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T13-1

Comments

Responses

T13-1

No proposal for training at MMR was circulated a year ago.
While the alternatives have been further developed since scop-
ing was conducted in 2002, it is within the Army's discretion to
modify its proposed action as it continues to define its training
needs.
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T13-2

Comments

Responses

T13-2

This and other community alternatives do not satisfy the purpose
and need stated in Sections 1.2 and 1.3 of the Draft EIS. The EIS
was, moreover, prepared in accordance with the National Environ-
mental Policy Act with applicable federal and Army regulations.
Review of the Draft EIS by the US Environmental Protection
Agency found the document to be adequate.
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T13-3

T13-4

Comments

Responses

T13-3

Because this type of impact does not have an environmental effect
and cannot be reasonably assessed, it is not addressed in the Draft
EIS.  Your comment has been considered and has been included

as part of the administrative record for this process.

T13-4

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.
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T13-5

Comments

Responses

T13-5

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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T14-1

Comments

Responses

T14-1

The Army extended the public review period from 60 days to 75
days. The Army also funded technical experts to provide the com-
munity, including Malama Makua (through Earthjustice), with the
support needed to understand the technical issues associated with
this project and to provide substantive input into the impact analy-
sis process. In response to comments, an additional 60 days were
provided 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. The technical experts retained
on behalf of Malama Makua were provided 76 days for review of
the marine resources study, archaeological study, and Draft EIS.
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T14-2

T14-3

Comments

Responses

T14-2

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 available 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, seg-
mentation did not occur.

T14-3

As stated on Page 2-13 of the Draft EIS, there would be no training
on Makua Beach, including amphibious landings. In addition, any
actions beyond those addressed in this EIS would be assessed in a
separate NEPA document, as stated on Page 2-8 of the Draft EIS.

T14-4

Pages 5-14 and 5-15 of the Draft EIS include discussion of these
cumulative developments. Section 5.2 also describes other projects
that could cumulative affect resources within the region of influence.
Section 5.3 addresses historical cumulative impacts as well as those
resulting from the proposed alternatives.
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T14-5

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
T14-4 be considered significant, based on the current traffic volumes
along Farrington Highway. The fully equipped weight of the
Stykerswould not exceed the Hawaii Department of Transportation
State Statutes Governing Vehicle and Weight (Section 19-104-21).
As described in Section 4.6, passenger car-equivalent factors were
applied for the intersection operations analysis to account for dif-
ferences in size and maneuverability of the military vehicles.

T14-6

The policies for transport of ammunitions are described in Section
3.6. As described on Section 4.6, the traffic and transportation
analysis covers the impacts to traffic operations and consistency
with state regulations and polices for convoys and transport of am-
munitions.

T14-5

T14-7

T14-6 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.

T14-1
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T15-1

T15-2

T15-3

Comments

Responses

T15-1

Because this type of impact does not have an environmental effect
and cannot be reasonably assessed, it is not addressed in the Draft
EIS.

T15-2

Community alternatives do not satisfy the purpose and need stated
in Sections 1.2 and 1.3 of the Draft EIS. Further, the EIS was pre-
pared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
with applicable federal and Army regulations. Review of the Draft
EIS by the US Environmental Protection Agency found the docu-
ment to be adequate.

T15-3

The Army extended the public review period from 60 days to 75
days. 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. The technical experts retained on
behalf of Malama Makua were provided 76 days for review of the
marine resources study, archaeological study, and Draft EIS.
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T15-3

T15-3

T16-1

Comments

Responses

T16-1

All samples were analyzed for metals including arsenic, cadmium,
and lead; however, for simplicity, some of the tables in Appendix G-
1 only reported values above threshold values, such as PRGs.
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T16-1

T16-2

T16-3

T17-1

Comments

Responses

T16-2

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 and
testing were conducted at MMR to evaluate the potential impacts
to off-site receptors. The representative sampling scheme was
performed and data analysis showed no potential for contamina-
tion to impact off-site receptors.

T16-3
Please see response to Comment T16-1.

