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K-i 

INDEX OF COMMENTORS 

Document 
Code 

Commenter Page No. 

Federal Agencies 

F1 US Department of the Interior K-1 

F2 US Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX K-23 

State Agencies 

S-1 State of Hawaii, Department of Accounting and General Services K-35 

S-2 State of Hawaii, Department of Health, Environmental Planning Office K-36 

S-3 State of Hawaii, Department of Health, Clean Water Branch K-39 

S-4 State of Hawaii, Department of Health, Safe Drinking Water Branch K-41 

S-5 State of Hawaii, Department of Land and Natural Resources K-42 

S-6 State of Hawaii, Office of Hawaiian Affairs K-50 

S-7 State of Hawaii, Office of Hawaiian Affairs K-51 

Local Agencies 

L-1  City and County of Honolulu, Department of Planning and Permitting K-59 

L-2 City and County of Honolulu, Police Department K-60 

L-3 City and County of Honolulu, Department of Transportation Services K-61 

L-4 City and County of Honolulu, Department of Design and Construction K-62 

Schools 

E-1 
Clarkson University, Department of Civil and Environmental 
Engineering (Andrea R. Ferro, PE, PhD) 

K-65 
 

E-2 
University of Hawai‟i at Mānoa, Department of Ethnic Studies (Ty P. 
Kāwika Tengan, PhD) 

K-75 

Organizations 

O-1 Earthjustice K-79 

O-2 Earthjustice K-91 

O-3 Chamber of Commerce, Hawai‟i K-125 

O-4 „Ilio'ulaokalani Coalition K-126 

O-5 Wild Dolphin Foundation K-128 

Individuals 

I-1 William Aila, Jr. and Melva Aila K-133 

I-2 Julie-Ann Cachola 
 

K-139 

I-3 Ho`oipo DeCambra K-149 

I-4 Eric Heinen DeCarlo, PhD K-150 

I-5 Fred Dodge, MD and Karen GS Young, NP K-167 

I-6 Fred Dodge, MD and Karen GS Young, NP K-173 

I-7 Lawrence Ebel K-175 

I-8 Mary Glover K-176 

I-9 Regina Gregory K-178 

I-10 Isaac Harp K-179 

I-11 Susanna Holtz K-180 

I-12 Phillip Hyatt K-181 

I-13 James “Sparky” Rodrigues K-182 

I -14 Poka Laenui K-183 

I-15 Mike (Sang) Lee K-188 

I-16 Michelina Mayer K-195 

I-17 Tom and Sharon McAuliffe K-196 

I-18 Davianna McGregor K-197 
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Document 
Code 

Commenter Page No. 

I-19 James "Sparky" Rodrigues K-209 

I-20 Goro Uehara K-213 

I-21 William Meyer K-217 

Public Meetings 

August 23, 2005 

T-1 Adelaide “Frenchy” DeSoto K-255 

T-2 Bill Prescott K-159 

T-3 William Aila K-263 

T-4 Kaui Amsterdam K-270 

T-5 Melva Aila K-276 

T-6 Pat Patterson K-277 

T-7 Dr. Fred Dodge K-281 

T-8 Doreen Redford K-285 

T-9 Mike Pettingill K-288 

T-10  Vince Kanae Dodge K-293 

T-11 David Henkin K-298, K-347 

T-12 Ikaika Hussey K-317 

 Dr. Marian Kelly K-320 

T-13 Kyle Kajihiro K-323 

T-14 Sparky Rodrigues K-329 

T-15 Lika Jordan K-333 

T-16 Dr. Mary “Kit” Glover K-335 

T-17 Sebastian Blanco K-336 

T-18 Kelii Collier K-339 

 Dorothy Soo-Kiu Lam K-340 

T-19 Leandra Wai K-344 

August 23, 2005 (Private Comments) 

