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Proposed Action—were analyzed in this EIS. The No-action Alternative is the continuation of
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Government to clear a ground hazard area during missile launch activities. The locations
where activities would occur are listed in Item d above.

This EIS addresses the potential environmental impacts that would result from activities that
would occur under the No-action Alternative and Proposed Action. Environmental resource
topics evaluated include air quality, airspace, biological resources, cultural resources,
geology and soils, hazardous materials and hazardous waste, health and safety, land use,
noise, socioeconomics, transportation, utilities, visual and aesthetics, water resources, the
ocean area, and environmental justice. The potential cumulative effects of each of these
resources were also evaluated.
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9.0 Consultation Comments and Responses
(Public Hearing)




9.0 CONSULTATION COMMENTS AND
RESPONSES (PUBLIC HEARING)

The Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Enhancing
the Capability of the Pacific Missile Range Facility, Kauai, HI to conduct missile defense testing
and training activities was published in The Environmental Notice by the Office of
Environmental Quality Control on 8 April 1998 and in the Federal Register on 10 April 1998.
Agencies, organizations, and individuals who received the Draft EIS or commented during the
comment period, which ended 26 May 1998, are listed below. Those agencies, organizations,
and individuals commenting on the Draft EIS are denoted by an asterisk next to their names.
Copies of letters from agencies, organizations, and individuals, followed by the Navy response,
are provided in the end portion of this chapter, in the order in which they were received
separated by agency, organization, and individuals. Refer to Table 9-1 for an index of
comment letters and their corresponding page number.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, BMDO/D, Lt. General Lester L.Lyles
Deputy Assistant Secretary for the Army, Environmental, Safety, and Occupational Health,
Mr. Raymond Fatz

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force, Environmental, Safety, and Occupational Health,
Mr. Thomas W. L. McCall, Jr. (SAF/MIQ)

Environmental Protection Agency, Pacific Islands Contact Office, Manager

Federal Aviation Administration, Environmental Office (ATA-300), Air Traffic Environmental
Program Division, Mr. Bill Marx

Hawaii Representative Neil Abercrombie

Hawaii Representative Patsy Mink

Hawaii Senator Daniel Akaka

Hawaii Senator Daniel Inouye

Headquarters U.S. Army Pacific

Naval Base Pearl Harbor, Commander

President’s Council on Environmental Quality

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Pacific Ocean Division, Commander and Division Engineer
U.S. Army Garrison, Director of Public Works, Environmental Division, Fort Shafter

U.S. Coast Guard, 14" Coast Guard District, Commander

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources, Conservation Service

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, State Conservationist

U.S. Department of Energy, Albuquerque Operations Office, Manager, Mr. Bruce Twining
U.S. Department of Energy, Albuquerque Operations Office, Ms. Susan Lacy

U.S. Department of Energy, Assistant Secretary for Defense Programs, Mr. VictorReis
U.S. Department of Energy, Environment, Safety, and Health, Ms. TaraO'Tool
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U.S. Department of Energy, Kirtland Area Office, Acting Area Manager, Mr. Michael Zamorski

U.S. Department of State

U.S. Department of the Interior, Geological Survey, District Chief

U.S. Department of the Interior, Water Resources Division, Mr. William Meyer

U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of the Environmental Policy, Mr. Willie R. Taylor

U.S. Department of the Interior, Pacific Islands Administrator

U.S. Department of the Interior, Pacific Islands EcoRegion Manager, Mr. Robert Smith

U.S. Department of the Navy, Judge Advocate General

U.S. Department of the Navy, Office of Director of Installations and Facilities

U.S. Department of the Navy, Office of the Chief of Information, PublicAffairs, RADM
Kendall Pease

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Pacific Island EcoRegion, Mr. Brooks Harper

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of Refuges

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Endangered Species

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Pacific Area Office

U.S. Marine Mammal Commission, Mr. John Twiss

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX, Regional Administrator

STATE GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

Governor Benjamin Cayetano

Hawaii Air National Guard, Lt. Col. Norman S. Nitta

Hawaii Department of Accounting and General Services, Mr. GordonMatsouka

Hawaii Department of Agriculture, Director

Hawaii Department of Budget and Finance, Housing Finance and Development
Corporation, Executive Director

Hawaii Department of Business, Economic Development and Tourism, Director

Hawaii Department of Business, Economic Development and Tourism, Energy Division

Hawaii Department of Business and Economic Development, State Energy Office, Division
Head

Hawaii Department of Business, Economic Development and Tourism, State Planning
Office

Hawaii Department of Defense, Civil Defense Division

Hawaii Department of Defense, Director

Hawaii Department of Education, Superintendent of Education

Hawaii Department of Finance, Real Property Assessment Division

Hawaii Department of Hawaiian Home Lands

Hawaii Department of Hawaiian Home Lands, Hawaiian Homes Commission, Chairman

Hawaii Department of Health, Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste

Hawaii Department of Health, Environmental Health Administration
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Hawaii Department of Health, Environmental Management Division

* Hawaii Department of Health, Office of Environmental Quality Control, Mr. Gary Gill
Hawaii Department of Land and Natural Resouces, Director

* Hawaii Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Aquatic Resources
Hawaii Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry and Wildlife

Hawaii Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry and Wildlife, Mr. David
G. Smith

Hawaii Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of State Parks
Hawaii Department of Land and Natural Resources, Land Division, Mr. Dean Y. Uchida
* Hawaii Department of Land and Natural Resources, State Historic Presenation Officer
Hawaii Department of the Attorney General, Mr. John Anderson
* Hawalii Department of Transportation, Director
* Hawalii Housing, Finance and Development Corporation, Mr. Roy S.Oshiro
* Hawaii State Representative Ms. Bertha Kawakami
* Hawaii State Senator Mr. Whitney T. Anderson
* Hawaii State Senator Ms. Rosalyn Baker
* Hawaii State Senator Mr. RobertBunda
* Hawaii State Senator Mr. Avery B. Chumbley
* Hawaii State Senator Ms. Carol Fukunaga
* Hawaii State Senator Mr. David Ige
* Hawaii State Senator Mr. Randy Iwase
* Hawaii State Senator Mr. Brian Kanno
* Hawaii State Senator Mr. Matt Matsunga
* Hawaili State Senator Mr. Mike McCartney
* Hawaii State Senator Mr. Wayne Metcalf
* Hawaii State Senator Ms. Suzanne C. Oakland
* Hawaii State Senator Mr. Lehua F. Sallings
* Hawaii State Senator Mr. Sam Slom
* Hawaii State Senator Mr. Joe Tanaka
* Hawaii State Senator Mr. Brian Taniguchi
Health Department, Director
* Kauai Community College, Electronics Technology, Dr. Francis Takahashi
* Kauai Community College, Office of Continuing Education, Ms. BarbaraBulatao-Franklin
Legislative Reference Bureau
* Office of Hawaiian Affairs, Administrator
Office of State Planning, Mr. John Nakagawa
State Archives, State Archivist
* University of Hawaii at Manoa, Ethnic Studies Department, Ms. Davianna P. McGregor
* University of Hawaii, Environmental Center, Director
University of Hawaii, Water Resources Research Center, Director
University of Hawaii, Marine Option Program, Director
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

City and County of Honolulu, Building Department, Mr. Randall Fuijiki

City and County of Honolulu, Council Members

City and County of Honolulu, Department of General Planning, Chief Planning Officer
City and County of Honolulu, Department of Housing and Canmunity Development
City and County of Honolulu, Department of Land Utilization, Director

City and County of Honolulu, Office of the Mayor, Mayor Jeremy Harris

City and County of Honolulu, Planning Department, Mr. Patrick Onishi

County of Kauai, Department of Public Works

County of Kauai, Department of Water

County of Kauai, Planning Department

County of Kauai, Office of Economic Development

County of Kauai, Office of the County Clerk

County of Kauai, Council Members

County of Kauai, Office of the Mayor, Mayor Maryanne Kusaka
Kauai Economic Development Board, Mr. Gary Baldwin

COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS

Albertini, James V., Center for Non-Violent Education and Action, Inc.

Alu Like, Haunani Apoliona

Antolini, Denise, University of Hawaii at Manoa, William S. Richardson School of Law
Aoki, Jean, League of Women Voters of Hawaii

Beale, Allison M., American Lung Association of Hawaii

Brady, Kat, Ahupua’a Action Alliance

Bullock, A.E. Gene, Association of FMF Combat Medical Personnel

Bullock, A.E. Gene, Navy League of the United States

Cannon, Hilda, Catholic Charities

Carroll, William, DyKema Gossett Law Offices

Citizens Utilities, Kauai Electric Division, Kauai Electric Public and Media Relations
Corregedore, Michael, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local 1260
Crozier, Hollis, Ameritech

Dalton, Judy, Sierra Club Kauai Group of the Hawaii Chapter

Dias, Ernest K., Ceatech USA

Earthtrust

Ellis, Wayne R., Hale Kauai, Ltd.

Evenhuis, Neal, Bishop Museum

Frankel, David Kimo, Hawaii Chapter Sierra Club

Gardiner, Gregg, Marine Corps League, Kauai Chapter

Gilmartin William G., Hawaii Wildlife Fund

Guard, Tim, Navy League of the United States Honolulu Council

Haia lll, Moses K.N., Native Hawaiian Advisory Council, Inc.

Hawaiian Electric Company

Heinzelman, Mark, Hawaii Hotel Association Kauai Chapter
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Herndon, Peter V., Haseko Property, Inc.

Heyn, Ulla M., Republican Women'’s Club of Kauai

Hong, William, Hawaii Building and Construction Trades Council, AFL-CIO
Irwin, Richard, Veterans of Foreign Wars

Isobe, John, Kauai Economic Development Board

Johnson, Robert T., Maui Economic Development Board, Inc.
Kajihiro, Kyle, American Friends Service Committee, Hawaii Area Program Office
Kanoho, Susan A., Kauai Visitors Bureau

Kauai Veterans Council

Kawakami, Charles, Big Save, Inc.

Keliikoa, Bernard, Ka’ Ohana O LalLea

Kennett, E. Allan, Gay & Robinson, Inc.

Lloyd, Alan, Navy League of the United States Honolulu Council
Loo, Michael, Kauai North Shore Business Council

Loo, Michael, Princeville Resort Kauai

MacDowell, Ed, Kapaa Business Association

Mangold, Larry K., Wilcox Health System

Moser, Steven, Hawaii Medical Association

Miyamoto, Alton H., Kauai Electric

Mullins, Robert D., Navy League of the United States, Kauai Council
Nellis, Mark, Veterans Memorial Hospital

Olszewski, Deborah I., Bishop Museum

Paben, Brett, National Audubon Society

Palmer, Keith R., Sierra Club Oahu Chapter

Parks, A F, League of Women Voters

Paty, Bill, The Chamber of Commerce of Hawaii

Proudfoot, David W., Belles Graham Proudfoot & Wilson

Rask, Robby, Contractors Association of Kauai

Rothschild, James, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local Union 1260
Sailer, Daniel K., Hawaii Audubon Society

Shibata, Myles S., Kawailoa Development

Shigemoto, Tom H., A&B Properties, Inc.

Shirai, Calvin H., West Kauai Main Street

Spangler, MD, John S, Hawaii Medical Association

Stokes, Ken Kaimi, Hookipa Network

Sullivan, Patrick K., Oceanit Laboratories, Inc.

Wright, David, Union of Concerned Scientists

Yoshida, Laurie L.K., Kauai Chamber of Commerce

Ziegler, Marjorie, Earthjustice Legal Defense Fund, Inc.

PRIVATE CITIZENS

Agnew, Sharon

Aleck, Nancy

Alexander, David

Allen Harvey

Arnold, Caroline and Gordon
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Ashkenazy, Janet

* Ayau, Henry

*
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Bain, Carol

Bator, Bonnie
Beardmore, Carol
Bechar, Isaiah
Bechar, Magda
Beebe, Penny
Benedetti, Leland
Bohn, Jim

Bostick, Carmen
Bottasso, Michael S
Brandauer, Carl
Bucasas, Susan
Burns, Gayla
Bushnell, Andy
Cann, Ann
Carlson, Ken
Chang, Deborah
Chanley, Beverley
Cherry, Corbin
Coan, Barbara
Coan, E J

Coan, EM

Coan, FM

Coker, Joseph
Collins, Linda
Conant, Sheila
Concerned Citizen
Concerned Citizen
Concerned Citizen
Concerned Citizen
Concerned Citizen
Concerned Citizen
Concerned Citizen
Concerned Citizen

Concerned Kauai Resident

Cushing, Merrilyn
DeFries, Arthur
Deibel, Tashi
DiPalma, Carl
Duarte, Gloria
Field, Sandra L.
Forsyth, Mimi
Francis, Laurel

Freeman, Elizabeth Anne
Freeman, Robert and Margery
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Georgi, William
Gibbons, Karen
Golden, Rhoda
Goldsberry, Paula
Greff, Clarence
Hall, Tom

Hartsell, Bill P.
Helela, David
Henrigues, Eugene
Hills, Sara
Himschoot, Rebecca
Hironaka, Steven
Holzman, Greg
Hopman, Arius
Hubbard, Mark
Inouye, Robert
Jones, Michael
Kaiwe, Belle

Kalal, K

Kalakapu, Elvin
Kaneshiro, Pat
Kaohelaulii, Kahea
Keamoai, Destinie
Keamoai, Justina
Keamoai, Nani
Kelly, Marion
Kihune, Robert
King, Charles
Kingsbury, Bettye & Charles
Kirby, Richard
Lappen, Henry
Leighton, Ann
Lemke, Paul

Libre, Rhoda

Licht, Andy

Lins, Frederick
Littlefield, G.
Lombard, Anne
Love, John

Lovell White, Emmaline
Lyon, Bert

Manini, Sr, Joseph Punilei
Marinelli, Suzanne
Marsh, Kyle
Marston, Nani
McClaran, Peter
McCormick, R. Keith
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Megyesi, Jennifer

Menks, Tanja

Meyer, Charles

Mildwater, Chris

Miller, Rebecca

Mills, Joyce

Minear, Edith

Mitnick, Susan

Mori, Val and Art

Moritsugu, llona

Morrison, Donald and Shannon
Mullen, Debbie and Michael Mikellis
Nairn, Allison and lan Mcintosh
Nekomoto, David

Nekomoto, Doris

Nekomoto, Trudi

Nesbitt, Allan

Nester, Ronald

Nishina, Vincent

Nonaka, Christine

Noonan, Mary E

Odonnell, Mary Carol

Oliver, Kathy

Olsen, Roger

Ortiz, Janet

Ota, Michelle

Parker, Joanne and RobertWilce
Partida, Alberto

Peetz, llse

Pollock, Marilyn

Po’ohina, Eric

Potter, Rick

Queiroz, Cely M

Randol, Liz

Reid, Stephanie

Resident, Lanai

Resor, Jack

Richards, Allan and Judy
Riley, Mary

Rivel, Kathy

Rogers, Nani

Ross, Mike

Santos, D K
Shipman-LaBarge, Yvonne
Shook, Dan

Shumway, William and Elizabeth
Sihvola, Pamela
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* Sousa, Christine
Spencer, Sally

* Stack, C. Patrick

* Stack, Katherine

* Stepath, Carl

* Stoddard, Joe
Sussex, Clyde

* Taguma, Joanne

* Taylor, Gabriela
Teale, Laulani

* Tennberg, Cheryl

* Tummons, Patricia
Vaughn, Bradley

* Venman, Sarah
Vincenty, Melissa

* Wall, Craig

* Weeks, Beverly

* Williams, Jack

* Wolsey, Heather
Woodyard, E
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s PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. O.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN NEIL ABERCROMBIE

Public Hearing

on the

Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact S5Statement

Waimea, Kauai
April 25, 1938

As a member cof the House Committee on National Security, I have been
carefully considering and examining the proposed action to place
additional assets at the Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF) and off
range locations to support the PMRF activities.

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Envirommental
Impact Statement which will assess rthe potential impacts associared with
enhancing the capabilities of the PMRF. The DEIS provides the
opportunity for all concerned citizens to be included in the process.

The PMRF is the cornerstone for Naval testing and training in the

pPacific. The PMRF is essential to the future of military presence in
Hawali. Enhancing the capabilities with the upgrading of
instrumentation and technolegy at the PMRF means maintaining the Navy‘s
presence here well into the 21st century.

I understand that the DEIS will alse consider the use of other
additiconal sites, including Niihau, for launch and/or instrumentation.
The residents of Niihau have indicated to me their willingness to
explore such opportunities provided their environmental, cultural, and
economic concerns are fully considered in the implementation of such
projects. For me, the support of the residents of Niihau ls paramocunt.

In addition, the expansion of the PMRF will ensure that the Unitad
Scates has a primary theater missile defense testing and training range
to halp our nation defend against future missile threats. Some nations
are currently developing advanced missile systems. As Desert Storm
showed us, the need to protect our trocps abroad is real.

The proposed action in the DEIS provides an opportunity for Hawail to
continue to be a major player in the national defense of this country as
world events begin toe center on the Asia-Pacific region. I will review
che presentations and comments made during the public hearings and take
these matters into consideration as the process moves forward.
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN NEIL ABERCROMBIE
Public Hearing
on the
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Honeleiu, Hawaii
April 28, 1998

As a member of the House Committee on National Security, [ have been carefully considenng
and examining the proposed action to place additional assets at the Pacific Missile Range Facility
(PMRF) and off range locations to support the PMRF activities,

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental [mpact Statement which
will assess the potential impacts associated with enhancing the capabilities of the PMRF. The
DEIS pravides the opportunity for all cencerned citizens to be included in the process.

The PMRF is the comerstone for Naval testing and training in the Pacific. The PMRF is
essential to the future of military presence in Hawali. Enhancing the capabilities with the
upgrading of instrumentation and technology at the PMRF means maintaining the Navy’s
presence here well into the 21st century.

f understand that the DEIS will also consider the use of other additional sites, including Niihau,
for launch and/or instrumentation. The residents of Niihau have indicated to me their willingness
to explore such opportunities provided their environmental, cultural, and economic concerns are
fully considered in the implementation of such projects. For me, the support of the residents of
Niihzau is paramount.

In addition, the expansion of the PMRF will ensure that the United States has a primary theater
missite defense testing and training range to help our nation defend against future missile threats.
Some nations are currently developing advanced missile systems. As Desert Storm showed us,
the need to pretect our troops abroad is real.

The proposed action in the DEIS provides an opportunity for Hawaii to continue to be a major
player in the national defense of this country as werld events begin to center on the Asia-Pacific
region. [ will review the presentations and comments made during the public hearings and take
these matters into consideration as the process moves forward,
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Congressman Neil Abercrombie
House of Representatives
Congress of the United States
300 Ala Moana Boulevard
Room 4104

Honolulu, BE 96850

Dear Congressman Abercrombie:

We appreciate your thoughtful comments submitted as part of our public hearing
process for the Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capabitlity Environmental kmpact
Statement {EIS). We have attempted to include meaningful opportunities for all segments
of the public on Kauai and other interested partics to comment on the EIS and the Navy
proposal to enhance the capabilities for theater ballistic missile defense testing.

Particular efforts were made 1o solicit the opinions and input of the people of
Niihau concerning aspects of the Navy's propesal that would involve activities on the
island.

The residents have been generally supportive of these activities, There has also
been a cooperative effort to complete a cultural study of Niihau, and every effort will be
made in the future to continue to avoid activities and contacts that would be adverse to
the desires of the Nijhau residents to preserve their culture, while having a means of
livelihood.

The purpose of the EIS, to evaluate enhancements 1o PMRF to provide the
capability to adequately test Navy and other Departiment of Defense Theater Missile
Defense systems, is responsive to congressional direction that PMRE be a primary range
to accomplish this testing. We will look forward to 2 continuing dialogue with your office
as our process proceeds.

Sincerely,

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
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Response to P-W-0130 and P-W-194

P-W-0274

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
600 Harrisen Sireet, Suite 515
San Francisco, California 941071376

May 22, 1998
ER 98/0215

Vida Mossman

Pacific Misstle Range Facility
P.0O. Box 128

Kekaha, Kauai, HI 96752-0128

Dear Ms. Mossman:

The Department of the Interior {Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmenta Impact
Statement (DEIS) for Pacific Missile Range Enhanced Capability. The Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service) responded to the Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare the DEIS for the
proposed project on June 23, 1997, The following comments are provided for your
consideratien.

BACKGROUND

The proposed actien involves the testing of improved missile defense systems againsi simulated
missile attacks. The tests would be conducted within an expansive region of the Pacific Ocean
west of the Hawaiian Islands. They would invclve limited expansion and use of existing
operations on Gahu, Maui, Kauai, and Niihau and construction of new ground-based target
missile launchers and instrumeniation facilities within two National Wildlite Refuges (NWR):
Hawaiian Islands NWR (Tern [sland at French Frigate Shoals) and Johnston Atoll NWR
{North, East, Sand and Johnston Islands).

Missile testing is anticipated to begin in Fiscal Year 2002, Target missiles used to simulate
hostite incoming missiles would be launched at distances of up to 648 nautical miles from
either a fixed ground-based facility, a mobile platform based at sea, or an aerial platform.
Target missiles would be propelled by solid rocket fuel. In some cases, such as those
simulating chemical/biological altacks, the missiles would carry a chemical agent and contain
small quantities (35 gallons) of triethyl phosphate.

Both of the NWRs support large numbers of nesting migratory seabirds and provide a foraging
habitat for migratory shorebirds and federaily listed, threatened green sea turtles (Chelonia
mydes) and endangered Hawaiian monk seals (Monachus schauinsiandi), The NWRs also
contain rich corat-reef ecosystems that support hundreds of species of reef fishes and thousands
of species of macro-inveriebrates and algae. In addition, Tern [sland is a crucial breeding site
for a targe percentage of the Hawaiian populations of monk seals and green sea turtles.
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We understand a ground-based launch pad and rail launcher with a capacity of 20,000 pounds
is proposed for the northeastern comner of Tern Island. The launch pad would be 60 by 90 feat
and built en a foundation of dredged coral adjacent to the island. The foundation material
would come from dredging near the western end of the isiand. Dredging would also be needed
to facilitate barge delivery of missiles and mooring of a Mobile Aerial Target Support System
(MATSS) ship thar is approximately 256 feet long.

Instrumemation would be located on the MATSS ship, but if necessary, would be installed on
the island at the proposed launch site or at a site near the southwestern end of the island or
both. Radar, telemetry, optic, electronic warfare, differential global positioning and other
types of systems would comprise the proposed instrumentation facilities.

At Johnston Atoll NWR, a ground-based launch pad with either a rail launcher with a capacity
of 20,000 pounds or a vertical launcher is proposed for either North or East Island. [f the
launch pad is placed on East Island, extensive dredging would be required (o create a boat
chanpel. Instrumenzation facilifies would be construcied af the launch site and on Sand Island.
Radar, relemetry, optic, electronic wartare, differential global positioning, and other types of
Systems would comprise the proposed instrumentatien facilities on the island.

Other instrumentation would be located on an MATSS ship. A command and control facility
would either be [ocaled on the MATSS ship or be placed at a site constructed at the
southeastern end of Johnston Tsland,

GENERAL COMMENTS

The Department believes the DEIS does not adequaltely agsess effects of the proposed actien on
fish and wildlife resources. In addition, the proposed mitigation measures are not
comimensurale with the range of potential adverse impacts expected to result from the proposed
action. We believe these deficiencies preclude the DEIS from serving as the basis for 2
meaningfu! analysis of anticipated project-related impacts 1o fish and wildlife resources.

The DEIS should be revised 1o include: 1) complele information op the proposed action, 2) an
aliernatives analysis and impact assessment based on 2 commitinent 1o avoid and minimize
project-related impacts, and 3) proposed miligalion measures that minimize impacts and
compensate for unavoidable impacts.

We are especially concerned about effects of proposed ground-launching of target missiles
within the NWRs. The DEIS states: "Targets may be launched either from fixed ground
locations or mobile platiorms fi.e., ships]. or from an aerial platforim. ™ According to
descriptions in the DEIS, each of the three allernaive Taunch methods could be used to achicve
the proposed systems testing and traiming objectives. Yet, the DEIS does not assess and
compare these methods in order to identity the method that would best avoid adverse impacts
to fish and wildlife resources.

Ms. Vida Mossman, Pacific Missile Range Facility 3

The DELS needs to be revised to explain wity the mission objectives cannct be achieved by
launching iargec missiles from airplanes, ships, or barges Jocated outside the NWR boundaries
in less biologically sensitive areas. The Service belioves launching target missiles from either
mobile or aerial platforms located owside of NWR boundaries would be less damaging to
Federal trust resources. Therefore, the Department recommends unnecessary adverse 1mpacts
resulting from geound-taunching within NWR boundaries be avoided,

The conclusions reached from the assessment of project-related impacts to biological resources
at Tern Island and Johuston Atoll NWRs ate inconsistent. The DEIS indicates that adverse
impacts would oceur at Tern Island but not ar Johnston Atoll, even though both areas support
massive seabird breeding colonies, sea turtles and monk seals Nsted under the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (ESA), and rich coral-reef 2COSysiems,

Because the two NWRs are biolegieally similar and virtually the same project activities arg
proposed at each site, the Service beligves it reasenable to conclude the adverse impacts
expected at Tern [stand NWR should also be expected at Jalinston Atoll NWR. Therefore,
the revised DEIS should state that the same or similar adverse biological impacts are expected
at both NWRs,

The DEIS® discussion of potential tiolegical impacts caused by noise associated with rocket
launching activities, including both the blast during ignition and any subsequent sonic booms,
1s insufficient. Because the biological effects of notse are poorly understood and the NWR
resources at risk are imporiant, extreme cavdon should be exercised 1o aveid URNECESSATY noise
unless seientific evidence proves such caution is unnecessary.

Therefore, the revised DEIS should acknowledge that thousands of nesiing seabirds and their
young, in addition to the ESA-listed monk seals and sea turtles, could be adversely affected in
the immediate vicinity of the launches. In additian to effects on nesting, the revised DEIS
should address ather adverse effects, such as potential permanent deafness or hearing damage
from noise associated with the launches.

The DEIS does not assess the impacts from unplanned, launch-related explosions, either at or
directly above launch pads on Tern Island and Johnston Ateli NWRs, on fish and wildlife
resources. The biological impacts to wildlife that could result from heat, flames, and toxic
gasses released during routine missile launches also need to be addressed.

Since it is virteally impossible 1o exclude all animals from within designated Ground Hazard
Areas (GHAs) and Explosive Safety Quantity Distances (ESQDs) during launches, severe
impacts from an unplasned lavreh expiosion. in addition 1o biological impacts from routine
launch cmissions, would likely occur.
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The revised DEIS should assess these potential tmpacts to tish and wildlife resources, as well
as impacts anticipated resulting from disruption of ongoing Service operations and
imanagement activities at the NWRs tollowing an unplanned explosion. Mitigation measurcs
need o be discussed in some derail as well.

The DEIS inadequaltely assesses the impacts of the proposed action on operations and
management at the NWRs as a result of restricling refuge activities for safety reasons
associated with the proposed ground-launching of target missiles. Placement of refuge staff
within ESQDs during launch periods presents an unacceptable safety risk and essentially
precludes the Service from accomplishing our mission for nearly two months out of every
year. The revised DEIS needs w acknowledge that implementing ground-launches of target
missiles from within the NWRs would disrupt numerous Service monitoring and research
projects and adversely atfect the Service management of the NWRs., The resulting impacts
should also be addressed in the revised DEIS.

The DEIS does not discuss how the military plans to prevent additional introductions of
terrestrial and marine alien species spread by military activities, especially at remote island
sites within the NWRs. Intreduction of alien species is recognized as one of the greatest
threats to the biological health of NWRs in the Pacific, Invasive aliens, such as rats, marine
organisms carried in ballast water, insects carried in airplanes, and weeds can potentially out-
compele and eliminue many native species.

The Department recommends that the revised DEIS address this threat and discuss detailed
measures for preventing the spread of alien species on the NWR lands and waters. Measures
on how alien species would be controtled and eradicated in the event of accidental
introductions need to be included.

The DEIS does not adequately describe the number, size, and configuration of antenna
equipment, tracking devices, or other similar structures that would be constructed at Tern
Island, Johnston Atoll, Kaual, and Niihau. It is also unclear which structures would be
permanent and which would be temporary. These structures, including any supporting guy
wires, would inevitably resuit in migratory bird strikes, causing injury and death io the striking
birds, especiatly those on the NWRs.

The magnitude of such impacts is impossible 1o analyze withour a better description of these
structures and references to existing literature on bird strikes and antenna arrays. The revised
DEIS needs to fully describe these proposed structures and assess the potential for birds to
strike them, including nurmerical estimates, based on any existing research, of how many birds
might be unpacled at each site.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
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A, EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Page es-3; Decisions 1o Be Made  We do not agree with the statement that the proposed action
does not contlict with any land use plans, policies or controls. If the proposed aciion is 1o
include missile-launching activites from within the two NWRs, then the Service would
determine whether it would be a compatible use of refuge lands. In addition, the Service's
1986 document, Envirommenial Impace Siarewnens and Master Plan for the Hawaoiian Isfands
Narional Wildiife Refuge, outlines land use ptans and policies for Tern Island with which the
missile-launching activities are incompatible, This information needs to be stated in the
revised DEIS.

Pg. es-7; Summary of Envirommental hinpagts {Tern Island) The summary stales that

“Terresirial and marine biological resources at Tern Island may experience impacts resulting
from the Propused Action” implying that impacts may aot occur. This statement is
inconsistent with other affirmative statements in the DEIS that adverse project-related impacts
10 biological resources at Tern [sland are expected (e.g., Table 2-5.3). The revised DEIS
should consistently indicate that terrestrial and marine biological resources at Tern Island
would be impacted by the Proposed Action.

B. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Page 2-45: 2.2 3.2 Candidate Sites (Johnston Arolly  The DEIS incorrectly states that the
Service "...may develop a refuge...” at Johnston Atoll. The revised DEIS shouid reflect that
Johnston Atoll is currently an NWR adiministered by the Service.

Page 2-93; 2.3.1.3 Tareet System Launch Requirgments  Three aliernative methods of
launching target missiles (f.¢., from land, sea, or air piatforms) are presented, but an adeguate
analysis and conmparison of effects of these alternatives on fish and wildlife resources are
absent. We recommend the revised DEIS identify what proportions of launches are planned
for each of the identified launch methods. This would facilitate a more complete assessment of
the impacts associated with the vanous launch metheds. The revised DEIS should also
identify the method(s) that is {are) the least damaging to fish and wildlife in order o help
clarify the basis for proposing adequate mitigation.

Page 2-108: 2.5 Comparison of Altermatives (Pable 2.5-3)  This table incorrectly indicates
that adverse project-related impacts will occur at Tern Istand but not at Johnston Atoll, even
though both areas support massive szabird breeding celonies, federally listed sea turtles and
monk seals, and rich coral reef ecosystems. Because the two refuges are biologically similar
and the project activilies are virtually the same, it is reasonable 1o conclude that if adverse
impacts are expected at Tern Istand, they can also be expected at Johnston Atoll, The revised
DEIS should address the adverse biological impacts that are expected at both sites and
incorporale this information into the development of proposed mitigation measures,
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C. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Page 3-157:3.3.1.3.2.1 Vegetation (Tern Island) The DEIS does not identify the presence of
algal communities located in the near shore environment of Tern Island. The revised DEIS
should note their presence and should also discuss the role that algae plays as a forage food for
the ESA-listed threatened Hawaiian green sea turtle.

Page 3-157: 3.3.1.3.2.2 Wildlife (Tern [sland) The DEIS states that “the lagoon and marine
waters of French Frigate Shoals and those around Tern Island support a variety of fish and
other marine species. Many of the fish species are commercially impertant and are harvested
following NMES and USFWS requirements.” This implies that the Service authorizes
commercial fishing within the boundaries of the Northwest Hawaiian Islands Refuge systerm,
which is incorrect, This information should be included in the revised DEIS.

The DEIS does not mention that at Tern Island wedge-tailed shearwaters, Bonin petrels,

and Tristram’'s storm petrels nest in sandy burrows, which can easily be crushed or buried by
inattentive personnel and construction activities. Thus potential impact shouid be addressed in
the revised DEIS.

The DEIS does not identify Tern Island as habitat for dense seabird colomes, numbering in the
thousands and comprising 18 different species, and as vital habitat for wintering migratory
shorebirds. French Frigate Shoals supports an estimated 35 percent of the entire Hawailan
monk seal population and more than 50 percent of all monk seal pups are born there annuaily.
Tern Istand is used by hundreds of monk seals for hauling out and pupping.

More than 90 percent of all Hawalian green sea turiles nest on the smalf sandy islands at
French Frigate Shoals, In 1997, more than 800 potential turtle nests were recorded on Tern
Istand alone. This information sheuld be included in the revised DEIS.

Page 3-159; 3.3.1,3.2.3 Special Habitats (Tern [sland)  The coral-reef habitat fronting Tern
island is not described in the DEIS. Healthy coral colonies provide the basic foundation for
habitat that supports diverse communities of other highly specialized aquatic erganisms. Corals
contribute the bulk of the calcareous material that forms and maintains the basic structural
framework of the reef. Coral colonies add significantly to the submarine topographic relief in
which a large number of fish and invertebrate species find shelter and food.

The institutional signiticance of coral reefs has been established through their formal
designation as “special aguatic sites” (40 CFR Part §230.44/FRv 450245). Such sites
possess special ecological ¢haracteristics of productivity, habitat, wildlife protection, ard
other important and easily disrupted ecofogical values. The revised DEIS should include the
above information.
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Page 3-162: 3.3.1.7.2 Health and Safery (Tern [slang)  The DEIS fails to state that all large
diesel fuel storage ranks bave been removed from Tern Tsland. The refuge station primarily
uses solar power. The revised DEIS should retlect these facts.

Page 3-164: 3.3 1.5 2 Noise (Tern Island) The DEIS overstates the amount of noise
associated with routine refuge operations. The refuge station runs primarily on sclar power.
All Targe fuel tanks have been removed and ao large generators are used. One small (<35
Kilowatts) genentor is used to power the boat hoist and to charge the battery banks during
extended bad weather, This generator is operated for fewer than 10 hours per year. This
information should be included in the revised DEIS.

Page 3-167: 3.3.2,%.2.2 Wildlife (Johnston Atoll)  The DEIS does not mention that the
potential missile launch and instrumentation sites on North, East and Sand islands at Fohnston
Atoll NWR provide invaluable habitats for more than 216,000 breeding pairs of seabirds,
representing 14 different species. These islands provide the only nesting habitat for these
seabirds in almost 1,000,000 square miles of ocean. Johnston Atoil’s reefs support more than
300 species of reef fish, some of which are fourk! nowhere else in the world.

The largest island oo the atol], Johnston [sland, will provide a substanlial addition to available
seabird habitals within the refuge once the chemical munitions incinerator is shut down and the
military vacates, which is currently scheduled for approximately 2001, These facts should be

included in the revised DEIS,

. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Page 4-22: 411 3.2.3 Base Operatinns and Maintenance (Kauai} The DEIS states that
measures, including shielding night lights and surveying beaches prior to amphibious
landings, to protect shearwaters and sea turtles, respectively “...could be implemented as
appropriate...” The Service supports the implementation of these measures as prerequisite io
any expansion of operations and recommends that the revised DEIS state that these measures
will be implemented.

Page 4-129:.4.2.1.3.2 Proposed Aclion (Nijhau} The DEIS does not assess potential impacts
o ESA-listed, endangered Hawaiian waterbirds on Niihau, Hawaiian ducks (dnas wyvitliana),
Hawaiian moorhens {Gaflintla elloropus sandvicensis), Hawaiian coots (Fulica afai), and
Hawaiian stilts (Fimanropus mexicanus knudseni) are all potentially present, as mentioned
earhier in the DEIS on page 3-135. The potential adverse impacts 10 these species and their
habitals caused by construction and Jaunch-associated noise, emissions, elc. should be
discussed and appropriate mitigation measures proposed in the revised DEIS.

Page 4-157;4.2.2.2.1.1 Operations (Kaukiy  The DEIS states that the impacts of bombing on
Kaula seabird colonies are expected 1o be mintmal and that the seabird populations appear to
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be healthy. The Service believes that this statement is unfounded. These colonies are not
regularly monitored, and the impacts of bembing have not been studied. The revised DEIS
should state that both the impacts of the Kauta bombing and the status of Kavla seabird
populations are unknown.

Page 4-164: 43,131 No Action Allernative (Tern Island)  The DEIS incorrectly siates that
Tern Istand is visited by 18 seagoing vessels per year. An average of eight to 10 vessels per
year visit Tern Island, and these vessels aimost invariably anchor several miles offshore. This
corrected information should appear in the revised DEIS.

Page 4-164: 4,3,1,3.2, Proposed Action (Tern Islandl The DEIS mentions the nmportance of
French Frigate Shoals, including Tern Island, to monk seals and seabirds, but fails to mention
the island’s importance as nesting, foraging, and basking habitat for sea turtles. Also, the
DEIS states that large populations of seabirds nest in the istand’s vegelated areas, but fails to
mention that seabird nesting is by no means limited to vegetated areas. The Department
recommends that this information be included in the revised DEIS.

Page 4-165; 4,3, 1,.3.2. 1 Construction (Terp Island) The DEIS does not evaluate impacts that
dredging and launch pad canstruction would have on the flow of seawater around Tern Island
and whether this could potentially alter the transport of sand to or from beaches around the
island. These beaches are important for sea turtle hau! out and nesting, and for monk seal haul
out and for pupping purposes. Alteration of the beaches could severely impact thess
organisms. The revised DEIS include this information.

The DEIS does not quantify the amount of coral reefs that would be destroyed by dredging
aclivities and does not fully describe construction aclivities assoctated with the proposed
docking facility for the MATSS ship. This infermation should be included and analyzed in the
revised DEIS.

Page 4-165: 4.3 1.3.2.7 Onerations {Tern Island)  The DEIS does not assess the impacts to
wildlife at Tern Island that could result from (a) an unplanned, launch-retated explosion at or
directly above the proposed launch pad and (b) heat, flames, and toxic gasses released during
routine missile launches from the pad. The revised DEIS should include an evaluation of all
lethal and sublethal impacts to all species found within the 2,000-ft GHA and 1,250-ft ESQD
designated for Tern Island, including those mentioned above,

The DEIS does not sufficiently discuss potential biological impacts caused by noise associated
with rocket faunching activities, including both the blast during ignition and any subsequent
somi¢ booms. Because the biologeal effzcts of noiss are poorly understood and the biological
resources al risk are so important, the DELS should make the worst case assumption until
scientific evidence proves otherwise. This section should be miodified in the revised DEIS to
stale that thousands of nesting seabirds and chicks, in addition to federally listed monk seals
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and turtles in the immediate vicinity of the launch, could potentially suffer permanent daatness
or hearing damage.

Page 4-169; 4.3,.1.5.2 Geoloey and Soils (Tern Istand)  The DEIS identities the existence of a
wood shop at Tern Island. However, this facility was demolished and removed some time
age, and we recommend thar reference 1o this shop be cmutted in the revised DEIS,

Page4-175:. 4.3 1.8.2.1 Land Use (Tern {sland} The DEIS states that refuge activities within
the ESQDs on Tern Island and Johnston Atoll would be restricted for safety reasons for up to
56 days per year. It also states that “During these periods, ccordination with Service personnet
for access into the area would be made to minimize the impacts to their activities.” However,
our understanding of the rationale for establishing ESQDs is to preveni people from entering
an area where they could be killed or injured by accidental explosions.

Therefere, placement of refuge staff within ESQDs during launch periods presents an
unacceptable satety risk and essentially precludes the Service from accomplishing its mission
for nearly two months cut of every year. Accerdingly, we recommend the revised DEIS
acknowledge this situation by stating that such a restriction would disrupt numerous Service
monitoring and research projects and severely impair the effectiveness of refuge management.

Page 4-185: 4,323,321 Construction €Johnston Atoll) The DEIS states thal construction on
North or Last islands and on Sand Island would require clearing and removal of seabird
nesting habitat, but only approximately five acres of land would be adversely impacted. The
Service believes that these construction impacts would be very high, since more than 200,000
nesting seabirds, in addition to chicks and egps, are present on North, Fast, and Sand [slands
and construction activities will crush, injure, or displace large numbers of adult birds, eggs,
and chicks, This information should be included in the revised DEIS.

The DEIS does not fully describe the potential biclogical impacts resulting from the proposed
dredging activities. The Service believes that dredging impacts will be significant if East
Island is chosen as a launch site since an 80-foot-wide channel running half the length of the
atoll would have to be dredged in order to allow vessel access. In addition, destruction of
large areas of coral reef due 1o physical damage and siltation will be inevitable, and the chance
of Cignurere outhreaks will be increased, The revised DEIS should include this information
and assess these impacts,

Page 4-186: 4 3,2,3.2,2 Operations. (lohnston Atoll)  The decument does not provide an
assessment of the impacts to fish and wildlife at Johnston Atell NWR that ceuld result from
(a) an unplanned, launch-related explosion at or directly above the proposad launch pad and
(b) heat, flames, and 1oxic gasses released during routine missile launches from the pad. This
section should be madificd in the revised 1TAIS to imclude an evatuation of all lethal and
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sublethal impacts to all species found within the 2,000-foot GHA and 1,250-foot ESQD
designated for Johnston Atol, including those mentioned above.

The DEIS does not sufficiently discuss potential biological impacts caused by noise associated
with rocket launching activities, including both the blast during ignition and any subsequent
sonic hooms. Because the biclogical effects of noise are poorly understood and the biological
resources at risk are so important, the DEIS should make the worst case assumption until
scientific evidence proves otherwise. This section should be modified in the revised DEIS to
state that thousands of nesting seabirds and chicks, in addition o federally listed monk seals
and turtles in the immediate vicinity of the launch, could potentially suffer permanent
deafness or hearing damage.,

Page 4-194: 4.3.2.8.2,| Land Use Johnsten Aloll) The DEIS states that refuge activiiies
within the ESQD on Johnston Atoll NWR would be restricted for safety reasons for up to 56
days per year. 1t also states that "During these periods, coordination with USFWS personnel
for aceess inte the area would be made to minimize the impacts to their activities.” However,
our understanding of the rationale for establishing ESQDs is to prevent people from entering
an area where they could be killed or injured by accidental explosions.

Therefore, placement of refuge staff within ESQDs during launch periods presents an
unacceplable safefy risk and essentially precludes the Service from accomplishing our mission
for nearly two months out of every year. Accordingly, this section should be modified in

the revised DEIS 10 acknowledge the situation and to state that such a restriction would
disrupt numerous monitoring and research projects, and severely impair the effectiveness of
refuge management.

Page 4-194; 4,3.2.8.2.2 Recreation (Johnston Atoll).  The DEIS does not state that Ciguaiera
outbreaks, associaled with project-related dredging, would severely affect sport fishing, one
of the most popular forms of recreation at Johnston Atoll. The revised DEIS should include
this information.

Page 4-247; 4.6 Conflicls with Federal, Regional, State and Local Tand Use Plans, Policies
and Controls (Johnston Atolly  Although the DEIS mentions that the Service would make a
determination of compatibility on the project-related use of Tern Island in the Hawaiian Islands
NWR, the Service's intent to make a similar determination for Johnston Atoll NWR is not
mentioned. The revised DEIS should state that we intend to make compatibility
determinations for both of the NWRs relative to the Propesed Action.

Page 4:247; 4.9 Adverse Environmental Effects That Cannot Be Aveided The DEIS does not
mention that missile launches and associated activities on NWRs would result in the following
unavoidable, adverse environmental impacts: 1) wildlife injury and death caused by heat,
flames, and toxic gasses released during missile launches; 2} wildlife injury and death caused

Ms, Vida Mossman, Pacific Missile Range Facility 11

by unplanned explosions of missiles on or directly above launch pads; 3) wildlife injury caused
by noise associated with missile launches; 4) severe impairment of Service management
programs caused by exclusion of NWR personnel froma ESQDs for nearly two months per
year; and 5) wildlife injury and death caused by collision with antenna and equipment arrays.
The revised DEIS should provide a list of these unavoidable adverse impacts.

Page 4-248; Summary of Unreselved lssugs  The DEIS states that there are no unresolved
issues associated with the Proposed Action. We do not support this statement based on the
concerns we have raised in these comments. The DEIS is deficient in several respects, both
procedural and factuat. Major environmental issues and impacts are not identified and
evaluated. The DEIS does not clearly stite what propertion of the planned launches would be
from land, sea, and air platforms.

The DEIS also does not provide an adequate analysis of potential biological effects associated
with ground-launching from within the NWRs. The DEIS does not propese to implement
adequate meastires 1o avoid, winimize or mitigate many of the potential project-related
impacts. All of these unresolved issues need (o be identified and fully analyzed in the revised
DEIS as part of the impact assessment process.

In the response to the Notice of Intent to prepare the DEIS, the Service provided guidance on

the requirements for consultation under section 7 of the ESA, inchuding the preparation of an

acceptable Biological Assessment (BA). The Navy initiated this consultation in a letter dated

March 11, 1997, The letter stated that the DEIS contained the analysis of biological impacis

10 threatenad and endangered species and indicated that a BA would be prepared following the
DEIS public comment period.

The Department recommends that the numerous information gaps in the DEIS, as indicated in
this letter, be addressed in the revised DEIS and the BA in order to facilitate an analysis of
impacts to listed species. When preparing the BA, we remind the Navy that it is impossible to
fully assess impacts withoul knowing the number of launches planned for the proposed ground-
launch pads.

SUMMARY COMMENTS

In summary, the Department belicves that the deficiencies in the DEIS preclude its use as a
basis for a meaningful analysis of anticipated project-related impacts to fish and wildlife
resources and a decision making decument.  Accordingly, we recommend that the DEIS be
revised to include complete information, improved analyses of alternatives and potential
impacts, and & clearer commitment to avoid unnecessary impacts, minimize unavoidable
impacts, and compensate for significant unavoidable impacts.

Both the Department and the Service will continue to work with the Department of the Navy
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to determine whether the Proposed Action is compatible with the objectives of refuge

maintenance at Tern Island and Johnston Atoll under the National Wildlife Refuge
Administration Act of 1966, as amended.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS,

Sincerely,

Qﬂ/éf/cﬁ:z,/;_,- ‘C}wd 7 Ay

Patricia Sanderson Port
Regional Environmental Officer

cc: Director, OEPC, w/original incoming
Regional Director, FWS, Region I

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIHFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO 80X 128
KEKAHA. HAWAIL 96752-0728
IN REPLY HEFER TC:

5600
Seroey 1100
23 OCT 1938

Patricia Sanderson Port, Regional Environmental Officer
U.S. Department of the Interior

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

600 Harrison Street, Suite 515

San Francisco, CA 94107

Dear Ms. Port;

We appreciate your input to this important anatysis contained in the Pacific
Missile Range Facility (PMRF) Enhanced Capability Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). Additionally, we would like to express our appreciation to the Pacific
Eco-Region staff of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for their participation
throughout the process of our analysis. Their presence on the initial siting visits and
candid input while participating in cur in-progress reviews from the first draft to the last
allowed us to focus on the important issues in this complex analysis.

First, T would like to point out that we have revised the EIS in several places in an
effort to mare clearly explain, based upon this analysis, the possible decisions that could
be made. Additionally, I would like to make a few clarifications to the assumptions
stated in your letier of May 22, 1998,

No chemical agent is being considered for the passible testing and training at
PMRF. Instead, simulants such as tiethyl phosphate would be used in small quantities.

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern Island and
Johnston Atoll, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as proposed
action sites in the Final EIS.

The Finat E1S retains the discussion and analysis produced in order to preserve
work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that Tern
Island and Johnston Atoll are no longer reasonable alternatives.

The purpose of the Explosive Safety Quantity Distance (ESQD) discussed in the
Draft EIS is not to preciude people from entering and transiting through an area.
Restrictions of an ESQD are designed to ensure that people do not spend excessive
amounts of time in that area. Moving through an ESQD does not appreciabiy increase the
risk to a person’s health and safety. Residing in an ESQD, on the other hand, is not
allowed.
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The EIS has been revised (Section 4.3.1.3.2.2) to reflect that existing USFWS
procedures to prevent additional introduction of terrestrial and marine alien species at
Tem Island would be strictly followed.

Even though we have removed the Tern Island and Johnston Atoll alternatives
from consideration, we felt it worthwhile to address concems you raised in your letter.
Please find responses to your specific comments below:

A, Executive Sommary

I Page es-3: The Executive Sumimary ]:)f the EIS has been reviged to reflect that,
prior to DOD decisions that would include the use of Tern Island, a Compatible Use
Determination would be requested from and conducted by USFWS. We believe that the
conclusion on compatibility by the Department of Interior may be premature at this time.
Additionally, we have added to the executive summary a graphical breakdown of the
alternatives being considered within the proposed action and the decisions that are
supported by this analysis.

IPagc es-T: The Executive Summarylof the EIS has been revised to indicate that
adverse effects to biological resources would cccur, although an adverse effect to the

species is not anticipated. Additionally, the Executive Summary as well as Section
4.3.1.3.2.2 reflects that use of Temn Istand as a target launch location would probably

require a permit from NMFS due to probable harassment.

B. Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives

As stated above, the Tern Island and Jehnston Atell alternatives have been deleted
from the proposed action, however, issues that were raised in your letter have been
addressed.

Page 2-45:|Section 2.2.3.2 pf the Draft EIS has been revised to more accurately
state Johnston Atoll’s status as a DOD installation with a coaperative overlay USFWS
Refuge.

Page 2-53:|Section 2.3.1.3 hnd|2.3.4 have been revised to more clearly state that
mobile and aerial ptatforms are the preferred options and that Tern Island and Johnston
Atol! are fall-back options for launching target missiles. The maximum number of
launches being considered for each location is four per year. Since the annual number of
launches from either of these locations could vary within this limit, we have used the
maximum number for the purpose of analysis to understand the maximum environmental
effects that could be experienced.

As a part of the current Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation, it is
anticipated that any additional USFWS-desired mitigation measures would be identified.
To date, Pacific Eco-Region USFWS, including refuge managers for Tern Island, have
participated in our analyses. In addition to providing input ¢n the suitability of various

islands within the Northwestern Hawaiian chain, they were most helpful in identifying
where on Tern Island, if a launch pad were necessary, would be the least negative
location with respect to their resources of interest. Additionally, they identified that Tern
Istand is severely eroding and that without seawall reconstruction, the island would be
quite adversely affected. Together with these members of USFWS and NMFS staff, we
arrived at the preferred location for a launch site on Tern Island--a section of the new
seawall, which would be constructed for this purpose but also provide protection for the
island.

Page 2-108: As stated above, there are sufficient differences between
Tem Island and Johnston Atoll, both geographically and with respect to the fauna present,
1o warrant distinction,

C. Affected Environment

Page 3-157;|Section 4.3.1.3.2.2 |has been revised to clarify that, prior to any

dredging at Tern Island or Johnston Atoll, additional biological and geotogical surveys
will be conducted and appropriate mitigation measures will be identified and
implemented, in consultation with USFWS and NMFS. Also, has
been revised as you suggested.

Page 3-157:[Section 3.3.1.3.2.2 |has been revised to state that commercial fishing

occurs outside refuge boundaries.

As aresult of USFWS participation it our site visit to Tern Istand, appropriate
mitigation measures te minimize any effects to bird habitat have been included in the
analysis. For instance, the Service requested and we have included sidewalks as a part of
the proposal to preclude burrowed nesting of birds in areas where people would need to
walk.

Consultation with NMFS and the Marine Mammal Commission has indicated that
Tem Island is not a primary pupping site for monk seals. of the
document has been revised to reflect this as well as the fact that any mortality to pups
may occur from disturbance to male seals resulting in their movement away from Temn
Island. The males could move to one of the other islands in French Frigate Shoals where
pupping more frequently occurs; this could result in an increase in male aggression
towards pups and create a further obstacle to recovery of the Atoll's seal colony. As
stated above, because of this potential impact as well as those impacts identified in the
Draft EIS, use of Tem Island would probably require the Navy to request a permit from
NMEFS for this probable but infrequent harassment,

This section has been revised to note the presence of the wedge-tailed shearwater
and Bonin petrels, the fact that Tern Island is a habitat for dense colonies of seabirds, and
that 800 potential turtle nests were recorded in 1997,
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Page 3-15%:|Section 3.3.1.3.2.3of the EIS has been revised as you suggested.

Page 3-162;|Section 3.3.1.7.2 |has been revised as suggested.
Page 3-164:|Section 3.3.1.9.2has been revised to reflect your suggestions on

routine refuge operational noise,

Page 3-167:|Section 3.3.2.3.2|has been revised to reflect the bird populations and

habitat you indicated and to acknowledge the existence of 300 species of reef fish.
However, while current DOD plans are to complete incinerator operation in 2001, DOD
has no approved plans to leave Johnston Atoll and the making of such decisions would be
subject to consideration of operational needs identified by any of the services. As the
Draft EIS stated, however, the ultimate disposition of Johnston Atoll would probably be
to USFWS.

D. Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

Page 4-22:|Section 4.1.1.3.2.3.| The EIS presents a varicty of mitigation measures

to the decisionmakers, Those measures actually selected will be identified in the Record
of Decision based in part on the alternative and sub-alternatives chosen. Your desires
will be made known to the decisionmakers both as a part of the EIS and in briefings on
the results of the EIS leading 1o the Record of Decision.

Page 4-12%: of the EIS has been revised to clearty state that no
construction is proposed near the lakes (playas) in the southern part of Niihau, and
incorporates by reference the 1992 Stratepic Target System EIS
which addresses the potential impacts of missile and target launches on biological

resources at launch sites and in the GHA surrounding a launch site. This poteatial impact
discussion applies to all wildlife, including the Hawaiian waterbirds.

Page 4-157:[Section 4.2.2.2.1.1]of the EIS has been revised to acknowledge that
the seabird colonies are not regularly monitored by federal officials and the impacts of
past bombing apparently have not been studied. While bombing in the past may have
resulied in environmental impacts, current and planned activides are limited to small-
caliber arms training. This section has also been revised to reflect that the Navy, in
consultation with USFWS and NMFS, will develop monitoring plans appropriate for
Kaula that include participation of appropriate Navy Explesive Ordnance Disposal (EOD)
personnel.

Page 4-164:[Section 4.3.1.3.1|has been revised to reflect the cemrected informaticn
you provided,

Page 4-164:|Section 4.3.1.3.2|has been revised to reflect the corrected information

you provided,

Page 4-165:Section 4.3.1.3.2.1|and[4.3.2.3.2.1 |have been revised 1o more clearly
reflect that, prior to dredging at Tern Island or Johnston Atoll, additonal biclogical and
geological surveys will be performed and if necessary, NEPA analysis will be conducted
at Tern Island. The surveys and any additional appropriate mitigation measures witl be
identified and implemented, in consultation with USFWS and NMFS, prior 1o any
dredging at Tern Island or Johnston Atoll. As stated above, while monk seals are known
to hav! out ont Tem Island, the Marine Mammal Commission and NMFS have advised us
that Tern Istand monk seals are usually male and the island is not a primary pupping site.

Page 4-165:[Section 4.3.1.3.2.2|of the EIS has been revised to incorporate the
references cited in [Secton 4.2,1.3.2.2 that address the potential impacts of missile and
target launches on biological resources at launch sites and in the GHA surrounding a
launch site in detail, including the impacts of faunch noise and release of contaminants
into the air as fuel is burned. As stated above, not encugh is known about the direct
physiological effects to assert that potential permanent deafness or hearing damage would
result from the noise associated with the proposed missile launches. The EIS has also
been revised to reflect that existing USFWS procedures to prevent additional introduction
of terrestrial and marine alien species at Tern Island would be strictly followed,

Page 4-169|Section 4.3.1.5.2 |has been revised to delete the reference to the wood

Page 4-175: The purpose of the ESQD was stated above. |Section 4.3.1.8.2.1of

the Draft EIS states that access is “controlled,” not “restricted.” Contrary to the
understanding of the purpose of the ESQD described in your letter, personnel are not
restricted from passing through the area.

Page 4-185:|Section 3.3,1,3.2,2|has been revised to reflect the presence of more
than 200,000 nesting seabirds. |Section 4.3.2.3.2.T| has also been revised to clarify that
before dredging activities are conducted, additional biological and geological surveys will
be required in consultation with NMFS and USFWS and that appropriate mitigation
measures will be adepted to minimize Ciguarera and other effects which would be
agsociated with this type of activity.

Page 4-186:; of the EIS has been revised to incorporate the
references cited in Bection 4.2.1.3.2.2that address the potential impacts of missile and
target launches on biological resources at launch sites in the GHA surrounding a launch
site in detail, including the impacts of launch noise and release of contaminants into the
air as the fuel is burned. As stated above, not enough is known about the direct
physiological effects to assert that potential permanent deafness or hearing damage would
result from the noise associated with the proposed missile launches,

shop.

Page 4-194: Please refer o previcus responses regarding the ESQD.
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Page 4-194:|Section 4.3.2.8.2.2 has been revised to acknowledge that Ciguatera

outbreaks could have an impact on sport fishing at Johnsten Atoll.

Page 4v24';': While Tern Island is a part of a National Wildlife
Refuge, Johnston Atoll's status is somewhat different. Johnston Atoll is currendy a DOD
installation which, in cooperation with USFWS§, accommeodates and provides funds to
USFWS to manage an overlay refuge and is, as such, not subject to a Compatible Use
Determination as defined in the Refuge Act.

Page 4-247:[Section 4.9]of the EIS acknawledges unavoidable adverse impacts to
marine and terrestrial species, including some threatened and endangered species on
Kauai, Niihau, and Tern Island as well as Johnston Atoll,

Page 4-248: The Executive Summary and the Description of the Proposed Action
and Alternatives have been revised for clarity. Specifically, a detailed description of the
decisions that are supported by this analysis are detailed by location and alternative. {See
the chart in the|Executive Summary|and|Section 2.3.4) We believe a meaningful analysis
can be accomplished by evaluating the potential environmental effects of the upper limits
of the types and frequencies of activities that could occur at each location,

A Biological Assessment was hand-delivered to the Pacific Eco-Region offices on
June 4, 1998 even though we no longer have plans to use Tern Island and Johnston Atoll
in the proposed action.

Comments such as yours have provided added value to the content and clarity of
the EIS. [ would once again like to express my gratitude for the past, present, and
continued participation of the UJS Fish and Wildlife Pacific Eco-Region staff in this effort
and to offer my sincere thanks to you and your staff for your valuable input.

Sincerely,

%}OWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0274

P-W-0276

‘ﬁED 5’!4).e
Pl o ) "% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PRGTECTION AGENCY
E‘M g REGION IX
»o‘&(f 75 Hawthorne Strect
g San Francisco, CA 94103
Y 8 s

Ms. Yida Mossman

Pacific Missile Range Facility

PO Box 128

Kekaha, Kauai, Hawaii  96752-0128

Dear Ms. Mossman:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the U.S. Navy Draft
Envirenmental Impact Statememt {DEIS) for Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF) Enhanced
Capability, Kauai, Hawaii. Qur comments are provided under the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and the Council on Environmentat
Quality’s (CEQ) NEPA Implementing Regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508).

The proposed project consists of maintaining existing programs while expanding the
capabilities of the PMRF to serve the needs of developmental and operational testing and training
associated with the Theatre Ballistic Missile Defense (TBMD) program, and to support Theatre
Missile Defense testing by other Department of Defense (DOD) agencies. Existing programs
include range and land-based operations and training, and ongoing maintenance of the technical
and logistical facilities. The TBMD is a layered defense system censisting of an upper tier
(designed 1o provide defense from missiles at long-range and high altitndes) and a lower tier
(designed to defend smailer areas at low altitudes}. The Proposed Action tests improved missile
defense systems against simulated missile attacks. Target missiies (propelled by solid rocket
fuel) would be launched from land or water to be intercepted by missiles from intercept missile
launch sites. In some cases, missiles would carry small quantities of tri ethyl phosphate in
simulated chemical/biological attacks. The proposed project includes upgrading existing and/or
installing new tracking sensors, data receiving sensors, telemetry, and communications facilities
transmitting among ship, aircraft, and missiles, and the construction of new target missile faunch
facilitics. The Proposed Action and a No Action alternative were evaluated.

EPA has rated the proposed project and the NEPA document EO-2, Envirenmental
Objections, Insufficient Information. For additional information conceming our rating
system, please refer to the rating summary, also attached. The basis of EPA’s objections is:

. That there is insufficient analysis of what are likely to be significant impacts to biological
resources in the Johnston Atoll and Hawaiian Islands National Wildiife Refuges,
particularly to migratory birds and federat list species, that result from the Propesed
Action. Significant impacts to biclogical rescurces at these locations should be avoided
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to adequately protect the environment; and,

. That additional alternatives shouid be presented and that a more detailed approach should

be taken in the analysis in describing the Proposed Action, purpose, need, impacts, and
mitigations to facilitate informed decision making.

The attached comments reflect our objections in greater detail, We appreciate the
opportunity to comment on the DEIS/R. Please send two copies of the Final Environmental
Impact Staternent to David Farrel, Chief, Federal Activities Office (code: CMD-2) at the
letterhead address when it is filed with EPA’s Washington, D.C. office. Rosalyn Johnson will
contact you in the near future to arrange for a conference call to discuss EPA’s objections.
Please call David Farrel or Rosalyn Johnson at (415) 744-1584/74 if you have questions prior to
that contact being made.

Sincer

Deanna M. Wieman, Deputy Director
Cross-Media Division

Atrachment

CC: Brooks Harper & Michael Molina, USFWS
Norm Lovelace, US EPA Region TX
John MeCarroll & Raymond Saracino, US EPA, Region [X
Wendy Wiltsy, US EPA Pacific Islands Contact Office
Vicki Tsuhako, US EPA Pacific Islands Contact Office

ATTACHMENT

UMMARY OF R, ] 11 ND FOLI.OW.\P 10N

Enavirgnmental Timpact of the Action
LO-Lack n(!)?z'gcligni

The EPA review hag nat identifisd any patential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes 1o the proposal. “The

review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no more than
minor changes to the proposal.

The GPA review has idenyfied cavironmental impacts that should be avoided jn order (o fully proted the cnvireament.
Corective measures may require ehanges 1o the prefered allerative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce the
eavironmental impaer. EPA would like 1o work with the lead agency to eeduce these impacts.

2L2-Enyiroy E1 jection:

The EPA roview has identifisd significant environmental imypacts that must be avoided in arder 1o provide adexquate
protection for the envicenment. Cocrective may requirc substantial changes to the preferred alicmative or consideration

of some ather project aliernative {including the no action alteiMative or & new altemative). EPA {ntands (o work with the {ead
Agency to reduce these impacts.

2U-Eaviroameatal ati s fa

The EPA review has identifi

ed adverse envirohmental impacts that ars of sufficient magnitude char they are ursalisfactary
from the standpoint of environm:

ental quality, public health or welfare EPA intends to work with the lead agency Lo reduce Lhese
‘mpacts, If the poteatial unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected a the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommend for

Adequacy of the Iippact Statement
Lategary L Adequate

EPA believes the drafi EIS adeguately sets forth the environmental impactis) of the prefered alteenative and these of the

altermatives teasonably available lo the project or action, Mo further analysis or daia collection is necessary, but the reviewer may
suggest the addiven of clanfying language or iAformatinn.

