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Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Letter E1 Comments Responses

El-1

CALFEX event designs and meteorological conditions during the
noise and air quality monitoring studies were representative of
normal CALFEX designs and normal weather conditions.

E1-2
All CALFEX monitoring was done during typical company level
CALFEX events, including the use of artillery, mortar, and air
support units. When not included as part of the CALFEX event,
detonation of demolition charges was done immediately after the
CALFEX exercise. Weather conditions on the monitoring days
were entirely representative of normal conditions, as is evident
from a comparison of daily and long term average data from
Honolulu International Airport. The January 31, 2003 CALFEX
occured under weather conditions that are representative of nor-
mal January conditions. The April 10, 2003 CALFEX occurred
under weather conditions that were slightly warmer and windier
than normal April conditions, making the weather conditions on
that day representative of conditions that are normal for June,
El—l‘ July, or August. Thus, the full range of normal dry weather con-
ditions was accounted for by the air monitoring study. Meteoro-
logical data for the days when sampling occurred are presented

El-2 in Appendix G-7.

E1-3] El-3
CALFEX event designs and meteorological conditions during the
noise and air quality monitoring studies were representative of
normal CALFEX designs and normal weather conditions. The
EIS was prepared in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act and with applicable federal and Army regulations.
El- 4‘ Review of the Draft EIS by the US Environmental Protection
Agency found the document to be adequate.

El1-4
Fugitive dust is not a significant contributor to particulate matter
emissions during wildfires.
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Comments

Responses

(Cont.)

El-4

The vast majority of particulate matter from wildfires results from
combustion of organic matter. High moisture conditions result in
higher than normal particulate matter emissions, not lower than
normal emissions during burn events. "Efficient" combustion con-
ditions convert most of the organic content of the fuel into simple
gaseous carbon oxides such as carbon dioxide and carbon monox-
ide. Inefficient combustion due to high fuel moisture levels lowers
combustion zone temperatures, resulting in less complete combus-
tion and production of elevated concentrations of partially oxidized
organic compounds, most of which have low vapor pressures and
condense as smoke aerosols. In addition, high moisture conditions
reduce smoke plume temperatures, resulting in less plume rise and
higher downwind ground level pollutant concentrations than would
occur with dry fuels. Furthermore, high moisture conditions slow
the speed of the burn, resulting in longer durations for the burn
event. While conditions at the October 30, 2002 controlled burn
were marginal for an efficient burn event, they were "worst case"
conditions in terms of resulting pollutant emissions and downwind
ground level pollutant concentrations.

K-66



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments Responses

E1-5

Controlled burns are a component of installation management pro-
grams, but are not an integral part of CALFEX training exercises.
While conditions at the October 30, 2002 controlled burn were
marginal for an efficient burn event, they were "worst case" condi-
tions in terms of resulting pollutant emissions and downwind
ground level pollutant concentrations. Thus, emissions from con-
trolled burns are acurately characterized by the monitoring study.

E1-6

‘While conditions at the October 30, 2002 controlled burn were
marginal for an efficient burn event, they were representative of
"worst case" conditions in terms of resulting pollutant emissions
and downwind ground level pollutant concentrations.

E1-7

E1'5| There is insufficient information available on past prescribed burns
E1—6| to provide any quantitative comparison between the October 30,
2002 burn and historical burn events.

E1-8
There is insufficient information available on past prescribed burns
to provide any quantitative comparison between the October 30,
E1'8| 2002 burn and historical burn events. The October 30, 2002 con-
El1-9 trolled burn event included some preliminary test burns as part of
normal procedured used to decide whether or not to proceed with
the planned burn event. The intial test burn was started more than
2 hours before a decision was made to proceed with the planned
burn event. The planned burn event in "Area B" lasted about 2.5
hours. Air sampling was initiated a little before the start of the
Area B controlled burn, and lasted for a total of about 4-1/2 hours
to continue sampling residual smoke levels after the burn was for-
mally declared out. The entire burn event represented high-
emission smoldering burn conditions.

El1-7

El-10

El-11]
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Comments Responses

(Cont.)

