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INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) initiated an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on feral swine damage management in the U.S. and territories in March 2012.   The USDA Forest Service; U.S. Department of the Interior (USDI) Bureau of Land Management and National Park Service; National Invasive Species Council; Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies; and National Association of State Departments of Agriculture agreed to be cooperating agencies in the preparation of the EIS.  The USDI Fish and Wildlife Service and USDA National Resource Conservation Service declined the invitation to be cooperating agencies but are providing assistance as participating agencies.  This report provides a summary of issues and ideas provided during the public and tribal outreach and information gathering process and a cooperating agency EIS team meeting.

The Scoping process for the EIS included a notice in the federal register, information and announcements posted on the APHIS Website at http://www.aphis.usda.gov/wildlife-damage/fseis, meetings with cooperating and participating agencies and a May 23, 2013 public meeting in Riverdale, MD with webcast.  Notices with information on the public meeting, web site and scoping period were sent to stakeholders identified by the lead and cooperating agencies, and individuals on the APHIS stakeholder registry who expressed interest in USDA-APHIS-Wildlife Services programs and activities.  Tuskegee University and other 1890s Universities also assisted in disseminating information on the project.  

Tribal outreach and consultation is a key component of APHIS planning.  Leaders of all federally recognized Native American tribes were contacted and invited to a May 16 informational call on the program and offered the opportunity for consultation.  The Native American tribal members were also invited to participate in the May 23 public meeting.  Consultation and outreach to the tribes is ongoing at the state level.

The following summary and table contains information gained during the public meeting, received in comment letters sent to the agency during the comment period, letters from cooperating agencies, and letters/comments from tribes.

SUMMARY

Need for Action:  Comments received generally supported the agencies’ contention that the feral swine population and associated damage were increasing although letters were received which expressed skepticism regarding the actual magnitude of the damage issue and/or provided information indicating that damage was not an issue in the commenters area of experience.  

[bookmark: _GoBack]Types of damage discussed included damage to agriculture: crop damage, risk of disease transmission to livestock, predation on livestock, competition for range/pasture resources, and concerns that animal health issues may impact international trade.  Concerns expressed regarding damage to natural resources included damage to coastal ecosystems, wetlands, forestry resources and other sensitive areas; adverse impacts on threatened and endangered species; disease transmission; predation on native wildlife; adverse impacts on biodiversity of native systems; competition with native wildlife for resources including water in arid ecosystems; soil erosion/compaction; water contamination; and feral swine creating conditions conducive to spread of invasive species.  Impacts on cultural resources were also a concern including tribal archaeological and other culturally significant sites, other surface and subsurface archaeological sites, historic structures, cultural landscapes, ethnographic resources and traditional cultural properties including factors that impact the significance or historic integrity of properties through physical disturbance.  Other issues included risks to human health and safety (aggressive pigs, disease, vehicle collisions;, property damage; impacts on recreation including ability to view and enjoy native species; adverse impact of scars on landscape; and diminished enjoyment of cultural and biological resources including wilderness areas.

Background:  The agencies received request to provide background information on the history of the feral swine problem including the historic and ongoing role of human behavior in contributing to the problem, role of state agencies and state regulations in contributing to or working to contain the problem, and management actions taken to date (what has worked, what has not worked).  The agencies need to clearly define what constitutes a feral swine including genetic review and the EIS should clearly differentiate between feral swine and native species such as javelina which could be confused with feral swine.  There were mixed opinions as to whether swine kept within fences including hunting preserves/large pastures were part of the feral swine problem or lawfully kept livestock.

Proposed Alternative:  The proposed alternative received considerable general support with numerous suggestions as to modifications and details which should be incorporated.  Common issues included the need to address the regulatory environment to more consistently restrict and discourage actions which contribute to the feral swine problem, especially movement of feral swine, and the desire of state and tribal entities to be involved in setting the criterion which will be used to prioritize allocation of resources.  Public outreach and education was identified as a key issue to provide landowners/managers information on effective tools, inform the public and lawmakers of the seriousness of the problem and foster public support for actions needed to manage damage.  Finding ways to work with volunteers and private industry, particularly in areas where eradication is unlikely, was also suggested as a potentially viable component of the preferred alternative.