Cateeary 2 [nsufficient Tnformation

The draft E15 does not contain sufficient infor
in ordec o fuly Protect the eavironment, or the EP
the specirym af attermatives analyzed in
identified additionai information, data,

ategory 3:Inadequate

ERA does not belicve that the draft EIS adequatcly assegses potentially significan environmental impacts of the action, or
the EPA reviewer hag identificd new, reasonably available alternatives thar are outside of the spectrum of altermnat ves analyzed in
the deaft EIS, which should be analyzed in order 1o reduce the potendially significant enviranmental impacis. EPA believes that
the identified additional information, data, analyscs, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public
review at a draft stage. EPA does nut believe that the draft EIS is adeguare for the purposes of the NEPA andfor Section 309
teview and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft IS, On
the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be 2 candidate for referral 1o the CEQ.

tation for EPA ta fully assess cavironmental impacts that should be avoides
A reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that are within
the draft EIS, which could reduce the envizonmental impacts of the action. Tne
analyses, of discussion sheuld be included in (he final EI5.

*From. EPA Manual 1640, “Policy and Procedurcs for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.”
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US EPA Comments- Draft Environmenta! Impact Statement
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability

Kauai, Hawaii

May 1998

Bislogical Resources

The USFWS expressed deep concerns in the 6/23/37 scoping letter that “the Proposed
Action would represent a serious threat to several of the small, fragiie islands within the Hawaii
and Pacific Islands National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) Complex that are densely populated with
wildlife and support entire breeding populations of federal trust species.” The islands include
Tern Island (Hawaiian Islands NWR) and the islands of Johnston Aloll NWR. EPA supports the
USFWS in that agency's concerns over the insufficient analysis of impacts to biological
resources in the DEIS as expressed in their letter to Vida Mossman re: “Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for Pacific Missile Range Enhanced Compatibility.” According to that
letter, the NWRs “support enormous numbers of nesting migratory scabirds and provide foraging
habitat for migratery shorebirds... federally listed green sea turtles,...and endangered Hawaiian
monk seals.... Tern Island is a crucial breeding site for a large percentage of the Hawaiian
populations of monk seals and green sea turtles.”

In general, USFWS concerns include the failure of the DEIS to assess the impacts on
bielogicat resources of unplanned, launch-related explosions; of heat, flame, and toxic gases
released during routine missile launches; of the Proposed Action on the management and
operation of the national wildlife refuge and refuge personnel; of the extent of the bird strike
hazard posed by the Proposed Action; and, of the potential for spread of exotic species through
military activities and transporiation. EPA shares many of the USFWS concerns over breeding
birds, threatened, and endangered species that would be affected by the Proposed Action would
like to see these concerns fully addressed.

EPA finds it particularly objectionable that the Navy did not address the impacts and
mitigations for the destruction of nests and individuals in the migratory bird populations on
Johnstor Atoll and Tern Island. All of the birds listed in Figure 3.3.1.3-1 are on the iist of birds
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918. Under the act, there is a prohibition unless
permitted by regulations, to "pursue, huot, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, capture or kill,
possess...any migratory bird, included in the terms of this Convention . . , for the protection of
migratory birds . . . or any part, nest, or egg of any such bird." (16 U.S.C. 763) The analysis in
section 4.3.1.3.2.1 and 4.3.1.3.2.2 indicate that individual birds may be killed through collisions
with aireraft and bird strikes on antennas, and that launch noise, operation of Mobile Aerial
Target Support System (MATSS) generators and diesel engines are likely to disturb nesting
birds. Section 4.3.2.3.2.1 indicates that “clearing and removal of nesting habitat currently being
used by a variety of seabirds and migratory shorebirds” would be undertaken on North, East and
Sand Islands as part of the Proposed Action. Significant impacts to biological resources in the
Nationa! Wildlife Refuge System should be avoided.

US EPA Comments- Draft Environmental impact Staterment
Pacilic Missile Range Facitity Enhanced Capability

Kauai, Hawaii

May 1958

National Epvironmental Policy Act

Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

Uncertainty about the preferred use of one site or another should be eliminated from the
description of the Proposed Action in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). For
example, the DEIS indicates uncertainty about the placement and type of facilities. On pages 2-
67 and 2-72 the statements “Implementation of the Proposed Action would require eirher the use
of existing facilities at KTF, or new...facilities,” “modifications could also be made to the
existing Rocket Motor Staging Area,” "several sites have been identified as potential locations
for placement,” and “the...helicopter pad may be relocated,” are some of those that give too fittle
definition 1o the Navy's plans [italics added]. This issue should be addressed thraughout Chapter
2 as needed, and these changes should be reflected in a tightening of the analysis in Chapter 4,
Environmenta! Consequences.

The lack of certainty about the Proposed Action that is discussed above could be
resolved through breaking out aspects of the current Proposed Action into additional alternatives
in the FEIS. A full range of alternatives should be presented in a comparative format that allows
the decision maker and the public to review zll possible alternatives and weigh them on their own
merits. The use of only one action and the No Action alternative do not provide a “clear basis for
choice among options by the decision maker and the public” (40 CFR 1502.14). Additional
alternatives should be developed for the FEIS, Fozr example, an alternative could be developed
that analyzes missile launches from mobile and aerial platforms rather than land-based sites.

This type of alternative would potentially be far less damaging to migratory birds and other
species discussed in Biological Resources.

According to Table 2.4-1, many alternative sites were considered, however it is unclear
from Table 2.4-1 whether the marks in the columns indicate concerns or lack of concern
associated with each site. For example, the table gives the appearance that public health and
safely concerns were not a concern at Niihau or Kauai since both remained on the list of viable
candidate sites despite the health, safety, and noise concerns discussed in Chapter 4.
Reevuluation of the site selection criteria and a more detailed explanation of why sites were
excluded from consideration is recommended. This reevaluation should assist in the
development of new aliernatives,

The description of the Proposed Action should include additional detail on the nature of
the construction being proposed {e.g., building size and footprint, duration of construction
activities, and other information that could add to the reader’s ability to comprehend the specific
nature of the elements of the Proposed Action). This could be accomplished in an expansion of
Table 2.3.4-2 with one additienal celurn that briefly describes the proposed modification or ncw

2
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facility and another column with the dimensions of the construction impact areas.

Purpose and Need

The Purpose and Need statement shouid “specify the underlying purpose and need to
which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the Proposed Action™ (40
CFR 1502.13). The text should be presenied in such a way that readers can easily link the
Proposed Action and alternatives 1o the stated purpose and need for the project,

It 15 not clear in the DEIS (2-77, 2-80} whether Tern Island and the islands of Jehnston
Atoll are all necessary parts of the implementation of the Propesed Action. Though the
document does szy that “target systems must be launched at distances up to 1,200 km away from
where the TMD systems are located,” it is unclear whether the launch systems have to be land-
based. How many land-based launch sites are necessary to meet the needs of the project? This
level of detail on the project should be defined in the FEIS in Purpose and Need. Including this
information and other details about the needs of the project would assist the decision maker in
evaluating how well the Proposed Action satisfies the project objectives. Also, a clearer
staternent of purpose and need for the project would assist the decision maker and the public in
evaluating the relative merits of the Proposed Action, the altematives, and No Action.

Scope

The excessing of Johnston Atoll by the Air Force (page 2-43), probably resulting in
USFW S becoming the landowner, raises questions of whether appropriate infrastructure woutd
be available for PMRF expansion facilities. For example, if the Air Force disposes of the
property would such critical structures as the runway, sewage treatment plant, water plant, power
plant, and solid waste incinerator still be used, and if so, how would they be maintained? The
FEIS should describe any personnel, equipment, or maintenance activities that weould have to be
undertaken by the Navy as a result of land excessing by the Air Force. Also, would the PMRF
propesal described in the DEIS affect any plans or agreements reached between DOD and
Depanment of Interior agencies?

Page Eimits

40 CFR Section 1502.7 states that “proposals of unusual scope or complexiry shall
normally be less than 300 pages.” This approximalely 500 page document (not including the
appendices) is unnecessarily long. The table of contents (TQC) alone would be more than 10%
of a 300 page document. Some suggestions for ways to reduce the document length follow.

v No Acticn Alternative - Streamline the discussions of individual existing programs and
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projects in sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2 with an eye toward the physical manifestation of these
program elemenis on the human and natural environment. CEQ’s 40 Most Asked
Questions states that “the ‘No Action’ alternative may be thought of in terms of
continuing the present course of action [italics added].” In that light, rather than spending
a great deal of text on the details of what each program does, focus on the gerion that
depends on that activity. This would provide the baseline information by which readers
would judge the increase in activily brought about by the Proposed Action’s
implementation. Secticn 2.2.3 provides a good example, especially in the last three
paragraphs of section 2.2.3.1 by describing the number of personnel, frequency and type
of activity. Also consider listing minor programs in a table with relevant personnel,
frequency and type of activity information rather than describing them in text.

* Reevaluate the content of the document, especially Chapter 3, in light of 40 CFR 1502.2
which states, “[EISs] shall be analytic rather than encyclepedic.” Though this is a Jarge
and complex project, the analysis could be simplificd and improved by removing
unnecessary detail on individuat operations and training programs and adding detail to the
analysis.

Mitigations should be stated definitively threughout Chapter 4. Replace “could” with
“would.” For examples of vague mitigation stalements please refer to the construction-
associated air impacts. Mitigations are presented throughout the document in response to levels
of impact that are not well defined in terms of significance. A concerted effort should be made in
preparing the FEIS to describe the expected impacts in greater delail 1o assist the decision maker
and the public in understanding why impacis that are considered adverse are or are not
considered significant. Assessing the appropriateness or mitigations is partially dependent on the
level of detail provided on the impacts of the Proposed Action.

Hazardous Materials

Quantities of hazardous materials and waste that would be generated as a result of the
Proposed Actien should be estimated in the FEIS. Siatements such as “some minor increases in
the use of hazardous materials and generation of hazardous waste” (page 4-103) are not sufficient
to support findings of no impact. Also, it would be helpful if the management or mitigation
plans that are in place for dealing with hazardous materials/waste generation were more clearly
described or referenced. Al poinis in Chapter 4 they are mentioned but they are not discussed. If
they appear elsewhere in the document, the appropriate section should be referenced.
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Air Quality

The final EIS should discuss any applicable stale or county requirements to control or
abate air pollution due to the project’s construction or operation, including applicable permit
requirements. Mitigation measures for all air impacts (e.g., construction-associated impacts on
pages 4-85, 4-98 4-110, 4-126, 4-185) sheuld be stated in definitive terms {e.g., replace “could”
with “would™). On page 4-7 the statement that “agricultural burning...causes elevated amounts of
particulates and when added to the particulate level from the [Minimum Cost Desiga Liquid
Upper Sterage] MCD-LUs and [Hypersonic Lifting Bedy] HLB programs could lead to an
exceedance of the established [National Ambient Air Quality Standards] NAAQS™ leaves oo
much uncertainty over what would happen were the NAAQS exceeded. Mitigation measures
should be clearly defined for potential impacts.

4-156 An air quality analysis should be added for Kaula,

Environmental Justice

The Environmental Justice analysis seems inconsistent with the analysis of
Environmental Consequences on Niihau, Adverse impacts and mitigations are described that are
not mentioned in the Envirenmental Justice section. For examgple, adverse cultural resource
impacts are expected that should be described in greater detail along with appropriate
mitigations. Evaluations and field surveys associated with these expected direct and indirect
impacts should be undertaken prior to the issuance of the FEIS, and be fully disclosed in that
document. The apparent discrepancy between the impacts described in the resource sections
could be attributed to the lack of detail in describing impacts that is discussed earlier in this letter

under Mitigations.

Please review the 1998 guidance on Envircnmental Justice provided by the Council on
Environmental Quality to assure consistency of the FEIS with that guidance.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.0. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIL 6752-0128
INRAEPLY REFEA TO:

5090
Ser00/ 1102
23 0CT 138

Deanna M, Wieman, Deputy Director, Cross-Media Division
United States Environmental Protection Agency

Region IX

75 Hawthome Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Ms. Wieman:

We appreciate your review and comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for the Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability.

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from government
agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern Istand, has led the Navy to
eliminate this site from consideration as Proposed Action sites in the Final EIS.
Similarly, since no current mission requirements exist for Johnston Island it has been
eliminated from consideration. The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis
produced in order to preserve work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly
states the decision that Tern Island and Johnston Atoll are no ionger reasonable
alternatives. Even though we have removed the Tern Island and Johnston Atoll
alternatives from consideration, we felt it worthwhile to address concerns you raised in
your letter.

In general, we belizve our evaluation of potential environmental impacts resulting from
on-going and proposed PMRF activities has been adequate to inform both the public and
Navy decisionmakers. However, through on-going consultation with the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS5), additicnal
information concemning some of the areas of concem to you has been obtained and has
been included in the EIS. Please find responses to your specific comments below:

Biological Resources

Your comments concerning biological resources indicate that they are in support of
concerns expressed by the USFWS in its scoping letter, dated June 23, 1957, The
Department of Interior has since submitted formal comments an the Draft EIS (May 22,
1998), to which we have responded in detail. We have enclosed with this letter a copy of
the Department of Interior letter and our response. This wilt, hopefully, fully address
your concerns relating to the adequacy of the analysis.

With respect to migratory birds, our approach has been to analyze fully impacts that may
result from PMRF activities and to identify mitigations where appropriate. However the



L¥-6B

eliminztion of Tern [sland and Johnston Atoll us alternatives moots the migratory bird
issues you raised.

National Environmental Policy Act

Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

In order to more clearly define the range of alternatives presented in the EIS, substantial
additiona! discussion has been included inm”Decisions to be Made.” In addition,
a decision matrix[{Table ES-1)|has been added to the Executive Summary, and
a detailed breakdown of decisions by activities, has been added to Chapter 1.

TMD program development and testing, and Lraining to support it, are dynamic and
complex. Itis not possible to describe every possible test event ar missile type or 1o specity
the exact number of tests or the precise locations that will be required to support the
program in the future. Consequently, the EIS analyzes the environmental impacts
associated with u variety of test scenarios and missiles as well as thase support sites,
including launch sites and methods (land, sea, or air launch), that could support TMD
tesling and training at PMRF. Tt is not known at this time which sites and launch methods
will ultimately be used. As stated in the EIS, air and sea launch are the preferred methods
of delivering target missiles. This EIS analysis will provide decisionmakers information
concerning sites and test modes carly in the process that will allow them to make informed
decisions, taking into account environmenta! faclors as well as factors relating to cost,
mission and schedule. We recognize the confusion that may be created by this approach,
since many reviewers are accustomed to much more narrowly defined actions in NEPA
analyses. However, the additional discussion and figures in the EIS more clearly
summarize the proposed action alternatives and the potential decisions that will be made.

The meaning of[Table 2.4-]has been clarified in the EIS.

Additional details, over and above those that are already presented 1n the Draft EIS, on the
nawire of construction being proposed cannot be provided at this time.

Purpose and Need

As stated above, Tern Island and Johnston Atoll are no longer being considered as
Proposed Action alternztives, With the changes and additions o Chapter | described
above, we believe that the EIS adequately and clearly discusses the purpose and need of
the proposed action. provides background discussion that explains the need
for development of TMD systems and testing and development of these systems. The
first paragraph nfsmtes: “The purpose of the proposed action is to comply
with Congressional direction o enhance PMRE. This enhancement would provide
PMRF with sufficient capabililics to allow development, testing, and evaluation of Navy
TBMD and DOD TMD systems, as well as training of personnel in the use of these

systems once they are introduced to the fleet.” The fifth paragraph ineads:

“This EIS describes and evaluates the environmental consequences of the variety of ways
in which capabilities of PMRF may be enhanced in order to fully support Navy TBMD
and DOD TMD development, testing, evaluation, and training.” We believe this
discussion provides the necessary linkage to the proposed action, the various elemenis of

which are discussed in
Scope

Since the Navy is no longer considering Johnston Atoll, the issues you raise are largely
moot. However, under Federal property disposal regulations, if the Air Force excesses
Johnston Atoll, the property would need to be screened within DOD to determine
whether there is any other defense agency with a need for all or portions of it prior 10 it
becoming available to another agency, such as the USFWS of the Department of Interior.
Any DOD agency would have the opportunity, at that time, to identify its requirements.
In any event, we would expect the uses of Johnston Atoll to continue to be divided
between wildlife preservation and defense activities. The using agency would be
responsible for maintenance of essential ifrastructure.

Page Limits

The recommended 300 page limit has not been realized due to the unusual number of
locations under consideration, and the complexity of environmental issues invelved. In
order to shorten the document as well as address your comment to make the EIS less
“encyclopedic” and “to remove unnecessary detail”, we have simplified language and
relocated constderable detailed information from the tables in Chapter 2 into the
appendices. We believe this makes the document more readable and easier for the reader
to understand the nature of the actions.

Mitigation

Many actions that will be taken to reduce or avoid adverse environmental impacts are
included as part of the propesed acticn insiead of being identified as mitigations. Those
actions that could be taken to further reduce environmental impacts are discussed as
potential mitigations, which are presented to the decisionmaker for selection, since they
are frequently dependent on resources and funding availability. Those mitigations
selected will be identified in the Record of Decision. The CEQ regulations require only
that the agency identify and discuss appropriate mitigations in the body of the EIS prior
to the Record of Decision. We have included additionat discussion in the EIS of
mitigations that have been identified during the public comment period on the Draft EIS.

Hazardous Materials

Precise quantities of the hazardous malerials that will be handled, and the hazardous
wastes generated by the Proposed Action, are not possible to estimate at this time. The
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best estimate, as mentioned in is an overall 10 percent increase. The
analysis determined whether or not the procedures and facilities required to handle
hazardous materials, and to dispose of hazardous waste, were in place to handle any
potential quantities of hazardous materials or waste. For remote locations, hazardous
materials would only be brought to the site when required for use and would not be
permanently stored on site. Hazardous wastes would be shipped off site for proper
disposal. Existing permit conditiens and disposal facilities would be used.

Air Quality
Sections 3.1.1.1.2.3/and [4.1.1.1.1|of the EIS have been revised to indicate that PMRF

now has a Title V permit in place. As discussed above, except for measures required by
law and regulation, the potential mitigation measures are presented to the decisionmaker
for selection. Those selected will be identified in the Record of Decision.

The discussion in[Section 4.1,1.1.2|of the EIS has been clarified to note that the possible

exceedance of air guality standards for particulates due to the cumulative impacts of
agricultural burning combined with MCD-LUS and HBL programs would be of very
short duration, since the Navy programs are isolated, short-term events,

Volume 4 Appendix D|contains the analysis for locations where resource areas are
determined to be not affected. An air quality analysis on Kaula is included there.

Environmental Justice

We have reviewed and we believe the environmental justice analysis complies, and is
consistent, with the 1998 CEQ guidelines. Cultural rescurce impacts address
archaeological, historic and prehistoric resources and are addressed in the Cultural
Resource Sections of the EIS. As noted inof the Draft EIS, special efforts
have been made to include Niihau residents in the public process and to obtain their
views.

We appreciate your timely review and interest in this important effort,

Sincerely,

. A, BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear]l Harbor

Response to P-W-0276
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MARINE MAMMAL COMMISSION
4340 EAST-WEST HiGHWAY, ROOM 905
BETHESDA, MD 20814

26 May 1998

Ms. Vida Mossman

Pacific Missile Range Facility
P.C. Box 128

Kekaha, Kaual, Hawail 96752-0128

Dear Ms. Mossman:

The Marine Mammal Cemmission, in consultation with its
Committee of Scientific Advisors on Marine Mammals, has reviewed
and offers the following comments on the 3 April 1998 "Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Pacific Missile Range
Facility Enhanced Capability."

General Comments

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) assasses
potential environmental impacts associated with a U.S. Navy
proposal to continue current operations at the Pacific Missile
Range Facility (PMRF) and to expand those operations to include
testing and training for an enhanced missile defense system. The
main base of operations is located along the southwest shore of
Kauai, Hawaii. Various other land and water areas throughout the
Hawailan Islands are used for radar and communications
installations, exercise areas, firing ranges, gtc. The proposed
expansion of the missile defense program would invelve launching
and tracking both target and interceptor missiles from various
locations to test capabilities for intercepting and destroying
hostile incoming nissiles in mid-air.

The proposed missile defense testing and training program
would require additional launch sites and tracking stations. The
DETS indicates that both target and interceptor missiles could be
launched from fixed or mobile platforms located up teo 1,200 kn
{648 nmi) apart. In this regard, the DEIS notes that target
missiles could be launched from (1} two types of free-floating
barges (i.e., a Mobile Area Target Support System, MATSS, cor a
Sea Launch Platform, SLP}, (2) specially configured aircraft,
and/or {(3) new land-based launch facilities that possibly could
be constructed at Johnston Atoll, Tern Island in French Frigate
shoals, and/or Niihau,

Discussicns in the DEIS on the technolegy and capabilities
of mobile sea-based and aircraft launch platforms are not
entirely clear. For exanple, target missile launches from
aircraft are described as ceonceptual, rather than proven.
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Similarly, the DEIS indicates that a MATSS vessel might be
stationed adjacent to Tern Island, but it does not indicate the
range of depths and sea conditicns in which it could operate.
Interceptor missiles would be launched from new, modified, or
existing launch facilities at PMRF on Kauai, new facilities on
Niihau, or an AEGIS cruiser.

The DEIS concludes that proposed activities on Tern Island
at French Frigate Shoals would adversely affect endangered
Hawaiian monk seals and sea turtles, and various species of
seabirds. In this regard, the DEIS indicates that the Navy has
initiated consultations with the National Marine Fisheries
Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service pursuant to the
provisions of section 7 of the Endangered Species hct. Because
Tern Island is part of the Hawaiian Islands National Wildlife
Refuge, the DEIS indicates that the Fish and Wildlife Service
will need to make a compatibility determination regarding the
proposed activities at Tern Island and the land use plans,
policies, and purposes of that Refuge. These steps are crucial
to the impact assessment and the Marine Mammal commissian
recommends that the results of these consultations be included in
the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

The Commission is particularly concerned about the possible
effects of the proposed action on Hawaiian menk seals. In this
regard, the DEIS concludes that construction activities at Tern
Island would adversely affect Hawaiian monk seals. It also
concludes that noise associated with four missile launches per
year at Tern Island would cause some seals to flee into the
water, but that given this number of launches, monk seals would
not be jeopardized by the proposed activities. Further, it
concludes that mitigation measures te ceontrol pre- and post-
launch activities would prevent disturbance of seals. The Marine
Mammal Commission agrees that construction activities would
adversely affect Hawaiian monk seals but does not agree that
subsequent missile launches and related activities would not pose
a serious risk of jeopardizing the species.

The French Frigate Shoals colony of Hawaiian monk seals is
the species' largest breeding colony and has been declining since
the late 1980s because of very poor juvenile survival attributed
primarily to a decline in prey availablility. In 1997, pup
survival was particularly low hecause of aggressicn by adult
males towards pups and shark predation at the atoll's principal
pupping beaches on East, Trig, and Whaleskate Islands. Most
French Frigate Shoals pups are born at these locations, while
Tern Island is used principally by adults and subadults cther
than nursing females and pups. If animals are displaced from
Tern Island, the number of adult males at pupping beaches could
increase, which could increase the incidence of male aggression
towards pups and create a further obstacle te recovery of the
atell's seal colony.
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Disturbance by Coast Guard personnel at Tern Island prior to
1979 limited monk seal use of the Island. Several years of
strict contreols on human activity were required before seal
numbers at Tern Island reached present levels. If seals were
displaced from Tern Island by proposed construction activities,
their return could be deterred by periodic launch activities and
launch related factors including noise, exhaust emissions, ground
vibrations, and bright light frem rocket launches. W®hile an
individual launch event may not result in any direct or indirect
mortality of monk seals or alteration of seal haul-out patterns,
the Commission believes that several such events per year would
cause such impacts. In this regard, we note that the DEIS states
that 10 or more test flights per month could occur as part of
missile defense training exercises, suggesting that the number of
launches at Tern Island could exceed four per year. In addition,
Tern Island is the haul out closest to the atoll's principal moonk
seal feeding area along the northern edge of the atoll.
Displacement of seals to haul outs more removed from this feeding
area could increase energetic reguirements for seals that are
already food limited. In view of these points, the Maripe Manpmal
Commission reccommendg that the DEIS be revised to indicate that
the impact of such activities on Hawalian monk seals at Tern
Island is uncertain at best and that it is not unreasonable to
anticipate significant adverse effects on this species.

Given the possibility of such impacts on menk seals, the
status of the species and its colony on French Frigate shoals,
and possible impacts on populations of seabirds and sea turtles
using Tern Island, the Marine Mammal Commission recommends that
Tern Island be withdrawn from consideration as a potential target
missile launching site and that the Navy instead include only
iand-based sites ocutside of the Northwestern Hawailan Islands or
rely on the development of mobile sea- or alr-based launch
platforms. As discussed belew, the Marine Mammal Commissieon also
recommends that the Navy consult with the HNaticnal Marine
Fisheries Service tc determine whether additional studies should
be undertaken to monitor seal haul-out patterns at Niihau and
whether mitigation measures pertaining to activities on Niihau
are adeguate to protect seals from disturbance at that location.

Even if the propesed action did not jecpardize the continued
existence of the Hawalian monk seal, discussions in the DEIS
clearly indicate that the incidental taking of some seals is
likely. As such, it seews that the Navy would need to secure
authorization for such taking under both the Endangered Species
Act and the Marine Mammal Protection Act. This should be noted
in the discussien of environmental consequences and mitigation
measures for the proposed action. The discussion should note,
among other things, that before an incidental take authorization
could be issued under section 10i(a) (5} of the Marine Mammal
Protection Act, the Navy would need to damonstrate that any such
taking would have a negligible impact on the Hawalian monk seal.

2
specific Comments

Page FS-3, Fourth Complete Paragraph: This paragraph states that
"mejther the No Action Alternative nor the Proposed Actien
conflicts with any land use plans, policies, or controls,” and
that a determination of cempatibility regarding the use of Tern
Island in the Hawaiian Islands Naticnal Wildlife Refuge will be
made by the Fish and Wildlife Service. The Service has not yet
made a compatibility determination regarding the use cof Tern
Island for the proposed action and thus it seems premature to
conclude that the proposed activities at Tern Island are
consistent with plans and policies in effect for that site.

Although the DEIS also states that the proposed action would
adversely affect biological resources on and around Tern Island,
it surprisingly does not conclude that such actions may alsc be
inconsistent with land use plans and policies for the Refuge. B&as
noted above, the Commission believes that proposed construction
and missile launch activities at this site could adversely affect
the declining Hawaiian monk seal coleony at French Frigate Shoals
and that at least some of the proposed activities at Tern Island
would be inconsistent with land use policies and purposes of the
Refuge. The paragraph should therefore be revised either to note
that proposed activities at Tern Island may be inconsistent with
land use plans and policies for the Refuge, or to explain the
basis for concluding that use of Tern Island, as proposed, would
not conflict with Refuge land use plans and policies.

Pages 2-45 to 2-52, Section 2.3, Proposed Action Alternative:
This section notes that, after the developmental testing phase of
the missile testing program ends in 2002, perhaps 10 flight tests
per month may occur, although the actual number of tests is
expected to be much lower. This section should be expanded ta
indicate the potential number of launches that might occur from
individual launch platforms, including those at Tern island. In
addition, the maximum number of flight tests per month or year
during the developmental testing phase should ke noted.

Pages 2-54 to 2-57, Section 2.3.1.3.2, Mobile Platform Sea-Based
Target Preparation: This sectlon discusses two types of mobile
sea-based target launch platforms that might be used to test
missile defense capabilities -—- Moblle Area Target Support
Systems (MATSS) and Sea Launch Platforms (SLP)}. It does not, but
should, note whether MATSS vessels must be anchored for launching
missiles and describe the range of depths and sea conditions in
which this type of vessel might be used. 1In additien, it should
explain why an AEGIS cruiser could not be used to launch target
missiles.

Page 2-61, Last Complete Paragraph: This paragraph notes that
total personnel involved in a typical target flight test would be
approximately 47 people over a 2-3 week period. It should be

-
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expanded to indicate the precise number of people and perioad of
time required to conduct pre- and post-launch activities at
remote launch sites, particularly at Tern Island.

Page 2-108, Table 2.5.3, Summary of Environmental Impacts: This
table briefly summarizes possible environmental impacts of the
no-action and proposed action alternatives on Tern Island and
Johnston Atecll. Regarding the proposed action's effect on
biological resources at Tern Island, it notes that adverse
effects are possible due to dredging and removal of a small
amount of habitat. The construction and operation of launch
facilities also would increase disturbance of seals using the
island's beaches and displace at least some animals to other
parts of the atoll. As discussed below, the Commissicn believes
this too could adversely affect the atell's monk seal colony and
it therefeore recommends that something like the following be
added to the summary of impacts on this table: "Conztruction and
operation of missile launch facilities would disturb and displace
at least some seals from Tern Island and likely cause increased
mortality and/or reduced productivity.”

Page 3-34, Hawalianp Monk Seals: Endangered Hawalian monk seals
are the marine mammal most likely to be affected by the proposed
action. This section should be expanded to provide additional
infocrmation on the status and threats to this specles. Among
other things, it should neote that the species' overall abundance
appears to be declirning principally because of a sharp decline in
the survival of pups and juveniles at French Frigate Shoals. The
decline began in the late-1980s and may bhe due to a reduction in
prey availability.

This section also should note that major threats to the
species include human disturbance that has been documented to
cause seals to abandon preferred haul-out sites and affect pup
survival by causing them to flee into the water where they may be
exposed to sharks or other scurces of mortality. It alsec sheould
note that the death and injury of juvenile animals due to adult
male aggression has been identified as a factor impeding recovery
of monk seal colonies on Laysan and Lisianskl Islands, and that
this also has been cobserved, although less frequently, at French
Frigate Shoals. Other factors affecting or potentially affecting
recovery are entanglement in marine debris, entrapment in failing
sea walls, and mortality due to ciguatera poisoning, a texin that
can become suspended in the water column as a result of
activities such as dredging. Finally, we understand that the
occurrence of monk seals in the main Hawaiian Islands has
increased over the past 20 years. The extent to which sightings
and births have increased in different areas of the Mailn Hawaiian
Islands, including Kauai and NWiilhau, should be discussed.

Page 3-1315, Section 3.2.1,3.2.2, Threatened and Endangered
Species: This section briefly discusses threatened and

[

endangered species occurring on Niihau. Tt notes that endangered
Hawaiian monk seals occur on most of the Island's beaches, but it
provides no informaticn on the relative importance of different
beaches or on any abserved trends in monk seal occurrence on the
Island and on individual beaches. As noted above, we understand
that monk seal sightings in the main Hawaiian Tslands have
increased in recent years. If this has occurred on Niilhau, there
may be an increasing need for measures to avoid disturbance of
seals at preferred haul-out areas on this Island. Tec provide a
basis for assessing such needs, this section should be expanded
to include infermation on which Niihau beaches are used most
often by monk seals for haul-out and pupping, the fregquency with
which different beaches are used for these purpeses, and haul-out
trends on the varicus Island beaches over time. If this
information has not been collected, the DEIS should indicate the
extent to which relevant data are available and discuss what
needs to be done to collect such data. If it is determined that
incidental taking authority under the Marine Mammal Protection
Act is reguired for these activities, such information might be
needed to enable the National Marine Fisheries Service to draft
regulations designed to effect the least practicable adverse
impact on the species and its habitat.

Page 3-159, Section 3,3,1.3.2.2, Special Habitats: This section
identifies habitats of special cencern at Tern Island. It notes
that the National Marine Fisheries Service "designated critical
habitat for the Hawaiian monk seal out from shore to 36.6 m (20
fathoms) in areas of the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands." This
statement should be clarified to note that the designated area
includes beaches as well as water areas extending out from shore.

Page 3-159, Section 3.3.1.3.2.4, Threatened and Endangered
Species: This section discusses threatened and endangered
species at Tern Island. It notes that the colony of endangered
Hawaiian monk seals on French Frigate Shoals is the species'
largest, that the colony has been declining since the late 1980s,
and that cnly a few pups are born each year on Tern Island. It
should be expanded to note that the decrease in numbers is due to
a significant decline in juvenile and pup survival and that new
actions adversely affecting their survival could seriously
inhibit potential recovery of the colony. Whereas survival rates
of young animals at French Frigate Sheoals approached 90 percent
per year early in the 1980s, they dropped tc about 30 percent in
the mid-1990s and may have been less than 20 percent in 1997.
Although the increase in juvenile mortality may be related
largely to a reduction in prey availability, adult male
aggressicn and shark predation have also been factors causing
many pups to die in 1997. Entanglement in derelict fishing nets
is a factor, too.

Information en past changes in the distribution of seals
throughout French Frigate Shoals should be noted. For example,
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it should be noted that the number of seals on Tern Island
beaches increased substantially after the Coast Guard closed its
LORAN station at this site in 1979. As has been the case
eisewhere, human disturbance was a significant factor affecting
the seal nhaul-out patterns on the Island. This section of the
DEIS should note that most seals now using Tern Island are adults
and subadults, other than nursing females and pups. While a few
births occur on Tern Island, most pupping at the atell cccurs on
East, Trig, and Whaleskate Islands. This indicates that there is
some segregation by age and sex in seal distribution and haul-out
patterns amcng the various islands at French Frigate Sheals. ASs
noted below, this distribution may be an important factor in
assessing effects of the proposed action on pup production.

Finaily, this section should also note that radio-tracking
studies indicate that the principal seal foraging area lies along
the northern edge of the atoll and that Tern Island is the
closest haul-out site te this feeding area. As such, Tern Island
may be a particularly important haul-cut site for the atoll's
seal colony.

Page 3-161, Sectjon 3.3.1.6.2, Affected Environment: This
cection states that Tern Island was used as a LORAN station from
1952 to 1959 by the Coast Guard. This should be corrected to
note that the Coast Guard maintained its LORAN station on Tern
Island until 1979, rather than 1959.

Page 4-128 to_4-131, Biclogical Resources -- Njipau: This
section discusses potential impacts on Hawaiian monk seals from a
continuation of existing small-scale troop landing exercises on
Niihau and from construction and operation of missile launching
facilities and other facilities under the proposed action. It
indicates that, with mitigation measures, potential impacts on
Hawaiian menk seals from these activities should be negligible.
Mitigation measures identified in this section include prief
surveys of beaches for seals before landing exercises, monitoring
beaches before the landing of construction eguipment and
materials, and restricting personnel to facility sites.

As indicated above, the frequency that seals haul out at
different beaches on Niihau and the reslative importance of
different haul—out sites are not discussed in the DEIS. Thus,
the importance of landing exercise areas and proposed launch
sites for monk seals is not clear. In additicon, while the
identified mitigation measures appear helpful and appropriate,
brief surveys of landing beaches immediately before a landing
exercise or equipment delivery may not ensure that seals are not
present at landing beaches or in adjacent waters. Therefore, it
it has not already been done, the Marine Mammal Commission
recommends that the Navy consult with the National Marine
Fisheries Service to determine (1) whether additional baseline
and other monitering studies should be undertaken to determine

g

seal haulw-out patterns at landing exercise areas and propaosed
launch sites, and (2) whether beach survey procedures and other
mitigation measures are likely to he adequate to ensure that
seals using Niihau would not be adversely affected by landing
exercises and the proposed construction and operation of launch
facilities.

Page 4-165, Section 4.3.1.3,2.1, Construction: This sectiocn
discusses possible biclogical impacts from proposed dredging and
construction activities on Tern Island. It notes that monk
seals, sea turtles, and seablrds would be adversely affected by
noise and human activity. The Commission agrees with this
conclusion. As a related matter, it should be noted that it tock
several years for seal numbers at Tern Island to reach their
present level after the Ceast Guard closed its LORAM station in
1979 and after human activity was strictly controlled by the Fish
and Wildlife Service. If construction disturbance displaces
seals to other areas of French Frigate Shoals and subseguent
return of seals to Tern Island is impeded by periodic disturbance
from missile launch activities, a long-term redistribution of
seals at French Ffrigate Shecals could occur. This, in turn, would
increase the number of adult seals present at preferrad pupping
beachas on East, Trig, and Whaleskate Islands and increase the
number of pups and juveniles injured or killed by adult maie
aggressicn. Such potential impacts should he noted in this and
the following section on cperational impacts.

In addition, possible measures that could or would be
undertaken to mitigate noise and disturbance impacts are not
identified in this section. Presumably, such measures would ke
developed in consultation with the National Marine Fisheries
Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service as specific plans for
copstruction are developed. The additional consultation steps
that would be taken to develop such specific mitigation measures
as may be needed should be identified in this sectlon.

This section alsc notes that dredging ceould increase the
abundance of ciguatoxic dinoflagelates that are believed to have
been responsible for a monk seal die-off at Laysan I=sland in
1978. The section concludes, however that, because dredging
activity would be localized, dredging is not expected to
jeopardize monk seal survival. The basis for this conclusion is
unclear. The DEIS does not identify the amount of dredging that
may be needed. Given the size of the existing channel and the
size of the MATSS vessel that might be stationed there, it seems
that the amount of dredging could be significant. In additioen,
we note that high levels of ciguatoxins have been recorded at
Midway Atoll and that, while the cause of these high levels is
unclear, the dredging at that atoll has been suggested as a
contributing factor. It therefore would seem rore accurate to
note that the potential effect of dredging activity is uncertain
but could be significant.
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Page 4-165 to 4-167, Section 4.3.1.3.2.2, Operaticns: This
section discusses possible impacts of noise and human activity
associated with missile launches at Tern Island on Hawaiian monk
seals and other biological resources. It concludes that launch
noise and down range sohic booms could cause seals to flee into
the water placing pups and juveniles at risk of shark predation.
The section concludes that, given the limited number of launches
(four per year), the short-term nature of launch events, and the
implementation of restrictions on the activities of project
personnel, impacts are not expected to jeopardize wonk seals.

Predicting the impact of missile launches at Tern Island on
monk seal haul-cut patterns is a difficult task that is frought
with uncertainty. There is every reason to bslieve, however,
that using Tern Island as a missile launch site could cause
significant, unavoidable, adverse impacts on Hawaiian monk seals.
Because of the small size of Tern Island, a substantial portion
of the Island's haul out beaches would, of necessity, be within
the launch hazard area and in very close proximity to the launch
platform. While the DEIS notes that exposure te noise could
cause seals to flee into the water, other factors, such as bright
light, and perhaps rocket exhaust and ground vibrations, also
could have impacts and should be considered. In the Commission's
opinieon, these facters would almost certainly feorce seals into
the water and several such events per year would result in at
least scome additional mortality as a result of pups being crushed
by fleeing adults, shark predation, and/or other factors. in
addition, pre- and post-launch activities could cause disturbance
of seals. Even with mitigation measures, it seems doubtful that
launches could be conducted without frightening at least some
seals into the water.

While an individual launch event may not result in the death
of any monk seals or any long-term effects on monk seal haul-out
patterns, the Commission does not believe that it can be stated
with any certainty that four events per year would not cause such
effects, particularly if seals had already been displaced from
the island during the construction phase. Moreover, on page 2-
48, the DEI5 indicates that the proposed testing program could
involve 10 or more flights per month, While every test may not
involve launches at Tern Island, this level of testing suggests
that more than four launches per year from Tern Island may be
possible. Given these possibilities, the Marine Mammal
Commission recommends that the conclusicons in this section be
revised to indicate that long-term adverse impacts on tha French
Frigate Shoals monk seal colony are likely. In any event,
statements in the DEIS indicating that the proposed actien is not
expected to jeopardize Hawalian monk seals seem premature since
the Naticnal Marine Fisheries Service has not yet completed its
analysis of the potential risk of jeopardy to this species
pursuant to section 7 of Endangered Species Act.

10

Page J-7, Summary of the Marine Mammal Protection Act: The
summary of the Marine Mammal Protection Act in Appendix J does
not clearly identify or describe the provisions cf the Act most
relevant to the proposed action. In the first sentence, for
example, the summary should indicate that, subject to certain
exceptions, the Act establishes a moraterium on the taking and
importation of marine mammals. The seceond sentence is not
germane to the issues presented by the proposed acticn and seems
to be an odd cheice for inclusion in such a truncated summary.
Rather, it would be more appropriate to ncte exceptions to the
taking prohibition that may come into play under the proposed
action, such as section 101(a)(5), which allows the Naticnal
Marine Fisheries Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service to
authorize the incidental taking of small numbers of marine
mammals in certain instances, or section 104 (c) (3), which governs
the taking of marine mammals for purposes of sclentific research.

I hope these comments and recommendations are helpful. If
you have any guesticns, please call.

Sincerely,
LN

John R. Twiss, Jr.
Executive Director
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAI 367520128

IN REFLY REFER TQ:
5090

Ser00/ 1118
23 0CT B9

John R. Twiss, Jr., Executive Director
Marine Mammal Commission

4340 East-West Highway

Room 905

Bethasda, MD 20814

Dear Mr. Twiss:

Thank you for your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statemeat (EIS)
for the Pacific Missile Range Facility Eshanced Capability. We appreciate the insight
and expertise your office brings to bear on issues relating to monk seals and other maring
mammals in areas affected by current or proposed activities at PMRF.

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern Island and
Johaston Atoll, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as proposed
acticn sites in the Final EIS.

The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis produced in order to preserve
work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that Tern
Island and Johnston Atoll are no longer reasonable alternatives. Even though we
have removed the Tern Island and Johnston Atoll alternatives from consideration, we felt
it worthwhile to address concerns you raised in your letter. Please find responses 10 your
specific comments below.

We have included in[Section 3.3.1.3.2.4]of the EIS the information you provided
concerning the causes of pup mortality in the French Frigate Shoals and the effect of
human presence on the monk seal population at Tern Island. We have further expanded
the analysis of impacts on the monk seal inof the EIS to indicate that
if seals were displaced from Tem Island by construction activities and increased human
presence, their return could be deterred by the periodic launch activities. We have noted
that these activities could result in increased pup mortality from shark predation and
increased male aggression at other haul out areas, with adverse impacts to monk seals.

Responses to Specific Comments

Page ES-3, Fourth Complete Paragraph The [Executive Summary|has been revised
to indicate that Tern Island and Johnsten Atoll have been eliminated as proposed action
sites in the EIS.

Pages 2-45 1o 2-52,|Section 2.3 [Proposed Action Alternative: [hue to the dynamic
natuee of the TMD program and testing to support it, it is not possible to provide more
specific numbers of test flights for each location. However,[Sections 2.3.1.3|and .3 4 |
have been revised to more clearly state that mobile and aerial platforms are the preferred
options.

Pages 2-54 to 2-57,|Section 23‘1.3.2[ Mobile Platform Sea-Based Target
Preparation: The EIS clarifies the proposed use of the MATSS, which would not be
anchored to the ocean floor. AEGIS cruisers are not configured to accommodate target
missile launches, Rather, they are specially designed to launch the STANDARD Missile,
which is the Navy’s TBMD missile.

Page 2-61, T.ast Complete Paragraph: The precise number of people and period of
time required for launch activities is not available at this time. However, we believe the

numbers and approximate time period provided in the Draft EIS are sufficient to allow an
analysis of the potential impacts from their presence, Temn Island and Johnston Atoll have
been eliminated as proposed action sites in the EIS.

Page 2-108 [Table 2.5.3.|Summary of Environmental Impacts Temn Island and
Ichnston Atall have been eliminated as proposed action sites in the EIS.

Page 3-34, Hawaiian Monk Seals: As noted above,|Section 3.3.1.3.2 4|has been

revised 1o include the information you have provided concerning the status and threats to
the Hawaiian monk seals. Additionally, Tern Island and Johnston Atoll have been
eliminated as proposed action sites in the EIS.

Page 3-135 [Section 3,2.1.3.2.2 [Threatened and Endangered Species: The
principal impact to seals would be from landing activities, as discussed in Section
4.2.1.3.2)of the Draft EIS, Mitigations to avoid these impacts are identified in Section

4.2.1.3.2.2) and include menitoring the beaches for the presence of monk seals and
defaying landing until their departure or conducting landings elsewhere if possible. We
have ne additional data beyond that already included in the EIS, regarding which beaches
are most often used, or their frequency or trend of use, Collecting such data would most
likely involve locating a trained biologist on Niihau for an extended period of time which
would have to be agreed to by the landowner, The presence of additional personnel on
Niihau would have cultural implications which would need to be evaluated. However,
we intent ta consult with residents of Niihau concerning specific sites which have been
frequented by monk seals.
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During operations involving beach landings, 2 Navy or Niihau Ranch
representative will survey beach areas for nesting turtles or monk seals. In cases where
monk seals are observed, efforts would be made to divert to an alternative landing site.
Your suggestion of consulting with Niihau elders on the turtle nesting season is a good
one and will be recommended.

Pasge 3-159.[Section 3.3.1.3.2.3.[Special Habitats: This section has been clarified
to note that the designated area of critical habitat includes beaches.

Page 3-159,|Section 3.3.1,3 2 4| Threatened and Endangered Species: This section
has been revised to reflect the information you have provided conceming the reasons for
the decline in the monk sezl population and seal distribution and haul-out patterns among
the various islands of the French Frigate Shoals.

Page 3-161|Section 3.3.1.6.2. |Affected Environment: This section has been
corrected in the EIS to indicated that the LORAN station was operated until 1979,

Page 4-128 to 4-131 ,lBi(ﬂOELiCﬂl Resourccs_l— Niihau: As indicated above, the Navy
will continue to consult with NMFES to determine any additional mitigation measures that
are appropriate to avoid impacts to monk seals and other marine mammals in the areas
that will be used for Navy activities. Additionally, consultation with NMES has indicated
their desire to obtain population data for monk seals on Nithau, The Navy is considering
obtaining this data from the residents of Niihau using NMFS protocol.

Page 4-165 [Section 4.3.1.3.2 1] Constructian: Tern Island and Johnston Atoll have
been eliminated as proposed action sites in the EIS. As noted above, information relative
to the status of the monk seal at French Frigate Shoals and the potential impacts of
construction and launch activities has been included in the EIS to preserve this work. As
you suggest, specific mitigation measures would be develeped in consultation with
NMFS and USFWS as construction plans are developed to supplement those mitigation
measures identified in the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS acknowledges the potential for
dredging to increase the incidence of ciguatera and the possible adverse effects on monk
seals. The EIS has been revised to indicate that biological and geological surveys as well
as supplemental analysis would occur in consultation with NMFS and USFWS prior to
dredging activities.

Pages 4-165 to 4-167,|Section 4.3.1.3.2.2 | Operations: Tern [sland and Johnston
Atoll have been eliminated as proposed action sites in the EIS. As noted above, the EIS
has been revised 1o reflect your concerns about the effects of launch preparation and
activities on the monk seal. We are currently corsulting with NMFS conceming these
issues. The number of four launches per year from Tern Island is an upper limit. The
actual number of launches would likely be less than this.

Page J'Tj. Summary of the Marine Mammal Protection Act{ The surnmary of the
Marine Mammal Protectior Act in the EIS has been revised as you suggested.

Again, we appreciate your interest in the EIS process and the insights and
expertise you have provided, particularly with respect to monk seal issues in the
Hawaiian Islands.

Sincerely,

Wscole

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S, Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy 10
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response 1o P-W-02%6
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University of Hawai‘i at Manoa

Ethnie Studies Department
1859 East-West Road « Room 115 « Horelulu, Hawai'i 06822
Telephane: (808] 956-8046 + Facsimile: (808) 936-9404

Apnl 23, 1998

TO:

FROM;

SUBIJE

VIDA MOSSMAN

Pacific Missile Range Facility

P.O. Box 128

Kekaha, Kaua’i, Hawai’i 96732-0128

-
DAVIANNA POMAIKA'L MCGREGOE@M‘M

Associate Professor

CT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY

Aloha, Thank you for the opportunity to review and forward comments on the

1998 EIS for the Pacific Missile Range Facility,

Having read it, [ have the following points to raise for inclusion:

1. “Fake Island” Naval Gunfire Scoring System:

(Tabie 2-11; p. 2-14, 2.2.1.4.4; 2.2.1.49.1)

To the Hawaiian people it is arrogany, insulting, insensitive, and unacceptable 1o
use an island in the shape of Kaho'olawe for the virtual reality “Fake Islund.” The
virtual reality island should be reconfigured to represent something fake. The
island of Kaho'clawe, Kohemalamalama o Kanaloa is recognized in state ard
federal law and by the Native Hawnilan people as a sacred island. Itis a
desecration to the kupuna and makua who struggled so hard, even gave their lives,
to stop the bombing of the island in real life, only to have it continue to be used as a
bombing and ordnance target in virtual reality.

2. Kamokala Magazine:

(p. 3-124; p. 4-t11)

As a Leina-a-ka-uhane the magazines should be phased out, not expanded. The
cliff should be respected as sacred burial grounds.

3. Ni'thau:
{p- 3-133 10 p.3-143; p. 4-124 10 p.5-156; Appendix G)

Seme outstanding issues which remain o be addressed are:

A. Water Consumption:

How much waler with the PMRF project consume. How will this affect the
availability of water on the island for the residents? Will PMRF develap water for
the project? ? Will PMRF develop other waier catchment systems? Will water be
barged in?

McGregor/1

An Equa! Qpportunity/Afliative Action lustitution

P-W.014;

It is noted on p. 4-156 that the landing strip can serve as a water catchment. Will it
serve this purpose to reduce the burden on the island’s resources. If so, will the
water be safe for human consumption? or intended for fire prevention? or both?

B. Fire Plan:

Tt says that a fire plan needs 1o be developed. What will be the elements of the fire
plan? Will the people of Ni'ihau be employed to implement the fire plan? This
would be a potential area of raining for the Ni'ihau residents and they could be
employed for the duration of the launch preparation and implementation period.

C. Nesting of Turtles and Presence of Monk Seals

The EIS states that lunding craft bringing in supplies for the construction would
destroy turtle nests and could disrupt the monk seats. Landing craft shouid be
banned from the beaches where the turtles nest, during the nesting and hatching
season, At Mo’omomi Moloka'i it is May through September, Could ask the
N{ihau elders for the nesting and hatching months for Ni'ihau and prohibit
aclivities that would disrupt the nesting and hatching patterns of these endangered
species on Ni‘ihau during 1his important season.

D. Generators:

Don't know how leud the generators will be, but they should not be located along
the beach. The loud noise would adversely impact upen the turtles and the monk
seals activities, especially the turtle nesting.

E. Sewage:

Issue of sewage is not addressed. What kind of toilets will be used and what wil}
happen to them upon completion of the preject? Will PMRF bring in and maintain
their own solar powered composting toilets?

F. Protacal:
The protocol is excellent. Might consider adding a few points to belier protect the
residents and the cultural and patural resources of Lhe istand:

The protocol clearly states that nothing shall be removed from the island. The
protecol should also make it clear that personne! should not fish or gather marine or
terrestrial resources for consumption while on the island,

The protocol acknowledges the Ni'ihau Ranch Government Point of Contact and
the Ni'ihau Ranch Manager. This empowers the landowner. The residents, the
hea'aina of the island should also be empowered as & whole or through a
commitize. The role of the hoa'aina council or group of residents would be to:

(1) provide a base line study of the natural and cultural resources of the area
to be affected;

(2) conduct ongoing monitoring of the natural and culiural resources. This
should include testing if the fishe and marire resources are safe for
consumption or if there is any fallout that might contaminate the rescurces.
(3) if warranted, be able to halt operations and enter into discussions and
negotiations with the landowner and the Navy to remediate problems that
might arise;

(#) if warranted, cancel the vse agreement, in consultation with the
landowner and the Navy.

McGregor/2
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G. Mitigation:

(4.2.1.4.2 and 4.2.1.10.2.2)

There should be a base line assessment of the cultural and natural rescurces in the
area 10 be used by PMRF. This should be done by the elders and members of the
community. The elders and members of the community should select monitors o
periodically assess any adverse impacts upon the natural and cultural resources by
PMRF operations. The community needs to Maka’ala - be alert, be on guard of the
changes which might adversely develop.and ruin the cultural and natural resources
and way of life on the island. But, more importantly they need 1o be recognized
that as the hoa'aina of Lhe island that they sheuld be empowered 10 halt operations if
it is warranted.

The EIS states on p. 4-150 that cultural sensitivity training te off-island personnel
who may come into contact with Ni’ihau residents could also be provided, This
should be provided and it should be designed and presented by members of the
Ni'ihau commmunity.

The EIS states on p. 4-150 that the number of Niihau residents employed in
constructicn work could be maximized by techrical skill training. A training
program should be required. It should be a condition of the agreement
aliowing PMRF to operate on Ni'thau. For the clean up of Kaho'olawe, training of
Hawaiians in the technical skills needed to work In the clean up is being coordinated
by the privaie contractor, Alu Like, and the county govemments. An approprate
technological skills and vocational education program can be designed for Ni'ihau
residents, The program should be started as soon as possible, so that Ni'ihau
resideats will be ready to work when the project starts. These skills will continue
te be useful to the Ni'ihau residents for other on-island, non-military projects as
well.

4. Land Title, Appendix E:

The conclusions reached in this Appendix are incorrect.

Public Law 103-150 does call into question federal title to the Crown and
Government Lands of the Kingdom of Hawai’i which are now calied the Ceded

Public Lands Trust.

Native Hawaiians are the beneficiaries of the lands which the State of Hawai’i will

 lease and provide an easement for the Pacific Missile Range Facility. Native

Hawaiians should have input into the decision to lease or provide and easement (o
the Pacific Missile Range Facility. The Hawai'i State Constitution Article XII,
Seclion 4 states that
The lands granted 1o the State of Hawai'i by Section 5(b) of the Admission
Act, excluding therefrom land defined as “available lands" by Section 203
of the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act 1920, as amended, shall be held
. by the state as a public trust for native Hawaiians and the general public.

The “available lands” referred to are under a trust for Native Hawaiians of one-half
the ancestry of the peoples who inhabited the Hawaiian Islands prior to 1778, The
ceded lands granted to the State of Hawai'i by Section 5(b) also include the waters
and islets within the 3 mile boundary of the State of Hawai'i. Native Hawaiians are
also beneficiaries of these ocean areas used by the Pacific Missije Range Facility.

McGregor/3

The issue of whether the Huwaiians have a valid challenge to the title claimed by the
State of Hawai’i 10 the ceded lands is in the Circuit Court of the State of Hawai'i in
Office of Hawaiian Affairs vs. Housing Finance and Developmenlt Corporation
{Civil No. 94-4207-11}. Thus far, Judge Daniel Heely has refused 1o grant the
State of Hawai’i summary judgment in the case, stating,

This Court concludes that the life of our land would most assuredly not be
filled with nighteousness if the beneficiaries of our public land trust were
prevented from coming to court to challenge how their lands are being
handled by those responsible for overseeing this trust.” (see attached)

If the State’s title to the so-called ceded public lands can be challenged, so can the
title claimed by the federal government.

Finally, the Ni'ihau community and the landowner should be supported in efforts to
seck more creative ways to stimulate community based economic development. We are
striving 1o have Kaho'olawe become what Ni'thau already is - a cultural reserve for the
perpetuation of the living culture of our Hawaiian people. The community should be
encouraged [o get planning monies from charitable trusts and foundations or the Office of
Hawaiian Affairs to conduct strategic planning for their island’s future. Can Ni“ihau gain a
conservation status or a charitable trust status to exempt the landowners from property
taxes so that they don’t feel like the military is the best economic alternative?

Ultimately, it is the people of Ni’ihau who will bear the kaumaha or burden of this

mililary development. However, Ni'ihau is a cultural treasure of all Hawaiians and we all
share the burden and the respensibility for positive change.

McGregor/d
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| do herevy cermity that this o ¢ hull, true, and
cerrect iy af the gum%mem ihis pilice

CORPORATION, et al,,
Defendants. Heard: April 2, 19%¢
10:30 a.m.
Before: JUDGE DANIEL G. HEELY

No Trial Dace Set

ORDER DENYING DEFENDANTS' MOTION
FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND
MOTIQN FOR RULE 54 (bl CERTIFICATION FILED 12/15/98

Defendants’ Motion For Partial Summary Judgment and
Motion For Rule 54(b) Certificarion filed Decembexr 15, 1995 came on
for hearing before the Honorable DANIEL G. HEELY on April 2, 1935,
SHERRY P. BRODER, WILLIAM MEHEULA, HAYDEN ALULI, and KAWIKA LIU
appeared on behalf of the Plaintiffs; Plaintiff Trustees CLAYTON H.
W. HEE, MOANIKE'ALA AKAKA, ABRAHAM AICNA, and SAMUEL KEALOHA, and
Plaintiffs JONATEAN XKAMAKAWIWO'OLE OSORIC, CHARLES KA'AI'AT and
KEOKI MAKA KAMAXA KI'ILI appeared; and SCNIA FAUST, JOHN HWCNG,
CYNTHIA CHARLTON and CZLIA JACORY appeared on behalf of the
Defendants. The Courc having carefully considered said motion, the
memoranda, affidavits, exhibits, records relating thereto, and the
arguments of counsel, makes the following findings and conelusions
of law:

1. Rule 5§{c} of the Rules of Civil Procedure limits the
summary judgmenc remedy to situations when (a) there is no genuine
issue of material fact and (b} it is clear that the movant is
entitled to judgment as a matter of law,

2. HWhen a court reviews a moticn for summary judgment,

the evidence must be viewed in the light most favcrable to the non-

moving party. Panar v. Amevicana Hotels Inc.., 6% Haw, 370, 652

2
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N

P.2d 625 (1982}

3. olairtiffs claim in the preseat case 1s that
Defendants should not be permitcad to sell, alienate, of otharwise
transfer lands that derive from the "ceded lands"--i.e.. the lands
that were "ceded from the Republic of Hawaii to the united States
in 1898--{a) because these lands were illegally taken wirhout
compensation or consent from the Kingdom of Hawali pursuant to the
illagal overthrow in 1833 and (b) because thess lands are now part
of a public land trust which lists the Native Hawaiian people as
cne of the principal heneficiaries of this trust.

4. The United States Congress has issued the following
formal findings in the public Law 103-130 {1393}, entitled "To
Acknowledge the 100th Anniversary of the January 17, 1893 Cverchrow
of the Kingdom of Rawaii, and to Offer an Apology to Hative
Hawaiians on Behalf of the United States for the Gverthrow of the
Kingdom of Hawaii," which was signad by President William Clinten
on November 23, 1991l:

"Whereas the Republic of Hawaii alsc seeded
1,800,000 acres of ground government and
public lands of the Kingdom of Hawaii without
the consent of or compensation of the native
Hawaiian people of Hawaii ox their sovereign
government . . ."

wyhersas the indigencus Hawailan people never
dirsctly relinguished their claims to their
inherent sovereignty as a people or over their
naticnal lands to United 3States, either
through their menarchy or through a plebescite
or raferendum . . ."

“Whereas the native Hawaiian people are
determined to preserve, develop and transmit
to future generations their ancedtral

territory, and their cultural identity in

3

aceordance wizh their own spiritual and
tradicicnal beliefs, CUSTOmS, practices,
language and social institucions.®

mhig Resclution concludes by ackncwledging the historical
significance of the “illegal overchrow of the Kingdom of Hawaii on
January 17, 1893," reccgnizing the importance of the ceded lands to
the Nacive Hawaiian people, and urging that efforcs be undertaken
"to support reconciliaticn effcrts between the Unized States and
the Navive Hawaiian people.”

5. PRecent Hawalli Supreme Court decisions have racognized
ard reaffirmed that Mative Hawailans have extremely important
culrural, religious, social, and economic interests in lands

throughour the Hawaiian islands. See, £.q., Public Accass

Shorsline Hawaii v. Hawaii County Planning Commission, 79 Haw. 425,

903 P.28& 12456 (1993, Dele Tefense Fund v. Paty, 73 HBaw., 578, 837

p.2d 1247 {1992), Ahuna v Dzpartment of Hawaiian Homelands, 64

Haw. 327, 640 P.2d 1161 (1982).

6. A letter from the former Attorney General to the
Chairperson of the Office of Hawaiian Affairs dated Septembex 23,
1994, reEognizes the claims of Native Hawaiians that are being
asserted wich respect zo the ceded lands.

7. The Courr is persuaded that cases involving American
Indians are relevant in demonstrating that Defendants’ motion for
summary judgment should net prevail. Among the relevant cases are

Fort Berthold Reservation y, United States, 390 F.2d 686 (ct.cCl.

1968) ; Lane v, Pueblo of Santa Rosa, 249 U.S. 110 (1919); Shippewa

Indians v. Unired Sraves, 301 U.5. 358 {1%37); Onited States .
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Creax Narcion, 295 U.3. 193 {1335); Puvramid Lake Pajigyce Tribe
Morcon, 354 F.Supp. 252 (D.D.C. 1973); Shoshope Unirad
Starss, 299 U.S. 476 (1%37); and Cheoate v. Trapo, 224 U.5. 635
{1912},

8. Because the State of Hawaii is the trustes of these

ceded lands and has a krust relationship with the Narive Hawaiian

pecple, the State has important responsibilizias that must be

followed in administering this tzust cerpus. 2e, e.a., Ahuna
SJuora.
9, The Court concludes that the present claim is

analogous to the claim presented in Xapiolani Park Preservation

Scgletv v Cirv and Countvy of Honolulu, €% Haw. S53, 751 p.2d 1022

(1388), where the Hawall Supreme Court in a powerful opinicn
written by Justice Padgett reaffirmed that the ecourts must be open
to beneficlaries who seek to protect their interests in litigaticn
involving public trusts.

10. The Court further concludes that the present claim
must be ewvaluated in 1light of the entire swesp of history in
Hawaii, because the develcpment of law is an ongoing process; as
U.S. Supreme Court Justice Cliver Wendell Holmes explained: "Tha
life of the law has not been logic, it has besn experience." O.W.

Holmes, The Commen Law 1 (1%23).

11. If this Court were Lo grant Defendants’ motion for
summary judgment, it would close the courthouse door to the
beneficiariss of this trust and prevent the persons for whom the

trust has been established from challenging the disposition of

12. The Court notes that Defendants’ motion for summary

Judgment is inconsisteat with the Srare Motto of the State gf

B
']
ks

aii, which is imprintad in the seal of the State of Hawaii and
included in each volume of the Hawaii Revised Statutes: "Ua Mau Xe
Ea O Xa Aina [ Xa Pono." This Court concludes that the life of our

land would most assuredly not ke filled with righteousness i{f zha

ana

4]

laries of our public land trustc were pravented frem coming
Lo court to challenge how their lands are being handled by those
responsible for oversesing this trusg,

. 13. With rsspect to Defendants’ request for Rule 54 (b}
certification, the Court finds and concludes that grankting this
relief at this time would not be likely to lead to a more speedy

resolution of this litigatien. 22 Mason v. wWater Resourcag

Intern., 67 Haw. 510, 694 P.2d 388 (1%85), and Jenkins v. Cadeg

Shutre Pleming and Wright, 74 Haw. 115, 869 P.2d 1334 (1334).

