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APPENDIX B 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

B.1 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), federal agencies are 
required to consider the environmental impacts of proposed actions before acting 
on them. Actions that involve federal funding and permits, federal facilities and 
equipment, and those that affect federal employees are subject to NEPA. The 
proposal to train at Mākua Military Reservation (MMR) is subject to NEPA 
requirements, and an environmental impact statement (EIS) is being prepared. 

B.2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
Public involvement efforts for the preparation for the MMR training activities are 
described below. 

A notice of intent (NOI) was published by the Army in the Federal Register on 
March 20, 2002. In the notification, the public was informed of the upcoming 
scoping meetings to be held in the communities, and was given a mailing address 
and an e-mail address to which written comments could be sent. Comments were 
accepted through April 27, 2002, two weeks past the date of the last meeting. An 
additional extension for comments was given, when the transcripts were released 
for review. Comments on the NOI were accepted until May 28, 2002. 

Before the analysis for the EIS began, public scoping meetings were held in the 
communities to allow for the exchange of information, and to gather public input 
on the proposed action. Two meetings were held on the following days at the 
following locations: 

• April 9, 2002- Nānākuli High School; and 

• April 13, 2002- Wai‘anae District Park. 

To encourage public involvement, notices were placed in local newspapers 
announcing public scoping meetings, information meetings for related studies, the 



 

availability of drafts, and contacts for any comments. Also published in the 
newspapers were deadlines for comments and any extensions to those deadlines.   

Other meetings that were held in conjunction with the MMR EIS were public 
informational meetings. Two meetings were held to inform the community about 
the Air Sampling and Analysis Plan Supporting the 2002-2003 Environmental 
Impact Statement on Military Training Activities, as well as the Hydrogeologic 
Investigation Work plan for soil, surface water, and groundwater. These meetings 
were held on July 16 and 18, 2002. At these meetings, technical information on 
the draft protocols for soil, water, and air sampling were discussed with the 
public. Meeting attendees were given the opportunity to have their comments 
recorded by a court reporter. Comments and concerns on suggestions for 
locations of the test units for air, noise, and water studies, and the suite of analytes 
to be tested were incorporated into the sampling and analysis plans. The local 
community also shared their knowledge of wind patterns and other area 
conditions that would help in determining locations for representative samples to 
be taken. Comments and concerns expressed at these meetings for the muliwai 
located on the beaches that front MMR resulted in another sampling and analysis 
plan for the muliwai sediment. 

Public drafts of the sampling and analysis plans were made available to the public 
through community libraries, direct mailing, and a website devoted to the MMR 
EIS and other related documents (www.makuaeis.com).  The public draft 
documents were placed in the following public libraries: 

• Hawai‘i State Library; 

• Wai‘anae Public Library; 

• Wahiawā State Library; and 

• Pearl City Public Library. 

Two additional meetings addressed cultural site access and unexploded ordnance 
clearance.  These meetings were held on September 24 and December 10, 2002. 
The purpose of these meetings was to identify high priority areas for clearing 
unexploded ordnance and to focus on increasing access to cultural sites. The Draft 
Prescribed Burn Environmental Assessment was presented at the September 24, 

2002 meeting. Cultural sites that had been identified since the September 24 
meeting were presented at the December 10, 2002 meeting. Members of the 
community were given the opportunity to make comments on their need for 
access to all cultural sites. 

B.3 METHODS OF COMMENT COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 
Throughout the public commenting periods, comments could be mailed in or 
made through oral testimony at public meetings and recorded by a professional 
stenographer. All comments received were reviewed by EIS resource authors. 



 

B.4 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT MATERIALS 
The following materials were included in the public involvement process and are 
presented in Appendix B-1: 

• Notice of Intent, Federal Register, March 20, 2002; 

• Public notice for EIS scoping meetings as published in the Honolulu 
Advertiser, March 27, 29, 31, 2002; 

• Public notice for EIS scoping meetings as published in the Honolulu 
Star-Bulletin, March 27, 29, 31, 2002; 

• Public notice for EIS scoping meetings as published in Midweek, 
March 27, 2002; 

• Public notice for EIS scoping meetings as published in The 
Environmental Notice, April 8, 2002; 

• Mākua Military Reservation Training Activities, Environmental 
Impact Statement Preparation (handout); 

• NEPA & the EIS Process (handout); 

• The Need for Mākua Military Reservation (handout); 

• Settlement Agreement Summary (handout); 

• Public Comment Form; 

• Public notice for public information meeting for draft protocols of 
studies on July 16, 2002; 

• Public notice for public meeting to identify high priority areas for 
clearing unexploded ordnance on September 24, 2002; 

• Annual Report on Unexploded Ordnance Clearance, October 2001-
October 2002; 

• Public notice of public meeting to focus on increasing access to 
cultural sites on December 10, 2002; 

• Update on Actions for Mākua Settlement Agreement and 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Preparation as of December 
10, 2002; and 

• Handout for Public Meeting on Cultural Access at Mākua, 10 
December 2002. 



 

B.5 PUBLIC DRAFT RELEASES AND COMMENT PERIODS 
 

Draft Public Comment Start Public Comment End 

Air Sampling and Analysis 
Plan 

June 8, 2002 August 6, 2002 

Hydrogeologic 
Investigation Work Plan 
for Mākua Military 
Reservation 

June 8, 2002 August 6, 2002 

Prescribed Burn 
Environmental Assessment 

August 2, 2002 October 1, 2002 

Muliwai Sediment 
Sampling and Analysis 
Plan 

December 20, 2002 February 17, 2003 

 
B.6 PUBLIC MEETING SUMMARIES 

The summaries presented in Appendix B-2 address oral comments that were made 
at the public meetings. Full transcripts were made available in the public libraries. 



  

 

 
APPENDIX B-1 

 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT MATERIALS 



























































  

 

 
APPENDIX B-2 

 
PUBLIC MEETING SUMMARIES 



Appendix B. Public Involvement  

 B-1

Preparation of Environmental Impact Statement 
Resumption of Military Training Activities at 

Mākua Military Reservation, Hawai‘i 
 

Scoping Meeting Summary 
09 April 2002 

Nānākuli High & Intermediate School Cafeteria 
Wai‘anae, Hawai‘i 96792 

 
Staffing 
 
Presiding Officer: COL William Puttmann 
 
Panelists: Gary Akasaki, Alvin Char, Victor Garo Jr., Kapua Kawelo, LTC Ronald Light, 

Laurie Lucking, Ph.D., CPT Erin McMahon, Esq., CPT Roger Miranda, COL 
Vernon Miyagi, Jeanne Prussman, Esq., MAJ Joseph Walsh 

 
Facilitators: Peter Adler, Ph.D., Karen Aka, Annelle Amaral, Ken Fukunaga, RaeDeen 

Karasuda, Miki Lee. 
 
Translators: Noelani Arista, Puakea Nogelmeier 
 
Attendance 
 
Individuals Signed In: 76 
Individuals Speaking: 24 
 
Schedule 
 
Meeting Convened: 1800 
Meeting Adjourned: 2200 
 
Questions and Comments 
 
Airspace 

• The lack of baseline data affects the integrity of the EIS. 
 
Air Quality 

• [There were] concerns that the emissions from weapons being fired and helicopters may be 
contaminating surrounding environment. 

• [There were] concerns that the soldiers and surrounding communities may be exposed to 
contaminants that may be present in the smoke and ash from fires on the range. 

• The smoke and dust kicked up by a training exercise leaves residues on all surrounding things and 
particulate matter in the air. 

• How is the air quality through the training affecting plants, animals, and people? 
• The lack of baseline data affects the integrity of the EIS. 
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Biological Resources 
• Training activities are a threat to all species that are located in the valley.  
• There is concern of the sustainability of the ecosystem and questions as to how much of it has been 

degraded by the activities of the past and [the] survivability of the ecosystem under the proposed 
actions. 

• Mākua was once one of the most plentiful fisheries along the Wai‘anae coast, as well as a rich 
source of plants and foods that could be used for sustenance, cultural, or medicinal needs. 

• The EIS must address the impact of the proposed military training on both terrestrial and aquatic 
plants and animals that are native.  

• Studies and surveys conducted should be specific to the needs and conditions found in this valley. 
• Plants must be protected and the Army must gauge the irreparable harm that will be visited upon 

these native plants and mitigate the potential destructive effects of future live-fire training. 
• The INRMP also needs no be wrapped up into this EIS. 
• The lack of baseline data affects the integrity of the EIS. 
• We need a baseline for the current conditions of the environment so that the information may be 

used as the basis to determine, based on worse case scenarios of the activities proposed, the future 
cumulative impacts of the proposed activities within the reservation. 

• Noise and sound factors form post-activities for MMR should include not only an analysis of the 
effects on humans but also on animals within any close proximity to MMR. 

• There are spinner dolphins which frequent [the] Mākua beach area, a common resting ground for 
this species. They are observed leaving the area when there are loud noises from activities within 
the area. 

• At the extreme northern point of the island, observations include the research into nesting of 
native birds during the winter season. With transient light being identified as affecting behaviors of 
fledglings, there should be a determination of the effects on these nesting birds and 
recommendations, for mitigation and also implementation of your activity phrases. 