Other Alternatives:  Other alternatives suggested included an alternative in which the federal government served a role in guidance and funds allocation but all work was handled by states, tribes and/or private entities; an alternative which incorporated and/or emphasized use of nonlethal methods; continuation of the current system; and a no federal involvement system.  Alternate systems of establishing management strategies and resource allocation by setting management zones based on factors such as size of swine population, similarities in law/management objectives, or existing partnerships.  

Specific Methods:  Commenters provided multiple suggestions as to specific management methods which could be effective.  Methods not specifically listed in the scoping notice included using the “whole sounder approach” to removing swine, variations on traps and other live capture devices, using only non-toxic ammunition, agent certification and permitting systems, role of private industry, repellents, adapting bait types and methods to annual food cycle, hunting, carcass disposal options, and suggestions for regulations.  We received comments in support and opposition to the use of bounties, hunting, and development of reproductive control methods.  The agencies also received suggestions that they should monitor program efficacy and impacts over time and monitor “swine free” areas to ensure they stay that way.

Affected Environment:  Issues presented for detailed analysis in addition to the facets of the human environment discussed in the need for action included the regulatory environment and socioeconomic environment.  Facets of the regulatory environment to be addressed include suggestions for other Executive Orders, agency policies and regulations which will need to be addressed, a review of the regulatory landscape and how it relates to feral swine management and the interaction between state and local regulations and federal land management directives.  Socioeconomic factors include businesses which provide swine hunting opportunities and swine damage management services.  

Environmental Impact:  Environmental impact areas suggested for detailed analysis included efficacy of the alternatives, impact of the alternatives on feral swine populations and positive and negative impacts of feral swine damage management on non-target species including T&E species, human health and safety, water quality, plant communities, soils, economics, cultural values, humaneness, and recreation/aesthetics.  Economic impacts to be considered should include cost of damage to resources listed in need for action including cost of potential disease outbreak in livestock and reduced health threats to humans, potential for use of private businesses as an economic driver of local economies, impacts on enclosure hunting, impacts on subsistence use, relationship between federal actions and private actions when action areas overlap (e.g., unfair competition), and the potential for some management strategies to have unintended consequences and actually provide incentives to retain feral swine populations. Non-target species concerns included potential impact of toxicants on nontarget species, impact of lead ammunition, impact of feral swine removal on predators (including T&E species) especially predators in areas where native prey populations may be a limiting factor, and risk of management displacing feral swine into new areas.  Cultural values included subsistence use, and potential impacts on cultural resources and traditions.  Humaneness issues included a call for a comparison of humaneness of methods vs. ethical consequences of no action and allowing damage to continue.  Recreation impacts listed included positive and negative impacts on hunting opportunities, potential for feral swine to be watchable wildlife, potential for feral swine to adversely impact watchable wildlife, impact of feral swine on wilderness areas, and aesthetic and other issues associated with leaving carcasses in the field, especially on public land.

Administrative Issues:  The agency received a request to post information/reports key to the analysis online and a question as to whether there would be a longer than usual comment period for the EIS.


Table 1.  Issues raised in tribal, agency and public comments provided during 2013 Scoping period for feral swine Environmental Impact Statement.   Numbers in “Source” column are the number of letters and/or meetings where the issue was raised.

	NEED FOR ACTION
	SOURCE

	Feral swine activity damages aquatic systems, coastal wetlands, and degrade water quality, includes runoff and siltation concerns for coral reefs 
	7

	Feral swine damage environmental protection systems.
	1

	Feral swine can adversely impact threatened and endangered species and sensitive ecosystems.  Feral swine may preferentially browse on/uproot special status plants.
	7

	Feral swine are causing damage to National Forests, National Parks and other federal lands.
	3

	Feral swine damage private and university forest areas.
	1

	Feral swine activities adversely impact biodiversity.
	1

	Feral swine adversely impact wildlife and fish through predation, competition for resources, disease threat, etc.  Includes competition for water resources during dry seasons or in generally arid environments.
	9