NOW THEREFORZ, IT IS HERESY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DSCREED
that:

1. Defendants’ Moticn For Partial Summary Judgment is

denied; and

2. Cefendants’ reguest for cesrtificartion unde> Ryle
34 (k) is denied.
DATED: Honelulu, Hawaii, JUL 2 3 1994 .
_('\'A\-Ua‘r
3 %
& e
DANELG.HERYEE SE&L;

Judge of the above-eq&fiyijourc
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APPROVED A5 TO FORM:

MARGERY 5. SRONSTER
Attorney General

SONTIA FAUST

JOHN WONG

CELIA I. JACOBY

CYNTHIA D. CHARLTON
Deputy Attorneys General

RE: pOffice of Wawaiian Affairs, et al, wvs, Housing Finance

Development Corporation, Civil No. 94-4207-11; Order Penying
Defendants’ Motion For Partial Summary Judgment and Motion
For Rule 54(b) Cartificacion Filed 12/15/95

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.Q. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAW AL 36752-0128

N REPLY REFER 10r
5090
serooy 0917
23 00T n9s

Ms. Davianna Pomaika’i McGregor
Ethnic Studies Department
University of Hawaii at Manoa
1859 East-West Road

Room 115

Honoluly, HI 96822

Dear Ms. McGregor:

Thank you for your comments regarding the PMRF Enhanced Capability

Environmental Impact Statement.

L.

Fake Island Nava! Gunfire Scoring System

While the shape of the computer-generated island used for training exercises at
PMRF resembles the shape of Kaho'olawe, no insult was intended. The shape of
the Naval Gunfire Scoring System (NGSS) was created to be compatible with
existing software and procedures. This allowed the Navy to minimize costs.

Kamckala Magazine

Under the proposed action, two new magazines would be built in an area fronting
Kamekala Ridge. To date, Kauai archaeologists and elders have indicated to us
that the Leina-a-ka-uhane is not in the area of the magazines, but it should be
noted that no modifications to the World War 1l-era man-made caves or the ridge
itself are being proposed.

Niihau
Water Consumption

Water consumption related 1o activities should be minimal; primarily for
consumption by workers, maintenance, and {ire fighting. Water for these types of
activities would be barged t¢ Nithau with no impact on island reserves, Past
surveys of Niihau suggest that fresh ground water sources are extremely limited
with high salinity. There are no plans to develop on-island water sources;
however, the proposed airstrip could serve as a catchment system depending on
how it is built. Catchment water could be treated for drinking as well as for other
uses, Alternatively, the Navy in consultation with USGS, the landowner, and the
Niihau residents could consider alternative treatment techniques such as solar
distillation to provide minimum water supplies from saline sources. This approach
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could provide supplemental water resoucces for residents when Navy activities
were not occurring,

Fire Protection

While fire protection plans will vary depending on the type of activities conducted,
basic elements could include vegetation clearing, cutting fire breaks, manning
water trucks, and actual fire fighting if required. Typically, a PMRF helicapter is
airborne with a fire bucket 1o assist during launch activities. It is anticipated that
Niihau Ranch would be contracted to support some, if not all, of these activities.

Nesting of Turtles and Presence of Monk Seals

During operations involving beach landings, a Navy or Niihau Ranch
representative will survey beach areas for nesting turtles or monk seals. In cases
where monk seals are observed, efforts would be made to divert to an alternative
landing site. Your suggestion of consulting with Niihau elders on the turtle
nesting season is a good one and has been added 10
Additionally, consultation with NMFS has indicated their desire to obtain
population data for monk seals on Nithau, The Navy is considering obtaining this
data from the residents of Nithau using NMFS protocol,

Generators

All proposed sites for generators on Niihau have deliberately been set back well
away from beach areas.

Sewage

Sewage deposition and use of solar powered composting toilets have been
discussed with Niihau Ranch. While plans have not been finalized, as stated in

Section 4.2.1.12.2 jof the Draft EIS, some type of portable toilet will be used.

Protocol

Your proposed changes to the Niihau protocol have been taken under advisement
and will be discussed with Niihau Ranch. While not specifically stated, proposed
actions on Nithau are first discussed with the PMRE/Niihau liaisons and the
Niihau Ranch Manager. We understand that there is a process for all decisions
affecting Niihau that includes island residents. We envision continued dialogue
with the Niihau owners and residents for the duration of programs using the island.

Mitigation

Your mitigation suggestions will be considered during development of
recommendations for the Record of Decision.

Niihau elders assisted the Navy in identifying areas where Navy activities could
occur. Cultural and natural resource surveys have been conducted with Niihau
residents in these areas. Within these areas, as specific siting activities proceed,
more detailed surveys will be conducted, An on-site archaeclogist will consult
with Niihau elders prior to and during construction. Should significant cultural or
archaeological finds emerge, an alternate site will be considered.

We agree with your commests on Niihau sensitivily training prior to workers
4 ¥ Y g P
performing activities on the island. This Is our current practice.

Although employment for Niihau residents cannot be guaranteed, it would seem
reasonable that activities on Niihau would provide the residents with an
opportunity for empioyment. Consideration will be given to working with local
organizations that develop training programs.

Land Title

Your views on the history of !and title in Hawaii are informative and have been
noted.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF

want 1o do all we can to gain your support and trust.

Sincerely,

. A.BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl lHarbor

Response to P-W-0141
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3-1901 Kaumuali*i Highway # Lihu“e, Kaua'i, Hawai'i 56766-9591 » Telephone (B0B)245-8234 # Fax (808}245-8271

pW-C167

KAUA™I COMMUNITY COLLEGE
OFFICE OF CONTINUING EDUCATION AND TRAINING

University of Hawai"i E’\)HWNEUT

PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITIES EXPARNSIEN -

TESTIMONY

Waimea Technology Center

April 25, 1998
My name is Barbara Bulatac-Franklin. I am a resident
of Kekaha, Kaua‘i, and I am here representing the
administration of Kaua‘i Community College, as its director
of continuing education and training and the faculty

2

members and students of our Trade Fissaimgy, Electronic

e
Technology Divisions and our Apprenticeship'\Programs. We

asked Dr. Francis Takahashi, assistant professor in electronic
technology, to prepare our testimony. He is one of several
faculty members from KCC who has worked directly with
staff members at the Pacific Missile Raﬁge Facilities. QOur

testimony is in the form of an open letter addressed to Ms.

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTICN INSTITUTION

Page 2
@gees )
Vida Mossman, Public Affairs Director at PMRF. Quote:
"Dear Ms. Mossman:
We live in a time of ever accelerating technological change
and increasing global competitiveness. If we ignore these
events and choose to amble along at a leisurely pace into the
new millennium, we will be overwhelmed by technologically
more aggressive and competitive peoples and societies. Ouor
economic and social well-being, in our island home, depends
on our ability to compete at the global level. Only in doing
SO can we maintain the economic vitality which will allow us
to control the future of the society that we live in.
Education and technology are the keys to this
competitiveness and PMRY has long been a willing partner

in supporting the growth of technology education at Kaua‘i

Community College. The development of the college in the
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Page 3
following areas were either driven by or made feasible
because of the high technology presence of PMRF on Kaua‘i.

Electronics Technology and the Technolory Center:

These centers of lcarming were developed to support high
technology industries such as PMRF.

Solar Car Technology: PMRF has been the training and
testing base for our solar car which finished 9th, 15th, and
8th in races on the mainland and Japan.

Electric Vehicle Technology: The College and PMRF
along with Kaua‘i Electric and the County are participants
in the Kaua‘i Electric Vehicle consortium.

Environmental Research & Aircraft Sensor Technology
(ERAST): This high -tech project is here because of the
initiative and support of PMRF. IN this time of budget

restrictions by the state, this project has injected much

Page 4

needed funding into the college and the scientists and

engineers who travel here aid Kaua‘i’s lagging economy.
Pathfinder, the solar airplane moved its testing here

because PMRF could provide the high-tech support. Our

students gain valuable work experience on the project

supporting flight operations.

Data Analysis: Our students also have the opportunity
to support the scientific data gathering and analys.is.
Digitized images of the environment gathered by Pathfinder
and other flight operations will make it possible for us to
monitor agriculture and protect the native ecology of this
state.

The Technology Center’s participation in ERAST is

helping us enhance our data acquisition, analysis and storage

capability as well as our networking capability. This keeps
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Page 5
us abreast of the latest technology and raises the aspirations
of our students who participate in this project. The
project’s monitoring of the environment is also increasing
student-awareness of environmental problems in cur fragile
island environment.

Continuing Education and Training in High Technology:
The college has developed non-credit training courses in
digital electronics and fiber optics for PMRF and bhas
participated in PMRF-funded networking courscs. This
mutually beneficial exchange enhances the level of technology
education.

High Technology Jobs: PMRF offers a choice of
technology-oricnted jobs for our students whose interests lie
in this area.

We must face the global challenges and step boidly into

___D J\U‘tﬂnﬁﬁl Q«,Q;_L, Ao (’4m0,QA« de \ﬂ-«h /\&w()

Page 6
the technology and information age of the 21st century. We
are confident that PMRF will continue to be a supportive
partner in this endeavor which will be beneficial to everyone
in this state.

Sincerely, Francis Takahashi, PhD, Electronics
Technology" Unquote ()\alr\'c_m,% %&?ﬁﬁw@
Kaua‘i Community College strongﬂa,supports the

-xpmwston proposal of the Pacific Missile Range Facilities.

.t
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIL S6752-0128

N REPLY REFER 10

5090
Ser00/ 0843
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Ms. Barbara Bulatao-Franklin

Office of Continuing Education and Training
3-1901 Kaumualii Highway

Lihue, Kauai, HI 96766

Dear Ms. Bulatao-Frarklin:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposzl to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. We agree that a strong partnership with educational institutions is
beneficial to both PMRF and its institutional partners. We look forward to
continuing our positive relationship with the business, educational, and civie
organizations on Kauai,

Sincerely,

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.8. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pear] Harbor

Response to P-W-0167

P-W-0170

Testimony of

SEMI F. NAYA
Director
Cepartment of Business, Economic Development, and Tourism

at the

PMRF Community Meeting
Saturday, April 25, 1998
Barking Sands, Kauai

in consideration of the proposed

Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability

I am happy to be here this morning to provide testimony in support of
the enhanced TBMD (theater ballistic missile defense) capabilities at PMRF.

State-of-the-art technolcgies are clearly vital for our national defense.
We are very fortunate that Senator Inouye has been successful in bringing
defense technologies to our state. In particular, this will not only expand
Hawaii's already significant contributions to naticnal security, but also
sustain the vitality and strength of PMRF's programs. This will provide high
quality and challenging employment for many Hawaii residents.

PMRF is a one-of-a-kind facllity. Not cnly does it have cutting-edge
technologies, but [ understand that it is located in an idea! spot in the world.
As a result, PMRF has a global comparative advantage in the testing and
evaluation of air, submarine, surface, and even land-based weapon
systeims. We want to take advantage of this valuable resource by
commercializing the utilization of technology in PMRF which holds
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significant promise not only for Kauai, but for the entire state. My
department looks forward to working with KEDB, PMRF, members of
Kauai's private secter, and county officials in exploring commercial or dual-
use applications that can create weli-paying and challenging jobs in a broad

range of industries.

As we are all aware, PMRF is already an important contributor t¢ our
local economy. Aside from the state and the county, PMRF is the second-
single largest employer on Kauai, with over 800 workers in 1997 and
generating more than $112 million in direct expenditures. This includes
$46.3 million in paychecks for PMRF employees, $42.2 millien in cutside
contracts, $7.7 million in visitor industry revenues, and millions mere dollars
for the support of construction and the purchase of local supplies and
utilities. If we include indirect impacts, or secondary impacts of PMRF's
activities, the facility's importance rises further accounting for the support of
more than 2,100 jobs or 8.6% of all employment on Kauai, and
approximately $11.2 million in State and County revenues.

The numerous technica! job oppertunities provided by PMRF demand
high skill levels and pay commensurately high wages. This enables
Hawaii's best and brightest to work on Kauat in a challenging high-tech
environment. By providing well-paying, desirable jobs, PMRF also enables
Hawaii's young people to return home to work and live closer to family and

friends.

In many ways, the preposed upgrades at PMRF will heip ensure that

Hawaii will continue to sustain and expand these economic benefits.

First, this project wil! bring in additional federal funds for construction
improvements amounting to more than $10 million. This implies contracts
to local builders for facilities and infrastructure development at Barking
Sands and on Niihau. There will also be positive impacts on tourism with
additional official visitors to Kauai during the planning and testing phases. It
is estimated that this will generate an additional $6 million in visitor industry

revenues.

Expanded planning and operational support will also be required to
facilitate additional launches for the program during the testing phase. This
transiates to additional engineering positions and project technicians
amounting to several million dolars worth of contracts. 1n all, this will
translate intoc over 300 new and secondary construction-related and visitor
industry jobs.

Second, 1 understand that as part of the national trend in government
downsizing, fayoffs are anticipated for PMRF’s contracter and existing
employees. However, if the propesed improvements go forward, we would
be able to save anticipated layoffs as Navy sponsors will be able to rehire

these workers with salaries funded by this new program.

Third, the proposed upgrades will make PMRF the nation's premier
training, testing and evaluation facility for research and development
involving undersea, ocean surface, air, or space-based testing. s
capabilities will surpass that of all other national ranges. These expanc{ed

capabilities will have very positive ramifications in Washington, D.C., and
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will help to attract other programs, commercial applications, and future
business to our state.

Finally, the improvements at PMRF will allow the facility and its people
to continue their support for sccial development activities in the local
community. This includes volunteer efforts in programs such as Adopt-A-
School, Toys for Tots, Adopt-A-Highway, the provision of search and rescue
services, support for the Waimea Town Celebration, and various
contributions of manpower and/or eguipment for emergency community
needs (e.g., recycling PMRF's used oil reserves to generate electricity for
the island).

in sum, the proposed expansion of PMRF's operating capabilities is a
win-win situation for the U.S. and Hawaii. It will enable the facility to remain
a national teader in military training, lesting, and evaluation. At the same
time, residents will benefit from additional high-paying technology-based
jobs and sccial benefits well into the 21st Century. | have said many times
that we must look to technology-based development as an important key to
the successful revitalization of our local economy. This program will
significantly enhance Hawair's high technology rescurces and capabilities.
As such, | would strongly encourage all of you to support your community
leaders in backing the proposed expansion at PMRF.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on behalf of this initiative.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO.BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 95752-D128
1IN REPLY REFER TO

5090

Ser00/ 0844
23007 u

Mr. Seyji F. Naya

State of Hawaii

Department of Business

Economie Development, and Tourism
220 South King Street #1100
Honolulu, HI 96813-4541

Dear Mr. Naya:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support, on behalf of the Department of
Business, Economic Development, and Tourism, for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal te enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing, We agree that a strong partnership with our neighbors in both technical
and civic areas is beneficial to both Kauai and the larger Hawailan community and
the Navy. Congress has recognized the benefits of the technology base and extensive
off-shore range area existing at PMRF in identifying it as the primary area to test
the Navy's theater ballistic missile defense systems.

The Navy looks forward to continuing its positive relationships with
business, civic, and other organizations in Hawaii as it perferms its primary
mission as a test and training range for sophisticated Navy systems to protect our
armed forces and ensure our national security.

Sincerely,

. A, BOWLIN
Captain, U.5. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0170



zL-6

P-W-0177

KAUAI COMMUNITY COLLEGE

University of Hawaii
4-21-98

Vida Mossman
P.0O. Box 128
Kekaha, HI 96752-0128

We live in a time of ever accelerating technological change and increasing global competitiveness. [f we

ignote these events and choose to amble along at a leisurely pace inte the new millennium, we will be

overwhelmed by technologically more aggressive and competitive peoples and societies. Our economic
and social well-being, in our island home, depends on our ability to compete at the global level. Oalyin
doing so can we maintain the economic vitality which will allow us to control the future of the society that

we live in.

Education and technology are the keys to this competitiveness and PMRF has {ong been a willing partner
in supporting the growth of technology education at Kauai Community College. The development of the

college in the following areas were either driven by or made feasible because of the high technology
presence of PMRF on Kauat.

« Electronics Technology and the Technology Center: These centers of learning were developed 1o
suppert high technology industries such as PMRF.

+ Solar Car Technology: PMRF has been the training and testing base for our salar car which finished

9% 15" and 8" in races on the mainfand and Japan.

» Electric Vehicle Technology: The College and PMRE along with Kauai Electric and the County are

participants in the Kauat EV consertium.

+ Environmental Research & Aircraft Sensor Technology (ERAST): This high-tech project is here
because of the initiative and support of PMRF . In this time of budget resirictions by the state, this

project has injected much needed funding into the college and the scientist and engineers who travel
here aid Kauai’s lagging economy.

¢ Pathfinder, the solar airplane maoved its testing here because PMRF could provide the high-tech
support. Our students gain valuable work experience on the project supporting flight operations.

« Data Analysis: Our students also have the opportunity to support the scientific data gathering and
analysis. Digitized images of the environment gathered by Pathfinder and other flight aperaticns
will make it possible for us te monitor agriculture and protect the native ecclogy of this state

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
3-190% Kaumualii Highway ® Lihue, Hawaii 96766 » Telcphone 245-8311

» The Technglopy Center’s participation in ERAST is helping us enhance our data acquisition,
analysis, and storage capability as well as our of networking capability. This keeps us abreast of the
latest technology and raises the aspirations of our students whe participate in this project. The
project’s monitoring of the environment is also increasing student-awareness of environmental
problems in our fragile island environment.

+ Continuing Education and Training in High Technology: The college has developed non-credit Iraining
courses in digital electronics and fiber optics for PMRF and has participated in PMRF-funded
networking courses. This mutually beneficial exchange enhances the tevel of technology education.

* High Technology Jobs: PMRF offers a choice of technelogy-oriented jobs for our students whose
interests lie in this area

We must face the global challenges and step boldly into the technology and information age of the 217
century. 1am confident that PMRF will continue to be a supportive partner in this endeavor which will be
beneficial to everyone in this state.

Sincerely,

oo At

Francis Takahashi, PhD
Electronics Technology

Distribution:

P. Cha, Provost

D. Kawate, Dean of Instruction

B. Bulatac-Franklin, Ottice of Continuing Education and Training
C. Yamamoto, Trade Technology Division Chair

R. Kouchi, Apprentice Coordinator

R. Matsumura, Electronics Technology
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAYY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAI 967520128
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Dr. Francis Takahashi
Electronics Technology
Kauai Community College
3-1901 Kaumualii Highway
Lihue, HI 96766

Dear Dr. Takahashi:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the

proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. We agree that a strong partnership with educational institutions is
beneficial ta both PMRF and its institutional partners. We look forward to
continuing our positive relationship with the business, educational, and civie
organizations on Kaual.

Sincerely,

A;M&
. A, BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear! Harbor

Response to P-W-0177
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The Senate

The Nineteenth Tegislature
of the
State of Hadvait

HEGTIL LD, e

April 20, 1598

Ms. Vida Mossman

Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRE)
Public Affairs Officer

0. Box 128

Kekaha, Hawail 96752

Dear Ms. Mossman:

PMRF and its 800 plus employees have been involved community

members, and vigilant stewards at Barking Sands for over 35 years.

With an annual payroll of $45 million (the majority of which are
civilian residents) it is fair to expect that like any other business
’MRF needs to upgrade and modernize its business base to
support and attract new programs. What is currently being
proposed by the Navy is to do a $33 million "makeover” at PMRF
to keep it technically capable of performing programs of national
importance well into the next century, thus furthering its position
as a catalyst for science and high technology on Kauai.

Given the fact that the U.5. Congress has mandated that Theater
Missile Defense testing be conducted to develop a technically
capable, cost-effective counter to current threat, and that this
program would mean a $33 million upgrade to the future of PMRF
on Kauai, we support the Navy’'s proposed enhancements.

Sen. Lehua Fernandes Sallings

@B Chifnbiey

P-W-0181
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State of Hawaii
Nineterntl Legislatiee
The Senate

Ms. Dida Mossman
Page Two

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.Q. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TOx

5080
Ser00/084¢

23 00T mog

The Honorable Avery B. Chumbley
The State Senate

State Capitol

415 South Beretania Street
Honelulu, HI 968183

Dear Senator Chumbley:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong

and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We loak forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.5. Navy
Cammanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harhaor

Response to P-W-0131
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The Honorable Matt Matsunaga
The State Senate

State Capital

415 South Beretania Street
Honolulu, HI 96813

Dear Senater Matsunaga:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMNRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.
Sincerely,

%M

A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Hesponse to P-W-0181a

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 123
KEKAHA HAWAIl 96752-0128
IN REPLY REFER Tor

5090
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The Honorable David Y. Ige
The State Senate

State Capitol

415 South Beretania Street
Honolulu, HI 96813

Bear Senator Ige:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhanee its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

QM;
. A. BOWLIN

Captain, U.S5. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0181b
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The Honorable Brian T. Taniguchi
The State Scnate

State Capitol

415 South Beretania Street
Honolulu, HI 96813

Dear Senater Taniguchi:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This propesal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighber to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

2N
J. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0181e

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PAGIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO.BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAN 96752-0128
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Nike MeCartney

The State Senate

State Capitol

415 South Beretania Street
Honolulu, HI 96813

Dear Senator MeCartney:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

7 A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0181d
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The Henerable Rokert Bunda
The State Senate

State Capitol

415 South Beretania Street
Honolulu, HI 96813

Dear Senator Bunda:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRTI and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We look forward to continuing to be a peod neighbor to the people of Kaual.

Sincerely,

il

. A.BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0181e

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA HAWAIl 96752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TO.

5090
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The Honorable Whitney Anderson
The State Senate

State Capitol

415 South Beretania Street
Homnolulu, BT 96813

Dear Senator Anderson:

We appreciate vour expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

CONMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0181f
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The Henorable Rosalyn H. Baker
The State Senate

State Capitol

415 South Beretania Street
Honolulu, HT 96813

Dear Senator Baker:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRT and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We look forward te continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

WM;
. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear! Harbor

Response to P-W-0181g
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The Honorable Carol Fukunaga
The State Senate

State Capitol

415 South Beretania Street
Honolulu, HI 96813

Deuar Senator Fukunaga:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of kecping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We lock forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

.A.BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0181h



646

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FAGILITY
P.C. BOX 128

KEKAHA, HAWAIl 86752-0124

IN REPLY REFER TQ:

5090
Seroo/ 0§ 55

23 0cT By

The Henorable Joseph S. Tanaka
The State Senate

State Capitol

415 South Beretania Street
Honelulu, HI 96813

Dear Senator Tanaka:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-01811

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE AANGE FAGILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128

IN REPLY REFEH TQ.

5090
Ser00/ 0 g
23ucrgm55

The Henorable Sam Slom
The State Senate

State Capitol

415 South Beretania Street
Honolulu, HI 96813

Dear Senator Slom:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necassity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

%BOWLTN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Caopy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harhor

Response to P-W-0181j
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The Honarable Randall Y. Iwase
The State Senate

State Capitol

415 South Beretania Street
Honelulu, HI 96813

Dear Senator Iwase:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recegnizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

T A, BOWLIN
Captain, U.8. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0181k

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0123
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The Honorable Suzanne Chun Oakland
The State Senate

State Capitol

415 South Beretania Street

Homnolulu, HI 96813

Dear Senater Cakland:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal 1o enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

A.BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-\W-01811
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The Honorable Brian Kanno
The State Senate

State Capitol

415 South Beretania Street
Honoluiu, HI 96813

Dear Senator Kanno:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kaual.

Sincerely,

7 M
A BOWLIN
Captain, U.5. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACILT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0181m
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PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
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The Honorable Wayne Metealf
The State Senate

State Capitol

415 South Beretania Street
Honolulu, HI 96813

Dear Senator Metcalf:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0181n
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The Honorable Lehua Fernandes Salling
The State Senate

State Capitol

415 Scuth Beretania Street

Hoenolulu, BI 96813

Dear Senator Salling:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRT and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the pecple of Kauai.
Sincerely,

G150l

. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-01810
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES o 147" DISTRICT & WEST Kl & NIITtAar?
415 SOUTH RERETANIA ST, ROOs 434 & HONOLULL, Il OGS13-2407
PlioNg: (808) 586-G280 & Fax: (B0O8) SEG-G251

April 27, 1998

To: Pacific Missile Range Facility
At Vida Mossman

From:  Rep. Bertha C. Kawakami

RE: Letter of Support

As the state representative for West Kauai and the island of Niihau, [ wish to lend my positive
support for PMRF and its continued presence at Barking Sands. In its capacity as & major
employer and center for science and high technology, the importance of PMRF as it relates to the
economy of Kauvai cannot be overstated.

Ongeing technological advances require PMRF to modemnize its resources to remain viable and
as a capable testing site for both the military as well as for other programs of national
importance. The proposed $33 million upgrade by the Navy is both a long-term investment and
commitment to the furure of PMRF on Kauai, and the eritical role it plays in the defense
readiness of our country’s armed forces. The project’s other critical role is the assistance it will
provide in helping to revitalize Kauai’s economy. Although economic benefits should not
abways outweigh potential impacts, environmental or otherwise, a thorough evaluation prior te
testing and ongoing efforts to assess the project and educate the community at large will ease the
minds of residents who may not be in favor.

Job epportunities in the science and technology fields are an essential component in the state’s
economic recovery, yet they are very limited on Kauval. The effect of this upgrade and the
possible expansion of lanunch sites to Niihau will provide much more than just employment. Asa
stable source of jobs and income, PMRF will allow many local residents to remain in the
communities in which they grew up, Lecal business and visitor industries will also benefit
greatly.

As aresponsible member of the greater Kauai community, PMRF has demonstrated its value to
the lacal econemy and become a source of pride for the Garden Island. This project deserves
wide backing, and | am pleased te lend my voice in support.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FacCILITY BENJAMIN L CAYETANG KALIMATSON
PO B0OX 128 GUVERNDR CHALEMAN
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HONOLULU, HAWALL 96505

The Henorable Bertha Kawakami
House of Representatives
State of Hawauii

May 1, 1338

b - Ma. Vida Mossman
415 South Beretania Street Facific Missile Range Facilicy
Room 434 P.O. Box 128
Honolulu, HI 96813-2407 Kekaha, Kauai, Hawaii 56752-0128
Dear Ms. Kawakami: Dear Ms. Mossman:

Subject: PACIFIC MISSILE RANGEZ FACILITY ENHANCZD CAPABILITY

We apprecizte your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) dated 3 April 1998

proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense

testing, This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong The Hawaiian Homes Commission/Department of Hawaiian Home Lands
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile [HHC/DHHL), State of Hawall, owns over 15,086 acres of Hawalian home
defenses lands located directly inland of the _FaCLf:LC Missile Range Facility
e B {PMEF) . Please adwvise us if any Hawalian home lands are within the
r L . . boundaries of your restricrive easement area. Any restrictive easement

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai. overlap onte Hawaiian home lands would require HHC/DHHL approval.
Sincere]y‘ A portion of rthe Kamokala Caves ordnance storage magazines (26 acres)
is situared on Hawalian home lands. A land exchange between the DHHL
. . and the State Department of Land and Natural Rescurces (DLNR) is in
M progress to place all of the Kamckala Caves facility lands under

cwnership jurisdiction of the DLHR.

. A, BOWLIN

Capiato 118, Navy e s e prevesss | rescricrive | snionent | oncomasacs
. fsjsiach 1 , £ rear
Commdndmg Officer cultivation under DLNR management, Portions of payments for the PMRF
Copy ta: restrictive easements over this area are due to the DHHL’s Natijve
CINCPACFLT Hawaiian Rehabilitation fFund {2¢% NHRF) and to the Cffice of Hawalian
Affairs I i f=d vith 1978 amendments to the Hawaii
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor s (oHa 20%), in accord wi

Consrtitution.

Response to P-W-0182 The DHHL requests that the EIS clearly describe all potential dangers
reilated to rhe project:; especially the transport, storage and launching
of missiles and explosives. Please keep the DHHL as a cansulred parcy

throughcut the duration of this project.

Should you have any guestions, call Darrell Yagodich of our Planning
OfZice at SA47-6425.

Aloha,

e SN D) /T

KALI WATSON, Chairman
Hawaiian Homes Commission
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Mr. Kali Watson 23 0CT 1%

Chairman

Hawaiian Homes Commission
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands
PO Box 1879

Honolulu, HI 96805

Dear Mr. Watson:

Thank you for your letter of May 1, 1998. Let me assure you that based on our
records no Hawaiian home lands are included within the boundaries of the existing
restrictive easement for the ground hazard area, The easement is identified as state
document No. N627429.

Regarding the Kamokala Magazines, thank you for the update on the exchange.
No acguisition of Hawaiian Home Lands is proposed at this time by the Navy for the
restrictive easernent related to the explosive safety quantity distance area.

The potential risks associated with the project have been described in
of the Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Environmental Impact

Statement (EIS).

We will continue to consult with Department of Hawaiian Homelands throughout
this project.

of the EIS contains analysis of the potential dangers associated with the
proposed action. Chapter 4 contains a separate section for each proposed location. Each
proposed location section further discusses the consequences of the proposed action at
those locations according to the impact on each resource area. These resource areas
include air quality, biological, cultural, geology and soils, hazardous materials and waste,
health and safety, land use, noise, sociceconomics, transportation, utilities, visual
aesthetics and water. Further, description of target missiles is contained 'm
This section contains discussion of liquid fuels and Lrunsportation and
hazard areas including booster drop zones and debris impact area

[Section 2,3

Defensive Missile Systems are discussed in|Section 2.3.2|including transportation.

We appreciate your interest in this important proposal and look forward to
continued discussions with your office.

Sincerely,

Commanding Officer

Copy to
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0201
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SENATOR AVERY B. CHUMBLEY o S atp
. 6th Senatcna Distrct fd:l.\”' Lo mmh
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o T T ont
Cathar The Nineteentl Legislature
Jud.ciary Committes ) -
ef e
Member

Econamic Deveiopmant State of Haluait
Trarspanation & ntergovennngntal Affars N

April 16, 1998

Ms. Dida Mossman

Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Public Affairs Officer

PO Box 128

Kekaha, HI 96752-0128

i
Dear WI}E:DD(

[ am writing to express my support for the enhancement of facilities at

. the Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF} at Mana, Kauai. As a Senator
representing Kaunai, [ am well aware of the economic challenges that are
currently facing Kauai residents. Thus, | am pleased to support this
enhancement project which will bring much needed employment for area
residents through the ensuing construction and additional staff hired to
support the enhancements once they are completed.

Please contact me if you need further assistance from myself or my staff.

STATE CAPITOL 7 415 5. BERETANIA STREET, ROOM 228 7 HONOLULU, HAWAII 98813
PHONE: (808) 586-6030 « FAX: (808) 586-6031 « E-mail: abc@aioha.net
TOLL FREE: MOLOKAI / LANAI 1-800-4668-4644 Ext 665030 » MAUL 984-2400 Ext 66030
KAUAL 274-3141 Ext 66020 « HAWAIL 874-4000 Ext 66030 Frnted gn Aegyiled Sape ®
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TO:

5090
Serq0/ 08 623
23 (CT o

Mr. Avery B. Chumbley
Senator

State of Hawaii

415 8. Beretania Strect
Room 228

Honolulu, HI 96813

Dear Senator Chumbley:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhanee its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We helieve that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduet advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote continued cconomic stability on Kauai. We look forward to
continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

%WLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harhor

Response to P-W-0206
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.0. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl §6752-0128

BENJAMIN J, CAYETANG

ROY S DSHIRO
GOERNOR

ELECUTHE SIRECYOR

W REPLY REFER TQx
STATE OF HAWAII i AEPLY REFEA T o 5090
Serowy 08 64
DEPARTMENT OF BUDGET AND FINANCE
HOUSING FINANCE AND DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 23 0CT 838
677 QULEN STREET, SUITE 300 98; PPE/l 725

HONSLULY HAWAIT 96813
Fax (804} S87-0600

Mr. Roy S. Oshiro
Housing Finance and Development Corporation
State of Hawaii
May 11, 1998 677 Queen Street
Suite 300
Honolulu, HI 96813

Ms. Vida Mossman Dear Mr. Oshiro:

Pacific Missile Range Facility

P.O. Box 128 Thank you for your response to our request for comments on the PMRF
Kekaha, Hawall §6752-0128

Enhanced Capability Drafi Environmental Impact Statement.
Dear Ms. Mossman:

Sincerely,

é/ﬁmﬁk

.A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S, Navy
Commanding Officer

Re: ©Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Pacific
Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability

Thank you for the opportunity tc review the subject draft EIS.

We have no housing related comments to offer at this time.
Sincerely, . Copy to:

CINCPACFLT
CTL‘{/% COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Roy S. Oshiro
Executive Director Response te P-W-0250
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STATE OF HAWAIL
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION _
868 PUNCHBOWL STREET STP 8.8566
HONOLULU, HAWAI! 96813-5087

May 14, 1998

Ms. Vida Mossman

Pacific Missile Range Facility
P.O. Box 128

Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128

Dear Ms. Massman:

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability

Thank you for your transmittal requesting our comment on the subject DEIS.

QOur comments are as follows:

The applicant should prepare a traffic assessment (TA) which addresses the impact
additional traffic between Port Allen and the Pacific Missile Range (PMR) will have on
the intersection of Waialo Road and Kaumualii Highway. The applicant should identify
required mitigation measures including any sight distance requirements,

Chapter 264 HRS requires that a permit be obtained from our Highways Division Kauai
District Office for the use of oversize and averweight vehicles on State highways.

Transporting of hazardous material over State highways must be coordinated with local
fire, police, and DOT-Moter Vehicle Safety Gffice.

Extreme caution must be undertaken when traversing Route 536, which consists of
Waimea Canyon Drive and Kokce Road.

Plans for construction within the State Highway right-of-way must be submitted to the
Highways Division Kauai District office for review and approval.

All required roadway improvements must be provided at no cost 1o the State.

IN REPLY AEFER TO:

Ms. Vida Mossman
Page 2
May 14, 1998

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments.

Very truly vours,

KAZU HAYASIHIDA
Director of Transportation

STP 8.8366
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Mr. Kazu Hayashida

Director of Transportation

State of Hawait Department of Transportation
869 Punchbowl Street

Honolulu, HI $6813-5097

Dear Mr, Hayashida:

Tharnk you for your response 10 our request for comments on the PMRF Enhanced

Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

I

2.-3

We believe that the impact on traffic will be minimal, as we would anticipate that
we would transport materials from Port Allen to PMRF only very rarely. In any
event, we will coordinate with the Kauai office of the Hawaii DOT. We believe
that a traffic assessment for this intersection is not necessary due to the minimal
increase in expected traffic volumes.

We understand that permits are not required when military vehicles are used. In
any event, any transport of hazardous materials over stats highways will be
coordinated with local fire, police, and DOT-Motor Vehicle Safety Office.

We will use extreme caution when traversing Route 550. Additionally, only 2 to 3
shipments a year would be required and they would occur during off-peak traffic
periods.

No construction is planned within state highway right-of-way.

We do rot foresee that any required roadway improvements will be required.

Thank you for your interest in this important effort.

Sincerely,

Zispd.:

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy 10:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear] Harbor

Response to P-W-0259
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MEMORANDUM FOR COMMANDING OFFICER, PMRF

14 May 1998

AU —

FROM: 154th Air Control Squadron
P.O.Box 598
Kekaha, Hi 96852

SUBJECT: Testimony in Support of Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability
EIS

1. The 126 members of the 154" Air Control Squadron (ACS), Hawaii Air Naticnal
Guard, located on PMRF, support PMRF's enhanced capabilities and future theater
ballistic missile defense (TBMD) testing Environmental impact Statement (EIS).
Acceptance of the enhanced capabilities testing program EIS will certainly have a
positive impact on the 154 ACS.

2. Ninety-five percent of the unit members are Kauai residents, many of them born
and raised on Kauai. The 154 ACS consists of 30 full ime military civil service
technicians and 96 traditional guardsmen who train one weekend per month plus an
additional 15 days of military training per year.

3. The 154 ACS s part of the US Air Force's ground theater air control system and
supports the air operations performed by the Combat Air Forces. The 154 ACSis a
mobile radar and communications unit able to perform air operations such as close air
suppor, air interdiction, counter air, air reconnaissance, air refueling, area surveillance,
etc. The 154 ACS is capable of providing the Joint Forces Air Component Commander
{(JFACC) with the means to plan, direct, and control air operations, and to coordinate
these air operations with ground, naval, and coalition forces. Although world wide
deployable, the unit will be employed by Pacific Air Forces (PACAF) within their area of
responsibility during times of need.

4. A primary enemy threat to ground forces within PACAF's area of responsibility are
theater ballistic missiles such as the SCUD and NODONG-1. Members of the US
armed forces, including the 154 ACS, would probably be exposed to these threats if
deployed to their wartime tasking. A successful TBMD testing program and future
enhancements will minimize this threat and prevent many casualties.

5. Enhancing the capabilities of PMRF would also increase its longevity. As tenants,
this is crucial for our training and readiness. PMRF affords us training opportunities by
allowing deployment and operational exercises to be conducted on the base. Joint

exercises with other services, especially US Navy assets, are mutually beneficial for
interoperability training.

6. PMRF's enhanced capability E!S and a successful TBMD testing program is crucial
to the members of the 154 ACS. We are wholeheartedly in favor of increasing
research, testing and training capabilities at PMRF and submit this testimony to that

effect.
NORMAN S. NITTA, Lt Col, HIANG
Commander
cc: HIANG/CC
154 WG/CC
154 OG/CC
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IN REPLY REFER T

5090 . no(‘v C. PRICE. SR,
GCE DRECTDH wil JEFSRAE
Ser00/ 1105 STATE OF HAWAII
23 OCT 1998 DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
. OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF CIVIL DEFENSE
Lt. Col. Norman S. Nitta 3943 DIAMCND HEAD ROAD

HONGLULUL HAYWAIL GGG 16 4485

Headquarters 154" Wing
Hawaii Air National Guard
PO Box 598

Kekaha, HI 96852 May 19, 1998

Dear Lt. Col. Nitta:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

. TO: Ms. Vida Mossman
: . Pacific Missile Range Facility
We ﬂpprecmte your expzession of support on beha!f of the Hawaii Air National ° :
Guard 154" Air Control Squadron for the mission of PMRF and the proposal to enhance FROM: Roy €. Price, Sr. %
its capability 1o perform theater ballistic missile defense testing, As one of the Vice Director of Clvil Defense
representatives of those who have put their lives on the line for the protection and defense SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT STATEMENT PREPARATION NOTICE FOR THE
of our country, we recognize your valuable perspective concerning the necessity of STATE OF EAWAIT ACTIONS RELATED TO ENHANCING THE CAPABILITIES

keeping our armed forces strong and technically superior to potential adversaries, OF THE PACIFIC MISSILE SANGE FACILLTL.

pasticularly in the area of missile defenses.
We appreciate this cpportunity to comment on the U.S. Navy Pacific

We look forward to continuing our positive relationship with the ANG and other Missile Range Facility EZnvironmental Impact Statement within and
business and civic organizations on Kauai outside U.5. territorial waters; Tern Island; Johnson Atoll; Niithau;
: Makaha Ridge and Kokee: Kure Atoll; and Barking Sands, Kauai, Hawail.

Sincercly, State Civil Defense (SCD} does not have any negative comments
specifically directed at the draft environmental impact statement.
We do not wish to make any comments on this proposal.

@m"&:\_ Qur SCD planners and technicians are available to discuss this further
if there is a requirement. Please have your staff call Mr. Norman
Ogasawara of my staff at 733-4300.
. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.5. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0279
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BiNIAMIN . CAYETAND MICHAEL D, WILSON, CHAIRFERSON

GOVIRMGR OF HAmAl BQAAD OF Lans TURAL RESOLRCIS
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY . e :
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY DeruTIES
A.D BOX 128 -
L A L.
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128 QHAERT CLX O GARAN -

IN REPLY REFER TQ.

AQUACLA TURE DEVELOFAENT

PROGRAM
3090 STATE OF HAWAII AQUATIC AESOURCES
Ser 00/ 08 65 Di NATURAL RESOURCES O rsomers
EPARTMEN ND AND NA RCE
23 00T AR T OF LAND AND cuuv‘:,‘:::::[s DIFORCEMENT
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION DIVISION FORESTRY AND WILDUFE
33 SOUTH KING STHEET, 6TH FLOOR HISTORC PRESEAVATION
HONOLULU, KAWAIl 86833 Division
! i . REF:P-AMK STATEPARKE
%I;pi‘iilgnfggcge?;nse ! MAY 2 1 1998 i v LAKD DEVRLGPM DT
State of Ilawaii P-W-0289
3949 Diamond Head Road i
Honolulu, HI 96816-4495 Ms. Vida Mossman LOG NO: 21457
Department of the Navy DOC NG 9805NMO]
Dear Mr. Price: Pacific Missile Range Facility
P.O. Box 128

Thank you for your response to our request for comments on the PMRF Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128

Enhanced Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
Dear Ms. Mossman

Sincerely,

SUBJECT:  Historic Preservation Review — Draft EIS for Pacific
Missile Range Facility (PMRF) Enhancing Capabilities
Barking Sands. Waimea, Kauai

I
A BO“ LIN . Thank you for the opportunity to review this project.
Captain, U.5. Navy .

Commanding Officer The Draft EIS does not include any historic preservation studies done for this project. It

Copy to: . references a number of reports done for this project (i.e. U.8. Department of Defense 1995, U.S
by o Department of Navy 1996, Gonzalez 1997, Meyer 1998 and [CRMP, 19987), none of which has
CINCPACFLT . . - . L
COMNAVBASE Peari Harb been received or reviewed by our office. The ICRMP, which is yet to be completed, seems
) - eart Harbor planned to include mitigation plans that PMRF will follow. Clearly, we need to see a completed
Response to P-W-0281 ICRMP 1o review project impacts. We need to receive a copy of all the historic preservation-

related reports in order to review the impacts of this undertaking under the National Historic
Preservation Act, Section 106, These reports should include archaeclogical survey and oral
history work on the possible presence of any traditional cultural properties.

Also, as a reminder, under National Park Service standards, a qualified archaeologist (minimal
M.A. degree) must be an author or co-author on the archaeological survey report for this project

Also, please note that if sites are likely to be present that are of culrural significance, consultation
with native Hawaiian groups and individuals must be dene by PMRF to obtain their input on
proposed impacts and mitigation ideas. Documeniation of such consultation needs to be seen by
our office before we can finalize our review. We do note that some project areas include burial
areas, so consultation does appear to be need. {Alse, the Kamokala Caves appear 1o be more
sensitive than we originally thought. We recommend that an archaeological inventory survey
oceur in this area )
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V. Mossman
Page 2

As a last comment, your virtual island in the Draft EIS appears identical to Kaho'olawe in shape.

Because of the sensitivity of the military use of that island, you might consider changing the
island's shape to avoid any unnecessary bad feelings

If you have any questions, please call Nancy McMahon 742-7033
Alcha,

oy

MICHAEL D. WILSON, Chairperson and
State Historic Preservation Officer

NM amk

c. KIBC

DEPARTMENT CF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.0. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAI 96752-0126
IN REPLY REFER To

34690
Ser00/1 113
23 00T %48

Michael D. Wilson

Chairperson and State Historic Preservation Officer
State of Hawaii

Department of Land and Natural Resources

Sate Historic Preservation Division

33 South King Sireet, 6% Floor

Henoluly, HI 96613

Dear Mr, Wilson:

Thank you for your response to our request for comments on the PMRF
Enhanced Capability Draft Environmenta! Impact Statement (EIS),

The Culwral Rescurces Management Plan (CRMP} has been completed
and has been forwarded along with the other documents requested. An interim
Draft MOA has been provided to your office for activities addressed in the EIS.
We will continue this consultation with the goal of entering into a long-term
Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement (PMOA) to cover base activities and
potential burial sites.

Also, in accordance with the PMOA, a qualified on-site archaeologist
would menitor all ground-disturbing activitics with the proposed construction of
two magazines {ronting on Kamokala Magazines. If archaeological resources were
exposed, work would stop, The on-site archagologist would evaluate the situation
and appropriate measures would be taken to mitigate impacts to those resources.

As an interim measure, we are developing a MOA to address proposed
activities. This interim MOA will be between the Navy, the State Historic
Preservation Officer, and Na Ohana Papa O Mana. It will provide substantive
protection which will be contained in the more comprehensive PMOA.

While the shape of the computer-generated island used for training
exercises at PMRF resembles the shape of Kaho’olawe, no insult was intended.
The outline of the Naval Gunfire Scoring System (NGSS) was created to be
compatible with existing software and procedures. This allowed the Navy to
MINImize COsts.
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- P-W-g301

BENJAMIN J. CAYETANOQ
LOVERNDR

We appreciate your interest and look forward 1o continuing to work with

your office on this important effort. GARY GILL

DIRECTUH

STATE OF HAWAIL
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CONTROL

23 0UTH BERETANIA STREET
SU-TE 702
ROKULULY, HAWAIL 95313
TELEPHONE {309) GB6-4185
FRCSIMILE (B34} CRG4 136

Sincﬁrely,

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy may 26, 1998
Commanding Officer

Commanding Officer

Copy to: Pacific Missile Range Facility

CINCPACFLT P.O. Box 128

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor Kekaha, Hawail 96752-0128

Response to P-W-0289 Subject: Draft EIS PMRF Enhanced Capability

Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject document. We
have the following comments and questions.

1. Please indicate in the Final EIS that the approving
agency/accepting authority is the State Department of Land and
Natural Resocurces,

2. In the executive summary, please concisely discuss the
proposed mitigation measures and include a listing of permits
and approvals.

3. Please sign the Final EIS and indicate that the document was
prepared under the signatory’s direction.

4. Releases of rocket propellant combustion products (including
lead) can cause adverse human health effects. Will the

project use enclosed test facilities equipped with vapor
recovery systems and oxidizer vapor scrubber systems? Will
the number of test launches be minimized to the greatest
extent possible? Are test simnlations planned to reduce the
number of launches? wWill the timing of the test launches be
restricted to avoid weather conditions that could bring (by
wind or rain) pellutants toward inhabited areas of the island?

5. Hazardous propellants may be transported from MNawiliwili
Harbor or Part Allen to FMRF over the roadway. Can the
roadways to PMRF adequately handle vehicles transporting the
propellants? Are there provisions for reducing potential
spills and uncontrclled releases of hazardous materials? Has
a spill prevention and control plan been written? If so,
please include it in the Final EIS.

6. Communications and radar systems produce electromagnetic
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PMRF DEIS
Page 2

10.

11. -

12.

radiation (EMR) that ¢ould result in adverse impacts on humans
and wildlife. Will power densities of EMR be controlied to
acceptable safety levels? Have standoff distances from EMR
power sources been specified? If so, please include the
specifications in the Final EIs.

Releases of hazardous materials through launch and cellision
debris can affect +the environment. Are there any
opportunities to reduce the amount of hazardous and toxic
materials used as part of the praject? Is there a plan for
expediticus recovery of debris containing hazardous materials?
If so, please include the plan in the Final EIS.

Noise associated with testing activities can affect both
humans and wildlife. Sonic booms generated from the flight of
test .missiles can interrupt the breeding habits of some
wildlife species. Does the project specify adequate sound
attenuation measures, such as noise barriers? If so, please
describe the sound attenvation measures in the Final EIS.

This project is located near the ocean. Surface water quality
near launching facilities and below rocket trajectories could
be affected by the deposition of contaminants from exhaust
clouds, fallen rocket debris or spills of propellant.
Please specify mitigation wmeasures +to mininize  the
contamination of surface waters, Please describe any
Emergency response procedures set up to handle spills or other
emergencies.

The construction of new facilities would result in habitat
loss for nearby wildlife. Please describe the mitigation
measures to minimize impacts to biclogical rescurces.

Dredging activities in Johnson Atoll will cause adverse water
gquality impacts. Please provide details of the Best
Management Practice (BMP) procedures that will he implemented
to minimize water quality impacts,

The projecy proposes to build a seawall in Tern Island.
Please review the attached draft shoreline policy and answer
the ten questions listed in the document.

If you have any questions please call Jeyan Thirugnanam at 5864185,

Sincerely,

ill

Director

[+

Michael wWilson, DLNR

ATTACHMENT
Draft shoreline Hardening Policy

T. Definition of Problem.

Coastal property owners bear tremendous risks. Their property is
Viulnerabkle to tsunamis, storm surges, floods and hurricanes. In
addition, owners along the shoreline bear the risk that their
property may ercde. Under common law, a riparian land owner “loses
title to lands that are submerged through the process of erosion.”
R.R. Powell 5A Powell on Real Property § 66.01 [2] (1994). The
Hawail Supreme Court has held that “registered ocean front property
is subject to the same burdens and incidents as unregistered land,
including erosion....[(T)he precise location of the high water mark
on the ground is subject to change and may always be altered by
erosion.” County of Hawail v, Sotomura. 55 Haw. 176, 180 (1973).
Because the land seaward of the upper reaches of the wash of the
waves -— including the bkeach -- 1s a public trust resource
(Application of Sanborpy. 57 Haw. 585, 562), the state, as trustee,
can restrain those activities that damage the rescurce, Orion

corp. v. State 747 P.2d 1062 (Wash. 1987); U,S5. v, State Water

Resources Control Board. 227 Cal. Rptr 161 (Cal. App. 1 Dist 1986);
gtate Dept. of Epvireonmental Protectien v, Jersey Central P & C Co,

308 A.2d 671 (N.J. Super L. 1873}. A private property cwner does
not have the right to impair public trust resources.

Tide gauges maintained by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration demonstrate that our islands are experiencing a
relative rise in sea level due to both global sea-level rise and
local geclogic factors (Fletcher, 1992). In many places, the rise
in water causes natural beach retreat that leads to coastal land
erosion. Ervsion is a mnatural process whereby the coastal
environment responds to sea-level rise by shifting Ilandward.
Shoreline movement may occur slowly at an average annual rate, or
it may occur episodically associated with storms at unpredictable
times and rates. Erosion is only a problem needing mitigation
where near-shore development interferes with the natural process.

Armering the shoreline with seawalls or revetments often stops the
erosion of coastal land mauka of the structure. However, where
beaches are undergoing long~term retreat, shoreline hardening
eventually leads to beach narrowing, followed by beach loss {(Hall,
1964; Birkemeier, 1981; Fischer, 1986; Hanson and Kraus, 1985;
Komar and McDougal, 1988; Kraus, 1988; Tait and Griggs, 19%9¢ and
others). A hardened structure tends to shift the focus of erosicn
from the land tc the beach fronting the wall. Seawalls and
revetments are not a cure for the cause of erosion, but rather a
defensive mechanism to mitigate land loss without regard for
resulting impacts to adjacent envronments such as the beach or the
laterally adjacent shoreline {(Raynor, 1953; U.8. Army Corps of
Engineers, 1964; Walton and Sensabaugh, 1983; Tait and Griggs,
1990) . Shoreline hardening not only leads to keach loss where
beaches are undergoing long-term retreat, but it may also
exacerbate the erosion problem {McDougal, Sturtevant and Komar,
1987). Shoreline hardening devices may trap dune and upper beach
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sand that formerly aided the process of beach recovery fellowing
storms and during erosive seasons (Terich, 1%75; Weod, 1%88; Kraus,
1%88; Komar and McDougal, 1988).

studies of historical vegetation line movement in Hawaii indicate
that many coasts are expariencing long-term retreat (Hwany, 1881;
Sea Engineering, 1988; Makai Ocean Engineering and Sea Engineering,
1992) and that many of these coasts have been hardened as a result
of the need to stop land loss. The trend of hardening has led to
beach narrowing and beach loss on all islands (Hwang and Fletcher,
1992}, especially on the islands of Oahu and Maui, where the
combination of sea-level rise and extensive coastal development has
resulted in significant beach loss (Hwang and Fletcher, 1992;
Mullane and Fletcher, 19%%).

17. cGeneral Policy.

Hardening of the shoreline should be avoided. In addition,
development near the shoreline should be avcided in order to:

- prevent the inevitable need to harden the shoreline and
resulting loss of public beaches, lateral shoreline access,
open space and view corriders;

- mitigate threats to inhabited structures from ceoastal
hazards; and

-~ avoid the need for future public expenditures in responding
to damage caused by hurricanes and other coastal hazards;

III. Responsa to applications for seawalls, groins and revetments.

All decision makers should discourage the construction of seawalls,
revetments or o¢ther shoreline hardening devices that have the
potential to lead to beach loss.

As an alternative to a hardened structure, applicants should
consider the applicability of coastal dune enhancement, beach
replenishment, sand recycling and other “soft” approaches to
mitigating cocastal erosion. Applicants should also evaluate the
potential for moving dwellings and other structures away from the
shoreline as a means of mitigating the effects of erosion.
Finally, any application should include the information requested
in the attached letter from the OEQC.

If after a thorough analysis of an application, the decision maker
finds by clear and convincing evidence that the impact on public
trust resources would be negligible, altarnatives to hardening
would be impractical, substantial hardship to the applicant is
real, and these compelling reasens d&ictate that a hardened
structure should be apprcved, any appreval that is granted should
be conditioned on the applicant monitoring shoreline response to
the structure for thirty years. Monitoring should be conducted
using standard coastal surveying technigques to document short-~term
and long-term changes in the beach profile both on the subaerial
beach and offshore. 1In order to ensure that planning authorities

retain the abllity to protect our beaches and because future events
may require the removal of seawalls, revetments or dgreins, all
variances and permits should either have an expiration date
(subject to renewal), or be revocable upon a finding of
environmental impact. In other words, the variance or permit
should not confer a vested right to keep the structure in
perpetuity.

In general, a variance should be wviewed as an extraordinary
exception which should be granted sparingly. The reasons to
justify approval must be substantial, serious and compelling. R.R.
Powell 6 Powell on Real Property § 79c.16[1)] (1995).

IV. Response to exiating illegal seawalls, revetments and groins.

In assessing whether to remove existing seawalls, revetments and
other shoreline hardening devices that have been constructed
without proper review and approval, decision makers should
consider:

{1} the impact the structure is having on shoreline processes and
access;

(2} the impact of removal of the structure on the beach;

(3) the immediate impact of remcval of the structure on nearby
dwellings; and

(4) alternatives to the structure which can mitigate erosion
impacts.

Removal should be encouraged where removal will lead to restoration
or improvement of beach resources,

V. Long term: response to development near the shorelins.

So long as constructien is allowed too close to the shoreline,
landowners will attempt to protect their structures with seawalls
and revetments. A long-term solution will require that land use
decision makers use whatever discretionary autherity they may have
to push new development and redevelopment mauka. When state land
use classifications are changed, CBDUAs and SMa applications
approved, zoning amended or subdivisions approved, conditions
should be attached that restrict an applicant’s (re)develcpnent
propcsals to the area as far landward on the lot as feasible.

Counties should alsc consider developing guidelines and procedures
for creating coastal overlay districts with enhanced cpportunities
for funding and implementing a combined beach-land preservation
management system with long-term planning as the central tenet.

If sea-level continues to rise, strategic vretreat from the
coastline is ultimately the least expensive response to erosion.
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Any Environmental Assessment prepared in conjunction with an
application to construct a seawall, revetment or similar structure
should be accompanied by appropriate justification and detailed
studies including, but are limited to, the following:

1.

10.

A Historical Shoreline BAnalysis of coastal ercsion and
accretion rates. This should include a description of all
movements of the neighboring shoreline over at least the past
30 years. This analysis should be based, at least in part, on
aerial photographs available through government agencies and
private vendors. The analysis should provide a detailed
history of erosion and accretion patterns using all available
evidence.

2 description of the nature of the affected shoreline, whether
sandy, reocky, mud flats or any other configuration. The
history and characteristiecs of adjoining sand dunes and reefs
should be included.

$ite maps that clearly show the current certified shoreline,
previcus certified shorelines, the private property line and
the location of the proposed structure., Any nearby public
access right-of-way should also be depicted.

Beach profiles that extend off shore at appropriate intervals
along the beach indicating the width and slope of both the
submerged and dry porticns of the beach.

An analysis of any existing nearby walls or revetments and
their cumulative impacts on the shoreline.

A description of structures and improvements (such as homes or
swimming pools) on the subject property, their distance from
the property line and shoreline, and how they may be affected
by the construction of the proposed hardening project.

Awave and storm frequency analysis for the area in guestion.
This should include any relevant coastal processes such as
longshore currents and seascnal wave patterns.

An analysis that predicts the location cf future shorelines
with and without the proposed wall at least 30 years into the
future or over the expected life of the hardening project.

Photos of the site that illustrate past and present conditiens
and locate the proposed structure.

All alternatives to shoreline hardening should be thoroughly
researched and analyzed. These alternatives should include
beach replenishment, dune-scaping, retreat from the shoreline
by wmoving existing structures inland, and a na action
alternative.

The inclusion of this information will help make an Environmental
Assessment complete and meet the requirements of Chapter 343, HRS.
¢nly after thorough study and analysis should any permit for
shoreline hardening be considered.
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Mr, Gary Gill

Office of Environmental Quality Control
State of Hawaii

235 South Beretania Street

Suite 702

Henolulu, HI 96813

Dear Mr. Gill;

Thank you for your response to our request for comments on the Pacific Missile
Range Facility Enhanced Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

1 We have revised the|Executive Summary|and [Section 1.4|of the EIS to indicate the

approving state agency is the Department of Land and Natural Resources.

2. A table of potential mitigations has been added to the [Executive Summany. Also,

permits which are anticipated have been specified.

3. The EIS was forwarded via a transmittal letter by the Commanding Officer at
PMRF indicating the document was prepared under his direction and approved by
him.

4. With regard to air quality, exhaust plumes would dissipate quickly with no

exceedance of ambient air quality standards beyond the bounds of the Ground
Hazard Area, which would be cleared of all people. Therefore, enclosed test
facilities are not necessary nor are they practical. The Navy conducts only
necessary tests and uses simulations wherever possible. Prevailing winds are
monitored prior 10 a launch to ensure that the winds will not cause debris to fall
outside the identified impact areas. Exhaust plumes dissipate so quickly that
winds are not a consideration in terms of air quality.

5. We have consulted with the Hawaii Department of Transportation and they have
not indicated that transportation of propellant would pose any logistical or physical
prablems that differ from routine transportation of other chemicals. Nonetheless,
the Navy prefers transportation of liquid propellants via DOT waiver by air.
PMRF does have a current Spill Prevention Contrel and Containment (SPCC) plan
as well as procedures for transportation of the various chemicals used and
transported at PMRF. The SPCC is a part of the Administrative Record. Section

10.

2.3.1.3 1/ describes the transportation process being considered and Section

4.1.1,7.2.2|contains analyses of the alternative transportation routes as well as
potential mitigation measures.

The Proposed Action is considered in conjunction with on-going fleet training
exercises as well as in combination with the longer-term contirued training and
testing. While missile launches and other fraining activities have been adequately
analyzed, we agree that more analysis is needed with respect to the potential for

effecis of EMR. This further analysis is contained in [Sections 3.1.1.7.2.3, |
4.1.1.7.1.1|and|4.£.1.7.2.5.

We use hazardous and toxic materials only when absolutely necessary. Pollution
prevention programs at PMRF have resulted in a significant reduction in the
amount of hazardous waste generated when compared to £990 levels. Solid
propeliants used in conjunction with the proposed action would be similar to past
systems faunched from PMRF and would follow the same hazardous materials and
hazardous waste handling procedures developed under existing plans. For liquid
propellants, existing spill plans, emergency respense plans, and hazardous
materials and hazardous waste plans would be madified to include these materials
before they would be used at PMRF. Routine recovery of missile debris at sea is
not feasible due to the ocean depth, and is not planned.

The proposed action does not include any sound attenuation measures. Effects of

noise are addressed in[Section 4.4.2.2.1.]Any sonic booms generated would be at

sea where noise barriers would not be possible,

Poilution Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plans are followed during
each exercise, including faunches, reducing the potential for impacts from
hazardous materials, For the proposed action, water resources could be affected in
simitar ways as described for the no-action alternative. Sampling programs have
indicated that no measurable changes in water, hydrogen chloride levels could be
attributed to past launches of solid rocket motors. Sampling programs have also
indicated thai lead concentrations from missile launch emissions have not
increased the lead levels above DOH levels. The increase in missile launch
activitics would produce some additional exhaust emissions; however, the fevel of
impacts to water resources would not be expected (o increase above those
identified for the no action alternative.

PMRF has management plans for oil and hazardous materials cutlined in the
PMRF SPCC plan and the Installation Spill Contingency Plan, both of which also
regulate tenant organizations and PMRF associated sites. Specifically, sites
included are KTF, Makaha Ridge, Kokee, Kamokala Magazines, and Port Allen.
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12,

13.

i4.

When other alternative launch alternatives are selected, the SPCC plan will be
revised to include them.

PMRF has developed programs to comply with the requirements of the SARA
Title IIf and Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA).
This effort has included submission to the State and local emergency planning
committees of annual Tier 1l forms, which are an updated inventory of chemicals
or extremely hazardous substances in excess of threshold limits. These chemicals
at PMRF include jet fuel, diesel fuel, propane, gasoline, aqueous fire fighting
foam, chlorine, used oil, paint/oils, and paint.

Mitigation measures that could reduce the potential for impacts to affect
biclogical resources include restricting program personnel from beach areas,
minimiziag the use of heavy equipment, and, in seme locations, using a mobile
launcher rather than building a cencrete launch pad. For Niihau, Niihau elders
assisted the Navy in identifying areas where Navy activities could occur. Cultural
and natural resource surveys have been conducted with Niihau residents in these
areas. Within these areas, as specific siting activities proceed, more detailed
surveys will be conducted, Program personnel that visit or handle cargo destined
for remote sites will be trained in techniques to reduce the likelihood of foreign
introduced species.

The EIS indicates in[Section 4.3.1.5.2 fhat prior to dredging biological and
geological surveys would be conducted in consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service {USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).
Specific dredge locations and depths would be chosen to minimize impacts, Those
selected for these dredging operations could be chosen in consultation with
USFWS and NMFS to consider seasonal weather, migratory and breeding patterns
of wildlife to minimize effects on these wildlife.

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the seasitivity of Tern Island
and Johnston Atoll, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as
proposed action sites in the Final EIS.

The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis produced in order to preserve
work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that
Tern Island and Johnston Atoll are no longer reasonable alternatives.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF

want to do all we can to gain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Capy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0301
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PHONE (808) 594-1888

P-W-0305

FAX (808} 594-1865

STATE OF HAWAFI
OFFICE OF HAWAIIAN AFFAIRS
711 KAPICLAN! BOULEVARD, SUITE 500
HONCLULLL, HAWAI'T 98813

May 19, 1998

Ms. Vida Mossman

Pacific Missile Range Facility

P.O Box 128

Kekaha, Kauai, Hawaii 96752-0128 DOC NO, EIS-$2

Subject: Draft Envirenmental Impact Statement for the Pacific Missile Range Facility
Enhanced Capability

Dear Ms. hMossman:

Thank you very much for providing us the opportunity to review the sbove-referenced
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The United States Department of the Navy is
exploring the possibilities of enhancing the capabilities of their Pacific Missile Range Facility
(PMRF). This enhancement involves the improvement and expansion of existing PMRF facilities
and the establishment of new “support” sites including areas on the island of Ni'ihau.

This response outlines the response of the Office of Hawaiian Affairs (OHA) to the
proposed PMRF enhancement/expansion. This response, which is intended 10 examine potential
adverse or beneficial impacts to the environment, wild habitats, and human settlements is based on
a careful review of the DEIS prepared by the U.S. Department of the Navy.

OHA has serious concerns with the proposed PMRF project and is particularly concerned
with potential adverse impacts upon proposed enhancement/expansion arcas on the islands of
Kauai and Ni'thau. OHA's main concerns are outlined below.

+ Hazardous Materials and Wastes
The potential risk for the release of hazardous materials and wastes into the environment

increases significantly with implementation of the proposed action. The greatest risks would
again be on Kauai (PMRF/Main Base), and Nt'ihau.