T-20 Walterbea Aldeguer K-357, K-358 

T-21 Leandra Wai K-357 

August 25, 2005 

T-22 Pat Patterson K-371 

T-23 Kaui Amsterdam K-376 

T-24 James Manaku K-380 

T-25 Bud Ebel K-385 

T-26 Richard Kini K-388 

T-27 Alice Greenwood K-392 

T-28 Aunty Frenchy DeSoto K-396 

T-29 Fred Dodge K-397 

T-30 Manu Kaiama K-400 

T-31 Bill Prescott K-406 

T-32 Fred Cachola K-410 

 Glenda Mauwea K-421 

T-33 Sparky Rodrigues K-423, K-443 

 Nancy Rappaport K-427 

T-34 Doreen Redford K-427 

T-35 Paulette Kaleikini K-428 

T-36 William Aila K-430 

T-37 Chris Hunter K-433 
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Document 
Code 

Commenter Page No. 

T-38 Vince Dodge K-435 

 Butch Detroye K-439 

T-39 Imiola Young K-441, K-444 

T-40 Dr. Mary “Kit” Glover K-443 

August 25, 2005 (Private Comments) 

T-41 Dr. Mary “Kit” Glover K-449 

August 27, 2005 

 Adelaide “Frenchy” DeSoto K-461 

T-42 David Henkin K-463 

T-43 Bill Prescott K-477 

T-44 Fred Cachola K-480 

T-45 Pat Patterson K-487 

T-46 Clarentia Batongbacal K-490 

T-47 Karen Young K-492 

 Richard Kinney K-496 

T-48 Melva Aila K-499 

T-49 Jonathan Denik K-501 

T-50 Walter Hunter K-504 

T-51 Gail Hunter K-508  

T-52 Sparky Rodrigues K-511 

T-53 Andre Perez K-517 

T-54 William Aila K-520 

T-55 Kyle Kajihiro K-523 

T-56 Debra Gregory K-526 

T-57 Kawika Liu K-531 

T-58 Dr. Mary “Kit” Glover K-534 

T-59 Summer Nemeth K-536 

T-60 Kahele Saito K-541 

T-61 Leandra Wai K-543 

T-62 Fred Dodge K-547 

T-63 Julie Cachola K-552 

 Butch Detroye K-556 

T-64 Albert Silva K-559 

February 24, 2007 

 ShermaihK. Iaea, Jr. K-571 

 Debra Gregory K-574 

 Bill Prescott K-576 

 Adrian Silva, Jr. K-580 

 Pat Patterson K-581 

T-65 David Henkin K-583, K-615, 
K-634, K-640 

T-66 William Aila K-590 

 Kehau Puu Napuelua K-601 

 Albert Silva K-603 

 Vince Dodge K-606 

 Dr. Jonathan Deenik K-612 

T-67  Dr. Fred Dodge K-634 
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Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses      

Comments Responses Letter F-1 



K-2 

Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses      

Comments Responses 

F1-1 

F1-2 

F1-3 

F1-4 

F1-1 

The EIS now includes evaluation of an alternative in which train-

ing 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 pub-

lic comments received on the Draft EIS.  Use of MMR, however, 

remains the preferred alternative.  

 

F1-2 

Section 4.14.1 describes the impact methodology for wildfires. 

Section 4.14.3 describes the mitigation for wildfires.  In addition, 

Appendix J addresses wildfire methodology and impacts to natu-

ral resources.  The specific impacts to each species were analyzed 

in the Section 7 consultation process which was concluded with 

the BO in 2007. 

 

F1-3 

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.  The EIS ad-

dresses the significance criteria and the corresponding level of 

significance for each of the impact issues identified in Section 4.0. 