T17-1

The Army extended the public review period from 60 days to 75
days. 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. The technical experts retained
on behalf of Malama Makua were provided 76 days for review of
the marine resources study, archaeological study, and Draft EIS.
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T17-1

T17-2

Comments

Responses

T17-2

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 adminis-
trative record for this process.

K-337



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

T17-2

T17-3

Comments

Responses

T17-3

The SBCT EIS, Chapter 2 (page 2-43), section on Combined Live
-Fire Maneuver Training, addresses how SBCT forces would con-
duct dismounted training to include company-level CALFEXSs.
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 MMR EIS contains an
analysis of the potential environmental impacts associated with
dismounted CALFEXs for current forces and the SBCT (see
Chapter 5).
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T18-1

T18-2

Comments

Responses

T18-1

The assessment of psychological impacts on the civilian popula-
tion is outside the scope of NEPA. The focus of NEPA is on the
environment. Pursuant to CEQ Regulations 40 CFR Part 1500,
"NEPA is our basic national charter for protection of the environ-
ment." "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."

T18-2

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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T19-1

Comments

Responses

T19-1

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 pollut-
ant concentration measurements at the public use areas on Makua
Beach than did the monitored burn event.
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T19-2
Please see the response to Comment T19-1.

T19-1

T19-
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T19-3

Comments

Responses

T19-3

The Army extended the public review period from 60 days to 75
days. 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. The technical experts retained
on behalf of Malama Makua were provided 76 days for review of
the marine resources study, archaeological study, and Draft EIS.
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T11-15

Comments

Responses

T11-15

The level of training described for the alternatives was not
based on the specific training requirements of the Army, but on
the need for various military units to train at MMR. In this
sense, the types of training and number of training days de-
scribed under each alternative represent maximums below
which actual use of MMR would fall.
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T11-16

T11-17

Comments

Responses

T11-16

Without training at MMR, the Army has been able to mitigate it's
training needs; however, these solutions are not sustainable over
the long term. Based on the Standards in Training Commission
(STRAC) requirements for the 25th Infantry Division (Light) and
training requirements for other military units, the estimated types
of training and amount of training are reasonable and feasible for
MMR. Also, see response to Comment T11-15.

T11-17

The Draft EIS represents the level of management that the Army
expects to provide in the absence of training at MMR. Because
future disposal of the property is not proposed at this time and
identifying subsequent uses would be speculative, those actions are
not considered components of the No Action Alternative. In addi-
tion, any actions beyond those addressed in this EIS would be as-
sessed in a separate NEPA document, as stated on Page 2-8 of the
Draft EIS.
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T11-17

T11-18

T11-19

Comments

Responses

T11-18

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.

T11-19

The evaluation of alternate locations for training in the Draft EIS
was based on the current configuration of available training ranges.
As stated in Section 2.5.3 of the Draft EIS, Schofield Barracks can-
not meet the acreage requirements without displacing existing train-
ing programs. Also, recent experience with construction projects
showed that 24 months is an unrealistic assumption.
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T11-19

T11-20

Comments

Responses

T11-20

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 alterna-
tive). This alternative was added in response to public comments
received on the Draft EIS. Use of MMR, however, remains the
preferred alternative.
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T20-1

T21-1

T21-2

Comments

Responses

T20-1

The Army extended the public review period from 60 days to 75
days. 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. The technical experts retained
on behalf of Malama Makua were provided 76 days for review of
the marine resources study, archaeological study, and Draft EIS.

T21-1

The EIS was prepared in accordance with the National Environ-
mental Policy Act with applicable federal and Army regulations.
Review of the Draft EIS by the US Environmental Protection
Agency found the document to be adequate. In response to com-
ments, an additional 60 days were provided to the community to
review the Draft EIS and associated studies related to marine re-
sources and archaeological surveys, from February 2 to April 3,
2007. The technical experts retained on behalf of Malama Makua
were provided 76 days for review of the marine resources study,
archaeological study, and Draft EIS.

T21-2

The air sampling plan called for monitoring one controlled burn.
The selected burn event included a much larger acreage than the
OB/OD area, and included areas much closer to Farrington High-
way 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, and would
not have been representative of other prescribed burn events.
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T20-2

Comments

Responses

T20-2

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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