	Feral swine cause damage to natural resources/environment.
	13

	Feral swine activities increase invasive species problems.
	15

	Impacts to wildlife habitat, native vegetation and fungi.
	12

	There have been no changes to wetlands in FL Glades and Sarasota Counties after exposure to hog populations.  Damage to vegetation is not a need for action.  Photo points and on-site evaluations indicate that plant community recovery was almost complete in less than 12 months and complete in 18 months.  Sarasota County wetland plant surveys going back at least to early 1990s show no significant changes although wetlands are exposed to very dense hog populations.
	1

	No evidence of hog predation to ground nesting birds in FL - no need for action.
	1

	Feral swine are reservoirs of disease and parasites - with list/specifics.
	4

	In local areas prevalence rates for some diseases can be high.  In 2 sites in Arkansas with high feral swine densities, swine brucellosis was detected in 34 and 64% of samples 
	1

	Feral swine are health/disease risk to domestic animals. 
	25

	Threat to human health and safety (disease, aggressive animals, car collisions, conflicts with pets [dogs]).
	22

	What diseases are in feral swine in the SE?
	1

	Swine brucellosis is rare – it is not a need for action.
	1

	Animal health issues may impact export trade.
	2

	Feral swine cause damage to agriculture including crops and livestock. 
	24

	Feral swine cause damage to land/property, infrastructure.
	13

	EIS should consider impact of feral swine on soils including compaction and subsequent reduction in water filtration, erosion and bank destabilization near waterways.
	1

	EIS should address feral swine impacts on cultural resources including surface and subsurface archaeological sites, historic structures, cultural landscapes, ethnographic resources and traditional cultural properties including factors that impact the significance or historic integrity of properties through physical disturbance.
	3

	Feral swine impact on recreation including ability to view and enjoy native species, scars on landscape, reduction of experience of cultural and biological resources should be considered.
	1

	Recreation impact - presence of swine (non-native invasive species) in designated wilderness areas can be a negative impact.
	1

	Observed increase in pigs in area/nation.
	12

	National Program is overdue.  Problem will only get worse and harder to address if action is not taken now.
	3

	More research is needed to accurately capture the total scale of damage and current population of feral swine.
	1

	Certain types of damage/need for action are often overstated.
	1

	Need to address issue of private citizens considering Federal Lands "their" hunting grounds and releasing swine into the areas, and enforcement challenges on federal lands.
	1

	Funds going to help farmers repair feral swine damage is taking an increasing portion of NRCS grant budget that could/has historically been used for other purposes.  Agency concerned about providing funding for recurring damage problems.
	1

	Feral swine not an issue for bio-secure pork facilities
	1

	Feral swine are an increasing problem in urban areas including property damage and human health and safety
	1

	BACKGROUND

	EIS needs to clearly define what constitutes a feral swine. Clearly define non-domestic suidae in zoo settings as a separate classification from feral swine to prevent misinterpretations and restrictions; include species phylogeny and clearly define what feral swine are (Eurasian wild boar, domestic sine, and hybrids).
	5

	Feral swine population may be greater than what WS has included in estimates.
	1

	EIS must include a comprehensive analysis of management of feral swine historically and currently.
	1

	Clearly describe the origin of feral swine including natural range expansion, illegal translocation/release, escaped farm animals, free range production.
	8

	Hunters/sportsman perpetuating feral swine for sport contributes to problem.
	4

	Feral swine problem caused by incompetent local and state governments.
	1

	Evaluate the impact of commercialization of hunting feral swine and the incidental escaping of swine from enclosures.
	1

	There is a web-based community of practice dedicated to wild pigs.  EIS needs to use this information.
	1

	Developments that alter/remove habitat that swine can use from areas adjacent to protected resources may be driving feral swine into protected areas.
	1

	Agencies need good information on swine population biology, range and demographics.
	1

	PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE

	Supports national feral swine management.
	26

	Describe goals/what will containment of feral swine look like in areas were eradication isn't possible.
	1