 
Cultural Resources 

• Mākua is culturally significant. 
• Concerns were expressed regarding protection, preservation, and restoration of cultural sites, and 

continued cultural and religious access to sacred places. 
• Requests were made for surveys and documentary research, including cultural landscapes, 

historical cultural practices, surface historical properties, archaeological and subsurface testing. 
• The EIS should include a cultural component called the Cultural Impact Statement. This should 

identify all resources and include [a] discussion on the impacts of the proposed actions, as well as 
mitigating measures and alternatives. 

• Many of the cultural sites have been destroyed by the military. 
• The Cultural Impact Assessment Questionnaire that is being passed around the community is 

flawed, insulting, and offensive. 
• The inquiry for geographical portions must be greater than the area over which the proposed 

action takes place to ensure that cultural practices which may not occur within the boundaries of 
the specified area but which may be affected are included in the EIS/CIS.  

• People are closely connected to the land. This is reflected by the language and wise sayings and oral 
history of the Hawaiian people. 

• Through its history, Mākua was once a landing area for canoes, a fishery, an agricultural area, and 
part of the ranching industry. 

• Appreciation was expressed for the rediscovery of �kanip� heiau, as well as other cultural sites.  
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• The Hawaiian culture does not fit into the frame of western thought.  
• How shall the Army restore the cultural integrity at Mākua? 
• There should be an advisory council from the Hawaiian community committed to communicating 

clearly with the Army in the restoration of land and appropriate cultural practices at Mākua. 
• Preservation plans must be developed for both currently known cultural resources, as well as 

resources that are discovered in future surveys. Both the inventory survey and the preservation 
plan should be included in the EIS. 

• The EIS must assess the potential for encountering human burials in consultation with the O‘ahu 
Island Burial Council. The EIS should also examine the extent to which NAGPRA is implicated. 

• The lack of baseline data affects the integrity of the EIS. 
• A complete inventory of the known cultural sites and mitigation measures needs to be included 

within this plan. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 

• The EIS should include a study of all training ranges in the State of Hawai‘i and how their roles 
and transformation will affect training at Mākua. 

• It is the responsibility of the Army to access and mitigate the cumulative impacts of the 60-plus 
years of military use of the Mākua Military Reservation. The Army’s responsibility does not end 
at the fence. Its past uses of Mākua Military Reservation extended to the beach and nearshore 
waters. 

• Consider the cumulative impacts of military activities on native ecosystems.  
• How is the proposed expansion of military training in Hawai‘i through the Interim Brigade 

Combat Team related to the Mākua EIS? 
 

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 
• There were requests for studies and mitigation measures on contamination of the soil from spent 

ammunition that is left in the ground to deteriorate and [for] the rate of contaminants leeching 
into the soil and water and the possibility of these contaminants to migrate beyond the gated area 
of MMR. 

• Soil contamination based on the years of cumulative military action in that valley need to be 
understood. 

• The lack of baseline data affects the integrity of the EIS. 
• What steps are being taken to minimize present and future erosion of soil from the MMR?  
• A soil analysis should include a complete soil composition analysis to determine a complete and 

accurate picture of the types of soils found on the property. 
• Once soils are described, [they should be analyzed to] compare [them} with similar soils not 

affected by past activities performed on the property. 
• There should be a sampling of a cross-section of the soils and any contaminants that it might 

contain. 
• There should be a part of the EIS which recommends implementation of best management 

practices, or BMPs, to mitigate soil erosion on the property to contain and retain any 
contaminants found. 

• As far as air quality is concerned, subject should be addressed not only from the effects of the 
activities on the soils but also [on] any person, plant, or animal that could be exposed to the 
residuals of the future activities. 

 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Waste 
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• Live fire training and toxic waste dumping has contributed to the amount of hazardous waste in 
Mākua. 

• The military has a responsibility and a commitment to do clean up and remediation. 
• The chemicals and wastes that are out at Mākua are a threat to the soldiers, the aquatic and 

terrestrial environment and the surrounding communities. 
• There is concern that there is potential for the hazardous chemicals to leach out into the 

surrounding areas and resources through pathways such as the air, soil, and water.  
• There is concern of radioactivity at Mākua. 
• There is a need for full disclosure of all information known and found and a request for a 

comprehensive list of all contaminants and their byproducts and ordnance that were released 
through training and dumping activities in the valley. 

• Like Kaho‘olawe, the lands of Mākua may never be completely usable and safe for human use. 
• The proposed actions and alternatives will result in an increase of contaminants in the valley.  
• There must be a clear baseline [of] what is already in there. 
• The EIS should address the cumulative impacts of over sixty years of training and waste disposal. 
• Sites of concern were the bomb crater that was filled with junk, the OB/OD area, suspect ICM 

areas, and areas with UXO. 
• Test for all possible contaminants and toxic byproducts of training, including but not limited to, 

energetics, explosives, PCBs, dioxins, heavy metals, radioactive waste, TNT, RDX, Royal 
Demolition explosive, HMX, high methane explosive, and DNT, herbicides, pesticides, heavy 
metals, lead, copper, barium, aluminum, magnesium, cadmium, iron, antimony, nickel, arsenic, 
mercury, benzene, hexachlorobenzene, acetone, arsenic, gasoline, diesel and jet fuel, medical 
wastes, [and] plutonium. 

• Access the level of acute and chronic health hazards, both on and off the Mākua Military 
Reservation, with these quantities and concentrations of contaminants present in plants, animals 
and human life.  

• The lack of baseline data affects the integrity of the EIS. 
• Speak to the people and Commanders that worked at Mākua in the past to get a better idea of 

what Mākua was used for.  
• Record keeping at MMR is an important issue. 
• Wildfires are a huge concern at MMR and a threat to its surroundings. 
 

Hydrology and Groundwater 
• There are concerns that the Mākua, Kea‘au, and Mākaha aquifers have become contaminated due 

to activities at MMR. 
• Are toxins leaching into the sea? And the beaches and streams? Why? 
• There were requests for studies and surveys on identifying sources of water and streams in the area 

and the patterns of movement and migration for surface, subsurface and groundwater.  
• [There were] Concerns that contaminants are washed into streams in heavy rains. 
• The quality of the water has been degraded over time, where in the past, the waters were 

drinkable, and not they are not. 
• Monitoring wells should be placed throughout the valley to monitor groundwater and its 

movement. The water also needs to be tested for contaminants such as lead and other pollutants 
that might be leaching in from the surface. 

• In the past, Mākua was filled with many functioning wells that were used for irrigation and 
drinking water. 

• The lack of baseline data affects the integrity of the EIS. 
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• Information quantifying the total amount of annual volume that erodes into the streams, muliwai 
(pool near stream mouth) and nearshore waters was requested.  

• The baseline should include, but not be limited to, surface and groundwater analysis. 
• Include a thorough analysis of the surface water, streams, wells, and ground water in and around 

the projected unaffected areas, including the movements of these waters, especially the potential of 
moving off of the US Army controlled properties. 

• Recommend a comprehensive analysis should be done to determine where the water [is] located, 
how it is moving, including if it is going into near shore waters, and a complete chemical analysis 
of the water. 

• Chemical analysis should include background components normally found in waters in Hawai‘i 
and chemicals, chemical compounds, or byproduct chemicals and elements based on the activities 
that will be performed or have been performed in the valley’s complex. 

 
Land Use and Recreation 

• All issues with ceded lands need to be addressed. 
• Mākua provides an area adequate for training. 
• What is the state’s role as a trust representative for the 782.35 acres of ceded land and what is its 

responsibility in this EIS process? 
• The lack of baseline data affects the integrity of the EIS. 
• There were questions about which agency has the authority to decide which groups, such as other 

branches of the military, could and could not use the lands, and how they would be controlled. 
• Address the role of the State of Hawai‘i and the ceded lands at Mākua. How will these lands be 

restored and maintained when there is federal recognition for a native Hawaiian government? 
 

Noise  
• Noise pollution needs to be addressed. 
• What is the radius of the area that would be affected? 
• How does the noise affect the animals within the area, including birds and sea mammals? 
• The lack of baseline data affects the integrity of the EIS. 
• Noise and sound factors from post-activities for MMR should include not only an analysis of the 

effects on humans but also on animals within any close proximity to MMR. 
 
Public Health and Safety 

• There were concerns that the activities at MMR may have a connection to cancer cases and other 
illnesses in the area. 

• Concerns were expressed about the hazardous materials contaminating the areas and food sources 
that people rely on. 

• People in the surrounding communities, along with the soldiers who are training, are exposed to 
dangerous conditions and conditions that cause chronic and acute illnesses. 

•  What are health impacts of the training activities on the soldiers as well as the surrounding 
communities? 

• The EIS should determine whether or not Mākua Valley is safe for the use by future generations.  
• Concerns were expressed about the safety of the surrounding communities in the event that 

various ordnance are fired beyond the boundaries of MMR.  
• Responses stating that health hazards are minimized because of limited exposure due to limited 

access are unacceptable because future use of the valley will occur at greater frequencies. 
• Homeland security to me means having safe and clean near shore waters to catch and gather food 
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from, a healthy environment to pass on to our future generations. 
 
