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Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Letter O1

Ol1-1

Comments

Responses

0O1-1

The Army extended the public review period from 60 days to 75
days for the Draft EIS in 2005. In response to comments, an addi-
tional 60 days were provided to the community to review the Draft
EIS and associated studies related to marine resources and archaeo-
logical 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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01-2

01-2

01-2

Comments

Responses

01-2

Training requirements are constantly changing based on lessons
learned in combat, training events, new equipment, and new com-
manders. Using historical data to assess future needs is faulty logic.
Times of war, such as now, drastically change training require-
ments. While units have been assessed in the past as ready for com-
bat without conducting live-fire training exercises at MMR, the
Army was forced to undertake training work-arounds to include
training at locations outside of the state of Hawaii. These work-
arounds were both time consuming and costly. Additionally, the
lack of home-based live-fire training capability has an impact on
Soldier morale as more time is spent away from family, which is
not quantifiable in Unit Status Reports.
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01-3

Comments

Responses

01-3

Analysis of the impacts from the No Action Alternative was con-
ducted in a manner similar to the analyses of the other project alter-
natives. The level of training reflected in Alternative is the mini-
mum amount of CALFEX training required for the companies of
the 25th Infantry Division. Section 2.5 of the EIS has been revised
to address construction of replacement training facilities.

Analysis of other alternatives on Oahu is included in Section 2.5.
This includes all Army lands on Oahu including Schofield Bar-
racks. It also considers acquisition of additional training lands on
Oahu to construct a new and/or replacement training facility. The
EIS also 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). After analysis of all alternatives, use of MMR
remains the preferred alternative.
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O1-4

Ol1-5

Comments

Responses

01-4

The Army has conducted non-live fire exercises and training at
MMR, including, but not limited to, aviation, fire buck training,
unmanned aerial vehicle, and field maneuvers. No live-fire training
has occurred since October 2004.

01-5

The Army recognizes the risk of these weapons and has evaluated
the wildfire risk related to each alternative in Section 4.14. The
Army has worked with USFWS to develop mitigation measures
and controls that are consistent with the Endangered Species Act.
The USFWS issued a non-jeopardy opinion covering Alternative 3
(preferred Alternative) of the EIS. No training at MMR would oc-
cur without compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act.
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Comments Responses

01-6

The Stryker in Hawaii is not scheduled to have add-on armor, and
therefore its weight is correctly set forth in the Draft EIS. The sur-
face danger zones for weapons mounted on Stryker at the fixed
firing points are the same for those weapons in a dismounted role.

01-6 01-7

Sediments collected from the different muliwai were analyzed for
various compounds including metals and explosives. Analytical
results did not identify any chemicals of potential ecological con-
cerns since the levels found are low (either non-detected, or barely
above detection limits), and infrequent (i.e. only 1 sample out of
01-7 54 showed RDX at 0.23 mg/kg). A detailed discussion of the ana-
Iytical data collected for the muliwai is included in Appendix G-3
of the Draft EIS. Further testing for contaminants in ecological
receptors at the muliwai (e.g fish and limu) has been undertaken
and found that there is a relatively minor health risk to subsistence
and recreational fisherman consuming marine resources from the
MMR muliwai and nearshore areas.

0O1-8

01-9 01-8
The SDZ for rockets is included in the 2007 BO (Reference Appen-
dix G)

01-10 01-9
This information was included in Section 1.1 of the Draft EIS.

O1-10

01-11 Training requirements are constantly changing based on lessons
learned in combat, training events, new equipment, and new com-
manders. Using historical data to assess future needs is faulty logic.
Combat readiness is an assessment based on a Commander's ex-
perience and training, and therefore is a matter of discretion.

Ol1-12
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Comments

Responses
(cont.)

O1-11

The Army must be prepared to fight in all conditions and at all times.
Accordingly, to be combat ready, night training is essential. Combat
readiness is an assessment based on a Commander's experience and
training, and therefore is a matter of discretion. Night fire was not
conducted at MMR since 1998. The primary concern was the threat
of fire from tracer ammunition. The units that deployed conducted
limited night training at Schofield Barracks and PTA to meet deploy-
ment requirements. MMR is still required to accomplish the full
spectrum of night training.