	Work with all partners (tribal, state, and local) to formulate productive, effective, and innovative solutions/ local cooperative management; effort should be made to identify other groups/working groups (e.g., SEAFWA Wild Hog Working Group).
	10

	APHIS should expand its federal collaborative base to include key agencies: USFWS, USGS, EPA; also Canada and Mexico; also USFS, BLM, DoD.
	2

	Acknowledge and encourage the incorporation of position statements from professional organizations.
	1

	AFWA, SEAFWA and states should have input when prioritizing states and assigning them to management categories and determining the relative importance of criterion used to assign priority.
	2

	National "Action Plan" is needed that outlines leadership roles and responsibilities/chain of command.
	1

	National Plan should be coordinated at the state level.
	1

	National leadership to support State actions.
	1

	Joint leadership - State wildlife directors and WS SDs to provide state leadership.
	1

	Other fed, state agencies, and private orgs (USFWS, NPS, USFS, state forestry, private hog control, and NRCS) will abide by National Feral Swine Program.
	1

	When EIS refers to coordinating on "state" level and sending funding to "states", plan needs to articulate how tribes will be worked into process.  Tribes are concerned that if money/authority goes to state agencies tribes may not be fairly considered as full partners.
	1

	Plan must respect tribes’ regulatory authority on tribal lands and applicable authorities in ceded territories.
	1

	EIS should explore the need for interstate and international control efforts.
	1

	Maximize the opportunity for voluntary involvement by private landowners.
	1

	Areas where eradication is the goal should be clearly differentiated from areas where control is the goal; create map with 3 levels - established populations for control, not firmly established populations for possible eradication areas with high potential for introduction.
	1

	EIS should address decision-making criteria in allocating funds, personnel, and equipment.
	1

	Priority should be given to states/regions where swine can be eliminated, rather than controlled.
	2

	Priority should be given to areas where the potential is high for feral swine to carry various diseases.
	1

	Cooperative funding and cost sharing could increase control efforts and success.
	2

	Priority for assistance and eradication efforts should be given to states with laws prohibiting release, possession, transport, and sale of wild pigs.
	2

	States that have the option to employ offensive strategies should be the initial focus of the plan.
	2

	Work w/ states to prioritize control efforts to meet wildlife habitat goals.
	1

	Need SOPs that are used by all involved agencies.
	1

	Use IPM strategy.
	2

	Supports NM pilot project, this should segue into national plan to control or eliminate swine.
	1

	State of IL currently works with WS on feral swine issues and supports continued collaboration to achieve eradication of feral swine.
	1

	Federal program should include strong public outreach to explain that sport hunting, etc. have exacerbated the problem, not aided in reduction of feral swine; consider campaign slogans as with other pest programs.
	9

	Successful programs must have bilateral foundation of public support whereby swine are not desired and the control methods are accepted.  Public outreach needs to work toward this goal.
	2

	Extension outreach and research should be used to inform lawmakers of extent and consequences of problem, relative economic impacts (industry/hunting vs. ecological/agricultural) to inform effective lawmaking
	1

	Extension outreach an important and useful tool to help landowners understand problem, methods, biology of species, sources for assistance, new developments, etc.
	4

	Supports eradication of feral swine as an invasive species.
	2

	Eradication is a realistic goal in some states.
	3

	Hog populations can only be controlled if property is small and isolated.
	1

	Facilitate the removal of all feral swine from private and public lands.
	1

	Control and eradication should begin at the periphery of feral swine range and in locations where swine are localized. Targeted population reduction in other areas to address damage.
	7

	Consider all reasonable alternatives for addressing the issues of feral swine management including preventing the spread of this invasive to new habitats.
	1

	Strong public education/outreach effort is needed to dispel inaccurate notion that sport hunting is helping resolve the feral swine problem.
	1

	Contemporary management methods should be conducted w/ minimal research as cost-efficiency is well documented in the literature.
	1

	In states where govt. controls systems are not strong, private can help, but should keep in mind that it is not in their best business interest to eliminate market through complete hog eradication.
	1

