta Conservation Commission

Wereceived seven lettersfrom local and national conservation organizations, associations, groups, or clubs.
=  Mohonk Preserve
= Orange County Audubon Society, Inc.
= Audubon New York
» TheNature Conservancy Eastern New York Chapter
= WildlifeWatch, Inc.
=  New York State Ornithol ogical Association, Inc.
= EdgarA. MearnsBird Club

Wereceived 579 responsesfromindividuas:
= 54l eectronicmaillings
= 2Sletters
= 1phonecdll
= 11facamiles

Thirty-eight peopl e attended our public meeting on January 17, 2006, from 7:00 p.m. t0 9:00 p.m., at the
Wallkill Hook, Ladder & HoseinWallkill, New York. Some submitted written instead of oral comments,
whileothers submitted both. More commentsarrived later by post or e ectronic mall.

Thefollowing discussion summarizesthe substantiveissuesthey raised and our responsesto them. Many of
our responsesrefer to thefull text copy of our draft CCP/EA, and indicate how thefinal CCP reflectsour
proposed changes. If you would liketo view or download copies of thedraft CCP/EA or final CCP, they are
availableonlineat http:/library.fws.gov/ccps.htm. You may a so request them on CD-ROM or inprint by
contacting therefuge headquarters. Phone: (973) 702-7266. Email: Wal lkillRiver @fws.gov

Wadlkill River Nationa WildlifeRefuge
1547 Route 565
Sussex, New Jersey 07461
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Priority Public Uses
a. Hunting

Comment. Themagority of the commentswe received camefrom peoplewho oppose any form of hunting
on nationa wildliferefuges. They expressed their concern that hunting isincons stent with the very definition of
theword“refuge,” violatesfedera policy, and contradictsthe mission of the Nationa Wildlife Refuge System.

Response. The Nationa Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 (Improvement Act) identifies
hunting asoneof six priority, wildlife-dependent recreationa usesthat areto receive enhanced consideration
inrefuge planning. The othersarefishing, wildlife observation and photography, and environmenta education
and interpretation. Thelmprovement Act directsusto provide high-quality opportunitiesfor those priority
useswhen they are compatiblewith refuge purposes, goa's, and other management priorities. Theact did not
establish ahierarchy among the six uses, but enablesrefuge managersto facilitatethem when they are
compatibleand appropriate. Appendix B includes our compatibility determination on thearchery deer hunt.

Comment. Some expressed their oppositionto archery hunting, in particular. They believeitisthemost
inhumane, cruel form of deer hunting, resulting in high rates of wounding and extended suffering for deer that
arehit, but arenot killed.

Response. Werespectfully disagree that awell-managed archery hunt program would be an inhumane, cruel
formof hunting. No published stati sticsfrom peer-reviewed, professiond publications support that concern.
In addition, we have not witnessed as gnificant concern on refugesthroughout the Northeast region that have
offered an archery deer hunt programfor years.

Comment. Weheard from several reviewers, including theNY SDEC, who support hunting asaway to
control deer populationsand providearecreationa activity. A few other reviewerssuggested thereisno
biologica needto control deer ontherefugethat warrantsopening it for archery hunting.

Response. Hunting isone method for managing deer populations, alegitimate, generally accepted
recreationd activity, and oneof thesix priority public usesof the Refuge System. Whether deer have
overpopulated an areaor have damaged resourcesisnot the solejustification for adeer hunt onanational
wildliferefuge.

For example, theNY SDEC hasdetermined thereisaharvestable deer populationinitswildlife management
unit 3J, whichincludestherefuge. That agency isastrong advocatefor thishunting opportunity, because
areasopen to public hunting continueto declinein thearea. Our strong partnership with that agency andits
encouragement provideastrongincentive. Therefuge manager hasthe authority toimplement adeer-hunting
program upon the approval of this CCP, after devel oping ahunt plan and publishing ancticeinthe Federa
Regiger.