 

F1-4 

Section 4.9 provided information on biological impacts. Text has 

been added to Section 4.9.4 to state that the severity of wildlife-

related impacts will increase as the potential for wildfires in-

creases. Text also has been added to the Chapter 4 introduction. 
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Comments Responses 

F1-4 

F1-5 

F1-6 

F1-7 

F1-9 

F1-5 

This has been clarified in the Executive Summary. An explanation 

of the potential impact of fire on biological resources for each alter-

native (addressing the varying fire intensity, extent, firefighting ca-

pabilities, and frequency of fire) can be found in Section 4.9. NEPA 

does not require the identification of a biologically preferred alterna-

tive. 

 

F1-6 

The Army determined that the information provided in the EIS, in-

cluding the appendices, provided sufficient information to allow for 

a detailed review of the Draft EIS. The IWFMP was summarized in 

Section 3.14.4 and excerpted in Appendix J. The MIP was summa-

rized in Section 4.9 and illustrated in Figure 4-11. In addition, the 

Army did not receive any requests from the public for the docu-

ments referenced in this comment during the review period. Any 

changes to the INRMP, IWFMP or MIP would be made in coordina-

tion with the USFWS, thus giving the USFWS the opportunity to 

fully evaluate the adequacy of the impact methodology and mitiga-

tion proposals.  

 

F1-7 

The MMR activities conducted under the program are presented on 

Page 2-28 of the Draft EIS. Regular monitoring of the training area 

assesses the effectiveness of current ITAM activities and the need to 

modify those activities.  

 

F1-8 

Standard Operating Procedures for pre-suppression and suppression 

include, first, restricting fire to green and yellow hours of the day, in 

which statistical studies of previous fire starts has shown that fires 

are not likely to occur.  Second, a team of wildland fire firefighters 

will be stationed at Makua during firing to enable rapid initial attack 

on fires. Adequate equipment to support the effort, including aircraft 

and ground vehicles will be available to the team.  

F1-8 
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Comments Responses 

(Cont.) 

F1-8 

Limitations of fire suppression are that the more successful we are at 

keeping fire off the steep ground below sensitive areas, the more fuel 

will accumulate. This can be mitigated by a program of prescribed 

burning and judicious use of herbicides. Herbicides would be used to 

control further grass invasion at the grass/forest ecotone and to kill 

standing grasses below sensitive areas in order to allow their burning 

at times when vegetation is too green to support burning. Further 

studies should be done to see if other mitigation measures can be used 

to restore ridge forests that have been pushed up the slope by succes-

sive fires. 

 

 

F1-9 

In addition to those measures contained in the 2003 IWFMP, the June 

2007 BO identifies additional wildfire minimization measures to be 

adopted by the Army.  The Army is currently updating the IWFMP to 

incorporate these changes. Any changes to the INRMP or the IWFMP 

would be made in coordination with the USFWS thus giving the 

USFWS the opportunity to fully evaluate the adequacy of the impact 

methodology and mitigation proposals. Further, no training at MMR 

would occur without full compliance with Section 7 of the Endan-

gered Species Act. 
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Comments Responses 

F1-10 

F1-11 

F1-12 

F1-13 

F1-10 

Section 3.9 has been revised to include all of the species covered in 

relevant Section 7 consultations. 

 

F1-11 

The Army is conducting a thorough analysis of the impact of po-

tential training and wildfire effects to each species during formal 

consultation pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 

No training at MMR would occur without full compliance with 

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 

 

F1-12 

Analyzing the availability of State funds is beyond the scope of the 

EIS. Impacts to these trails are evaluated in Section 4.9.  

 

F1-13 

Impacts to nesting seabirds and native vegetation were assessed in 

Section 4.9 of the Draft EIS. During the 2007 consultation process, 

the Army decided to no longer use Kaena Point. The Army will 

abide by terms and conditions developed by the State of Hawaii for 

the use of Kuaokala Trail. 

 

 



K-6 

Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses      

Comments Responses 
F1-13 

F1-14 

F1-15 

F1-16 

F1-17 

F1-18 

F1-16 

F1-19 

F1-20 

F1-14 

Analyzing the availability of State funds is beyond the scope of the 

EIS. Impacts to these trails are evaluated in Section 4.9.  The Army 

will abide by conditions set forth by the maneuver license from the 

land owner to avoid impacts to sensitive resources.  

