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Comments

Responses

15-5

Surface surveys have been completed for the entire area within the
south firebreak road except for those areas containing improved
conventional munitions. Surface surveys have also been under-
taken for the majority of the surface danger zone of the 105mm
round. Surface surveys have also been undertaken for the Ukanipo
Heiau complex, Koiahi Gulch and almost all of Kahanahaiki Val-
ley. This coverage is reflected in Figures 3-24 and 3-25 in the
Draft EIS.

Subsurface testing has been undertaken in Sites 4243, 4244, 4245
and 4246. This testing showed there is a subsurface component to
these sites; however, this limited testing resulted in protests from
two Native Hawaiians due to the invasive and destructive nature of
the testing.

An additional subsurface archaeological survey was conducted in
November and December of 2006. The results of this survey have
been incorporated into Section 3.10, and the survey report is in-
cluded as Appendix G-9.

The Army has completed all surface and subsurface archaeological
surveys consistent with NEPA and the settlement agreements with
Malama Makua.

15-6

MMR is important to military training in Hawaii, and thus SBCT
forces would use MMR if the ranges were available after comple-
tion of the MMR Final EIS and ROD. The SBCT EIS, Chapter 2
(page 2-43), section on Combined Live-Fire Maneuver Training,
addresses how SBCT forces would conduct dismounted training to
include company-level CALFEXs. The MMR EIS contains an
analysis of the potential environmental impacts associated with
dismounted CALFEXs for current forces and the SBCT (see Chap-
ter 5).
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Comments Responses

15-7

The Army sent cultural impact assessment survey forms to the
public, distributed copies at public meetings, deposited copies at
public libraries, and posted notices on public notice boards in the
Waianae community. The Army notified interested members of the
community that it would consider proposed revisions; however,
none were received. The Army will continue to consult with Native
15-7 Hawaiians having lineal and/or cultural ties to Makua who wish to
work with us in the identification, determination of significance

15-8 and evaluation of sites at Makua.
15-9| 15-8
See response to Comment 15-7.
15-10]
15-9
See response to Comment 15-7.
I5-11 I5-10

See response to Comment 15-7.

I5-11
The referenced text could not be found in the Draft EIS.
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15-12]

Comments

Responses

15-12

The Army thanks you for your comment and appreciates your par-
ticipation in this public review process. Your comment has been
considered and has been included as part of the administrative re-
cord for this process.
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15—13‘

15—14‘

I5-15

Comments

Responses

15-13

The EIS considered other alternatives in Section 2.5. The EIS now
includes evaluation of an alternative in which training proposed for
MMR would be conducted at the Pohakuloa Training Area, island of
Hawaii (See Chapter 2 for a description of this alternative). This
alternative was added in response to public comments received on
the Draft EIS. Use of MMR, however, remains the preferred alter-
native.

15-14

The Army thanks you for your comment and appreciates your par-
ticipation in this public review process. Your comment has been
considered and has been included as part of the administrative re-
cord for this process. In addition, cultural and environmental justice
impacts are addressed in Sections 4.10 and 4.12 of the Draft EIS.

I5-15

The Army thanks you for your comment and appreciates your par-
ticipation in this public review process. Your comment has been
considered and has been included as part of the administrative re-
cord for this process.
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Letter 16

I16-1

16-2' 2

I6—3'

Comments

Response And Comments To The DEIS on Military Training Activities at MMR, HI

L.

~
=

Draft EIS on Training in Makua, needs to include all alternative locations for
training including those for short term as well as long term use. Therefore,
incorporate the congressionally mandated report on all possible alternate sites to
Makua.

It is important and necessary to include the effect and relationship of the proposed
Stryker Brigade on proposed training in Makua.

Archeological study: this is apparently an inadequate study. Please refer to
Malama Makua’s consultant’s report.

Draft Marine Resources Study

a. Original S & A plan was flawed. Most recommendations by community
and our consultants were not followed.

b. Nanakuli muliwae (known to local people as “stink pond™) is a poor
and unacceptable choice for the control muliwae. It’s in an urban drainage
area (e.g. from a four lane heavily used highway) as well as gets drainage
from Nanakuli Ranch. Therefore it is obviously contaminated. This goes
also for Sandy Beach. The area was used for military training in the past.
You should have a better control muliwai, even if you have to go to an
outer island - one where there is no history of military training, ranch, or
urban area runoff. .

c. Limu study found high levels of arsenic. The next obvious test was not
done, i.e., to determine percentage of inorganic (toxic) vs. percentage of
organic (safe) levels. Will you do it ?