Letter to Vida Mossman
May 18, 1998 — Page 2

It is expected that the proposed Acticn activities would result in an overall 10 percent increase
in the amounts of hazardous materials used and hazardous wastes generated at the
PMRF/Main Base. And most of this increase in hazardous materials would result from the
approximately 30 percent increase in hypergolic fuels handled. (pg. 4-28).

Cn Ni’ihau potential adverse impacts resulting from the release of hazardous materials/wastes
nto the environment would be even greater. At present the primary hazardous
materials/wastes generated on Ni'ihau are associated with the fueling and and maintenance of
diesel generators to operate radar and electronic warfare facilities.

Considering the fact that the proposed actions on N¥'ihau would involve significant
construction activities (incl. target launch facilities, interceptor launch areas, telemetry/
instrumentation, and an airstrip), the proposed action would involve major increases in the use
and generation of hazardous malerials/wastes. The DEIS states that these hazardous
materials/wastes would consist primarily of solid and liquid propellant missiles, diesel fuels,
solvents and paints (pg. 4-136).

The DEIS does not provide an overall estimate for the increase in volume of hazardous
materials/wastes on Ni'ihau. The DEIS acknowledge that the potential for adverse
cunmulative impacts exists if a spill or misuse of materials occurs. Yet DELS concludes that
there would be no adverse hazardous materials/waste impacts as a result of the proposed
action (pg. 4-137).

The only mitigation measure provided in the DEIS is the application of PMRF waste
management procedures te Ni'thau activities (pg. 4-137). However, no information is given
about these procedures. Are these primarily spill-response procedures? If so, are they
applicable and adequate for proposed sites on Ni'ihau?

[t should be kept in mind that Ni'ihau's isolation from the rest of the Hawaiian [slands has
resulted in fragile terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems which are relatively pristine. The
transport, use, storage, and disposal of large quantities of hazardous materials/wastes greatly
increases the risk of a release which could be devastating 1o these ecosystems.

Furthermore, the potential for contamination of Ni'thau’s fimited water resources poses a
major risk. [lazardous materials/waste releases into the environment may affect surface water
or ground water systems by direct discharge of wastes containing toxic compounds or from
surface runoff which has come in contact with toxic materials left as residue over the ground
surface,
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Air Quality

OHA is concerned about the cumulative adverse impacts to air quality resulting from
proposed missile launching and enhancement operations. The DEIS states that emission and
particulate levels could exceed National Ambient Air Quality Standards on both Kauai and
Ni'ihau as a result of these operations {pp. 4-7, 4-126). However, no mitigative measures for
air quality are proposed.

The DEIS addresses each launch as a “discreet event”, claiming that “launch procedures
would allew sufficient time between launches so that no exhaust from one launch would
impact ambient air quality during the next” (pg. 4-7). This may indeed be accurate, but the
DEIS should address cumulative impacts as a result of the ingreased frequency of missile
launches. The intensity and duration of each “temporary air quality impact” within and
“beyond the bounds of the ground hazard areas” should be analyzed and addressed as a result
of the increased launch frequency.

Adverse impacts to the relatively pristine environment of Ni’ihau by these launch activities is
again a grave concern, A comprehensive study should be completed to fully address potential
impacts including effects on human health (morbidity, mortality), wildlife (threatened and
endangered species, faunal nesting habits, chronic vegetation injury, reduced productivity of
vegetation), and potential synergistic impacts of air emissions.

Noise Impacts

The quality of sound {noise) is an important indicator of the quality of the environment.
Ramifications of various sound levels and types may be reflected in the health and well being
of human beings and wildife or in the aesthetic appreciation of an area.

Proposed missile launching activities (and airstrip activities on Ni'ihau) will undoubtedly have
negative impacts on the surrcunding environments of associated islands. Impacts to human
populations will be the greatest on the islands of Ni'thau and Kauai.

The residents of Ni’thau will experience the greatest adverse impacts from noise due to the
common low noise conditions on the island. Ni'ihau, with its low population density and lack
of industry is characterized by a ncise enviranment consisting primarily of natural sounds.
Missile launching operations in such an environment would be severely disruptive to both
human and wildlife populations.
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Based upon the information provided in the DEIS, noise levels for missile launches on Ni’ihau
{and Kauai) would extend far beyond the launch sites’ respective Ground Hazard Areas.
Noise levels from missile launches are estimated at approx. 95 dBA at 10,00 feet (equal to a
gas lawn mower at 3 feet), and approx. 87dBA at 24,000 feet (equal to a diesel truck at 50 ft)
{pp. 3-71, 3-98, 4-147}. Additionally, there would be associated airstrip operations involving
an excess of 60 aircraft flights per year which will have a noise impact of as high as 105 dB3A
(Tet flyover) (pp. 3-71, 4-146),

At the PMRFE Main Base the frequency of missile launches will increase significantly, and
there will be a resultant increase in adverse noise impacts to the local population. OHA is
puzzled by the end conclusions in the DEIS regarding noise impacts at PMRF Main Base.

The DEIS acknowledges that as a result of existing missile operations (the no-action
alternative) at PMRF “residents in Kekaha may be annoyed from southern launches,” and the
community experiences “aircraft noise levels of 65dBA and lower over sugar cane fields” (pg.
2-98). After making this statement, the preparers also acknowledge that there will be an
“increased frequency of missile launches” under the proposed action (pg. 2-98}. In the end,
their final determination is one of no adverse impact,

OHA also finds the highly adverse noise impacts upen the enviconment of Ni"ihau to be
excessive, and the determination of “no adverse impact” by the navy to be unacceptable,
OHA finds the navy's assertion that “overall noise levels within the village area and on the
entire island are not expecied to substantially increase over baseline conditions” to be tatally
ludicrous. Any action which has the “potential 1o generate sonic booms that may be heard on
Ni'ihau” can hardly be dismissed as having no adverse impact (pg. 4-147).

Biclogical Resources

The potential threat to rative flora and fauna {and associated sensilive wildlife habitats) from
the proposed PMRF Enhancement actions are numerous and significant. These threats exist
on all sites proposed in the DEIS (incl. Kauai, Ni'thau, Kaula, Tern [stand, and Johnston
Atoll). The DEIS lists over thirty threatened/endangered terrestrial and marine plant and
animal species which inhabit these sensitive areas .

Threatened and endangered species populations would suffer irreparably from proposed
Enhancement operations primarily from effects previously addressed in the noise and air
quality sections of this response. OHA’s main concern is the further decline in the populations
of listed species as a resuit of critical habitat loss, bio-accumulation of toxins, and disruption
of nesting and reproductive patterns.
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The State of Hawaii has the greatest number of endemic species in the United States.
Unfortunately, the a Hawaiian Islands alsc claim the greatest number of federally listed
threatened and endangered species in the United States. Various federal and state programs
have been established and maintained to protect and preserve these species and their habitats.
The proposed PMRF Expansion activities would in no way contribute to these preservation
efforts and would only serve to undermine them.

Cultural and Traditional Resources

A key concern to the PMRF expansion are potential adverse impacts upon cultural and
traditional resources, OHA feels that the proposed action alternatives described in the DEIS
on both Kauai and Niihau have not been adequately addressed .

The DEIS provides a very general description of existing (known) cuitural resources in
Section 3.0 (Affected Environment). Tn Section 3.0, the cultural resources for the Kauai
facilities (incl. PMRF Main Base, Makaha Ridge, and the Restrictive Easement), Support Sites
(incl. Niihau, and Kaula), and Candidate Sites (Johnston Atell, Tern Island) are divided into

three categories and discussed. These categories are archaeological resources, historic
resources, and traditional rescurces.

This categorization of cultural resources would appear appropriate, However, the DEIS
becomes inconsistent by first presenting (rather limited) descriptions of existing (known)
cultural resources, and subsequently providing an incomplete analysis of potential impacts 1o
these resources (in Section 4.0 - Environmental Consequences and Mitigative Measures). In
the assessment of cultural resources the DEIS limits its conclusions to impacts upon physical
artifacts or properties (pp. 4-22, 4-79, 4-88, 4-101, etc.) within the proposed project areas.

Examples of such inconsistency is illustrated in the assessment of cultural resources at Makaha
Ridge and the Kamokala Magazine areas. The DEIS initially describes the "affected” cultural
resources at Makaha Ridge and Kamokala in terms of archaeological, historic, and traditional
resources {sections 3.1.3.4 and 3.1.5.3 respectively). The descriptions included "traditional
and historical accounts" such as "ceremorial functions, and forest resource harvesting” (pp. 3-
106, 3-107), and sacred spiritual places such as the “leina-a-ka-uahane" cliffs (pg. 3-124). In
section 4.0 impacts to these cultural resources are no longer addressed. Impacts to cultural
resources at Makaha Ridge are limited to the "built environment and structures” (Sect.
4134, pg. 4-88, 4-89).

The DEIS should address potential impacts to all culturally significant areas including:
meeting places, sacred places, ancestral lands, burial grounds, sanctuaries, etc. The DEIS
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should include sections on Native Hawaiian rights to these cultural resources in relation to the
proposed PMRF expansion, This information should be an in-depth cultural assessment, not
simply a general overview which contains brief historical and ethnographic information

This cultural assessment should incorporate the methedologies and contents outlined in the
State of Hawaii, Environmental Council's "Guidelines for Assessing Cultural Impacts", and
should include {but not be limited to):

- Methods adopted to identify, locate, and select persons interviewed

- Circumstances under which the interviews were conducted

- Constraints or limitations which may have affected quality of information obtained

- Bibliographical information concerning individuals consulted, their expertise, and
historical/genealogical relationship to the area.

It is essential that the cultural assessment does net simply identify various cultural and
archeclogical features, but that it identify cultural practices and assess the impact of the
proposed action (PMRF expansion), alternatives to the proposed action, and mitigation
measures on these cultural practices and features.

Land Use and Public Access

Land use and public access is of major concern to OHA because it directly affects Native
Hawaiian Rights, These are the rights of the island’s indigenous people to the land base, its
associated resources, and access rights for customary and traditional practices.

The hazardous nature of missile launching activities in general preclude access io certain areas
by the establishment of “restrictive easements” or “ground hazard areas”. These areas are
designed to protect the local population from injury and property damage in the event of
launch accident or flight failure,

The propased increase in missile launching activities al existing missile launch sites, and the
expansicn of launching operations into previously undisturbed public lands would restrict
access by Native Hawaiians and the general public even further.

The DEIS describes how missile launching operations would require temporary beach closures
and restrict shoreline access on both Kauai and Ni‘thau (sections 4.1.1.8.2.1 and 4.2.1.8.2
respectively). The preparers of the DELS fail to recognize the importance of shoreline access
and subsistence fishing in the lives of Native Hawailan peoples. This is evidenced by the fact
that “native Hawalian subsistence fishing activities are identified as “recreational” land-use
activities for both Kaval and Ni'thau (pp. 3-96, 4-145 respectively]).
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The DEIS section on Environmental Justice discusses the role of subsistence fishing but does
so superficially with regard to fishing on Kauai and inadequately with regard to fishing on
Ni‘thau (pp. 4-242 - 4-246}.

A detailed study should be undertaken to determine the full extent of Native Hawaiian fishing
activities within all proposed ground hazard areas. Economic, social, and crdtriral aspects
related to shore-line restrictions should be investigated in-depth. Evaluating the impacts of
public land closure strictly quantitatively (ei. 30 beach closures per year) is inadequate because

there are many intangible cultural aspects which must be taker into consideration as well.

Lack of access to shoreline areas would certainly bring econemic hardship o local people,
particularly Native Hawaiians, who depend on subsistence fishing and ocean gathering to
supplement their incomes. In addition to losses of revenue it should be kept in mind that these
traditional fishing and gathering activities are fundamental to Hawaiian enfture and livelihood,

» Socioeconomics

In assessing sociceconomic impacts to the island of Ni‘ihau, the DEIS relied heavily upon an
independent saciceconomic study which was already underway  This study was conducted by

Philip Meyer and is titled, Ni‘thau; Present Circumstances and Future Requirements in an
Evolving Hawaiian Community. The study evaluates “the role that material and cultural
resources play in the lives of the people of Ni'ihau, to consider the past and present status of
such resources, and to consider opportunities to sustain the Ni’ihauan comriinity dependent
on them in the future” (Meyer, 1998 , pg. 3).

The purpose of this response is not to evaluate or review the study conducted by Meyers. A
cemprehensive review of Meyer’s work should be undertaken particularly in terms of its
content, accuracy, methodology, data, and conclusions. However, such a review is beyond
the scope and intent of this response. OHA’s main concern with the Navy’s reliance upon
Meyer’s work is its inapplicability to the proposed PMRF Enhancement actions.

The main reason for the in applicability of the study is that most of Meyer’s research was
conducted from 1986 through 1988 as a work independent of PBMRF operations. He briefly
returned to Ni‘thau in 1892 and again in 1997 to “do updating work” (Meyer, 1998,
Foreword).

Meyer's research may have its merits as an independent work presenting a general overview
of resources in near-shore waters, Hawaiian culture (in a historic perspective}, a summary of
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common present day activities on Ni'ihau, and intrusion by outsiders. However, the report
briefly discusses present day military operations in a mere three pages (Meyer, 1598, pp. 91-
93). The report does not address the proposed PMRF expansion activities presented in the
DEIS, because it apparently was not intended to be a socioeconomic/sociceultural analysis of
Ni'ikau in relation 1o proposed PMRF expansion.

OHA agrees with Meyer's assertion of the importance of Ni'ihauan “control” aver their own
lives. However, the Navy seems to have ignored this important conclusion in their analysis of
adverse impacts to the Ni'ihau community.

Throughout the report the main recurring theme is “control”™ by Ni’ihauans over their own
resources and decisions to maintain a traditional lifestyle, which allows for progressive
evolution. The report summizes that “uncontrolled intrusion by outsiders” is unsettling to
Ni'thauans and that intrusion should be curtailed with more control given to Ni'ihauans.
However, as part of the author’s problematic panacea of a “near-shore buffer zone,”
predominantly military control is implied (Meyer, 1998, pp.125-127).

In summary, the independent work by Meyer was not intended 1o address the proposed PMRF
expansion activities and is not applicable to these activities and their impact on the people of
Nr'thau. The Navy should conduct a comprehensive Cultural Assessment which specifically
addresses PMRF expansion.

In summary, OHA stands by its past record in opposition to the proliferation of missile
launching operations and fiirther military expansion in the Hawaiian Islands  QHA is especially
opposed 1o such actions when their implementation is achieved without adequate and thorough
review of the impacts associated with the project and a plan designed to mitigate their effects.

There has been  lot of attention focused on the issue of economic development on Ni'ihau
and the potential economic benefits to the island if’ the proposed missile range enhancement were
implemented. OHA recognizes the economic hardships facing the people of Ni'ihau and that
economic opportunities on the island are limited.

QHA understands that there is a pressing need to develop alternative strategies 1o sustain and
improve the local economy on the Island of Ni‘thau. But OHA views the U.S. Navy's proposed
PMRF Expansion aperations as one alternative which would bring a burden of adverse effects to
the environment, wild habitats, and human settlements that largely offset any potential benefits.

OHA would appreciate your cooperation by providing our office with a written response to the
above concems. If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Colin
Kippen, Land and Natural Resources Division Officer at 594-1934.
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T

RandaOgata

Administrator

cc: Office of Environmental Quality Control
Board of Trustees
All Island CAC’s

Sincerely yours,

Colin Kippen, Division Officer,
Land and Natural Resources

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 123
KEKAHA, HAWAI 98752-012B

IN REPLY REFER TO:

5090
seroos 3125
23 0CT 138

Mr. Randall Ogata

Office of Hawaiian Affairs
State of Hawaii

711 Kapiolani Boulevard
Suite 560

Honolulu, HE 96813

Dear Mr. Ogata:
Thank you for your response 1o cur request for comments on the PMRF Enhanced
Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). We appreciate OHA's concemns

about the proposed action and have responded to each.

Hazardous Materals and Waste

Precise quantities of the hazardous materials that will be handled, and the
hazardous wastes generated by the Proposed Action, are not possible to estimate at this
time. The best estimate, as mentioned in[Section 4.1.1.6.2]is an overall 10 percent
increase. The analysis determined whether or not the procedures and facilities required to
handle hazardous materials, and to dispose of hazardous waste, were in place to handle
any potential quantities of hazardous materials or waste. For Niihau, hazardous materials
would only be brought to the site when required for use and would not be permanently
stored on site. Hazardous wastes would be shipped off site for proper disposal. Existing
permit conditions and disposal facilities would be used.

PMRE's hazardous materials procedures include procedures for transportation,
handling, and disposal. Hazardous materials and hazardous waste management activities
at PMRF are governed by specific environmental regulaticns. PMRF has established
management procedures to implement these regulations. provides more details
on the management of these substances.

The Federal Department of Transportation and guidelines from Chapter 49 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) regulates transportation of hazardous materials.

Hazardous materials on PMRF are managed by the operations and maintenance
contractor. Typical materials used on the installation and stored at this location include
cleaning agents, solvents, and tubricating oils. The Hazardous Waste Management Plan
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(1990), prepared by the operations and maintenance contractor, identifies requirements
for safe storage and segregation of hazardous material, proper safety equipment, spill or
accident reporting procedures, and personnel training.

Hazardous waste disposal at PMRF operates under Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA). PMRF accumulates hazardous wastes for less than 90 days and
disposes of them through the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMQ) at
Pearl Harbor. Other management programs are in place for the Installation Restoration
Program (IRP), underground storage tanks (USTs), asbestos, pesticides, polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs) management, radon, medical/bichazardous waste management,
ordnance, lead-based paint management, radioactive materials, and electromagnetic
radiation. These management programs are described in detail in chapter 3, in both the
Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste and Health and Safety Sections.

As described in|Section 4.2.1.6.2, lhazardous materials use and hazardous waste

generation would be minimized in accordance with PMRF Hazardous Waste
Management Plans. Hazardous materials would only be brought onto Niihau when
required for use and wonld not be permanently stored onsite. All hazardous waste will be
removed from Niihau for proper disposal in accordance with Federal and State and would
not be permanently stored or disposed onsite. The increased requirements for diesel fuel
would be handled similar to current conditions on the island, All diesel fuel would be
stored in above ground storage tanks with secondary containment.

Pre-packaged liquid propellant target missiles would arrive at Nithau by barge
from PMRF, The pre-packaged liquid propellant missiles would enly be brought to
Niihau when required for use and would not be permanently stored on the island. No
liquid propellant target fueling operations will occur on Nithau, The self-contained liquid
propellant missiles would only be used on the north end of the island and would not be
transported through the village. Fueled target missiles would be handled in accordance
with approved procedures. Such handling is routinely accomplished and would not be
expected to present a potential for fuel release. Certain pre-launch emergency conditions
could require the defueling of a target missile at the faunch site. The transfer of
propellants in such cases would be accomplished in accordance with standardized transfer
procedures. These procedures address the methods to be employed for propellant uansfer
and specify the container requirements for propetlants downloaded from the target missite
(storage containers would be on the island for de-fueling, if required). Spill containment
kits and a qualified hazacdous material spill response team would be staged on Niihau,
Launches of liquid propellant systems would occur on concrete pads or a cleared area
with appropriate spill containment berms to eontain any accidental release of liquid
propellants,

All hazardous debris resulting from an accident of either a solid or liquid
propellant missile on the launcher or from early flight termination would be contained

entirely within the ESQD or ground hazard area. Teams would be available for fire
suppression and hazardous materials emergency. All hazardous materials generated
during a missile mishap would be cleaned-up and remediated by PMRF and disposed of
as hazardous waste in accordance with State and Federal regulations,

Because of these precautions and practices, we do not expect any adverse
hazardous materials or hazardous waste impacts from implementation of the proposed
actien.

Air Qualit

Page 4-7 of the Draft EIS states that there would be no impact from the proposed
action that is different than under the no-action alternative for PMRE/Main Base. Any
exceedances of National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) at PMRE result from
cumulative impacts of military and non-military activities. As stated in[Section 4.2.1.1 2
and page 4-125 of the Draft EIS, NAAQS will not be exceeded at Niihau.

Proposed increased frequency of launches is not expected to result in cumulative
impacts since each launch is a discrete event and is a small percentage growth from
missile launches under the no-action alternative.

All evidence indicates that effects to human health and wildlife and synergistic
impacts of air emissions do not exist and therefore do not warrant additional study.

Noise Impacts

As stated on page 4-147 of the Draft EIS | it is anticipated that no more than 8
missiles (4 targets and 4 interceptars) will be launched per year on Niihau. Noise effects
from these launches would be of very short duration (less than one minute). We do not
believe these short increased noise periods would have a significant adverse effect on the
human or wildlife populations on Nithan. Also, as stated on page 4-147 sonic booms
from launches would occur aver the open ocean and therefore have no effect on Niihau.
Potential sonic booms from target missiles launched from other locations, with impact
points near Nithau would not have an effect on the island as long as those impact points
are kept more than 4.7 miles from the shores of Niihau. Any missile flights would be
designed to ensure that this standoff distance is maintained. Alircraft flights into Niihau
to a proposed airstrip would not exceed 60 per year or roughly one per week. These
flights would also be of short duration, and the flights would be directed away from the
village or sites of wildlife habitation. We maintain that these activities would not
adversely affect Nithau.

While increased missile taunches from PMRF is not expected to exceed 10 per
month (page 2-48 of the Draft EIS) this does not represent a monthly average, but rather a
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peak usage. Many months would have no additicnal missile firings. When compared
against the level of activity in wc believe the increased firings to not be
significant. While some of these additional firings may be audible from Kekaha, it does
not represent a significant increase from the no-action alternative.

Biological Resources

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tem Jsland and
Johnston Atoll, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as proposed
action sites in the Final EIS.

The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis produced in order to preserve
work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that Ten
Island and Johnston Atoll are no longer reasonable alternatives.

Regarding threatened and endangered species such as the monk seal and green sea
turtle, we are in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the
National Marine Fisheries Service under the Endangered Species Act as indicated in

Volume 2, [Appendix K.|pages K1! and X7.

Culwral and Traditiona} Resources

The “Guidelines for Assessing Cultural Impacts™ states that cultural impact
information can be obtained in a variety of ways, These include “scoping, community
meetings, ethnographic interviews and oral histories”. PMRF has conducted scoping and
public hearings on both Kauai and Oahu. Further, individual meetings were held on
Niihau with the residents. As recommended in the “Guidelines”, these procedures have
been documented withia the EIS along with the verbatim inputs we have received. We
believe that the PMRF EIS meets the intent of the guidelines,

At Makaha Ridge, we plan no ground-disturbing activities outside previously
disturbed areas, Therefore, there will be no impacts to cultural and traditional resources.

To date, Kauvai archaeologists and elders have indicated to us that the Leina-a-ka-
uhane is not in the area of the Kamokala Magazines, but it should be roted that no
modifications to the World War Ii-era man-made caves aor the ridge itself are being
proposed.

Land Use and Public Access

There is no proposal to expand faunching operations into previous!y undisturbed
public lands. There would be no increase in closures of the GHA above the number
already established in the existing restrictive easement (30 per year). On Niihan, areas

would be closed to residents only 20 minutes per launch for up to 8 launches per year (4
hours total annually).

Because the closure of the GHAs on Kauai and Niihau would restrict access to
fishing areas for such short periods and for limited numbers of times per year, we do not
believe a detailed study of subsistence fishing is required to understand the potential
impacts.

Socioeconomics

We acknowledge your apinion regarding the applicability of the Meyer report to
this EiS. It is however, the most significant, and most recent body of work describing the
lifestyles of the residents. We believe that it is appropriate to use this work as a reference
in this E1S. Further, we received many comments from Niihau residents during scoping
and public hearing meetings. These comments have been totally in support of the
proposed action of the EIS, as well as past Navy/Niihau interaction.

We share your interest and concem about Native Hawaiian issues and believe that
the EIS adequately addresses potential impacts in this area. We look forward to
continuing to work with you and to being a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0305
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Ms. Vida Mossman
1.8, Navy
Pacific Missile Range Facility
PO Box 128

Kekaha, Kauai, Hawsii 96752-0128

Dear Ms, Mossman; .
Drzft Environmental Impact Stateraent
Pacific Miceile Range Faeility
Waimea, Kavai

The United States Navy, working with the State of Hawail, proposes to obtain a
restrictive easement which would authorize them to exetcise exclusive control for limited
periods of time over cortain State, Federad, and privatc lands 1o acconmuodate the
Depariment of Defense's Ballistic Missile Defense testing, evaluation and trainiag, The
restrictive easement is for the establishment of & safety zone from which all unauthorized
persons would be excluded just prior to and during actual launch operations.

The proposed action assumes increases of existing activities at Pacific Missile
Range Facility (PMRF) at Barking Sands, Kanai. In addition, instrumentation facilities
will be upgraded, along with the construction and cperation of additional missile launch
sites, sensor and instrumentation facilitics, and & missile storage building, The leasc of
additional land for launch and instrumentation sites is considered for Kauai, Niihau, Tern
Island and Johnston Atoll, and ocean areas within and cutside U.S. territorial waters.

Far State lands, an extensian is prapased for the existing rastrictive easement (o
Decentber 31, 2030. State lands at Kemokala Magazines used for ordnance storage wonld
be extended until August 19, 2029,

Areas analyzed 8s part of the No-action and Proposed Action altematives include
PMRF; Makaha Ridge, Kokee; PMRF support sites (Miibaw; Kaula, Maui Space
Surveillance Syslem, Maut; Kaena Point, Qahu, Whesler Network Scgment Control,
Dahu; Department of Energy Comntunication Siles, Kauai and Uahy); candidate sites

An Equal Opportunity / Affirmative Action Inslitation

Vida Mossman

May 26, 1993
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(Tern Istand and Johnston Atoll); and Ocean Arca (outside U 8 territory).

The Crvironmental Ceuter Ly reviewed ehe docurnent with the assistance of
Mazshall Mock, Physical Science/Kauai Community Collzge; Michael Jones, Physics;
Duvianna McGregor and Marion Kelly, Ethnic Studics; Whitlow Au, Marine Biologiss;
and Victoria Cullins of the Environmental Center.

Géneral Commenty

In general we find that the decument does not meet the content requirements for a
Druft Environmental Impact Statcment (E18) as prescrived by Chapter 343, llawaii
Revised Stanrtes (HRS) and Title 11-200-17 of the Hawaii Admiuistrative Rules (HAR)
for the Department of Health. Tt is difficult to determine the potential cumulative impacts
af the proposed action due to the general nature of the document's discussion, While the
areas of potenfial cumulative iimpact are mentioned in the document, specific information
needed to tender an informed decision i5 lacking concerning the following areas.

Purpose ‘eed for the Proposed Actie

Cengress has mandatad PMRF to be used as the primary test range for Navy
Theater Missile Detense tests, even though PMRF was excluded from consideration as a
Theater Missile Defense tests in 1994 due to “the lack of the fult rangz nf land-hased
instrunentation sites to observe the intercepts and inadequate land aree for interceptor
deployment or fur placernent of instrumentation thut would have L be brought in from
another range,” and recemmended other more suitable sites. This does not justify the
expenditure of millions of dollars of taxpayer's money to enhance PMRF when other
facilities are better equipped.

‘The Diraft E1S provides inadequate detail and no compeliing reason why the
proposed Restrictive Easement is essential for Theater Missile Defense tests. The
document docs not indicate what missiles and which launch pads require the Revised
Restrictive Eascment. It is questionable that the Restictive Eascment is nceded, since
from the testing scenatios (¢.2. Fig. 2.3-2) it appears that missiles could conceivably be
launched from ships, eircrafts, or existing PMRF sites, as the Navy ships are within 200
kilometers of PMRF. There is no Congressional mandate ta teat land-baged interceptors at
PMRF, and altemative sites are available,

The background section of the document should contain previous environmental
analysis including other sites considered and which sites were scleeted.

The level of cooperatiea from the State of Hawaii should be disclosed in the
document, as it appears to be minimal.,
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rematives

The Draft EIS fails to cousider sufficiently reasonable alternative sites such as the
Eglin Guif Test Range. Ahermative sites need to be considerad even if Congress continues
to mandate that PMRT he the primary range for testing of Navy Theater Missile Defense
systems.

Another altzrnative is to terminate the Restrictive Easement or to specify that the
permit 1o expires at the end of 2002,

Disclosure of Proposed Launches

The Draft EIS does not indicate which missiles are Jaunched at each individual
potential laumch site. Also, the method of determination of profected Ground Hazard Area
sadii shwodld be bwladed. This information is necessary 10 evaluate the adequacy of the
Ground Hazard Area and potential impacts at each site.

The Drafl EIS appears to lack proper dis¢losure of the number of activated and
proposed launches, Table 3.1.2-1 on page 3-83 contains inconsistencies. There appear to
be STARS launches that took place before the Restrictive Easement was in effect,
although the table purperts to diviilge launches under the Restrictive Easement. One
STARS launch was reported for 1995 (106,000 foot Ground Hazard Area), although this
was never publicly reported. The Final Restrictive Eassment on page 2-5, states that there
would be no more than ¢ight Vandal launches per year, 13 took place in 1994, The
revised Easement should explicitly limit the number of launches so cumulative impacts
can be reliably formulated. Table 3.1.2..1 should cite its source of information slong with
the amount of time exclusive conirol of the easement was exercised.

Al least four separate references are made to the future use of STARS at PMRE.
These are comtained in March 24, 1997 issue of Aviation Weck & Space Technologry
magozine; o March 1995 report by the General Accounting Offics (GAO/ANSAID 95 783
in the PMRF Enhanced Capability EIS Siting Group table dated Fan, 8, 1597, page 7-189;
and in the this Draft EIS document on page 2-92 whsre two programs are cited with that
are “reasonably foreseeable” to invelve STARS launches at Kauai Test Sites. However,
na references to the first theee documents are cited in the Drafi EIS. Neither are estimates
given for the number of STARS lawawches ur whoen tiey might vevur al Gie Kauai Test
Sites facilities.

While our teviewers are aware that some launch infermation wilt remain
classified for security purposes, information about tae number of these launches should
be released. The use of nuclear propuision, or nuctear simulants such as depleted

Vida Minssman
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vraniitm, should alsa be available for public scrutiny. This information is necessary for
adequate evaluation of environmental impact.

Specific tujectories and impact zones need to be given in placs of or addition to
the illustrations given in Figs. 2.3.1-4 end Figs. 2.3.5-1,-2 and .3, to evaluate the risks of
various testing seenarios.

The document needs to include a complete list of the missiles and lauach pads to
which they apply, their Ground Hazard Areas, and the schedule for Theater Missile
Defense tests involving PMRF, all launch programs being considered, and how proposed
launching scenatios mect progeaim cbjectives, Without this information, thore is ne way
for the State of Hawail or the public 10 assess whether the Restrictive Easement is needed
and appropniate,

Missile Reliability

The failure rate of missiles is not included in the Draft EIS. Past launch failures
should be provided for examination and to be enalyzed for potential impacts at the
proposed sites. Reports of the Aries failure at Patrick Air Force Base in Florida indicate
that pieces of debris fell on Jand as far as 13,500 feet from the launch pad.(Red Tigress
incident Report, 23 Aug. 1991). At Vandznberg Air Force Base, on June 15, 1993, 2
Minuternan failure sent flaming debris plummeting to the ground. The subsequent
brushfire scorched 1000 acres, over half of this burned off base, All five attemps at
intereepting THAAD targels bave fuiled, aluig witli all four LEAP intercept attempts.
Risk analyses for ¢ach vehicle should be undertaken and included in the document to
determine if the risk of fatality is in indeed below the limits as stated on page 3-189 of the
Draft EIS.

MNavy Lheater-wide Testing

The PMRF Enhanced Capability Coordinating Draft Siting Report, March 3,
1597, ¢ontains details about all launch sitcs considercd within 4,000 kilometers of PMRF,
These include Midway Atoli, Kure Atoll, Walke Atoll and Kwajalein, three sites in
Alaska, and Vandenberg Air Force Base in California, These sites are not mentioned in
the Draft EIS as they are move than 1,200 kilometers fram PMRF. However, it is clear,
from the draft siting report that these sites are under consideration to launch targets for
tests of the Navy's Theater-wide interceptors on ships and the Army's THAAD
interceptors, which would be launched from Nilhau. This seems to conflict with the
PMRF Dralt EIS statcment that the theater-wide program is “not sufficienty developed at
this point to evaluate on this document,” (page 2-46).

Missile Training Exerciscs
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Use of a “Fake Island” in the shape of Kahoolawe is in disregard to the respect of
the culture and spirituality of the Hawaiian people and should be replaced by a island
shape that is actually “fake.”

Treaty Restrictions

Treary restrictions are relevant to the proposed Theater Missile Defense tests.
Contzined in the START treaty are bans on launches from sea-based platforms (Theater
Missitc Defense Extended Test Range Draft Supplemental FIS, 1998 ), Tn additiog,
tarpets launched from ships would bave to have ranges of less than 600 kilometers to
meintain compliance (START Aricle V, paragraph 18). The Intermediate-Range Nuclear
Forces Treaty restricts launches of intermediate range missiles used for research and
development to no mere than 500 km from the planned target point, (Theater Missile
Defense Extended Test Range EIS, Jan, 1594, page 2-10). The document should state
whethar ait-drnp targets launched for proposed Theater Missile Defense tests camply
wilh The Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forees Treaty prohibiting air-drop launches with
range greater than 300 kilamelers, Tu additivn (o this, the document should address
whether START or other treatics restrict the use of encrypted telemetry data for bath
targets and interceptors,

Air Quality

Our reviewers contend that air quality monitoring at PMRF has been inadequate
and misrepresented. The monitoring equipment outside the Ground Hazard Area does not
appear (o bu upersling or within the proper area to perform conclusive testing. The results
from the third STARS launch on July 22, 1994 are not included in the assessment. The
monitoring report for this launch, which was obtained by cur reviewer, shows hydrogen
chlaride concentration aear the launch pad to exceed the 100 ppm leve! decmed
“immediately dangerous to life and health.' The 1.8, Army Environmental Hyglene
Agency Ambient Alr Quatity Assessment (Ne. 43-21-NIDD-9%4) sliwws catbon dioxide
tevels from Binos monitor No.4 on page 23 1o have the 20 ppm maximum reading before
the launch. It has been inferred that the Interscan monitors recording hydrogen chioride
levels have saturated at 43.5 and 100-110 ppm, rather than these rumbers being pesk
values, due to inconsistencies between the Sensor Stik and Interscan mositors. Due to the
inadequacies in monitoring, it is difficult to evaluate compliance to federal and state
standards.

Lead Contzmingtion in Soif

Pages 4-27 and 4-41 stute that soil samples near the Vandal launch pad and seme

Lo omToeTera
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Kanai Test Facilities launch sites shaw lead contaminatinn die ta past missile lannches.
The document fails to irmplicate what standards were used to determine that these lead
levels are not public health or safety risks.

The document does not identify the soil lead levels after the 15 Vandal laumcehes
in 1981 {Table 3.1.2 1, page 3 850). The PMRF Environrnental Baseline Study shows
s0il contamination at this site to exceed the 11.S. EPA remediation goat of 500 mg/kg «nd
the State of Hawaii cleanup goal of 400 mgrkg. Public access to this type of information
is vital, as the existing Restrictive Easement for STARS and Vandal launches (DEIS
Appendix C) states that the Grantee will clean up debris or hazardous substances
resulling frow its Tusches, Additdoually, the casenient is o be terminated if contaminants
within the area significantly threaten public health (Appendix C, paragraph 14). In
addition, the document fails to address the contaminated soil volume of 1,400 cubie
meters at the Kaual Test Facility (Linking Agencies, DOE/EM-0319).

Uround Water Contamination.

The document fails to address the comtaminated water vohime of 5,700 cubic
meters at the Kauai Test Facility (Linking Agencics, DOE/EM-0319),

uaj

The document should justify the assumption of 3¢ visitors per day (page 4-71),
and compare the suggesied daily budget with the federal per diem.

The weapon storage facilities st Kamokala Magazine should be phased out and
not cxpanded 23 this ia o place of cultural significance.

Nithau

The Draft EIS states on page 3-140 that there is a potential for very large fires due
to the type of vegetation present. In the event o shinullanesus mmltiple fires, as caused by
fiaming debris fom a failed faunch, the proposed plas of action appears inadequate, The
document should contain o detailed account of the propased equipient, its fire fizhting
capabilities, how water resources will be affected, and the possibility of Nifhan residents
1o be trained and emploved to implement the proposed actions.

The document fails 1o address the issucs of water consumption by the project,
how residents will be affected, other sources of water for consumption, or mitigatien for

contamination. Will the proposed renway catchment system be used for censumption?

Lapding craft should be banred from beaches during the nesting and hatching
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periad of the endangered Grean Sea Turtle. Nithan eldars should be consulted for the
relevant time periods.

Generators should not be located near the beaches. The noise has the potential to
adversely afiect monk seal activities and turtle nesting.

The document faiis to address how sewage waste will be disposed of.

The Protection Protocol should include explicit prohibitions on the gathering of
marine or termrestrial resources for consumption by military personnel.

The Protocol should also establish a couneil of edvisors formed by Nithau
residems. Their ole could include: 1) necessary baseline studies and monitoring of
natural and enltural resources; 2) the option to terminate operations and enter inta
mitigntion discussions with the Navy; and 3) development aad presentation of the culrural
semsittvity program {(page 4-150).

A condition of the agrecment allowing PMRF to operate on Nijhau shouid require
the inclusion of a training program for residents in censtruction and clean ap operations.

The impacts on ceded land and its beneficiaries are not addressed in the Drafi Ei5.
Tem

The Ground Hazard Area for Temn Island barely excludes the [J.S, Fishand
Wildlife Service buildings there. The document should contain a detailed explanation of
how the Ground Hozord Aren wias determined, the miseiles 16 be launched, and ifitisa
Preferred Alternative site. '

The Tirafi FI8 does not offer supportive evidence that human disturbance will not
cause a dectine ia the monk seal population on Tem. As one of the few areas where the
endangered monk seal population iy increasiog s an arca found to be critical hebitmt for
tae seal, Tem should not be considered for PMRE activities. Likewise, immediate and
cumulate inpacts to the State endangercd green sea furtle and nesting s¢a birds are not
discuseed.

Johnston Atoll

The document should contain a detailed explanation of how the Ground 1azard
Acey was deternined, the missiles to be faunched, and ifit is o Preferrad Alternative site..
The most likely missile appears to HERA, which has a Ground Hazard Area which would
include the incinerator and chemical wespons storage area in its minirmus Ground

Vida Mossman
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Hazard Area.

Biological Resources and Comparibility with Natiopal Witdlife Refuges

The cumulative impacts for toxic substances in soil and water, noise and human
disiurbance during breeding and calving for humpbacks, breeding and birthing for monk
seals, and nesting for urtles and endangered species of waterpirds (coot, duck, gallinule,
and stilt), are not addressed. There 1§ n¢ discussion of ahout the timing of launches at
PMRF. Niihau, or elsewhere to avoid breeding and calving season for humpback whales
ar the nesiing season for green sea turtles.

The potential for disturbance of monk seals and other marine life from sonic
baoms from Yow flving aireraft and the coupling of the acoustic energy into the water
needs to be addressed in the document.

The potential for and mitgation of inroduction of alien species is not addressed
in the Draft FIS. Alien plants, insects, and animals (including marine species) have been
tecognized a major threat to pative scosystems.

The proposed actions may conilict rot only with ebjectives of National Wildlife
Refuges, but also with objectives for the Hawaiian Mork Seal Recovery Flan and the
State of Hawaii's Conservation District.

Public Access to Relaled Dyrumienls

The Navy has demanstrated glering disrsgard for terious public involvement in review of
documents related to missile aunch proprams at PMRE,

‘the regulatory background for sach addressed eavironmental resource does nol appear in
Appendix G as stated. Neither does the Jan. 1996 document referenced on page 4-41
appear in the section 8.9 . The literature review used by the Navy to determine the
impacts of military neise on animals is not included as part of the Dreft EIS. NEPA
requires the Navy to include this evidence in the Draft EIS and make this information
readily accessible to public review.

Our reviewers requested documents referenced In the Draft EIS that were not readily
available to the public. Many of these documnents were nit received willin an adequate
time frame t0 insure proper impact analysis. Although an extension of the comment
period was requested of the Navy to allow time for proper examination of the documents,
it was denicd os being disruptive to their time schedule.

Conclusion
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Given the scope of the project, the expenses involved, and the descriptions
contained within the Draft EIS of likely impacts, ow reviewers do not agres that few
adverse impacts would result from the proposed acton. The Draft EIS also fails to
adequately describe or analyze the indirect effects of the action. Specific impacts in
scenarios related 1o aborted to Jaunches and storage of hazardous materials in sensitive
(hurricane, tsunami prone} areas are omifted, In addition mitigetion measures for safety
during wansportation of hazardous materials are not present in the docurnent.

Sincerely,

é@/fm e/\Zdan £a

John T. Harrison
Euvimuuental Condinator
c: OEQC

Roger Fujioka

DLNR, Gary Martin

Michael Jones

Whitlow Au

Davianna MeGregor

Marion Kelly

Marshail Mock

Victoris Cullins

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
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Dr. John T, Harrison
Environmental Center
University of Hawaii at Manoa
Crawford 817

2550 Campus Road

Honolulu, HI 96822

Dear Dr. Harrison:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

General Comments

By performing National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis early in the
decision process we can have the most effect on program decisions. When specific
information is known it is vsed. If more specifics are not known, the probler is boundad
as much as possible in order to assess the range of impacts possible. We believe this
structured analysis does comply with Hawaii Revised Status (HRS) 343,

Purpose and Need

Disagreements with respect fo political decisions are more appropriately addressed
in the polisical arena. In addition, the mission requirements that give rise to an agency
proposal are not an appropriate item of debate in an EIS. NEPA's purpose is to ensure
that consideration is given to potential environmental effects of proposals for major
federal actions. Public and agency comment mechanisms are designed to ensure that the
analyses performed pursuant 1o NEPA and HRS 343 consider fully these potential
environmental effects by allowing the potentially affected public and lecal and resource
responsible agencies the opportunity to provide meaningful input to the analysis process.

It should be noted that the 1994 analysis you reference did not consider sea-based
TBMD testing and training. The primary purpose of the enhancements at PMRE would
be 1o suppart Navy TBMD testing and training as well as to provide the capability for
future multi-service integrated testing of Navy and Army systems. While other ranges
have been and are being evaluated for a variety of missile testing programs, the purpose
of this EIS is limtted to evaluation of enhancements required to comply with
Caongressional direction that PMRF be the primary range for TBMD testing.
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Extensive involvement of state agencies has occurred throughout the EIS process.
This consultation included periodic meetings with Department of Transportation,
Department of Land and Natural Resources, Department of Health, Department of
Business, Economic Development and Tourism, and the Office of Environmental Quality
Control as well as frequent meetings with the Governor’s Office and Department Heads.
Thank you for bringing to my attention the fact that this involvement was not described in
the draft document.

Alternatives

See our answer under Purpose and Need above.,

With regard to extension of the Restrictive Easement, PMRFs mission requires the
capability to establish adequate safety zones. To meet this requirement, as with other
requirements, periodic updates and extensions of land use agreements are necessary.

Disclosure of Proposed Launches )
The taunch operations discussion of|Section 4.1.1.7.1.1|contains a detailed

discussion of the numerous factors that determine the shape and dimensions of the
Ground Hazard Area (GHA). The identified GHA represents limiting constraints, Any
class of target or interceptor missile may be launched from the potential launch sites as
long as the required safety analysis confirms that all debris from a missile mishap would
be contained within the identified GHA.

The proposed action is to enhance the capabilities of PMRF. The EIS has been
written to allow flexibility for PMRF while fully considering potential environmental
effects, without the constraint of a schedule for launches of particular missiles at
particular sites. This approach has the added benefit of allowing environmental
consideration to influence and shape final program demand.

The Restrictive Easement EIS described what was planned at that time. However,
the analysis considered the total number of passible closures (30 per year). The easement
also used the same assumptions, but enly restricted the maximum number of closures of
the easement per year. hns been revised to reflect more accurately the
times the easement was activated.

As discussed on page 2-92 there are two other non TMD programs which may use
the Strategic Target System. No specific information exists on quantities or dates for
these activities.

Nuclear propulsion, nuclear simulants, or depleted uranium, are not a part of the
proposed action for use at PMRE.

Specific trajectories and impact zones are not determined at this ime, Use of air
and sea launch targets allows a wide variety of test scenarios. Broad open ocean affects of
testing have been evaluated to accommodate a wide range of specific scenarios. Similarly,
the environmental effects of missile launches which require exercising the GHA easement
have been analyzed as a class of similaz effects on the environment by similar missiles
versus an analysis of specific missiles,

Missile Reliability

Reliability of missiles is calculated based on individual component reliability and
all failures do not result in flight termination. Alse, launches of missiles are discrete
events and the reliability of individual missiles cannot be used to predict overall program
reliability. As such, our approach has been to establish safety areas surrounding these
launches and to include the possibility of early flight termination in our analysts of
environmental effects. Historically, this conservative approach has been effective in
ensuring safety and minimizing of environmental effects.

While specific risk analyses for each vehicle proposed have not been completed
for inclusion in the EIS, Range Safety Approval and Range Safety Operation Plans are
and will be required for all weapons systems using the PMRF Range as a matter of course
independent of the EIS process. Reuline practice by PMRF includes notices to mariners
and airmen and surveillance of the hazard area to determine it is clear. With these
practices and adherence of mariners and airmen to these warnings, minimal risk exists to
public safety from these activities.

Navy Theater-Wide Testing

As stated on p. 2-46 of the Draft EIS, the Theater-Wide system is not sufficiently
developed at this point 10 be evaluated in this document. Therefore, sites that would be
considered for theater-wide system testing were not included in this document. The Draft
Siting Report did not reflect the status of the theater-wide program but was a proactive
planning document that attempted to identify sites that could be used for future theater-
wide testing.

The EIS, which was published after the draft Siting Report was prepared, describes
the most up-to-date Navy policy on Area and Theater testing programs. If additional
requirements for Navy Theater wide are defined, appropriate NEPA analysis would be
conducted.

Missile Training Exercises

While the shape of the computer-generated island used for training exercises at
PMREF resembles the shape of Kaho'olawe, no insult was intended. The outline of the
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Naval Gunfire Scoring System (NGSS) was created to be compatible with existing
software and procedures. This allowed the Navy to minimize costs.

Treaty Restrictions

NEPA allows for evaluation of reasonable and foreseeable alternatives. We will
not implement any actions that are not in accordance with current U.S. policy on treaty
compliance. This is a factor that will be considered by decision-makers in determining
what testing scenarios may be conducted at PMRF.

Air Qualit

The Strategic Target System Environmental Moritoring Program report for the 26
February 1993 launch of the Strategic Target System from PMRF analyzed pre- and post-
launch air quality and confirmed there were no exceedances of guidance levels at any
public exposure location. [Sections 3.1.1.1]and[4.1.1.1 address potential effects to air
quality. We acknowledge your opinion that monitoring was inadequate to determine the
effects on air quality. We believe the monitoring was adequate to determine any realistic
threat to human health and safety outside the GHA. One function of the GHA is to make
sure the public is not within an area of potentially hazardous air pollutants during a
launch.

Lead Contamination in Seil

The Vandal site is within the PMRF boundary and is restricted and therefore does
not pose a public health risk. Ali of the soil samples were well below the U.S
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and State of Hawaii ¢cleanup goals for
commercial or industrial use property.

Ground Water Contamination

This reference was to “contaminated water” not contaminated groundwater.
Analysis shows that most of the waler was not contaminated above background levels.
Some samples did kave erganic and lead contamination that was above background levels
but not above EPA action levels.

Kauai

The use of 30 visitors per day is based on historical data as described in Section
[3.00of the EIS. The use of $189.00 per day is based on per diem allowances ($180.00
from May 1-November 30, and $206.00 from December 1-April 30) in effect as of
January 1, 1998,

To date, Kauai archaeologists and elders have not indicated to us that a Leina-a-
ka-uhane is located in the area of the magazines. It should be noted that ne modifications
to the World War I1-era man-made caves or the ridge itself are being proposed.

Nijhau

While fire protection plans will vary depending on the type of activities conducted,
basic elements could include vegetation clearing, cutting fire breaks, manning water
trucks, and actual fire fighting if required. Typically, a PMRF helicopter is airbome with
a fire bucket to assist during launch activities. It is anticipated that Niihau Ranch would
be contracied to support some, if not all, of their activities.

Water consumption related to activities should be minimal; primarily for
cansumption by workers, maintenance, and fire fighting. Water for these types of
activities would be barged to Niihau with no impact on island reserves. Past surveys of
Niihaa suggest that fresh ground water sources are extremely limited with high salinity.
There are no plans to develop on-istand water sources, however, the proposed airstrip if
constructed will likely serve as a catchment system. Alternatively, the Navy in
consultation with USGS, the land owner, and the Niihau residents could consider
alternative treatment techniques such as solar distitlation to provide minimum water
supplies from saline sources. This approach could provide supplemental water resources
for residents when Navy activities were not occurring. Catchment water could be treated
for drinking as well as for other uses.

During operations involving beach landings, a Navy or Niihau Ranch
representative will survey beach areas for nesting turtles or monk seals. In cases where
monk seals are observed, efforts would be made to divert to an alternative landing site.
Your suggestion of consulting with Niihau elders on the turtle nesting season is a good
one and will be recommended.

All proposed sites for generators on Niihau have deliberately been set back well
away from beach areas.

Sewage deposition and use of solar powered composting toilets have been
discussed with Niihau Ranch., While plans have not been finalized, as stated in Section

4.2.1.12.2,|some type of portable toilet will be used.

Your proposed changes to the Niihau protocol have been taken under advisement
and will be discussed with Niihau Ranch. While not specifically stated, proposed actions
on Niihau are first discussed with the PMRF/Niihan liaisons and the Niihau Ranch
Manager. We understand that there is a process for all decisions affecting Niihau that
includes island residents. We envision continued dialogue with the Niihau owners and
residents for the duration of programs using the island.

The Land Use Sections of and [{of the Draft EIS describe both the
existing land uses and the compatibility of the ongeing and proposed activities with
existing land use plans and policies for each location, Further discussion of ceded lands

is in|Appendix E| Land Title.
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Tern Island and Johnston Atoll

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern Island and
Johnston Atoll, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as proposed
action sites in the Final EIS.

The Fina! EIS retains the discussion and analysis produced in crder to preserve
work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that Temn
Island and Johnston Atoll are no longer reasonable alternatives. As to threatened and
endangered species such as the monk seal and green sea turtle, we are in consultation
with 11.S, Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)

under the Endangered Species Act as indicated in[Appendix K.

Biological Resources and Compatibility with National Wildlife Refuees

As nated above, Tern Island has been eliminated from the propesed action.
However, we felt it worthwhile to address specific concerns raised in your letter. The
potentiat impacts of missile launches on biological resources at launch sites and to the
soil and to water surrounding the sites has been extensively analyzed. W
has been revised to reflect the conclusions of these analyses and to more fully discuss the
potential impacts to monk seals and sea turtles at Tern Istand.

The document addresses the impacts of potential impacts of sonic booms on monk
seals, concluding that there is the possibility of startling scals.
describes the studies that the Navy is conducting to obtain more information concerning
potential noise impacts to marine mammals. The EIS and Management Plan for the
Hawaiian Islands Humpback Whale National Marine Sanctuary indicated that the Navy
has consufted with NMFS concerning its activities in Hawatian waters and concluded that
“no adverse effects to listed species were identified, provided that certain mitigative
measures were instituted by the various commands active in areas where humpback
whales occurred.”

Public Access to Related Documents

of the EIS has been changed to reflect that regulatory background for
each addressed environmental resource appears in We have provided ail
requesied documents to the UH library, The reference for the January 1996 document
has been comrected. The study on noise effects on wildlife, Larkin, was referenced in the
Draft EIS on page 4-166 and was included in the references section. We have received
no requests for copies of this document.

General Comments

We acknowledge your disagreement with cur conclusion that few adverse impacts
would result from the proposed action. We believe that the EIS adequately addresses all
reasonably foreseeable impacts of the proposed action. The document fully documents
all potential missile mishap impacts, as well as storage and transportation of hazardous
materials,

We appreciate your interest in our proposal.

Sincerely,

Stasal

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0310
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May 29, 1568

Ms. Vida Mossman

Pacific Missile Range Fucility
P.(.Box 128

Kekaha, Kauai HI 96752-0128

Dear Mz, Mossman:

Subject: Draft EIS for Pacific Missile Range Facility's Enhanced Capability:
potential impacts to living aquatic resources and their habirats on and
around Kauai and Nithau

General Comments:

The DEIS proposes to give a comprehensive environmental analysis of the environmental
impacts of the Navy’s proposal to enhance the capability of PMRD to accommodate the
Department of Defense’s (DOD) Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) testing, evaluation, and
training. Activities related to BMD testing, evaluation and training, may negatively impact
aquatic habitats, water quality, and aquatic species, including threatened and endangered species
such as Hawaiian monk seals, green sea turtles, and humpback whales all of which occur in and
around the waters of Kauai and Niihau.

The DEIS states that biological resources will be negatively impacted if the proposed actions are
approved and implemented en Niihau. Furthermore, the DELS does not mention the petential
negative and cumulative impacts o soil erosion if the proposed action is implemented at the
Makaha Ridge site. Makaha Ridge has 2 major soil erosion problem that is negatively impacting
coral reefs along the coastline from Makaha Point to Milolii.

Also, there is no mention of potential impacts to instream flows that may result from new wells
being drilled and pumped from either Makaha Ridge or Kokes sites. Similarly, although the
DEIS states that the propoesed action on Nithau may disturb Hawaiian menk seals and sea turtles
that bask on Nithau beaches, there is ne mention of potential morlality related to vessel impact,
and no baseline data are given on the population sizes and distribution of seals and turtles on
Niithau. Resource distribution maps should be developed showing the most frequent hau! out

Ms. Vida Mossman
Page 2
May 29, 1998

areas for both monk seals and green sea turtles on Niihau. Also, these maps should show the
tocation of wetlands and note if any of these areas are within the 20,000 fi. ground hazard area.
These wetlands have not been adequately surveyed and have no biological inventorices, therefore
they may contain rare and endemic species (such as brine shrimp and aquatic insects) unique to
Nijhau.

Of all the alternative sites, the Johnston Island site may offer the enly safe location because the
area is already impacted or contaminated with Plutonium, Dioxin, nerve gas storage, raw sewage
discharges, and other impacts.

Due to the general nature of the proposed application, the Division of Aquatic Resources reserves
the right to implement future aquatic resource protection and mitigation actions or restrictions
when more detailed information becomes available.

Specific Comments:

p.2-73, needs to show locations of areas with severe soil erosion and develop a soil conservation
plan with application of best management practices (BMP*s) with the guidance of the USDA
Natural Resources Conservation Service;

p- 2-76, inadequately shows the distribution and location of wetlands on Niihau since there are
more wetlands, some located at the north end of the island; should also show areas where monk
seals and sea turtles commonly haul out on beaches/shorelines;

p. 3-26, and 3-33, although it mentions the porth Kauai boundary of the Hawaiian Islands
Huompback Whale National Marine Sanctuary, it neglected to mention that over 90% of all
humpbacks in Kaual’s waters are seen between west Kaual and the east side of Niihau, in the
waters offshore of PMRF;

p- 3-28, neglected to mention that green sea turtles are known to have nested {(and hatchlings
produced) within the beach area adjacent to the Kauai PMRF Test Facility in 1983; similarly, in
1961 a monk seal pup was born at Poli Hale beach and at least one monk seal hauled out on the
beach at Major’s Bay within the Kauai Test Facility in 1996;

p. 3-34, Kauai (including Niihau) should also be listed as a “monk seal breeding island” since
seal pups have been born on Kaual in 1961, 1989, 1991, and 1994, and at least three breeding
adult pairs are living on Kauai in 1998; the impacts of the proposed activilies on a breeding
population of Hawaiian monk seals has not been adequalely addressed;

p- 3-86, there is no mention of the contact protocol when Humpback whales, other marine
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mammals, sea turtles or monk seals are sited on beaches or within inshore areas during launches
within the Ground Hazard Area (GHA); also, surveillance for these protected and endangered
marine animals should not be limted to visual survey methods, and all launches should be
postponed until the GHA is clear of protected marine animals;

p- 3-96, 3-183, 4-58, and 4-72, the increase in size of the GHA on either Kacai or Nithau will
likely further restrict recreational and commercial fishing activities along the shoreline and in
nearshore waters;

p. 3-98, there 1s no mention whal methods will be taken to assure sea turtle nests will not be
negatively impacied by vehicles operated on the beach associated with the proposed project; if
turtle nests are run over by vehicles it prohibits the hatchlings from being able to dig out of the
nest;

p. 3-105 thru 108, again does not mention the severe soil erosion in parts of the Makaha Ridge
area that is negatively impacting coral reefs in inshore areas of the lower watershed, yet states
that proposed activities may be adversely impact soils; environmental assessments are not taking
a watershed or ecosystem approach to natura] resource protection;

p. 3-134, again, does not show total number and location of wetlands on Niihau, some of which
are located at the northern end;

p. 3-135, need to develop a map to show sea turtle and seal haul out areas;

p- 3-137, soil erosion is severe on Niihau due to feral sheep, pigs, and cattle ranching; the
proposed project may adversely affect soils and therefore the cumulative impacts of all of these
activities should be addressed; maps showing areas of “red water” afler heavy rains should be
developed, and baseline data (e.g., species composition, distribution, percent coverage) on the
coastal marine biota adjacent to these red water areas should also be developed;

p. 3-145, a map should be included showing the location of potable drinking water wells;

p. 3-147, the “impacted area” on Kaula is larger than the area shown since some ordinance lands
in surrounding waters, negatively impacting fishery resources; such target practice should be
restricted to a land-based site somewhere in the U. 5. away from economically important fishery
resources;

p. 3-195 and 196, Mceyer neglects to mention that the arid, over-grazed, island of Niihau with
depressed economy and cattle prices is, in part, due to cattle grazing; a shift from catt!e ranching
to inlensive or semi-intensive aquaculture of mullet, awa, and moi, using renewable co-

Ms. Vida Mossman
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generation systems of wind and solar voltaic could make Nithauans economically self-sufficient
and support a thriving export (to Kauai) aquacelture industry;

p. 4-13, neglects to mention that all fishes with swim-bladders can also detect or react to acoustic
emissions, and the impact of these emissions on these fishes is unknown;

p. 4-15, I question the statement that ** the potential harmful effects of amphibious operations on
marine mamumals (and sea tortles) is extremely small” for the following reasons:

1. vessel impact related mortality of sea turtles is relatively corumen in Nawiliwili
Harbor and in areas along the Na Pali Coast where vessel travel is common;

2. at least one monk seal was killed by contact with a vessel on Nithau (Keith
Robinsen, pers. communication);

p- 4-15, lost ar otherwise nonretrievable torpedoes and debris is in violation of the State’s litter
laws that prehibit the accident or intentional discharge of paper, plastic, metal or wood into the
environment; also, damage to coral reefs is prohibited by State law; baseline data should be
collected and mapped showing the coral reef species composition, distribution, and percent
coverage of coral and cther benthic species;

p- 4-32 and 48, should mention that launch operations will be scheduled only during the period
May-November, during the period when humpback whales are not in the nearshore waters; also,
protocol should be developed for flight termination that results in hazardous debris being
discharged into coastal waters; DAR should be contacted to assess impacts to living aquatic
organisms and their habitats;

p. 4-53, states that the potential ingestion of toxins by food fish species would be remote because
of the dilution affect of sea water and the relatively small area to be affected™ since no data are
given to determine the possible bioaccumulation or biomagnification of this toxins, and
considering that the majority of commercially caught fish in Hawaii are pelagic and migratery, a
table should be presented listing the potential toxins, their toxicity levels, and the fact that they
are known or not known to bioaccumulate or biomagnify in aguatic organisms;

p. 4-88, the cumulative impacts of existing and future proposed project soil erosion at Makaha
Ridge and at Milelii Ridge on the coral reef community zlong the shoreline in the lower portion
of these watersheds has not been adequately addressed;

p. 4-141, the wetlands within the GHA have not been adequately surveyed and have no
biological inventories, therefore they may contain rare and endemic species (such as brine shdmp
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and aquatic insects) unigue to Nithau;

. p. 4-139, there should be a clear protocel and emergency plan for possible accidents related to

the spillage of fucled liquid missiles that travel by truck frem Port Allen to PMRF, and from
PMRF to Niihau; water bodies crossed during transportation include the Hanapepe and Waimea
Rivers, and the Kaulakahi channel; where does DAR fit into the damage assessment?

P. 4-159, itis highly questionable that flight termination, or an explosion, would not impact
water quality, fish populations or subsistence fishing.

Very truly yours,
o [P SR

William S. Devick
Acting Administrator

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MiSSILE AANGE FACILITY
P.O BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAD 86752-0128

IN REPLY REFER TO-
5000

Ser 00/ 1131
23 DCT 1538

William 8. Devick

Acting Administrator

State of Hawaii

Department of Land and Natural Resources
Division of Aquatic Resources

1151 Punchbowl Street

Henolulu, HT 95513

Dear Mr. Devick:

Thank you for yeur comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement {EIS).

p. 2-73. - No impacts 10 soil erosion are anticipated. As outlined in[Section 4.1.3.5.2 bf the

Draft EIS, potential mitigation measures include use of best management during construction
to reduce the potential for soil eresion, such as: minimizing the area exposed during grubbing;
use of soil stabilizers; use of sandbags for diverting flow and creating sediment basins; adding
protective covering to slopes (mulch, straw, plastic netting or some combination thereof’, and
re-vegetating slopes and apen areas as soon as possibie to enhance long-tem stability. Since
the Proposed Action will not add to, or exacerbate, any existing or past erosion problems, we
do not believe there is a need to identify locations of severe soil erosion in the document, or
for this program to develop a soil conservation plan.

p. 2-76. - Potential impacts to wetlands, monk seal haul-out areas, and sea turtle nesting areas
will be prevented by avoidance. The sites considered were selected only after site visits with
the Niihau elders and the island’s owners so as 1o avoid these sensitive areas. The EIS uses
the best available data that we found on existing locations of wetlands and haul out areas.

p. 3-26 and 3-33 — We have no independent verification that over 90 percent of all humpbacks
in Kauai's waters are seen between west Kauai and the east side of Niihau, and in the waters
offshore of PMRF. This EIS uses the best available data found on whale populations.

p- 3-28 - Page 3-34 of the Drafl EIS does acknowledge that green sea turtes have nested, and
that monk seals have been known to haul out, on beaches adjacent to PMRF.

p- 3-34 —|Section 3.1.1.3.2.4/of the EIS has been modified w0 acknowledge that monk seals

may have bred on Kauai.

P 3-86 — As identified in|Section 4.4.1.2.7.2|of the Draft EIS (pp. 4-217 o 4-218), since
1990, the Commander Naval Surface Group, Middle Pacific, has published The Shipboard
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Enviretimental Coordinator’s Guide to Environmental Compliance. This guide informs ships
of the National Marine Fisheries Service prohibition of approaching marine mammals. Also,

all Navy ships calling on Hawaiian ports are advised of key natural resource issues, including
precautions regarding marine mammals, in the reply to their request for a berth. Because this
anticipates the actual date of arrival by approximately two days, the ships are advised of
humpback precautions well before they approach Hawaii. Commander, Third Fleet Qperation
Order 201, a basic reference for commands planning or conducting operations from just east
of Guam to the west coast of the United States, describes the sanctuary and the prohibition on
taking marine mammals. In addition, there is an annual ship, submarine, and aircraft nokice in
mid-November announcing the arrival of the marine mammals. Reminding them of existing
restrictions regarding the humpback whale. This ensures that protection of the humpback
whale is officially considered during the planning and conduct of operations.