01-12

Due to increased training requirements resulting from transformation
increases in numbers of squads, platoons, and companies in newly
configured brigades, the Army requires both BAX and CALFEX ca-
pabilities on the island of Oahu. The BAX would not fit on MMR,
therefore, it is being constructed on Schofield Barracks.

K-85



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments Responses

01-13

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
affect” determination for marine resources based on the hydro-
phonic model. The Army consulted with NOAA and they con-
Ol1-13 curred.

O1-14

Figure 3-24 has been revised to reflect current improved conven-
tional munitions (ICM) areas and impact areas. The Army has com-
pleted surface and subsurface archaeological surveys within the
south firebreak road consistent with its legal obligations and
NEPA. To the extent permitted by law, the Army has included such
survey results in Appendix G-9.

Ol-14

O1-15
The Army has Surveyed all of the SDZs inside the south firebreak

road and those portions of the SDZ outside the firebreak road that
are deemed safe.

O1-15
Per the 2007 Section 7 consultation process the Army has decided
Ol-16 not to use C-ridge due to the high risk of wildfire.

O1-16

Section 2.5 has been revised to address construction of replacement
training facilities. The high speed transport capabilities are cur-
rently not available for designated use by the 25th ID.

01-17

01-17 The 2001 SEA points out that building a MMR replacement on
Schofield Barracks would require reconfiguration and realignment
of all but two existing ranges. The BAX at Schofield is a com-
pletely different range and meets different requirements. In addi-
tion, the Army’s doctrinal requirements are not the same today as
they were in 2001.
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Comments Responses

01-18

The CALFEX scenario described in the EIS normally requires the
Soldiers to bivouac. The sequence of continuous training events
does not allow for troops to be released and equipment secured.
This is a common practice across the Army.

01-18

0O1-19

MMR does not provide enough space for small arms target qualifi-
Ol1-19 cation ranges to support all Army units assigned to Hawaii. In addi-

tion, the small arms training would present a greater fire danger
than CALFEX training due to the increased volume of ammunition
expended. Since small arms target qualification ranges are used at
01-20 least 300 days per year, Soldiers and their ammunition would have
to convoy back and forth to Schofield Barracks every day, greatly
impacting traffic and public safety.

01-20

O1-21 The number of training events in each alternative is the maximum
number that the military would conduct in any one year. For any
given year, the military may conduct fewer exercises at MMR due
to training opportunities elsewhere. However, it is difficult to pre-
dict these future opportunities, and therefore they cannot be accu-
0O1-22 rately assessed in the EIS. Also, should those opportunities become
unavailable, the military would rely on MMR to accomplish its
training requirements.

01-23 While units have been assessed in the past as ready for combat
without conducting live-fire training exercises at MMR, the Army
was forced to undertake training work-arounds to include training
at locations outside of the state of Hawaii. These work-arounds
0O1-24 were both time consuming and costly. Additionally, the lack of
home-based live-fire training capability has an impact on Soldier
morale as more time is spent away from family, which is not quan-
tifiable in Unit Status Reports.

01-25
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Comments

Responses

01-21

During the period in question, many additional training events were
actually conducted during those years. These events involved pri-
marily platoon events. The EIS now explains how many events of
different types can be expected to occur at MMR. It is important to
note that since 1998, the training requirements of units have changed
because of their changing missions and evolving doctrine. The
Stryker Brigade’s use of MMR is limited and is discussed in Ch 2.

01-22

Due to the lack of full training at MMR, the Army has been unable
to conduct hydrophonic noise testing of a representative CALFEX.
Hydrophonic noise modeling has been conducted and the modeling
report was included as Appendix G-5 in the Draft EIS. The noise
modeling results provided data for the impact analysis. The hydro-
geological investigation has been completed and the investigation
report was included as Appendix G-1 of the Draft EIS. The archaeo-
logical subsurface survey has been completed and the survey report
was made available for a 60-day public review.