Although we have not conducted aformal census, we believethe number of deer that usetherefugeis
increasing. Wea so bdlievethat increase primarily resultsfromtheincreaseinresidential development inthe
area. Severa refuge neighborswho attended the public meeting said that they have also observed increasing
numbersof deer in recent years.
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Thedraft CCP/EA (page4-19) mentionsthat an overpopul ation of deer would degrade habitat by
overbrowsing, would increasethe number of deer-automobile collisions, and would cause the depredation of
cropsor landscaping on adjacent properties. Ted Kerpez, Regiona Wildlife Manager of NY SDEC, told us
“deer overabundanceisoneof thetop threatsto biodiversity in the Shawangunk RidgeArea’ (Kerpez, pers.
comm. 2006). Wewould liketo add that an overabundant deer popul ation might also increase the potential
for chronic wasting disease, an increasing concern sinceitsrecent discovery in upstate New York. A hunt
program operated under state regul ationson therefugewould hel p maintainitsdeer popul ation within the
carrying capacity of itshabitat. Wewould work with NY SDEC and their god sfor wildlife management

unit 3Jin managing refuge deer populationsat thelevel necessary to maintain quaity habitat for diverse
wildlifeand minimizethreatsto agricultureand public hedth.

Two people questioned our statement in the draft CCP/EA (page 4-19) that an overabundant deer
population could contributeto increased local incidences of Lymediseasein the human population. We
checked the Center for Disease Control (CDC) websiteat http://www.cdc.gov/ncidod/dvbid/lyme/
Id_transmission.htmfor clarification. We apol ogizefor any misstatement. TheCDC site states

“TheLymedisease bacterium (Borreliaburgdorferi) normaly livesinmice, squirrels, and other small
animals. Itistransmitted among these animal s—and to humans—through the bites of certain species
of ticks....Although adult ticks often feed on deer, these animalsdo not becomeinfected. Deer are
nevertheessimportant in transporting ticksand maintaining tick populations.”

Inour draft CCP/EA (page4-20), we predict that the present deer popul ation on therefugewould lessen
over thelong term, but would remain rel atively stablewithin the carrying capacity of the habitat. A predicted
maximum of 50 hunterswith asuccessrate of 15 percent could takeeight deer each year.

Comment. Severd reviewerswere concerned that opening therefugeto hunting will affect other priority
public uses, such aswildlifeobservation.

Response. We recogni ze that hunting may affect other priority public useson therefuge during the hunting
season. However, wewill attempt to minimize conflictsamong usersthrough outreach and communi cations.
Wewill post awarning at the refuge entrance during the hunt season, but otherwise do not planto closethe
refugeto other uses. In 2005 and 2006, the early archery deer seasonisrelatively short: it lastsfrom
October 15to November 16.

Comment. Adjacent landownershave expressed concern about alowing archery hunting near their homes.
They areworried about the safety of children, domestic animals, etc.

Response. Safety isour paramount cons deration in devel oping thishunting program. It will comply withal
state and federal safety regulationson discharging bows. New York State hunting regulationsmakeitillega to
dischargeabow sothat itsload, or arrow, passes over any part of apublic highway (any road maintained by
state, county, or town) or within 500 feet of any dwelling, farm building, or structurein occupation or use.
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Comment. Onereviewer was unsure whether the proposed hunting site was adequate, that thewoodsa ong
Hoagerburg Road weretoo thick to hunt.

Response. Deer hunterswill operate fromtemporary tree stands, wherethey will be ableto view deer
bel ow. Except when they accesstheir tree standsor retrieve game, we do not expect them to bewalking on
theground.

Comment. Somereviewersexpressed adesirefor therefugeto offer additional opportunitiesfor hunting.
They suggested that therefuge provide opportunitiesfor shotgun and muzzlel oader hunting aswell asturkey
hunting ontherefuge.

Response. Thedraft CCP/EA (pages 3-8 and 3-9) describesour rationale for not including more hunting
seasons. We are concerned about the disturbance of federal trust resourcesat sensitivetimesof theyear, or
that the huntswould requirealot of hunter accessacrosscountry in areasthat pose asafety hazard (e.g.,
exposed, broken culverts, or the excavated foundations of former buildings). We determined that the white-
talled deer archery season, when hunterswill hunt primarily from tree stands, isthe only hunting season that
would produce asafe, high-quality hunting experiencewith either minimal or no disturbance of grassdand-
dependent birdsand their habitats. We definea” high-quality” hunt programinthe draft CCP/EA (page 3-
33).

b. Fishing

Comment. Severad reviewerssupported our plan to open the pond for fishing. A few othersopposed it,
expressing concern over the possibility that anglerswill leave garbage, including monofilament line, which
would degradethesiteor create athreat to birds.