If marine mammals, sea turtles, or monk seals are sited on beaches or within inshore areas
within the Ground Hazard Area (GHA) before a launch, or within any area involved in the
Proposed Action activities, the launch will not proceed until the area is determined clear. We
believe visual survey methods are the most accurate and effective 1o ensure the area is clear of
marine mammals.

p- 3-96, 3-183, 4-58 and 4-72 — The Navy does not propose to increase the size of the GHA

on Kauai. Sections 4.2.1.8.2|and 4.2,10.2.2 describe the effects of closures of the Nithau

GHA onr commercial and recreational fishing activities.

p. 3-98 — All reasonable means will be taken to avoid areas of known sea turtle nests. This is
discussed on pages 4-11 and 4-129 of the Draft EIS.

p- 3-105 thru 3-108 — The EIS (Section 3.1.3.5.2.3)|now acknowledges the soil erosion in
parts of Makaha Ridge and the négative impact on the coral reefs below due to the increase in
turbidity and decrease in available light.

p. 3.134 — The total number and location of wetlands on Niihau have not been identified,
since the sites considered for the Proposed Action were all selected with the help of the
island’s owners so as to avoid potential impacts to these sensitive areas.

p. 3-135 - Location maps of sea turtle areas and monk seal haul out areas on Nithau have not
been developed, since the sites considered for the Proposed Action were all selected with the
help of the istand’s owners and inhabitants so as to intentionally avoid potential impacts to
these sensitive areas,

p- 3-137 - No impacts to soil erosion are anticipated. As outlined in|Section 4.2.1.5.2|of the

Draft EIS, potential mitigation measures include use of best management practices during
construction to reduce the potential for soil erosion, such as: minimizing the area exposed
during grubbing; use of seil stabilizers; use of sandbags for diverting flow and creating
sediment basins; adding protective covering to slopes (mulch, straw, plastic netting or some
combination thereof; and re-vegetating slopes and open areas as soon as possible to enhance

long-tern stability. Since the Proposed Action will not add to, or exacerbate, any existing or
past erosion problems, there is no need to identify locations of “ved water areas” or to collect
baseline data on the coastal marine biota adjacent to these red water areas in the document.

p. 3-145 — The program will not use Niihau sources of potable drinking water, nor
contaminate groundwater, so there is no need to identify the location of potable drinking
water wells on Niihau.

p. 3-147 — The fact that ordnance occasionally lands in the waters surrounding Kaula is
acknowledged in the Dvaft EIS in|Section 3.2.2.5.2. | We believe the effects on fish are
minimal. In addition, the Navy in coasultation with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service and

the National Marine Fisheries Service, will develop monitoring plans appropriate for Kaula
that include participation of appropriate Navy explosive ordnance disposal persennel.

p. 3-195 and 3-196 — Discussion of appropriate land uses, with respect to grazing/ranching
and the election of intensive or semi-intensive aquaculture, etc., is outside the scope of this
EIS.

p- 4-13 —The possibility that fish with swim bladders may be affected by, or react to, acoustic
emissions is now acknowledged in the EIS in|Section 4.1.1.3.1.3,

Pp- 4-15 — Amphibious operations take into account planning and visual surveys and planning
to avoid known locations of haulout areas, PMRF has no records of mammals being injured
in these operations, The conclusions about the potential harmful effects of amphibious
operations is unchanged.

p. 4-15 —|Section 4.1.1.3.1.4 states that marine bislogical surveys conducted in October 1997
for this EIS did not reveal any indication of adverse impacts 1o the coral reef from submarine
launched mobile mines (SLMMs). Most of the SLMMSs are in fact recovered. Sections
[3.1.1.3.2.2}and[3.1.1.3.2. 3 in Chapter 3 describes the coral reef species composition. Use of
munitions in accordance with their designed purpose is not considered to be a discharge of
waste.

p.4-32 and 4-48 — This section of the document addresses health and safety impacts, not
biological resource impacts, ddrcsses the potential impacts to biological
resources in the Ocean Area, including potential impacts from sonic boom overpressures,
shock wave impact or direct contact mpacts, ingestion of toxic solutions generated from
unbumed propellant mixed with seawater, ingestion of pieces of unbumt propellant, and
entanglement with submerged parachutes. The probability of adverse impacts 1o the
humpback whale are judged to be so low, that scheduling Jaunches only during the May-
November period is deemed unnecessary and unwarranted.

p- 4-53 — As|Section 4 4.2.5.1 jexplains, even in the most conservative accident scenario, any

toxic concentrations of hydregen chioride and aluminum oxide would be buffered and diluted
by sea water to nen-toxic fevels within minutes. Consequently, the potendal for possible



6LL-B

BENJAMIN J. CAYETANG
SCUERROR TF Raddl

P-W-0316

LAWRENCE MIIKE

LAREITUH P mEaLTa

bicaccumulation or biomagnification in pelagic fish is considered extremely remote, and
providing the suggestzd table is unwarrantad.

p- 4-88 — Since no impacts to soil erosion have been identified, the possibility of additive,
incremental and cumulative impacts does not exist.

p. 4-141 — The probability of the wetlands identified in Figure 4.2.1.7-1|being impacted by
debris from a launch-related accident is so low, that a biological inventory of any rare and
endemic species unique to Niithau is unwarrented,

p. 4-139 —{Section 4.2.1.7.2|addsesses the potential for health and safety impacts on Niihau.

Section 4.1.1.7.2.2 fdentiﬁes transportation procedures, or protocal, for health and safety

concerns on PMRE/Main Base, Liquid fuels will be transported in DOT-approved containers
equipped with secondary containment. | Section 2.3.1.3.1|discusses alternatives and the

associated procedures and protocols for liquid fuel transport. In the uniikely event of an
accidental spill, all appropriate local, state and federal agencies would be notified.

p. 5-150 - We believe that the subsistence impact assessment presented in Section

4.2.1.10.2.2)is accurate.

We appreciate your interest and look forward to continuing to work with your
office on this important effort.

Sincerely,

% OWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0315

STATE OF HAWAL
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
PO BOX 3378
HONOLLILLY, HAWALL 36801

June 2, 19938 97~-111A/epo

Ms. Vida Mossman

Pacific Missile Range Facility

P. O. Box 128

Kekaha, Kauai, Hawaii 96752-0128

Dear Ms. Mossman:

Subject: Draft Envirenmental Impact Statement (DELS)
Pacific Missile Range Facility (FMRF) Enhanced
Capability
Kauail, Niihau, Tern Island, Johnston Atcll, and Areas
Northwest of Kauai Within and Cutside U. S.
Territorial Waters

Thank you for allowing us to review and comment on the subject
document. We have the following comments to offer:

: 13

1. The terms “health base standards” and ‘health-based
guidance,” are used throughout the decument but are nct
defined in gqualitative and guantitative details,
Qualitative detail should include but not be limited to a
discussion on whe developed these standards, how these
standards were determined, and a publication source for
these standards. Quantitative detail should include a list
of the appropriate standards for each of the pollutants
these standards apply to. Are the "health-based standards”
and “health-based guidance” terms the same? If so, only
one should be used throughout the document. & more
detailed definiticon will make it easier to relate to such
statements as “no impacts or no adverse impacts” and
‘emissions are below health-based standards.”

2. Section 3.1.1.1.2.2 Regional Air Quality on page 3-12
states, *The only sampling station on Xauai is located in
Lihue and monitors TS8P and PM-10." The statement is
incorrect and shculd be amended because the Lihue sampling
station only samples for PM-10 and not TSP.

In reply peast et o



0216

Ms. Vida Mossman 97-111A/epo
June 2, 1998

Page 2

3. Section 3.1.2.1.2.3 Air Pollution Emissions Sources on

page 3-12 states “PMRF/Main Base has a proposed Title V Air
Permit pending final approval.” The Y. S. Navy was issued
a Title ¥V Covered Source Permit (No. 011i0-01-C) by the
state of Hawaii for five diesel generators at PMRF/Main
Base on January 28, 1998, The permit will expire on
January 1, 2003, The sentence is incorrect and should be
amended.

Section 3.1.1.1.2.3 Air Pollution Emissicons Sources on
page 3-12 states, “This Air Permit will cover all
stationary emission sources on PMRF/Main Base." The
sentence should be amended to state that the permit will
cover all gignificant stationary sources on PMRF/Main Base.

Section 3.2.1.1.2 Affected Envircnment on page 3-133 should
also include the two U, S. Navy diesel engine generators on
Miihau, which are permitted by the State of Hawailil.

Section 4.1.1.1.1 No-acgtion Alternative-Air Quality,
PMRF/Main Base on page 4-2 under Land-based Training and
Operations should ke amended tc read, “Ihe State of Hawaill
has issued a Title V Covered Source Permit (No. 0110-01-C)
for the five diesel generators at PMRF/Main Base on
January 28, 1998, The permit covers all significant
stationary sources on PMRF/Main Base and limits the amount
of pollutants the sources can emit.”

Section 4.1.1.1.1 No-action Alternative-Air Quality,
PMRF/Main Base on page 4-5 under Land-based Training and
Operations states "Since this screening analysis indicates
there is no potential for exceedances for the NAARQS or
nealth-rtased guidance beyond the ground hazard area, no
further analysis is conducted for the Hawk launch or mishap
scanarios.” The sentence implies that the screening
analysis indicates that there is no potential for
exceedances for the NAAQS or health-based guidance within
the ground hazard area as well as beyond the ground hazard
area which was specifically stated. If this is the case,
the sentence should be expanded Lo specifically state that
there is no potential for exceedances within the ground
hazard area as well as beyond the ground hazard area. The
document should not be limited to human health impacts.
There are still significant/insignificant environmental
impacts within the ground impact area even if the public
would not be within the area. Both impacts should be
described throughout the document.

Ms. Vida Mossman 97-111A/eno
June 2, 1998
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8. Table 4.1.1.1-2 on page 4-5 lists specific values under the

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Guidance Level column. Do the values represent the
“health-based standards” menticned throughout the document
or the "short-term guidance concentrations” discussed in
the Fifth sentence below the table? Is ‘health-based
standards” the same as “short-term guidance concentrations?”
If sa, only cne term should be used throughout the
document. If net, the term "short-term guidance
concentrations” need to be gualitatively defined.

Explain wnat the values in the Distance to Maximum
Concentration column in Table 4.1.1.1-2 on page 4-5 mean?
It appears that the 610m (2,000 feet) ground hazard area is
too small if the maximum concentrations are

1.935~1.936 kilometers away.

The fifth sentence of the paragraph under Table 4.1.1.1-2
on page 4-5 states “For nominal launch conditions, this
analysis indicated no potential for exceeding applicable
short-term guideline concentrations.” This sentence should
be expanded ta include an assessment of the results of
Talos motor emissions within the ground hazard area. A
table similar to Table 4.1.1.1-2 would be helpful in
quantitatively describing the impact.

The third sentence of the second paragraph under

Table 4.1.1.1-2 on page 4-5 should describe in more detail
what the short-term exceedances are. A table similar to
Table 4.1.1.1=-2 would be helpful in guantitatively
describing the short-term impact. The document should
address the impact to the environment as well as to human.

gection 4.1.1.1.1.1 Base Operation and Maintenpance on

page 4-6 states that ‘no adverse impacts to air quality are
anticipated for the continued.use of these generators.”

How iz the term “‘adverse impacts” defined? 1Is this a fact
because the power generators would be operated in
compliance with the permit conditions? If so, the sentence
should be expanded to state this fact.

Section 4.1.1.1.2 Proposed Action-Air Quality, PMRF/Main
Base on page 4~6 again mentions the term “adverse impacts.”
How is the term defined?

Section 4.1.1.1.2 Proposed Action-Ajir Quality, PMRF/Main
Base on page 4-6 states "No missile proposed for launch
would emit greater exhaust components than those used for
the analysis of air guality impacts for the three primary
ground hazard area distances.” A table comparing the
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15.

16.

17.

18.

proposed missile exhaust component concentrations and the
missile exhaust concentraticns designated for each
respective ground hazard distance/area should be included
to guantitatively substantiate this sentence.

The sixth sentence of the third paragraph on page 4-31
should be expanded to characterize the toxic fumes in more
detail and to describe the environmental impact regardless
if the area was cleared of unprotected personnel.

Section 4.1.4.1.2 Proposed Action-Air Quality, Kokee should
be expanded to address whether the proposed action will
result in the increased use of generator power and
consequently, in the increase of generator emissions. T1f
emissions are expected to increase, an amendment to the
existing Noncovered Source Permit may be required since
emigsions will no lenger be in compliance.

Section 4.2.1.1.2 Propesed Action-Air Quality, Niihau on
page 4-125 should be expanded to address whether generator
emissions will increase such that the existing permit needs
to be amended to include increased emissions.

The first paragraph con page 3-143 states "Salt ponds on the
southern end of the island are used by the Niihau residents
for their salt needs.” Section 4.2.1.7.2 Proposed
Action-Health and Safety, Niihau on page 4-142, states that
“the salt ponds at the southern end of the island would not
be impacted by launch debris in the event of a flight
termination.” A figure of Niihau should be added to the
document which indicates the location of the salt ponds on
Niihau. Are these salt ponds within the 20,000 feet Ground
Hazard Area? If so, how will the salt ponds be protected
from centamination if a missile flight is terminated or a
aishap occurs?

Due tc the general nature of the submittal, we reserve the right
to implement future environmental health restricticns when more
detailed information is submitted.

Should you have any questiocns on this matter, please call
Mr. Clyde Takekuma of the Kauai District Health Office at
241-3323.

frki W

1.

The Draft PMRF Enhanced Capability DEIS (Draft PMRF Study)}
states that hazardous material and hazardous waste
activities at Kamckala Magazines are included in the PMRF

97-111A/epo

Ms.

Vida Mossman
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management plans for these types of materials

{Section 3.1.5.5.2). The Draft PMRF Study alse states that
the warheads, ordnance, and sclid rocket motors used in
training exercises at PMRF are stored in the Kamokala
Magazines (Section 3.1.5.5.2).

The Kamokala Magazines are located near (approximately
1,500 feet) from the Mana Well Shaft. The Pacific Missile
Range Facility obtains twe thirds of its potable water from
this well. The Mana Well shaft is a shallow shaft 105 feet
deep.

Solid rocket motor propellents are composed primarily of a
fuel element, an oxidizer, and a binder which holds the
fuel and the oxidizer together in a solid form. The solid
rocket motor proposed for use in both the intercepter and
target missiles would consist primarily of ammeonium
perchlorate (AP} and a polybutadiene rubber binder
(4.2.1.14.2.2).

COMMENTS ;

The Draft PMRF Study dcoes not address how the hazardous
material and hazardous waste activities in the Kamokala
Magazines are contained and ceontrolled to keep hazardous
material out of the ground water.

Tha Draft PMRF Study does not address how perchlorates from
the solid rocket motor propellent stored in Kamokala
Magazines will be contained and kept out of the ground
water. Please note that the EPA has added perchlorates to
the Contaminant Candidate List as of March 2, 1998.

The Draft PMRF Study shcould also address periodic water
sampling from the Mana well shaft to establish baseline
contaminant levels (perchlorate, etc.) and to confirm that
the activities in the Kamokala Magazines are not affecting
the drinking water quality.

Table 2.5.2 on page 2-107 of the Draft PMRF Study states
that on Niihau the new launch activities would not cause an
exceedance of drinking water guality standards or result in
long~term changes in water chemistry.

Section 2.2.1.14.2.2 states that on Niihau water samples
were cocllected from 57 wells and water heles. Chloride
content ranged from 81 tc 16,300 units. Only three wells
yielded water sufficiently low in salt for drinking.
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Comments:

The source(s) of drinking water for the people living on
Miihau are not identified (rain catchment or wells or
both), and the location of the potable water wells or other
water sources in relation to the launch activities are not
stated in the study. The Draft PMRF Study needs to address
how the drinking water for the people con Niihau will not be
affected as stated in Table 2.5.2. Presently the
Department of Health does not regulate any public water
system on Niihau. However, we do recommend that these
individual systems monitor their water quality.

The monitoring of organic chemicals, volatile organic
chemicals, and pesticides in public drinking water systems
are reguired by State and Federal drinking water
regulations. The Department of Health recommends that the
Navy establish the baseline levels for chemicals in
drinking water on Niihau and then conduct periedic checks
to confirm that the launch activities have not adversely
affected the drinking water guality.

If you have any questions on these comments, please contact
Mr. Dcnald Yasutake of the Safe Drinking Water Branch at
F86-4258,

Holse

Noise from missile launch activities may result in noise
disturbances for the surrcunding residences. Mitigative
measures toward minimizing the these impacts must be
implemented.

Should there be any gquestions on these comments, please contact
Mr. Jerry Harunc, Environmental Health Program Manager, Noise,
Radiation and Indoor Air Quality Branch at 586-4701.

Sincerely,

Ao A A Lol s _

BRUCE S. ANDERSON, Ph.D.
Deputy Director for
Environmental Health

c: CAB
SDWB
NR&IAQB
XDHO

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
RO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWRAII 96752-0123
IN REPLY REFER TO:

5090
Ser00/ 1132
23 0CT 1998

Dr. Bruce Anderson
Department of Health
State of Hawaii

PO Box 3378

Honolulu, Hawaii 96801

Dear Dr. Anderson:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

Air Quality
1. The term “health based standards™ are associated with the National Ambient Air

Quality Standards (NAAQS} which were defined in the Glossary in[Section 6.0of

the Draft EIS. “Health-based guidance levels”, such as the Short-term Pubiic
Exposure Guidance Level (SPEGL) were also defined in the Glossary. These
guidance levels are recommendations of the American Conference of
Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH), the Nationa] Research Council, and
the State of Hawaii Department of Health. Throughout the EIS the phrase “health-
based guidance™ has been revised to “health-based guidance levels”.

Section 3.1.1.1.2.2|of the EIS has been revised as you suggested.

Section 3.1.5.1.2.3|of the EIS has been revised as you suggested.

Eection 3.1.1.1.2.3]of the EIS has been revised as you suggested.

Section 3.2.1.1.2 lof the EIS has been revised as you suggested.

of the EIS has been revised as you suggested,

[mpacis to biclogical and cultural resources inside the ground hazard area were

analyzed in fuctions 4.1.1.3and [T T A]of the Draft EIS. Because the ground
hazard area is a restricted area, this restriction prevents a public health hazard.

8. The values under the “Guidaace Level” columa ofrcprcscnls both
health-based standards and guidance levels. [Tables J-1]and [=2]in the Draft EIS
list the sources for these values. has been revised to correct the guidance
level for aluminum oxide from 10 mg/m” 10 5 mg/m’.

9. [Table 4.1.1.1-2]in the Draft EIS shows that the maximum concentration of 0.070

mg/m® for ALOy; 0.094 mg/m’ for CO; and 0.087 mg/m’ for HCY oecurred at

distances of 1.935-1.936 kilometers away. For the Hawk faunch or mishap
scenarios, the maximum concentrations predicted do not exceed the appropriate

SO
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heath-based standards or guidance levels, Because there is no actual human
exposure to the contaminants, there is no health risk,

10.  Because the computer model predicted maximum concentrations of contaminants
to be lower than their respective health-based guidance levels, there are no impacts
either inside or outside the ground hazard area. There is no human exposure to the
contaminants and there 1s no health risk,

11.  Asstated in Response 7 above, impacts to the environment were analyzed in the
Draft EIS.

12, The term “adverse impact™ was defined on page 4-1 of the Draft EIS. Section

of the EIS has been revised as you suggested,

13,  See Response 12 above.

14. [Table 4.1.1.1-4]has been added as you suggested.

15.  The referenced sentenced has been revised 10 indicate “toxic levels of fumes from
the burning propellant could pose a health threat. ... As stated in Response 7
above, impacts to the environment were analyzed in the Draft EIS.

16. [Section 4.1.4.1.2|of the EIS has been revised as vou suggested.

17.  [Section 4.2.1.1.2]of the EIS has been revised as you suggested,

18, |Figures 2.3.4-6|and [£22.1.7-1] of the Draft EIS indicate the location of the salt
ponds (lakes). The salt ponds are within the 20,000-foot ground hazard area,
however, because of the flight corridor azimuth limits, the salt ponds would not be
impacted by launch debris in the event of a flight termination, as described ¢n
page 4-142 of the Draft EIS,

Drnking Water

1. As stated in of the Draft EIS, there are no hazardous materials
used or hazardous wastes generated from activities at the Kamokala Magazines.
The solid rocket motors do not release contaminants while in storage and
therefore, water quality would not be affected.

2. As stated in[Section 3.2.1.12.2of the Draft EIS, each household on Niihau is
supported by individual catchment systems. As stated in of the
Draft EIS potable groundwater within the area of the proposed action is very
limited. Measurable groundwater contamination as a result of launch activities is
kighly unlikely because of the limited quantities of missile exhaust emissions that
would reach the ground, and the standard spil! prevention, containment, and
transportation safety plans that would be implemented.

Noise

1. Section 4.1.1.9.2 of the Draft EIS stated that it is not expected that any noise

complaints would be generated by launch activities at PMRF because of the
infrequent nature and short duration of the launch itself. There are no private

residences surrounding PMRF. The nearest residences, other than base housing,
are in Kekaha. Land faunch sites at Niihau are also removed from inhabited areas.

We thank you for taking the time to review the document and for providing
comments, We look forward to continuing 10 work with you and to being a good
neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

%M

A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear} Harbor

Response to P-W-0316
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BENJAMIN 1. CAYETANG
QIVERHCR CF HAWAL

P-W-0317

STATE OF HAWAII

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
PO BOX 3378
HONOLULU HAWAI 968C1

June 18, 1998 97-111B/epo

Ms. Vida Mossman

Pacific Missile Range Facility

P. C. Box 128

Kekaha, Kauai, Hawaii 96752-0128

Dear Ms. Mossman:

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF) Enhanced
Capability
Kauai, Niihau, Tern Island, Johnston Atoll, and Areas
Northwest of Kauvai Within and Outside U. S.
Territorial Waters

The Department of Health (DOH} has already sent you comments
(dated June 2, 1998) regarding the subject DEIS. However, the
DOH recently received copies of comments sent to you by
Professor Michael Jones of the University of Hawaii Physics and
Astronomy Department (dated May 22, 1998, May 15, 1998, and May
3, 1998) and by Mr. John Harrison of the Environmental Center at
the University of Hawaili (dated May 26, 1998). We would li¥e to
comment on those issues, raised in the above letters, that are
of interest to the DOH.

In the above-mentioned letters signed by Dr. Jones and Dr.
Harrison, there is a basic confusion between emission of a
contaminant and actual human exposure to that contaminant.
Without exposure, there would be no health risk.

A Vandal rocket may emit 45 pounds of lead, but the lead is
dispersed over a long path and mostly over the ocean, where no
¢hild (the most sensitive person) could inhale or be exposed to
it. There should be no health risk in this case. Furthermore,
if the lead falls into the ocean, there should be no significant
additional rise in the lead levels in edible fish. Underwater
volcanic vents in the Hawaiian Islands constantly introduce much
more mercury and lead inteo the ecean than the rockets would, and
lead levels in local ocean fish are not significant to pubklic
nhealth, according to measurements done for the DOH's Food and
Drug Branch.

LAWRENCE MIsKE

SIFLITCR OF MEALTH

In tarly, pleass reler 12

Ms. Vida Mossman 97-111B/epo
June 18, 1998
Page 2

Similarly, Dr. Harrison’s letter mentions that the level of
hydrogen chleoride gas found near the launch site during a
previcus launch was over 100 parts per million, which he
correctly identifies as the level that would be "immediately
dangerous to life and health” in an occupational situation.
Presumably, this was measured by a remote instrument just after
a launch, and every human being would be a far distance away and
sheltered from the rocket’s exhaust heat and noise. Therefore,
no human being would inhale or be exposed to that level of
hydreogen chloride before the cloud of gas disperses and is
diluted by uncontaminated air.

Kilauea Volcano probably emits thousands of pounds of lead
per Year into the air over the land, and when the lava runs into
the ocean, the heat generates a tremendous quantity of hydrogen
chloride gas in a lava haze ("laze"). Dispersion by the winds
and dilution by fresh air prevent human beings from excess
exposure to these air pollutants.

There is alsc some confusion about soil pollution and
public health, and the State and Federal guidelines are
misquoted. Toxicalegists at the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency have calculated the levels of lead in so0il which would be
hazardous to health. These levels are called "Preliminary
Remediation Goals," and the DOH uses them when cleaning up
hazardous waste sites according to the future use of the land.
If the future use of the land is to be residences, then thes
guideline is 400 parts per million, in order to protect children
who would be directly exposed by inhaling or swallowing minute
quantities while playing in the contaminated soil daily for many
years. If the future use is to be commercial or industrial,
then the guideline is 1000 parts per million, based on brief and
cccasional exposure of adults or children.

If the lead levels near the launch pad are 760-980 mg/kg
(milligrams of lead per kilegram of s0il, which is the same as
parts per million), this land would be all right for commercial
or industrial activities witheout further clean-up, This level
of lead contamination is not presently a health hazard. At the
present time, the exposure to children and to the general puklic
is limited, because this is a restricted area. This restriction
prevents a public health hazard.

If this land were ever returned to the State and residences
were planned on the site of the launch pad, then the military
would have to clean up the site, just as they have done in
countless sites at Pearl Harbor, Schofield, and Hickam.
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Dxr. Jones asks about the number of launches planned and
their cumulative impacts, especially regarding lead
contamination. That information is immaterial, because the
restrictive easement and limited access prevents public exposure
at the present time. As for the future, the contamination and
debris will not become important until later, if the land is
returned to the sState and there is future civilian use after the
prescribed clean-up to nonhazardous levels.

Finally, Dr. Harrison’s letter mentions a ground water
contamination volume of 5,700 cubic meters, This requires
further information before we can comment, such as what the
contaminant is and whether the contaminated ground water is
drinkable or brackish and in contact with sea water.

Sincerely,

WAN\

BRUCE S. ANDERSON, Ph.D.
Deputy Director for
Environmental Health

(= CAB
SDWR
NR&IAQB
KDHO

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAI! 96752-0128
1N REPLY REFER T

5090
Serocr 11323
23 OCT mss

Dr. Bruce Andersen
Department of Health
State of Hawaii

PO Box 3378

tHonolulu, Hawaii 3680¢E

Dear Dr. Anderson:

We appreciate the clarification and corrections provided in your letter of Fune 18,
1998, We agree with your descriptions of pollutant emissions and human exposure and
soil contamination and cleanup goals. We have incorporated this information in the
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Final Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) and in responses 1o comments on the Deaft EIS.

The report mentioned by Dr. Harrison references “contaminated water”, not
contaminated groundwater. Analysis shows that most of the water was not contaminated
above background levels. Some samples did have organic and lead contamination that
was above background levels but not abeve EPA action levels.

Sincerety,

Uil

. A, BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy t0:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear! Harbor

Response to P-W-0317
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COUNTY COUNCIL OFFICE OF THE COUNTY CLERK
MARY THRONAS, CHAIR

RANDAL VALENCIANG, VICE-CHAIR
BILL "KAIPO" ASING

BRYAN BAPTISTE

RONALD KOUCHI

JAMES TEHADA

TAMES TOKIOKA

C. BUNJI SHIMOMURA, County Cletk
ERNESTO G. PASION, Depury County Clerk

Ph.{808&)241-6371
4396 RICE ST., RM. 208 Fax(808)241-6346

LEIUE, KAUAL HI 96766-1399

April 25, 19%8

U.S, Department of the Navy
c/o Captain J. A. Bowlin
Commanding Officer, U.S. Navy
Pacific Missile Range Facility
P.DO. Box 128

Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128

Dear U.S. Department of the Navy:
RE: Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF), Kauai, Hawaill

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this testimeony in
support of PMRF's efforts tc enhance its facilities for missile
defense testing. Attached is Resolution No. 27-98, Draft 1,
entitled “"Resolution Suppcrting Enhancement of Facgilities For the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF) at Mana, Kauai," which was
adopted by the Kauali County Council at its meeting on
2pril 22, 1998, I would like to point out that the one dissenting
vote was not based on the merits of the Resolution, but was based
on a purely procedural question relating to the timing of the
Resolution.

My reasons for supporting PMRF’s improvements are spelled out
in the Resolution. Enhancements will improve our missile defense
systems and will boost Kauai’s economy at a crucial time. If these
enhancements and testing undertaken will help save one life from
missile attack, then the project will be worthwhile.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to present this
testimony.

Sincerely,

e L

Ron Kouchi

att.

AN EQUAL QOPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

COUNTY COUNCIL OFFICE OF THE COUNTY CLERK
MARY THRONAS. CHAIR

RANDAL VALENCIANO, VICE-CHAIR
BILL "KAIPO" ASING

BRYAN BAPTISTE

RONALD KOUCHI

JAMES TEHADA

JAMES TORKIOKA

C. BUNJI SHIMOMURA, Counry Clerk
ERNESTO G. PASION, Depury County Clark

Ph(808)241-6371

4396 RICE ST, RM. 206 Fax{808)241-6345

LIHUE. KAUAIL HI 96766-1399

TESTIMONY OF COQUNCILMEMBER RONALD KOUCHI ON
THE PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY ENHANCED CAPABILITY DRAFT EIS
Waimea Educational Center
Aprl 235, 1068

Thank you for the opportunity w present this testimeny and resclution supperting the
enhancement of facilitics for (he Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF) on behalf of the Kaua'i
County Council.

Having been born and raised on the West Side of Kaua'i, 1 know full well the continuing
economic difficulties being faced today on this side of the island. As such, PMRF represents the
Kaua‘i counterpart in the field of State-wide high technology development to such highly
successful efforts as the Maui Research and Technology Development Center, the Maui High
Performance Computing Center and the Mauna Kea Science Reserve’s astronomical observatories
on the Big Island. This economic development potential is based on PMREF’s technical,
operational, and geographical advantages to conduct testing critical to the nationa defense of the
United States, as well as its past record of suecess in this area of work.

These same advantages provide Kaua'i with a base from which to make the difficult transition
from an economy rooted in plantation agriculture and the visitor industry to one which can take
advantage of the kinds of technological change and innovation sweeping the national and global
economies. Even in these trying economic times, PMRF remains one of the largest employers
on the island, with approximately 800 civilian employees and a payroll of approximately 346
million. The proposed upgrades and enhancements of an estimated $33 million will serve 1o
insure the continued viability of PMRF for the next 15 10 20 years.

PMRF has also shown a sincere desire to provide information and listen to community concerns,
as well as to open their doors in efforts 10 promote continued citizen understanding of their work.
In this spirit, the Council requests that PMRT consult and work cooperatively with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service in recognition of the value of the Northwestern Hawalian Islands Wildlife
Refuge.

More importantly, through the years, PMRF and the U.S. Navy have demonstrated what it means
o be a "good neighbor,” as shown by their assistance with the island’s disaster recovery efforts
afler Hurricane ‘Iniki, various search and rescue missions off Kaua‘i waters, and becoming a
valued community member by its continuing support of many charitable and service activities
both on the West Side and island-wide.

I would like to also point out that the one dissenting vote on the Council’s resolution of support

was not based on the merits of the resolution, but was based on a purely procedural question
relating 1o the timing of the resolution.

AN EQUAL OFFORTUNITY EMPLOYFR
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COUNTY COUNCIL

COUNTY OF KAUAL

QRBﬁHIHﬁUII =

RESOLUTION SUPPORTING ENIIANCEMENT OF FACILITIES FOR THE
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY (PMRF) AT MANA, KAUAL

WIEREAS, because of the lessons learned from the Gulf War ln 1991, 1the U.S. Congress
las nuandaied the testing and evaluation of capable, cost-elfective, defensive systems to counter
short and medium range ballistic missiles which have the potentiat of delivering weapons of mass
destruction, and

WIHEREAS, because of PMRFs unique lechnical, operational, and geographical
advanlages to conduet (his Lype of delensive testing, the U. §. Senate Appropriations Cummittee
Subcomtuittee on Defense stated:

“_..Based on thesc unique asscls abd PMRF's demonstraied record
of success, the Commiitee directs that the Pacific Missile Range
Facility (PMRE) shall be designated the primary test range for the
compiclion of Navy lower tier and upper licr missile flight tests.”

WHEREAS, (o supporl Theater Ballistic Missile Defcnse testing, PMRF needs to
(1) upgrade cxisting capabilities, including instrumentation, communications cquipment, radars,
and sensors, (2) construct and operate additional missile faunch sites, sensar and instrumentation
facilitics, and orduance storage buildings, amd (3) modily and extend leases on state lunds; and

WHEREAS, military use of this avca began in 1940 with a grass airstrip, and today PMRF
presently ainploys approximately 800 civilian workers, with 2 1otal aenual payroll of
approximately 346 million, and the estimated 33} million in proposed upgrades and
cnhancements will insure the viability of PMRF as a national defense testing site Tor the
next 15 t0 20 years; and

WHEREAS, PMRF has been 2 good neighbor on Kauai for many years, snd its employees
are an inlegral part of our community, and participate in nuncrous charitable acuvities, search
and rescus missions, and disaster recuvery efforts; now, therelore

BE IT RESOLYVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE COUNTY OF K_AUAI. that it supports
enhancemens and upgrades for PMRE 1o iinprove missile defense testing.

BE IT FURTHER RESQLVED, that PMRF consuli and work cooperatively with the
U.3. Fish and Wildlife Service in recognition of the vaiue of the Northwestem Hawaiian Islands
Wildlife Refuge.

BE [T FURTHER RESOLVED ihat copies of this Resolution be transmitied to Captain
1. A, Bowlin, U.S. Navy Commanding Officer, PMRF (for distribution as appropriate):
Guovernor Cayewno; Hawaii's Cougressional Delegation; and the Kauai Economic Development
Board.
Intraduced by: fsf RON KOQUCII

pr el ok
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FAGILITY
P.0. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAK 96752-0128

M REPLY REFER TOx

secoos 09 25
23 0T 1098

Mr. Ronald Kouchi

Kauai County Council
Councilmember

4396 Rice Street

Room 206

Lihue, Kauai, HI 96766-1399

Dear Mr. Kouchi:

Thank you for your comements on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS}.

We appreciate your expression of support, on behalf of the Kauai County
Council, for the mission of PMRF and the proposal to enhance its capability to perform
theater ballistic missile defense testing and training. We agree that a strong partnership
with our neighbors in both technical and civic arenas is beneficial to both Kauai and the
Navy.

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tem Island and
Johnston Atoll, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as proposed
action sites in the Finat EIS.

The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis produced in order to preserve
work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that Tern
Island and Jobnston Atoll are no longer reasonable alternatives.

We look forward to continuing our positive relationship with the busiress,
educational, and civic organizations on Kauai.

Sincerely,

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
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BUILDING DEPARTMENT

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
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Response to P-W-0169
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PB 98-240

April 16, 1998

Ms. Vida Mossman

Pacific Missile Range Facility
P. O. Box 128

Kekaha, Hawall 96752

Dear Ms. Mossman;

Subject: Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability
Draft_Environmental Impact Statement {ELS)

This is in response to your request of March 26, 1998 to review and comment on the
subject EIS.

We have no comments to offer but appreciate the opportunily te review the document.
j
} ’ Should there be any questions, please contact Douglas Collinser at 527-6375.

Very truly yours,

\
RANDALL

Director and Buildidg Supgrintendent

LEL-6
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P 0. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAN 36752-0328

Myr. Randall K. Fujiki

Director and Building Superintendent
City and Council of Honolulu
Building Department

650 South King Street

Honolulu, HI 96813

Dear Mr, Fujiki:

1M REPLY REFEA TO:

5090
Ser 00/ 837
23 0CT 1998

Thank you for your response to our request for comments on the Pacific
Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Draft Environmental Impact

Statement.
Sincerely,
. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Gfficer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pear] Harbor

Response to P-W-0203

L P-wW-0204

MARYANNE W, KUSAKA

MAYOR DIRECTOR

COUNTY OF KAUAI
OFFICE OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

4260-8 FICE STAEET
LIHUE, KAUAL HAWAI 86768
TELEFHOMNE (808) 241-83%0

FAX (308) 241-5353

April 17, 1998

Ms. Vida Massman

PMRF Public Affairs Officer
P. 0. Box 128

Kekaha, H! 96752-0128

Dear Ms. Mossman:

The Pacific Missile Range Facllity (PMRF) located on Kauai's south
western shore is a respected partner in our economy. [t can not be
emphasized enough that the size and quality of PMRF's payroll contributes
extremely important benefits 1o a predominantly rural west Kauai;
econemic stability, counterbalance 1o the agricultural payrolis and
important participation in and support of local cemmunity activities. The
range and its contractors are important catalysts for furthber introduction
of advanced technology.

The proposal to upgrade the existing capabilities at PMRF to support
Navy TBMD testing will allow PMRF to be able to perform its mission well
into the next century. The proposal plans to infuse significant investment
capital on Kauai is projected to create much needed employment
opportunities for our island. As we are confident that the final pians will
provide mitigative measures to address potential environmental concerns,
we are supporiive of the Navy's proposed initiatives,

GERALD W. DELA CRUZ
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment.

Alocha,
gw.uii; %
Gerald Dela Cruz
Director

cc: Mayor Maryanne W, Kusaka

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.G. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 967520128
IN REPLY REFEA TO:

5090
gir ooy 0833
OCT w39

Alr. Gerald Dela Cruz

Director

Office of Economic Development
County of Kauai

4230-B Rice Street

Lihue, Kauai, HI 96766

Dear Mr, Cruz:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.3. Navy
Commanding Gfficer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear! Harbor

Response to P-W-02044
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P-W-0216
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELORMENMT
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3TH FLAOGR ¢ HAMDLULY, MAWAI 26812
PHONE (BQH) 523 1427 » FAX (ADH, S27.5494

HOBERT AGRES iR

weezToA

DAHW.N § HAMAMDTD

DerurT DAL O

April 15, 1998

Ms. Vida Mossman

Pacific Missile Range Facility

P. Q. Box 128

Kekaha, Kauval, Hawali 96752-0128

Dear Ms, Mossman;

Subject: Paciftc Missile Range Facility
Enhanced Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Thank you for your letter of March 26, 1998 inviting our comments on the subject
project.

The Department of Housing and Community Development has no comments
regarding this subject project.

Sincerely,

AmLe

ROBERT AGRES, IR.
Dircctor

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAA, HAWAI 56762-0128
IM REPLY REFER TO.
5000
Ser00/ 0839

23 0CT mgs

Mr. Robert Agres, Jr.

Department of Housing and Community Development
City and County of Henolulu

650 South King Street

5th Floor

Honolulu, HI 96813

BDear Mr. Agres:
Thank you for your response to our request for comments on the Pacific
Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Draft Environmental Impact

Statement.

Sincerely,

. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harhor

Response to P-W-0216
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Maryvanre W. Kusaka Wallace G. Rezentes, Sr. f\g?fl 23 1998
Mayor Administrative Assistani Page 2 !

SEL-6

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

April 23, 1998

Ms. Vida Mossman

Pacific Missle Range Facility
P.O. Box 128

Kekaha, Kauai, Hi 96752-0128

Subject: Pacific Missle Range Facility (PMRF}
Enhanced Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Mossman:

The County of Kaua‘i recognizes that PMRF has grown over the last
half of this century to become a valuable asset to Kaua‘i. It is
one of the largest employers on Kaua'i, presently providing over
800 jobs for civilian workers. It’s employees, both federal civil
service and contractors, are important members of the community.

The Mavy and it’s contractors have also been good neighbors. Their
respanse tc the island’s needs in the wake of natural disasters,
and their participation 1in community activities is much
appreciated.

PMRF is alsc a valuable asset to the Navy with air, surface, and
subsurface ranges, along with technical and support infrastructure.

Enhancements are being proposed to accomodate development, testing,
evaluation and training for Department of Defense Theater Missle
Defense (TMD) and Navy Theater Ballistic Missle Defense (TMBD)
programs. Part of the enhancements involve modifying leases with
the State of Hawai’i. The Draft EIS is submitted to identify and
address potential impacts cof the proposed enhancements.

our concerns already appear to be addressed in the Draft EIS;
protection of Archaeoclogical sites, protection of ecosystems and
preservation of the culture of the Hawaiian people on Ni‘ihau. We
trust that the mitigation measures proposed will be successful.

Mu‘ikeha Bullding ® 4444 Rice Street, Suite 235, Libu'e, Kauu'i, Hawuiti 96766
Phone (808) 241-6300 * Fax (808) 241-6877

The County of Kaua'l supports the enhancements proposed in the
Draft EIS. These enhancements will allow PMRF to improve upon it’s
unigue assets in order to support it’s defense mission and to
solidify it’s future in the community.

Mahalo for the oppeortunity to comment.

Aloha pumehana,

MARYANNE W. KUSAKA
Mayor



" P-W-0234
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY COUNTY COUNCIL OFFICE OF TIE COUNTY CLERK

f0 BOX128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 86752-0128 MARY THRONAS, CHAIR €. BUNJI SHIMOMURA, County Cletk
N REPLY REFER T0: RANDAL VALENCIAND, VICE-CHAIR ERNESTO G. PASION, Deputy County Clerk
©w BILL "KAIPO" ASING
) 5090 BRYAN BAPTISTE Ph.(808)241-6371
- ROMALD KOUCHI 4396 RICE ST., RM. 206 Fan(8081241-6339
oY Ser 00/ 08 4 ¢ JAMES TEHADA LIHUE, KAUAL Hi 96766-1399
S 23 0CT 138 TAMES TOKIOKA
T April 24 1998
Ms. Maryanne W. Kusaka P !
Mayor
County of Kauai
4444 Rice Street Captain J. A. Bow%in )
Suite 235 U.S: l“{avy_Cor'nmandJ.ng Offl(_:e);
Moikeha Buildine Pacific Missile Range Facility at Mana
loikeha Building P. 0. Box 128
Lihue, Kauat, HI 96766 Kekaha, Hawail 96752
Dear Mayor Kusaka: Dear Captain Bowlin:
. . : . Enclosed for your information and files is Kauail
We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the County Council’s Resolution MNe. 27-98, Oraft 1,
proposal to enhance its capability to performn theater ballistic missile defense RESQLUTICN SUPPORTING ENHANCEMENT OF FACILITIES FOR THE
testing., This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY (PMRF) AT MANA, KAUAT,
and technically supevior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile which was adopted on April 22, 1998.

defenses. 1f you have any guestions, please call the Council

. . q e Services Division at 241-6371.
We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced

capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain Sincerely, -
strong and promote continued cconemic stability on Kauai, _,F_,//"
e
| - | (A S
We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai. C. BUNJI SHIMOMURA
| County Clerk
| Sincerely,
/ao
M . Enc.
/% Tl
TA. BOWLIN

Captain, U.5. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0219

T=ran

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER




COUNTY COUNCIL

COUNTY OF KAUAL

gﬁwnluﬁnn S

RESOLUTION SUPPORTING ENITANCEMENT QF FACILITIES FOR THE
PACIEIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY (PMRF) AT MANA, KAUAI

WHEREAS, because of the lessons learned from the Gull War it 1991, the U.5. Congress
has mandated the testing and cvaluation of capable, cost-effeative, defensive systems 1o counler
shurt and medium range ballistic missiles which have the patential of delivering weapons of mass
destruction, and

WHEREAS, because of PMRPFs unique techinical, operational, and geographical
advantages to couduct this type of defensive testing, the U. 8. Scoate Appropuations Commiltee
Subcommillee on Delense stated:

*Based on these unigue assets and PMRFs demanstrated record
of success, the Commitize directs that the Pacilic Missile Range
Facility (PMRF} shall be designated the primary (est range for the
completion of Mavy lower tier and upper der mussife Might tesis”

WIIEREAS, 10 support Theater Ballistic Missile Defcuse testing, PMRE needs to
{1} upgrade cxisting capabifities, including instrumentation, communications cquipment, radars,
and sensors, (2) construct and operate additional missile launch sites, sensor and instrumentation
Tacilitics, and ordnance storage buildings, and (3) modily and eatend leases ou state lands, and

WHEREAS, military use of this area began in 1940 with a grass airstrip, sl toduy PMRF
preseatly employs approaimately 800 civilian werkers, wilh a total annual payroll of
approximately $46 million, and the estimated $33 million in proposed upgrades and
cahancements will insute the viabiliy of PMRE as a nadonal defense testing site for the
next 15 1o 20 years; and

WHEREAS, PMRFE hias been a geod ocighbor on Kauai for many years, and its cmployees
are an integral part of our community, and participate in nuimerous charitable activilics, scarch
and rescue missions, and disaster recovery effots; now, therelore

BE [T RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE COUNTY OF KAUAIL that it supparts
cnhancements and upgrades [or PMRF to improve missile defense testing.

BE [T FURTHER RESQLVED, that PMRE consuh and work cecpertively with the
U.S. IFish and Wildlife Service in recoguition of e valug of the Northwestern Hawalian Islands
Wildlife Refuge.

BE IT FURTHER RESQLVED that copics of this Resolution be trausimited 1o Capain
L. A. Bowlin, U.5. Navy Commanding Officer, PMRF (for distributiun as appropriste);
Governor Cayetany; Hawaii's Congressional Delegation; and the Kauai Economic Development
Board.
Intreduced by: fsf RON KOUCHI

partcl ekl

[ e i | n CERTIFICATE OF ADOPTICN
i d X .
[P % e ooty corilly that Roucdiotion Vo 2798, Drafe 1,
Harchs X wna wedigitoed byg e Ceiwerevsd of e b sy o KN, ke, Kauae,
Tkt X Haeonsed s April 22, 1998, A
Fhsot X . :
S —— e o e | il A0
Fiakom ninsia X Depury Grendy fvem . Gﬁ--tf-- Py (Faur
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWARIl 96752-0128
N REPLY AEFER TO:

5090

Serno/ 0841
23 0cT B

Mr, C. Bunji Shimomura
County Clerk

Cuonty of Kaual

4396 Rice Street

Room 206

Lihue, Kauai, HI 96766-1300

Dear Mr. Shimomura:

Thank you for forwarding the Kauai County Council's resolution in support of
PMRF. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capa ies ta conduet advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote continued economic stability on Kaual. We look forward to
continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

" A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.8, Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W.0234
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DEPARTMENT OF WATER
N County of Kauai
PHRF ADMIN

MR23 M L2

"Water has no Substitute — Conserve Jt!"

April 17, 1998

n 020, 20 P

P-W-0235 5

Pacific Missile Range Facility
P.O. Box 128
Kekaha, Kauai, Hawaii $6752-0128

Gentlemen:

Subject: Draft Envircnmental Impact Statement - *Pacific Missile Range Facility
(PMRF) Enhanced Capabilities”,

Thank you for allowing the Department of Water, County of Kauai, to comment on the
subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

We have no objections to the proposed action provided avaloprment-wil
& dependent on the adequacy of the County's source, sterage and transmission facilities
existing at that time.

Currently, the County's Kekaha Water System, in part, services the PMRF/Main Base
(KTF) at Kekaha, Kauai, and the County's Hanapepe Water System fully services the Port
Allen facility at Eleele, Kaual. The other facililizs at the Restrictive Fasement { Ground
Hazard Area), Makaha Ridge, Kokee, Kamokala Magazines sites on Kauai are notl
serviced by a County Water System.

The proposed additional potable water demand at the PMRF/Main Base facility is within
the limits of the current County Water System Agreement with PMRF of 82,000 gallons
per day. Since the proposed action activities at the Port Allen site would not result in
additional demand for utilities, no cumulative impact on the Ceounty Eleele Water System
is expected.

If there are any questions, please call Gregg Fujikawa at 245-5416.

Sincerely,

i)

Ernest Y. W. Lau
Manager and Chief Engineer

GF

¢ Wayne Hinazumi, WR/P, DOW
Ed Tschupp, DOW

— 4198 Pua Loke Street, Lihue, Kaual, Hlawaii or P. O, Box 1706, Lihue, HI 947865736 —

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O.BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 98752-0128

Mr. Ernest Y. W. Lau
Department of Water

County of Kauai

4398 Pua Loke Street

Lihue, Kauai, HI 96766-5706

Dear Mr. Law:

Thank you for your response.

1N REPLY REFER TOx

5090
Serno/ 984
23 00T o8

We will continue to work with you to ensure the wise use of these valuable

water resources.

Sincerely,

. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0235
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L yan P-wW-0237

DEE M. CROWELL
FLANNING DIRECTOR

IAN K. COSTA
DEPUTY FLANNING DIRECTOR

MARYANNE W, KUSAKA
MAYOR

TELEPHONE (B08) 1416677
PLANNING DEPARTMENT FAX (B08) 241-64%3

May 5, 1998

Ms., vida Mossman

Pacific Missile Range Facility
P.D. Box 128

Kekaha, Kauai, HI 96752-C128

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability

Thank you for allowing us this opportunity to comment on the
proposed project.

Cur comments concerning the project are as follows:

1. We have been advised by our County Attorneys Office that
Federal projects are exempt fron County land use permits
when situated cn lands owned or leased by the Federal
government. However, it should bes noted that the island
of Nlihau falls under the jurisdiction of the County of
Kauai.

2. Although exempt from County land use permits, we are
still concerned about the project’s impacts to the
Communities and environment. Therefore wa raecommend that
input frem the communities along with those from experts
in the areas of flora, fauna, recreation,
historic/cultural reésources, noise, air, etc., be
evaluated and considered to ensure that nminimal adverse
impacts occur.

3. The extension of the lease for the restrictive easement
to the year 2030 to provide buffer zones adjacent to PMRF
is a very important component in the overalil project
scheme. Without this, seriocus gquestions arise about
safety to adjacent areas when launching operations accur.
However, we are alsc concerned about the frequaency and
length of time which the easement area will be used and
its effect on the current Sugar operations which are a
vital part of Kauai'’s economy. Has input from the Kekaha
Sugar Company been obtained? IFf not, we recommend that

Kapule Building ¢ 4444 Rice Streer, Suite 471 s Lihu'e, Kaua'l, Hawaii 56766
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

Ms. Vida Mossman

Page 2
May 5,

1998

they be consulted in the Process.

We concur with the State Department of Business, Economic
Development and Tourism (DBEDT) regarding compliance wich
the CZM consistency determination. If such documentacion
is submitted to the DBEDT, we would like to be provided
with copies also.

The Polihale State Park area as well as the beach areas
adjacent to PMRF are frequented by many users both on-
shore and off-shore. Will there be a warning system to
ensure that the affected areas are totally evacuated
during operations? What type (s} of warning systems are
being considered?

There is an application in our office for an aguaculture
operation which will border the PMRF facility. We
recommend that the owners of the aquaculture business be
contacted if missile launchings will require temporary
closurs of their operations. Alsc, what impacts, if any,
will there be to the aquaculture oparations?

Should you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter,
please feel free to call me or Keith Nitta of my staff ar 241-6677.

7 o

DEE M. CROWELL
Planning Director
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0%28

N REPLY HEFER TO:

5090
Ser 08/ 09 53
23 00T w98

Mr. Dee M. Crowell
Director

Planning Department
County of Kauai
Kapute Building

4444 Rice Street

Suite 473

Lihue, Kauai, HI 96766

Dear Mr, Crowell;

Thank you for your commeats on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

1,

We acknowledge that Niihau is within the County of Kauai and do agree with the
county attorney's conclusion that county land use permits are not applicable to
Federal activities.

Our analysis approach included consultation with state and local agencies
responsible for and knowledgeable of the natural or historic/cultural resources
being examined.

Safety is always a prime concern and, in fact, is the reason for establishing a
restrictive easement to provide a buffer zone around missile launches.
Consultation with the State of Hawaii, Amfac Sugar-Kauai, as we!l as Controlled
Environment Aquacuiture Technology, Inc. is under way to ensure minimal effects
of closure to these business activities.

Consistent with Federal requirements, consultation with the State Department of
Business, Economic Development and Tourism (DBEDT?) has been under way and
initiation of the consistency determination process occurred with transmittal of the
Draft EIS and will conclude following issuance of the EIS. We will ask DREDT
to confer with you as part of their consistency review.

Clearing procedures are described in Prior to missile launches
requiring the Navy to exercise closure of the Ground Hazard Area (GHA), notices
to mariners and notices to airmen are issued identifying areas and the times where
hazardous activities will be conducted. Large boats then survey the area prior to
launches occurring. The process for determining the GHA is clear involves
personrel verbally notifying people who are inside the GHA that they need to

leave by a preset time (normally 20 minutes prior to a scheduled launch). These
notifications begin approximately 3 hours prior 1o the scheduled launch.
Helicopter surveys are conducted to determine the area clear and 20 minutes prior
to the lasnch access roads leading into the GIA are blocked. Following the
launch, access is restored. To date, PMRF has had a good working relationship
with Amfac Sugar. We intend to maintain this relationship through close
coordination during periods when sugar operations could be impacted. While
informal discussions with Amfac personnel occur periodically, we will contact
Amfac Sugar-Kauai to discuss any concerns they may have.

6. See attached CEATECH letter.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want to do all we can 10 gain and maintain your trust and support,

Sincerely,
I/ A BOWLIN

Captain, U.5. Navy
Coemmanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0237
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_ ATTACHMENT

@ CEATECH USA

Cantrotled Environment Aquaculture Techaolagy, Inc.

7 Waterfront Plaza, Suite 400

500 Ala Moana Blve. Honolufy, HI 96813

Tel: (808} 5211801/ Fax: (808} 537-1307

ceatech@aloha net May 7, 1998

Vida Mossman

Public Affairs Officer

Pacific Missile Range Facility
P.O. Box 128

Kekaha, HI 96752-0128

Dear Ms. Mossman:

We have reviewed the Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Draft
Eavironmental lmpact Statement of 3 April 1998,

It is our opinion that the operations at the Parific Missile Range Facility will have no
impact on the operaticns of CEATECH Plaatations or any other of our facilities.
THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

Sincerely,

Ernest K. Dias
President
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P-W-0116

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (ELS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet 1o write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.

1 - . ./ Cainll ) ,]
\/(firfjfam s ol Yeves O [
i

A

Please place form in the comment box or mail to:
* PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. O.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128

April 1998 a Prinied on recycied paper

Testimony by VFW Post 3855 in favor of the PMRF Enhanced
Capability and the Theater Missile Defense Program
April 25, 1998

T am here today offering testimony on behalf of the 125 combat veterans that
are members of Veterans of Foreign Ways, Cordoza-DeFries Post 3855,
Kapaa, Hawaii.

We speak from personal experience on the battlefield, The experiences of
combat have led us to believe that a strong defense is the best way to prevent
war. We strongly support the proposed action in the EIS for the PMRF
Enhanced Capability and the Theater Missile Defense Program and believe it
to be in the Nation's best interest to proceed as soon as possible.

Furthermore, we feel that the broposed action will have minimum impact to
the environment and wildlife beeause of careful oversight by PMRF. Some
here today will undoubtedly address these issues with hype and distortion
but the facts are clear and speak for themselves: PMRF has a proven track
record of launching missiles for over 30 years with absolute safety to
personnel, the community, and the environment!

Some may remember the hysteria asscciated with the STARS program. The
subsequent four successful STARS launchkes and environmental monitoring
showed the facts to be as stated in the Record of Decision: MINIMUAL
IMPACT! The island was NOT covered with toxic gases or showered with
burning debris and rocket fuel, i fact, most residents wers not even aware of
the launches!
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The facts are clear that PMRF and the dedicated folks who work there are
better protectors of the environment than most. Just take a walk down the
pristine beaches and lock for yourself: the land and wildlife are well eared for,
endangered species thrive under the Navy's protection.

Some may say the Cold War is over and missile defense is not needed. Just
ask yourself about the 20 countries that possess or are developing nuclear,
biological and chemical weapons and ballistic missile delivery systems. A
defense is needed and it is needed now!

The real benefit of the Theater Missile Defense Program at PMRF is to better
protect our Armed Forces sent in harms way: your neighbors, nieces and
nephews, brothers and sisters, sons and daughters. Would you send them
into battle ill prepared without the proper equipment? Waould you send them
to fight without the best possible protection against attack from ballistie
missiles? I think not! The fact of the matter is that we cannot adequately
protect them today! We do not have an effective defense against short-range
ballistic missiles.

T}.le Theater Missile Defense program at PMRF will result in systems that
will protect cur troops! The cnes who lay it on the line for each and every one
of us, our sons and daughter, neighbors and friends,

I ask each and every one of you to support this program, and the dedicated
men and women of the Pacific Missile Range Facility. Thank you.

Richard Irwin, Commander,
Veterans of Foreign Wars
Cordoza-Defries Post 3855, Kapaa, Hawaii

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA HaWAI 357520128
IN REPLY REFER TO:
5090
Ser00/ 08 0 9
23 0CT 1898

Mr. Richard Irwin
Commander

Veterans of Foreign Wars
Cordoza-Defries Post 3855
Kapaa, HI 96746

Dear Mr, Irwin:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmenta! Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support, on behalf of Veterans of Foreign
Wars Post 3853, for the mission of PMRF and the proposal to enhance its capability
to perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. As one of the representatives of
those who have put their lives on the line for the protection and defense of our
country, we recognize your valuable perspective concerning the necessity of keeping
our armed forces strong and technically superior to potential adversaries,
particularly in the area of missile defenses.

PMRF is proud of its safety record and stewardship of the environment in its
more than 35 years of launching and testing missile systems. We have been able to
conduct our programs over the years with very little environmental impact, and our
goal is to continue tc do so. We recognize that many who have opposed PMRF
programs have claimed that there would be unacceptable environmental impacts as
a result. We do not believe this has been borne out.

We look forward to continuing our positive relationship with the Veterans of
Foreign Wars, as well as other business and civic organizations on Kauai.

Sincerely,

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
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Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0116

PW-0126

April 25, 1998

To Whom It May Concern:

The employees at Pacific Missile Range Facility and the International Brother of
Electrical Workers Local 1260 strongly supports the proposed enhancements to the
Pacific Missile Range Facility as described in the Draft Environment Impact Stated
published on April 3, 1998.

Our review of the proposal to enhance the Pacific Missile Range Facility
indicates that any impacts to the environment will be minimal, yet the benefits of the
enhancemenis will be substantial. As the U.S. military continues to downsize and the
Pentagon proposes to close 50 military bases in the next few years, the island of Kauai
and the Stafe of Hawaii are fortunate that there ars plans to upgrade the Pacific Missile
Range Facility and locate a high priority Naticnal defense project there.

The support that PMRF is being asked to provide to the Navy's Theater Missile
Defense program is very similar to the type of work that the base has been carrying out
for 35 years, launching and tracking missile targets safety in a controlled environment.
The proposal includes enchanting PMRF's equipment and adding some additional
launch capabilities and the project will require only small increases in the cusiomary
activities at PMRF, yet it will help to ensure the future viability of the base and the
continued employment of the approximately 500 workers that the {BEW represents
there. Many of the jobs are technical and require high skill levels and are therefore well
Paying. Few employers on Kauai can offer the high tech job opportunities that PMRF
can. It enables more of Kauai's bright young people to stay on Kauai and work in a
challenging enviranment er to go off island to college or join the military and return to
their home with an oppoertunity to put what they have learned to good use.

Overall, PMRF employs more than 800 people on this island, and has an annual
payroll of $45 milfion. It is one of the largest employers on the island and the largest
provider of high tech jobs on Kauai. PMRF helps to maintain a strong middle class on
Kauai, which is important for people want to earn a good living, buy homes, raise
families and send their children to school. And we strongly support that.

PMRF also contribules to the community by supporting local schocls with the
Adopt-a-Schoo! pragram, the Toys for Tols program, helping to put on the Waimea
Tewn Celebration and other volunteer efforts.

PMRF is the world's largest ocean range with instrumentation that can create
and monitor realistic research, development, test evaluation and training envirenments
for military and advanced technology systems that operate on the sea, under the sea, in
the air, in space and an share safely and without harming the environment.
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PMRF is one of the greatest assets to the economy of Kauai, to the community
and is an important asset in maintaining a strong National defense for our country.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment,

Sincarely,

Y AT S 2

Michael Corregedore
Unit 4 Chairman

Po. By 10%5
Calaheo  QuLacl

BEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, RAWANl 86752-G128
™ AERLY REFER 10,

5080
Ser00/ 08 10
23 0CT 8

Mr. Michael Corregedore

Local 1260

International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
PO Box 1085

Kalaheo, HI 96941

Dear Mr. Corregedore:

Thank you for your comments an the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement,

We appreciate your expression of support, on behalf of the International
Bratherhood of Electrical Workers Local 1260, for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. We consider PMRF's highly skilled and competent employees to be our most
valuable asset in performing our mission to provide vital testing and training
activities for the Navy. Congress has recognized the benefits of the technology base
and extensive off-shore range area existing at PMRF in identifying it as the
primary area to test the Navy's theater ballistic missile defense systems.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, 1ts employment base will remain
strong and promote continuad economie stability on Kauai. The Navy looks forward
to continuing its positive relationships with business, civic, and other organizations
in Hawaii as it performs its primary mission as a test and training range for
sophisticated Navy systems to protect our armed forces and ensure our national
security.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain vour trust and support.

Sincerely,

VJ. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy

Commanding Qfficer
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Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harhor

Response to P-W-0126

p-w-0128

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have

regarding the EIS, Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to:
*  PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. 0.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAN 967520128
IN REPLY SEFER T

5090

Seroo/ 0B 11
23 00T 1308

Mr. Mark Nellis
PO Box 337
Waimea, HL 96796

Dear Mr. Nellis:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRI and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its emplovment base will remain
strong and promote continued economic stability on Kauai.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

. A BOWLIN
Captain, 1.5, Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Peari Harbor

Response to P-W-0128

KEDB

Kauai Economic Development Board

4334 Rice Street, Suite 2048, Lihue, Kauai, Hawaii 96766 Phone: {808) 245-6692 Fax: (808) 246-1089 email: kedbzaloha, et

April 20, 1998

The Garden Island
3137 Kuhio Highway
Lihue, Hawaii 96766

RE: The Enhanced Capability EIS
The Pacific Missile Range Facility’s (PMRF's) contribution 10 Kaual transcends ail elements of our

community from agricultural operations to the visitor industry as well as the backbone of cur island - small
business. Satistically PMRF's economic impact include:

Wages and salaries $46.3 million
Censtruction $4.7 million
Contracts $42.2 million
Purchasing $7.2 miilion
Utiities $4.0 million
Tourist Industry $7.7 millien

Kauai's economic condition is critical. The anticipated recovery from Hurricane iniki is prolonged due to
continued hote! closures and the downsizing of sugar cperations. Business failures are increasing at record
rates. Throughout this downturn the area thar continues 1o shine s PMRF. NELHA and the asronomy
community on the Big Island and the Super Computer on Maui are visibly important to each island’s
diversification. However, primarily because of the population base, PMRF's contribution is magnified. In
addition, PMRF js a community leader. From their Toys for Tots campaign to their cooperative education
programs with Kaual Community College they help foster the “Good Neighbor™ policy as well as train
Kauai's people for enhanced job opportunities,

PMRF is a national asset primarily for two reasons:
Lack of encroachment
Natural Littoral environment

The vision of Senator Daniel K. [nouye and his fellow members of Congress in declaring that PMRF is the
“Primary test range for the completion of Navy lower tier and upper tier missile flight tests”, has
brought infrastructure upgrades in the past five years (otaling some $307 million, The testing and
evaluation portion of PMRF's business is not only its shining star but also continues to increase with
ultimate peaks in FY '98 — FY 2000.