Public Services and Utilities 
None expressed. 
 
Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

• There should be full disclosure of all information found. 
• There is strong support for the range to be closed, the clean up of the valley, the environment 

restored, and that the land be returned both to the displaced families and also the continued 
stewardship of the community. 

• What is the legality of the military being on the lands in Mākua? 
• There [is] no thorough accounting of the costs associated with the military in Hawai‘i. 
• Costs are unevenly distributed throughout the society and are disproportionately borne by 

communities like Wai‘anae, P�hakuloa, Lualualei, and Mākua.  
• Consider impacts on economic resources such as the plants, fish, and other resources from that 

valley. 
• Military occupied 1/3 of the land in Wai‘anae moku. How has this affected the economic health of 

the community? 
• What is the cost of military training in Mākua?  
• The Sustainable Defense Readiness and Environmental Protection Act will allow the military to be 

exempt from certain environmental laws.  
• The agencies that are responsible for any part of the environment should be clearly identified, 

including the State of Hawai‘i, the Navy, the Air Force, the Hawai‘i National Guard, or whoever. 
 
Traffic 
None expressed 

 
Visual Resources 
None expressed. 
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Preparation of Environmental Impact Statement 
Resumption of Military Training Activities at 

Mākua Military Reservation, Hawai‘i 
 

Scoping Meeting Summary 
13 April 2002 

Wai‘anae District Park 
Wai‘anae, Hawai‘i 96792 

 
Staffing 
 
Presiding Officer: COL John Woods 
 
Panelists: Gary Akasaki, Alvin Char, Kapua Kawelo, LTC Ronald Light, Laurie Lucking, 

Ph.D., CPT Erin McMahon, Esq., CPT Roger Miranda, COL Vernon Miyagi, 
LTC Dennis Owen, Jeanne Prussman, Esq., COL Michael Stine, MAJ Joseph 
Walsh 

 
Facilitators: Peter Adler, Ph.D., Karen Aka, Annelle Amaral, Ken Fukunaga, RaeDeen 

Karasuda, Miki Lee. 
 
Translators: Noelani Arista, Puakea Nogelmeier 
 
Attendance 
 
Individuals Signed In: 98 
Individuals Speaking: 43 
 
Schedule 
 
Meeting Convened: 1025 
Meeting Adjourned: 1500 
  
Questions and Comments 
 
Airspace 

• How often will helicopters be used, and how long will they be in the skies? 
• A request was made that the community be notified of the flight schedules and flight patterns 

beforehand. 
• What are the risks to the surrounding communities? 
• A request was made for all accident reports. 
• Flight patterns take helicopters over heavily populated areas including some schools. 
• Use of helicopters prevents traffic of military vehicles through communities. 
• Concern was expressed that the flying helicopters could interfere with bird flight patterns. 
 

Air Quality 
• A request for a baseline study was made. 
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• The public is exposed to the downwind draft of the smoke, which is generated by training and 
maintenance activities at the range. 

• The wind on the leeward coast change[s] directions throughout the day.  
• The study should look at the effects of the air on soils, people, plants, and animals that are 

exposed. 
 
Biological Resources 

• The proposed actions should not threaten endemic and endangered species. 
• What will the impacts of the proposed action be on native plants? 
• There should be assurances that the continued use of the valley will not result in the 

contamination of the plants. 
• Concern was expressed about the poor conditions of the fishery at Mākua, and muliwai.  
• The muliwai is a catchment for water emptying out of the valley and anything else that washes out 

of the valley. The muliwai were once filled with endemic species of fish and shrimp. 
• A request [was made] for more baseline surveys and studies to be done throughout the whole 

ahupua‘a (from mountain to ocean) to determine the condition of native species populations. 
• How are military personnel educated about the conditions at Mākua? 
• Have other alternative sites to Mākua been examined? 
• Concerns were expressed that helicopter training and transient light would have an effect on birds 

in the area. 
• Alien species should be replanted with native species. 
• An overall holistic approach should be taken when addressing problems with the environment; 

more vegetation on the ground means a return [of] water to the valley and the wells in the area. 
• Request for descriptive maps in EIS. 

 
Cultural Resources 

• Mākua is a culturally significant area for the Hawaiian community. 
• There were requests for identification, evaluation, surface and subsurface surveys of archaeological 

and cultural sights and practices to be conducted. 
• There is no evidence that Mākua was as significant in the past as it is made out to be. 
• Other cultural concerns are human burial sites, sources of water. 
• The Army has done a considerable amount of work to conserve and protect cultural sites at 

Mākua. 
• Provide assurance that the further destruction of [the] site will not occur under the proposed and 

continuing actions. 
• There should be the continued access to the valley for the purpose of practicing culture and 

religion. 
• The Hawaiian community should be involved in cultural consultations. 
• Consider reviving the ahupua‘a system. 
• The cultural survey that was circulated throughout the community was offensive. 
• The land at Mākua is part of a living heritage. 
• There are different accounts of what Mākua was used for by the Hawaiians in the past. 
• There has been added emphasis on cultural education as part of military training. 
• Appropriate mitigations must be put in place. 

 
General Comments 

• There were requests for more detailed maps. 
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• There is a need for more baseline data. 
• Restrictive reasoning would not be in the best interest of the State of Hawai‘i.  
• The community must be consulted with throughout the process. 
• NEPA guidance should be followed for the process of this EIS. 
 

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 
• There were requests that soil samples be taken and reports given to the community. 
• Concerns [were] expressed that the contaminants in the soils will end up in the waters and the air. 
• Activities on the range can lead to fugitive dust, erosion and landslides.  
• Lead, arsenic, mercury, unburned fuel are all concerns. 
• The toxic materials that remain in the soil need to be removed. 
• Cleanup should be done to the extent that the soils be usable for planting crops. 
• What steps are being taken to minimize present and future erosion of soil from MMR? 
• There should be full disclosure of all chemicals used at the range, and of the chemicals that are 

found in the soils. 
 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Wastes 

• We are concerned about the pollution and contamination. 
• Specific sites of concern are the OB/OD area, the bomb pit. 
• Metal globules have been found on the beach, of which the origin and composition are unknown. 
• When will Mākua be cleaned up of all contaminants and UXO? 
• A comprehensive list of all ordnance fired in the valley was requested. 
• A comprehensive list of all chemicals that are present in the valley was requested. 
• Address the cleanup and closure of the toxic dump sites. 
• Concern [was] expressed about the migration of pollutants off-site, as well as ordnance and UXO 

going out of the boundaries of the range. 
• What other chemicals are used for range maintenance activities? 

 
Hydrology and Groundwater 

• Water is an important cultural resource.  
• What are the threats of having contaminants that are found in the soil being found in the water? 
• EIS should identify all sources of water, aquifers and streams in the project area. 
• Identify aquatic resources in these streams. 
• The muliwai act as catchments that catch anything that is washed down from the valley. 
• Water sampling should take place over time and from wells that are placed throughout the valley 

and beyond the boundaries of the range. 
 
Land Use and Recreation 

• What other alternatives are there for training besides Mākua? 
• By what authority does the Army control Mākua? 
• Requests were made for copies of documentation for leased properties, Kuleana titles, and fee 

simple ownership. 
• When will the Army transfer back the lands to the people of Hawai‘i? 

 
Military Training 

• Consider other sites for analysis as an alternative to Mākua. 
• Mākua provides soldiers the opportunities to bring their training up to standard.  



Appendix B. Public Involvement  

 B-10

• Without your (community) support, training would be nothing to us. 
 
Noise 

• How will noise disturbance to the community be mitigated?  
• The studies of noise disturbance should not only consider human receptors but marine mammals 

and other animals as well. 
 

Public Health and Safety 
• What are the health hazards of the military training in Mākua Valley for the last 60 years? 
• Human risks for both the community and the soldiers should be assessed. 
• What are the effects of contaminants found on human life? 
• There is an unusually high rate of cancer on this side of the island. Does that have anything to do 

with the activities of the military? 
• I do not get rest when there is night training. I am woken from my sleep. 
• Look at the combined effects of all the other factors that contribute to ill health, socioeconomic 

problems, and so forth. 
• What are the Army’s responsibilities to people experiencing respiratory ailments?  

 
Public Services and Utilities 

• Does Mākua have a designated medical facility? 
 
Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

• The military’s presence has a beneficial impact on the State of Hawai‘i. 
• Mākua Valley was wrongfully taken by the military and should be returned to the families who 

the land was taken from. 
• Closure of MMR could result in the loss of federal monies.  
• Give all the comments adequate evaluation and consideration. 
• If a bill is passed, that will exempt the military from all environmental laws, will the EIS for 

Mākua still be done? 
• If the country goes to war, will the EIS still be completed? 
• The Army has made no serious attempts at any real cleanup. 
• The EIS must evaluate over 60 years of military activities. 
• Those who used Mākua should be held accountable. 
 

Traffic 
• The roads to Mākua cannot support the traffic of Mākua. 
• There were concerns of how soldiers, ammunition, and equipment will be transported through the 

communities. 
 