Response. Federa regulationsrequiredl refugevisitorsto removetheir trash beforeleaving therefuge.
Through outreach and education, wewill aert visitorsto that responsbility. Inaddition, our staff and law
enforcement personnel will check periodicaly to ensurethat visitors, including anglers, are complying with
refugeregulations. If trash becomes apersistent problem at the pond, or the site becomes degraded, or
wildlifeisthreatened, therefuge manager hasthe authority to closetherefugetofishing.

Comment. Onereviewer was concerned that restocking the pond would be necessary to provide continued
satisfactionfor anglers: that restocking will not only reducethebiodiversity of fish, but also, theincreased
number of anglerswould disurbwildlife.

Response. Although we are opening the pond to fishing, we do not proposeto stock it at thistime. We
describeinthedraft CCP/EA (pages 3-9 and 3-10) why wewould not alow the stocking of non-nativefish.
Although stocking with nativefishisalow priority now, we may consder itinthefuture, but only in
cooperationwithNY SDEC. Asaresult, we expect fishing pressureto bevery low at the pond, becauseit
doesnot provide ahigh-quality fishing experience, and the nearby Wallkill River and tributaries offer better
fishing. We predict the composition of fish speciesin the pond would not change over the short term, but their
populationswould diminish over time.
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. Non-priority PublicUses
a. Bicycling, Jogging, and Hor seback Riding

Comment. A few reviewersexpressed their desireto seetherefuge openfor bicycling, jogging, or
horseback riding. Thoseinterested specifically in biking or jogging suggested that, if they remain onthe
runways, their impact onwildlifewould beminimal. Thereviewer interested in horseback riding cited the
limited areasavailablefor that activity inthe surrounding area, and suggested that if they ride on the edge of
thewoodlandsand grasdands, their impact onwildlifewould beminimal .

Response. Therefuge manager frequently receivesrequestsfor new activitieson therefuge. However, aswe
describeinthedraft CCP/EA (page 1-8), before any new activity isinitiated or permitted, the refuge manager
must determinethat it isacompatible use and cons stent with laws, regulations, Service policy and public
safety (603 FWS 2). Inthedraft CCP/EA (page 3-9), weidentify several reasonswhy we have not allowed
thoseactivitieson thisrefuge. In addition, therefuge manager hasthediscretionto allow or deny any use
based ontheresourcesavailableto administer it, such asfunding or personnel. Although those activities
would not require new infrastructure, they would require regular monitoring to ensurethey do not affect
refugeresources. Therefuge manager has determined that the best way to spend limited refugeresourcesisin
sustai ning therefuge programsfor priority, wildlife-dependent recreationa use.

b. Furbearer Management

Comment. Severd reviewers, including the NY SDEC, would liketo seetherefuge offer ageneral trapping
program. They are concerned about the increas ng popul ations of such speciesasfox, raccoon, and coyote,
and they believe devel opment and restrictionson public accessincreasingly limit opportunitiesfor trapping.

Response. Furbearer management isnot one of the six priority public uses. In addition, therefuge manager
doesnot want to divert limited staffing and funding to administer thisprogram, but plansto focusthose
resourceson hunting, wildlife observation and photography, and interpretation. However, wedo planto use
furbearer management asan administrativetool, when needed, to protect federal trust resources of
conservation concern, such asnesting and wintering migratory birds. Therefuge manager will determinewhen
conditionsontherefugewarrant administrative trapping.

c. Mode AirplaneFlying

Comments. Severa reviewersopposed modd airplaneflying because of concernsabout noise, the
disturbance of wildlifeand interferencewith “passiverecreation.” Others, including severa who attended the
public meeting, expressed their desireto seetherefugealow modd airplaneflying, which the previousowner
of thisformer GalevilleMilitary Training Siteallowed. They claimthat it wasvery popular and regionally
important for enthusiastsof model airplaneflying, and that the conditionsthissiteaffords(e.g., thelarge,
open, unobstructed air spaceoutsdemagjor air traffic) arenot available anywhereelseintheregion.

