Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

F1-47

F1-48

F1-49

F1-50

F1-51

F1-52

F1-53

Comments

Responses

F1-48

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.

F1-49

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.

F1-50
This has been discussed in Section 4.9. Please see the response to
Comment F1-43.

F1-51

As shown by Figure 3-22 in the Draft EIS, most of the Oahu elepaio
critical habitat areas are more than 2 km from the ordnance impact
area at MMR. As noted in the Draft EIS, a study (VanderWerf et al.
2000) of the impact of high explosive artillery and mortar shell noise
on Oahu elepaio at the Schofield Barracks artillery range found no
effects on nesting behavior, brood rearing success, or other popula-
tion parameters. The Schofield Barracks study included Oahu
elepaio nests within 1 kilometer of the edge of the artillery range
impact area, with the closest nest only 0.1 kilometers from the im-
pact area. Peak unweighted noise levels at the monitored nest sites
were as high as 130 decibels (unweighted peak). Videotapes of birds
at the nest showed no response to blast noise events, even at the
highest peak noise levels. Section 4.9 of the Draft EIS therefore con-
cludes that noise from CALFEX events at MMR are not expected to
have significant ecological effects on the Oahu elepaio.

F1-52

As stated in Section 4.7.3 of the Draft EIS, the proposed action is
not expected to affect the frequency, duration, or magnitude of flood
events at MMR.
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Comments Responses

(cont.)

F1-53

As the commenter notes, dioxin is extremely insoluble in water, but
it can piggy-back on sediment particles, to which it tends to bind. If
dioxin is detected in a groundwater sample, the explanation likely
involves sediment that has migrated into the well. The most likely
explanation is that contaminated sediment was introduced into the
well during well construction or sampling, or by some other local-
ized mechanism. Over time, the contaminated sediment would be
purged from the well in the process of sampling. Particle transport
by flowing groundwater cannot be entirely ruled out, though as the
comment implies, this is unlikely to occur over great distances be-
cause sediment tends to be filtered by aquifer materials.
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Comments Responses

F1-54
Please see response to Comment F1-32.

F1-55

Please see response to Comment F1-35.
F1-54
F1-56

The Army's mitigation approach is based on the level of training;
F1-55 this approach is structured around a mitigation program presented in
both the MIP and its addendum. In the EIS, references to the MIP
include both the MIP and its addendum.

F1-56 F1.57
The MIP Addendum has been analyzed per the Section 7 consulta-
tion. This information has been added to Section 4.9.2.

F1-58

This information has been clarified in Section 4.9 of the EIS.
F1-57
F1-59

Under NEPA, only resources considered to be potentially impacted
are discussed in the EIS. Section 4.9 includes assessment of impacts
F1-58 to coral ecosystems.

F1-60

This is analyzed in Section 4.9 of the EIS.
F1-59

F1-60
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Fl-61

F1-62

F1-63

F1-64

F1-65

F1-66

F1-67

F1-68

Comments

Responses

F1-61
Please see the response to Comment F1-13.

F1-62
Please see the response to Comment F1-13.

F1-63

Because these troop marches are conducted as part of live-fire train-
ing at MMR, use of alternate routes that do not lead into MMR, in-
cluding Drum Road, would not be feasible. Use of Kuaokala Trail is
subject to the conditions included in the permit issued by the State.
For troop marches not conducted as part of MMR training activities,
and therefore not included in the alternatives evaluated in the EIS,
the Army will consider alternate routes.

F1-64
Please see the response to Comment F1-51. As shown on Figure 3-

20 of the Draft EIS, there are no known populations of elepaio along
the Kuaokala Trail.

F1-65

The act stated that the Migratory Bird Treaty Act would not apply to
incidental taking of a migratory bird by a member of the Armed
Forces during military readiness activities. The act defined "military
readiness activity" to include all training and operations of the
Armed Forces that relate to combat. As such, all of the actions pro-
posed at MMR, would be considered military readiness activities
under the act. In addition, Wedge-Tailed Shearwaters will not be
impacted by Army training since the Army decided during formal
Section 7 consultation not to use Kaena Point for road marches.