Visual Resources 

• The Army has not responded to my engagement with them as a community member about 
cleanup so we can have a land that not only looks good, but also is able to support the growth of 
crops. 
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Public Information Meeting Summary 
Sampling and Analysis Plan 

16 July 2002 
Wai‘anae Army Recreation Center 

85-010 Army Street 
Wai‘anae, Hawai‘i 96792 

 
STAFFING 
 
Presiding Officer: Major Jeff Butler 
 
Panelists: Gary Floyd, Steve Turnbull 
 
Facilitators: Annelle Amaral  
 
ATTENDANCE 
 
Individuals Speaking: 10 
 
SCHEDULE 
 
Meeting Convened: 1904 
Meeting Adjourned: 2108 
  
Questions and Comments 
 
Air 

• How many samples per location do you collect? 
o Response: There will be an array of samples collected at any given location. 

• Where will the sampling stations be placed? 
o Response: There are five proposed locations for the sample stations, which are based on 

interviews, observations, and literature searches. Samples will be taken one hour prior to 
the CALFEX exercise, and one hour after the exercise, with a five to six hour duration of 
samples being taken while the exercises are going on. 

• What kind of tests will be done and what will the samples be tested for? 
o Response: The samples will be tested for volatile organic compounds such as benzene, 

toluene, and xylenes; semivolatile organic compounds such as polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons. Energetic compounds, explosives, RDX, and HMX. 

• Consider the wind patterns in the valley. 
• Consider particulate matter that will fall out of the air and onto surroundings. 
• Will data results be averaged? 

o Response: The laboratory will be pulling a sample over a known time frame; we’ll be 
pulling a known volume, and based on that, we can interpret those readings to be 
meaningful data. 

• Stagger the air sampling throughout the day, rather than running all sampling apparatus at the 
same time. 
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o Response: We will consider this. We are currently looking at worst-case scenario analysis, 
where the CALFEX is happening full force. And we’re collecting representative samples at 
that time. 

• Will testing be limited to a predisposed list? 
o Response: We are not limiting the speed of analysis based on some predisposed list. 

• Besides the PM10 test, will you also be doing a PM2.5 test as well? 
o Response: We are considering it. 

• Will the monitoring stations be fixed or will they move with the wind? How will you compensate 
for different wind patterns? 

o Response: Monitoring stations will be fixed. We are considering adding more monitoring 
stations, as Andrea Farrow had suggested. 

• Will a mobile testing unit be available? 
o Response: No, we will not have a mobile unit. We will deal with the consideration. 

• Do modeling to account for all the directions of the wind. 
o Response: We will look into the data that we generate and the meteorological data that is 

generated and take all into consideration. 
• Has there been any sampling of the wind currents over the past year or two? from the stations that 

are already in locations? 
o Response: Yes, and we can look at those data that we do have. 

• Look at the surface wave currents carried by the wind and the deeper wave currents and whether 
or not the particulate matter will float or sink to the various levels of the ocean column. 

o Response: Thank you. 
 
Water 

• How much water is discharged on a daily basis mauka and makai of Mākua. 
o Response: I do not have that information. In the central part of O‘ahu, 170 million gallons 

of water is discharged on a daily basis. This number is from a study written in 1984 by 
Giambelluca. 

• Look at the effects that reduced vegetation has on rainfall. 
o Response: This can easily be added to the reports. 

• Will these studies show how the water in Mākua Valley affects the surrounding aquifers of the 
surrounding areas? 

o Response: All data seen and collected so far show that the wells over in Wai‘anae are 
further south. The whole valley flows out makai. At this point, we are not planning to 
sample the Board of Water Supply wells in Wai‘anae. 

• Initiate sampling of Board of Water Supply wells for compounds related to military operations. 
o Response: The Board of Water Supply, as part of the Safe Drinking Water Act, collects 

that data, and we can look at that. We will consider. 
• Samples should be taken of the ocean water. 

o Response: If we were to find contamination, pollutants of interest, in this sample that then 
leads us to believe that something may have gotten past this point, on out, then we would 
consider expanding that for an additional study. 

o Response: We will first look at the streams and the groundwater. 
o Response: Under the Settlement Agreement, if we find any evidence that something is a 

potential contamination pathway, then we’re required under the settlement to do further 
studies. If there’s evidence that it is going into the ocean, we probably have to study it 
under the Settlement Agreement. 
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• What if a gradient of pollution was found in the samples? 
o Response: We would then have to take a step back and consider why there might be low 

concentrations in some places and high concentrations in other places. Is there some 
influence from the highway, for instance? One tool that we can use is modeling. Sampling 
will be very focused so that there will be a better understanding of the valley. If more 
studies are needed, or further testing, then we go from there.  

• Samples should be taken in the muliwai. After the heavy rains that have occurred in 1996, most of 
the sediments that you will be looking for will have washed down into the muliwai. 

o Response: The EPA took samples of the muliwai in 1999. We will reference those studies. 
• Consider taking samples from organisms that are found in the waters. 

 
Soils 

• What is your definition of a shallow sample? 
o Response: Shallow soil samples are considered six inches or less, so very shallow. 
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Public Information Meeting Summary 
Sampling and Analysis Plan 

18 July 2002 
Wai‘anae Army Recreation Center 

Wai‘anae, Hawai‘i 96792 
 

STAFFING 
 
Presiding Officer: Major Jeff Butler 
 
Panelists: Gary Floyd, Steve Turnbull, Steve Spengler 
 
Facilitators: Miki Lee 
 
ATTENDANCE 
  
Individuals Speaking: 8  
 
SCHEDULE 
 
Meeting Convened: 1904 
Meeting Adjourned: 2136 
  
Questions and Comments 
 
Air 

• Just one sample at the beach? This is the main sensitive area for those who use the beach. 
o Response: We will consider including additional air samples along the beach. We will also 

consider testing for dioxins and furans. 
• When you extend sample sites, how will you choose where to put the station? 

o Response:I will defer to my colleagues. 
• Dioxins, furans, and PCPs should be tested for as cumulative effects. 
• Are there sensors inside? 

o Response: Some of the equipment is sophisticated while others are not. It depends on what 
it is testing for. In general, they are small vacuum pumps that pull air through a filter of 
some type of medium that would cause particulates to stick onto that filter, and then it is 
sent to a lab for analysis. 

• Would the vacuums be taking samples for 6 hours straight? 
o Response: Yes. 

• What are you sending to the lab? 
o Response: Whatever the sample media would be. In some cases, it would be a filter or a 

SUMMA canister. 
• What will the air samples be measured against? Has this ever been done at other Ranges in the US? 

o Response: Yes, at Fort Ord [California], so there have been standards established for this. 
The laboratories that we are using are well known and established for doing this type of 
work. They will be using screening criteria, or their detection limits are extremely low, 
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and they are very discerning in their analyses. These numbers speak to how sensitive those 
instruments are testing. 

• Is the health standard somewhere inside? 
o Response: Right in the middle. We want to make sure that we’re testing for things on both 

ends of that health standard. 
• Do you analyze all this data in Hawai‘i? 

o Response: We ship all these things off to a laboratory. 
• Sulfur compounds lose their integrity after 48 hours. 

o Response: We are considering doing some real-time monitoring out there. It would be 
qualitative and not as accurate as a laboratory, but it would give us reassurance if we 
missed the 48-hour holding time. 

• Can’t a laboratory in Hawai‘i do the testing? 
o Response: That is a good point. The laboratories that were selected are labs that can do the 

full suite of tests. So that when we send everything off, the same lab does it. We are trying 
to eliminate variability. 

• Is this lab that was selected the same lab that has done the prior laboratory samples? 
o Response: Yes, these labs are approved by the Army Corps of Engineers. 

• How does this sample protocol and analysis of air quality really get to cumulative impacts? 
o Response: When we are testing in air, we have to look at the real-time episode. The 

cumulative impact from air fallout is going to be down and on the soil. What has 
accumulated in the soil could possibly be kicked back up into the air and captured in the 
dusts that are generated. When Steve Turnbull speaks on the soil and water sampling, that 
is when we will be looking at the cumulative impacts. 

• I don’t accept that answer. 
• Contact former Range workers. 
 

Miscellaneous 
• Who is responsible for the scope? 

o Response: The Army gives the contractors a general purpose and scope, and one of the 
deliverables under the contract is the work plan that we’re reviewing. It is an interrelated 
process, back and forth. We also bring it to the public and get your comments before we 
finalize. 

• You can’t get good information without baseline data. 
• There will be no [analysis] of the results in the EIS. 

o Response: Everything we write up will be in the EIS. 
• Combined company assault training has occurred in the past once or twice already at the platoon 

assault training area in Schofield. Mākua is not the only place where this can occur. 
• Please provide a copy of the document going all the way back to a supposed US Senate treaty of 

land exemption of Hawai‘i that gives the Army the jurisdiction over this property in Hawai‘i. 
o Response: These are the wrong people to ask; they are only involved with writing the EIS. 

• There is a request for copies of reports used in the plan. 
• What is the farthest back that the Army records go? 

o Response: I do not know the answer to that question. We will have to see what we can 
find out. 

o Response: There is an appendix in the SEA that describes what was disposed of at Mākua. 
I think it goes back to 1985 or 1986. 