01-23

The noise zone definitions were calculated by the Army's noise ex-
posure experts and established in the Army's 2001 Environmental
Noise Management handbook

01-24

The EIS was prepared in accordance with the National Environ-
mental 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. Ecological values
similar to PRGs are not published for EPA Region X, so in the ab-
sence of this information the EPA Region V Ecological Screening
Levels are used as a comparative to provide an indication of poten-
tial impacts. The Region V Screening Levels have been used out-
side of Region V for comparison of data by other EPA Regions.

01-25
The Army appreciates your input.
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Comments Responses

01-26

Organochlorine pesticide levels in surface and ground water sam-
ples at MMR were less than significant. The referenced USGS
study found high levels of organochlorine pesticides in fish tissue
in urban and mixed land use; this study did not indicate this com-
pound resulted from Army activities, moreover, sampling was con-
ducted at MMR of soil, sediment, surface water, and groundwater
with no pattern of contamination that would impact off-site recep-
tors. The Army conducted another study of the marine resources
for the muliwai and Makua Beach near shore area, published in
2007. The 2007 report indicates that based on the analytical data, it
does not appear that training activities at MMR contribute to con-
taminants detected in the marine resources.

01-26
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02-1

Comments

Responses

02-1

The Army did ask for an ICM waiver, but it was denied. The Army has pro-
vided correspondence reflecting this denial to Earthjustice. The surface ar-
cheological surveys have been completed.
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Comments Responses

02-2

Training requirements are constantly changing based on lessons
learned in combat, training events, new equipment, and new com-
manders. Using historical data to assess future needs is faulty
logic. Times of war, such as now, drastically change training re-
quirements. While units have been assessed in the past as ready
for combat without conducting live-fire training exercises at
MMR, the Army was forced to undertake training work-arounds
to include training at locations outside of the state of Hawaii.
These work arounds were both time consuming and costly. Addi-
tionally, the lack of home-based live-fire training capability has an
impact on Soldier morale as more time is spent away from family,
which is not quantifiable in Unit Status Reports.

02-3

As demonstrated in the report submitted pursuant to the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007, the Army does
not have sufficient live training ranges to accomplish all the re-
quired live-fire training for 25th ID units without MMR, not to
mention the Marines and Reserve Component units. A summary
of the report has been added to Section 2.2 of the EIS. Because
that report and the EIS were prepared to meet different require-
ments, the training options discussed in that report are not neces-
sarily suitable for evaluation in the EIS. Section 2.5 of the EIS has
been revised to address construction of replacement training fa-
cilities.

0222 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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02-3

02-4

02-5

Comments

Responses

02-4

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 al-
ternative was added in response to public comments received on the
Draft EIS. Use of MMR, however, remains the preferred alternative.

02-5

The document that describes the separation of Oahu and Pohakuloa
Training Area as an outstanding training opportunity refers to the
movement between islands and not live-fire training. It also discusses
the movement of a battalion, not a company, to Pohakuloa for 30
days. The 30 days does not include travel time. Company-level CAL-
FEX take each company 5 days to complete. It would take 60 days to
run all 12 companies in the average battalion through this training.
The document also notes there are significant shortfalls in live-fire
ranges for the 25th ID and that the costs to travel to train at Pohaku-
loa have increased significantly.
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Comments

T. S. Dye & Colleagues, Archaeologists, Inc.

735 Bishop St.. Snite 315, Honoluli, Flewai’i 96813

Review of Archaeological Subsurface Survey Within
the Company Combined Arms Assault Course
(CCAAC) Circumscribed by the South Firebreak
Road, Makua Military Reservation, Makua Ahupuaga,
Waianae District, Oahu Island, Hawai'i

Thomas S. Dye, Ph.D.

March 26, 2007

Contents
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4 Results 3
5 Conclusions 4

Abstract

Review of the subject report indicates thal il needs Lo be revised and augmented.
As the report stands, it is not possible to determine whether the subsurface survey
was designed and carried out to current professional standards. It does appear,
however, that the survey work was not completed and that additional field work is
needed to fulfill the (inadequately described) research design.