Response. Werecogni zethe dedi cation of enthusiastsof model airplaneflying, and acknowledgethat the

pursuitispopular among peopleof al ages. We a so recogni zethat opportunitiesarelimited on public landsin
theregion. However, after thorough analysisinaformal compatibility determination and apublic review and
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comment period, in 2002 theformer refuge manager determined mode airplaneflying wasnot compatible.
Our Director reviewed and upheld that formal determination. Membersof the New York congressional
delegation aso reviewed it. The current refuge manager supportsit, and the draft CCP/EA and thisfinal CCP
incorporateit. Pleaserefer to appendix B for the compatibility determination on model airplaneflying and
model airplaneaeronautical events.

[1l.  Habitat Management

a. Prescribed Burning
Comment. Two reviewersexpressed concern over the use of prescribed burning to managegrasdand
habitat on therefuge. They are concerned about the health of animalson therefuge aswell asanimasand
peopleinthesurrounding area.

Response. We described our potential use of thishabitat management tool in the draft CCP/EA on pages 3-
23and 4-11. Thelatter states* the wet soils of the refugeinhibit our extensive use of fire, and the cool-season
grassesthat dominaterefugefieldshave only ashort time period during which fire can be applied toinvigorate
growth....Most likely, wewould burn on one or two days per year.”

We a so describe on page 4-11 how wewould comply with all applicablefederal, state, and local
requirementsto control air pollution, manage smoke and avoid safety risks. Our prescribed fireplan
(appendix F) addresses smoke emissions, plumedirection, and identifying and protecting sendtiveareas. We
would pay close attention to wind conditionswhen burning near roadsand highwaysto prevent driving
hazards, and would not hesitate to postpone aburn in questionablewind conditions. Thisfina CCPwould
allow theuse of fireasamanagement tool under the conditions noted above.

b. Grazing
Comment. Severa reviewersexpressed concern about the use of grazing on therefuge.

Response. We described our potential use of thishabitat management tool in thedraft CCP/EA on pages 3-
23, 4-14, and 4-15. Wewould use livestock grazing (cattle, horses, goats, and sheep) to control non-native
speciesand reduce shrub and tree seedlingsthat encroach on the grasslands. Wewould issue specid use
permitsto local farmersthat include termsand conditions about the numbers, timing, and areaa lowed for
grazing. Wewould monitor the program and, if itsimpacts become unacceptable, could terminateit at any
time

Cooperating withloca farmerswill not only achieveour habitat goals, but also help thelocal farming
community sustainitsagricultural businessand way of life. It would a so provide usan outreach opportunity
to share grasd and management techniquesto benefit wildlife. Thisfina CCPwould allow theuse of grazing
asamanagement tool under the conditions noted above
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c. HerbicideUseto Control Invasive Species

Comment. Severa reviewerssupported our use of herbicidesasneeded to control invasive speciesand
preservegrasd ands habitat. One suggested it should be used judicioudly, if at al. Othersexpressed concern
over any useof herbicideson therefuge. Some claimed the practice was not in keeping with the purpose of a
wildliferefuge, that the* curewasworsethan thedisease.” Othersworried that the herbicidesare more
malignant than the evidence shows, and questioned the sourcefor our discussion of impacts. Local residents
attending the public meeting are concerned that herbicideswill end upin surrounding water systems, and
expressed concern about the cumulativeimpact from the surrounding landowners. Severd reviewers
encouraged the refugeto use, and continueresearch on, primarily biologica methodsasthe best way to
control non-native species.

Response. Controlling purpleloosestrife on thisrefugeisahuge concern. Thedraft CCP/EA (page 1-19)
describesthat issuein more detail. Weidentify herbicidesasone of severa toolswe could useto control
invasive plantsand enhance our ability to maintain high-quality grassand habitats. We have not used
herbicideson therefuge, and would use them only when mechanical and biologica control treatmentslose
their effectiveness. Wewill continueto cooperatewith Cornell University inmonitoring theviability of
biological control agentson purpleloosestrife. If we could rely onthebiological control agentsasthesole
treatment for reducing purpleloosestrife, that would beideal, but we have not substantiated yet their
effectivenessover thelong term.