E1-9

While conditions at the October 30, 2002 controlled burn were
marginal for an efficient burn event, they were "worst case" con-
ditions in terms of resulting pollutant emissions and downwind
ground level pollutant concentrations. "Efficient" combustion
conditions convert most of the organic content of the fuel into
simple gaseous carbon oxides such as carbon dioxide and carbon
monoxide. Inefficient combustion due to high fuel moisture lev-
els lowers combustion zone temperatures, resulting in less com-
plete combustion and production of elevated concentrations of
partially oxidized organic compounds, most of which have low
vapor pressures and condense as smoke aerosols. The relatively
high fuel moisture conditions present during the October 30, 2002
controlled burn resulted in worst case smoke generation condi-
tions, compounded by reduced plume rise and increased ground
level pollutant concentrations downwind of the burn area.

E1-10

There was no practical way to quantify the times when individual
sampling stations were impacted by an emissions plume. Plume
impact is not limited to times when visible smoke is present. Visi-
ble smoke merely indicates high concentrations of particulate mat-
ter. Lower concentrations can be present even when a visible
smoke plume cannot be noticed.

El-11

Still photographs provide ample documentation of conditions dur-
ing the air sampling events. Since weather conditions during the
October 30, 2002 burn were representative of conditions when
prescribed burns can be conducted, the resulting air sampling also
is representative of such conditions.
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Comments Responses

E1-12
See response to Comment E1-11.

E1-13

The Army thanks you for your comment and appreciates your
participation in this public review process. Your comment has
E1'12| been considered and has been included as part of the administra-
E1—13| tive record for this process.

El1-14

The TWA concentrations cited in the Draft EIS were calculated
properly. As explained in Appendix G-6, the TWA for PM10
and PM2.5 were calculated using background concentrations of
21.2 micrograms per cubic meter for PM10 and 13.2 micrograms
per cubic meter for PM2.5. These assumed background concen-
trations are 50% of the lowest concentration reported from the 3
monitoring stations, resulting in a very conservative estimate of
background conditions. All time periods included in the TWA
outside the actual monitoring duration were assumed to have
these background particulate matter concentrations.

El-14

El-15

El-16
E1-15

As noted in response to other comments, the TWA concentra-
El-17 tions cited in the Draft EIS were calculated properly, and there
were no violations of health-related ambient air quality stan-
dards. And as noted in response to other comments, vegetation
E1-18 moisture conditions resulted in a slow, inefficient combustion
process, but this resulted in higher than normal smoke generation
and lower than normal smoke plume lofting. Therefore the sam-
E1-19 pling results are conservatively high compared to more typical
vegetation moisture conditions for controlled burn events.

E1-20)

E1-21|
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Comments Responses

(Cont.)

El-16

The 4.5 hours of air sampling at the controlled burn event on Octo-
ber 30, 2002 resulted in an estimated PM10 concentration that was
only 40% of the federal ambient air quality standard and and esti-
mated PM2.5 concentration that was 92% of the federal standard.
There is little prospect that any controlled burn event at MMR
would result in off-post PM10 concentrations above the value of
the federal PM10 standard. While it is possible that some con-
trolled burn events might result in off-post PM2.5 concentrations
above the value of the federal PM2.5 standard, no such single event
would constitute a violation of the federal standard. The federal
PM2.5 standard requires a 3-year average of annual 98th percentile
PM concentrations at the same location to exceed the numerical
value of the federal standard before there is a violation of the stan-
dard.

The 98th percentile value would be the 7th highest value for the
year (either actually monitored or predicted by modeling). It is
extremely unlikely that three consecutive years would each result
in seven or more burn events producing PM2.5 concentrations
above the numerical value of the federal standard.
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Comments Responses

(Cont.)

E1-17

The air sampling plan called for monitoring one controlled burn.
None of the public comments made on the air sampling plan asked
that a burn at the OB/OD area be monitored. The selected burn
event included a much larger acreage than the OB/OD area, and
included areas much closer to Farrington Highway and Makua
Beach than the OB/OD area. Monitoring the burn at the OB/OD
area instead of the October 30, 2002 burn event would have pro-
duced much lower pollutant concentration measurements at the
public use areas on Makua Beach than did the monitored burn
event.