• What about medical wastes? 
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o Response: Of our limited records, there was no infectious waste disposed of in the valley. 
There were wastes of an explosive nature, like picric acid, and some gases. Those records 
are in the SEA. 

• Some people cannot park in here and were hassled by the guards. Can we hold the meeting in a 
church next time? 

o Response: We can. 
• Can we get a copy of the ESEA? 

 
 

Soil 
• The Halliburton studies should not be used. To take samples on a terrible foundational study is a 

big mistake. 
o Response: For a site like this we take samples from areas that will most likely have the 

most contamination. 
• I have no recommendation for taking samples. 
• Halliburton does not give the longitude and latitude of each site, so you cannot say with precision 

that that’s the most trenched area in the OB/OD site. The OB/OD site occurred anywhere in the 
impact area.  

o Response: We will go back and take another look at the Halliburton numbers. 
• What do you hope to gain from putting two boreholes at 20-foot and at five-foot intervals? 

o Response: The samples are at five-foot intervals. Based on talking to the old-timers that 
worked out there, most of the trenching was less than 20 feet. We’re hoping to take those 
samples, send them to the lab, and see what kind of compounds are in the soil. And we’re 
doing a complete suite, and there’s a later slide that lists what that is of chemicals. 

• Recommendation is if we’re interested in characterizing and finding out what happened at the 
OB/OD site, two samples aren’t going to do it. What is that going to tell you? 

o Response: The point of doing this was to get an idea of what is out there. 
• If we’re going to put bore holes in and the whole valley was used as an OB/OD site, that’s 

cumulative impacts, and set some transects up that make sense for the valley. 
o Response: That is a good comment. 

• What do you mean by geophysical evidence? 
o Response: Basically, the geophysical survey, soils that are more disturbed or have been 

more dug up over the year by back hoeing tend to have different values than soils that are 
undisturbed. So when the geophysics—these somewhat lower values are indicative of 
where there’s been more. When we picked those boreholes, the geophysics that 
Halliburton did give us an idea of where there’s been more trenching done, and that’s 
where we put those two boreholes. 

• At 20 feet, do you feel like you are getting a good representative sample of what is in that valley or 
is it just getting a sample of what came from other parts of the island, things that have been 
trucked in from other locations and been dumped there? 

o Response: My understanding from talking with the old-timers is that most of the time 
what they did out there was trench down six or eight feet, dig a trench, put in the 
ordnance that needed to be disposed of, bring in additional explosive and blast it, and then 
cover it up, and then come out and dig another trench next to it. 

• How do you know you’re not looking at something that has not been trucked in? 
o Response: I’ve been out there and it looks like the soil that is over here, though it is pretty 

grassed in by now. 



Appendix B. Public Involvement  

 B-17

• Make sure that the sampling process goes deep enough to capture the true soil. 
o Response: That is a good comment. 

• The lower numbers showed more disturbances? (Referring to a display figure.) 
o Response: I believe that is correct. 

• There is [a] picture taken from the ‘�hikilolo peak in 1976 that shows the OB/OD site filled with 
water. It may help you determine where there was a lot of disturbance. 

o Response: It would be helpful to get all of that information. 
• Are the questions asked in the interview with the old-timers available? 

o Response: Yes, they are part of our Administrative Record. 
• Who are the old-timers? 

o Response: Tom Husemann, Sammy Houseberg. 
• These men only represent the US Army. What about the Marines, the Navy, and the Army 

National Guard. 
o Response: Please know that we do not consider these two interviews to be all inclusive. 

Those are key people that we went to in preparation for the sampling plan. Additional 
interviews will occur. 

• Consider the employees that were out there for your interviews. 
• Look at the Environment Hawai‘i, ’92 and the University of Hawai‘i Report. It comes up with a 

lot more tonnage than what is listed in your plan. 
o Response: We did look at the Environment Hawai‘i, and you are right, their tonnage 

numbers are higher. 
• Will there be site visits to the boreholes and what are the costs? 

o Response: We had not been planning a site visit. The borehole testing and sampling are on 
the order of $2,000 to $5,000 dollars each. 

• How long are you allowing for the samples to be taken, and what if there are no large rain events 
during that period? 

o Response: We are planning to take samples from three rain events per year. If at the end of 
the year, it hasn’t rained, we will reevaluate. 

• Will there only be testing in the streambeds? 
o Response: Right now, there will not be testing in the muliwai. 

• Why are the muliwai not going to be tested? 
o Response: The Settlement Agreement states that first we’d look at what’s on-site in the 

streams. First we do it this way and see what we find, and then the muliwai are a second 
step. 

• Why aren’t there more sample sites upstream, towards the back of the valley where there was 
larger ammunition fired? We are interested in cumulative impacts. 

o Response: We are trying to answer the two main questions: What’s happening when it 
rains a lot and water flows off the military reservation into… 

• Your sampling sites make no sense. If there is a big rain, it will be past there. If there was no 
boundary and no Settlement Agreement, do you feel that this would be the best place? 

o Response: We would sample down towards the bottom of the stream and get stream flow 
from the entire valley. The muliwai ponds change shape a lot and to set up 
instrumentation around it would be difficult. 

• Consider taking samples at higher elevations so that we can see what has been deposited at the 
different elevations. 

• The water in the muliwai comes from underground. How will you test for that? 
o Response: That is the groundwater and it will be discussed in a couple of slides. 
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• You will not test the muliwai because it is off the reservation, but you will test for noise and air 
quality samples off the reservation?  

o Response: That is a good point and we’ll take record of it. 
• The Settlement Agreement says that these studies will evaluate whether there is the potential for 

any contamination to be transported beyond the boundaries. If the studies reveal a likelihood of 
such contamination is occurring, then the defendants will undertake additional studies of these 
resources.  

• I would suggest at least three feet of sediment near the center of the muliwai. 
• When you take your soil sample, how much do you take? How many grams? How does the lab 

sub-sample? 
o Response: The shallow surface soil samples are put in eight-ounce glass jars. The labs take 

an area about the size of your fingernail of that and run that in the lab. 
• Will the 0.5-gram sample that the lab takes be representative of the 500-gram sample that is sent in? 

You should speak with the guys at Environet and see how they handled this problem. Will the 
samples be representative of the whole valley? 

o Response: Yes and no. We take the samples we have and we extrapolate it and take what 
data we can get out of the literature. Modeling is a tool for estimating. Groundwater is 
different because it mixes and the samples are a little more representative. 

• Is there error rates or probabilities? 
o Response: Yes, in section 7 of this report there are probabilities for each type of sample. 

The rule of thumb is that two soil samples that are within 50% of each other are 
considered to be the same result. 

• I recommend that you set up your sites so that some kind of geostatistics can be applied and we 
can have an estimate. 

• How much does the EIS cost? 
o Response: $4 million. 

• We request to see the proposed budget. 
• The scope for the soil sampling is too narrow. 

o Response: We have to start somewhere, so we do the interviews, and these sites that were 
chosen are most likely to contain metal, explosives, and other compounds associated with 
operations. 

• How do you know that without a baseline? 
o Response: We’ve chosen sites that are no longer in use. 

• I’m concerned that the soil sampling scheme. A baseline is something we’ll have to look at. 
• Where are the soil and water samples going? 

o Response: The main soil and water lab is EMAX Lab in Torrance, California, and ten 
percent of the samples for lab accuracy will be sent to Sequoia Labs; there are four labs in 
northern California. There really isn’t a lab in Hawai‘i that does all theses analysis. 

 
Water 

• Samples should be taken in the muliwai. 
• How much does it cost for each of the wells that you’re going to be digging? 

o Response: The deeper ones are more expensive. The shallower wells are around $25,000 to 
$30,000. The deeper wells are more $50,000 to $60,000. 

• What were the hydrology studies being used? 
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o Response: USGS has a hydrographic atlas written by Takasaki in the late ‘70s. That is the 
main reference. The USGS also drilled some water test wells in the early ‘60s. That was the 
two basic ones that we looked at. We used the rainfall atlas for Hawai‘i. 

• John Mink had a really thorough study. 
o Response: We’ll have to get a copy of that. 

• Why were only six rounds of water sampling decided upon? 
o Response: That is what is commonly done, and that is where we are going to start. 

• How do you plan to account for an El Niño year and conditions that are not representative of the 
conditions that exist at Mākua? 

o Response: During modeling, we will do a range of inputs based on historic data. 
• Why is the bomb crater/junk car crater not being tested? 

o Response: Until those cars and UXO are cleared, there can’t be any sampling done. We 
felt there were other sites that were more important. 

• Why is there not a well at the OB/OD site, a deep monitoring well? I recommend that you put a 
well in at this site. 

o Response: We decided to put our wells in here and look at what is the chemistry of the 
groundwater that is going off the site. In order to figure that out, we don’t need that well. 