F1-66

The Army assures the Department that these measures have been
successfully enforced during past training activities and will con-
tinue to be enforced as part of future training activities at MMR.

F1-67
Please see response to Comments F1-25 and F1-43.
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F1-68

F1-22

F1-69

F1-70
F1-71

F1-72

F1-72

F1-73

F1-74

F1-75

Comments

Responses

F1-68

There is a difference between the risk of a small fire starting in the
impact zone and the risk that a fire will escape control and damage
sensitive areas outside the impact zone. Many fires can ignite safely
in the impact area and be contained if the vegetation and weather
conditions during training are controlled. This can be done, and is
already part of the mitigation plan. If a fire ignition in the impact
zone (which is managed by controlling vegetation and weather) does
show potential to cross the boundary road and become a threatening
fire, a wildland fire team will be on hand to suppress the fire at a
safe line within or at the fire boundary road. One issue that invites
further study, consultation and planning is vegetation management
between the boundary road and the grass/forest ecotone. The man-
agement approach considers discouraging the growth of fires that
escape suppression at the boundary road and encouraging the recov-
ery of the forest where it once grew in this zone.

F1-69

The Army will be developing a post-fire revegetation recommenda-
tion as part of the formal Section 7 process with the help of local
botanical experts.

F1-70

There are no resident bats within the Waianae Mountains. Section
4.9.4 has been revised to clarify this issue. Please see the response to
Comment F1-39.

F1-71

Wedge-Tailed Shearwaters will not be impacted by Army training
since the Army decided during formal Section 7 consultation not to
use Kaena Point for road marches.

F1-72
During formal Section 7 consultation, the Army has decided not to
use C-Ridge due to potential fire impacts.
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Comments Responses
(cont.)
F1-73
This analysis was completed during the formal Section 7 consulta-
tion.
F1-74

The EIS relies on the fire behavior analysis conducted for prepara-
tion of the Integrated Wildland Fire Management Plan. Excerpts of
this plan are included in Appendix J.

F1-75
Section 4.14 and Appendix J addressed the impacts of wildfire and
mitigation.
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F1-75|

F1—76‘

F1—77‘

F1-77

F1-7§]

F1-78

F1—79‘

Comments

Responses

F1-76
Fires started by exposed white phosphorus would be put out in ac-
cordance with IWFMP guidance.

F1-77

To the extent changes are made to the IWFMP, such changes would
be made in coordination with the USFWS, thus giving the USFWS
the opportunity to fully evaluate the adequacy of the impact method-
ology and mitigation proposals. Appendix J contains SOPs that
would occur during all live-fire exercises.

F1-78
The text has been revised in the EIS to clarify the meaning of the
paragraph.

F1-79
This statement has been deleted from the EIS.

K-20



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments

Responses

F1-80

A meaningful analysis of impacts to endangered species and critical habi-
tat was completed during the formal Section 7 consultation process which
resulted in a non-jeopardy Biological Opinion. During the formal Section
7 consultation process, the Army decided not to use C-Ridge and Kaena
Point for training and illumination munitions because of concerns raised
by the USFWS. The Army is actively involved in endangered species
management at Kahanahaiki management unit located at the peak of C-
Ridge as specified in the MIP addendum.
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Letter F-2 Comments Responses
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Comments Responses

F2-1

Since the 2005 Draft EIS, the Army completed the studies of the effects of military
activities on the Muliwai and near-shore ecosystems. These studies have been in-
cluded in Appendix G of the EIS.

F2-1
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F2-2

F2-3|

F2-4

F2-5

Comments

Responses

F2-2

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. Consis-
tent with Army policy, the Army would consider pollution preven-
tion opportunities that exist within this decision.

F2-3

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. In
addition, Section 4.7 of the Draft EIS identified impacts associated
with the potential for off-site pollutant migration.

F2-4

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. At this
time, because cleanup is not proposed, and because an estimate of
costs associated with any potential cleanup activities is speculative,
the EIS has not been revised to include this estimate.

F2-5

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.