E1-18

While Air Location 2 would measure pollutants transported west-
ward from the OB/OD area, the primary purpose of this location
was to measure pollutants transported eastward from the primary
objective area. Monitoring stations were located north, east, south,
and west of the primary objective area to ensure that pollutants
generated during a CALFEX event would be monitored regardless
of prevailing wind direction.

E1-19

The burn at the OB/OD area occurred the day after the monitored
controlled burn event, not the day before it. The air sampling plan
called for monitoring one controlled burn, and none of the public
comments on the air sampling plan asked for a burn at the OB/OD
to be monitored. The selected burn event included a much larger
acreage than the OB/OD area, and included areas much closer to
Farrington Highway and Makua Beach than the OB/OD area.
Monitoring the burn at the OB/OD area instead of the October 30,
2002 burn would undoubtedly have produced much lower pollutant
concentration measurements at the public use areas on Makua
Beach than did the monitored burn event.
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Comments Responses

(Cont.)

E1-20

The Army thanks you for your comment and appreciates your
participation in this public review process. Your comment has
been considered and has been included as part of the adminis-
trative record for this process.

E1-21

As explained in the Draft EIS, there is no single scenario for a
company level CALFEX. Each CALFEX is individually de-
signed by the unit commander. The monitored CALFEX events
were selected as typical of company-level CALFEXs because
they included indirect fire support (artillery and mortars), avia-
tion unit support (helicopter strafing, and demolition explosives
use.
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E1-22

E1-23

E1-24]

E1-25

Comments
Ir. Shirakata
October 5, 2005
Page 4

the impact of live-fire training at MR, the EIS should itemize the weapons, vehicles, and
quantities of munitions used for the CALFEX #1 and #2 events that were monitored and
compare these to those that would be used during the full range of live-fire exercises proposed
for MR,

2. The DEIS does not provide any information regarding whether or for how long the air
sampling locations were in the dust or combustion emission plumes during the CALFEZX
events, and, thus, fails to provide any meaningful information regarding air quality impacts
associated with such live-fire exercises.

3. Both of the monitored CALFEXs took place during the wet season (Jan. and April 2003)
when vegetation 15 less likely to burn and less dust 1s kicked up by artillery and mortar shells,
rockets, and explosives. Per the DEIS, the Army proposes to carry outup to 50 CALFEX s per
year (i.e., about one per week, year-round), and all of its training alternatives involve 242 days
of training per year. Training during drier times of the year would likely result in greater air
quality impacts than the CALFE s that were monitored for the DEIS, due to the increased risk
of associated fires and, even in the absence of a training-related fire, more dust getting kicked
up. The Army needs to assess the air quality impacts of the CALFEX s during the dry season.

Sincerely,
Q\(nduf. 2 Tormo—

AndreaR. Ferro, PE., Ph.D.
Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering

Responses

E1-22

The monitored CALFEX events were selected as typical of com-
pany-level CALFEXs because they included indirect fire support
(artillery and mortars), aviation unit support (helicopter strafing,
and demolition explosives use.

E1-23

Air sampling locations were located at the closest areas of public
access, and at locations north, east, south, and west of the primary
ordnance impact area. These locations make the resulting moni-
toring data very meaningful for impact assessment purposes.
There was no practical way to quantify the times when individual
sampling stations were impacted by an emissions plumes. Plume
impact is not limited to times when visible smoke is present.
Most gaseous pollutants are invisible, and particulate matter is
visible only when present in very high concentrations. Visible
smoke merely indicates high concentrations of particulate matter.
Lower concentrations can be present even when a visible smoke
plume cannot be noticed. Pollutant transport and dispersion con-
tinues well beyond the point at which the plume becomes invisi-
ble. Visible plumes during the CALFEX exercises were limited to
the immediate areas of the Impact Area and the howitzer firing
point. Plume concentrations were reduced below visible concen-
trations as they dispersed beyond these areas of origin.