• The four wells that you have is a good start. 
• Where are the soil and water samples going? 

o Response: The main soil and water lab is EMAX Lab in Torrance, California, and ten 
percent of the samples for lab accuracy will be sent to Sequoia Labs; there are four labs in 
Northern California. There really isn’t a lab in Hawai‘i that does all theses analysis. 
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Public Meeting  
Prescribed Burn and  

High Priority Areas for Unexploded Areas 
24 September 2002 

Wai‘anae District Park Recreation Center 
Wai‘anae, Hawai‘i 96792 

 
STAFFING 
 
Presiding Officer: Major Jeff Butler 
 
Panelists: MAJ Jeff Butler, Laurie Lucking, Ph.D., CPT Kathleen Kelly, Gayland Enriques, 

Tom Husemann 
 
Facilitators: Miki Lee  
 
ATTENDANCE 
  
Individuals Signed In: 18  
 
SCHEDULE 
 
Meeting Convened: 1904 
Meeting Adjourned: 2119 
  
Questions and Comments 
 
Prescribed Burn 

• After doing the burn, you’ll be able to confirm whether or not the area has ICM? 
o Response: That is the expectation, yes. 

• How large of an area are you going to burn at one time? 
o Response: We are discussing different plans that we have with the US Fish and Wildlife 

Services. 
• Do you have to burn in order to lessen the fuel load? Are there other alternatives to a burn? 

o Response: We have looked at that in the EA as far as mechanical treatment, but it’s 
probably more cost-effective by doing a burn. We also have to take adequate control 
measures. We should be able to control those fires effectively. 

• Once you get into the areas where there is trees, is there any way that the trees could be preserved? 
o Response: Most of the areas that we are going to have intentions of burning are in the 

valley floor, which is primarily grass. There are haole koa stands; there are some keawe 
trees and so forth. But other than that, most of it is just grass. 

• What is the deadline for the comments on the EA? 
o Response: 8 October 2002. 

• The letter from US Fish and Wildlife does not say that you cannot comply with the settlement 
consistent with the ESA; it just says that you need formal consultation to do it. Will you be 
continuing consultation of this? 
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o Response: After looking at the plan, we felt that there was a lot more risk outside the 
firebreak road and we decided we’re not going to go with this plan.  

• If you surface-clear that area (648 acres), that will address the safety issue, you hope, but will not 
allow access—people should not assume that they will have cultural access based on that clearance 
to all the sites located within the firebreak roads and the small additions that you’re proposing an 
option to. Is that correct? 

o Response: What we’re asking [for] you [to] tell us is which areas within the areas that are 
going to be cleared you would like to access. It’s up to you to determine which sites you 
want to go to in the areas that will be cleared. 

• Your clearance will not be enough automatically to let someone go in there. 
o Response: Not automatically. We’ll have to get it declared low hazard, and we’ll have to 

get someone in there to maintain the grass so it stays low. 
• I would like to see the burn plan altered to avoid the highly sensitive areas. Eventually the 

expectation is that the valley will be accessible and usable again, and that it sustains life. 
• What kind of provisions can be put in place that will, one, control the future growth of fuels. 

Because if it’s cleared, then it becomes eligible for low-hazard rating, but if the grass grows again, it 
goes right back on high hazard. 

• Is there any kind of retardants or mats that are used for both erosion control and weed control? 
• Is there going to be sampling for contaminants of concern that would be added to the EIS? 

o Response: We will be taking air samples. 
• You don’t have to burn to find sub-munitions. We found them in 8-foot grass on Kaho‘olawe. But 

if you do, I like to burn in areas where I know there’s 40 mls igniters, because I don’t trust some of 
the technology that are out there, the ones that they tell us about. 

• There are better technologies out there, but the government does not allow us to use them. 
• You don’t fight fires with a helicopter on an ordnance range. 
• Do you intend to burn the whole 900 acres at one time or in chunks? 

o Response: We’re going to start with Units A and B. 
• We would like to see burning done in small increments and some replanting done. 
• Plans 2 and 3 would not require formal consultation under the Endangered Species Act and would 

not, in the Army’s and USFWS opinion, be likely to adversely affect endangered species. 
• The burn plan is far short of what the Judge’s orders call for. 
• How much money was spent for the burn? 

 
Culture 

• Is consultation with the community going to continue when large ordnance is detonated near 
cultural sites? 

o Response: Yes. We will not make those decisions alone. 
• For the suspect areas where the sites are, will we be able to resolve this question about whether 

ICM is present? 
o Response: It would be hard to burn the area in the back of the valley. 

• Are the five cultural sites that are located within the ICM area within the boundaries of the south 
firebreak road? 

o Response: Yes, it is. 

• Why is ‘�hikil�l� considered a high-hazard area? Is it an area that anybody fired into? It’s been 
cleared before. 
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o Response: Because it’s been in tall grass. It is not an area we keep cleared. We had ship-to-
shore shelling for a long time. 

o Response: It has been cleared before, but the record keeping isn’t that great. 

• The ship-to-shore was towards the back of the valley. Has any UXO ever been found? We should 
survey it. 

o Response: I don’t know if we’ve ever surveyed it. 

• Will community observers be allowed to go and look over the archaeologists’ shoulders to ensure 
that they are not missing anything? 

o Response: I will need to get clearance from EOD. 

• With respect to the Mākua EIS burning impacts being analyzed, will you be monitoring air quality 
during the burn? 

o Response: Yes. 

• With respect to funding, when you said that you’ve gotten the funding secured for the UXO 
clearance, could you describe in greater detail whether that’s the thousand meters or that’s 
everything within the area proposed to be burned or what level of UXO clearance, those types of 
things? Will the cleared area satisfy the safety issue with respect to public access areas on 
Farrington Highway and Mākua Beach? 

o Response: Funding has been secured for surface clearance for 468 acres of the areas that are 
proposed to be burned. Hopefully this will satisfy safety requirements. 

• This is a public hearing, and you’ve decided on executing Burn Plan 2. No opportunity for 
comments to change your mind? Maybe Burn Plan 1 with some modifications. 

o Response: That’s what we’re proposing right now to implement as a result of our 
consultations with USFWS. It is possible to modify the burn plan. 

• If you got money for the surface-clearing for everything within Option 2, how about 
public/community cultural access to any cultural sites found within the area that’s surface-cleared? 

o Response: That is a good lead in. Our priority in this meeting is to identify your priority 
and what cultural sites you want to go to. 

• Will the clearance of cultural sites go away after the prescribed burn? 

o Response: No, it is a separate matter. The only reason we are grouping them together is 
because the fire will be clearing some of the areas that you want access to. 

• We would like to add the sites at the back of the valley to the list. And the sites that are just 
outside the fire break road. 

• Site 9522 and the rest of the sites in the back of the valley are a priority. 

• I want access to every archaeological site known here. I want you to backtrack on the Department 
of Defense Explosive Safety Board of Certification Requirements that allows me to go there, and 
you clear it to that standard where I can go there. 

• Consult with Cultural experts for activities taking place in the vicinity of the cultural sites. 
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• If you surface clear that area to a thousand meters inside, you should have access all the way up to 
those thousand meters, and let’s go further up into that valley. 

• It’s unfortunate that we’re not subsurface removing this ordnance, because that would mean that 
we would not have to have an EOD escort walk up around. We could go unimpeded. 

• Do not relegate these sites according to prioritization. You are relegating to significance. I call this 
significant, but bulldoze the rest. 

• The Settlement Agreement does not say that the Army has any right to not clear all of the areas 
that were identified in the Settlement Agreement if it would require a formal consultation. 

• All cultural sites are a priority. 
 
General 

• Too much conflicting information is given out from the Army. 

• On that fire burn next to Kāneana Cave, did it start on the fire side, or did it start on the crest? 

o Response: It started alongside the road. 

• Meetings need to be longer to allow for the public to speak. 

• You mentioned that there was funding for 468 acres. Is that what I heard? The numbers between 
Gayland’s presentation and what you’re saying do not match up. 

o Response: 648 acres. We have areas that are being groomed right now, that are surfaced 
cleared, within the training area, which brought that down to 468 acres. 

• I know what is environmental justice. They don’t put bombing ranges in certain kinds of people’s 
neighborhoods. They put them in ours, and don’t clean up their ‘�pala. 

• Is there going to be another meeting? 

o Response: We don’t have it scheduled right now. 

• There is inadequate information, and not enough time. 

 
Improved Conventional Munitions (ICM) and Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) 

• Is there any confirmed ICM in Mākua? 

o Response: I have not seen anything that shows that there is confirmed ICM, except the 
letter came down from someone. We still have no idea. When it is a suspect ICM area, we 
have to treat it as an ICM area until we determine whether it is or not. 

• The suspect ICM area was identified within the firebreak road? 

o Response: Right. There are two little areas that are suspected ICM areas. 

• How are suspect ICM areas determined? What calculations are they using to determine that whole 
back of the valley is within the range of an ICM? 

o Response: If you find one, you will find many. We cannot take the chance of someone 
tripping over one. The director of the USARHAW Safety Office distinguished the back of 
the valley as a suspect ICM area at the time they found ICM there. 
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• If he only saw the one inside the firebreak road and if you’re able to do a burn and confirm that 
there is none inside the firebreak road, will that free up the area outside the firebreak road? 

o Response: I cannot make that decision. It would have to be discussed. 

