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I15-1 

I15-2 

I15-3 

I15-4 

I15-1 

Appendix G-4 provides a summary of noise monitoring data col-

lected from each of the monitored CALFEX events. Table 3-12 in 

the EIS provides data from a representative CALFEX event.  

 

I15-2 

Yes, ADNL calculations apply a 10 dB penalty factor to nighttime 

noise events 

 

I15-3 

Page 4-46 and Figure 4-4 in the Draft EIS summarize estimated 

maximum pass-by noise levels at a distance of 50 feet for various 

types of military and civilian vehicles. Most vehicles in military 

convoys will be Strykers, HMMWVs, trucks, or buses. Noise lev-

els from military vehicles will be similar to noise levels from ci-

vilian commercial trucks and buses. Maximum pass-by noise lev-

els from any vehicle will last about one second.  Overall convoy 

pass-by noise events will last less than a minute. Figure 4-4 has 

been revised. 

 

I15-4 

Additional mitigation could require that training activities be re-

scheduled, re-located or halted or that access to the beach is 

closed, which is a significant impact on its own. Due to the shape 

of the valley and the concerns with wildfires and threatened and 

endangered species, relocating the exercsies farther to the rear of 

the valley would not be possible. As far as re-scheduling goes, 

training activities are on a strict timeline due to the burn index 

restrictions and would only allow training to take place for a lim-

ited amount of time, which would limit the duration of training to 

hours of the day where the burn index is low enough to allow 

training to take place. Training occurs primarily on weekdays 

when public use of the beach is lower.  
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I15-5 

I15-6 

I15-7 

I15-8 

I15-9 

I15-5 

The EIS was prepared in accordance with the National Environ-

mental Policy Act and with applicable Federal and Army regula-

tions. Review of the Draft EIS by the US Environmental Protec-

tion Agency found the document to be adequate. Further informa-

tion and background on this issue was provided in Sections 3.5 

and 4.5 of the Draft EIS, which discusses noise impacts on recrea-

tional users. 

 

I15-6 

Section 4.5.1 in the EIS has been revised. Analyses of noise from 

various sizes of shape and cratering charges are discussed on page 

4-40 of the Draft EIS. Table 4-4 of the Draft EIS summarizes peak 

noise levels from different weights of shape charges and cratering 

charges. Surface detonation of shape charges would produce 

higher peak noise levels than the detonation of large buried crater-

ing charges. The modeling of CDNL noise contours was based on 

a representative level of training under each of the alternatives; 

this typical training would not include use of a 300-pound ammo-

nium nitrate charge. 

 

I15-7 

Section 4.5.3 of the EIS has been revised. The overall noise im-

pact would not be greater than the maximum noise source impact. 
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(Cont.) 

 

I15-8 

The purpose of a cratering charge is to damage roads, runways, and 

similar surfaces. These charges must be buried to accomplish this 

purpose. The hole for a cratering charge can be produced by man-

ual digging or by detonation of a surface shape charge. 

 

I15-9 

As noted in Appendix F-1, a peak noise level of 115 dBA or more 

is likely to produce some degree of permanent threshold shift and 

the threshold for pain is approximately 130 dBA. Because the hu-

man auditory system does not respond instantaneously to noise 

impulses, it may be more appropriate to apply these thresholds to 

fast response Lmax noise data rather than than to instantaneous 

peak dBA data. As shown in Appendix G-4, maximum fast re-

sponse Lmax noise levels were less than 110 dBA during each 

CALFEX event at Makua Beach, the Admin Trailer area, and the 

Lower Valley monitoring sites. None of the observers present at 

MMR CALFEX events reported any pain from noise exposure 

even when adjacent monitoring instruments registered instantane-

ous peak noise levels of 128 dB.  Even normal weather conditions 

can produce very high instantaneous peak noise levels. As shown 

in Appendix G-4, wind in tall vegetation produced an instantaneous 

peak dBA reading of over 120 dBA on April 8, 2003 when back-

ground noise monitoring was conducted on a day when no CAL-

FEX event occurred. 

 

As noted in Appendix F-1, an instantaneous peak noise level of 128 

dB is well below the threshold for building damage effects. Build-

ing damage from airborne noise requires peak nose levels well 

above 130 dB (probably 140 to 150 dB for poorly constructed 

structures). The only structures in the immediate vicinity of MMR 

are in the administration trailer area of MMR. None of these struc-

tures show any signs of damage from airborne or ground-borne 

vibrations despite the fact that they are closer to ordnance detona-

tion locations than is Makua Beach. 
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I15-9 

I15-10 

I15-11 

I15-10 

Section 4.5.3 has been revised. Helicopter noise level estimates 

are the Lmax dBA value. For a hovering helicopter, the average 

noise level (Leq) for the duration of hovering would be very close 

to the Lmax level. 

