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Comments Responses 

I18-14 

I18-12 

I18-13 

I18-14 

I18-12 

Kahanahaiki Valley is not used for training and the site complexes 

surrounding Ukanipo Heiau have been mapped and are protected. 

Further work cannot be accomplished because of the presence of 

unexploded ordnance. 

 

I18-13 

Kahanahaiki Valley is not used for training and the site complexes 

surrounding Ukanipo Heiau have been mapped and are protected. 

Future decisions to train will be subject to review under NEPA, the 

National Historic Preservation Act, the Endangered Species Act, 

and other applicable statutes. 

 

I18-14 

In Section 4.10 of the Draft EIS, the Army assesses impacts to ac-

cess to MMR. Although MMR is an active training complex, the 

Army at this time allows limited public access to cultural sites. 

Public access depends in part on training requirements, safety and 

other applicable policy, requirements, regulations/laws. 
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Comments Responses 

I18-17 

I18-15 

I18-16 

I18-17 

I18-18 

I18-15 

In Section 4.10 of the Draft EIS, the Army assesses impacts to ac-

cess to MMR. Although MMR is an active training complex, the 

Army at this time allows limited public access to cultural sites. 

Public access depends in part on training requirements, safety and 

other applicable policy, requirements, regulations/laws. 

 

I18-16 

In Section 4.10 of the Draft EIS, the Army assesses impacts to ac-

cess to MMR. Although MMR is an active training complex, the 

Army at this time allows limited public access to cultural sites. 

Public access depends in part on training requirements, safety and 

other applicable policy, requirements, regulations/laws. 

 

I18-17 

Because nonmilitary use of ceded lands is not proposed by the 

Army and is not reasonably foreseeable, the EIS does not evaluate 

the impacts of proposed training on those activities.  Use of ceded 

lands beyond those addressed in the EIS would be assessed in a 

separate NEPA document. 

 

I18-18 

Because remediation of MMR is not proposed at this time, discus-

sion of this issue is beyond the scope of the EIS.  
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Comments Responses 

I18-20 

I18-19 

I18-20 

I18-21 

I18-19 

Please see response to Comment I18-18. 

 

I18-20 

These issues were addressed in Sections 4.7 and 5.3.7 of the Draft 

EIS.  In addition, Section 5.3.8 of the Draft EIS identified impacts 

associated with prescribed burns in combination with the potential 

for wildfire-related soil erosion. 

 

I18-21 

 In Section 4.10 of the Draft EIS, the Army assessed impacts to 

access to MMR. Although MMR is an active training complex, the 

Army at this time allows limited public access to cultural sites. 

Public access depends in part on training requirements, safety and 

other applicable policy, requirements, regulations/laws. Live-fire 

training at MMR does not restrict access to resources outside the 

installation boundaries, such as the muliwai. The Draft EIS identi-

fied the effects of proposed training as negligible on the muliwai 

and as significant on MMR streams. 
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Comments Responses 

I18-23 

I18-22 

I18-22 

I18-24 

I18-22 

These issues were addressed in Sections 4.7 and 5.3.7 of the Draft 

EIS. 

 

I18-23 

Please see responses to Comments F1-32 and I18-22. The impact 

of increased erosion upon coastal and nearshore marine life in the 

coastal area and in the nearshore ocean environment was addressed 

in Section 4.9.4 of the Draft EIS and found to be less than signifi-

cant. 

 

I18-24 

There is no documentation of turtle nesting occurring in the ROI, 

and thus this topic was not discussed. Sediment impacts were ad-

dressed in the Draft EIS (see pages 3-82, 4-114, 4-124, 4-138, 5-

52, etc).  

 

These issues were addressed in Sections 5.3.7 and 5.3.9 of the 

Draft EIS. 
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Comments Responses 

I18-27 

I18-25 

I18-26 

I18-28 

I18-25 

The effects of proposed training on nearshore marine resources 

were assessed in Section 4.9 of the Draft EIS. The Army conducted 

an additional study regarding marine resources. The results are 

contained in Appendix G-8. The Army plans on developing a 

monitoring program for the MMR nearshore marine resources. 

 

I18-26 

The Draft EIS acknowledges that the impact of training on access 

by Native Hawaiians for all purposes will be impacted at a signifi-

cant and unmitigable level. 

 

I18-27 

The Draft EIS acknowledges that the impact of training on access 

by Native Hawaiians for all purposes will be impacted at a signifi-

cant and unmitigable level. 