We describe our maximum potential use of herbicidesand their potentia impactsinthedraft CCP/EA on
pages 4-12, 4-14, 4-15, and 4-16. We have used those herbi cides successfully on many other refugesinthe
Northeast without del eteriouseffects. The Servicerequiresthe development of adetailed pesticide use
proposal, which our regiona contaminants coordinator must review and approveannually beforeany use.
Theuseof pesticideson refugesishighly regulated; human health and safety arethe paramount concerns,

We stand by our sourcefor information on the predicted impacts of herbicide use at thelevel s proposed.
According to our contaminants coordinator, thiswebsteincludesresearch summariesby scientists published
inobjective, peer-reviewed publications. However, wewould liketo point out an error inthedraft CCP/EA
(pages 4-12 and 4-14) about the |l ocation of thewebsite. The correct sitefor additional information on
herbicidesishttp://extoxnet.orst.edu/pips/ghindex.html. If you wouldlike specificinformation on glyphosate
or 2,4-D pleasevisit: http://extoxnet.orst.edu/pips/alyphosa.htm or http://extoxnet.orst.edu/pips/24-D.htm.

d. PlantingFood Plots
Comment. Onereviewer suggested that the refuge establish food plotsfor turkeysand other hunted species.
Response. Our management priority isto provide high-qudity habitat for grassland-nesting birdsand
wintering raptors. Wewill direct our available staffing and funding resourcesto support that priority. Although

we acknowledgethat turkeysare anative species, and hunting isapriority public use, wewould not direct
our limited resourcesaway from activitiesthat do not directly support refuge purposes or management goals.
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e. Runway Removal and Restoration

Comment. Several reviewers supported theremova of therunwaysto create amore natura setting and
provide additional, high-quality grasslands. Severd othersvoiced their opposition to any restoration design
that would result in the completeremoval of therunways. Their reasonsvaried. Some expressed concern that
the cost of therunway removal istoo high. They suggested other alternativessuch asremoving, or breaking
up, alternating sectionsof therunway, cutting aseriesof swathsthrough therunwaystoimproveor increase
surfacewater flow, or bringingin soil to cover them. Others expressed concern that hauling the thousands of
tonsof debrisoff-sitewould affect theroad systeminloca communitiesand their safety inthat congested
truck traffic.

Two refuge neighborsworried that removing the runway would damagethe drainage system and affect the
hydrology of thearea. One suggested that we plan nothing until we have conducted aPhase | Environmental
SiteAssessment. Hewas concerned that contamination under the runway could negate any plans. Another
reviewer questioned whether completely removing therunwayswasevenfeasible, giveninformationindicating
their depthwasseveral feet.

Severd reviewersexpla ned the benefitsthe runways provideto therefuge. They provide habitat for several
nesting and foraging birds. Refuge visitorshave sighted killdeer, horned larks, northern harriers, and short-
eared owlsthat feed or nest near or on therunways. They aso provide easier accessfor peoplewith
disabilities, aswell aslocationsfor birdersto set up stationary scopes. Somevisitorsconcerned about ticks
and Lymediseasewould prefer to maintain therunwaysasatick-freeaternativeto waking ingrassy areas.

Response. We appreciate thethoughtful, heartfelt concernsabout removing the runways completely and
hauling debris off-site. Peopleat the public meeting shared some great ideaswith us. In responseto those
ideas, weplan to redesign our restoration proposal to alessintensive, lessexpensive project, but onethat still
meetstherefuge purpose and our priority objectiveto enhancetheareafor grasdand birds. At thistime, we
continueto expect someremova of runway materia, although not to the extent originally planned. In addition,
wewill exploreall meansof recycling or using the debrisin aconstructiveway on-siteor inthetown park
nearby, if town officia sareinterested. Althoughweare modifying our plansto bemoreredisticfroma
logistical and funding standpoint, wea sowishto clarify that, in our professional judgment, evenif grasdands
birdshave adapted to the presence of therunways, their presence affectsthe biological integrity of thesite.