 

I15-11 

Meteorological data, which provides climatological context for 

the air and noise studies, has been added as Appendix G-7. Mete-

orological data are routinely measured during noise monitoring 

studies for situations that allow permanent or long-term sheltered 

instrument packages to be installed, and where meteorological 

towers do not cause conflicts with aviation activities.  Meteoro-

logical data are rarely measured for short duration noise studies 

that require portable instruments.  Portable instruments were re-

quired for the CALFEX noise monitoring because permanent 

monitoring instrument setups were not practical, key monitoring 

sites could not be secured against public access, and because in-

strument locations might have to be varied due to changing condi-

tions at different CALFEX events.                                                                                        

 

Noise monitoring procedures included collection of 1-second time 

histories of monitored noise levels.  A 1-second time history 

makes it impractical to identify and note individual noise events.  

Furthermore, troop activity during CALFEX events was not con-

tinuously visible from any location, thus precluding specific iden-

tification of individual noise events recorded in the 1-second time 

histories.                                                                                        

 

Class 2 meters were used on May 22, 2002 and Class 1 meters 

were used for subsequent dates.  Class 2 noise meters were cali-

brated using a Larson Davis CAL150 calibrator, which produces 

94 dB and 114 dB tones at 1,000 Hz. Subsequent noise monitoring 

used Class 1 noise meters that were calibrated using the Larson 

Davis CAL250 calibrator, which produces a 114 dB tone at 250 

Hz. 
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I15-11  

Differences between the L95 and Lmin noise levels simply reflect 

the number of impulse noise events recorded during a time interval.  

Small differences indicate either very frequent events or no events 

with disproportionately high peak noise levels.  Relatively large 

differences between the L95 and Lmin levels indicate a small num-

ber of intense noise events during the interval.  L99 data would not 

add any further clarification. 

 

Monitoring locations inside MMR were limited by accessibility 

and safety considerations.  No locations near the Admin Trailer 

area were free of potential extraneous noise sources, since public 

observers had access to this area.  Given the logistics associated 

with monitoring for CALFEX activities, the noise monitoring was 

conducted near the air quality sampling stations at Makua Beach, 

Silva Ranch, and the Lower Valley monitoring site.  Because the 

purpose of the monitoring was to collect peak noise level data, in-

flated minimum noise levels did not affect the analysis.  Traffic 

noise contributions at Silva Ranch influenced minimum noise lev-

els, but were not a factor in determining whether peak noise events 

during a CALFEX significantly affected areas south of the MMR 

boundary. On May 22, 2002 noise data was logged.  Due to insuffi-

cient instrument memory, detailed time histories were not recorded. 
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I15-12 

I15-4 

I15-5 

I15-13 

I15-7 

I15-3 

I15-14 

I15-12 

Detailed noise monitoring summaries are provided in Appendix G-4. 

Table 3-12 provides representative data at three locations from the 

January 31, 2003 CALFEX event. Additional references to Appen-

dix G-4 have been added to Section 3.5 of the EIS. 

 

I15-13 

All heavier demolition charges would be buried charges, which have 

less noise impact than surface charges.  CDNL contours would not 

be changed from those presented in the Draft EIS. 

 

I15-14 

The noise monitoring study on May 22, 2002 was conducted using 

the Larson Davis 720 and 820 models.  The other CALFEXs were 

monitored using the Larson Davis model 824. Monitoring sites se-

lected were based primarily on potential public exposure considera-

tion (the south end of Makua Beach closest to MMR CALFEX event 

activity), the Admin Trailer area where select members of the public 

are given access to view CALFEX events, and Silva Ranch, which 

includes the private residence closest to MMR). 
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I16-1 

I16-2 

I16-1 

As noted in Section 3.4 and Appendix E of the Draft EIS, air quality 

conditions in Hawaii comply with all state and federal ambient air 

quality standards. The Draft EIS addresses the air quality impacts of 

smoke and other pollutants from wildfires in Section 4.4. Air quality 

monitoring was conducted during a controlled burn at MMR in Oc-

tober 2002. The results of that monitoring are discussed in the Draft 

EIS (Section 3.4.4 and Appendix G-6). 

 

I16-2 

The Draft EIS considered other training locations in Section 2.5. 

Based on the analysis in the section, the Army determined that only 

MMR satisfies the purpose and need for the proposed action. 

Letter I16 
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I17-1 

I17-1 

1. The proposed training would occur primarily Monday 

through Friday. Further restricting the hours of operation 

would present unreasonable obstacles to nighttime training. 

Due to the shape of the installation, noise levels in nearby 

communities are expected to be minor. 

2. All training units are responsible for transporting the sup-

plies they need for training in and out of the installation. 

3. The extent of noise levels is greatly limited by the shape of 

the installation (shown in Figures 4-1 and 4-2 of the Draft 

EIS); smoke is a minor concern for routine training (see the air 

sampling report in Appendix G-6), and traffic would be kept to 

a minimum by avoiding peak traffic hours (see the Movement 

to the Site discussion in Section 2.4.3). 

4. This consideration is beyond the scope of alternatives in this 

EIS 

Letter I17 