E1-24

Seasonal differences in weather conditions at low elevation loca-
tions in Hawaii are not sufficient to bias the representativeness of
the monitored CALFEX events. As demonstrated by long term
weather data for Honolulu, there is only a 9 degree swing in aver-
age daily maximum and minimum temperatures between the
warmest and coldest months of the year. In addition, days with
more than 0.01 inches of precipitation do not vary widely regard-
less of season (a low of 5.7 days per month for June and a high of
10.2 days per month for December).
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Comments Responses

E1-24

Similarly, mean monthly wind speeds do not vary widely (a low
of 9.5 mph in January and a high of 13.1 mph in July). Prevail-
ing wind directions are the same in every month. All CALFEX
air sampling took place during periods when there was no rain.
Photographs taken from the observation tower show small dust
plumes in the Impact Area during helicopter strafing runs, clearly
indicating the rapid drainage and drying of area soils. Daily
weather data from Honolulu International Airport, when com-
pared with long term averages, show that weather conditions for
the January 31, 2003 CALFEX event were entirely representative
of January conditions. Daily weather data for the April 10, 2003
CALFEX show that air temperatures and wind speeds for that
day were slightly higher than average April conditions, making
that day entirely representative of average June, July, or August
conditions. Thus, the monitored CALFEX events occurred on
days when weather conditions were representative of the entire
annual range of weather conditions.

E1-25

All CALFEX monitoring was done during typical company level
CALFEX events, including the use of artillery, mortar, and air
support units. When not included as part of the CALFEX event,
detonation of demolition charges was done immediately after the
CALFEX exercise. Weather conditions on the monitoring days
were entirely representative of normal conditions, as is evident
from a comparison of daily and long term average data from
Honolulu International Airport. The January 31, 2003 CALFEX
occurred under weather conditions that are representative of nor-
mal January conditions. The April 10, 2003 CALFEX occurred
under weather conditions that were slightly warmer and windier
than normal April conditions, making the weather conditions on
that day representative of conditions that are normal for June,
July, or August. Thus, the full range of normal dry weather con-
ditions was accounted for by the air monitoring study. Meteoro-
logical data for the days when sampling occurred are presented
in Appendix G-7.
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Comments Responses

E2-1

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 Protection
Agency found the document to be adequate. The Army derived its
basis for the archaeological and cultural resource analysis from site

E2—1| specific baseline reports from cultural resource firms with exten-
sive local experience, as well as from oral histories, public meet-
E2'2| ings and interested individuals. In addition, the Army encouraged

the public and Native Hawaiians to share their knowledge of re-
sources present at MMR and incorporated this information into the
E2-3 Draft EIS.

E2-2

It is the Army’s position to protect all identified and unevaluated
Areas of Traditional Importance, sites, natural features, and historic
structures as though they are eligible for the National Register.
Determinations of significance and interpretation of these sites is
E2-4 ongoing and will continue for years to come in consultation with
the Native Hawaiian community. Until this is completed the sites
will be treated as eligible and consultations on military impacts on
these sites will continue.

E2-2] E2-3
| Please see the response to Comment E2-2.

E2-5
E2-4

E2—5| It is the Army's understanding that the oral history interviewees
withdrew their comments because of disagreements with members
of Malama Makua. The Army has assessed the Ukanipo Heiau.
Further assessment, such as subsurface testing, would cause irrepa-

E2-6 rable damage to its cultural integrity.

E2-3|
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Comments

Responses

(cont.)

E2-5

The Army recognizes that burials may exist in areas it has not been
able to survey. It is difficult to distinguish between mounds in-
tended for agricultural use from burials without invasive testing.
Testing, however, is destructive and whatever is contained within
the site will be disturbed, which is an adverse effect. The Army
errs on the side of caution in undertaking subsurface testing be-
cause of the destructive nature of such examination. Subsurface
testing which has been undertaken in Makua yielded features that
appeared to be burials but did not contain any human remains. The
Army's subsurface testing resulted in objections from a member of
Malama Makua as well as from a lineal descendent.

E2-6

These new sites and features located during the 2001 surveys are
listed in Table 3-28 as Sites 5775, 5776, 5777, and 5778. The pos-
sible burials were identified at Site 5775. Table 3-28 has been
changed to reflect this.
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E2-2

E2-7

Comments

Responses

E2-7:
The Army recognizes in the impact analysis that there could be sub-
stantive and unmitigable harm to cultural resources. In addition,

please see response to Comment E2-2.
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