 

F1-15 

This area is included in the ROI and is included in the Section 4.9 

analyses of erosion, noise and fire impacts on biological resources. 

The Army will abide by conditions set forth by the maneuver li-

cense from the land owner to avoid impacts to sensitive resources.  

 

F1-16 

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 highly speculative, those 

actions are not considered components of the No Action Alterna-

tive. 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. 

 

F1-17 

The No Action Alternative would involve not resuming military 

training at MMR. The current level of management at MMR is that 

which would enable the Army to resume training should that deci-

sion be reached. Accordingly, a reduced level of management 

would be required if there is no training at MMR. For example, 

suppression of any fires could be delayed, or sensitive species man-

agement could be reduced; however, proposed management would 

be coordinated with US Fish and Wildlife Service and other agen-

cies. The text in Section 2.3 has been revised. 
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Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses      

Comments Responses 

F1-18 Please see the response to Comment F1-17. 

 

F1-19 

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 administrative record for 

this process.  
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Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses      

Comments Responses 

F1-20 

F1-21 

F1-22 

F1-23 

F1-24 

F1-25 

F1-26 

F1-27 

F1-20 

Tracers are not linked exclusively to nighttime live-fire training; 

they are used to sight the impact of bullets, which cannot be seen 

by the naked eye during the day or with night vision goggles at 

night. The 2007 BO does not allow nighttime live fire training of 

any kind until helicopter usage is approved for fighting wildfires at 

night. 

 

F1-21 

The use of Strykers actually reduces the chance of rounds landing 

outside of the impact area due to the advanced targeting systems 

that each vehicle uses. The text in Section 2.4.1 has been revised. 

 

F1-22 

The environmental effects of malfunctions and misfires are largely 

localized, i.e., the round does not leave the weapon system. The 

Army has no historical data on the frequency of projectiles landing 

outside the firebreak road. The Draft EIS assesses the impacts re-

sulting from projectiles landing outside the firebreak road, but does 

not attempt to quantify the risk of such occurrences, due to the lack 

of historical data. Furthermore, no training at MMR would occur 

without compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 

 

F1-23 

The Army thanks you for your comment and appreciates your rec-

ommendations 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 administrative record for this process. Any 

action implemented will be coordinated with the US Fish and 

Wildlife Service and meet the requirements of Section 7 of the En-

dangered Species Act. 

 

F1-24 

The BO issued in June 2007 covers all munitions proposed for use 

at MMR in the EIS. This information has been incorporated into 

Section 2.4.7 of the EIS. 
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Comments Responses 

(Cont.) 

F1-25 

A description of seabird activity offshore of the Kaena Point Natural 

Area Reserve has been added to Section 3.9.5 of the EIS. There have 

been no bird strikes with Army helicopters in this area since 1990, the 

earliest date such records were kept. These impacts would be largely 

avoided as a result of the aircraft flight patterns. The Army follows all 

FAA and local airspace regulations. 

 

F1-26 

None of these species or habitats have been observed in similar areas 

that natural resources staff frequent. 

 

F1-27 

The EIS was prepared in accordance with the National Environmental 

Policy Act and with applicable Federal and Army regulations.  Re-

view of the Draft EIS by the US Environmental Protection Agency 

found the document to be adequate. The Army is not using sustainable 

yield to justify any proposed actions.  Sustainable yield was provided 

for background information.    
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Comments Responses 

F1-27 

F1-28 

F1-29 

F1-30 

F1-31 

F1-32 

F1-33 

F1-28 

This information has been incorporated into Sections 3.9.1 and 3.9.2 

of the EIS. 