For thosewho expressed their concern that the depth of the runwayswould hamper restoration, we offer the
resultsof asurvey by aconsultant wehiredin 2001. Infrasense, Inc. determined that the depth of the
concrete and asphalt of the runways averaged between 6.43 and 8.26 inches. If you would like additional
information, please contact refuge headquartersto receive acopy of Shawangunk GrasslandsNWR,
Ground Penetrating Radar Pavement Thickness Survey Report by Infrasense, Inc. November 29,
2001.
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f. TreeCutting

Comment: Onereviewer expressed concern about our proposal to cut treesthat have established
themselvesinthegrassdandsand leave only onetreeevery 10 acres.

Response: Inthedraft CCP/EA, on page 3-22, we acknowledgethat raptors may usethosetreesfor
perching and asabasefor foraging, and some breeding grassand birds may usethem for singing posts.
However, weal so noted that northern harriersand short-eared owls, our two wintering raptor focal species,
primarily hunt whileflying, and do not requiremany treesin their foraging aress.

The presence of thetreeshamperstheefficiency and effectivenesswith which we can manage thegrasdands.
Our equipment must avoid a 12-foot-wide swath around each treeto avoid hitting it. The costsassociated
with grassand management increase astree density increases. We believe our plantoleave onetreeevery
10 acresisreasonable, and most efficiently achieves our grasd and management objectives, which arethe
highest priority inour biologica program. Thefinal CCPincludesthismanagement action.

0. WetlandsRestor ation

Comment. Onereviewer wanted usto restoretheartificial pond to wetland habitat asaternative C
proposes. That reviewer believes such habitat isin short supply ontherefuge, and the cost of restoration
wouldbe“minimd.”

Response. God 2, objective 2cinthedraft CCP/EA (page 3-26), includesrecommending an evaluationto
determinethe extent to which past land use practices affected natural hydrol ogy and wetlandsand identify
restoration opportunities. Wewould devel op specific projectsafter considering what istechnically feasible,
cost-effective, without adverseimpact on adjacent private property, and cons stent with management for
grassland birds and wintering raptors. However, wewould not iminatethe pond aslong astherefuge
manager determinesitisproviding aviablefishing opportunity.

h. Monitoring

Comment. Onereviewer stated that devel oping amonitoring program to eval uate the effectiveness of our
habitat management, especially theresponse o the bird speciestargeted, should beapriority. That reviewer
statesthat such aprogramisimportant to detect any negativeimpactsearly on and develop planstoreverse
them.

Response. We describe our commitment to devel op aHabitat and Species|nventory and Monitoring Planin
thedraft CCP/EA on page 3-4. That step-down planisapriority for completion within 2 yearsof final CCP
approval. It will outlinethe methodol ogy to assesswhether our origina assumptionsand proposed
management actionsare, infact, supporting our habitat and speciesobjectives.
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i. Expansion of FocusArea

Comment. Somereviewersexpressed their desireto expand thefocus areaof therefugetoincludethe
Wallkill River and ariparian buffer corridor.

Response. We haveincluded that expanded focusareain our final CCP. Pleaserefer tomap 1-2in
chapter 1 of thefinal CCP.

V. Infrastructure
a. New Trail System

Comment. A reviewer expressed skepticism asto why wewere proposing anew trall for therefuge, given
itslimited resources. In contrast, the Shawangunk Town Supervisor suggested the town and refuge cooperate
onatrail project that would includealink between the refuge and thetown park.

Response. Thelmprovement Act identifies, wildlife observation and photography and environmental
interpretation asthree of thesix priority wildlife-dependent recreational usesthat areto receive enhanced
congderationinrefuge planning. Our mandateisto provide high-quality opportunitiesfor those priority uses
whenthey are compatiblewith refuge purposes, god's, and other management priorities. The planned
interpretivetrail, with observation platformsand blinds, would greeatly facilitatethose activitiesontherefuge.
Thetrail would be self-guided, thus minimizing the need for adedicated Service presence.

Wefully support theideaof cooperating with thetown onthat trail project, aswell asthe suggestion of
pursuing grant funding under the partnership. Our find CCPincludesthisproject.

Comment. Onereviewer suggested that the proposed trail belocated in thearchery hunting areasto help
provide access.