 

I18-28 

The Draft EIS acknowledges that the impact of training on access 

by Native Hawaiians for all purposes will be impacted at a signifi-

cant and unmitigable level. 
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Comments Responses 

I18-17 

I18-28 

I18-27 

I18-14 

I18-27 

I18-23 
I18-22 

I18-24 



K-209 

Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 

I19-1 

I19-2 

I19-3 

I19-4 

I19-5 

I19-1 

The Army extended the public review period from 60 days to 75 

days. The commentor received Volume 1 of the Draft EIS and a 

CD containing all three volumes at the beginning of the review 

period. In addition, the commentor was notified that paper copies 

of the three volume sets were available for review at several local 

libraries. In response to comments, an additional 60 days were pro-

vided to the community to review the Draft EIS and associated 

studies related to marine resources and archaeological surveys, 

from February 2 to April 3, 2007. 

 

I19-2 

CALFEX monitoring was done during typical company-level 

CALFEX events, including use of artillery and mortar support 

units, use of aviation support units, and use of demolition charges. 

CALFEX monitoring was done on days with prevailing winds from 

typical northeast and east-northeast directions. Air monitoring sta-

tions were located north, east, south, and west of the main target 

areas in the ordnance impact area, allowing for monitoring of re-

sulting air emissions regardless of wind direction. At MMR, wind 

directions varied throughout the course of the day, primarily due to 

surface heating and topographic effects. Coastal valleys on the 

western and southern sides of the Hawaiian Islands experience off-

shore wind flows at night, with winds rotating to on-shore and up-

slope directions during the day. As shown in Figure 3-5 of the 

Draft EIS, the sampling locations were inside the MMR boundary 

as well as at Makua Beach and the Silva Ranch. The sampling con-

ditions were addressed in the Appendix G-6 of the Draft EIS. 

 

I19-3 

The impacts resulting from various chemical compounds have been 

assessed both in the Draft EIS and in the supporting investigations 

by analyzing air, water, and soil samples against health-based crite-

ria in Chapter 4 and 5.  Chapter 4 addresses health based criteria by 

comparing collected data to health-based EPA Region IX Prelimi-

nary Remediation Goals (PRGs).  

Letter I19 
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Comments Responses 

(Cont.) 

 

I19-4 

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.  MMR is important to military training in Hawaii, 

and thus SBCT forces would use MMR if the ranges were avail-

able after completion of the MMR Final EIS and ROD.  The 

MMR EIS contains an analysis of the potential environmental 

impacts associated with dismounted CALFEXs for current forces 

and the SBCT (see Chapter 5).  Two separate EISs were prepared 

for two different proposed actions, training at MMR and SBCT 

transformation. For these reasons, segmentation did not occur. 

 

I19-5 

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 
I19-6 

I19-1 

I19-7 

I19-8 

I19-10 

I19-9 

I19-11 

I19-6 

The Army provided Malama Makua with funds for technical assis-

tants to assist Malama Makua and other members of the Waianae 

Coast in understanding the issues involved during the EIS process 

in order to facilitate and inform public participation and comment 

in the NEPA process. 

 

I19-7 

The assessment of psychological impacts on the civilian population 

is outside the scope of NEPA. The focus of NEPA is on the envi-

ronment. 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 deci-

sions that are based on understanding of environmental conse-

quences, and take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the en-

vironment." 

 

I19-8 

The EIS  addresses the environmental effects expected from mili-

tary training at MMR, and the associated socioeconomic issues that 

would result from those environmental effects.  Socioeconomic 

issues were addressed in Sections 4.12 and 5.3.12 of the Draft EIS.   

 

I19-9 

The EIS  addresses the environmental affects expected from the 

proposed action and the associated socioeconomic issues that 

would result from those environmental effects in Sections 3.12.2, 

3.12.3, and 4.12.3. 

 

I19-10 

Harassment of commmunity members by Soldiers is not authorized 

by Army commanders, and will be dealt with in accordance with 

the Uniform Code of Military Justice. 
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Comments Responses 

(Cont.) 