Significantly, the testing and evaluatior: area represents the multitude of “spin-off* opportunities and the
creation of sustainable economic developmen: on Kaual,  Already having a presence on Kauai or
anapuncing their intentions to do so include companies such as ITT Federal Services, Baker Support
Systems, MIT Lincoln Labs, SAIC, Oceanit Laboratories, Textron Systems Division, ThermaTrex
Corporation and Solipsys Corporation. These companies are hiring our local neighbors and friends and
helping train them using the facilities of KCC and the range, thus ereating meaningful and well paying jobs
for us all.

P-W-0138
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The Garden Island
April 20, 1993
Page Two

The enhancement of PMRF's testing and evaluation cepabilities will bring abow diversified economic
benefits that are built on the basic precepts of sustainability as well as supply and demand equating to job
grawth.

PMRF has been a geod neighbor, an exemplary corporate citizen. Let us all work together to bring about
ant enhancement of their capabilities which will result in sustainable economic development.

Sincerely,

John [solje
tesidenf & COQ, Kaual Economic Development Board

KEDB

Kauai Economic Development Board

4334 Rice Street, Suite 2048, Lihue, Kauai, Hawaii 96766 Phone; (808) 245-6652 Fax: (808) 246-1083 email: kedb@aloha.net

1998 MEMBERSHIP LIST

A & B Properties
Ameritech Cellular Services
AMFAC Sugar Kauai
Aston Kauai Beach Villas
Bank of Hawaii
Belles Graham Proudfoct & Wilson
Big Save, Inc.

First Hawaiian Bank
Gay & Robinson
Grove Farm Co., Inc.
GTE Hawailan Tel
Hale Kauai, Ltd.
Haseko (Hawaii), inc.
High Technology Sclutions, Inc.
Honsador
Hyatt Regency Kauai
Insurance Agents Group, Inc.
Internationai Telephone and Telegraph (ITT}
Jon P. Brubaker & Co.
Kauai Electric
Kauai Island Finance
Kauat Marketing Group, Inc.
Kauai Marriott
Kauai Nursery & Landscaping
Kawailoa Development
Kikiaola Land Ca., Ltd.
Kilauea Agronomics
King Auto Center
Koa Trading Company
Qutrigger Kauai Beach Hotel
Pacific Marine
Princeville Corporation
R. Electric
Textron Systems Kauai
ThermoTrex Corporation
Watumull & Sons
Wilcox Memorial Hospital
Young Brothers, Ltd.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO ROX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAI S6752-0128
1N REPLY REFER TOn

5480
Ser00/ 08 1 2
23 0CT 1393

Mr. John Ische

President and COO

Kauai Economic Development Board
4334 Rice Street

Suite 204B

Lihue, HI 96766

Dear Mr. Isobe:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support, on behalf of the Kauai Economic
Development Board, for the mission of PMRF and the proposal to enhance its
capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. We agree that a
strong partnership with cur neighbors in both technical and civic areas is beneficial
to both Kauai and the larger Hawaiian community and the Navy. Congress has
recognized the potential of the technical capabilities and extensive off-shore range
area existing at PMRF in identifying it as the primary area to test the Navy's
theater ballistic missile defense systems.

The Navy looks forward to continuing its positive relationships with
business, eivic, and other organizations in Hawaii as it performs its primary
mission as a test and training range for sophisticated Navy systems to protect our
armed forces and ensure our national security.

Sincerely,

TR

. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear] Harbor

Response to P-W-0138

P-w-0142

GREGG GARDINER
PO Box 3028
Lihue, HI 96766

Apnl 25, 1998

Vida Mossman

Pacific Missile Range Facility
PO Box 128

Kekaha, H1 96752

Thank you for the opportunily o comment on the draft Environmental Impact Statement.
My comments today are made on behalf of myself, and the Kauai chapter of the Marine
Corps League.

For most of us, the Ballistic Missile Defense Era began a little over seven years ago on
January 18, 1991, when a Patriot missile intercepted an incoming Iraqi Scud missile aver
Saudi Arabia. Not only was the intercept at night with a dazzling display of technical
virtuosity, but it was recorded on video and replayed numerous times before hundreds of
miltions of viewers worldwide. We the public recognized for the first that there could be
limited defenses against ballistic missiles.

Missile attacks are not new to the 80's and 90's - during WWII the Germans launched
rockets te England and since then the world has been living in fear of missile attacks
from the sky.

N
While the Gulf war was, in many respects, a great triumph, there are certainly many
lessons that need to be leamned from that war. One of these lessons is that future conflicts
will, very Jikely, include attacks on American forces by ballistic missiles.

Sadly, it was also the Gulf war, when a primitive Iragi Scud missile carrying a
conventional warhead slammed into a barracks housing American troops in Saudi Arabia,
28 Americans were Killed and 98 Americans were injured. It was the single largest loss
of life during that war.

The Washington Post recounted the horror of how these brave young Americans, well
behind the front lines, were cold-bloodedly attacked and murdered without warning. As
the Post described it:

“It was simply a freak of war. No ground was gained, none was defended, no tactical
purpose was served, people were assassinated in their beds as they dozed or lounged or
clowned with buddies. They were in a converted warchouse in the suburbs of Saudi
Arabia, 200 miles behind the front line, in a neighborhood that included a supermarket, a
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hotel, and other buildings. The war was winding down. Two days afier the attack, it
would be over.”

This was not the fist time that Iraqi fired a missile in anger. Just a few years earlier in the
Iran-traq War where Baghdad's Scuds caused over 1100 deaths and 4000 wounded in
Tehran. This clearly will not be the last time that missiles are fired in anger.

Since 1980, ballistic missiles have been used in six regional conflicts. Strategic ballistic
missiles exist in abundance around the world today.

Ballistic missiles are fast becoming the weapons of first choice of those who scek to harm
American interests abroad. We know, and our intelligence community confirms, that 25
nations have ballistic missiles of ditferent degrees of technology, the capability is there.

Keep in mind, the one that murdered 28 Americans was a very primitive Scud missile.
These 23 nations all have missiles that are much more sophisticated than that today.

Let me state a few other important facts:

Five nations have declared they have nuclear weapons and at least 20 other nations either
unctficially have weapons of mass destruction and the means of delivering them or are
attempling to gain those weapons and delivery systems today.

North Korca has a ballistic missile, which can reach Alaska, Hawaii, and Guam today.

While the end of the Cold War signaled a reduction in the likelihood of global conflict
many countries recognize that weapons of mass destruction and missiles increase their
ability to deter, coerce, or otherwise threaten the United States and its allies.

The proliferation of these is a direct and immediate threat to the security of U.S. military
forces, as well as our allies and friends.

We have already witnessed the willingness of countries to use theater-class ballistic
missiles for military purposes.

There will be a next time and we must be ready, Theater Missile Defenses is designed to
protect our deployed troops, allies and {riends. Our TMD systems must be able to deploy
rapidly and move with the troops. In order to do this there must be good systems and
good training.

The Pacific Missile Range Facility is recognized as the leader in training and testing.
Their unique location supports missions involving space, air, surface, and sub-surface.
With a thousand square miles of instrumented underwater range and over 42,000 square
miles of controlled airspace PMRF is the premier facility for testing and training.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement shows that there would be no significant
impact if the new programs were implanted and PMRFT leases were extended until 2030.
The fact that there are huge economic bonuses to the Kauai and Niihau are just that - a
plus,

But the real winners of the testing and training will be our children, they will be the ones
who will have to fight the next fight.

We need to insure them that when our country needs 1o put them in harms way, we can
protect them with the systems that have been tested, perfected and trained on at PMRE,
"This will give them the opportunity that was denied seven years age 1o those 28
Americans who lost their lives in that cold-blooded Iraqi Scud missile attack.

Thank you,

“‘5 "g fv\(ﬁvu/'\
Grcgjé diner
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BCX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 36752-0128
IM REPLY AEFER TC:

5090

Ser0/ 0918
23 0CT 248

Mr. Gregg Gardiner
PO Box 3028
Lihue, HI 56766

Dear Mr. Gardiner;

Thaok you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We apprectate your expression of suppart on behalf of the Kauai Chapter of the
Marine Corps League for the mission of PMRF and the proposal to enhance its capability
to perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. As one of those who have put their
lives on the line for the protection and defense of our country, we recognize your
valuable perspective concerning the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong and
technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile defenses.

We look forward to continuing our positive relationship with the Marine Corps
League and other business and civic organizations on Kauai.

Sincerely,

Captain, U.S. Navy

Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0142

P-W-0145

CONTRACTORS ASSOCIATION OF Kava‘ |[CAK

P.C. Box 64, 4231 Ahukini Road, Lihu'e, Hawai'i 96768 /\
Phone {B08) 246 -2662 Fax {808} 246-8642 %

CONTRACTORS
ASSOCIATION
OF XdDal

April 25, 1998

U.S. Navy

TESTIMONY OF THE CONTRACTORS ASSOCIATION OF KAUA'I ON:

THE DRAFT EIS FOR THE PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITIES

My name is Robby Rask, president of the hundred member Contractors Association of
Kauz'i. Iam submitting tesimony on behalf of the association in support of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Pacific Missile Range Facility that was published on
April 8, 1698.

Based on the findings of the documents it appears that any impacts to the environment as a
result of the gnhancements will be minimal, We believe that even with this new program to support
Navy Theater Ballistic Missile Defense, PMRF will continue to operate as it has for the past 33
years: safely and with minimal impact 10 the environment.

The Contractors Association of Kaua'i also recognizes the importance of a strong national
defense for our country and supports the contribution that PMRF is making in this area.

In addition, the benefits that PMRF provides to this community are significant. PMRF
employs 863 people, and has an annval payroll of $45 miilion. It is one of the largest employers on
the island and the largest provider of high tech jobs on Kaua'i. These jobs help to maintain a strong
middle class on Kaua'i, which is important for people wanting to earn a decent living, buy homes,
raise families and retire here.

PMRF alsc has a positive {mpact on the members of our organization. Some of our
members have performed jobs as general contractors or as subcontractors at PMRF. This benefits
the community.

PMRF also supports the U.S. Navai Sea Cadet program whose members and families
recently helped the association at the Building and Remodeling Expo.

The Contraciors Association of Kaua'i supports the proposed enhancements because it will
help ensure the continued cperation of the Pacific Missile Range Facility at Barking Sands, and this
is good for Kaua'i, good for Hawai'i and good for the nation.



GGl-6

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE AANGE FACILITY
P.O. 80X 128
KEXAHA, HAWAI 36752-0128

IN RERLY REFER TC:

5090
Ser 00/0 81
23 OCT 558

Mr. Robby Rask

President

Contractors Association of Kauai
PO Box 64

4231 Ahukin: Road

Lihue, HI 96766

Dear Mr. Rask:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support, on behalf of the Contractors
Association of Kaual, for the mission of PMRF and the proposal to enhance its
capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense testing, We agree that a
strang partnership with our neighbors in both technical and civic areas is beneficial
to both Kauai and the larger Hawaiian community and the Navy. Congress has
rceognized the benefits of the technology base and extensive off-shore range area at
PMRF in identifying it as the primary area to test the Navy's theater ballistic
missile defense systems. As in the past, we believe these activities can be conducted
safely and with minimal impact to the environment.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote continued econemic stability on Kanai. The Navy looks forward
to continuing its pesitive relationships with business, civic, and other organizations
in Hawaii as it performs its primary mission as a test and training range for
sophisticated Navy systems to protect our armed forces and ensure our national
security.

Sincerely,
A BOWLIN

Captain, U.8, Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response ta P-W-0145
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P-W-0143

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS, Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.

Piease place form in the comment box or mail to: A
«  PMRF Public Affairs Office lag [ ﬁo‘
P. O.Box 128

Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128 To Ceoy D302
M;g

H'DZ‘Q,_?E&;@—_

April 1998 Frinted on recycled paper

Honotulu Councit

NAVY LEAGUE OF THE UNITED STATES

FOLNDED 1902

Testimony on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the
Theater Ballistic Missiie Defense Program
at the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF) Kauai
April 251998

Tam Alan 8. Llovd. ] am a National Director of the Navy League of the United States and

I am testifying on behalf of the 5,500 members of the Honclulu Council of the Navy League.

The Honolulu Council strengly supports the proposal by the United States Navy to upgrade
the existing instatlations and capabilities at PMRF in order to qualify this facility as the
"Lead Range" for cur nations Theater Missile Defense Testing Program.

During the 1991 war in the Persian Gulf, the only weapon systems that we could not
adequately counter were the relatively primitive Iragi “scud” ballistic missiles, If we are
going to ask our young men and women to go into harms way in future military conflicts, we
must insure that they have the necessary equipment to protect themselves, as well as the
civilian populations and troops of our allies, especially if such defensive systems could be
produced and made available at reasonable cost.

The United States Congress has recognized that the bread, open ocean areas north and west
of Kauai’s Napali Coast coupled with multiple sites for radar tracking stations at high
elevations are ideal for testing the theater missile defense systems that must be perfected over
the next several years. There is no other range that has the unique technical, operational and

" geographical advantages of the PMRF on Kauai.

Not only do the assets of the PMRF offer a unique advantage te our nation and its armed
forces but in addition they offer a very special advantage to our states economy and to the
daily living environment of the people who live on Kaual and also on Niihau. These
advantages inchide the following:

» In addition to the Navy personnel assigned to the Barking Sands facility, PMRF
provides 800 civilian jobs for Kauai residents. If the PMRF is upgraded to support
the theater missile defense program and also to improve its ability to serve our Navy’s
ongeing daily needs for training and testing of its ships and equipment, PMRF will

F. 0. BOX 31032 « HONOLULL, ILAMWAT 96820 » {(308) 4220404 » FAN (308) 423-0749 » E-Mail Navyleague @ AOL L0V
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remain part of Kauai's economy for a long time and these 800 jobs will remain
secure.

It is a well established fact that some of our nation’s best preserved coastlines are on
U. S. military reservations. These military facilities protect their shorelines from
commercial development and the necessary base security requirements protect
historic sites from poaching and vandalism as well as the piles of trash and garbage
that oftent aceurnulate in areas that are accessible to the general public.

The island of Nithau has been preserved in a very special way by the Robinson
family, It is the only place where Hawaiian is still the spoken language and the only
island where the traditional Hawaiian values are still practiced by the entire
population. It is very important that this most Hawatian of our State’s communities
remain viable and intact for the foreseeable future. For this to continue, the Nithau
Ranch must have a steady income that is dependable and that minimizes the need for
a subsidy from sugar operations on Kauai. In this context, it is important to note that
sugar production has ceased on Oahu and on the Big Island. In 1960, there were six
sugar mills and three pineapple canneries on Kaual. Teday, only three sugar mills
remain in operaticn and the canneries are gone.

Because the traditicnal land management policies of the Navy’s Barking Sands
facility and the Niihau Ranch are so similar, the two crganizations have been able to
work together with great harmony. For ten years, PMRF has maintained an
unmanned, remote controlled radar tracking station on Niithau. As part of this
proposal to upgrade PMRF s ability to test these new missile defense systems for our
nation, the Navy is proposing to lease additional sites from the ranch on Niihau.
Because of the traditions and the culture of the community on Nithau it will not be
necessary to station any Navy or civilian personnel on Niithau to supervise these new
facilities. As a result, the Niihau Ranch will gain additional income and the traditional
Hawaiian lifestyle of the island will not be adversely affected.

The PMRF represents a very special cconomic asset to the only island of our state that
has been badly damaged by four hurricanes in the last half of this century. PMRF is
not only a "hurricane proof” business for Kauai, it's an important emergency facility
and organization that is always available to assist the people of Kauai and Nithau
during natura! disasters. Storm damage to PMRF installation following hurricane
Iniki was minimal and its airport rumways were available to receive emergency
supplies within 24 hours after the storm,

The state of Hawaii is presently suffering from a significant ecenomic downturn, For
this reason it is very impoertant {0 encourage existing businesses to expand and invest

in new facilities so that their operations will remain economically viable and that the
state’s tax base will be protected. Several years ago, a suggestion was made by two
United States Senators that the PMRF should be shut down as part of the Defense
Department’s need to close military bases throughout the nation. The Henolulu
Council immediately wrote to those Senators to make sure that they were fully
informed as to the unique asscts that the PMRF offers for our Navy. Fertunately, the
U. 5. Congress is now fully aware of the importance of PMRF and the special role
that it stands ready to play in testing the new defense equipment that wili protect the
lives of our military personne! in future engagements.

» DBecause our military must constantly train and test their equipment to insure that we
will prevail in any future conflict with minimum loss of ships and aircraft and more
impeortantly with minimum casualties, active military assets and bases must be located
where they can accurately calibrate their equipment and continuously train their
people. Accordingly, the presence and the capabilities of the PMRF are an important
consideration with regard to homeporting ships and maintaining significant
maintenance facilities at the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard on the island of Oahu.

In closing, the Honotulu Counci! of the Navy League strongly supports this proposal to
upgrade the existing installations and the capabilities of the Pacific Missile Range Facilities
on the islands of Kauai and Niihau. We completely concur with the draft environmental
study conclusion that there will be no significant adverse environmental impacts on Kauai
or Nithau resulting from the proposed expansion of the PMRF, ’

In additicn, we would like to reiterate that these proposed improvements will help support
the continued existence of'the very special culture and lifestyles of the families who live on
Niihau. These improvements will also insure the continued existence of a naval facility on
Kauai capable of rendering emergency assistance following hurricanes. They wilt also insure
that this important contributor to the economy of Kauai (and state of Hawaii) remains in

. operation for many years and finally they willinsure that PMRF will continue to play a major

role in maintaining a strong and healthy defense posture for cur nation.
Thank you for the opportunity to present this testimony.

ASL:da
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My, Alan 5. Lloyd

Director

Navy League of the United States
PO Box 31032

Honoluly, HI 96820

Dear Mr. Lloyd:

Thank you for your comments and participation in the public hearing process
on the PMRT Enhanced Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support on behalf of the Honolulu Council
of the Navy League of the United States for the mission of PMRF and the proposal
to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. As one
of the representatives of those who have put their lives on the line for the protection
and defense of our country, we recognize your valuable perspective concerning the
necessity of keeping our armed forces strong and technically superior to potential
adversaries, particularly in the area of missile defenses. We look forward to
continuing our positive relationship with the Navy League and other business and
civic organizations en Kauai.

Sincerely,

Tl A
A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pear] Harbor

Response to P-W-0148

P-W-0154

Kapaa Business Association
P.O. 1480
Kapaa, Kauai, HI 96746

April 23, 1998

To Whom It May Concern:

Aloha. The Kapaa Business Association supports the proposed improvements to
the Pacific Missile Range Facility at Mana, K auai, Hawaii.

Historically, PMRF has been a good neighbor on the West Side of Kauai. The
social and economic contributions made by PMRF go back over thirty years. The
benefit to Kanai in the form of direct wages and goods and services contracts, can
not be understated. The hands on assistance by the facility after Hurricane Iniki is
just one example of PMRFs integral role us part of Kauai.

PMRF is a significant part of the Naval training necessary for the peace and
knowledge necessary in today’s complex and volatile political world, Furthermore
the 800 or so civilian jobs that PMRF provides gives security for many families.

The impact on natural and cultural environmenis will be carefully monitored.
The benefits realized by the improved capabilities is eritical 1o the well being of
Kauai and will assure the long-term viability of one of the Kauai's fargest
employers and will be an impentant step in stabilizing the County’s future.

On behalf of the Kapaa Business Association,

Ed MacDowell p
President
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Mr. Ed MacDowell

Kapaa Business Association
PO Box 1480

Kapaa, Kauai, HI 96746

Dear Mr. MacDowell:

Thank you for your comments and participation in the public hearing process
on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support, on behalf of the Kapaa Business
Association, for the mission of PMRF and the propesal to enhance its capability to
perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. We agree that a strong
partnership with our neighbors in both technical and civic areas is beneficial to both
Kauai and the larger Hawaiian community and the Navy, Congress has recognized
the benefits of the technology base and extensive off-shore range area existing at
PMRF in identifying it as the primary area to test the Navy's theater ballistic
missile defense systems.

The Navy looks forward to continuing its positive relationships with
business, civic, and other organizations in Hawali as it performs its primary
mission as a test and training range for sophisticated Navy systems to protect our
armed forces and ensure our national security.

Sincerely,

3'A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response ta P-W.0154

P-W-0158

KAUAT VETERANS CQUNCIL
3125 KAPULE EIGHWAY
LIHUE, HAWAIL, 96766

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:

The Kaual Veterans Council consisting of the following veterans

organizations: American Legion Post

#2: American Legion Post #51,

American Legicn Post #54:; Disable@ American Veterans Kauail Chapter HNo.
5; Kauai Merchant Marine; Kauai Veterans Club; Kauai Vietnam Era
Veterans Association; Kauai 100th Infantry Battalion Veterans; Kauai
442nd R.C.T. Veterans Club; Korean War Veterans; Military Intelligence
Service Veterans of Xauai; Miliary Order of the Purple Heart Chapter
#489; Veterans of Foreign Wars; American Legion Auxillary unit #2; Sons
and Daughters of the 100/442nd R.C.T., respectfully submit this letter
as a testimonial in favor of the program for expansicn of the P.M.R.F.
facilities and the E.I.S. of the project.

e PP Frzai—
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Kaual Veterans Council
3125 Kapule Highway
Lihue, HI 96766

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:

Thank you for your comments and participation in the public hearing process
on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support on bebalf of the Kauai Veterans
Council for the mission of PMRF and the prepesal to enhance its capability to
perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. As one of the representatives of
those who have put their lives on the line for the protection and defense of our
country, we recognize your valuable perspective concerning the necessity of keeping
our armed forces strong and technically superior to potential adversaries,
particularly in the area of missile defenses. We look forward to continuing our
positive relationship with the Navy League and cther business and civie
organizations on Kauai,

Sincerely,

émLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy ta:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0156

Briand of Kaud

1016 L Jueree #2307

Lihue, Hawaa, USA 96764

Telephone 1ok zas.1971

Fau 1.8ed. 246 9118

HAwarnn

Kauai Yisitors Bureay

April 22, 1998

Ms. Vida Mossman

Public Affairs Officer

Pacific Missile Range Facility
P.O. Box 128

Kekaha, HI 96752

Dear Ms. Mossman;

On behalf of the Kava’i Visitors Bureau (KVB), T would like to offer cur
support of the Pacific Missile Range Facility’s (PMRF) efforts in testing and
evaluation on the island of Kaua'i, KVB supports the upgrade and enhancement
of PMRF’s capabilities in instrumentation, communications equipment, radars and
sensors. PMRF provides over 800 civilian jobs to our island and has been a strong
community supporter over the years.

The efforts of defense testing by PMRF have provided the foundation for
high technology development on the island, as well as global support ta the future
of the nation’s defense systems.

We continue to support PMRF and its employees in their goal of providing
the best facility available for protecting the United States of America.

Sincerely,

1. e

Susan A, Kanoho
Executive Director
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Ma. Susan A. Kanoho
Executive Director

Hawaii, Kauai Visitors Bureau
3016 Umi Street #207

Lihue, HI 96766

Dear Ms. Kanche:

We appreciate your expression of support on behalf of the Kauai Visitors
Bureau for the mission of PMRF and the propesal to enhance its capability to
perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. We believe that with the
continued viability of PMRF through enhanced capabilities to conduct advanced
missile testing, its employment base will remain strong and promote continued
economic stability on Kauai. The Navy looks forward to continuing its positive
relationships with business, civic, and other organizations in Hawaii as it performs
its primary mission as a test and training range for sophisticated Navy systems to
protect our arme«d forces and ensure our national security.

Sincerely,

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W.0159

P-W-G162

[l g Py
THLLHIERAR,) 375

April 25, 1998

Captain James Bowlin
Commanding Officer, PMRF
P.O. Box 128

Kekaha, HI 86747

RE: Support for PMRF Initiative
Captain Bowlin:

The West Kaua'i Main Street Program along with its parent company, the West Kaua'i Business &
Professional Association would like to express our fuil support for your initiative. Cur members
consists of medium and small businesses who employ many residents of West Kaua'i. It is our belief
that the expansion of capability will enhance PMRF's position as a testing facility. It wifl create job
opportunities for our residents and will definitely have a beneficial impact on the economy of Kaua'i
as a whole.

| would alsc like to thank you and your employees for your constant suppart of community-based
initiatives and projects. PMRF's dedication to community service has improved the lives of our
elderly as well as our children. We are truly blessed to have you as our neighbor.

Singerely,

alvin H. Shir.
Project Manager
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Mr. Calvin Shirai
Project Manager

West Kauai Main Street
Waimea, HI 96796

Dear Mr. Shirai;

We appreciate your expression of support on behalf of the West Kauvai Main
Street Program for the mission of PMRF and the proposal to enhance its capability
to perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. We believe that with the
continued viability of PMRI through enhanced capabilities to conduct advanced
missile testing, its employment base will remain strong and promote continued
economic stability on Kauai. The Navy locks forward to continuing its positive
relationships with business, civic, and other orpanizations in Hawalii as it performs
its primary mission as a test and training range for sophisticated Navy systems to
protect our armed ferces and ensure our national security.

Sincerely,

74 M
. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding QOfficer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
CONNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-\W-0162

NAVY LEAGUE OF THE UNITED STATES

Kauai Coungil

P.C. Box 1008
Kalaheo, HI 96741

Testimony of Robert D. Muliins, President of the Kauai Council,
in Support of the Proposed Enhancements at
the Pucific Missile Range Facility
25 April 1998

Good Morning everyone, and Aloha. My name is Robert Mullins, and I'm speaking
today on behalf of the more than 400 members of the Kauai Council of the Navy League
of the United States. We strongly support the proposal to enhance the capabilities of the
Pacific Missile Range Facility 1o conduct Theater Missile Defense testing, and concur in
the EIS finding of no significant impact

One of the key lessons learned from the Guif War in 1961 was the need for the United
States to develop systems to counter shart and medium range missiles like the Iraqi
SCUD. Recent headlines regarding the threat to our forward deployed treops and regional
civilian populations from these missiles and their capability of carrying weapons of mass
destruction make it even more apparent that a defensive capability must be developed.
The U.S. Congress has mandated that testing and evaluation of candidate systems be
conducted to develep a technically capable and cast effective counter to this obvious
threat.

Congress has also recognized that the broad, open ocean area to the north and west of
Kauai are idea for the types of testing that must be accomplished over the course of the
next several years. The PMRF Range provides the perfect combination of a large,
unencroached, operationally representative area in which to conduct the testing safely and
still acquire the quality data required to determine the effectiveness of the systems being
evaluated.

We appreciate the need to conduct Theater Missile Defense Testing and recognize that
PMRF is the best place to conduet this testing safely and effectively. We concur in the
finding of Mo Significant Impact as a result of these activities as stated in the EIS, and
urge that this program proceed as soon as possitle

Captain Bowlin, en behalf of the 400 members of the Kauai Council of the Nawvy
League, I say "Full Speed Ahead".

P-W-0168
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Mr. Robert Mullins

Kauai Council

Navy League of the United States
PO Box 1008

Kalaheo, HI 96741

Dear My, Mullins:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support on behalf of the Kauai Council of
the Navy League of the United States for the mission of PMRF and the propesal to
enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. As one of
the representatives of those who have put their lives on the line for the protection
and defense of our country, we recognize your valuable perspective concerning the
necessity of keeping our armed forces strong and technically superior to potential
adversaries, particularly in the area of missile defenses. We look forward to
continuing our positive relationship with the Navy League and other business and
civic erganizations on Kauai.

Sincerely,

A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy

Commanding Officer

Copy to:

CINCPACFLT 7
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harboer “/)

Response to P-W-0163

P-W-0171

TESTIMONY FOR THE PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE EXPANSION PROJECT
Saturday, April 25, 1998
Mana, Kaua‘i

Good morning. My name is Hilda Cannon and I am a Kaua‘i resident as well as the
Kaua'i District Coordinator for Catholic Charities. I am here to speak in behalf of the

Q/V\-GCLMM
pending m of the Pacific Missile Range Facilities projects.

This proposed expansion should have positive results for our island people and cur
island economy. We expect that there will be additional job opportuaities for many who
presently have no hope for survival unless projects such as this one can happen on Kaua‘i.
And it is without question in my mind that PMRF has taken into consideration all the
ramifications of this project and how it will affect our island people.

This had been the pattern of thought for this faci]&ty. PMRF has demoanstrated its
caring for this island through critical times. Specifically, after Hurricane Iniki’s attack
on us, PMRF was there for us in a multitude of ways. Catholic Charities received several
grants to aid the vicitims of Yuiki. PMRF volunteered their time and expertise to pre—cut,
construct storage units needed throughout the island for people to place their household
goods until their homes could be repaired. They assisted the elderly by going to their
homesites to construct these deperately needed units. They covered roof-tops for dwellings
which were still standing so people could at least have shelter in their own homes. They
brought blankets and pillows and water and ice for all ages. They delivered food. They
cleared roadways. They were a vital lifeline to the people on Kaua‘i and gave us hope and
encouragement.

T am here to support their efforts to let us be involved in the high technology

demands of our high tech society. They have been there for us and we necded iheir
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support. Let us please do the same for them. They deserve this and more. Let us reconize

that fact that PMRF ARE GOOTY NEIGHBORS!!

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PAGIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO 80X 123
KEKAHA, HAWAI 96752-0128
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Ms. Hilda Cannon

District Coordinator

Catholic Charities

Immaculate Conception Church
Kapaia Road

Lihue,Kauai, HI 96766

Dear Ms. Cannon:

Thank you for your comments on the PAMRT Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support, on kichalf of Catholic Charities, for
the mission of PMREF and the proposal te enhance its capability to perform theater
ballistic missile defense testing, We agree that a strong partnership with our
neighbors in both technical and civic areas is beneficial to both Kauai and the
larger Hawailan community and the Navy. Congress has recognized the benefits of
the technology base and extensive off-shore range area existing at PMRF in
identifying it as the primary area to test the Navy's theater ballistic missile defense
systems

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.
Sincerely,

ol

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Cfficer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0171
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P-W-0172

Talepﬁane: f£08-332-72:87

NAVY LEAGUE OF THE UNITED STATES
Serving lhe Sea Services since 1902

A.E. Gene Bullock
HAWAII STATE VICE PRESIDENT
NATIONAL DIRECTOR
P.0. Box 1022, Kalaheo, HI.. 96741-1022

Good Morning Everyone -—-—--------

I am Gene Bullack and presently I am serving as the State Vice Presidenz
and also 2 National Director for the Navy League of the Unlted States.
The Navy League is a civilian organizaticon formed in 1902 to awaken aur
citizens to the fact that the United States is & MARITIME NATION and
therefore we should and must maintain a strong NAVY - MARINE CORPS -
CCAST GUARO - AND MERCHANT MARINE. Our efforts are directed to these
SEA SERVICES and to aid, improve, hew develope their =ffFiciency and
general welfare. Our membership today here in the Hawailan Islands is
aver 8,000 and growing., At the NATIONAL LEVEL ocur membership has craossed

aver the 70,000 mark with coupcil through-aut the world.

We strongly support and recommend appraval of the EIS regarding the
Enhancement of Capabilities for PMAF to study,test and develope a DEFENSE
SYSTEM against TBM weapons. We feel any of the minimal and/or minor
atdverse effects revealed within the £15 must be weighted against the dier
need to develope a top level TBM DEFENSE For cur Nation., W= must protect
the lives of the men arnd wamen of aur Armed Forces who are placed in
"HAAMS WAY" today and also Fhe lives of other civilians that may be
subject to a attack. YES ----- THIS THREAT IS REAL A5 MORE AND MORE OF
THESE WEAPQONS ARE AVAILABLE ON THE WORLD MARKET TC ANYONE WITH THE CASH.
WE SRHOULD NOT ---— WE CAN NOT CONTINUE TO ASK OUR ARMEG FORCES TQ FACE

THESE WEAPONS NITHDUT.A DECISIVE DEFENSE SYSTEM. The Congress of the

Unjted States recaognizes this is s NATIOMNAL THEEAT and has approved Fundgs
to find the salutian, YES ---- THIS IS THE RIGHT THING TO 0D AND THE ONL
THING TO DO AS LONG AS THIS THREAT REMAIN IN MANY AREAS OF OUR WORLD.

LETS NQT PLAY GAMES DR MAKE THE MISTAKE AND GAMBLE WITH THESE INOIVIOUALS,

YES --- THEY HAVE THESE WEAPONS --- YES -—-- THEY HAVE USED THESE WEASD
AND YES ---- THEY HAVE HURT US BEFORE IN THE LOSS OF HUMAN LIVES IN OUR
MILITARY.
Therefore --- latxhave the EIS on the Enhancement Capabilities For PMAF
approved now. They have the knowledge, the people, the range and ability
to accomplish the vital task. YES ~~-=-- GIVE PMRAF THE GREEN LIGHT TO GET
STARTED.

THANK YOU
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Mr. A.E. Gene Bullock

Hawaii State Vice President
National Director

Navy League of the United States
PO Box 1022

Kalaheo, HI 86741.1023

Dear Mr. Bullock:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement,

We appreciate your expression of support on behalf of the Navy League of the
United States for the mission of PMRF and the proposal to enhance its capability to
perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. As one of the representatives of
those who have put their lives on the line for the protection and defense of our
country, we recognize your valuable perspective concerning the necessity of keeping
our armed forces strong and technically superior to potential adversaries,
particularly in the area of missile defenses. We look farward to continuing our
positive relationship with the Navy League and other business and civie
organizations on Kauai.

Sincerely,

&%/éwﬂ;

A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0172

P-W-0173

F.0. Box 1565
Lifin'e, Mawai'l grzén
Phone: {808} 2357363
Fax: (808} 245.8815
EMail Addreii: Reofefalivet

April 25, 1598

ts. Vida Mossman

Fublic Affairs Officer

Pacific Missile Range Facility
P.O. Box 128

Kekaha, HI 96752

Dear Ms. Massman:

The Kaua'i Chamber of Commerce is in strong support of the proposed enhancements at PMRF
in support of the Theater Missile Defense Pragram. 1n a recent survey of our membership, 156
out of 645 surveys sent were returned.  Our membership is overwhelmingly in support of PMRF
and the proposed enhancements.

Over the past 35 years, PMRF and its over 800 local civilian employees have been an integral
part of our community. The proposed enhancements will allow the continued viability of PMRF
as a natienai range for the next 15 to 20 years.

The economic impact is enormous but simple. The propesed enhancements will give local
Kaua't contractors an opportunity te bid for the over $33 million in prejects. It will give our local
businesses the opportunity to continue to supply the base with operaticnat goods and services
far the next 15 to 20 years. The additional revenue to businesses on the island from the various
customers and contractors who visit the island is afso substantial. There is also the possibility
of additional employment apportunities for the residents of Kaua'i as weli as the continued
emplayment of over 800G focal civilians.

Cver §1% of the businesses who responded felt that PMRF holds a key to future tugh tech
iritiatives on Kaua'i The proposed enhancemernts couid serve as a catalyst for other high tech
initiatives on Kaua'l. Over 5424 of the businesses surveyed feel that PMRF needs to enhance
its competitive position as a valued national asset as well as Kaua'/'s largest high tech
employer,

Given that Congress has mandated that Theater Missile Defense testing be conducted to
develop a technically capable, cost-effective counter to cruise missiles, and that this program
woutd entail a $33 millfon upgrade at PMRF, over 91% of businesses surveyed support the
propesal to enhance the existing capabilities at the Pacific Missile Flange Facility.
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Bas_ed on aur membership's response and the 35-year track record of stewardship of the
environment by PMRF, the Kaua'i Chamber of Commerce urges the Department of Defense to
move forward with the proposed enhancements at PMRF in suppor of the Theater Missile
Defgnse_Program mandated by Congress. We would also like to thank Congress for
des!gnanng the Pacific Missile Range Facility at Barking Sands as the “Lead Range” for this
testing. We agree that PMRF offers unique geographical advantages that will enable this long
term program 10 be accomplished safely and effectively.

Sincerely,

(Kause) C?lfté?hubaﬁtz

Laurie L. K. Yoshida
President

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P Q. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 967520128
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Ms. Laurie L. K. Yoshida
President

Kauail Chamber of Commerce
PO Box 1968

Lihue, HI 96766

Dear Ms. Yoshida:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRTF Enhanced Capability Drafl
Environmental impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support on behalf of the Kanai Chamber of
Commerce for the mission of PMRF and the proposal to enhance its capability to
perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. We believe that with the
continued viability of PMRF through enhanced capabilities to conduct advanced
missile testing, its employment base will remain strong and promote continued
cconomic stability on Kauai. The Navy looks forward to continuing its positive
relationships with business, civic, and other organizations in Hawalii as it performs
its primary mission as a test and training range for sophisticated Navy systems to
protect our armed forces and ensure our national security.

Sincerely,

%BOWLIN
Captain, U.S5. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pear! Harbor

Response to P-W-0173
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Testimony by the Veterans of [oreign Wars, Department of
Hawaii in favor of the Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced
Capability and the Theater Missile Defense Program
April 28, 1958 — Honolulu, Hawaii

Good evening, Captain Bowlin, ladies and gentleman, my name is Richard
Irwin. I am offering testimony on behalf of Larry Sakamoto, Commander,
Department of Hawaii, Veterans of Foreign Wars, representing 4,000 combat
veterans, i also offer testimony on behalf of Ed Kawamura, Commander of
the Kauai Veterans Council representing all Kauai Veterans.

We speak from personal experience on the battlefield. The experiences of
combat have led us to believe that a strong defense is the best way to prevent
war and protect our Country. We strongly support the proposed action in the
EIS for the PMRF Enhanced Capability and the Theater Missile Defense
Program and believe it to be in the Nation's best interest to proceed as soon
as possible.

Furthermore, we feel that the proposed action wil! have minimal impact to
the environment and wildlife because of careful oversight by PMRF. Some
here today will undoubtedly address these issucs with hype and distortion
but the facts ave clear and speak for themselves: PMRF has a proven track
record of launching missiles for over 30 years with absolute safety ta
personnel, the community, and the environment!

Some may remember the hysieria associated witk the STARS program. The
subsequent four successful STARS launches and environmental monitoring

F-W-0180

showed the facts to be as stated in the Record of Decision: MINIMUAL
IMPACT! The island was NOT covered with toxic gases or showered with
burning debris and rocket fuel, in fact, most residents were not even aware of
the launches!

The facts are clear that PMRF and the dedicated folks who work there are
better protectars of the environment than most. Just take a walk down the
pristine beaches and look for yourself: the land and wildlife are well cared for
endangered species thrive under the Navy's protection.

'

Some may say the Cold War is over and missile defanse is not needed. Just
ask yourself about the 20 countries that possess or are developing nuclear,
biological and chemical weapons and ballistic missile delivery systems. A
defense is needed and it 15 needed now!

The real benefit of the Theater Missile Defense Program at PMRF is to hetter
protect our Armed Forces sent in harms way: your neighbors, nieces and
nephews, brothers and sisters, sons and daughters. Would you send them
into battle ill prepared without the proper equipment? Would you send them
to fight without the best possible protection against attack from ballistic
missiles? I think not! The fact of the matter is that we cannot adequately
protect them today! We do not have an effective defense against short-range
ballistic missiles.

The Theater Missile Defense program at PMRF will result in systems that
will protect our troops! The ones whe lay it on the line for each and every one
of us so that we may enjoy the freedom guaranteed by the Constitution.
Remember them tonight, they are on watch: some in harm's way, doing their
duty for us. Remember them: our sons and daughters, neighbors and friends.

I ask each and every one of you to support this program, and the dedicated
men and women of the Pacific Missile Range Facility. Thank you.

Richard Irwin, Commander,
Veterans of Foreign Wars
Cordoza-Defries Post 3855, Kapaa, Kauai, Hawaii

Representing:

Larry Sakamoto, Commander
Department of Hawaii
Veterans of Foreign Wars

Edward Kawamura, Commander
Kaual Veterans Council
Lihue, Kauat, Hawnii
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAMA, HAWAL 36752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TO:
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Mr. Richard Irwin
Commander

Veterans of Foreign Wars
Cordoza-Defries Post 3855
Kapaa, Kauai, HI 96746

Dear Mr. Irwin:

We appreciate your expression of support, on behalf of the Department of
Hawaii Veterans of Forcign Wars, for the mission of PMRF and the proposal te
enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. As one of
the representatives of those who have put their lives cn the line for the protection
and defense of our country, we recognize your valuable perspective concerning the
necessity of keeping cur armed forces strong and technically superior to potential
adversaries, particularly in the area of missile defenses.

PMRF is proud of its safety record and stewardship of the environment in its
more than 35 years of launching and testing missile systems. We have been able to
conduct our programs over the years with very little environmental impact, and our
goal is to continue to do so. We recognize that many who have opposed PMRF
pregrams have claimed that there would be unacceptable environmental impacts as
a result. We do not believe this has been borne out.

We look forward to continuing our posttive relationship with the Veterans of
Foreign Wars and other business and civic organizations in Hawaii.

Sincerely,
/A BOWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Cfficer

Copy to:
CINCPACTLT
COMNAVBASE Peart Harbor

Response to P-W-0180

® AHUPUA™ A ACTION ALLANCE ®

3634A Halekipa Place ® Honoluly, Hawai'i 96816
chone 1808 738.0084 2 fax |808) 738 1094

SRR BB R R R S OB K OB S B K S S OB SR OB R B SOOI
April 28, 1998

Aloha and mahale for this opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Slatement for the Pacific Missile Range Facility
Enhanced Capability. My name is Kat Brady and [am the Resource Analyst for
the Ahupua’a Action Alliance, the first coalition of native Hawaiian and
grassroots environmental organizations. To date we have close to 75 member
organizations whose combined memberships number into the thousands. Our
mission is to preserve and protect the life of the land by restoring ahupua’a
respource management systems. Our members are all throughout Hawai'i Nei
and are working daily to protect the “aina.

Section 3.1.1.4 Cultural Resources - PMEF/Main Base:

Your guidelines provide “Three Treatment Categories for Cultural Resources” -
Category 1 includes resources “of outstanding historical, architectural,
archaeological, engineering, or cultural significance”;

Category I includes resources “of lesser historical, architectural,
archaeological, engineering, or cultural significance”;

Category IIl includes resources that qualified professionals have concluded do
not meet National Register eligibility”.

In Hawai'i, our cultural resources are more than merely “stones and bones”
and are sometimes not apparent to the Western eye. The native Hawailan
people have many sites of significance that were used for different purposes.
Some are ridges used for navigation, some are shrines in unmarked areas, and
some are gathering sites for the practice of constitutionally protected
traditional and cultural rights. All are very important to us.

We suggest, therefore, that you use the enclosed “Guidelines for Assessing
Cultural Impacts” adepted in November 1997 by the Environmental Council of
the Office of Environmental Quality Control. The Alliance also would be glad
to suggest cultural practitioners who could serve as resources for your research
into this issue. We firmly believe that the practitioners in the area know their
place best and are the logical source for information.

P-W.0184 -
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Comments on the PMRF DES Comments on the PMRF DEIS

Ahu_pua‘a Action Alliance Ahupua’a Action Alliance
April 28, 1998 Aprii 28, 1998
Page Two...

Page Three...

3.1.2 RESTRICTIVE EASEMENT (GROUND HAZARD AREA) General Questions:
The DEIS states “Missile flight safety procedures require that the public and .
nonessential mission personnel be excluded from the ground hazard area to

protect them in the unlikely event of an early flight termination.”

How can you mifigate destruction or potential destruction le a sacred
site?

What emergency disaster plans do you have in place in the case of an

How do you plan to notify the public? accident or misfire?

. e ?
How will traditional and cultural resources be protected? " How do you mitigate the loss of a monk seal?

3.1.3.4.23 Traditional Resources * How does your project interact with Hawai'i’s Coastal Zone

Manage tP ?
The DEIS states “The current project area is situaled in the upland forested gement Frogram

region (Wao Nahele) of Waimea. This area was not traditionally favored for
long term habitation, although there exist traditional and historic accounts

: Lo . . . . o General Comments:
which document human activities in the region during ancient times.

* Talk to the practitioners on Kaua'i and Ni'ihau to delermine Lo real

We suggest that you consult with cultural practitioners in the area to determine cultural, environmental, and social impacts of your projects.

the importance of Makaha Ridge to their exercise of traditional and customary

practices. * Reference the “Guidelines for Assessing Cultural Impacts”.
3144 Culturat Resources - Koke'e * As the Hawaiians have done throughout history, look 7 seven
generations down the line to determine the REAL impacts of your
proposed project on fulure generations. If you can't justily the resulting
impacts of your project today, then you should probably reconsider it.

We echo our comments on Makaha Ridge. Talk to the practitioners in the area.

3.1.5.3.23 Traditional Resources - Kamokala Magazines

Your project is of deep concern to those of use who work daily to protect

The DEIS states “The Kamokala Magazines area is situated within a region of the natural, cublural, and historic resources of this extraordinary place.

Mana specifically known as leina-g-ka-uhane (generally cliffs and seacoast
promotories) where the spirits of the dead would plunge unto eternity and

enter the spiritual realm. Burial sites believed to be associated with the Mana
area’s leina-n-kn-uhane have been identified throughout the cliffs in this

H ” ]
region...”.

Kat Br

As previously stated, these cliff are sacred sites to the native Hawaiians as Resource Analyst

navigational locators, burials, religious practices. An analogy might be that to
the Western eye it is a cliff, to the native Hawaiians it may be their
church/place of worship.
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GUIDELLVES FOR ASSESSING CULTURAL IMPACTS
Adcpted by the Environmental Council, State of Hawait
November 19, 1997

[. INTRODUCTION

It is the policy of the State of Hawail under Chapter 343, HRS, to alert decision makers,
through the environmental assessment process, about significant environmental effects which
may result from the implementation of certain actions. An environmenta! assessment of
caltural impacts gathers information abour cultural practices and culiural features that may be
affected by actions subject to Chapter 343, and promotes responsible decision making.
Aricles 1X and XTI of the State Constitution, other state laws, and the courts of the state
require government agencies t0 promote and preserve cultural beliefs, praciices, and
resources of nadve Hawaiians and other ethnic groups. Chapter 343 also requires
environmental assessment of cultural resources, in determining the significance of a proposed
project. :

The Environmental Council encourages preparers of environmental assessments and
environmental impact statements to analyze the impact of a proposed action on cultoral
practices and features associated with the project area. The Council provides the following
methodology and content protocol as guidance for any assessment of a project that may
significantly affect cultural resources.

. CULTURAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

Cultural impacts differ from other types of impacts assessed in environmental sssessments of
environmental impact siatements. A cultural impact assessment includes information relating
to the practices and beliefs of a particular cultural or ethnic group or groups.

Such information may be obtaired through scoping, community meetings, ethnographic
interviews and oral histories. Information provided by knowledgeable informants, including
maditional cultural practitioners, can be applied to the analysis of cultural impacts in
conjunction with information concerning cultural practices and features obtained through
consultation and from documentary research.

In scoping the cultural portion of an environmental assessment, the geographical emcm'of the
inquiry should, in most instances, be greater than the area over which the proposed action
will take ptace. This is to ensure that culiural practices which may not occur within the
poundaries of the project area, but which may nonetheless be affected, are included in the
assessment, Thus, for example, a proposed action that may not physically alter gathering
practices, but may affect access (o gathering areas would be included in the assessment. An
ahupua'a is usually the appropiate geographical unit to begin an assessment of cultural
impacts of a propesed zction, particularly if it includes ail of the types of cultural practices
associated with the project area. In some cascs, cultural practices are likely to.extend
beyond the ahupua'a and the geographical extent of the study area should take into account
those cultural practices.

Guidelines for Accessing Cultural Impacts
November 19, 1957
Page 2 of 4

The histarical period studied in a cultural impact assessment should commence with the
initia! presence in the area of the particular group whose cultaral practices and features are
being assessed. The types of cuitural practices and beliefs subject to assessment may include

subsistence, commercial, residential, agricultural, access-refated, recreational, and religious
and spiritual customs.

The types of cultural resources subject tc assessment may include traditional cultural
properties o1 other types of historic sies, both man made and natural, including submerged
cultural resources, which support such cuitural practices and beliefs.

The Environmental Council recommends that preparers of assessments analyzing cultural
impacts adopt the foltowing protacol:

(1) identify and consult with individuals and organizations with expertise concerning the
types of cultural resources, practices and beliefs found within the broad geographical
area, e.g., district or ahupua‘a; -

2y identify and consult with individuals and organizations with knowledge of the arez
potentially arfected by the proposed action;

{3y receive information from or conduct ethnographic interviews and oral histories with
petsons having knowledge of the potencially affected area;

4) conduct ethnographic, historical, anthropological, seeiological, and other culturally
relared documentary research; :

(5 jdentify and deseribe the cultural resgurces, practices and beliefs located within the
potentially affected area; znd )

(6  assess the impact of the proposed action, alternatives to the proposed action, and
mitigation measures, oa the cultural resources, practices and beliefs identified.

Interviews and oral histories with knowledgeable individuals may be recorded, if consent is
given, and field visits by preparers accompanied by informants are encouraged. FPersons
imerviewed should be afforded an opportunity to Teview the record of the interview, and
consent to publish the record should be ohizined whenever possible. For example, the
precise locadon of human burials are likely o be withheld from a culwral impact assessment,
but it s importani that the document identify the impact a project would have on the buriais.
At omes an informant may provide information only on the condition that 1t rerain in
confidence. The wishes of the informant should be respected.
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Guidsiines for Accessing Cultural Impacts
November 19, 1997
Page 3 o1 4

Primary source materials reviewed and analyzed may include, as appropriate: Mahele, land
court, census and tax records, including lesimanies; vital statistics records; family histories
and genealogies; previously published or recorded gthnographic interviews and cral histories:

community studies, old maps and photographs; and other archivat documents, inciuding
carrespendence, newspaper or almanac articles, and visitor journals, Secondary source

materials such as historical, sociological, and anthropological teXis, Manuscripts, and similar

materials, published and unpublished, should also be consuited. Other materials which

should be examined include vrior Jand use proposals, decisions, and rulings which pertain to

the study area.
ll. CULTURAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT CONTENTS

In addition ta the content requirements for environmental assessments and environmental

impact tatements, which are set out in HAR §§ 11.200-10 and 16 through 18, the pqrtion of
the assessment concerning culiural impacts should address, bul not necessarily be limited o,

the following matters:

i A discussion of the methods appiled and results of consultation with individuals and
organizations idemified by the preparer as being farnitiar with cultural practices and

features associated with the project area. including any CODSeri.iﬂIS or limitations
which might have affected the quality of the information obtaired.

2. A description of methods adopted by the preparer lo identify, locate, and select the

persons interviewed, including a discussion of the level of effort undertaken.

k3 Ethnographic and oral history interview procedures, including the circumstances under
which the interviews were conducted, and any constrainis ar limitations which might

have affecied the quality of the information obtained.

4. Biographical information concerning the individuals and organizations consulted, their

particular expertise, and their historical and gcnealoglcal relztionship to the project

area, 23 well as information concerning the persons submiting information er
interviewed, their particular xnowledge and culiural experise, if any, and their
historical and genealogical relationship to the project ared.

3. A discussion conceming historical and cniwural source materials consulied, the
instimtions and repositories searched, and the level of effort undertaken. This

discussion should inciude, if appropriate, the particular perspective of the authors, any

opposing views, and any other relevant constraints, Jimizations or Diases.

Guidzlines for Accessing Cultural Impacts
Novernper 19, 1997
Page 4 of 4

10.

A discussion concerming the cultural resources, practices and betiefs identified, and,
for resources and practices, their location within the broad geographical area in which

the proposed action is located, as well as their direct or indirect sigpificance or
connection to the project sile,

A discussion concesning the nature of the cultural practices and beliefs, and the
significance of the cultural resources within the project area, affected directly or
indirectiv by the proposad project.

A explanation of confidential information that has been withheld from public
disclosure in the assessment.

A discussion concerning any conflicting information in regard to identified cultural
resources, practices and beliefs.

An analysis of the potential effect of any proposed physical alieration on cultvral

resources, practices or heliefs; the potental of the praposed action to isolate cultpral
resources, practices or beliefs from their setong; and the potential of tie proposed

:::;ion to introduce elements which may alter the sering in which cuitural pracrces
e place.

A bibliegraphy of references, and attached records of interviews which were allowed
o be disclosed.

The_ inclusion qf this information will help make environmental assessments and
envirenmental impact stizments complele and meet the requirements of Chapter 343, HRS.
1f you have any questions, please call us at 585~4185.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PAGIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAI 36752-0128

IN REPLY REFER TC:
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Ms. Kat Brady

Resource Analyst
Ahupuaa Action Alliance
3634 A Halekipa Place
Honolute, HI 96816

Dear Ms. Brady:

Thank you for taking the time to participate in the public hearing process for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS).

Section 3.1.1.4|Cultural Resources—PMRF/Main Base

The “Guidelines for Assessing Cultural Impacts,” which you provided with your
comments, states that cultural impact information can be obtained in a variety of ways.
These include “scoping, community meetings, ethnographic interviews and oral
histories”. PMRF has conducted scoping and public hearings on both Kauai and Oahu.
Further, individual meetings were held on Nithau with the residents. As recommended in
the “Guidelines"”, these procedures have been documented within the EIS along with the
verbatim inputs we have received. We believe that the PMRF EIS meets the intent of the
guidelines you provided,

Restrictive Easement

To ensure the protection of all persons and property, safety procedures have been
established and implemented. These standard operating procedures include establishing
road contrel points and clearing the area using vehicles and helicopters (if necessary).
The State of Hawaii and companies who may have workers in the Ground Hazard Area
are notified seven days prior to a launch. The road control points are established 3 hours
prior to launch to allow security forces to monitor traffic as it passes through the ground
hazard area. AL 20 minutes prior to launch the area is determined to be clear of the public
to ensure that, in the unlikely eveat of early flight termination, no injuries or damage to
persons or property weuld occur. After the launch, when Range Safety Officer declares
the area safe, the security force gives the all-clear signal, and the public is allowed to
reenter the area.

3.1.3.4.2.3 |Traditional Resources—NMakaha Ridge

At Makaha Ridge, we plan no ground-disturbing activities outside previously
disturbed areas.

3.1.4.4 [Cultural Resources—Kokee

At Kokee, we plan no ground-disturbing activities cutside previously disturbed
areas.

3.1.5.3.2.3 |Fraditional Resources—Kamokala Magazines

To date, Kauai archaeologists and elders have indicated to us that the Ieina-a-ka-
uhane is not in the area of the magazines, but it should be noted that no medifications to
the World War Il-cra man-made caves or the ridge itself are being proposed.

General Questions

We establish safety areas surrounding launches (called Ground Hazard Areas, or
GHAs) and include the possibility of early flight termination in our analysis of
environmental effects. Prior to a launch, a Missile Accident Emergency Team (MAET),
which includes fire suppression capability, is positioned at the edge of the GHA. The
MAET also includes a helicopter with a water bucket airborne or on standby.,

As to threatened and endangered species such as the monk seal, we are in
consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service under the Endangered Species

Act as indicated in Volume 2, [Appendix K, |[page K-7,

With regard to coastal zone management consistent with Federal requirements,
consultation with the State Department of Business, Economic Development and Tourism
(DBEDT) has been under way and initiation of the consistency determination process
occurred with fransmittal of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and will conclude
following issuance of the EIS.

The Congress of the United States has determined that we need to have effective
defenses for our armed forces and allies against missile attacks, like the ones that killed
many of our young men in Saudi Arabia during the Gulf War. Congress has also
recognized that PMRF provides an ideal setting to test these systems because of its
established technical infrastructure and the wide ocean expanse to conduct the actual
intercept tests.

The leaders of our country must make many difficult decisions concemning how
and where to conduct activities that will provide us with a strong defense. PMRE already
conducts maay testing functions vital to our national defense. The Enhanced Capability
EIS is analvzing the environniental impacts of enhancing its capabilities to perform
testing of missile systems to protect our armed forces and allies.
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Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF

want to do all we can 10 gain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

YA

. A.BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Respanse to P-W-0184

H

The Chamber of

Commerce of Hawali
Since 1850

Testimony to the Commanding Officer
Pacific Missile Range Facility
Wienberg Hall, Disabled American Veterans Complex
2685 N. Nimitz Highway
Tuesday, April 28, 1998, 5:00 p.m.

RE: _ DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR
ENHANCING PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY

Captain James A. Bowlin, Commanding Officer, Pacific Missile Range Facility:

My name is Bill Paly, and [ am the Chair of the Military Affairs Council
{"MAC") of The Chamber of Commerce of Hawaii {"The Chamber'). [ am
here to submit preliminary comments on behalf of the MAC on the draft
environmental impact statement ("draft EIS™) for enhancing the Pacific
Missile Range Facility on Kauai, Hawaii.

At the outset, The Chamber is currently reviewing in detail the draft
EIS with all of its Government Affairs Council slanding committees and
councils. Upon final review, The Chamber will transmit its comments to you
in writing prior to the May 26, 1998, deadline.

However, at this time, I would like to share MAC's perspectives on the
role of the military in Hawaii.

The presence of the Armed Forces in Hawaii for nearly a century has
contributed directly to the cultural, social, and economic enrichment of island
life. The military brings people from all parts of the nation and the world to
our State, who in turn promote Hawaii through a vast word-ofl-mouth
network.

In addition to the obvious direct economic rewards, the mititary-
connected population brings new ideas, charitable works, customs and
cultures to our lifestyle. While providing for a strong national defense and
fostering international prestige for Hawaii, military personnel are also active
I cormmuaity affairs,

EED By steeen, Suive 2000 Floeolole, Hawali On8 13 (8U8E 5475 2800 T v ks S04 450
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Testimony to the Commanding Officer
Pacific Missile Range Facility

Aprit 28, 1998

Page 2

The MAC believes that every effort should me made to promote the
State’s strategic location for assignment of service members and military
assets from all branches of service. This is especially prudent during this
period of military downsizing and realignment. While generally recognized
as a time of vulnerability, realignment, conselidation, and technological
advances in military facililies present tremendous opportunities for our State.

The MAC supports the military’s use of land and facilities in Hawaii
for training, morale, readiness, and installation activities. Continued access
to current training sites to carry out national priorities is crucial to holding
Hawaii's Armed Forces presence at current levels. The MAC gratefully
recognizes the military's continuing efforts to work with the State
government and civilian community on joint land use coordiration and the
stewardship of Hawalii's endangered species, plants, and animals.

The MAC also strongly supports military projects involving advanced
technology. Such endeavors nurture a business climate that attracts high-tech
firms to the State. The presence of the Armed Forces here has long
contribuled to the State’s high-technology profile in areas such as health
services, ship repair, marine research, environmental studies, scientific
testing and evaluation, engineering, computer science, and communications.
These fields of expertise provide jobs for a scientifically skilled and educated
work force, both ¢ivilian and military, public and private. Such endeavors
have the potential to infuse the economy while enhancing the State's record
as an incubator for technological firms.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify. T'd be happy to answer any
questions that you may have.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIG MISSILE AANGE FACILITY
PO. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 86752-0128
1N REPLY REFER 10,
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Mr. Bill Paty

Chair of Military Affairs Council
Chamber of Commerce of Hawaii
1132 Bishop Street

Suite 200

Honolulu, HI $6813

Dear Mr. Paty:

We appreciate your expression of support on behalf of the Chamber of Commerce
of Hawaii for the mission of PMRF and the proposal to enhance its capability to perform
theater ballistic missile defense testing. We believe that with the continued viability of
PMREF through enhanced capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment
base will remain strong and promote continued economic stability on Kauai.

The Navy looks forward to continuing its positive relationships with business,
civic, and other organizations in Hawail as it performs its primary mission as a test and
training range for sophisticated Navy systems to protect our armed forces and ensure our
national security.

Sincerely,

4
W
Zﬁ. BOWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Respense to P-W-3190
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P-W.0193

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down cemments that you have

regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.

Please place form in the camment box or mail to:
* PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. O.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128

T Cocecered
vrme LTS

uy 4@0:_7118/

/7[0/70!{,//(-’ Tio 53

PO Box /032
Ww —_

April 1998 &0 brinted on recycted paper

Honnlulu Council

NAVY LEAGUE OF THE UNITED STATES

FOUNDED 1902

Testimony on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the
Theater Ballistic Missile Defense Program
at the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF) Kauai
April 28 1998

I am Robert T. Guard, President of the Honolulu Council Navy League of the United States
and I am testifying on behalf of the 5,500 members of the Honolulu Council of the Navy
League,

The Honolulu Ceuncil strongly supports the proposal by the United States Navy to upgrade
the existing installations and capabilities at PMRF in order te qualify this facility as the
"Lead Range" for our natiens Theater Missile Defense Testing Program.

During the 1991 war in the Persian Gulf, the only weapon systems that we could not
adequalely counter were the relatively primitive Iragi "scud” ballistic missiles, If we are
going to ask our young men and women to go into harms way in future military conflicts, we
must insure that they have the necessary equipment to protect themselves, as well as the
civilian populations and troops of our allies, especially if such defensive systems could be
produced and made available at reasonable cost.

The United States Congress has recognized that the broad, open ocean areas north and west
of Kauai’s Napaii Coast coupled with multiple sites for radar tracking stations at high
elevations are ideal for testing the theater missile defense systems that must be perfected over
the next several years. There is no other range that has the unique technical, operational and
geographical advantages of the PMRYF on Kauai.

Not only do the assets of the PMRF offer a unique advantage to our nation and its armed
forces but in addition they offer a very special advantage to our states economy and to the
daily living environment of the people who live on Kauai and also on Nithau. These
advantages include the following:

¢ In addition to the Navy personnel assigned to the Barking Sands facility, PMRF

provides 800 civilizn jobs for Kauai residents. I the PMRF is upgraded to support
the theater missile defense program and also to improve its ability to serve our Navy's

PoO THON 32032 = HONOLULU TRAYATL U620 » (408) 4229004 « F UN (K08) 4220749 « EMail Sy League i A LLOOM
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ongoing daily needs for training and testing of its ships and equipment, PMRF will
remain part of Kauai’s economy for a long time and these 800 jobs will remain
secure.

Tt is a well established fact that some of our nation’s best preserved coastlines are on
U. S. military reservations. These military facilities protect their shorelines from
commercial development and the necessary base security requirements protect
historic sites from poaching and vandalism as well as the piles of trash and garbage
that often accumulate in areas that are accessible to the general public.

The island of Niihau has been preserved in a very special way by the Robinson
family. 1t is the only place where Hawaiian s still the spoken language and the only
island where the traditional Hawaiian values are still practiced by the entire
population. It is very important that this most Hawaitan of cur State’s comnmunities
remain viable and intact for the foreseeable future, For this to continue, the Niihau
Ranch must have a steady income that is dependable and that minimizes the need for
a subsidy from sugar operations on Kauai. In this context, it is important to note that
sugar production has ceased on Oahu and on the Big Island. In 1960, there were six
sugar mills and three pineapple canneries on Kauai. Today, only three sugar mills
remain in operation and the canneries are gone.