Response. Thepriority consideration for thelocation of thetrail isto facilitate wildlife observation of the
grasd andswhile minimizing theimpactson the habitat and speciesof concern by using therunwaystothe
extent practicable. Thelocation of thetrail may alsoimprove accessfor hunters, butisnot ahigh
congderationinitsdesign.

b. Expansion of ParkingArea

Comment. Somereviewersopposed expanding the parking areafor one of two reasons. First, they believed
that theareashould stay “natural” . Second, they questioned whether the parking areareally needed
expansion a all. Onereviewer whether the need would ever arisefor 20 parking spacesat onetime. Another
suggested we movethe parking areacloser to the pond where, in winter, people could stay intheir carsand
viewwildlife

Response. Aswe add fishing and hunting programs, we expect the number of refugevisitorstoincrease. On

many weekends, the present lot isfull to capacity, and people park their cars on Hoagerburgh Road. That is
most likely during peak birding seasonsand when local birding clubshost agroup trip. Wewant to ensure

Final CCP - May 2006 I-11



Appendix |

that al visitorsat therefuge have safe accessto the opportunitiesit provides. Expanding the parking areawill
facilitate that access.

In addition, athough wedescribea® 20-car lot Size” expansoninthedraft CCP/EA, wewereredly tryingto
convey alot sizethat would allow aschool busto turnaround safely. Our latest design actudly includes
parking for 12to 14 vehiclesand a3-point turnaround for aschool bus. It istruethat some additional
disturbance of approximately aquarter of an acrewill occur when wereconfigure the existing parking area;
however, wedo not believeit will Sgnificantly diminishthe naturalnessof thearea, becauseitisimmediately
adjacent to apaved county road and incorporatesthe present parking area.

Providing parking at the pond to benefit peoplewho view raptorsin winter would require usto keep theroad
open by plowingit. Inaddition, if thiswere our primary parking year-round, wewould haveto createawide
barrier to prevent peoplein their motorized vehiclesfrom venturing out onto the runways. We do not havethe
equipment in the areato plow, nor do wewant to commit additional fundsto acontractor to plow theroad,
nor do wewant to create an additional enforcement concern about peopledriving off-road. Theexisting gate
locationisvery effectivein keeping motorized street vehicles off therefuge. Unfortunately, we still havea
problemwiththeillega useof dl-terrain vehicles. Thefinal CCPincludestheproposa to reconfigurethe
parking area.

b. ConstructingVisitor Contact Sation

Comment. Somereviewersopposed the construction of avisitor contact station on therefuge. Onefound a
visitor contact station unnecessary becausetherefugeisnot staffed. Another expressed the desireto keep the
areaas” natura” asposs ble and minimize development ontherefuge.

Response. Wewould locatethe visitor contact facility we have planned near the pond, on asiteaready
disturbed and leveled just of f the asphalt road. Our planisto placeasmall, pre-manufactured building, of
approximately 1,100 squarefeet, to accommodate one seasond staffer, asmall office, bathroom, supply
room, and aone-bay garagefor storing equipment. We believethat development isminimal, and very
important invisitor outreach and the admini stration of thisrefuge. Thisfind CCPincludesthisproposal.

V. RefugeAdministration, Saffingand Budgets
a. Service Presence on Refuge

Comment. Onereviewer wanted the Serviceto increaseits presence on therefuge, and mentioned that,
evenif refuge staff were not availablefrom day to day, perhapsavolunteer group could play arolein
watching over or helping to administer therefugeasan dternative.

Response. We appreciatetheinterest inincreasing the Service presence ontherefuge; it isalso aconcern of
ours. However, wedo not foresee achangein our budget forecastsover the next few yearsthat would allow
usto commit permanent staff to thisrefuge. Aswe describein thedraft CCP/EA (page 3-7) and in thisfina
CCP, gaff fromtheWallkill River refuge primarily will administer the Shawangunk Grasdandsrefuge. We
plan to hire one seasona staff and promote a Friends Group to help watch over therefuge.
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b. Budgets

Comment. Several reviewerscommented that the costs estimated in the draft CCP/EA (appendix D) to
implement the programsour preferred dternative B proposesare unredistic, giventheforecast of adeclining
Servicebudget. Others commented that, despite being ahighly specific 15-year plan, itsprojected costs
should bemore*nailed down.” Several people commented that we might better spend the cost of restoring
30 acresin purchasing land, sincewe claim that theloss of important wildlife habitat to development is
escdating.