 

I19-11 

The 2005 ignition of a white phosphorous round and the 2003 pre-

scribed burn are both good examples of the success of the Army's 

wildfire management plan. In both cases, firefighting resources 

were able to stop the fire before it burned onto lower Ohikilolo, 

where there are two endangered plant populations, Chamaesyce 

celastroides var. kaenana and Hibiscus brackenridgei ssp. moku-

leianus. The intensive management of endangered species currently 

occurring within Makua Valley is not only maintaining the current 

on-site resources but also bolstering their numbers on- and off-

site. In fact, two different endangered plant species, Cyanea su-

perba and Phyllostegia kaalaensis, have been saved from extinction 

as a direct result of Army actions. The natural resources program 

collects propagules and other plant material as a means of storing 

the genetic material for the species threatened by military activi-

ties. Due to this collection, there is material available to propagate 

these two species and reintroduce them back into the wild and there 

are now over 100 individuals of  

 

I19-11 (part 2) 

the Cyanea superba in Makua.  No species have gone extinct due to 

Army training activities in Hawaii. 
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Comments Responses 

I20-1 

I20-2 

I20-1 

The EIS was prepared in accordance with the National Environmental 

Policy Act and with applicable federal and Army regulations.  Review 

of the Draft EIS by the US Environmental Protection Agency found 

the document to be adequate.  Fires associated with live fire training 

is addressed in the IWFMP. 

 

I20-2 

Please see response to Comment I20-1. 

Letter I20 
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Comments Responses 

I20-6 

I20-5 

I20-3 

I20-4 

I20-7 

I20-8 

I20-3 

The sampling of all enviromental media including air, soil, sedi-

ment, surface water and ground water was designed and the loca-

tions selected to maximize the data collected to ascertain the full 

range of impact of past and present military training at MMR.  Fur-

ther, soil samples collected at MMR were located in the areas of 

maximum concentrations of training activities. Background sam-

ples provided additional information to expand the spatial cover-

age.   The sampling and analysis plan distributed to the public in 

2002, as well as Appendix G-1 of the Draft EIS discuss soil study 

methodology and data.   

 

I20-4 

Please see response to Comment 20-3. 

 

I20-5 

Soil samples collected at MMR were located in the areas of maxi-

mum concentrations of training activities. Background samples 

provided additional information to expand the spatial coverage.  

The sampling and analysis plan distributed to the public in 2002, as 

well as Appendix G-1 of the Draft EIS, discuss soil study method-

ology and data.  The data collected are representative of the exist-

ing conditions at MMR and were incorporated modeling.  

 

I20-6 

The surface water modeling was conducted in accordance with 

scientific practices.  It is common to use data sets for calibration 

and comparison.  Appendix G-1 has been revised to include ex-

panded comparison to other surface water flows. 

 

I20-7 

The surface water modeling uses parameters obtained from both 

field data and information from the literature as discussed in Ap-

pendix G-1.   It is standard practice in the surface water modeling 

field to use both field collected and literature obtained parameters 

to design the model. 
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Comments Responses 

(Cont.) 

 

I20-8 

The model simulates suspended sediment discharge and stream 

discharge for the 100 year storm event, which was the objective of 

the modeling effort.  Appendix G-1 will be revised to provide a 

discussion of bed load. 
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Comments Responses 

I20-10 

I20-9 

I20-11 

I20-12 

I20-9 

The value of 25 cm/hr is a hydraulic conductivity value of the ma-

terial, not an infiltration rate.   The hydraulic conductivity is a vari-

able in Darcy's law V=KI, where the rate (V) is reduced by the ver-

tical gradient (I). 

 

I20-10 

Please see response to Comment I20-9.   A hydraulic conductivity 

value of 25 cm/hr (20 ft/day) is a reasonable value for Makua ( the 

average K of slug test data is 12.6 ft/day). 

 

I20-11 

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.  Soil sampling at 

the various locations (including background locations) provided 

information to evaluate the likely pathways of contaminate migra-

tion at MMR. 

 

I20-12 

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.  Results of exten-

sive sampling results reported by the analytical laboratory of soil, 

surface water, and groundwater showed no pattern of contamina-

tion. 
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Comments Responses 

I21-1 

I21-2 

I21-3 

I21-1 

Sampling was conducted pursuant to the Final Sampling and 

Analysis Plan, which was developed with input from the commu-

nity.  

 

I21-2 

The hydrogeologic assessment represents a widespread evaluation 

of the potential for contamination as reflected in Appendix G-1.  

Sampling was conducted of soil, sediment, surface water, and 

groundwater with no pattern of contamination that would impact 

off-site receptors. 

 

I21-3 

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.  

 

 

 

Letter I21 
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Comments Responses 

I21-4 

I21-5 

I21-8 

I21-5 

I21-6 

I21-7 

I21-4 

I21-4 

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.  

 

I21-5 

The sampling of all environmental media (including air, sediment, 

soil, surface ground water) present at MMR can be used to scien-

tifically evaluate training (both historic and present) and the likeli-

hood of contaminates being transported off MMR.  The sampling 

of environmental data are reported in Appendix G. 