K-27



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments Responses

F2-6

The Army's approach has been to look at the highest level of ac-
tivity under each alternative, with the likelihood that the actual
intensity and frequency of training may be below that level. For
this reason the preferred alternative has not been modified in the
F2-4 EIS. The Army will consider this recommendation in developing
its Record of Decision for this project.

F2-6

F2-7

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.
At this time, because cleanup is not proposed, and because an
estimate of costs associated with any potential cleanup activities is
F2-7 speculative, the EIS has not been revised to include this estimate.
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Comments Responses

F2-8

The results of the Hydrogeologic Investigation, as discussed in the
EIS, indicate that the quantities of contaminants resulting from use
of explosives on the training range have not caused a significant
health risk. Estimates of residual explosives that would result from
F2-8 continued use of explosives, as presented in the EIS, indicate that
future chemical loading would be minimal.

F2-9
The mitigation measures in Section 4.7.3 of the EIS have been re-
vised to incorporate remedial actions at the OB/OD Area.

F2-9 F2-10

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.

F2-11

The Army thanks you for your comment and appreciates your rec-
F2-9 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.

F2-10

F2-5

F2-11

K-29



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

F2-12

F2-13

Comments

Responses

F2-12

There is no evidence that bioaccumultive chemicals, such as mer-
cury, dieldrin, or PCBs have resulted from past training activities,
and these compounds would not result from future live-fire train-
ing activities. A review of the hydrogeologic investigation results
indicate that the ecological effects from any historical sources of
these compounds at MMR would be insignificant, especially in
comparison to other sources, such as runoff from urban or agri-
cultural areas, or air-fall from power plants.

F2-13

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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Comments Responses

F2-14

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.

F2-14

F2-15

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.

F2-5
F2-6

F2-15
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Comments Responses

F2-16
The EIS has been revised in Section 3.9.4 to include discussion of
this executive order.

F2-17

F2-5 The EIS has been revised in Section 4.9.4 to include this mitiga-
F2-6 tion measure.

F2-16 F2-18

Burning of excess propellant (resulting from artillery/mortar train-
ing) is an integral part of training and therefore, exempt from the
Solid and Hazardous Waste Regulations. This process should not
be confused with disposal. EPA’s Military Munitions Rule
(MMR), allows the Army to burn the excess propellant charges as
a legitimate part of training as long as the units (artillery/mortar
MOS) burning the excess propellant are receiving training value.
The Army employs Best Management Practices to eliminate burn-
ing excess propellants on the ground that would otherwise create
an increased fire risk that could jeopardize the many protected
species at MMR. Use of the Donovan Blast Chamber to dispose of
excess propellant would require the RCRA Permitting.

F2-17

Range Clearing (thermal destruction of UXO on-site) is also ex-
empt from the Solid and Hazardous Waste Regulations. Range
Clearing operations are controlled and conducted by the Explosive
Ordnance Division, which follows strict protocols to ensure the
safety of the environment and personnel. Use of the Donovan
Blast Chamber will require additional non-EOD protocol imple-
mentation which would require additional resources (personnel/
funding/etc) to maintain operations.

F2-18

Currently, all unserviceable munitions are sent to ammo depots in
the continental United States. The Army does not have a RCRA
Permitted Treatment Storage and Disposal Facility and found it
more economical to ship unserviceable munitions off island for
processing.
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Comments Responses

F2-19

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.

F2-20

F2-19 Per the NOAA consultation, a hydrophonic study will be conducted
during the first CALFEX event at MMR. Results of that study will
be used in further consultation with NOAA. At the present time,
NOAA has concurred with the Army’s “not likely to adversely af-
fect” determination for marine resources based on the hydrophonic
model.

F2-21

This mitigation was considered in detail but it was determined that
Army activities must occur during the proposed time of day due to
fire avoidance protocols and other considerations. Schedules could
not be adjusted. Per consultation with and concurrence by NOAA,
the noise modeling study determined that helicopter noise is not
likely a significant source of disturbance for the dolphins.

F2-22

Per Section 7 consultation with NOAA, these pass-by flights will be
F2-20 conducted.
F2-21
F2-22
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