All limu samples need to be identified-- not only by scientific but also by
local names. The limu sample was too small. Needs to be larger.

d. Were the field notes redone to be clearly legible? Were all tables and
information included in the appendices?

e. Re fish catch: didn’t include eels (puhi) which was strongly recommended
in scopings. Need to do night fishing as well as diving both day and night.
Fish sample was too small, only 34 gms. EPA recommends 258 gms.
Analysis of fish samples should be segregated by species.

f. Molluscs (shellfish) and crustaceans are supposed to be included in this
study; e.g. crabs in muliwai and urchins near shore and benthic organisms.
Please do it.

g. “There was a potential hazard to benthic invertebrates from 2,3,7.8-TCDD
in sediments in the south muliwai” (Page 6-3 near the bottom).

It is unlikely that dioxin found in the muliwai came from “burning of
household waste.” More likely, is the burning that occurred in the
former OB/OD site. Please refer to my testimony on February 24, 2007
and the photo I took of the OB/OD site in 1979 and exhibited at that
meeting. That information should be included in the revision.

Responses

16-1

The EIS considered other alternatives in Section 2.5. The EIS now
includes evaluation of an alternative in which training proposed for
MMR would be conducted at the Pohakuloa Training Area, island
of Hawaii (See Chapter 2 for a description of this alternative). This
alternative was added in response to public comments received on
the Draft EIS. Use of MMR, however, remains the preferred alter-
native.

16-2

Like any other unit, the Stryker Brigade Combat Team forces
would have access to MMR for training, as discussed in Section
2.2. Those forces would be subject to the constraints and limita-
tions that apply to all units using MMR.

16-3

The Army appreciates you input. The complete Marine study and
responses to the public’s comments on that study are included in
Appendix G-8.
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Comments

Response and comments to the DEIS on Military Training at MMR in Makua, HI

—

Page 2

Dioxin/furans were also found in the “Halliburton” study of the OB/OD
site (1994, 1 believe). This is important information regarding the
cumulative effects which are supposed to be included in the EIS. Please
so note in your revised report.

. Re: Draft Marine Resources Study (page 6-2) you state “there is no

obvious pattern of deposition of explosive related chemicals.” Yet you
stated that perchlorate was found in surface water and detected in six
samples of fish from the muliwai. That appears to be a pattern to me.
The dioxin/furans may not show “obvious pattern” but were widely
distributed” in the environment tested. Therefore, there could be a
less obvious and more subtle pattern.

You reported that xylene was detected in fish samples. This is disturbing
and again raises more questions.

Your study has raised more questions than it has answered.

The critique by our consultants goes into more detail and needs to be
addressed.

. I quote from your Appendix C page 7 paragraph C.4.1:

”A significant number of organochlorine data were disqualified because
They could not be accurately quantified. Additionally, nitroglycerine and
RDX data from three samples were disqualified. This resulted in a

reduced number of valid data with which to use in the project assessment™.

Your honesty is appreciated—I would expect nothing less. However, this
appears to be a “significant” gap and deficiency in your data. This study
needs to be redone!!!

We need more information and answers.

Sincerely,

Frederick A. Dodge, MD and Karen GS Young, NP
86-024 Glenmonger Street

Wai’anae, Hawaii 96792

Phone 696-4677

Responses
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Letter 17

17-1|

Comments

Responses

17-1

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 administra-
tive record for this process.
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Letter I8

18-1]

Comments

Responses

18-1

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 administra-
tive record for this process.
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Comments Responses
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Letter 19

19-1

Comments

Responses

19-1

The Army thanks you for your comment and appreciates
your recommendations and will consider them as it moves
forward with the NEPA process. Your comment has been
considered and has been included as part of the administra-
tive record for this process.
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Letter 110

110-1

110-2

Comments

Responses

110-1

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 administra-
tive record for this process.

110-2

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 administra-
tive record for this process.
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Letter 111

I11-1

Comments

Responses

111-1

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 administra-
tive record for this process.
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Letter 112 Comments

112-1]

112—2‘

112-3)

112-4|
112-5|

Responses

112-1

The Army thanks you for your comment and appreciates your partici-
pation in this public review process. Your comment has been consid-
ered and has been included as part of the administrative record for
this process.

112-2

The Army thanks you for your comment and appreciates your partici-
pation in this public review process. Your comment has been consid-
ered and has been included as part of the administrative record for
this process.