Because the traditional land management policies of the Navy’s Barking Sands
facility and the Niihau Ranch are so similar, the two organizations have been able to
work together with great harmony. For ten years, PMRF has maintained an
unmanned, remote controlled radar tracking staticn on Niihau. As part of this
proposal to upgrade PMRF s ability to test these new missile defense systems for our
nation, the Navy is propesing to leass additional sites from the ranch on Niihau.
Because of the traditions and the culture of the community on Niihau it will not be
necessary to station any Navy or civiifan personnel on Nithau to supervise these new
facilities. As a result, the Nithau Ranch will gain additional income and the traditional
Hawaiian lifestyle of the island will not be adversely alfected.

The PMRT represents a very special economic asset to the only island of cur state that
has been badly damaged by four hurricanes in the last half of this century. PMRF is
not only a "hurricane proaf’ business for Kauai, it’s an important emergency flucitity
and organization that is always available to assist the people of Kauai and Niihau
during natural disasters. Storm damage to PMRF installation following hurricane
Iniki was minima! and its airport runways were available to receive emergency
supplies within 24 hours after the storm.

The state of Hawaii is presently suffering from a significant economic downturn, For

this reason it is very important to encourage existing businesses to expand and invest
in new facilities so that their operations will remain economically viable and that the
state’s tax base will be protected. Several years ago, & suggestion was made by two
United States Senators that the PIMRE should be shut down as part of the Defense
Department’s need to close military bases throughout the nation. The Honolulu
Council immediately wrote to those Senators to make sure that they were fully
informed as to the unique assets that the PMRF offers for our Navy. Fortunately, the
U. S. Congress is now fully aware of the importance of PMRF and the special role
that it stands ready to play in testing the new defense equipment that will protect the
lives of our military personnel in future engagements,

¢ DBecause our military must constantly train and test their equipment to insure that we
will prevail in any future conflict with minimum loss of ships and aircraft and more
importantly with minimum casualties, active military assets and bases must be located
where they can acecurately calibrale their equipment and continuously train their
people. Accordingly, the presence and the capabilities of the PMRF are an important
consideration with regard to homeporting ships and maintaining significant
maintenance facilities at the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard on the island of Oahu.

In closing, the Honclulu Council of the Mavy League strongly supports this proposal to
upgrade the existing instatlations and the capabilities of the Pacific Missile Range Facilities
on the islands of Kauai and Nithau. We completely concur with the draft environmental
study conclusion that there will be no significant adverse environmental impacts on Kauai
or Nithau resulting from the proposed expansion of the PMRF.

In addition, we would like to reiterate that these proposed improvements will help support
the continued existence of the very special culture and lifestyles of the families who live on
Niihau. These improverments will also insure the continued existence of a naval facility on
Kauai capable of rendering emergency assistance following hurricanes, They will also insure
that this important contributor to the economy of Kaual (and state of Hawaii) remains in
operation for many years and finally they will insure that PMRF will continue to play a major
role in mainteining a strong and healthy defense posture for our nation.

Thank vou for the oppertunity to present this testimony.

ASL:la
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Mr. Tim Guard
Navy League
PO Box 31032

Honolulu, HT 96820
Dear Mr. Guard;

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support on behalf of Honolulu Council of the
Navy League for the mission of PMRF and the proposal to enhance its capability to
perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. We believe that with the continued
viability of PMRF through enhanced capabilities 1o conduct advanced missile testing, its

employment base wifl remain stwrong and promote continued eccnomic stability on Kauai.

The Navy looks forward to continuing its positive relationships with business,
civic, and other organizations in Hawaii as it performs its primary mission as a test and
training range for sophisticated Navy systems to protect our armed forces and ensure our
national security.

Sincerely,

TEC

. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0193

PW.0195

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for atiending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write doewn comments that you have

regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1598 10 ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.

' — .
/ ’ =
Please place form in the comment box or mail to: N cam C’_MM
«  PMRF Public Affairs Office
P, O.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128 e delress

(R W Sy S

X
Aprit 1998 N rrinted on recyeled papir————
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Local Union 1260

International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
2305 So. Beretania St. * Honolulu, Hawaii 96326-1494

Telephone 941-9445

Fax No. 946-1260

HARRY HC KAMEENUI WILFRED ANDRADE
Businass Manager-Financial Sccretary Aprll 28 , 1 99 8 Presaent

To Whom It May Concern:

The International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers strongly supports
the proposed enhancements to the Pacific Missile Range Facility as
described in the Draft Environmental Impact Stalemient published on April
3.

Qur review of the proposal to enhance the Pacific Missile Range Facility
indicates that any impacts to the environment will be minimal, yet the
benefits of the enhancements will be substantial. As the U.S. military
continues to downsize and the Pentagon proposes to close 50 military
bases in the next few years, the island of Kauai and the State of Hawaii are
fortunate that there are plans to upgrade the Pacific Missile Range Facility
and locate a high priority National defense project there.

The support that PMRF is being asked to provide to the Navy's Theater
Missile Defense program is very similar to the type of work that the base
has been carrying out for 35 years, launching and tracking missile targets
safely in a controlled environment. The proposal includes enhancing
PMRF's equipment and adding some additional launch capabilities and the
project will require only small increases in the customary activities at
PMRF, yet it will help to ensure the future viability of the base and the
continued employment of the approximately 500 workers that the IBEW
represents there, Many of the jobs are technical and require high skill
levels and are therefore well paying. Few employers on Kauai can offer

the high tech job opportunities that PMRF can. It enables more of Kauai's

|

International Brotherhood of Flectrical Workers

Logal 1260
bright young people to stay on Kauai and work in a chalienging
environment of to go off island to college or join the military and return to
their home with an oppertunity to put what they have learned to good use.

Overall, PMRF employs more than 800 people on this island, and has an
annual payroll of $45 million. 1t is one of the largest employers on the
island and the largest provider of high tech jobs on Kauai. PMRF helps to
maintain a strong middle class on Kauai, which is important for people
want to earn a good living, buy homes, raise familics and send their
children to school. And we strangly support that.

PMREF also contributes to the community by supporting local schools
with the adopt-a-school program, the Toys for Tots program, helping to put
on the Waimea Town Celebrations and other volunteer efforts.

PMRF is the world's largest ocean range with instrumentation that can
create and monitor realistic research, development, test evaluation and
training environments for military and advanced technology systems that
operate on the sea, under the sea, in the air, in space and on shore safely
and without harming the environment,

PMRF is one of the greatest asseis to the economy of Kauai, to the
community and is an important asset in maintaining a strong national

defense for our country. Thaak you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

James 1. Rothschild

Local Uaion Representative
JIR:15t



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PAGIFIC MISSILE RANGE FAGILITY
PG BOY 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
1N REPLY REFER TO:
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23007 198

Mr, James Rothschild

International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
2305 S. Beretania Strect

Honolulu, HI 96526

Dear Mr. Rothschild:

We appreciate your expression of support, on behalf of the International
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local 1269, for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal te enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. We consider PMRF's highly skilled and competent employecs to be our
most valuable asset in performing our mission to provide vital testing and training
activities for the Navy. Congress has recognized the benefits of the technology base
and extensive off-shore range area cxisting at PMRF in identifving it as the
primary area to test the Navy's theater ballistic missile defense systems.

We belicve that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote continued economic stability on Kaual. The Navy looks forward
te continuing its positive relationships with business, eivic, and other organizations
in Hawail as it performs its primary mission as a test and training range for
sophisticated Navy systems to protect our armed forces and ensure our national
security,

Let me assure you that these of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to gain and maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, 11.5. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pear! Harbor

Response to P-W-0195

P-W-0196

I
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| CENTURY OF DISCOVERY

BISHOP MUSELM 4

i
i
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27 April 1998

Captain I.A. Bowlin
Commanding Officer, U.S. Navy
Pacific Missile Range Facility
P.O. Box 128

Kekaha, Kauvai, HI $6752-0128

Attn: Ms. Vida Mossman

RE: Public Comment on the Analysis and Findings for the Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability Draft E18 (Document Ref: Ser 7080/0305)

Dear Captain Bowlin:

The Department of Anthropelogy, Bishop Museum, has reviewed the draft EIS for the FMRE Enhanced
Capability and would like 10 comment on specific sections where adverse affects to potential National
Register eligible historic propentics by the proposed actions are insufficienily addressed.

1) PMRF/Main Base (Kauai)

. Cultural rescurces appear to be adequately planned for with existing resources identified and
procedures outlined for avoiding or mitigating petential adverse effects from the proposed
underaking on federal lands. There are ne plans, however, for determining appropriate trvatment
of historic properties within the Restrictive Easement Area (REA) situated on State and Amfac
Sugar-Kauai lands (see pp 3-88, Section 3.1.2.3.2.1). The draft 18 should include plans for
consuiting with and developing coordinated plans for mitigating effects 10 National Register
eligible properties adversely affected by the undertaking within the REA. For example, what steps
will be taken to coordinate efforts, through consultation with tand owners, in dealing with
potential adverse affects to eligible propertics due to brush fires or launch mishaps within the
REA?

. The proposed undertaking has the potential 1o adversely uffect eligible historic properties within
the REA. The draft EIS indicares that a *100-percent archacological inventory survey of the
region..has not been performed” (pp 3-89). Tt is the federal agency's responsibility to see that an
archacological survey of the Arva of Potential Effect (APE) is carried out to identify historic
properties and take into account the potential effects of the undertaking on these properties. How
does the Navy plan 1o comply with their legal responsibilities under Scction 106 1o complete full
inventories of historic propertics on non-federal tands within the REAT

23 Kamokala Magazines
. The section on Cultural Resource Assessment refers to Section 3.1.1.4.1 which does not discuss
cultural resourees in the arca; citation is incorrect.

N Nithau

. A brief examination of the Archives at Bishop Museum identified a 1924 map of Nithau which
identifies early twenticth century histaric structures (see enclosed). A comparison of this map with
the Potential Ground Hazaed Areas and Flight Corridor Azimuth Limits (Volume 1, pp. 4-141,
Figure 4.2.1.7-1} indicates u number of these fealures are within the APE. Please note in particular

The 5tate Museum of Natural and Culwral History
1525 Bernice Street » Horolulu, Hawai'i = 96817-0916
Telephone: (808) 847-3311 » Fax: (808) 841-8968



the historic structures, rock walls, fences, roads, and offshore fishing areas indicated at Kii
Landing and Lehua Landing in the northern part of the island. In the southern portion of the
island, please note historically recorded stone walls south of the lagoons. The draft EIS does not
state explicitly what steps will be taken, beyond the reconnaissance surveys that have been
conducted, 1o document hisloric properties through oral interviews and historical documentation
rescarch, to conduct archaeological inventory survey, to evaluate site significance, and 10 develop
amitigation plan for these and ather histeric propentiss in the APE?

[t is not possible to evaluate the significance of sites identified by the recopnaissance surveys as
there is no information given in this section on what sites were identified within the APE (contrast
with level of information provided on culural resources for the PMRF/Main Base, Kavai).

Historic properties are not evaluated in an appropriate context. For example, Kukuchi’s (1587)
hypothesis regarding the lack of permanent habitation sites in the northeastern portion of the
island (pp. 3-136, Section 3.2.1.4.2.1) suggests that this arca was not significant for the island’s
population. On larger, more well-watered, and ecologically diverse istands like Kauai, permanent
habitation sites were supported by sustainable intensive agricultural field systems that were not
possible on Nithau. When Niithau is viewed within the contexi of its overall subsistence and
scttlement patterns evident through time, the northeastern portion of the island likely provides
imporiant evidence for highly mobile, task specific, logistical camps, These sites may very well be
considered significant as they would provide evidence of how people sustained their population
levels through time, collecting a diverse range of marine and terrestrial resources, with agricultoral
crops contributing an imporiant but minor component to the overall diet. What is particularly
relevant is that earlier populations contended with many of the same constraints faced by today's
residents.

The 1997 ceconnaissance surveys conducted by Gonzalez (Jan 1997, May 1997) failed to
adequately address the logistical problems of surveying and identifying cultural resources in
densely vegetated areas, particularly in the central portion of the island where additional road
censtruction and other facilities development are planned. Bishop Museum (1997) has learned
from years of working in densely vegetated areas in Hawaii and elsewhere in the Pacific that
serious and costly project delays can occur if unanticipated cultural resources are identified afier
construction has begun. i is essential that inventory surveys are appropriately designed to include
brush clearing and subsurface testing in selected sampling corridors in all areas where vegetation
obscures ground visibility. [t is the only way t0 avoid or minimize complicaticns that result when
unaniicipated cultural resources are identified, Please expand and clarify what stcps will be taken
to more adequately identify, evaluate, and treat historic propenties in the APE,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft EIS.

Sincerely,

l8Ll-6

Deborah [ Olszewski, PhD Chairp
Departiment of Anthropology

Harzel'BMMemo/NAVY PMRE.WPL
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY

KEKAHA,PHC:AWB::IT sers2.0128 We will propose to the State Historic Preservation Officer that the

I REPLY REFE To. following procedure be included in a Memorandum of Agreement.

3090 Historic resources discovered as a result of field surveys will be

Seroo 09 53 investigated and evaluated in terms of NRHP eligibility criteria. A

23 0CT 135 qualified archaeologist acceptable to the landowner would assist Niithau
Dr. Deborah Olszewski elders in monitoring the siting areas during construction and all ground
Department of Anthropology disturbing activities. When these evaluations have been made, appropriate
Bishop Museum measures would be taken to mitigate impacts to those resources or
1525 Bemice Swreet properties considered eligible. Mitigation measures could include moving
Henolulu, HI 96817-0916 the proposed construction to another site where there would be no effect to

cultural resources. We understand that this approach could result in
Dear Dr. Qlszewski: constryction delays.
Thank you for your comments regarding cultural resources impacts in the The leaders of eur country must make many difficult decisions concerning

PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft Enviranmental Impact Statement (EIS). how and where to conduct activities that will provide us with a strong defense.

PMREF already conducts many testing functions vital 1o ove national defense. The
EIS is analyzing the envirenmental impacts of enhancing its capabilities to

As described in of the EIS, the Restrictive Easement Area perform testing of missile systems to protect our armed forces and allies.

(REA) does contain potentially eligible resources. However, as described
in the proposed activities in the REA, including any
potential fires or mishaps, even when added to the potential effects of
existing agricultaral operations, would not affect these potentially eligible Sincerely,
resources. Section 106 consultation was successfully completed for the
REA as part of environmental compliance activities for the Strategic Target
System launches. The conclusion of that consultation process was that
there was no adverse effect to cultural resources in the REA. (See attached
letter) Similarly, we have begun Section 106 consultation for this

proposed activity, see the {etter in [Appendix K.

1. PMRF/Main Base

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of warking at
PMRF want to do all we can to gain your trust and support,

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy

2. Kamokala Magazines Commanding Officer
Alf of [Section 3.1.1.4) of which is a part, descrives Copy to:
cultural resources at PMRF Main Base. CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor
3. Niihau
Response to P-W-0196

The proposed ground-disturbing zctivities on Niihau will occur ¢n only a

very small portion of the 72-square-mile island. Nithay elders assisted the

Navy in idenlifying areas where Navy activities could cccur. Cultura) and

naturai resource surveys have been conducted with Niihau residents in

these areas. Within these areas, as specific siting activities proceed, more

detailed surveys will be conducted.
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STATE OF Hawall
DEFARTMENT OF LANG AND MNATURAL RESOUACES
STATE WSTOAC PRESERVATON DIVISON
L 30ula fiek SIRNIT. 1Te #i00R
OmOLILY. Raman mar)
REF-HP:STY
Rebert F. Shearer D

Chief, Exvironzental and Engineering Offirce L.
Department of the kromy .
USASDC-Huntgville
P.0Q. Box 1500
Hunteville, Alabama 135807-3801
Dear Mr. Shearer:

SUBJECT: ©Draft- E.I.S. for the Strategic Target System
(February 19%2) U.s, Army sSDC

KTF «PMRF :

Mana, Waimea, Kaua'}l
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Thank you for submitting the DEIS on your Strategic Tar
project on February 21, 1992. The pad ie already in pl
the additional infrastruccure which will be buile will
poesible subsurface fiber optic line and a faw building
area hae already had ite land surface extensively distu
archaeolegical work to date indicartes no significant hi
ceitee are present,

Thue, as the federal agency cesponsible for this projec
should make a effect determination on significant histo
At we did in vour ER, we would agree with your "“no adve
determination on significant histeric sites if all proj
elements that will disturb relatively unaltered land su
underge subsurface testing pPrior to construetion to gev
poseibility of sites being presenc and if significant h
sites are found, then appropriate mitigation will occur
acgerdance with your contingency plan.

We do have some comments and corrections in reviewing t

1. Under Section 3.5 Culctural Rescurces, page 3-27, th
Dune which ie a traditional historic place, is elig
inclusion in the National Register of Historie Plac
wording should reflect the dunes as traditiomal cul
Property. The Nohil! Dune ta located juet behind t
pads at KTF.

get SysCem
ace, and
include a
8. The
rbed, and
storic

L your DEIS
rie sites.
rs5e effect"
ert
cfaces will
er the
igtezic

in

his DEIS:

e Nohili
ible for
es,. Your
tural

Le launch

e e ke e ot e

Robert F. Shearer
FPage 2

This has baen disgussed in the EA for STARS and EDX (USASDC) and
should be scacgd in this section. wWe are reviewing the drafec
document on this Lzaditional cultyral propelty now.

2. On page 3-24, drchaeological testing has occurred in various
acteas within KTF, and some deposite were found near bore holes
#3 and #4. We do not use the wording "negligible subsurface
tindingse*. Should thnig project have impact in chis acea,
addicional archaeological subsurface tescing would be dope rto
determine the extent of the deposits.

3. Under this section, additional archaeclogical ceparts have
been done which should be synthesized and included in the
FEIS. The reporcs are; Droliet (19917), Yent {l95L), shnun
(n.d.?. Walker and Rosendahl (18%0), Jorneg {1992), Leidemanng
and Kichinsai (1990), smith (1900}, bouglas (199G}, and
Schiltz (n.d.).

i. Under Section 4.5 Cultural Resgurces, page 4-30, vYour DEILS
mentiong Fire {4.5.1.2%, but nothing is mentioned about what
will be done if a fire does oceur in the dune area, Previous
fires at XTF were extinguished by cdougiog the sand on top of
the fire, this praccice should be avoided. The besc
mitigation for histgrie Gite protection may well be to let the
fire burn itself out. The FEIS should describe mitigative
fire contrel measures during a fire, wWe agree with the
posthburn archaeclogical sucvey,

All discoveries should be treared under NAGPRA, unless an MOA
{the PMRF's draft Burial Treatment Plan) is signed. You
should be aware under NAGPRA, all work in the area muast ceasge
for 10 days, and a letter writren immediately from the Base
Coamander to the OHA and Hui Malama I Na Kapuna Q Hawaii Neij,

You have get-up a coatingency plan for mitlgaticon shoulad
significant historic sites or burials be discovered. This is noct
in accordance with NAGPRA. We believe the following steps should
be included ia the pian:

1. All work in the area would be stopped, no further
disturbance should take place until the situartiocn is
dssesced. Human remains should be covered and the sice
area stabilized.

2. Consultation with all pertinent parties (KTF, DOE, U,S,
Wavy Archaecloqgiats, SHPG, and appreopriarte Hawaiian
groupe) shall occur ta datermine the appropriate form of
mitigaticn (daca Lacovery/pregacvation}.

= - T T TT—




+81l-6

Robert F. Shearer
Page 3

ff you have any questions regarding this macter. please contact

Ms. Nancy McMahon our staff archaecleogist for the County of Kaua'i

at S587-0006.

Very truly yours,

LIKM W. PATY
Chairperson and State
Histeoric Preservarion Officer

cc:  Reb Hommon, US Navy Archaeologist
CHA (fax)
Kauva*l 1sland Burial Council
Titzo-Gonzalez,- Advance- Sgience-Inc.

Advisary Ceuncil, Western Regioa
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REPUBLICAN WOMEN'S CLUB OF KAUAI

20. BOX 3161, PRINCEVILLE, HI 96722
808-826-1107  FAX 826-9057

P-W-C199

Ulla Hesn,
President

Harriat Schimonsifan.iy
st View President

Meluda ). Mzt
Jud Yice President

Beity Measel
Yrd Vies vesidan

My W, Schulz
Kewording Sevretary

Pur Beck
Lorresponding Seurgiary

loyee Parnolt
Treasurer

Karen Clfford
Fagliamsitzon

Apni 24, 1998

Conunending Qfficer
Captain Bowlin

Pacific Missile Range Facility
2.0 Box 128

Kekaha, H1 96752

Dear Captain Bawln,

The Repubiican Women’s Clud of Kaual fully supports the rangz eabancement
af the Pacific Missile Range Facility at Barking Sands to accommedate the
Ballistic Missile Defense testing as descrnbed in the draft Environment Impact
Statement dated April 3, 1998, This support was affiniad by a unanimous vore

at the April §598 meeting held on Aprit 21, 1998,
Sincerely,

Ul M. Y WL/

Ulla M. Heyn
Prestdant
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Amer’- an Lung Association

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY of Hawait
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY 245 N. Kukui Street
P.O BOX 128 Sule 100

KERAHA. HAWAIL 96752-0128 Honolulu, HI 96817-3951

iR HEPLY REFEA TO: Fax: (808) 537.597]

5090 Phone: (808) 537-5966
Ser 00/
29 00T 00
Ms. Ulla M. Heyn
President
Republican Women's Club of Kauai
PO Box 3161

Prnceville, HI 66722
Dear Ms. Heyn:

TFhank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement,

We appreciate your expression of support an behalf of the Republican Women's
Club of Kauai for the mission of PMRF and the propesal to enhance its capability to
perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. 'We believe that with the continued
viability of PMRF through enhanced capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its
employment base will remain strong and promete continued economic stability on Kauai.

The Navy looks forward to continuing its positive relationships with business,
civic, and other organizations in Hawaii as it performs its primary mission as a test and
training sange for sophisticated Navy systems to protect our armed forces and ensure our
national security.

Sincerely,

Umnle.

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.8. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor
When You Can't

Response to P-W-0199 Breathe,
Nothing Else
Matters®

Founded in 1904, the
American Lung Association
includes affiliated
associations throughout

the U.S., and a medical
secuom, the Amaerican
Thoracic Sociaty,

AMERICAN
LUNG

ASSOCIATION.

of Hawaii

Date: 22 April, 1998

To

RE:

Ms. Vida Mossman

Pacific Missile Range Facility
PO Box 128

Kekaha, Kauai, Hl 96752-0128

Draft Environmental Impact Staternent (DEIS) for the Pacific
Missile Range Enhanced Capability project.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the above
referenced DEIS. We have attempted to summarize, as much as
possible, our concerns, starting with the iength and complex
presentation of this DEIS.

1.

Comments regarding excessive wordiness. The intent of the
EIS process is to provide, in readable English, a concise analysis of
the impacts of a given project. There is, as you may be aware, a
page limit that appears te have been needlessly exceeded in the
case of this project. We found the DEIS to be excessively technical
and verbose with regards to air quality.

A case in point is the air quality section 3.1.1.1.1. (Region of
Influence {Alr Quality — PMRF/Main Base}). Thase six paragraphs
discourse on air pollution without providing reference to the
significance of these pollutants or a reference to the section of the
DEIS (4.1.1.1) where this discussion does occur. The introduction
should only address pollutants expected to be generated by the
project, or air quality problems that may be exacerbated by the
project.

Comments regarding contaminant analysis and modeling:
general issues. Woe understand that the expansion project
invoives a complex and varying assortment of activities, including
potential missile launches, construction of facilities and possibly
restricted infermation, however a table indicating the conservalive
estimate {e.g., the highest possible number), or the potential range,
of launches of each type of missile, would have greatly helped in
determining the significance of tables such as 4.1.1.1.1: Exhaust
products of typical missiles launched from PMRF.
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DEIS Evaluation letter
Mossman, V.

22 April, 1998

Page 2 of 3

For instance, if only one Vandal missile is expected 1o be launched per year, then
approximataly 50 pounds of lead would be emitted in the exhaust (according to table
4.1.1.1.1). However, if the actual launch rate for this missile type is one per month,
then the emissions may account for 600 pounds of lead being released. Since the form
of lead is not revealed by the information provided, we will assume that this is
particulate, inorganic fead. Inorganic lead is a potent human neuro- and renal toxicant
with the primary route of exposure being inhalation of contaminated dusts.

Additionally, the Regionat Climate section (3.1.1.1.2.1.} does not provide rainfall data
for the PMRF/Main Base location, so it will be assumed that the facility lies in the rain
shadow of Mt. Waialeate and therefore experiences very low rainfall - in other words, it
is generally dry and relatively dusty. Therefore, the particuiate lead may be assumed
to be deposited predominantly near the launch site (refer to page 4-3, “the highest
volume of exhaust [will] be at or near ground level") on exposed soits or paved
surfaces.

t_ead accumulates in the environment and because of a very long half-life in the body, it
tends to accumutate in people as well. Particulaté lead depositions may expose
workers at contaminated sites via the inhalation of dusts. These workers then take
home their dusty clothing and expose their families. Lead is particularly hazardous for
chiidren under the age of six years old.

The controls described on page 4-32 of section 4.1.1.7.1.1. Launch Operations, would
not be effective to limit exposure to this type of air borne hazard.

The statement “(cloncenirations are expected to reach undetectable levels by the time
the plume reaches the boundaries of the ground hazard area...” is misleading with
respect to lead. Exhaust (combustion) products such as carbon monoxide and carbon
dioxide will certainly be diluted and eventually broken down, but lead will simply deposit
on surrounding surfaces or be carried off-site by winds. Lead does not decompose,
regardless of the exhaust temperature and is not bicdegraded, photodegraded or
hydrolyzed.

3. Comments regarding other issues.

3.1. Wae are surprised that some discussicn was not devoted to the polential air
guality impacts of fires occurring as a result of the enhanced capability activities.
For instance, how many additional fires would be expected? How rapidly can
suppression activities occur? What locations would be impacted by fires and the
resulting air contaminants? Also, the heat of brush fires is usually sufficient to [ift
surface soils (dusts), if those soils have been contaminated by previous rocket
launches, e.g., by lead deposits, then this contamination will also be spread.
How will this issue be addressed? Paving? Clearing? lrigation?

3.2,  |n section 2. 3.1.3.1. Fixed Ground-based Target Launch Preparation, paragraph
3, it is stated that “liquid prapeilant for farget missiles would be transported...”,
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but the volumes expected to be transperted are not clear, nor are controls to
limit loss of these materials in the event of a spill during transportation or
storage. This comment includes a review of paragraph 3 of section 4.1.1.7.1.1.
Pre-taunch Operaticns. It may be helpful to reference section 4.1.1.7.2_, page 4-
44 (if these are the appropriate volumes) and page 4-45 and 4-46 (if these are
the appropriate spill containment and controf procedures).

3.3. While on paragraph 3 of section 4.1.1.7.1.1. Pre-launch Operations, we are
curious about the meaning of the sentence, “(t)he results cf the analysis
determined that the area immediatsly dangerous to life and heaith (IDLH}...
would be contained within KTF”. I0LH concentrations have been determined for
only & few chemicals (considering the number of potential air borne chemical
hazards). So, what analysis zre we talking about, the referencad €187 And, to
which chemical is the IDLH reference made {chemicals or compounds do nct
necessarily have the same IDLH concentration)? Lastly, of course the extent of
an IDLH atmosphere would be cantained within the Kauai Test Facility (KTF), if
not, it would greatly surprise this erganization to see the facility permitted. This
is another example of a paragraph that contains irrelevant information,

34. Onpage 4-42, section 4.1.1.7.2.1. Facility Constructicn, we believe it would be
appropriate to address dust control measures bere. However, under 4.1.1.1.2.
Proposed Action — Air Quality, PMFR/Main Base, no mention is made of new
facility construction.

3.5,  With regards to the statement made on page 4-47, “{t}here is currently
insufficient data pertaining to small containers such as drums... ({o compute)
teakage or rupture rates...”. We disagree, there are numerous published
sources of spill and leakage rates from small containers such as drums. This
information is commonly provided during 40 hour Hazardous Waste Operations
and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER) training and routinefy published in
environmental periodicals.

3.6,  We are surprised by your calculation of the results of a 55 gallon spilt of the
liquid propellant IRFNA.  We believe it would be extracrdinary to reach the 2
p.p.m. TLV at 1,214 feet following the open-air release of 55 gallons of IRFNA.
You may want to recheck your assumptions and the calculation.

As an aside, “Green Sea Turtie” {Chelonia mydas) shoutd actually be “Green Turtle.”
R ?ﬁb
Q;&ﬂ; M_’/
Allison M. Beale

Envirenmenial Toxicotogist
Director of Envircnmental Health
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PG. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
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Ms. Allison M. Beale

Director of Environmental Health
American Lung Association of Hawaii
245 N. Kukui Street

Suite 100

Honolulu, HI 96817-3951

Dear Ms, Beale:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft

Envirenmental Impact Statement (EIS).

1.

31

3.2

The Regulations implementing the National Environmental Policy Act provide
suggested page limits, but these are only guidelines, Various opinions exist as to
the extent of detail that shonld be provided in the EIS. We have attempted to
strike 2 balance between the wide range of readers with varying levels of interest
while concentrating on areas with the greatest potential for impact. [Section 4]of

the EIS is the analysis of the impacts of the Proposed Action[(Section 2.0) on the
Section 3.0}

Affected Environment

»

Launches of missiles from PMRF are discrete events and the public and non-
mission essential personnel are excluded from the ground hazard area. This
prevents the individuals from being exposed to unhealthy levels of air poliutants.
Soil samples have indicated lead levels in areas accessible to the public are below
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and State of Hawaii guidelines. U.S. Navy
workers wear coveralls to prevent transferting any dust beyond the work site,

The accurrence of a fire, even though a remote event, would cause air guality
impacts as would any other naturally-occurring fire. Prior to a launch, a Missile
Accident Emergency Team (MAET), which includes fire suppression capability, is
positioned at the edgs of the GHA. The MAET also includes a helicopter with a
water bucket airborme or on standby. As stated in of the EIS,
specific mitigation measures as a result of the Record of Decision could include
frequent watering of excavated material and/or the use of soil additives to bond
exposed surface soils, as well as watering vegetation surrounding the launch pad.

Section 2.3.1.3.1|has been revised to reflect the velumes and coatrols described in

Section 4,1,1.7.2

33

34

35

3.6

The analysis is from the referenced Strategic Target System Final EIS. The
Immediately Dangerous to Life and Health (IDLH) guidance levels are for
hydrazine and nitrogen tetroxide.

ection 4.1.1.5.2[addresses potential impacts and proposed mitigations for contral

of dust as a result of new construction activities. This will be considered in the
Record of Decision.

Section 4.1.1.7.2.2|has been revised to state the most likely rates of leakage would

be on the order of millititers (ounces), which would be contained by the overpack
containers.

We agree. However, because of the public interest in this issue, we made
conservative assumptions on which 1o base our calculations,

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF

want 10 do all we can to gain and maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

7%l

. A.BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-(202



88L-6

HAWAI HOTEL ASSOCIATION
KAUAI CHAPTER

MARK HEINZELMAK, CHAPTER CHAIRPERSON
HYATT REGENCY KAUAI

1871 POIPY ROAD

KOLOA HAYAY 38758

PH: (§00) 742-1234

FX: (008) 742-5223

April 20, 1698

Vida Mossman, Public Affairs Officer
Pacific Missile Range Facllity

P.C. Box 128

Kekaha, HI 96752

Ke: Support of P.AUR F.
To Whom it May Concern,

T am writing on behalf of the Board of Directors of the Hawati Hotel Association-Kauai
Chapter in support of the Pacific Missile Range Facility Resclution.

This County Council Resolution, No. 27-98 supports the enhancement of the facilities for
the Pacific Missile Range Facility based on its history on Kauai and the many aspects in

supparting the government and commurity in both economically challenging and diverse

times. On behalf of the Board, we would like to demanstrace our supporl by recegnizing
the value of P.M.RF. to the island of Kauai and the communities in which we live.

This letter will dpmonstrate aur sippart for facility upgrades to a long-standing
mstitution on Kauai, Mahalo far your consideration, Should you have any questions,
please feel free to cortact me .

Sincerely,

VYV~

Merk Heinzelmen
President
Hawali ] lotel Association-Kauai Chapter

MH/Klp

[ John {sabe & Gary Baldwin, Kaual Economic Davelopment Board

Federation Membe
Amarican

I*. Hotel & Mate|
Assoclation

P-W-0205

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 95752-0128
IR REPLY REFER TO:
5000
Ser 00/ 08 2 5
23 0CT 1%

Mr. Mark Heinzelman
Kauai Chapter

Hawaii Hotel Association
1571 Poipu Road

Koloa, HI 96756

Dear Mr. Heinzelman:

We appreciate your expression of support, on behalf of the Kauai Chapter of
the Hawaii Hotel Association, for the mission of PMRF and the proposal to enhance
its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. We agree that a
strong partnership with our neighbors in both technical and civic areas is beneficial
to both Kauai and the larger Hawaiian community and the Navy. Congress has
recognized the benefits of the technology base and extensive off-shore range area
existing at PMRF in identifying it as the primary area to test the Navy's theater
ballistic missile defense systems.

The Navy looks forward to continuing its positive relationships with
business, civic, and other organizations in Hawaii as it performs its primary
mission as a test and training range for sophisticated Navy systems to protect our
armed forces and ensure our national security.

Sincerely,

. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.5. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear! Harbor

Response to P-W-02056
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PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
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KEKAHA HAWAIl §6752-0128

} HALE KAUAI Ltd.
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Mr. Wasyne R. Ellis

Ms, Vida Mossman President and Chief Executive
P. 0. Box 128 Hale Kauar Ltd.
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128 PO Box 1749

Dear Ms. Mossman, Lihue, Kauai, HI 96766

Kauai cannot afford not te support PMRF. What they Dear Mr. Ellis:
bring to the community reaches far beyond their base. They

are an integral part of the community and show it. We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the

Their response to community needs before - and since propesal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense

Iniki more so - reflect their genuine desire to be a good testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forees strong
neighbor. and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses,

They bring hope of providing technological jobs for

our future generatioms wherc_e in the past these have been We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
few and far between on Kauai. I am fifth generation from N

! Kavai and hope my children will return from the mainland capabilities to conduet ac-lvanced m:ssyle testing, 1ts emplo‘yme'nt base will remain
once opportunities are more abundant to live on Kauai. strong and promote continued economic stability on Kauai. We look forward to

continuing to be a gaod neighbor to the people of Kauai.
We need the Navy and PMRF facilities on Kauai. The

more they are enhanced - the more secure Kauai's future will Sincerely
be. '

Very truly yo . '@M .
L\S(W:’“‘E%Q /A A BOWLIN
C

Wayne R, Ellis aptain, UE: Navy .
President and Chief Executive Commanding Officer
Officer

) Cony ta:
WRE/je CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0207

681-6
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April 21, 1998

Pacific Missile Range Facility

Attn: Vida Mossman, Public Affairs Officer
P.O.Box 128

Kekaha, Hawaii 96752

Dear Ms. Mossman,

As a concerned resident and businessman, I know that securing 2 position in the high
technology marketplace is crucial to the economic survival of Kaual. A signficant part of this
development revolves around the Navy's proposed upgrade and expansion of the Pacific Missile
Ringe Facility (PMRF).

This propesed capital investment of $33 million will not only stimulate our stagnant economy,
but will bring techneology to PMBF necessary to fulfill its Congressional mandate as the test
facility for the Drepartment of Defense’s Theater Ballistic Missile Defense project. Additionally,
the modernization will allow PMRF to continue to attract such projects as NASA's Pathfinder
Solar Powered Aircraft pregram. It is vital that PMRF remains a key Kauai employer, building
upon the current 800 civilian positions with an anaual payroll of 545 million.

We in Kauai's business community recognize the value of diversifying our economy with
industries that will secure and strenghten our financial well-being. Being a true believer in

the development that high techmology industries will provide, I wholeheartedly support the
Navy's proposed enhancements at PMRF,

Sincerely,

Flta /ﬁzﬁa% “
Hellis Crozier
General Manager

@

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PAGIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
IM REPLY REFER TO:

5090
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My, Hollis Crozier
Cellular Services
Ameritech

3-3277 Kuhio Highway
Lihue, Kauai, HI 96766

Dear Mr. Crozier:

We appreciate vour expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping cur armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote continued economic stability on Kauai. We look forward to
continuing te be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

. A BOWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0208
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P-W-0209
CGAY & RODBINSOXN, INC.

=

PO BOX 156 KAUMAKANI HAWAIL 96747-0156
PHOMNE: (8(8) 3353133 FAX: (808) 333-6424

April 21, 1998

Vida Mossman

Pubiic Affairs Officer

Pacific Missile Range Facility
P.0. Box 128

Kekaha, HI 96752-0128

Re: Support of Navy's Proposal for PMRF

Being President of one of the largest business’ on the Westside of Kaua'),
(Gay & Robinson, Inc.), | recognize the tremendous asset the Pacific Missile Range
Facility is fo aur community and Kaua'i.

In additior {o the faverable economic impact the base has on the island, the
Pacific Missile Range Facility's workforce {military and civilian alike) has been an
outstanding neighbor. The life-saving rescues, disaster assistance following Hurricane
Iniki, fire-fighting support, collecting new toys for Kaua'i's youngsiers at Christmas, and
other notable work in the community, have made the Pacific Missile Range Facility an
integral part of Kaua't.

| understand that enhancing the Pacific Missile Range Facility's capabilities wilt
help o keep the base viable and | wholly support the Navy's propoesal.

Sincerely,

T L

E. Alan Kennett,
President and General Manager

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
FACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
1M REPLY REFER TOr

5090
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Mr. E. Alan Kennett

President and General Manager
Gay and Robinson, Inc.

PO Box 156

Kaumakani, HI 96747-0156

Dear Mr. Kennett:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong

and technically supericr to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote continued economic stability on Kauai.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.
Sincerely,
. A BOWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0209
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P-W-0210

KAWAILOA DEVELOPMENT

dba Hyatt Regency Kauai and Poipu Bay Resort Golf Course

PO. Box 369, Keloa, Kauai, Hawaii 56755
Phane (808) 742-6300, Fax (308) 742-7197

April 20, 1998

Ms. Vida Mossman
P.O. Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128

Dear Ms. Mossman:

The Pacific Missile Range Facility is an asset on Kauai.

In addition to the favorable economic impact the base has on the island, the Pacific Missile
Range Facility's workforce (military and civilians alike) has been an outstanding neighbor. The
life-saving rescues, disaster assistance following Hurricane Iniki, fire-fighting support, collecting
new toys for Kauai’s youngsters at Christmas, and other notable work in the community, have

made the Pacific Missile Range Facility an integral part of Kauai.

I understand that enhancing the Pacific Missile Range Facility’s capabilities will help to keep the
base viable and I wholly support the Navy’s proposal.

Sincerely,

General Manager

MESagaPlwpd

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.0. BOX 123
KEKAHA, Hawall 95752-0128
Ik REPLY REFER TO:

5090 )
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Mr. Myles 5. Shibata
Kawailoa Development.
PO Box 369

Kcloa, Kauai, HI 96758

Dear Mr. Shibata:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses,

We believe that with the continuad viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missite testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote continued econcmic stability on Kauai.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

.A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear! Harbor

Response to P-\W-0210
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P-W-0211
A

HASEKD

HASEKO PROPERTY, INC.
820 Mililani Street, Suite 820 Honolulu, Hawaii 96813
Phone (808 536-3771 Fax (808) 538-7654

April 21, 1998

Vida Mossman
Post Office Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128

Dear Ms. Mossman:

As the General Partner for the owners of the Outrigger Kauai Beach Hotel, we are
writing in support of PMRF.

PMRF and its 800 plus civilian employees have been involved community members,
and vigilant stewards at Barking Sands for over 35 years. With an annual payroll of $45
millien (the majority of which are civilian residentsy it is fair to expect that like any other
business PMRF needs 10 upgrade and modernize its business base to support and attract
Tew programs. What is currently being proposed by the Navy is t0 do a $33 million
"makeover" at PMRF to keep it technically capable of performing programs of national
importance well into the next century, thus furthering its position as a catalyst for science
and high technology on Kauai.

We are in Kauai's business community have been looking towards industsies that
could secure and strengthen our economic future. We strongly believe the science and
technology industry would provide this opportunity threugh its largest high teck emplover,
PMRF.

Given the fact that U.S. Congress has mandated that Theater Missile Defense testing
the conducted to develop a technically capable, cost-effective counter to current threat, and
that this program would mear a $33 million upgrade to the future of PMRF on Kauai, we
support the Navy's proposed enhancements,

Sincerely yours,

HASEKO PROPERTY, INC,
its General Partner

A

Peter V. Herndon
Executive Vice President

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FAGILITY
P . BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAN 96752.0128
IN BEFLY REEER Tl
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Mr. Peter V. Herndon
Executive Vice President
Haseko Property, Inc.
820 Mililani Street
Suite 820

Henolulu, HI 96813

Dear Mr. Herndon:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missite defense
testing. This preposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through erhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote continued economic stability on Kauai.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,
J. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W.0211
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RACE R TR G S Y

A £ B PROPERTIES, INC.

P-W.0213

April 22, 1998

Vida Mossman, Public Affairs Ulficer
Pacific Missile Range Facility

P. O. Box 128

Kekaha, Hawaii 96752

Subject:  Facilities enhancement for the PMRF
Mana, Kauai

The Pacific Missile Range Facility at Barking Sands, Mana, Kauui has been
the lifeblood for 800 plus civilian emplayees. Many of these people reside
on the westside of Kauai, Not only does this outpost have local significance
but it serves an important, strategic, mulii faccted function here on Kauai.
It ie not only impartant to our national security but is the impetas for
scientific and other high tech opportunitics.

As a major landowner on this Island, it is fuieinost that any and all
econamic development opportunities be pursued for the betterment of our
communitics,  The 33 million dollars at stake o complete the
enhancements to its delzction and communications inStrumentaiions, to
construct additfonal launch sitcs, sensor facilities and swrage facilitics and
to ¢xtend state leases are mnecessary to cnsure that PMRF maintain its
efficiency levels,

For the foregaing we strongly support the proposed improvements planned
at PMRF,

Thank you,

/

“Tom H. SHigemoto
Vice President

£.0. Box 430 & KOog, Hawidl DATSE = TCIcphone (8ii8) 333-55673 « Fhx 100A) 335 5146

A ity tercd sl <iiany ol A B Hamadl, IDC

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O.BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAL 96752-0128
i REPLY REFER TO
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Mr. Tom H. Shigemoto
A&B Properties, Inc.
PO Box 430

LIioloa, HI 96756

Dear Mr. Shigemoto:

We appreciate your expression of suppert for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote continued econemie stability on Kaual.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbar to the people of Kauai.
Sincerely,
.A.BOWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pear! Harbor

Response to P-W-0213
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H H CITIZENS
Kauai Electric| §'T/25NS
A Divisicn of Citizens Utilities Co.| UTILITIES

"Powering Kauai’'s Future"

44E3 Paree Suieel
Lihue, Hawai 9674662032
Phane.  (608) 245-4300

April 21, 1998 Pw-0214 '

Ms. Vida Mossman

Public Affairs Officer

Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
P.0O. Bex 128

Kekaha, HI 96752-0128

SUBJECT: PROPOSED ENHANCEMENT AT PMRF
Dear Ms. Mossman:

The Pacific Missile Range Facility is an asset to Kauai in many ways:

1} Besides its military workforce, PMRF provides over 800 civilian jobs;

2) PMRF’s workforee {military and civilian alike) has been an outstanding neighbor; and
3) PMRE is the key to our Hi-Tech future.

PMRF has an annual payroll of $46 millien dollars, the majority of which are for civilian
residents of Kauai. While it is obvicus that this has a significant econamic impact, it is less
obvious that PMRF has ather significant economic impacts that dircctly impacts all of us. PMRF
is one of KE’s largest customers and therefore represents a significant portion of our revenues. If
the viability of PMRF is compromised and the facility is closed, the net impact would be a
Proportionate increase in rates at a time when the island can least afford it. This scenario is
aggravated even more when you consider that a significant portion of the warkers who lose their
jobs would leave the island in search of jobs. This also impacts our forecast of growth and
therefore the rates. Therefore, it is important that we not only keep, but enhance the viability of
PMRY and insure it remains part of our customer base.

PMRE has always supparied the residents and businesses of Kauai. Life saving rescues, fire
fighting support, collecting toys for children, and most notable the support it provided following
Hurricane Iniki. PMRF is apen to the public to enjoy the beach, ecean, and facilities such as the
theater and bowling alley. The service they provide to Kauai and its children is invaiuable and
should be a mode! for all communities.

Az Equa. Dppoiturly Sirphaper

Ms. Vida Mossman April 21, 1998
Pacific Missile Range Facility Page 2

The previous examples are assets that PMRF currently provides and does a good job at it!
However, Kauai’s economy is still begging for more help. Once again, PMRF is a key player for
Kauai. Kauai is approximately the same size as Cahu but has only 6% of their resident
papulation. Kauai needs to focus on providing an industry and jobs that will keep this Iifestyle
that the residents cherish. The high technology industry meets that criteria and PMRF is the only
Hi-Tech employer on the island. By expanding on this role, PMRF will provide high skilled Jjobs
$0 our children can remain on Kauai.

KE supports enhancing PMRF’s capabilities as it wili not only keep the base viable, but act as
the strategic catalyst for our future.

Very truly yours,

-
AWW
Miana

ger, Strategic Planning
AHM:Wk[F:‘aImn\PMEUf support lir.doc]

cc: KEDB
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Mr. Alton H. Miyamoto
Manager

Strategic Planning
Kauai Electric

4463 Pahee Stroet
Lihue, HI 96766G-2032

Dear Mr. Miyamoto:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This propesal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses,

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote continued economic stability on Kauai.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

_ A BOWLIN
Captain, U.5. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear] Harbor

Response to P-W-0214

April 21, 1998

Vida Mossman

Public Affairs Office

Pacific Missile Range Facility
PO Box 128

Kekaha, Hl 96752

Dear Ms. Mossman:

I write this letter in suppert of the proposed enhancements of the Pacific Missile
Range Facility (PMRF) in support of the Theater Missile Defense Program. PMRF
has a fong history and cutstanding 35-year track record on Kauai. They not only
have demonstrated stewardship for the environment at PMRF but have alse shown
a commitment to the entire island. Military personnei angd civilian workers alike
have volunteered for numerous charitable causes, and will be long recognized for
their immediate and effective response following Hurricane Iniki.

Last month, | personally, along with the hospital administrative team, visited and
toured PMRF. The experience reconfirmed our commitment to the further
development and upgrading of the facility. Wilcox Health System represents over
1000 employees, physicians, beard members and volunteers who have al! feit the
ettects of our depressed economy. PMRF provides a continued economic base for
our community, especially for West Kauai,

The bottom line is that PMRF has well proven itself as a responsible and caring
neighbor. We fully support its continued efforts to upgrade and modernize its
services to support new services. Please feel free to call upon me if you need
further information or assistance.

Sincerely, // ) /

Larry K. Mangol
Ppgsfdent/Chief cutive Officer
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Mr. Larry K. Mangold
President/CEO

Wilcox Health System
3420 Kuhio Highway
Lihue, Kauai, Bl 96766

Dear Mr. Mangold:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PAMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote continued economic stability on Kauai.

We louk forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kaual

Sincerely,

. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy Lo:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0215

P-W-0217

POST SFFICE BOX 68
ELEELE. KAUAL HAWAI 36708

TELEPHONE 1808) 335-2145

\

Aprit 21, 1998

Ms. Vida Mossman, Public Affair Cfiicer
Pacific Missile Range Facility

PO Box 128

Kekaha, H! 96752

Dear Vida:

We at Big Save, Inc. support the proposed enhancement of the facilities for the Pacific
Missile Range Facility.

PMRF is an asset for the island of Kauai. This facility has played an important part in the
economic stability of our island. With the tough economic times we face on Kaual we
now need PMRE even more to insure our economic survival, Therefore, please support
the enhancement to the Pacific Missile Range Facility.

Sincerely,

BIG SAVE, INC.

ot fur—

Charles Kawakami
President

KAUAI'S OWHMNL.VALUE 1S THE BIG SAVE WAY
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iMr. Charles Kawakami
President

Big Save, Inc.

'O Box 68

Eleele, Kauai, HI 96705

Dear Mr. Kawnakami:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping cur armed forces strong
and technically supertor to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
eapabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote continued economie stability on Kauai.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.
Sincerely,
A BOWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0217

P-W-0226
BELLES GRAMAM

PROUDFOOT & WILSON
b ATTORNEYS AT LAW FAMELA T o
CAVID W. PROUDFOOT
PONALD H. WILSOR WATUMULL PLAZA OF COUNSEL
Fesers 1.0, No. 590317683 4334 RICE STREET, SUITE 202 JERILYNN ONG HALL

LIBUE, KAUAI HAWAIL 96766-1388

TELEPHONE NO: (808) 2454705
FACSIMILE NO: (808) 245-3277
E-MAIL: mailZpkavai-law.com

April 21, 1998

Ms. Vida Mossman
P. Q. Box 128
Kekaha, Kauai, Hawaii 96732-0128

Dear Ms. Mossman:

PMRF and its 800 plus civilian employees have been involved community members,
and vigilant stewards at Barking Sands for over 35 years. With an annual payrell of $43 million (the
majority of which are civilian residents) it is fair to expect that like any other business PMRF needs
to upgrade and modernize its business base to support and attract new programs. What is currently
being proposed by the Navy is to do a $33 millicn "makcover” at PMRF 10 keep it technically capable
of performing programs of national importance well into the next century, thus furthering its position
as$ a catalyst for science and high technology on Kauai.

We in Kauai's business community have been looking towards indusiries that could
secure and srengthen our economic future. We strongly believe the science and technology industry
would provide this opportunity through its largest high tech employer, PMRF.

Given the fact that U.S. Congress has mandated that Theater Missile Defense testing
be conducted 1o develop a technically capable, cost-effective counter to current threat, and that this
program would mean a $33 million upgrade to the future of PMRF on Kauai, we support the Navy's
proposed enhancements.

Very truly yours,

BELLES GRAHAM

E’ROUDFDDT & W[LS /

David W. Proudfoot

DWP:seo

cc: Kauai Economic Development Board
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Mr. David W, Proudfoot

Belles, Graham, Proudfoot & Wilson
4334 Rice Street

Suite 202

Lihue, Kauai, HI 96766-1388

Dear Mr. Proudfoot:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
preposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense testing.
This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong and technically
saperior 1o potential adversarics, particularly in the area of missile defenses.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain strong
and promote continued economic stability on Kauat,

We look forward (o continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauat.

Sincerely,

ﬁgg’fmuﬁ;

BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear! Harbor

Response to P-W-0226

P-w-0228

Kauai North Shore Business Council
P.0O. Box 1481
Hanalei, Kauai, Hawaii 96714
Phone: 808-826-3370
Fax: 808-826-9592

Gentlemen:

[ am Michaei Loo, president of the Kauai North Shore Business Council. Qur community is
distant by road, but physically very proximate to operations at the Pacific Missile Range Facility at Mana
Diuring our most recent board of directors meeting, we voted unanimously, to support the US Navy's
efforts to improve and enhance the operational and testing capabilities of PMRFE. We feel that any scale
would lean heavily to supporting the Navy’s enhancement plans as they cubweigh any negative impacts
which the plan would bring to Kauai and Niihau by a jarge margin.

There is a need to support:
a) maintaining our national defense systems at the highest level possible,

b} the more than 800 jobs currently in place at the base.

<) the programs that will bring more permanent, wel! paying jobs to the base, providing our
children with employment apportunities not available anywhere else on the island.

d) plans that will solidly anchor PMRE's position as the foremost ncean testing  range in the
warld, because our islandd and the State of Flawaii have since World War I, been and will
continue to be dependent on milita ry spending o supplement our economies.

e} the programs and facilities that have already spawned peripheral high tech and community
benefits to Kauai, and which will allow further development opportunities.

e) the good reighbor that the Navy has been.

In our vies there appears to be few significant negative environmental impacts that could nat be
mitigated. We feel that the Navy has been a good steward of the land and the sea, and that the Navy and
its contractors have more than adequately demonstrated that they care and are concerned about our aina
and the people of this community. They have made the base available not only Lo their local community,
but even those like us swho live and work on the north shore. They have fostered programs that
encourage bonding of the nulitary with the community. The bottom line; they have been good neighbors
and we should treat them as such

Thank you fur the opportunity 1o present our observalions and comments. We hope that we have
added sufficiently to the side of the scale favoring the project so that you will decide to proceed with the

project as soon as possible.

Very Truly Yours,

a[ichaul Lou

President
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Mr. Michael Loo

Kauai North Shore Business Council
PO Box 1481

Harnalei, Kauai, HI 96714

Dear Mr. Loo:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense testing.
This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong and technically
superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile defenses.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain strong
and promote continued economic stability on Kauai.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

(G

. A, BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0228

P-W-0229

y

Ce
- 4 %

Princeville Resort

K A U A |

April 7, 1998

Governor Ben Cayetano
State Capitol, 5t Floor
State of Hawaii
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Governor Cayetano:

We are writing to request your continued funding support for the partnership
between Kaual Economie Development Board and the Pacific Missile Range facility at
Barking Sands on Kauai, We understand that the funds allocated for this joint
marketing effort have yielded great successes over the past several years and that the
State of Hawaii is the beneficiary of new business generated by these efforts, The
economy of the County of Kauail remains in dire need of any kind of assistance and
maintaining and possibly increasing the over 800 well-paid civilian jobs at PMRF is
extremely significant.

The exposure generated from KEDR's efforts and PMRT"s programs are attracting
other businesses and we hope that these efforts will be the incubator for a new “clean
industry” for Kauai. We respectfully request that you continue providing full funding
in 1998,

Sincerely,

‘ Michael Y.M. g

Director
Iteal Estate & Development

Loo\Cayetano:bgf

ce Gary Baldwin, Kauai Economic Development Board
Capt. Jim Bowlin, Pacific Missile Range Facility

Princeville Corporation

P B 30 0 elevnedlhy Fangai Doy g G737 0 Talinibonn o @00 7 Q7 20100 o Baye a4 838 usan
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PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY ' ‘“ Oceanit Laboratories, Inc.

KEKAHA_:ﬁwB,ﬁX ;52?52.0123 _ﬁ-—; environmental & coastal engineering services s research & deveicpment
IH REPLY REFEA TO:
5090
Seroosr 09 6 4
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Mr. Michael Loo

Director 1 May 1998
Real Estate and Development

Princeville Corporation

FO Box 3040 ;Is_;’id;li_.\-h_)lssu;an .

Pri ille, i acific Missile Range Facility
ninceville, Kauai, HI 96722 Post Ocs Box 198

Dear Mr. Loo: Kekaha, Kavai, Hawaii 967520128

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the ) . ) -
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. SUBJECT: Paci'ﬁc Missile  Range  Facility (PMRF)_ Enha_nced Capability
This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong and technically Em"}m"me‘mal .Impac{ S.rarement (E1S) - Public Hearing, Saturday, 25
superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile defenses, APril 1997, Written Testimony

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain strong
and promote continued economic stability on Kauai.

Dear Ms. Mossman:

Attached please find the subject Written Testimony, as presented by the undersigned at

o . . e Hoarince ~ i Waime: )
We look forward 1o continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kanai, the Public Hearing, held Saturday, 25 April in Waimea, Kauai

If you have any questions regarding the attachment, please do net hesitate to contact me
to discuss. Thank you.

Sincerely, )
Sincercly,

‘A/A‘x OCEANIT LABORATORIES, INC.

. A. BOWLIN /
Captain, U.S. Navy E
Commanding Officer

] —

" Patrick K. Sullivan, PhD, P.L.
Copy to: President

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Attachment:

Response to P-W-0229

1100 Alakea Plaza « 1100 Alakea Street, 315t Floor » Honolulu, Hawaii 96813
TEL (808) 531-3017 = FAX: (808) 5313177 « EMALL oceanit@oveanit.oom » URE bap:sww ooeanit com
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_n Oceanit Laboratories, Inc.

———— " environmental & coastal engineering services » research & development

Saturday, April 25, 1998

c02-6

TESTIMONY
FOR
PACIFIC MISSLE RANGE FACILITY {PMRF)
ENHANCED CAPABILITY ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (£1S)
by
Dr. Patrick K. Sullivan, P.E.

My name is Patrick K. Sullivan and I am testifying today on behalf of Oceanit
Laboratories, Inc. as its Presideni. My testimony supports the findings of this
Environmental Impact Statement (E15) that there is no significant impact.

Oceanit Laboratories, fnc. is a Hawaii based company started in the early 1980s
that employs approximately 50 people. Oceanit’s areas of expertisefservices include
environmental/coastal engineering as well as research and development.

There are three areas that 1 would like te commenl on regarding the
aforementioned EIS: defense requirements, gconomic impact, and environmental is5ues.

Defense: Although you will hear mare about defense issues, it is important 10
recognize that PMRF provides a unique value-added capability to address TMI) and
BMDO issues. This is largely attributed 1o PMRF’s unique setting and existing
infrastructure.

Economic. Although simply said, this represents jobs, however, it goes much
deeper. It also represents the quality of jobs and opportunities ta produce value-added
technology based products, which is something we do at Oceanit. For example, we
produce Cigua-Checkm, now available in stores throughout Hawaii 1o moniter clguatera
in tish.

Environmental: Oceanit prepares EISs as pan of our business. We didn’t have
anything 1o do with the preparation of this E15, however, we belicve that it adequately

discloses environmental 1ssues.

In closing, [ would like ta thank you for the oppornunity to provide testimony in
favor of proposed enhanced capability at PMRF and the subject LIS

1106 Alakea Plaza ~ 1100 Alakea Street, 3Ist Floor « Honolwdu, Hawaii D68i13

TEL: (BOS) 531-3017 « FAX: (BOS) 531-3177 + FMALL oceanit@oceanit.com ~ URL bup s e oceanit.oom

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FAGILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAKA, HAWAIL BE152-0128
IN REBLY REFER TO:

5080
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Dr. Patrick K. Sullivan
Oceanit Laboratories, Inc.
1100 Alakea Street

31st Floor

Honolulu, HI 96813

Dear Dr. Sullivan:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
propasal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing, PMRT is proud of its safety record and stewardship of the environment in
its move than 35 years of launching and testing missile systems. We have been able
to conduct our programs ovéer the years with very little environmental impact, and
our goal is to continue to do so. We recognize that many who have opposed PMRF
programs have claimed that there would be unacceptable environmental impacts as
a result. We do not believe this has been borne out.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote continued economic stability on Kauvai. We look forward to
continuing to be a good neighbor to the pecple of Kavai.

Sincerely,

%@W

. A.BOWLIN
Captain, U.8. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-3W-0233
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P-W.0239
ASSOCTATION OF FMF COMBAT MEOICAL PSHSONNEL

Hawaiian Area Dinecton
A.£. Gene Bullock

P.O. Box 1022

Kalaheo, Kauai, Hi. 9674/
S05-33217187

Captain James Bowlin
Commanding OFficer PMAF
Barking Sands, Ksuai, HI.

Captain Bawlin:

This asscciation goes on record as in full support of the EIS on
the enhancement of capabilities for PMAF to develope a defense system

against TBM weapaons. fur membership is made up from Navy Docters and
Hospital Corpsmen trained and hava seen service on the battle fieldg with
Fleet Marine Forces, Each of us are combat veterans having served our
time in Hell and War. We knpnow the results of being out matched in the
Field af battle. We have patched up cur bleeding, licked aur waunds

and tegged our dead. These T8M weapons can and have did = number on

us in the past. We know those pecple out there don't really like us

and we know thay have these weapans. As long as we send our military

imto "Harms Way" they deserve the Finest preotectien we can provide.

We trust that you and PMRF will be able to start on thls vital project
in the very near future.

Res

A.E. Gene Bullock
Hawaiian Ares Oirector

Navy and Marine Corps feam ——————————— Forward from the Sea

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

FAACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
FO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-012R

IN REPLY REFER TQ
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Mr. A. E. Gene Bullock

Hawaiian Area Dirvector

Association of FMF Cembat Medical Personnel
PO Box 1022

Kalaheo, Kauai, HI 96741

Bear Mr. Bullock:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses,

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilitics to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote continued economic stability on Kauai. We look forward to
continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kaual.

Sincerely,

. A BOWLIN
Captain, 1.8, Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0239
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MAUI ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT BOARD, INC.
May 12, 1998

Ms. Vida Mossman

Public Affairs Officer

Pacific Missile Range Facility
Post Office Box 128

Kekaha, Hawait 96752

Dear Ms. Mossman:

The Maui Economic Development Board is highly supportive of the
proposal to improve and enhance operations of the Pacific Missile Range Facility,
especially insofar as this will provide additional economic and employment
opportunities on Kauai and Niihau.

We are particularly impressed by the level of support from Niihau and
Kauai residents, The level of community support, despite comments from what we
would term the "usual naysayers,” shows the need for a project of this importance.

We would remind you of the opportunity to continue to tie PMRF
activities in with the expanding capabilities of the Maui High Performance
Computing Center.

MEDB looks forward to partnering with the Kaual Economic
Pevelopment Board and the many entities and agencies involved in PMRF
activities to attain the best possible results from this initiative,

Sincerely yours,

[oted T Do

Robert T. Johnson
President/CEO

R1T:na

590 Lipoa Parkway. Suile 103 - Kihei, Mavi. Hawah 96753 « (308) 875-2300 + FAX (808) 873-0011 » wnfo § medb.org

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAI S6752.0128
i REPLY REFER TO:
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Mr. Robert T. Johnson
President/CEO

Maui Economic Development Board
590 Lipoa Parkway

Suite 103

Kihei, Maui, HI 96753

Dear Mr. Johnson:

We appreciate your expression of support on behalf of the Maui Economic
Development Board for the mission of PMRF and the proposal to enhance its capability
to perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. We believe that with the continued
viability of PMRF through enhanced capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its
employment base will remain strong and promote continued economic stability on Kauai.

The Navy looks forward to centinuing its positive relationships with business,
civic, and other organizatiens in Hawaii as it performs its primary mission as a test and
training range for sophisticated Navy systems to protect our armed forces and ensure our
national security.

Sincerely,

éﬁﬁwg«%
" A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy

Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0240
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P-W-0241

Controliad Envirenmeant Aquaculture Technalcgy, Inc.

7 Waterfront Plaza, Suite 400

500 Ala Moana Blvd. Honolutu, HI 96813

Tel: (BOB) 521-1801 / Fax; [BOB) 537-1307

ceatechaaloha net May 7, 1998

Vida Mossman

Public Affairs Officer

Pacific Missile Range Facility
P.O. Box 128

Kekaha, HI 96732-0128

Dear Ms, Mossman:

We have reviewed the Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Draf
Envirenmental Empact Statement of 3 April 1998.

Tt is our opinien that the operations at the Pacific Missile Range Facility will have no
impact on the operations of CEATECH Plantations or any other of our facilities.

Sincerely,

Ernest K., Dias
President

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P0O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
IN REPLY REFEA T0:

3090
Ser00/ 09 7 1
23 OCT 1398
Mr. Emest K. Dias
President
CEATECH USA
7 Waterront Plaza
Sutie 400

Honelulu, HI 96813
Dear Mr. Dias:

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Pacific Missile Range Facility
Enhanced Capability Environmental Impact Statement, We are pleased that you concur
with our belief that there will be no impact on the CEATECH Plantations.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain strong
and promote continued economic stability on Kauai. We look forward to continuing to
be a good neighbor to the people and businesses of Kauai.