Response. Thisdisclaimer appearsontheinside cover of every draft CCP/EA: “ These plansdetail program
planning levelsthat are sometimes substantially above current budget alocationsand, assuch, areprimarily
for Servicestrategic planning and program prioritization purposes. The plansdo not constitute acommitment
for staffing increases, operationa and maintenanceincreases, or funding for futureland acquisition.”

Inappendix D, weidentify our estimatesof costsfor our major construction and maintenance projects,
including proposed staffing needsand each project’sregional and refugeranking. Aswedevelop detailed
step-down plansor project plans, our estimated costswill change accordingly.

In responseto the comment that we should forego arestoration or visitor services project and purchaseland
instead, it isimportant to recognize that funding for land acquisitionisaseparate appropriation. A land
acquisition project does not compete with construction, operations, or maintenance projectson arefuge.
Thoseareal separate budget alocations. Congress appropriatesthe moniesto acquirerefugeland through
the Land and Water Conservation Fund or the Migratory Bird Conservation Fund. Inthedraft CCP/EA,
pages 1-21 and 1-22, we describe why we are not pursuing an expansion of therefugeat thistime.

c. Prioritization of Projects

Comment. Onereviewer commented that although trails, improved parking, and avisitor contact facility are
desirable, those should not come at the expense of grassands habitat management. Herecommended we
develop aprioritization of those projects.

Response. We concur that a prioritization should bein place, and apol ogizefor not making it clearer inthe
draft CCP/EA. Thefina CCP, gppendix D, clarifiesthedistinctionsamong therefuge manager’sprioritiesfor
themajor projectsinthe CCP.

d. Projected ContributionstotheL ocal Economy

Comment. Onereviewer commented that weinflated the predi cted contributions of hunter spendingtothe
local economy.

Response. In chapter 4, page 4-10, we based the estimated revenuesto thelocal economy from our
proposed hunt program on figuresfrom our National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated
Recreation (USFWS 2001). It includessix tablesthat detail hunting trip and equipment expendituresin New
York. We used the averagetotal expendituresper hunting sportsperson asour figure.
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However, if weapproached it more conservatively, and used the survey’ saverage hunter trip and equi pment
expendituresfor hunting big game, that figureis$687 per hunter. The expendituresincludefood and lodging,
transportation, other trip costs, and equipment. In addition, we could a so assumethat figure appliesonly to
out-of -state hunters, which we estimate woul d be about 50 percent of our hunters, about 50 percent of the
time. Given those more conservativefigures, the proposed hunt program potentially could contribute an
additiona $100,989tothestate or local economy. Although that figureismuch lower than our origina
estimateinthedraft CCP/EA, it would not reverse our planto offer thefall archery hunt for white-tailed deer.

e. Cultural Resour cesProtection

Comment. TheHistoric Preservation Field Services Bureau (SHPO) of the New York State Office of Parks,
Recreation, and Historic Preservation wroteto recommend that we consider federal and state cultural
resourcesrequirements before conducting any ground-disturbing activity anywhereon therefuge. One
reviewer provided us specific annotationson our descriptionsof “ Cultural Resources’ in chapter 2, “ Affected
Environment.”

Response. We addressed the SHPO comments by agreeing to remove our mentioninthedraft CCP/EA
(page 3-6) that wewould focusour activitiesto comply withthe National Historic Preservation Act,
Section 106, onthe*“east corner of therefuge,” which containslessdisturbed vegetation. We agreethat any
undertaking, anywhereontherefuge, will comply with the requirements of Section 106.

Our regional archeologist hasreviewed the commentsof thereviewer who provided uswith editsfor our
description of cultural resources, and we haveincluded most of theminthisfinal CCPinchapter 3, “Refuge
and Resource Descriptions.”

V1. Support for a SpecificAlternative
M ost people who commented indicated their support for or concern about aparticular activity or specific

aspectsof our preferred dternative B. However, wefound it noteworthy that some peopleeither prefaced
their comments or summarized them by stating their preferencefor aparticular aternative. Their total sfollow.

= SupportAlternativeA: 5
= Support AlternativeB: 17
= SupportAlternativeC: 0
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