	Eradication will require targeting an entire geographic range of local establishment to prevent re-colonization; a scope of action which private industry cannot accomplish because large scale contiguous landowner contracts are rare to nonexistent.  Eradication demands all inclusive organization of landowner cooperatives with consistent services provided across property boundaries regardless of landowner interest in financial contribution, central leadership, and provision of consistent services which can only be realized by public sector involvement.
	1

	EIS should consider control alternatives in areas of mixed public and private ownership, as limited access to private property providing feral swine refuge is a primary problem.
	1

	Proposed action must address issue of swine transport because this is the primary means by which problem is spread and primary obstacle to long-term success.  Review laws regarding swine transport and quantify impacts on feral swine populations.
	14

	Include state animal health agencies in any discussions b/c these are the agencies that actually regulate the movement of live hogs.
	2

	Collaborate with states to determine if restrictions on transport and relocation are possible or desired and how WS may be able to help address new feral swine establishment challenges.
	1

	Supports proposal for research to develop better management tools and improve cost effectiveness.  Priority should be given to research methods which focus on objective of direct population reductions and on interactions between wild hogs and livestock.
	1

	Support financial incentives for feral swine control research and cooperative efforts.
	3

	Research and development needed: Support research into feral swine behavior and biology and into technology development; Fund research into scientific methods for control and eradication of feral swine; also research to minimize impacts to non-targets; more effective methods to preclude escape of domestic swine.
	5

	EPA product registration process takes years, we cannot wait years, we must begin to control swine now with the methods we have.
	`

	Supports systematic disease monitoring.
	1

	Integrate overlapping disease control aspects of feral swine management with APHIS-VS BB/PRV program.
	1

	Provide funding to animal health agencies.
	1

	Funding should be made available to colleges and universities for disease surveillance.
	1

	The plan to keep funding fluid and not permanently build the program could cause program partners to have to do more with the same resources in the long term.
	1

	What happens if feral swine program doesn't receive all funding requested?
	2

	Consider funds for 1890 Extension System when formulating feral swine damage management program.
	1

	Many USFWS managed areas use internal or local resources to control feral swine and that will need to be an option.  The EIS cannot obligate the Service to exclusively use WS.
	1

	Special Use Permits may be required when working on USFWS and other federal lands.
	2

	If states are able to generate funds for feral swine work will federal program be able to match those funds.  How will cost sharing work?
	1

	Will the federal plan usurp state/local authority?  Federal program and any resulting legislation should not impede aggressive state actions/regulations to address problem
	1

	Plan will need to address international component (Canada, Mexico) of issue including captive breeding for release and transport.
	1

	ALTERNATIVES

	Does not support the No Action alternative.
	3

	Current State efforts not controlling feral swine problem.
	3

	WS needs a different funding model that will allow employees to work in all counties affected by feral swine; cost sharing doesn't work.
	1

	Bounties and contract control operators may be effective when used for short-term population reduction.
	1

	Focus should be on feral swine control rather than damage management.
	1

	EIS must include alternatives that promote the use of one or more non-lethal control strategies.
	1

	Lethal control, with emphasis on eradication.  Lethal control is currently only realistic option for control.
	3

	Extirpate feral swine from North America using whole-sounder approach.
	1

	Fund a national program director and allow the National Invasive Species Council to pursue awards for site specific control.
	1

	Feral swine best managed at the local and state level.
	1

	No federal involvement.
	1

	Consider alternative wherein federal agency coordinates and distributes funds to states which make all local management decisions and implement program (e.g., pass through funding)
	1

	Does not support use of federal funding for feral swine control.
	1

	Feral swine populations are already being controlled in FL by hunting and panther predation.  Current strategies are working.
	1

	Consider coordination at a regional level with the states in each region determined by several factors including similarities in law/management objectives, size of states, ecological conditions, or existing partnerships…. (NPS model).
	1

	Consider coordination at a zonal level determined by swine densities (i.e., no swine, very low/intermittent swine, moderate, etc…) and where environmental conditions may dictate similar management strategy.
	1