 

I21-6 

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.  Sampling of me-

dia at MMR that could potentially be contaminated was conducted. 

 

I21-7 

Soil samples collected at MMR were located in the areas of maxi-

mum concentrations of training activities. Background samples 

provided additional information to expand the spatial coverage.  

The sampling and analysis plan distributed to the public in 2002, as 

well as Appendix G-1 of the Draft EIS, discuss soil study method-

ology and data.   

 

I21-8 

The sampling of all enviromental media including air, soil, sedi-

ment, surface water and ground water was designed and the loca-

tions selected to maximize the data collected to ascertain the full 

range of impact of past and present military training at MMR.  Fur-

ther, soil samples collected at MMR were located in the areas of 

maximum concentrations of training activities.  
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Comments Responses 

(Cont.) 

 

I21-8 

Background samples provided additional information to expand the 

spatial coverage.   The sampling and analysis plan distributed to the 

public in 2002, as well as Appendix G-1 of the Draft EIS discuss 

soil study methodology and data.   
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Comments Responses 

I21-7 

I21-8 

I21-7 

I21-9 

I21-10 

I21-9 

The selection of analyses in the sampling analysis plan was based 

upon the history of past and  present training activities at MMR, 

thereby optimizing data usability and evaluation of soil contami-

nants. 

 

I21-10 

In accordance with the sampling analysis plan, vadose zone sam-

ples were collected in those locations most likely to contain con-

tamination.  The lack of contamination in the groundwater wells 

shows there is no evidence of widespread vadose zone contamina-

tion.  Appendix G-1 provides further data and discussion on these 

issues.   
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Comments Responses 

I21-11 

I21-12 

I21-15 

I21-13 

I21-14 

I21-11 

It is common practice to collect groundwater samples over one year 

to evaluate the seasonal impacts from basinwide groundwater flow. 

The impact to the vadose zone by seasonal variation is limited; 

therefore, two rounds of sampling are acceptable to evaluate the 

vadose zone contamination that could  potentially impact off-site 

receptors. 

 

I21-12 

Please see response to Comment I21-11. 

 

I21-13 

Sampling of downgradient wells established no downward move-

ment of contaminants off-site.  Please see Appendix G-1. 

 

I21-14 

RDX and HMX were not detected in the downgradient monitoring 

wells (Appendix G). The two boreholes B-1 and B-2 were placed in 

the regions shown from geophysical data to have the greatest poten-

tial for having been trenched and therefore the greatest potential for 

contamination. 

 

I21-15 

RDX and HMX are not detected in the downgradient monitoring 

wells. The two boreholes B-1 and B-2 were placed in the regions 

shown from geophysical data to have the greatest potential for hav-

ing been trenched.  These areas would most likely contain the high-

est concentrations of RDX and HMX.   Also, retardation rates of 

RDX and HMX in the vadose zone is well documented (ERDC, 

2002) to occur the further from the source area that the RDX travels 

in solution.   In order for the RDX and HMX to be of a concern, 

there has to be an impacted receptor. There is no known impacted 

receptor.  
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Comments Responses 

I21-16 

I21-18 

I21-17 

I21-19 

I21-20 

I21-16 

Please see response to Comment I21-15. 

 

I21-17 

Please see response to Comment 21-15. 

 

I21-18 

Analysis of the data supports the assessment that there was no im-

pact to off-site receptors from the RDX and HMX in groundwater 

flow from the OB/OD area (see Appendix G-1). 

 

I21-19 

MW-5 is directly in the flow path of groundwater flowing from 

beneath the OB/OD area and the ocean.  Given the low detection 

limit of the explosive method (EPA 8330), and flow within a po-

rous media environment, dispersion of the compound dissolved in 

water flowing downgradient would show at least trace levels in 

well MW-5 if RDX was flowing downgradient.   Trace levels of 

RDX were not found in MW-5. 

 

I21-20 

All monitoring wells at MMR were designed to provide "sampling 

support" to each other, i.e. wells located downgradient of MW-5 

were also sampled to determine if contaminates moved passed MW

-5 and would then be picked up by multiple sampling events for 

other monitoring wells.   Given the low detection limit of the ex-

plosive method (EPA 8330), and flow within a porous media envi-

ronment, dispersion of the compound dissolved in water flowing 

downgradient would show at least trace levels in well MW-5 if 

RDX was flowing downgradient.  It is necessary for the RDX to 

first travel though the shallow part before it travels to the deeper 

parts of the water column.  Trace levels of RDX were not found in 

MW-5.   