1 Introduction

At the request of David Henkin, Earthjustice, on behalf of Malama Makua, T. S. Dye &
Colleagues, Archaeologists, Inc. has reviewed a report entitled Archaeological Subsurface
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02-6

Comments

2 3 METHODS

Survey Within the Company Combined Arms Assault Course (CCAAC) Circumscribed
by the South Firebreak Road, Makua Military Reservation, Makua Ahupuas, Waiunae
District, Oahu Island, Hawai'i prepared by U.S. Army Garrison, Hawaii. The goals of
the review were to determine if the archaeological subsurface survey was designed and
carried out to current professional standards.

2  General Comments

The report makes some general comments on the circumstances under which the archae-
ological subsurface survey was conducted.

Under normal circumstances, a subsurface survey of this nature would
be unlikely. Resources would not readily be invested into man hours to
conduct a subsurface survey in areas exhibiting no surface indication of
archaeological features, a high level of soil disturbance, and low probability
of uncovering intact cultural deposit. For these reasons, subsurface testing
at MMR has, in the past, always been completed within site areas or where
construction has necessitated archaeological testing be done (see Section 1.1
for reference to subsurface testing projects). Moreover, subsurface archaeo-
logical investigations destroy the integrity of cultural remains, and in recent
years, have been conducted less to demonstrate cultural sensitivity for the
preservation of sites.

The negative attitude toward excavation outside areas with surface architecture in this
paragraph reflects a somewhat outdated view of the Hawaiian archaeological landscape.
The Archaeology Working Group convened by the Department of Land and Natural
Resources in 2006 drafted a statement that urged archaeologists to dig outside areas with
surface architecture. Too often, Hawaiian archaeologists use an idiosyncratic definition
of “site” to mean “surface architecture,” instead of its more usual referent to a “place where
remains of human activity are found” This definition works to confine investigation
to areas with surface architecture. Studies now show that extant surface architecture is
generally fairly recent, representing only the last 100-200 years of Hawaiian prehistory.
Excavations in areas outside surface architecture are crucial to understand the full time
depth of Hawaiian culture. This paragraph, with its devaluation of subsurface survey
in “areas exhibiting no surface indication of archaeological features,” appears to carry
forward one of the unfortunate biases of the idiosyncratic definition of site. In any event,
its motivation appears to be displeasure at having (o undertake the survey rather than
some scientific principle. It seems out of place in a document of this type and should
either be deleted or rewritten so that it reflects a more objective stance.

3 Methods

The methodology section is incomplete and one can’t make sense of it as it stands. It
leaves unaddressed a fundamental question: what are the expected site types the survey
was designed to find and what are their attributes? For example, if the expected site type

Responses

02-6
Army responses to the Dye Report are included in Appendix G-9
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Comments

is a subsurface deposit with a radius of 5 m, then a sampling interval of 20 m, such as
the one used here, would obviously stand a good chance of missing more than it found.
Without some attention to this question, the reader can only guess at the adequacy of
the sampling design. This is not an acceptable situation in a report of this type.

In the section on stratified random sampling, the attributes used to stratify the survey
area need to be relaled direcly to the likelihood of finding cuitural deposits. How does
terrain affect the likelihood of finding cultural deposits? What is the nature of the former
ground disturbance and how does it affect the likelihood of finding cultural deposits
(including secondary deposits)? How was “site probability (based on results of former
fieldwork)” calculated? The attributes must be described in such a way that another
researcher could use them to arrive at a division of the survey area similar to the one
used in this report. It would be well to rank Areas 1, 2, and 3 according to the a priori
likelihood of finding cultural deposits.

The section on stratified random sampling needs to indicate the area of each of Areas
1, 2, and 3, calculate the density of sampling units for each Area (number per unit area),
and relate this to the ranking of the Areas by a priori likelihood. It should be the case
that the Area with the highest a priori likelihood of finding cultural deposits is also
the Area with the highest density of sampling units. This correspondence needs to be
demonstrated in this section. )

In the Field Methods section, it shouid be noted thal the decision not to excavate in the
vicinity of surface architectural remains was not followed consistently. Two excavations
within terraces are described on page15.