• We have requested a copy of the letter that Sammy [Houseberg] had written regarding the ICM 
sighting, and now they say that they cannot find it. How long ago was this letter written? 

o Response: This letter was written some time after 1995 in regards to a directive from the 
Department of the Army that all installations had to send in their known suspected ICM 
areas. And it was written before any requests were made for written evidence of sightings. 

• If Sammy was the one who seen the ICM, will he have a hand in determining what happens with 
the ICM area? 

o Response: Yes, Sammy will be involved. 

o Response: There were two sightings, one by an EOD person, escorting an archaeologist, 
and one by Sammy in the back of the valley. 

• In all of the range records, is there any indication or evidence that ICMs were used there? We’ve 
been told that there were no records that indicate the use of ICMs there.  

o Response: We have no idea of the delivery system that they may have used or who put it 
there, but as long as it is suspect, we’re not going to authorize anyone in there until we can 
clarify that it isn’t there. 

• I want it noted for the record that you said there are no records. 

• You must have in your hands an exemption to go back there and try to do that (survey). 

o Response: No. That is not true. 

• According to General Eikenberry, before you could even go and look for ICMs, you needed an 
exemption from the Pentagon. We’re still waiting for an answer from that process. 

o Response: I think that refers to the back of the valley where you cannot do a controlled 
burn so you can see the surface. On the inside, there is a method that seems to be 
something we can do and do safely. Without doing a burn, the area would have to be 
cleared manually. 

• We are talking about getting to the back of the valley, period. 

• I had asked for a copy of Sammy’s letter a few months ago, when discussion about the blue trail 
and the access that just happened came up. We would appreciate a copy of the letter. 

• There are many hunters who hunt in Mākua on a regular basis. If there were ICMs up there, 
someone would have got hurt. 

• Is there a record of all of the clearances that have occurred to date, and can we have access to those 
records? 

o Response: There was a memo written that listed all of the UXO that they uncovered 
during that sweep and detonated a lot of it. We never got it to the point where it was 
declared low hazard. 

• How do you get it to the point where it is low hazard? 
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o Response: Three people have to sign off on it. 

• The Settlement Agreement calls for subsurface inspection. We wanted you to do subsurface on the 
whole valley. We didn’t get that. What we got in the settlement was the areas within the south 
firebreak and the SDZ as shown on Figure 2-2. That is what you’re measured against, even if in 
reality you’ve moved the mortar and placement and, therefore, the SDZ has moved. The court 
order would have to be modified to reflect that. 
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Public Meeting  
Cultural Access  

10 December 2002 
Wai‘anae District Park Recreation Center 

Wai‘anae, Hawai‘i 96792 
 

STAFFING 
 
Presiding Officer: Major Jeff Butler 
 
Panelists: MAJ Jeff Butler, Laurie Lucking, Ph.D., CPT Kathleen Kelly, Gayland Enriques, 

Tom Husemann 
 
Facilitators: Annelle Amaral  
 
ATTENDANCE 
  
Individuals Signed In: 24   
 
SCHEDULE 
 
Meeting Convened: 1815 
Meeting Adjourned: 2054 
  
Questions and Comments 
 
Cultural Resources 

• How are potential burials handled? What effect does state law have on our discovery of ‘iwi? 
o Response: We are not subject to state law, but we are subject to NAGPRA. We are not 

saying that these are burials, but they might be. If we found any indication that there 
actually were burials there, the law is very strict. We notify the O‘ahu Burial Council and 
Queen Mālama i Nā K�puna Hawai‘i Nei within 48 hours. 

• What does Phase II mean on the preliminary recommendations? 
o Response: This has been a very preliminary survey. Phase II means you go out, you take a 

really close look at it, you do plain view mapping, you do more photography, and in some 
cases you might do test pits to see the extent of the site boundaries. 

• Here is our prioritized list of cultural sites for access. Number 1, Mākua mid-valley complex, sites 
4540 and 5586 through 5590. Mauka Mākua, sites 4627 through 4629, 5920, and 9523. And our 
third priority is the new potential sites in Kahanahāiki, some of which are heiau, some of which 
may be mislabeled as agricultural field-type settings. We would like to go ground troop that area. 

• Cultural access priorities also include, number 1, the construction of an ahu in each of the valleys 
that encompass MMR. These ahu serve to remind us that the Hawaiian culture is a living, 
breathing culture that is not restricted to piles of rocks, assigned site numbers by non-Hawaiians. 
Number 2, to build an imu, which is mauka the entrance fence but makai of the (unintelligible) 
and this is to mitigate and minimize fires but still comply with our cultural beliefs and practices. 
Number 3 to mālama and take responsibility for areas not utilized by the Army for training, such 
as the P�haku Ki‘i and the two wells near the mango trees. The kuleana, which means 
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responsibility, includes cleaning and maintaining those and other areas. Number 4, planting, 
maintaining, and harvesting ‘uala, ipu, and other plants for presentation at cultural functions in 
other geographic locations, such as Kaho‘olawe, Hawaiian Island, Alaska, et cetera. 

• Section 13 in the Settlement Agreement says that members of the Wai‘anae community, including 
Mālama Mākua, will be allowed daytime access, sunset to sunrise, to MMR to conduct cultural 
activities, not just look at a pile of rocks. Cultural activities are to mālama, plant, so that we can 
take ho‘okupu when we go to Kaho‘olawe or we go to Hawaiian Island or we go to Alaska and 
interact with other native groups. 

• All other sites are equally as important. 
• What is the definition of “culture”? And if it is Hawaiian culture, who will have access to 

Hawaiian culture? 
o Response: I don’t think that we’re here this evening to discuss how we access, who will 

access, or any of those. We are really seeking our best knowledge of the area and what you 
would deem to be the priorities of these ten complex areas. 

• All sites in the valley are of number one priority because of the historical value in it towards my 
own family and those of others. Kamehameha warriors were all in that area. �kanip� was an area 
for the chiefs as a dry-out as they wash the bodies down over at what we call “Pray for Sex.” It was 
a place where their families lived. 

• We were forced to prioritize. 
• Being forced to prioritize is forcing a foreign culture on to the Hawaiian culture. It is outrageous. 

The United States military should stop pushing Hawaiians into prioritizing their sites. 
• All sites are important to us but you have to start somewhere. 
• Mākua should be used to plant foods. 
• Site 20 would be a good place to start some sweet potato mounds. It is one of the few sites that 

have been cleared. It would be good to do some subsurface clearing in that area. It is possible. 
• One of our priority areas is in the suspected ICM areas. It’s been a year and a half since we asked 

for the waiver. At the last meeting we were told that the waiver had not left Honolulu at that time. 
Has the waiver left Honolulu yet? 

• I would like to add Site numbers 1, 2, 5, 6, 12, 16,17 and 18 to the list. Site number 5 is fairly close 
to the firebreak road. 

o Response: That area has not been cleared. It’s been surface swept, but the UXO is still 
there. It has not been taken care of yet. Access to these areas may take longer than 
expected because of the rains. 

o Response: It probably will not be in January. We need 60 days to request EOD support. 
• Is it possible to have grass maintained? 

o Response: Your request will be noted on the record. 
• I believe that there is an abundant amount of sites with archaeological significance. We can go 

haywire picking every rock that maybe there’s three rocks in place and call it a site. My priority 
would be to identify the heiaus as places of the highest value, religiously. Going further than the 
heiaus is overdoing it. Nowhere on the Wai‘anae coast has been so thoroughly examined. 

• What is GANDA? 
o Response: That is the archaeological contractor, Garcia and Associates. 

• Some of the sites are labeled, “No further work.” 
o Response: It is a recommendation by the contractors. 

• There are different definitions for the term “heiau.” That is why I chose all of the sites. It is family 
and you are talking about ‘iwi k�puna. It is hard to prioritize. 

• Not every site is of cultural significance. 
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• Our senators and congressmen said that Mākua would be given to the farmers when your lease was 
up. 

• It would be a good idea to use the cultural access to cleanup or plant in the good soils. 
 
Improved Conventional Munitions (ICM) and Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) 

• How did the burn go? Can we get an update on how much UXO has been identified and removed? 
o Response: Those questions will have to be answered in another forum. 

• What is the budget for the removal of UXO? 
o Response: Those questions will have to be answered in another forum. 
o Response: We do not have those numbers at this time. 

• Have we ever gotten a map of the areas in the valley that have been surface cleared? It would help 
in prioritizing. 

o Response: The sites that are listed as “Accessible” are considered cleared. 
o Response: A map had been prepared for a prior public meeting. I can get a copy to you. 

• I would like to hear about the suspected ICM areas from Sammy Houseberg. 
• Why are helmets and flak jackets required for Mākua and not Kaho‘olawe? 

o Response: Kaho‘olawe is being managed by the Navy and not the Army. 
• If ICM were so dangerous, why did they put it on the land and use it in the first place? 

o Response: I have no idea. For years, all you had to do was sign out a key in order to use 
Mākua. I have eyes on. I physically picked these bodies up and removed them. I marked 
the ones that were live for EOD to come in and detonate. We did that for quite a period of 
time, until the grass came in and we could no longer finish. We know they are there. I 
have not revisited the place for 10 or 12 years. I am the Director for Army Safety now and 
it is my job to make sure we don’t do unsafe things like I was doing. 