	Pigs under husbandry (managed within fences) are not feral and not part of the problem.  Management plan should not interfere with right of individuals to raise livestock of their choice. 
	1

	SPECIFIC METHODS

	Bounty
	2

	Public hunting alone does not work.
	11

	Hunting, including hunting with dogs is a successful tool in targeted circumstances.  Perhaps consider using qualified hunters for eradication.
	6

	Fostering a market for efficient private operators in regions where eradication is unlikely could be beneficial to addressing problems and reducing resistance from private industry.
	2

	Feral swine agent certification and permitting.
	1

	Whole-sounder approach.
	1

	Lethal control needed.
	9

	Shooting.
	1

	Variations on corral and cage traps and drop nets including remote monitored/activated devices.
	3

	Trapping not always effective.
	1

	Reproductive inhibitors - Potential, but not enough research yet/too many issues.
	8

	Contraception.
	4

	Does not support funding for contraception.  Method is cost prohibitive.
	1

	Chosen alternative should include reproductive control as a priority method and/or a priority for research.  Consider methods other than GonaCon such as method currently under development at Auburn University
	2

	Toxicants.
	4

	Include review of field trials using sodium nitrite and provide risk assessment for its delivery in various baits.
	1

	Use of non-toxic ammunition, review lead vs. non-lead ammunition.
	3

	Snaring.
	1

	Judas pigs.
	2

	Exclusion.
	2

	Supplemental feeding.
	1

	Repellants.
	1

	Adapt methods and technology to the annual food cycle
	1

	Incorporate technology to aid location and removal of feral swine including thermal imaging, white light, night vision equipment, wireless digital cameras.
	2

	Shooting from aircraft
	1

	Helicopters don't work in wooded areas, need other effective methods.
	1

	Evaluate different bait types.
	1

	Consider conducting control activities at night.
	1

	Discussion of methods should include discussion of when they may or may not be particularly appropriate and/or ways they can be used or adjusted to minimize risk of adverse impacts.
	1

	Any "new tools" may need additional analysis by NPS prior to use on NPS system lands.
	1

	Carcass donation to animal sanctuaries and shelters.
	1

	Donate swine to food banks/ for public consumption.
	2

	Carcass Disposal-Burning, burning, landfill, rendering.
	8

	Explicit reference should be made to current USDA guideline on the disposal of carcasses.
	1

	Consider composting and other feasible means of carcass disposal.
	1

	APHIS should propose opportunities to help with monitoring the program through the years.
	1

	Program should consider options for post-control monitoring.  i.e., once areas are hog-free how will they be kept that way?
	1

	Include analysis of alternatives to educate landowners, public, farmers, and hunters about hog control and foster effective landowner-conducted control efforts.
	5

	Local legislation key to success of program
	1

	Explore laws/legislation (as in KS) to ban hunting in an attempt to limit hunters from moving feral swine.  Work with state and local law enforcement to create environment where transport of feral swine is at least a misdemeanor crime.  Eradication cannot be effective unless transport issue is addressed.  Some states require landowners to report presence of pigs and/or requires pigs to be killed whenever possible
	3

	WS should pursue changing status of swine to "injurious" which may provide incentive for states to provide regulatory support.
	7

	Prohibition of release or relocation into the wild, use of feral swine in game ranching operations, and their designation as 'game' animals; OR has made feral swine hunts illegal and landowners must have removal plans.
	2

	Export swine to China. Asian buyers will refund APHIS.
	1

	Interested in national legislation that expands EO 13112 – Invasive Species.
	1

	Create a public searchable database with information on feral swine including disease surveillance information, research results and other reports, etc.
	1

	AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

	Biology/Ecology of Feral Swine

	EIS must contain a comprehensive analysis of the biology and ecology of feral swine.
	1

	Describe the range of feral swine.
	1

	Socioeconomic Environment

	Financial incentives for feral swine hunting and wild pig removal businesses will be an undermining force, especially in areas where eradication is intended.
	2

	TX survey indicated that 89% of respondent reported feral hogs to be an agricultural pest, while only 30% reported hogs to be a recreational asset.
	1