4 Results

The Results section indicates that about 20% of the planned excavations were not carried
out due to a variety of factors. It is typical in surveys of this type to generate a surplus
of random numbers so that sampling units that can’t be excavated at one place can be
excavated at some other random location. This is done so that the designed sampling
density is maintained. Given that this was not done, and following on the comments
above, the density of excavated sampling units in each of the Areas should be calculated
and related to the a priori ranking of the Areas by likelihood of finding cultural deposits.
There are a couple of pertinent questions here: a) did the change in excavation effort
have any effect on the stratified sampling design, i.e., was the area of highest likelihood
actually sampled at the highest density, etc?; and b} did the reduction in sampling effort
affect the likelihood that sites of the type expected during the survey would be found?

The potential problems introduced by the reduction of sampling effort, which was
especially marked in Area 2, might have been alleviated by the excavation of some 200
probes along a road, which was carried out when a burn of the area failed. In general,
however, excavation in the vicinity of roads often yields more information about road
construction than it does about archaeological sites that were present before the road was
built, and this appears to be the case in this project, where the test units were excavated
in “highly disturbed areas” (p. 8). Thus, the systematic sampling does not appear to have
substituted for the units that were not excavated. The obvious conclusion is that the field
work for this project was not completed.
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4 5 CONCLUSIONS

Presumably, excavation of 477 sampling units yielded quite a bit of stratigraphic data.
It is the usual case that even negative results are reported at a level of detail that will
make them useful to future researchers. That appears not to be the case with this report,
which lacks any stratigraphic profiles or detailed profile descriptions. It would not be
necessary to present stratigraphic descriptions for all of the sampling units, however
some sort of summary would be appropriate, perhaps one that identified stratigraphic
zones, within which similar stratigraphic sections were displayed in the sampling units.
A representative stratigraphic profile for each of the zones could then be described in
detail.

Excavation of shovel probe #212 in Area 2byielded a stratigraphic section that appears,
on its face, to have contained a cultural deposit. This is the black, silty loam of layer
11, which was found within a terrace. Its color, position in the stratigraphic profile,
and location within a surface architectural feature are all what one would expect for a
traditional Hawaiian cultural deposit. The report comments that “no cultural deposit was
evident,” but gives no reason to discounl Lhe evidence presented. What characteristics of
the layer I deposit lead to the conclusion that it is not cultural?

5 Conclusions

Due to various deficiencies in the report, it is not possible to evaluate whether the
design and conduct of the archaeological subsurface survey were carried out to current
professional standards. During my six year tenure as Q'ahu Island archaeologist with
SHPD, T would not have provided a detailed review of such a deficient report, but would
have sent it back to the author with a letter pointing out the major deficiencies and
instructions that it be rewritten and resubmitted.

The sampling design is incompletely described so it is not possible to judge whether
stratification of the survey area was rational and effective. Given this siluation, it is an
open question whether or not tbe level of sampling effort was a product of the research
design or was based on other factors, not described. This is an important issue. Unless it
can be resolved satisfactorily, no useful statements can be made about the likelihood that
the area contains subsurface cultural deposits.

In any event, the sampling design was not fully implemented, especially in Area 2. If
the sampling design were completely described, then it would be possible to determine
what effect this had on the results. On the face of it, however, the unexcavated units
would appear to compromise any reasonable research design. The decision to excavate
200 systematic sampling units along roads was clearly an error; these units appear to
have had no chance of yielding cultural deposits. They certainly do not make up for
random samples that were not excavated in Area 2.

The results of the survey are not reported in sufficient detail for a report of this type.
'The stratigraphic mformation that was collected needs to be summarized, perhaps in
terms of areas that yield similar stratigraphic profiles. Representative profiles from each
of the areas should be illustrated and described, so the reader can determine whether
conclusions drawn from the stratigraphy are supported or not by the evidence at hand.
In one case, a cultural deposit appears to have been excavated but not recognized.
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