• Why do you let people go into that valley and train? 
o Response: We have guidance that says that as long as we’ve reasonably cleared it, soldiers 

are allowed to train. We do that all over the Army. 
• With respect to the suspected ICM area that is within the south fire break road, when it is burned 

successfully, will we then have an opportunity to either further access the ICM area within the 
firebreak road or, hopefully, confirm that there is no ICM within the fire break road? 

o Response: I would never do that. ICM goes subsurface. I want to help you define the area 
better, but I cannot do that until the Army gives me permission. 

o Response: As far as suspected ICM or confirmed ICM, they are both treated the same. So 
even if it is suspected, you’re still limited and you still can’t enter the area to clear it. 

• If your concern were that the munitions might be subsurface, what would allow you to further 
define the area? 

o Response: Just by walking and my intuition and knowledge, the best I can. Based on my 
memory. 

• A better outline of the ICM area is needed. 
• What is the process for ICM removal? 

o Response: I have no idea. I would have to ask about the technologies. Right now, we do 
not clear them. 

o Response: Current Army policy prohibits entry into an ICM area to clear it. You can only 
request a waiver to enter an ICM area to define the boundaries of the area but not to clear 
it. ICMs are so dangerous. 

• The ICM area is a sacrificed area that the community will never be able to get into? 
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o Response: Hopefully, with the redefinition of the borders, we can restrict the ICM area to 
a smaller area. 

• Can metal detectors detect ICM? 
o Response: There is so much metal out there. 

• Just dig up all the metals out there and you will get the bad stuff out too. 
• If those things are scattered all over, is it reasonable to assume that some of them are on the heiau 

or archaeological sites? 
o Response: I really can’t answer you until I walk in there. When I was there, the whole area 

was bush and scrub. Yes, you can assume that. 
• What will the Army do to mediate for the protection of that site once they come across this? 

o Response: If we find normal ordnance, we have a plan. We come back to the community 
and tell them where it is in relation to the site then we show them how we will protect it. 
If ICM is there, we never get in there. 

• Is there any deactivation or decon procedures for the ICM areas, or do you just define the 
boundaries and mark them as off-bounds and wait until they degrade into the soil? 

o Response: Currently the Army does not have any technology, which will permit clearing 
ICMs. The Army policy clearly states that not even EOD personnel will enter an ICM 
area for the purpose of clearance. It is a safety issue. 

• Once the boundary has been made, is it ever reexamined? 
o Response: Since Mr. Houseberg has been there, the policy has changed. Maybe it will 

change again in the future. Maybe new technology will be developed. As it stands right 
now, all we can do is try to redefine the boundary. 

o Response: This is all based on current policy and technology. There are always 
advancements being made. It is even in the Army’s best interest to develop technology, 
because it’s part of the range that we use and it makes it hard to use that part when we 
have to keep the soldiers out. 

• Where is the letter? Where is the request? 
o Response: After the last meeting, we reconstructed the waiver, and we are resubmitting 

the waiver. It is now being staffed through division. 
• We lost a year and a half. The waiver was supposed to be done a year and a half ago. 
• Mākua will end up just like Kaho‘olawe. 
• How is the ICM area determined? 

o Response: I went out and did a map recon. I went on the road and walked around that area 
and put what I could best remember. 

• What is the status on the ICM waiver? 
o Response: You can request an ICM waiver to enter an ICM area to define the boundaries 

of the ICM area, but not to clear it for access. 
o Response: We are going to do it as soon as possible. 

• There are lot [of] numbers on these munitions. Can you trace those back to the ones who put 
them there? 

o Response: There are numbers, but I am not sure if they are lot numbers. I will try to track 
them down. 

o Response: This is not a finger pointing. We’re trying to look forward and try to clean it 
and clear it and define it. These things were done when there were no environmental laws 
and controls like we have now. 

• Help me find where it came from and maybe I can find more information on how to deal with it 
after you guys are gone. 
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o Response: Some munitions do have lot numbers on them. But what we would actually 
need to track or do the lot number on is the projectile itself, which we don’t have. 

• Just last year, the ICM area covering the OB/OD site used to be manicured. All of a sudden it is an 
ICM area. 

o Response: We hadn’t realized that the contractors were going in to that area. As soon as 
we did, we showed them the map because it had been identified. It should never have been 
opened to the grass cutters. 

• How soon can we get out there after you get the waiver? 
o Response: We’re going to have to burn again. The grass is back up to knee high and we 

can’t see the ground to walk. It is probably going to be when we burn again in July. 
• ICMs should be called by its common name, cluster bombs. 
• A program showed on the NOVA channel showed that the German’s had technology for 

removing and destroying ICMs. 
• What kind of documentation of the sightings exists? Can we get copies of the documentation for 

our records, so that we can track progress? 
o Response: There are no photos, just areas on a map where we were working and surface 

clearing that area. 
• Are there any robotics that can be used? Something that can agitate and stir up these things? 

o Response: Those in the UXO and de-mining community have been working on a lot of 
different technologies in other areas; however, there is no technology that works 
everywhere. Most of them are armored vehicles with  a sifting or chain or plow-type 
system on them. I think that if you tried to use those in large parts of Mākua, you would 
end up destroying a lot of good cultural sites in the process.  

• Can we get a copy of HQDA, Message 151835z, dated April 1996, and HQDA Letter 385-01-1, 
dated March 2nd, 2001. 

o Response: I have copies of the latest letter, but we do not have the 1996 letter. I have one 
dated 2 March 2001 and can give your attorney a copy of that. I will work on getting the 
first one. 

• Have there been any instances in which something similar to a bangalore has been used to breach 
an ICM area? 

o Response: I don’t know that. Not in training. But I don’t know if that’s the case in other 
areas of the world. 

• What did you do with all the UXO that were found? 
o Response: The UXO was marked and put into GPS and have been turned over to Range 

Control for follow-up and disposal by military EOD. 
• How many were found? 

o Response: I believe it was 49, mostly small, ranging from 40 millimeter projectiles up to 
one 100-pound bomb. 

• How many acres have been surface cleared as a result of the burn? 
o Response: We actually went into quite a few areas, cleared that, and reported being surface 

cleared, and documented around 60 acres total. 
 
 
Prescribed Burn 

• Can we get an update on how the burn went? 
o Response: Those questions will have to be answered in another forum. 
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• Once the area is cleared, is there some way that there can be weed control utilized to prevent the 
grass from growing up and you’re constrained from going back in and removing the ordnance? 
Things like plastic sheeting? 

o Response: Those questions will have to be answered in another forum. 
• On the Big Island, the Forest Service is replanting native plants that are resistant to fires. 

o Response: Those questions will have to be answered in another forum. 
• What is the timeline for the burn? 
• It seems to me that the most dangerous thing that you can do in Mākua is fighting a fire. 

o Response: When there is a fire, I restrict people from fighting it and we use aircraft. 
• For the prescribed burn, was everyone wearing kevlar and flack jackets? 

o Response: Yes. 
• When were kevlar and flack jackets first required? 

o Response: We’d have to check that out for you. 
• With respect to the consultation, have you prepared a biological assessment yet and sent that to US 

Fish and Wildlife Service? 
o Response: We used the environmental assessment and the burn plan to initiate 

consultation. 
• What is the cost of the prescribed burn? 

o Response: We spent over $125,000 just for the burn, not including the UXO clearance. 
• So you think that it was a good decision to do the burn in the first place, knowing that it’s going 

to cost that amount to do it again? 
o Response: We were, and the weather was the biggest influence of us not being successful. 

We were somewhat committed, based on our resources, and, based on the oversight from 
the Forest Service, we elected to proceed. 

• Why did you burn such a large area? 
o Response: That is in compliance with the Settlement Agreement. That is the areas, which 

are within the thousand meters and also within the SDZ. 
• Did you get what you want out of the large burns?  

o Response: Yes. We are somewhat limited in our access. We compartmentalize most of that 
area with interior road network, and used helicopters to get to areas that were inaccessible 
by ground. 

• November is not a good time to burn. We hardly get rain. 
• What were your incendiary devices that you used to start the fire? What were your fireproofing 

materials that you used? 
o Response: The two that were used for drip lines, were diesel fuel and fuel mixture. There 

were also ping-pong balls that have potassium permanganate, which is a chemical with the 
consistency of gunpowder, and injected ethylene glycol. As far as fireproofing, the fire 
retardant that we used was a liquid that was mixed with water that we put in the storage 
container, that actually picked up in the fire buckets and applied onto those areas that we 
identified as primary and secondary containment lines. 

• Do we have a half-life on those fireproofing materials? 
o Response: They are environmentally friendly; it’s been used in the forest and approved by 

the Forest Service. 
• What do you mean by “small” parcels? 

o Response: sixty to 100 acres. Unit A is approximately 400 acres; Unit B was 300 acres; 
both C1 and 2 were estimated at 70 acres and 30 acres, respectively. 

• How much of the 1,000 meters are left to burn? 



Appendix B. Public Involvement  

 B-32

o Response: I really couldn’t tell you. I don’t have the answer to that. 
• I want to congratulate the Army for doing such a good job, all the people that planned to make 

this happen. We didn’t have any over burns. 