112-3

The Army thanks you for your comment and appreciates your partici-
pation in this public review process. Your comment has been consid-
ered and has been included as part of the administrative record for
this process.

112-4

The Army thanks you for your comment and appreciates your partici-
pation in this public review process. Your comment has been consid-
ered and has been included as part of the administrative record for
this process.

112-5

The Army thanks you for your comment and appreciates your partici-
pation in this public review process. Your comment has been consid-
ered and has been included as part of the administrative record for
this process.
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Letter 113

113-1]

113-1]

Comments

Responses

113-1

The Army thanks you for your comment and appreciates your par-
ticipation in this public review process. Your comment has been
considered and has been included as part of the administrative re-
cord for this process.
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Letter 114

114-1]
114-2|

Il4—3‘

114-4

Comments

Responses

114-1

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.

114-2

The Army thanks you for your comment and appreciates your par-
ticipation in this public review process. Your comment has been
considered and has been included as part of the administrative re-
cord for this process.

114-3

The Army has funded technical experts to provide the community
with the support needed to understand the technical issues associ-
ated with this project and to provide substantive input into the im-
pact analysis process. In addition, the Army has provided informa-
tion on the proposed action and alternatives and their effects on the
environment in various forms throughout the Draft EIS (executive
summary, tables provide concise data on the project and resources,
and summary tables that provide brief overviews of the expected
impacts).

114-4

To support the public's review of the Draft EIS, the Army has held
informational meetings prior to the start of the review period, has
maintained a project web site with background information on the
project, and has made its resource specialists available during pub-
lic meetings on the Draft EIS.
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114-5|

114-6

114-7

114-8

114-9

114-10

114-11

Comments

Responses

114-5

In Section 4.6 of the Draft EIS, the traffic analysis compared the
estimated vehicle trips associated with training events at MMR to
peak traffic periods along Farrington Highway and at the affected
intersections.

114-6

In Section 4.6 of the Draft EIS, the traffic analysis found that the
increase in traffic volumes in the communities along Farrington
Highway would be within the normal daily fluctuations in hourly
traffic volumes.

114-7

As discussed in Section 4.6 of the Draft EIS, the impact of addi-
tional traffic generated by the project at key intersections would not
be considered significant, based on the current traffic volumes
along Farrington Highway.

114-8

The weapons systems used for the CALFEX are described in Table
ES-1. The Army policies for transport of ammunitions are de-
scribed on pages 3-66 to 3-69 of the Draft EIS.

114-9
The Army policies for transport of ammunitions are described on
pages 3-66 to 3-69 of the Draft EIS.

114-10

Transportation of ammunition by helicopter includes safety meas-
ures, such as avoiding flying over heavily populated areas, using
over-water routes, and ensuring secure storage of ammunition. No
records have been found regarding accidents involving aircraft
transporting ammunition in Hawaii. Transport by sea is not pro-
posed.
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Comments

Responses

(Cont.)

114-11

Because there are no tactical or strategic facility targets at MMR,

it is not expected to be a potential target for terrorists. Further, there
is no indication of any terrorist activity in the Wai'anae community.
There are standard accident studies, but none specifically for
Wai'anae.
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Il4—12|

Il4—13|

114-13

114-13

114-14

114-15|

Il4-16‘

114-17|

114-17|

Comments

Responses

114-12

Ammunition handling is described on Pages 2-18, 2-19, and in Sec-
tion 3.11.4 (beginning on Page 3-224) of the Draft EIS. As men-
tioned in Section 4.11.3, The Army also has standard operating pro-
cedures for the safe handling and storage of ammunition during
training events at MMR.

114-13

The assessment of psychological impacts on the civilian population
is outside the scope of NEPA. The focus of NEPA is on the environ-
ment. Pursuant to CEQ Regulations 40 CFR Part 1500, "NEPA is
our basic national charter for protection of the environment." "The
NEPA process is intended to help public officials make decisions
that are based on understanding of environmental consequences, and
take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the environment."

114-14
Please see the response to Comment 114-13.

114-15

The military and legal history of MMR are discussed in Section 1.1
of the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS and its evaluation of the proposed
action and alternatives are based on the current conditions at MMR.

114-16
A discussion of historical legal issues is outside the scope of this
EIS.

114-17
Please see response to Comment 114-16.
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Comments Responses

114-18
Please see response to Comment 114-16.

114-18 114-19
Please see response to Comment 114-16.

114-20

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.