	Regulatory Environment

	Diverse and conflicting legal status complicates management of feral swine populations.  This is a problem for federal lands which may cross jurisdictions, e.g., feral swine nuisance in one area and a game animal in another.
	4

	No state agency in AZ has clear jurisdiction over feral swine. Feral swine not well defined.
	1

	Ensure that guidelines in EO 13112 (1999) are included so that the Invasive Species Management Plan approach is used.
	1

	Some techniques may need to be approved by USFWS Director prior to use on USFWS lands.
	1

	Does APHIS need further statutory authority to adequately address feral swine issue?
	1

	State classification of swine as game animal and state promoting of hunting is exacerbating problem.
	1

	EIS needs to consider other executive orders including EOs for protection of wetlands and flood plains and aquatic resources.
	1

	Management actions on federal lands must be consistent with federal land use regulations (e.g. wilderness act), legislative purpose for site, agency policy and procedures, and site-specific management plans.
	2

	ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES (Note issues in this section will include facets of the human environment adversely impacted by feral swine discussed in need for action and affected environment)

	Program needs to consider efficacy of methods/alternatives in achieving project goals
	1

	Impact on feral swine

	Impact on swine population.
	2

	Is there compensatory reproduction in feral swine?
	1

	Impact on threatened and endangered

	Proposed plan would benefit threatened and endangered species because feral swine are known predators.
	7

	EIS must consider positive and negative impacts of program on non-targets including threatened and endangered species.
	2

	The use of traps and poisons may affect non-target species including federally listed species.
	2

	Will sodium nitrite harm FL panthers if they eat an animal that has come into contact with it?
	2

	Feral swine are a food source for the FL panther; how will elimination affect the FL panther.  Similar issue for other listed predators.
	2

	Explore ecological harm of the no-action alternative, including risks to threatened and endangered species.
	1

	Impact on Non-target species General

	Impact on non-targets needs to be considered.
	1

	Concern regarding to secondary effects to species from consumption of carcasses (i.e., lead, toxicants, reproductive inhibitors).
	4

	If selective methods are used risks to non-target species from the proposed action would be minimal.
	9

	Concerned that native javelinas are mistaken for feral swine and subsequently targeted for lethal control.
	1

	Lack of coordinated effort can merely displace feral swine impacts from one management jurisdiction to another.
	1

	Even if feral swine are managed /eliminated in protected areas, swine impacts in the surrounding area could adversely impact protected area through isolation, restriction of genetic exchange.
	1

	Proposed Alt should call for control and eradication with methods to minimize impacts to non-target species.
	1

	Consider impacts from use of aircraft
	1

	Feral swine are a valuable prey species for predators.  How will swine removal impact projects to enhance predator populations in areas where native prey are limited and/or prey are a limiting factor?
	2

	Need to consider potential positive impacts of pigs.  Coconut rhinoceros beetle (?)
	1

	Impact on Plant Communities

	EIS should include analysis of beneficial impacts from feral swine including control of invasive plant species and impacts on the natural succession of vegetative communities (maintaining open habitats through browsing).
	1

	Need to consider impact of bait and potential of bait to introduce plants, weeds, other contaminants into sensitive systems.
	1

	Impact on Soils

	Swine could increase quality of soil due to rooting behavior increasing absorption of precipitation and fertilization with fecal deposits.
	1

	Consider benefit of swine-creation of microhabitats through rooting and wallowing behavior.
	1

	Human Health and Safety

	Will the use of sodium nitrite or reproductive inhibitors harm people who eat animals that have come into contact with it?
	2

	Consider risks of spread of disease from no-action alternative.
	1

	EIS should address the salvage of meat from swine removed from Federal lands and related public health concerns.
	1

	Carcass Disposal (also addressed in associated issues e.g., human health and safety)

	Effects of carcass disposal will not be sufficient to cause environmental damage.
	9

	Water Quality

	Consider threats to watersheds and safe drinking water from no-action alternative.
	1