 

F1-29 

Assumptions have been presented where applicable for each resource 

evaluated in the EIS. These assumptions include formal standard 

operating procedures, measures from regulations and previous agree-

ments/consultation, and other commitments specific to this proposed 

action. The term "assumptions" has been retained as a generic refer-

ence to measures incorporated from these various sources. 

 

F1-30 

Text describing the Army's monitoring of training effects has been 

added to Section 3.9.1. 

 

F1-31 

Since the formal consultation has been completed, the MIP and the 

MIP addendum do cover Alternative 3. This information has been 

incorporated into Section 3.9.2 of the EIS. 

 

F1-32 

Our investigations have shown that there are limited coral reef re-

sources in the ROI. Text has been added to Section 3.9.4 of the EIS 

clarifying the relationship between the coral study at Kahe Point 

Power Plant and the ROI.   

 

F1-33 

Text has been added to Section 3.9.4 of the EIS addressing this issue. 
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Comments Responses 

F1-34 

F1-35 

F1-36 

F1-37 

F1-38 

F1-39 

F1-34 

Section 3.9.4 of the EIS now includes text that expands on this is-

sue. 

 

F1-35 

Text to this effect has been added to Section 3.9.4 of the EIS. 

 

F1-36 

This information has been incorporated into Section 3.9.5 of the 

EIS. 

 

F1-37 

This information has been incorporated into Table 3-24 of the EIS. 

The critical habitat designator (CH) used in the table applies to the 

species only and is not used to indicate the absence or presence of 

critical habitat within the ROI. 

 

F1-38 

This classification has been deleted from Section 3.9 of the EIS. 

 

F1-39 

There is no mapping data for some of these sightings. In addition, 

through the 1999 and current Section 7 consultations, the US Fish 

and Wildlife Service determined that the Army was not required to 

consult on the Hawaiian hoary bat because the presence of that 

species was determined to be historical and not current. The text, 

tables, and figures in Section 3.9 have been revised to address the 

species information consistently. 
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Comments Responses 

F1-40 

F1-41 

F1-42 

F1-43 

F1-44 

F1-45 

F1-46 

F1-47 

F1-40 

Through the 1999 and current Section 7 consultations, the US Fish 

and Wildlife Service determined that the Army was not required to 

consult on the Hawaiian hoary bat because the presence of that spe-

cies was determined to be historical and not current. This informa-

tion has been incorporated into Section 3.9.5 of the EIS. 

 

F1-41 

The text in Section 3.9.6 has been revised to clarify this information. 

 

F1-42 

Information on wedge-tailed Shearwater nesting is found on Page 3-

130 of the Draft EIS. Additional information on the numbers of 

these species has been incorporated into Sections 3.9.5 and 3.9.6 of 

the EIS. 

 

F1-43 

Additional seabird information has been incorporated into Sections 

3.9.5 and 4.9.4 of the EIS. There have been no known bird strikes 

with Army helicopters in this area since 1990 when the Army began 

keeping records. 

 

F1-44 

This Biological Opinion was discussed in Section 3.9 page 3-120, 

paragraph 2 of the Draft EIS. Additional information has been incor-

porated into Section 3.9 of the EIS. 

 

F1-45 

Section 3.9 of the EIS has been revised to state that the Makua Im-

plementation Plan Addendum has been evaluated as part of the Sec-

tion 7 consultation for the proposed training at MMR.  Critical habi-

tat analysis has been completed and is covered by the MIP Adden-

dum. 
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Comments Responses 

(cont.) 

 

F1-46 

Chapter 2 and Chapter 4 address the proposed use of tracers under 

Alternatives 2 and 3. Section 3.14.2 discusses previous use of trac-

ers and white phosphorous as it relates to past wildfires at MMR. 

 

F1-47 

Areas where white phosphorus was previously used, as well as the 

location and amount of white phosphorus still in the soil, are un-

known. Fires started by exposing white phosphorus during training 

would be put out in accordance with IWFMP guidance with the aid 

of Soldiers. 

 

 

 