114-19

114-15

114-20
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Letter 115 Comments Responses
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I15-1

I15-2

I15-3

115-4

Comments

Responses

115-1

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.

115-2
Yes, ADNL calculations apply a 10 dB penalty factor to nighttime
noise events

115-3

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, HMMW Vs, 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.

115-4

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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Comments Responses

115-5

The EIS was prepared in accordance with the National Environ-
115-5 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.

115-6

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.

I15-6

115-7 115-7
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.

I15-8

115-9
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Comments Responses

(Cont.)

115-8

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.

115-9

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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115-9

115-10

I15-11

Comments

Responses

115-10

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.

115-11

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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Comments

Responses

(Cont.)

115-11

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. 199 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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115-121
115-3
115-4
115-5|

115-13
115-7]

115-14

Comments

Responses

115-12

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.

115-13

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.

115-14

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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Letter 116

I16-1

116-2

Comments

Responses

116-1

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).

116-2

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.
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Letter 117

117-1

Comments

Responses

117-1

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
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Letter 118 Comments Responses
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Comments Responses

118-1

Members of both Malama Makua and Hui Malama Makua were
given an opportunity to fill out the questionnaire for the cultural
impact assessment and were also given an opportunity to revise the
questionnaire when a member of the Hui objected to the tone of the
questions; however, the Hui did not provide a proposed revision. If
there was a separate questionnaire from outside the Army, no mem-
ber of the public has provided that questionnaire to the Army.

118-1
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Comments Responses

118-2
The EIS fully assesses all potential impacts from the four alterna-
tives in Section 4.10.

118-2
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118-3

118—4‘

118—5‘

118-6

118-7

Comments

Responses

118-3

During training exercises, stray ammunition rounds from guns,
mortars, and artillery could damage or destroy cultural properties,
as could squad and platoon live-fire training, air assault, aviation
support, and other proposed training activities. Landscape alteration
caused by live-fire exercises may affect the integrity of setting of
resources that are eligible for the NRHP. Live-fire training would
increase the threat of wildfires, which could damage or remove
landscapes, flora, and fauna associated with traditional practices.
Reference Section 4.10 for a thorough discussion of this issue.

118-4

In Section 4.10 of the Draft EIS, the Army assesses impacts to ac-
cess to MMR by Native Hawaiians. Although MMR is an active
training complex, the Army allows access consistent with training,
safety, and other applicable requirements.

118-5

In Sections 4.9 and 4.10 of the Draft EIS, the Army assessed im-
pacts to all natural and cultural resources consistent with NEPA,
the National Historic Preservation Act, and the Endangered Species
Act. The Army has also assessed the historical and anticipated im-
pacts to hydrology and other resources in Chapters 4 and 5. In Sec-
tion 4.10 of the Draft EIS, the Army assesses impacts to access to
MMR. Mitigation measures have been identified for impacts
throughout Chapter 4 and are summarized in Table ES-4 in the
Executive Summary.

118-6
As now reflected in Section 4.10 of the EIS, the Army recognizes
the potential for unmitigable significant impacts to these resources.
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(Cont.)

118-7
The sentence in Section 4.10.3 has been revised in the EIS.
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Comments Responses

118-8
As reflected in the Cultural Impact Assessment conclusions, lack of
community input hindered development of that report. The Army's

118_g| consultant did not cite insufficient time as a factor in the report's
findings.
”8‘9| 1189

The Army recognizes that areas of MMR that cannot be surveyed
may contain cultural resources. More complete archacological in-
vestigations are undertaken whenever possible but may be inacces-
sible due to the presence of unexploded ordnance or other factors.
Those areas which would be directly impacted by the proposed
training have been surveyed and assessed and the identified proper-
118—9‘ ties are being protected.

118-10

The Army acknowledges that areas of MMR that cannot be sur-
veyed may contain cultural resources. More complete archaeologi-
cal investigations are undertaken whenever possible but may be
inaccessible due to the presence of unexploded ordnance or other
factors. Those areas which would be directly impacted by the pro-
posed training have been surveyed and assessed and the properties
located are being protected.

118-11

The training alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS will not have an
impact on known burial sites. Monitoring of sites will continue
118-10 during training and if it appears that impacts may occur further
consultation will be undertaken. No group has identified further
concerns about burial areas. Although MMR is an active training
complex, the Army at this time allows limited public access to cul-
tural sites. Public access depends in part on training requirements,
safety and other applicable policy, requirements, regulations/laws.

118-11
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