	Economic Impacts

	Impacts of swine

	Explore economic losses of natural resources to feral swine damage.
	2

	Economic damage to property, crops, and livestock.
	5

	WS estimates for costs associated with feral swine damage are outdated.
	1

	Disease outbreaks in domestic swine could cause economic losses to pork industry.
	10

	Impact of Swine Removal

	Funding a private program would indirectly support multiple local businesses.
	1

	Proactive, science-based eradication efforts will have economic benefits for farmers and other land managers.
	1

	Improved financial returns from farming and ranching operations from feral swine control.
	1

	Economic analysis needed to address the impact of reduced feral swine populations on the potential reduction of disease transmission to people, livestock, pets, and wildlife.
	1

	Reducing swine populations could avoid agricultural and natural resource losses in the millions of dollars.
	9

	Difficult to find any positive values of swine.
	1

	Explore impacts to feral swine enclosure hunting and other swine-related businesses
	2

	Consider impact on pasture-raised and locally grown agriculture industry
	1

	Cost of program

	The program should be appropriately funded so has not to take resources from other programs.
	1

	Cost associated with species elimination will increase in proportion to infestation size.
	2

	WS feral swine program will spend tax dollars rather than generate revenue.
	1

	The sooner we control feral swine the cheaper it will be in the long term.  Rapid response to early detection most effective.
	2

	IDNR supports APHIS's role in swine control as a not-for-profit as the best way to effectively remove feral swine.
	1

	The EIS should analyze potential costs and benefits of all potentially effective population management techniques including sodium nitrite.
	1

	Money to control certain types of damage is sometimes wasted.
	1

	Quantification of economic costs of no-action, including crop damage.
	1

	Costs of current control methods well documented in literature.
	1

	We must be efficient and cost-effective while controlling this invasive species.
	1

	WS should not compete with private business that can provide feral swine control services.  The role of the government should be to support local business and to provide training and funding.
	3

	Gov't has unfair advantage because it can offer services at a lower cost than private business.
	2

	Public sector involvement will not be more efficient vs. private sector, because it is not in the private sectors long-term interest to eliminate pigs through population-level eradication.
	3

	Administrative costs and manpower associated w/ bounty programs and damage reimbursement programs could negatively impact funds available for feral swine control.
	1

	Improperly applied bounty systems could serve as an economic incentive to maintain feral swine populations.
	2

	Impacts on Cultural Values

	Since feral swine are not native it is difficult to identify any negative impact on tribal resources.
	7

	If elimination is considered will a percentage be allowed to remain for cultural activities?
	1

	Will plans for removal affect Seminole and other groups' cultural activities (subsistence food source and hunting, ceremonial uses, possible Hmong population traditions)?
	2

	There is potential for conflict on tribal lands, need complete cooperation of sovereign tribes.
	1

	Research on sociocultural impacts of feral swine is needed.
	1

	Humaneness

	Compare ethics and humaneness of removing swine to ethics and humaneness of damages to natural resources.
	8

	There is no ethical impediment to swine control because they have no legal protection in most states.
	8

	It would be unethical to allow sine populations to continue to expand.
	9

	Lethal control is humane.
	9

	Analysis must consider animal rights and animal welfare issues
	1

	Sparing other species from the predatory nature of feral swine is humane.
	8

	Impacts on Recreation
	

	Negative effects on hunters are minimal compare to damage caused by swine.
	7

	Hunters may benefit by assisting WS with control efforts.
	7

	Feral swine have recreational value as watchable wildlife.
	1

	Feral swine should be carefully managed to provide recreational opportunities while reducing negative impacts to the environment.
	1

	EIS must consider impacts on recreation from substantial reductions/eliminations of swine including impacts on hunting
	2

	Plan needs to consider hunting preserves and slaughter facilities.  Positive economic value is often a determent to control.
	1

	Leaving carcasses in the field may be an aesthetic issue, public and hunters may find it distasteful and wasteful.  Could present a public relations obstacle for the program.
	1

	ADMINISTRATIVE AND OTHER ISSUES

	Make key information used in EIS available in a public, searchable database.
	1

	Will the agency have a longer than usual comment period for the EIS?
	1
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