Sincerely,

A.BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0241
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P-W-0245
TESTIMONY ON THE PMRF EIS

by Ken Ka'imi Stokes

SUMMARY-- In arder to tully appreciate the Environmental imgact statement for PMRF's proposed warfara
exercises, ya gotlc talk cbaut the ihree "D's: Defense policy, document quaity, and dacision-making
piccess.

On defense, we may disagree with the need for or prarty of this billion-doliar expenditure, yat tne Navy got

Congress to write them info the budget. So, they come to us with the line: “Wea're just daing what Congiess
ordered.”

On the document, we may disagree with the conclusions or highlight some glaring omissions in the analysis,
ye! ifs apparent putpass is more geared foward manufactuing community consent for this use of our land
and ocean, rather than shedding any reai light on the downside of thelr war gameas. | wil come back o this
later,

On the decison-making. we may discgree with the limitations on community participation. yet let us simply
watch fo see whether the Gavernor and Secrelary of the Navy accept this diaft EIS as i, that will oe the
signal of whether of not anyone is taking the EIS process sedously.

Why? Because this EIS iz a shoddy and mean-spiiited document that does not dellver on Its promises of
objective and comprehensive environmental and cultural assessment.

Jnstead, It misrepresents its own research, il provides no estimates of probability for pofential disasters. ond it
feaves cut any consideration of long-term curmulative impacts, especiaiy regarding their intent fo bathe our
people (residents and milltary) in electiomagnetic radiakion (EMR),  Worse s ifs jingoistic trealment of

Hawalien fand and cultural Issues, which are contalned in an Appendlx and a Supplemental report on
Ni'lhau,

At the end of the day, If seems our Kaua'| community Is *going along” wilh this project because we have no
real choice, because It will help pay the rent 1or some of us. and because nere is substanlial propaganda
pressure {including threals to our newspaper editor) fo do so.

We can extend alohg to me guys and gais In unifomm on and around our island, and to the expensive suils
that come with the various defense contractors {actually, they probably wear aloha shirts to show their cultural
sensitivity). We can mahalo the BMDO for spending money on our isiand, and mahalo PMRF for giving us jobs
and subsidizing the Robinson’s Nithau opetation. We can mahalo the miitary and our DLNR for being
extremely careful what they do in our forest, on beaches and our ocean.

We éon alse agree that, long term, this is definitely not the direction we want Kaud'i to go.

THEDETAILS - Now for more detaiied feedback on the EIS document ltself. 1 \s'eosy fo find fault with 1his
document because it is far trom “state-of-the-ard” in its methodetogy and process, nor is it honest and
complete in its assessment of the full Impacis of the proposed fraining facitilies and exercisas,

The puipose of the document seems more slanted toward gaining community ccceptance of ¢ further
incursion of miitary activily into thelr lives, rather than a condid portrayai of its ecological and cuitural mpaects.

This is discppointing, yet not surprising.  The fullkscole propaganda campaign launched by the military to
manufaciure consent for this project makes It perfectly clear that the EIS doesn’t eally matter. The praject is
geing ohead, either way.

— i
Inany case, fooking just ot the EIS document Itself, we find six major flaws;

1. itis not fagtyol. The Executive Summary misrepresents the detailed findings regarding ecological ad
cuitural Impacts, It claims vety few arg adverse, yet a caretul reading of the detaied findings suggests

Mferwise. For example, “cesthetic and visual® Impacts an Ni'ihau, where the EIS admits that missile launchars
on Nli'thau are “out of character.” The mers piesence of missie launchars and antenna, Aot 1o mention the
occaslonai aircratt and ship-to-shere maneuvers, constifutes an acverse Impact on the look and feel of
Nihau, regardiess of the various mitigative measupes (Such Qs painting the launchers brown), Accordingly, a
more honest representation of the degtiled ragagrch would show many more *black boxes” (*Adverse”
Irsact) e Sumirkaiy Talile, ’ R

2. 1156 nof objeclive, Caisiul assesment of now the seveilly each Impact is determing reveals o mess of

subjective judgements. 1t claims 1o rely upon objective criteia gnd guantitative “tlggers,” ve! none cre

presented. In maost cases, pobobility estmatas are not pravided for o particutar sk, noi s there any attemnpt
to piace ¢ value on envitanmeanta! and other nan-marke! factors. These cmissions make |trd:ff:cun te mora
propery assess the tradeotfs involved in each proposed acticn. For exarnple, what is the likely annual seal
pup kill rate for each of four prospective missiie launches off Tem sland, and what is the vo\u_e ot a successful
marine preserve there.. In most cases, potentiaily adverse impacts are merely dismissed with promises that
they will be short-term, rare and-or carefully monitored.

3. Itis not compighengive. The scope of research focuses on individual facilities anag eyents in isolotion.‘ and
feils to provide any assessment of long-term cumulative tmpacts of overall operanons_of thase taining
execrcisgs in the context of simulared fuil-scale electronic warfare. In particular, what the military calls HERP, gr
“hazaids of electrormagnetic radiation(EMR) to personnei” are analyzed for each single souice, yet there is
ne discussion or research provided tar the people-eftects of long-tem “bathing” in EMR from muthiple sources,
Taken singly. the safely provisions for electronic warfare sites, such as c!eoringrrhe area of keeping it ‘p‘omnla-d
abcve 240 degrees, do not begin to account for the cumulative ambient impacts of EMR.  Additionally,
effects of missiite launch activity on seats, wholes ang othe marine life are analyzed in terms of snor:-Teym.
periodic disturbances, ye! thare is no consideration at the long-term efttects of the proposed ccean clearing
measuigs an habituation choices of marine lite, especially in view of thelr obsarved averslon patterns within
our designated sanctuaries.

4. Itis not up to oiofessional standards. For exarmple, the simplistic freatment of “enviren-mentat justice”
issues would nat suivive peer review. A more credible analysis would recognize 1_hot PMRF on K_ouo | qualifies
as an environmantal justice issue precisely because it Is on exomple of an otherwise “unwanted” faciity which
has been located in a disadvantaged communily.  It's not about how many Hawailans mlght_ he‘ar a rissile
go off or might get o job-- it's about having an “unwanted® prmec.r wrappgd up in ecoqomrq
development” packaging and presented as the "best deal” for the community. Additionally. as mennozjed
above, ifs lack of probability esimates and non-market vatuations renders it virtually useless as a technical
reference.

5. ltis palitically counter-productive. In deating with Hawalian sovereignty Issues. It reflects a heqvy-handed,
non-reconciling atlitude that cannot be helpful al ¢ Hime when o broqde: state-wide consensus is being
sought. For example. Its freatment of *Land Tirle” issuss affionts the infeligence of Hawailans when it begs
thea question ot whether the U.S. accepted stolen lands from the Provincial govetnment in 18?8. Addu‘r!ongily,
it only applies legal theories regarding righls of Howaiian Individuals, which begs the question qf Hawaiian
rights as @ people and nation, It would have been mote in the split of the 1993 Apology Bill to simply
acknowisdgs that the lands at Mana are part of the illegal “acceassian” for which the Congress apclogized.
and that issues of Hawefian access and compansalion remain unresolved.

6. Uis propagandistic in its treatment of culturgl issues. It fails to campiehend the geeg gu}turul sense of
place which rendess Inapproprate any such warfare facilitles and exercises anywhers in this "aina. A special
report on Nlihau culture is sianted toward considerng only the econoric benefits of military presence. This
supplemsntary document was made avaliablke [or sale through the NI'inau church and was part ot o lar‘ger
effort to galn support on that island,. it characterlzes miltary tent and wage poyment; as the most promising
means for sustaining the Yraditionai Nihau lifestyle, and claims resldent approval of milmrv_ope:mions asiong
as they are “away from Ihe vilage.” Moreover, it characiarizes the frequent incursicn of fishing chatfeis as a
more significant thieat to islang life! Yet, the only promise for long-term cultural pieservalion Is seen in the
ufimate withdrawal of military activities withaut leaving any environmental damage!

Asin many such EIS exercises, the most imporent findings are hose which focus on what we don't kno\_w. And
thie factis, there is much we don't xnow about the ecological and cultural impacts of e PMRF operafians. .
This document should be rejected until it shows many mare adverse impacts, until it provides probabllity data
fer éach risk and vaiuation of each Intangibte, and until it takes a longer view of human Lxposue to EMR
Addilionally. It must be rejectad tor its jingoistic heatment of envilonmenta! justice, Hawatian sovergigaly aned
Nitihau cutiural issues,

For all of these reasons. it Is hard to take the PMRF EIS sefioudly as an exercise in understanding, It may well tf)ﬂq
that the economic benefit to our community outwelghs the rlsks, yet you couldn'l determine that ftorm tlf‘--
document, "
Scne of us hink it Is patiotic o simgly have faith that the milltary witt be caretul with our precious isiand
resouices. Some of us think it s foolish.

[

Mahato :
Ken Ka'lml Stokes, Ho'oklpa Network, PO Box 88, Kapaa, HI 96746, (808) 821-CBOS
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P.O. BOX 128
KEXAHA, HAWAIl 96252-0128
iN REPLY REFER T{x
3090
Serog/ 09 7 3

23 00T 108

Mr. Ken Kaimi Stokes
PO Box 88
Kapaa, HI 96746

Dear Mr. Stokes:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

1. The Draft EIS was prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Council on
Environmental Quality Regulatioas {CEQ), Title 40, Parts 1500-1508; Executive
Oxder 12114, Department of Defense Directive 6030.1 and Hawaii Revised
Statutes (HRS), Chapter 343. The approach included use of an interdisciplinary
team of professionals coupled with close consultation with Federal, State and local
cultural and natural resource agencies, organizations and experts. Where objective
crileria were available and applicable, they were used to measure, in terms of both
context and intensity, the effects associated with the proposed action. Other areas,
by their nature, are evaluated vsing a more subjective approach tailared to the
specific region of influence invelved. In all cases, data were gathered through a
combination of literature searches, interviews, and site visits to enable meaningful
conclusions to be drawn.

Aesthetics is an area in which the degree of impact is always quite subjective. As
the EIS states, some facilities which could be constructed on Niihau would be out
of character with existing surroundings. However, the use of earth-tone paints for
these structures would reduce the starkness of these differences and 1end to blend
these structures with the surrounding flora and soils. Review of these conclusions

by the residents and owners of Nithau did not indicate particular concern that these

structures would offer significant aesthetic effects.

Likewise, cultural and archaeological conclusions reached in the EIS were
coordinated with the Niihau residents, elders, and owners, In fact, much of the
basis for our cultural analysis was based on a study, "Nithau: Present
Circumstances and Future Requirements in an Evolving Hawaiian Community”,
researched, written, and published by the Niihau residents and an independent
consultant on Native American issues.

2. Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern Island

and Johnston Atell, kas led the Navy to eliminale these sites from consideration as
proposed action sites in the Final EIS.

The Final EIS zetains the discussion and analysis produced in order to preserve
work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that
Tern Island and Johnston Atoll are no longer reasonable alternatives.

3. The Proposed Action is considered in conjunction with on-going fleet training
exercises as well as in combination with the longer-term continued training and
testing. While missile launches and other training activities have been adequately
analyzed, we agree that more analysis is needed with respect 1o the potential for
cumulative effects of EMR. This further analysis is contained in Sections

1172341171 2and[d1.1.7.2.5.

4. Environmental Justice effects were evaluated in compliance with CEQ's
guidelines as a result of Executive Order 12898. Examples of measures taken to
ensure awareness and understanding of the proposal and any potential effects
included informational meetings with the residents of Niihau using models,
drawings, and providing answers 10 questions of the community in their devised
format and setting. Residents were also invited to PMRF to observe the launch of
a missile similar to those proposed for Niihau. Approximately 40 Niihau residents
accepted this invitation and did observe the launch.

5.&6. Regarding Hawalian sovereignty issues, we hope you understand that no affront
was intended.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMREF
want to do all we can to gain and maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

. A.BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy 1o
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0245
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Date: May 13, 1998
To: J.A. Bowlin, PMRF Commanding Officer
Pacific Missile Range Facility
P.O. Box 124
Kekuha, Hawai'i 96752-0128 o
From: Kyle Kajihire, AFSC Hawai'i
Subject: Comments on PMRF Enhanced Capabilities DEIS

Aloha. My name is Kyle Kajikire, a Program Coordinatar with the American Friends Service
Committee (AFSC) Hawai‘i Area Program. AFSC is a Quaker hased peace and justice organization. The
AFSC has deep and abiding faith in the power of non-violence to resolve confict, Therefore, we oppose
this proposed expansion of U.S. war-making capacity.

War and the devclopment of war technology, do not comprise an economic development strategy, It
should never be promoted as such. Proponents of the PMRF expansion argue that economic development
for Kaua'i and Ni'ihau residents should be a reason to consider the proposed expansion. A community
based economic development would consider all passible economic ulternatives, with a preference for
what is the best for the community and cegion. In the case of Hawai'i, appropriate econemic options
should be based on the advancement of Hawailan culture and the preservation of the environment. It is
unfair that Kaua'i and Ni'ihau residents have been forced to choose between poverty or increased
dependency on the military appropriations.

Please include a liceakdnwn of the estimated budget for the Theater Ballistic Missile Defense Program
Acquisition cost of $462.7 mitlion in FY 1998 and $418.9 mitliun in FY 1559, What wiil be spent on
construction labar? How much will he spent on support services contractors? How many of the projected
Jobs will be permanent versus temporary? The report admits that "the overall {employnient) impact ...
will be slight.” How much of the budget wilt be spent on hardware such as test weaponry and delivery
systems? We are concerned that the majority of these wezpons will be stockpiled and then demalished as
part of the tests, without making lasting contributions to our Jocal econgmy.

Which manufacturers will receive contracts for the production of the test weaponry, electrenic guidance
and tracking systems, ete.? Please disclose the list of weapons and equipment contractors, what they wiil
be contracted to produce, and the amounts of their contracts. This information is necessary i order to
evaluate the full econamic impact of these proposed expenditures,

Alse, in order to assess the true impact of this project, it is necessary that the public be able 1o distinguish
between a public relations angle and the facts of the situation. Please discloge any documents and
communications that pertain to public relations and strategies of public persuasion regarding the PMRF
expansion. This would include any media releases and medin strategies that were created or injtiated by
military personnel. Who is the public relations officer for this process? What contacts has (his person
had with nen-media groups in the community? Whaut is the public relations budget for this EIS process?

Will there be a mechanism for the public to evaluate the process of developient as well as the ongoing
operations? If the project fails 4o fulfill projected benefits for the community, or if the project impact
exceeds that which is anticipated in this DEIS, wiil the public have an option to cancel the project?

Who are the "spectalists and “experts” employed in the data gathering for this DEIS? What are their
credentials to evaluate the situation in Hawai‘i, especially refated to the eultural significance of areas?
Consultants who have made careers of contracting with developers or the military have credibility
problems within many sectors of the community. It can be argued that there are conflicts of interest
whet cateer contrac scientists and culfural consultants are retained by the developer without
independent oversight. Please disclose the Iisg of alt consultants empleyed in the preparation of this
report, their credentials, the summary of their contracts. Please include the techuical reports it the EIS.

There are discrepancies. For example on Page 3-36 a Cultural Resources Management Overview Survey
is cited, bu this doeument does not appear in the references. Where can the public review this
information?

The DEIS states on page 3-53 that " There is presently no radioactive material on PMRF or any of the
support facilities." Does thsis statement include spent nuclear material such as spent vranipm used in
missile casings and in weighting warheads? Have these materials been used in the past? Will these types
of spent nuclear materials be used in the future? If 50, what kinds, how much, and what would be thejr
potential hazards?

Will the enhanced Tacilities {launch sites as well as suppart faciiities) enhance the ability to conduct anii-
missile defense tests for short range missiles? If so, will short term missile defense systems be part of the
proposed activity at PMRF? If so, please disclose the plans for short range missile defense systems,
including the kinds of missiles and technology to be tested and the frequency of the tests,

If there are plans ta conduct short runge missife defense (ests al PMRF, will this enhance Hawai‘i's
ability to train aircraft carrier crew and fighter squadrons? Will the enhanced PMRF Facility enable
Hawai'i to homeport a nuclear aircraft carrier? Is the enhanced PMRF facility part of a plan to
homeport a nuelear aireralt carvier at Pearl Harbor-

Finally, it is unclear what criteria or parameters the Navy is using te evaluate the alternatives. Why is
“Reduced capability" not an alternative for study? What would make the Navy choose to reduce the
weapens testing capacity of the facility? If the proposed expansion is declined, what wilt happen to the
appropriation fer the praject?

Thank you for this apportunity to testify and for your attention to our concerns.
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Mr. Kyle Kajihiro
AFSC-Hawaii

2426 (O’ahu Avenue
Honolulu, HI 96822

Dear Mr. Kajihiro:

Thank you for taking the time to participate in the public hearing process for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS). While we acknowledge the economic base of muckh of the support for the
proposed actien, the Navy does not make any representations that it will result in
substantial economic benefits to the people of Kauai or Niihau, or to the Hawaii economy
in general,

The scope of this EIS is to evaluate the environmental effects of the proposed
enhancements of PMRF to support Theater Ballistic Missile Defense {TBMD) testing. It
is not intended to provide a programmatic anatysis of the TBMD program. The
environmental effects of the broader Theater Missile Defense (TMD) Program were
evaluated in the Theater Missile Defense Programmatic EIS. Consequently, inclusion of
information concerning programmatic costs and expenditures, identification of production
contractors or contract details is not appropriate or essential to perform the required
environmental analysis of the proposed action. The sociceconomic impacts of
construction, support services, and other related activities that would support testing at

PMRF are discussed in[Sections 4.1,1.10J4.1.2.914.2.1,10ll4.5.1.9) and[4.5.2.9,

A discussion of public relations strategies or activities relating to the Proposed
Action is not appropriate for inclusion in the EIS. Vida Mossman is the PMRF public
affairs officer. You may contact her for more infermation concerning the proposal or to
obtain copies of any press releases or other information released to the pubtic.

A list of the preparers of the EIS, with their credentials, is included in Chapter 5 of
the Drraft EIS. However, a discussion of the contractual arrangesments is not appropriate
in the EIS. Nor is it possible to include technical reports in the EIS, which, in accordance
with regulatory guidance of the Council on Environmental Quality, should be a concise
document that focuses on the imponant environmental issues, not an encyclopedic
treatise.

Reference to the Cultural Resources Management Overview Survey has been
included in[Chapter 10lof the EIS. Its omission in the Draft EIS was an oversight,

[Section 3.1.1.6.2.3 1| has been changed in the EIS to reflect there is currently no
radicactive material on PMRF or any support facilities that requires regulatory licensing.
The only exception is those unregulated sources found in household smoke detectors.
Depleted uranium was used at one time for missile casings and warhead weightings.
Ships outfitted with the 20 mmn Close-In Weapons System (CTWS) phased ocut the use of
depleted uranium rounds in the mid-90’s. While most of the testing of CTWS occurred at
other sites, some limited gunnery exercises occurred at PMRF. There are no plans to use
depleted uranium in the future.

As stated in[Chapters [|and[Z]f the Draft EIS, the purpase of the proposed
enhancements is to provide the range with the capabilities to test Navy TBMD and other
Theater Missile Defense systems. These systems are the shorter-range missile defense
systems, as opposed to longer-range national missile defense systems under development,
which are not part of the EIS. f the Draft EIS also describes numerous on-
going testing and training activities of the Navy at PMRF, which would continue
regardless of a decision on the proposed enhancements at PMRF.

The Navy's proposed enhancements at PMRF are not connected to issues relating
to the homeporting of an aircraft carrier at Pearl Harbor.

As discussed in[Section 2.1], the no-action alternative consists of the continuation
of ongoing activities at PMRF but would not result in enhancements to accommaodate
TBMD testing. This is in accordance with CEQ regulatory guidance concerning the
acceptable range of alternatives in an EIS. The Navy is not required to consider a
reduction of its ongoing activities as an alternative to the proposed enhancements ang
does not consider it prudent to do so.

Again, thank you for your comments.

Sincerely,

. A, BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear! Harbor

Response to P-W-0249
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14 May 1998

To; U.5. Navy, Pacific Missile Range Facility
P.O. Box 128, Kekaha, Hawai'i $6752-0128
Contact: Vida Mossman

From: Bernard Keli'ikoa, President,
Ka 'Ohana O Kalae, P.0O. Box 271
Na'alehu, Hawai'i 96772

Re: Draft Envircnmental Impact Statement
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability

We acknowledge the request of solicitation of public
comment regarding the plamned expansicn of the Pacific Missile
Range Facility Enhanced Capability, which is a mere formality in
the EIS process. Therefore, our mana'c will allow us an ease of
conscience, if nothing else.

"It took only eight years and $21 billion to send a man
to the moon. More than 14 years and $40 billion later,
'Stars Wars' is still a figment of Reagan's imagination...The
National Intelligence Council -- a group of security experts from
federal agencies -- says it will take 15 years for a long-rangs
missile threat from rogue nations to develop. In other words,
there is no immediate Chreat" ("STAR WARS: FORCE NOT WITH US"
Investor's Business Daily, 25 August 1997 page one) .

Ni'ihau residents are a living language and cultural
resource. Wich the virtual shut down of NIIHAU RANCH, along with
the charccal -manufacturing business, some Ni'ihau pecple are able
Lo supplement their income with collecting pupu Ni'ihau. Could
not the Navy support the perpetuation of the Ni'ihau residsnts by
peaceful means? Following the message of Jesus The Christ, "we
are all the children of God...Thou shall not kill.®

We support the conversion of the Pacific Missile Range
Facility Base to a humane endeavor. With Hawai'i plants and
animals topping the glcbal endangered species lists the time is
NOW o set aside iscolated biosysfems like Ni'ihau, for
rehabilitation of endangered life. Ask the expert Hawaiian
fishermen, farmers, lei makers and la'au, about what is quickly
being eliminated in the environment, and have them head
restoration centers for seed propagation and perpetuation of
natural, solar, crganic, natural-mulch plantings and
reforestation. Inciude the Hawaliians in the decisions, and show
respect to the first peoples of these islands who deserve the
best of all cultures, and not only the wost high cost, military
and industrial solution.

In hope of transformation and world peace,

Koabectoore

Bernar eli'ikoa

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 328
KEKAHA, HAWAI 967620128
1N REPLY REFER 1G:

5090

Ser00/ 099 1
23 OCT 1998

Mr, Bernard Keliikoa
PO Box 271
Naalehu, HI 96772

Dear Mr. Keliikoa:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental lmpact Statement.

Niiliau elders assisted the Navy in identifying areas where Navy activities could
occur. Culturat and natural resource surveys have been conducted with Niihau residents
in these areas. Within these areas, as specific siting activities proceed, more detailed
surveys will be conducted.

The Navy has solicited input for all interested parties on Kauai and Niihau. For
Niihau, this included two informational meetings. We believe that these meetings,
coupled with the testimony of severa} Nithau residents at the Waimea public hearing on
April 25, 1998, indicate a full and complete understanding of the proposed action and its
potential impacts.

Our national leaders must make many difficult decisions cenceming how and
where to conduct activities that will provide this country a strong defense. Congress has
recognized the need to test defensive missile systems that wil! protect our armed forces
and allies overseas, as wel! as PMRF’ ideal setting and existing technology infrastructure
to perform some of this testing.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want to do all we can to gain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Cemmanding Officer
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' CENTER FOR AON-VIOLENT
CBETET LDUCATION AND ACTION, INC.

Response to P-W-0265

Ms. Vida Mossman .

Pacific Missile Range Facility

P.0O, Box 128

"Kekaha, Kausi, Hawall 96752-0128 May 24, 1598

Dear Ms. Mossman:

Captain J.A. Bowlin's reply to my letter during the EIS
scoping process was completely non-responsive to 4 out of &
expressed concerns. After reviewing the full draft EIS I find
this typical. The draft EIS and this process is a sham.

Let me add one additional point whieh I find completely
unaddressed and underscores the sham nature in the EIS process.
It concerns the issue of depleted uranium used in weapons,

missile system ballast, in ship hulls, etc. Depleted uranium
poses a threat to air and water quality, bicilogical resources,
cultural rescurces, geolody and soils. It most seriously poses

heglth and safety questions.

Depleted uranium (DU) is a highly toxic and radicactive
product of the uranium enrichment process to make nuclear wenpons
and reactors. DU is 60% as radio-active as naturally occurring
uranium, has a very long half-life, is extremely dense, available
in large quantities (1.1 billion pounds in the U.S.} and given
free to arms manufactures. According to the book, Metal of
Dishonar, published by the International Action Center in N.Y.,
during the 197Cs and 80s the Army did a great deal of testing of
DU in tank armor, Tomahawk Cruise Missiles, Phalanx Close-in
Wenpons Systems, ete. but failed to test with the same
thoroughness the effect of this so-called spent metal on health
and the environment. It's now reported that 300 tons of DU from
spent rounds lay scattered across the battlefields of Iraq and
Kuwait. Gulf-War Syndrome and other illness of people whco were in
the Gulf War may be related toc DU. How many tons lay scattered
around Hawali's land and surrounding water?

I know for a fact that DU has been used as ballast in
missiles fired over Hawaii from Vandenberg AFB in California to
the Marshall Island lagoons. Given the extensive military
tralning in Hawaii at Hahoolawe, Makua, the East Range of the
Koolau, Pohakuloa, PMRF, etc. I suspect that DU has been used
extensively by the military in Hawaii. I have never seen any
mention of this either in the present draft EIS or in any other
military publication in Hawaii. What is the truth? IHas DU been
used in any PRMF training and is it planned for use in the
present Enhancved Capability of PMRF? Let's end the cover-up of
Hawaii's nuclear nightmare. DU is only the tip of Hawaii and the

MALUAINA FARM RO.BOX AB  KURNstow HI. 96360 (808)4bb-Tb12
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world's Titanic nuclear iceberg.

The U.S. should be doing an EIS to clean up its Hawaii and
planetary pellution, instead of adding further pollution. Any
further use of DU should be banned cutright, and I call on
Hawail's congressional delegates to see that it happens. The
best EIS for PMRF is to shut the place down and for the U.S,
military to "QUIT HAWATII." But clean up your mess before you go!

Resistance means l1ife,

}1/(6%9’;‘

James V. Albertini
President

ce:  Hawail Congressional delegates

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
CKEKAHA, HAWAI 867520128
IN REPLY REFER T0r

3090
Sec00/ 1103
23 DCT 18

Mr. James V. Albertini

Center for Non-Violent Education and Action
PO Box AB

Kurtistown, HI 96760

Dear Mr. Albertini:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Empact Statement (E1S). We appreciate your input as it is crucial to the
EIS process.

Our rational leaders must make many difficult decisions concerning how and
wherte to conduct activities that will provide this country a strong defense. Congress has
recognized the need to test defensive missile systems that will protect our armed forces
and allies overseas, as well as PMRF's ideal setting and existing techaology base to
perform some of this testing.

Depleted uranium was used at one time for missile casings and warhead
weightings. Ships outfitted with the 20 mm Close-In Weapons System {CIWS) phased out
the use of depleted uranium rounds in the mid-90's. While most of the testing of CIWS
occurred at other sites, some Hmited gunnery exercises occurred at PMRF. There are no
plans 1o use depleted uranivm in the future.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want 10 do all we can to gain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

1f%2ﬂcu~éZcQ,

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Respeonse to P-W-0277
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May 26, 1598

Yia Facsimile Transmittal and UY.5. Mail

Commanding Officer

Pacific Missile Range Facility
P.0. BOX 128

KEKAHA HAWAII 96752-0128

Michael Wilson

Department of Land and Natural Resources
1151 Punchbowl Street

HONGLULYU HAWAIT 96813

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statemeqt_for Pac%fjc
Missile Range Facility {PMRF) Fnhanced Capabilities: Pacific
Missile Range Facility fetter Ser 708070305 26MAR1G98,

Comments

1. The extent to which censtruction then continued humqn
population increases on Tern Island and Johnston Atoll will
impact the breeding success of the Monk Seal, Honqchus
schauinslandi, an Endangered Species, is not suff1c1gnt1y
addressed., The population of the Monk Seal has declined
over the last decade, as mentioned in the dEIS sectign
3.3.1.3.2.4. ]

The French Frigate Sheals, of which chain Tern Island
is a member, contain & significant percentage of the o
individuals. Additicnal adverse pressure on the remaining
population is not advisable at this time, and'proposed
mitigation not adequate to insure nro adverse impact. For
instance dEIS paragraph 4.3.1.3.2.1, construction phase,
Tern Island, indicates dredging and construction activity on
the island. The only mitigation detailed are geological
studies before dredging and that "mitigation could be
developed and implemented in consult with FWS." This does
not reassure me that during construction, when contractors
are present and under time dead]ines,.that they will
consistently avoid monk seals. The f1na1'EIS should include
mitigation to the construction phase anq 1nc!ude performance
monitoring and penalty for contractor violations to the
construction sectien, 4.3.1.3.2.1. At the least adverse
impact to Hawaiian Monk Seals on Tern Island during
construction would include loss of resting sites.when hauled
out on shere due to increased human presence, noise, and
equipment traffic. Also loss of hunting habitat due to
construction activity nojse, water turbitity, and boat
activities near the itsland. To be addressed by the LIS is
whether or not disruption of a site would result in

abandonment for a period by the species, a serious
consegquence in consideration of the decline in numbers.

2. There i5 a lack of baseline biological data regarding
invertebrate species on Tern Island. This material should
be summarized and referznced in section 3,3.1.3.2
subsections .2, .3 and .4. No assessment of impact and
propesal of mitigation can be made. Tern Island is only 15
hectares in size and presence of species with Timited
numbers and/or specialized habitats must be made.

3. As item two, Johnston Atoll. Two islands Akau {North)
Island and Hikima (East) Island are historically man made
however the propesed building and operations of the launch
and/or tracking equipments will effect them and the rest of
the Jehnston Archipelago. One example, need to rebuild
electric service to them from Johnston Island praper,
section 3.3.2.11.2.1. Additional personnel support
activities as boat and plane arrival/departures for supplies
since PMRF will no doubt biliet staff there. Hence
environmental impact must address and reference existing
biolegical survey information. Currently the dEIS 1is
insufficient, being limited to only vascular plants, section
3.3.2.3.¢.1, vertebrates, section 3.3.2.3.2.2, and
threatened and endangered species, section 3.3.2.3.2.3.

4. Section 3.3.1.11.2 states "There is no regular utility
infrastructure on Tern island. A1}l existing facilities are
self-contained (for example, solar powered generators),®
Section 4.3.1.11.2 states all existing facilites would
remain self contained. Since there is no specific listing
of what ianstallation would be placed on Tern Island the
question is what new facilities would be built? And then,
what electrical requirements would be made? Installation of
2 generator would require some sort of petroleum fuel
sterage. Given that the type of generation is not
specified, whether piston, gas turbine or other,
contamination for the most likely needs to be addressed in
the EIS. If the site 35 to be operated only intermittently
will fuel be removed each time the site is manned, for
safety reasons? Detailed standards for fuel spill
containment are missing. Providing power of less
contaminative potential from solar electric generation
should be included, with its impacts.

5. The final EIS needs a detailed plan to mitigate the
danger of large simultapeocus brush fires resulting from
accidertal or early Taunch termination rocket destruction
aver Niihau. Multiple fires would be expected to start from
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pieces of flaming debris as it falls. The dEIS states,
Section 4.2.1.3.2.2 *"With adequate fire suppression and the
non-native character of the vegetation near the proposed
locations, few potential impacts would occur from fires
started by early Taunch termination." Same section, under
mitigation includes "Providing fire suppression equipment at
Taunch sites". Please address the current state of
firefighting equipment and trained personnel and the changes
that will be made.

6. Generally: Military construction and industrialization
is unacceptable from the point of view of the public's right
to proper management of a National Wildlife Refuge. A1}
islands managed as part of the Hawaiian Islands National
Wildlife Refuge fall under the US Fish and Wildlife Service,
U.S. Department of the Interior. The Service is tasked with
maintaining, protecting and defending endangered species and
hence the habitat of these species. It cannot do so if
another gevernment agency is destroying that habitat. The
Navy's attempt to gain control of more island habitat will
degrade ongoing work being done by Fish and Wildlife to
rebuild populations of the Hawaiian Monk Seal, Green Sea
Turtle, pelagic and shore birds.

7. As a general point of information: The County of Dahu
extends all the way to Kure' Atoll. Tern Island is thus
part of the City and County of Honoluvlu. This is5 considered
unpopulated since the Coast Guard station in French Frigate
Shoals, on Tern Island, has been automated.

8. Insufficient mitigation i{s listed for limiting

introductions of alien species onto,Tern Islapd d Johnston
Atoll. //é;%ﬂ 2?

Keith R. Palmer
Conservation Chair
Sierra Club, Oahu Chapter
PO BOX 2577

HONOLULU HI 96803

808 538 6516

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 46752-072E
IN REPLY REFER TD:
5000
serony 1107

Vio0T

Mr. Keith R. Palmer
Qahu Chapter
Sierra Club

PO Box 2577
Honolule, HI 96803

Dear Mr. Palmer:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

1.

2.-3,

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Temn Island
and Johnston Atoll, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as
proposed action sites in the Final EIS,

The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis produced in order to preserve
work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that
Tern Island and Johnston Atoll are ro longer reasonable alternatives.

Tern Island and Johnston Atall have been eliminated as proposed action sites in
the Final EIS,

Tem Isfand has been eliminated as a proposed action site in the Final EIS.

While fire protection plans will vary depending on the type of activities conducted,
basic elements could include vegetation clearing, cutting fire breaks, manning
water trucks, and actual fire fighting if required. Typically, a PMRF helicopter is
airborne with a fire bucket to assist dering launch activities. It is anticipated that
Niihau Ranch would be contracted to support some, if not ali, of their activities.

See the answer to Question #1 above.

Thank you for this information.

has been revised to reflect that existing U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service procedures to prevent additional introduction of terrestrial and marine
alien species at Temn Island and Johnston Atol! would be strictly followed,
however, see the answer to Question #1 above.
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Eet me assure you that we who have the privilege of working at PMRF want to do
all we can to gain your support and trust.

Sincerely,

ﬁ(ﬁﬁw&;

. A, BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Coemmanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0282

P-w-(284

Hawai'i Wildlife Fund
P,0. Box 70
Volcano, HI §96785-0070

May 25, 1998

Ms. Vida Mossman

c/o Pacific Missile Ranga Facility
P.0. Box 128

Kekaha, HI 96752-0128

RE: PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft EIS (4/3/98)
Dear Ms. Mossman:

I comment on this Draft EIS document using my 16 years (1980
through 1995) experience gained as Chief, Protected Species
Investigation, Honolulu Laboratory, National Marine Fisheries
Service. In that position I directed research and recovery
programs for the Hawaiian monk seal and Hawaii's marine turtle
species. Retired from federal service now, I continue to work
with Hawaii's monk seals and marine turtles through the Hawaii
Wildlife Fund.

Tern Island beaches are used daily and heavily by both the
endangered Hawaiian monk seal and the threatened green turtle.
Seals use the beaches to haulout, rest, molt, and cccasionally
give birth. Criticelly important also, is the use of Tern I. by
green turtles for basking and nesting.

The monk seal population at French Frigate Shoals is undergoing a
catastrophic decline related fo reduced prey resources in this
area. The decline in total number of seals is occurring due to
low birth rates in adult females, low weaning weight of pups, and
high juvenile mortality. These changes from the 1970s and 1880s,
beginning in the late 1980s show that the monk seals at French
Frigate Shoals are a highly stressed population due to a
reduction in prey avallability.

The green turtle nesting population using French Frigate Shoals
is slowly growing and the nesting activity on Tern 1. has played
a significant role enabling this species' in recovering its
nesting numbers.

During the decades of occupation of Tern I. by the U.5. Coast
Guard, the monk seal and green turtle were only rarely seen on
this island. Human disturbance of wildlife habitat in the
Northwestern Hawaiian Islands has been the most detrimental
factor to the native species using these islands. Important for
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consideration in reviewing the actions porposed in this Draft EIS
is that the primary human disturbance of the wildlife in recent
decades has been the Navy and the Coast Guard. I have observed
that the mission-related activities of the Navy and Coast Guard,
including recreation, takes precedence over wildlife and habitat
protection. One cnly need look at the dramatic changes in seal
and turtle use of Tern I. following departure of the Coast Guard,
or the similar increasing beach counts of seals and an
unprecedented two monk seal births con Sand I. at Midway,
following quickly after the Navy departure there. This gives us
a rather clear message abotit the concern these agencies have for
endangered and threatened species and what the results of co-
habitation of small islands means te these "protected" species.
These two, Navy and wildlife, cannot be allowed to mix in the
fragile island ecosystems of the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands.

Tern I. is a c¢ritically important hauling site to monk sezls
because it provides a resting area near the north atoll foraging
grounds, recently identified as such through satellite tracking
of seals. 1In this highly food stressed population of seals,
disturbance of this hauling site by human activities and the
noise of rocket launches would force seals to use less preferred
and more distant hauling sites, adding even further stresses to
this species.

Using Tern I. for the activities proposed in the Draft EIS would
similarly cause turtles to abandon Tern I. and use more crowded
nesting islands within the atoll, contributing to an overall
reduction of hatchling production due te inadequate nest
separation with scme females digging up the nests of others.

Any dredging activity at French Frigate Shoals also has the
potential of causing ciguatera poisconing and killing monk seals.
This is a problem that cannot be mitigated. You can monitor the
fish population to detect an cutbreak, but if a din¢flagellate
bloom is found to occur as a result of your activities, by what
means could you deter monk seals in a food stressed population
from eating ciguatoxic fish, without causing further disturbance
and deaths?

Although Niihau I. is alsc known to be used by Hawaiian monk
seals, the number of seals using these beaches and the number of
births that may occur there are unknown to scientists. Before
any further action is taken in planning for the use of Niihau for
the activities outlined in the Draft EIS, population research
must be initiated on these seals to determine the population's
basic characteristics such as population size and composition,
annural pup production, hauling patterns in the vicinity of any
areas that may be impacted by the proposed activities, and
survival and movement patterns.

Tern I., and perhaps Niihau (based on future monk seal population
assessment findings} cannot be used for the proposed Navy
actions, the actions present certain and high risk for the
endangered Hawalian monk seal pepulaticn, the threatened green
turtle population, and these fragile island ecosystems.

Thank you for considering these comments in your future planning.

William G. Gilmartin
President

cc: PSI,NMFES
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACLLITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 36752-0128

IN REPLY REFER 7O:

5090
Seroor 1109
23 DCT 1998

Mr. William G. Gilmartin
Hawaii Wildlife Fund
PO Box 70

Volcano, HI 96785-0070

Dear Mr. Gilmartin:

We appreciate your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement {EIS) and your experience with the Hawaiian monk seal
and green sea turtle.

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern Island and
Johnston Atoll, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as proposed
acticn sites in the Final EIS.

The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis produced in order to preserve
work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that Tern
Island and Jehnston Atoll are no longer reasonable alternmatives.

Let me assure you that we who have the privilege of working at PMRF want to do
all we can to gain your suppert and trust.

Sincerely,

/J . A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Qfficer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0284

Sunrise, M McKintey Aruel Adems

P-w-0286

i Asgust £, 1997, we officially

S‘é E‘Rm @{% L E G A L Farthjustice Legal Befense Frnd f
DEFENSE FUND, INC. .

The Law Firm for the Environmental Mozemens

M
223 South King Streer, 4th Fl., Honolulu, HI 96813

May 26, 1998

Via Facsimile Transmittal and ¥.8. Mail (808) 335-4660 (PMRF), 587-0390 (DLNR)

Commanding Officer

Pacific Missile Range Facility
P.O. Box 128

Kekaha, Hawai'i 96752-0128

Michael Wilson

Department of Land and Natural Resources
1151 Punchbow] Street

Honolulu, Hawai'i 96813

Re: Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capabilities
To Whom It May Coencern:

This letter provides comments on the Drafi Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF) Enhanced Capabilities on behalf of
Kaua'i Friends of the Environment, Raymond Chuan, and eur organization.

The DEIS is a joint statement by the U.S. Navy and the State of Hawai'i
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 USC §§ 4321, et seq.,
and Hawai'i Revised Statutes (HRS) Chapter 343. After speaking with land managers
at the Hawai'i Department of Land and Natural Resources, we understand that the
State has had minimal involvement, if any, in preparing the DEIS, and based cn the
content and conclusions, it would appear that wheever prepared the document is not
familiar with the islands.

Our comments below are restricted to the proposed action. However, for the
record, we note that several components of the no-action alternative may have a
significant effect on the human envirenment. If the DEIS is intended to evaluate the
no-action alternative pursuant to NEPA and HRS Chapter 343, then it is weefully
inadequate. To the extent the various components of the no-action alternative were
evaluated in previous environmenta! assessments and/or impact statements, they need
to be reassessed within the current context. Of particular concern is the continued
bombing of Ka™ula Rock, a State Seabird Sanctuary, and direct and cumulative
significant adverse impacts on tens of thousands of breeding, nesting, and newly
hatched seabirds, including terns, boobies, shearwaters, and albatrosses.!

' Report on T'rip to Ku'ula Island, June 19-20, 1930. State of Hawai'i Department of Land and Natural
Resources. April 15, 1983,

Sozeman, Montana  Denver, Culorads Juncau. Alatka  New Orears, Louisizna  San Fancisco, California
Seartle, Washengron  Tallabaser, Florida Wishingaon, [0

becime

{808) 599-1436 FAX {$08) s21-6841

i
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We also note that both the no-action alternative and the proposed action are
controversial, and that the DEIS Executive Summary dees not include the required
“areas of controversy (mcludmg issues raised by agencies and the public),”
40 CFR § 1502.12.

We provide specific comments below regarding the proposed action and the
Navy’s failure to: provide supporting decumentation; justify the need for the proposed
action and consider reasonable alternatives; adequately describe the proposed action;
and adequately describe the environmental impacts of the proposed action.

A, Failure to Provide Supporting Documentation

1. ' The Navy does not refer to specific supporting and background documents in
order to justify its findings and conclusions in the DEIS. Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations require agencies to “insure the professional integrity,
including seientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in environmental impact
statements.” Agencies “shall identify any methodologies used and shall make explicit
reference by footnote to the scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in
the statement.” 40 CFR § 1502.24, '

2. Supporting and background documents, such as current biological surveys,
culiural reports, and environmental monitoring data and analyses, are not included in
the body of the DEIS or as appendices. In addition, several documents cited in the
decument are not included in the References section of the DEIS? and the regulatory
background for each environmental resource addressed in the DEIS is not included in
Appendix G, as stated in the DEIS. Senate Report 103-321 and Report 103-747 -- also

- heavily relied upon in the DEIS - should be included as an appendlx as well.

3 The Navy has not made reference materials listed in the DEIS available for
public review and comment in a timely manner. Several specific documents requested
by a concerned citizen were produced a week before the comment period deadline. The
Navy is required to circulate the entire draft and final environmental impact

statements except for certain appendices as provided by the regulations, in which case

they must be readily available for pubhc review upon request. 40 CFR §§ 1502.18,
1502,19.

? For example, Kirch 1985, Poetter 1988, U.S. Army Corps of Enginears 1932, Dhvision of State Parks
1993, O'Hare and Rosendahl 1993, U.S. Army Space and Strategic Defense Command March 1994 and
September 1996, U.S. Department of the Army June 1995, EDAW 1997, Frearea 1997, US.
Environmeéntal Protection Agency 1997, Inouye 1995.

A, Failure to Provide Supporting Documentation, con't.

. Ay
4. By way of this letter, we request that all supporting and background documents
prepared for, or relied upon in, the DEIS be made available for public review on Kaua'i
and O’ahu. Such documents include, but are not limited to, current biological surveys
and studies, cultural surveys and reports, and environmental monitoring data and -
analyses of air, soil, and water guality.

5. We also request that the DEIS public comment pericd be extended 60 days
following the production of all requested supporting and background documents. Natice

-of the availability of the documents and extended comment period should be given in

newspapers of local circulation on Xaua'i and O ahu, and to all parties receiving copies
of the DEIS. A project of this magnitude (in terms of complexity, cost, and
environmental impact) warrants such dlsclosure and c0n51derat10n by citizens and
decision-makers.

B. Failui-e to Justify Need for Proposed Action and Consider Reasonable
Alternatives

1 We question the need for the proposed action. The DEIS states that the theater-
wide program is not sufficiently developed at this time to evaluate jn the document. In
a statement to the Senate Appropriations Committee, Subcommittee on Defense en
April 22, 1998, Lt. General Lester Lyles stated, “{tlhe Navy Theater Wide program is

* currently in the Program Definition & Risk Reduction phase of development ... .”

Although the DEIS mentions the perceived need to develop a theater-wide missile

-defense system, it fails to adequately discuss the need for the specific propesed acticn.

2. The DEIS does not mention that an énvironmental impact statement for the’

_theater missile defense program already evaluated four sites: White Sands Missile

Range in New Mexico, Eglin Air Force Base in Florida, Vandenberg Air Force Base in
California, and the U.S. Army’s missile range at Kwajalein. PMRF was not considered
in the analysis because PMRF lacks the full range of land-based instrumentation sites
to observe intercepts and inadequate land area for interceptor deployment er for the

. placement of instrumentation that would have to be brought from another range.?

Curiously, the Navy now seeks to spend millions of taxpayers dollars to enhance PMRF
when existing sites are better equipped.

* Theater Missile Defense Extended Test Range Final Environmnental Impact Staterment. U.S. Army
Space and Strategic Defense Cornmand. November 1994,
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B. Failure to Justify Need for Proposed Aection and Conalder Reasonable
A]ternatwes, con't.

3. The Navy does not consider sites other than PMRF, and fails to disclose the need

for the proposed action in light of existing and similar, if not identical, programs at
White Sands, Eglin, Vandenberg, or Kwajalein, all of which are identified in the DEIS
as part of the theater missile defense extended test range. For example, the DEIS does
not discuss the need for the proposed action in relation to a draft environmental impact

~ statement on propoesed Theater Missile Defense testing at Eglin Gulf Test Range, which

was recently issued on February 6, 1998. Nor does the DEIS discuss the need for the
proposed action in relation to all of the sites considered in the Navy's Coordinating
Draft Siting Report dated March 3, 1997, including locations on the U.S. mainland and
in the Pacific. Instead, the Navy states that the scope of the DEIS is restricted to

- PMRFT because the Senate Appropriations Committee, Subeommittee on Defense has

directed that PMRF “be designated the primary test range for the completion of Navy
lower tier and upper tier missile flight tests.” Senate Report 103-321. The DEIS also
states that, in report 103-747, the House of Representatives Committee of Canfe;ence
indicated its agreement with the Senate initiative “to improve the capabilities of the
Navy’s Pacific Missile Range Facility” and provided funding for that purpose. CEQ
regulations require that “[t}he range of alternatives discussed in environmental impact

. statements shall encompass those to be considered by the ultimate demsmnmﬂker

40 CFR § 1502.2(e). The DEIS clearly does not.
C. = Failure to Adequately Describe the Proposed Action

1 Even within the context 0[’ expandmg PMRF's capabilities, ‘the DEIS is vague in
its deacrlptmn of the proposed action. For example, the DEIS does not identify the’

_necessary components of the proposed action in order to achieve the Navy's objectives,
. nor does it state whether program objectives can be met with 1ess than alt of the launch

sites described in the DEIS as part of the proposed action. Instead, the DEIS mcludes
v1rtually every missile launchmg scenarm posmble

According to Captain James Bowlin, the military’s preference is to launch test
rockets anly from ships or aircraft, and launch sites on Ni‘ihau, Johnston, and Tern are

" only being considered as alternative sites if ship or air launches are not practlcal

However, the DEIS indicates no preference for mobile platform sea-based or aerial
platform-based launch pads, and the Navy now proposes launches from PMRF, Ni'ihau,

ships, and aircraft. Furthermore, the DELS does not explain whether Tern Island and

Johnston Atell, which are “candidate sites” in the proposed action, are part of the

" preferred alternative or whether they are essential to meeting the Navy's objectives.

4 The Honolulu Advertiser. “Ni'ihau Rocket Sites Pose Benefits, Risks.” Aph‘l 8, 1998,

"

C. ~ Failure to Adequately Describe the Proposed Action, con’t.

As another example, the DEIS states that a distance of 1200 km (648 nmi) is
needed between target and defense launching systems. Target and interceptor/
defensive missiles will be launched from both PMRF and Ni'ihau, and target missiles
only will be launched from aerial platform-based and mobile platform sea-based pads,
Tern, and Johnston. Figure 2.3.5-2 in the DREIS illustrates a launching scenario
involving Tern and PMRF. However, Tern is approximately 700 km away from PMRF,
which does not meet the stated 1200 kin distance requirement. The DEIS also states
that PMRF and Ni'ihau are being considered for the launching of interceptor/defensive
missiles as well as target missiles. Since Ni'ihau is less than 1200 km away from
PMRF, and since PMRF is the only other site from which interceptor/ defensive missiles
will be launched, why are target missile launches being proposed on Ni'ithau?

CEQ regulations require the Navy to devote “substantial treatment to each
alternative considered in detail, including the proposed action, so that reviewers may
evaluate their comparative merits.” The regulations also require the Navy to identify .
its preferred alternative or alternatives, if oné or more exists, in the DEIS,

40 CFR §§ 1502.14. This has not been done.

2, The DEIS fails to di'scl_o'se all of the launch programs being considered at PMRF
through the year 2030 (expiration of the proposed extended restrictive easement from

~ the State of Hawai i), nor does the DEIS identify the specific target and

interceptor/defensive missiles proposed for each of the sites considered, the number of
launches of each missile type, when each of the launches will occur, whether launches
will occur at night, and specific (as opposed to generic) trajectories and ground hazard

" areas/impact zones. (One of the [irst times the number of missile launches for Tern

Island and Johnston Atoll is mentioned is in Volume 2 in response to a citizen's concern,
and even then, the response does not specify which missile systems will be launched.)
In addition, the DEIS does not disclose how the time frames within which ground
hazard area restrictions were determined. Without this basic information, the public

“and decision-makers are unable to evaluate the potential merits and impacts for each of

the sites being consulered

3. . The Navy proposes a revised and an extended restrictive easement from the
State of Hawai'i on Kaua'i, including the removal of any explicit references to the
missiles to be launched. By not identifying the specific types of missile launches
proposed and frequency of launches, how can the Navy properly evaluate and mifigate
the proposed action's 1mpacts especially cumulative ones?

4, The DEIS states that the number of activations (30) under the current easement
at Polihale/Nohili will remain the same under the proposed action. Which missile

launches at PMRF will be replaced by the proposed theater missile launches, and why?
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C. Failure to Adequately Dlescribe the Proposed Action, con't.

5. The DEIS fails te describe the proposed action in the context of restrictions
imposed by international treaties, such as the START Treaty and the Intermediate-
Range Nuclear Forces {INF) Treaty. It has been pointed out that the START Treaty
bans target launches from sea-based platforms, and that the INF Treaty appears to
require that mobile and fixed sea launch platforms for targets be located no more than
500 km from the planned target impact peint. How, then, do sea-hased launches meet
the Navy’s objectives here? It also has been pointed out that the use of Ni'ihau and
Tern as launch sites may violate the INF treaty. The Navy responded to this concern
by stating that launch sites may be changed or substituted upon proper notification.®
Which sites may be involved in the substitution, and are they covered in the DEIS? If
not, how does the Navy plan to disclose, analyze, and mitigate the substitutions under
NEPA and HRS Chapter 3437 The Navy's failure to address the conflicts between the
proposed action and international treaties is yet another indication that it has not
sufficiently thought out the need for the propesed action, the specific components of the

- proposed action, or its impacts.

D.  Failure to Adequately Descnbe the Environmental Impacts of the
Proposed Actlon

1. The DEIS does not adequately describe the proposed action or the affected -
environment, nor does it analyze the environmental impacts, in violation of CEQ

regulations, which require envirenmental impact statements to be “analytic rather than

encyclopedic.” 40 CFR § 1502.2(a). Given the magnitude of the project and the Navy's
own description of the likely impacts, we cannot agree that few adverse 1mpacts will
result from the proposed action ‘as 1nd1cated in Table 2.5-1.

2. The DEIS does riot adequately disclose ar analyze the indirect effects of the
proposed action, and focuses on direct effects instead, albeit inadequately. CEQ
regulations require that the DEIS evaluate the direct and indirect effects, and their
significance. 40 CFR § 1502.16. The DEIS must also include adequate discussion,
analysis, and mitigation of reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on the
human environment (e.g., aborted/failed launches; locating facilities and storing
hazardous materials in areas prone to hurricanes, tsunami, and tropical storms; and
accidents). 40 CFR §§ 1508.8, 1502.22.

3. In addition, the DEILS does not fully disclose the environmental impacts that
cannot be avoided if the proposed action is implemented, nor does it discuss or analyze
the relationship between local short-term uses of man’s environment and the
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity, and any irreversible or
irretrievable commitment of resources. 40 CFR § 1502.16.

® Letter to Dr. Michael Jones from Captain J.A. Bowlin, U.S. Navy. March 11, 1998.

D.  Failure tc Adequately Describe the Env:ronmental Impacts of the
Proposed Action, con’t. .

4. The DEIS dées not provide credible scientific information, data, or analyses to
support its conclusive statements regarding impacts, or it relies on dated and
inadequate studies prepared for STARS launches at PMRF, in violation of CEQ
regulations regarding methodology and scientific accuraey in environmental impact
statements. 40 CFR § 1502.24. Environmental impact statements must be “eoncise,
clear, and to the point, and shall be supported by evidence that the agency has made
the necessary envirenimnental analyses. 40 CFR § 1502.1.

5. The DEIS fails to describe the specific impacts associated with aborted/failed
launches, nor does it provide failure rates and probabilities of launch failure for each of
the missile systems proposed. This information must be disclosed for each of the
proposed missile systems, flights, and launch sites in the preferred alternative.
Previous launch failures at PMRF and elsewhere must also be included. &

B. The DEIS does not disclose spemﬁc mmgatlon measures, such as safety
regulations and procedures that will be impleménted during the transport of hazardous
materials to launch sites, launching events, and in the event of accidents and
ahorted/failed launches. Instead, the DEIS states that “applicable safety regulations
would be followed in the transport and handling of hazardous materials.” The DEIS
must include information on failed launch procedures, such as the amount of time
necessary to terminate a failed launch so that debris from an off-course flight will be
centained within the ground hazard area. CEQ regulations require the DEIS to mc]ude
appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed action or

’ altematlves 40 CFR § 1502.14(f).

7. The DEIS fails to identify the ceded land on which the various components of the
project are proposed, nor does it describe how the proposed acticn will affect ceded land
and its beneﬁciéries. The DEIS must discuss the impacts associated with the proposed
action and ceded land, including dredging to increase the surface area for launch
facilities and harbor construction on Tern.

8. The DEIS does not discuss the “possible conflicts between the proposed action
and the objectives of Federal, regicnal, State, and local . .. land use plans, policies and
controls for the area concerned.” 40 CFR § 1502.16(c). . -

S For example, five out of five failed Theater High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) strikes at White
Sands; four out of four failed attempts at missile intercepts with LEAP vehicles; Hera missile failure in
eighth test on November 17, 1997, 85 parcent reliability in flight tests of Minuteman II and IIf missiles
and refurbished Minuteman I missiles; failed Vanda! missile launch at PMRF in July 1994; Ares lailure
at Cape Canaveral on August 20, 1991, during which the missile went off course by nearly 90 degrees,
and debris fell on land as far as 13,500 ft from the faunch pad; missile launch frem aireraft and fatality in
December 1988.
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D.  Failure to Adequately Describe the Environmental Impacts of the
Proposed Action, con’t.

Our speclﬁc comments for the maJor support and candidate launch sites are
provided below.

PMRF

a. The DEIS fails to discuss the environmental impacts of the proposed action and
the cumulatwe effects of toxic chemicals.and pollutants from additional launches at
PMRF.? For example, the monitoring report for the third STARS launch at PMRF {July
22, 1994} indicates that monitors 140 ft from the launch pad measured hydrogen
chloride levels of 140 ppm, exceeding 100 ppm, which is the level considered
immediately dangerous to life and health. What types of gases and other toxic
substances are involved in each of the proposed missile systems, and at what levels?
How do these levels compare with actual measurements during similar launches and
with state and federal standards? The DEIS must include this information.

- b. The Navy refuses to discuss lead contamination due to past missile launches at

PMRF. We understand that, during & failed Vandal launch on July 8, 1994, the solid
propellant separated from its casing and was propelled backward, landing in the sand

-about 85 ft from the launch pad. The missile propelled forward and landed about 100 f

from the pad Lead in soil samples taken 50 ft from the launch pad ranged from 760 to
980 mg/kg.® To put this into perspective, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
Preliminary Remediation Goal of 500 mg/kg and the Hawai'i Department of Health's
Cleanup Goal of 400 mg/kg were exceeded significantly. The contaminated soil has yet
to be addressed by the Navy or other federal or state agencies. In order to evaluate
immediate and cumulative impacts, the Navy must consider and disclose
envirenmental monitoring data relevant to past and propesed missile launches at
PMRF. We also understand that a column of water was contaminated at PMRF. In
light of this information, we find it difficult to believe the Navy’s claim that the
proposed action will have no adverse impacts to 2ir, soil, and water quality. The DEIS
must reconcile the Navy's conclusions regarding these impacts with the reported data.
In addition to complying with NEPA's requirements for disclosure, the Navy must not
be allowed to conduct additional missile testing and other activities until it initiates
remediation at the contaminated sites. -

7 “Cumulative effect” is defined as “the impact on the envirénment which results from the incremental
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions . . ..

. Cumulative impacts can result from minor but collectively significant actjons taking place over time.”

40 CFR § 1508.7.

* Pacific Missile Range Facility Envtronmental Baseline Study, January 1996. This study is listed in the
References section of the DEIS and states that is “for official use only.” To its credit, the Navy provided a
copy of the study (or some form thereof) upon the request of a concerned citizen. A copy of the study is in
the Hamilton Library, University cf Hawal i-Manoa.

D. . Failure to'Adequately Describe the Environmental Impacts of the
Proposed Action, con't.

PMRF, con't.

e The DEIS does not include complete information on the safety record at PMRF
and misrepresents the risks and impacts of the propesed action, The DEIS states that
specific risk analyses have not been conducted for each vehicle proposed to be launched
as part of the proposed action, In addition to conducting such analyses, NEPA requires
the Navy to fully disclose the existing safety record for PMRF, which we believe it has
not. For.example, the DEIS states that, for approximately 360 launches from the
Kaua'i Test Facility at PMRF since 1962, there have been no ground or airborne
failures that have caused injury, loss of life, damage, or destruction of any facilities or
the environment. While this may be true, the Navy fails to disclose the fact that, in
December 1988, a missile fired from an airplane hit a passing cargo Shlp off of Kaua'i
and killed one of its crew members

d. The DEIS does not adequately discuss, evaluate, or mitigate the impacts of the
proposed action on the endangered humpback whale, its essential behaviors, or its
habitat, including the waters off west Kaua'i and around Ni‘ihau (two of four areas .
statewide with the highest densities of humpback whales) and the Hawaiian Islands
Humpback Whale National Marine Sanctuary, which includes the north shore of
Kaua'i. Nor does the DEIS discuss the conflicts between the proposed action and the
purposes of the sanctuary.

e. There is no discussion in the DEIS about timing the launches at PMRE, Ni° 1hau
and elsewhere to avoid breeding and calving season for the endangered whales. There
is no analysis of the cumulative impacts associated with noise and human disturbance,

“which are significant in major breeding and calving habitat. The DEIS states that
noise studies on whales are ongoing, and cnce they are completed, the Navy will consult .
. with the National Marine Fisheries Service, conduct future NEPA analyses, and

prepare future NEPA documents. The DEIS must identify the specific studies referred
to, which agencies or individuals are condueting the studies, where the studies are
being conducted, when the studies began and when they are expected to be completed,
which species of whales are involved, and the NEPA documents prepared for the
studies.
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D.  Failure to Adequately Describe the Environmental Impacts of the
Proposed Action, con't.

PMRY, con’t.

f. Similarly, the DEIS does not discuss the impacts, including indirect and
cumulative impacts, to endangered species of waterbirds {coot, duck, gallinule, and
stilt) resulting from noise, human disturbance, and toxic substances in soit and water.
The U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service has designated Mana (adjacent to PMRT) essential
habitat for these endangered birds. According to the Service, pratection and
enhancement of these areas will provide a long-term base of habitat, and maintenance
of suitable habitat is the foundation for the entire waterbird recovery program.? In
light of reports of dangerous levels of lead and contaminated water at PMRF, it is
imperative that the Navy address these threats

g We are also concerned about the Navy’s reliance on a literature review of the
impacts of military noise to animals. A summary of the review is not included as part
of the DEIS, and the DEIS fails to mention that tests on other birds invelving noise
levels similar to those generated by the proposed launches, resulted in permanent.

-{irreversible) hearing damage. NEPA requires the Navy t¢ include tlus eﬂdence in the

DEIS and to relate it to the proposed action,

h. The DEIS does not adequately discuss, evaluate, or mitigate the impacts of the
proposed action on the submerged barrier reef, threatened and endangered sea turtles,
bottlenose and spinner dolphins, and other marine mammals at PMRF.

i The DEIS dees not evaluate or mitigéte the immediate and cumulative impacts
associated with increased development, lights, and human activities to seabirds,

- including the threatened Newell's shearwater and the endangered dark- rurmnped petrel,
- especxally with regard to fledglings. :

3 The DEIS does not discuss the immediate and cumulative impacts of the

proposed action on the Laysan albatross. We understand that the Navy deliberately

discourages nesting and other utilization of habitat by the albatross. How, specifieally, -

does the Navy discourage the birds from using PMRF? Are any of the birds deliberately
killed? Where do the displaced birds go, and how successful is the recolonization?
What, specifically, has the Navy done te mitigate the no-action alternative (i.e., existing
use of PMRF), and how does the Navy propose to mltlgate increased and cumulatlve
1mpacts associated with the proposed action?

k. The DEIS does not describe the natural communities threatensd by activities at
PMRF, and only discloses whu:h communities might be present in the restrlctlve
easement.

® Hawaiian Waterbirds Racovery Plan, Appendix A. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. September 11, 1985,

.]_Q

D.  Failure to‘Ad.equately Describe the Environmental Impacts df the
Proposed Action, con't.

PMRF, con't.

1. We are not sure whether to take the Navy seriously when it states that lost
torpedoes and ather underwater test apparatus within the exercise area could enhance
biediversity by providing a solid surface for coral and algae attachment and growth. If
the Navy insists on making this statement, the DEIS must also note that coral reefs
and limu beds elsewhere in Hawai'i continue to thrive without the Navy's

assistance and torpedoes.

m.  The DEIS does not discuss the conflicts between the proposed action and the
objectives of the state Conservation District, within which PMRF lies.

n. The DEIS states that, there are numerous recorded and unrecorded
archaeological sites at PMRF. The Navy must complete cultural surveys and otherwise
comply with the National Historic Preservation Act, 16 USC § 470, with regard to the

-no-action alternative (i.e., existing activities) before it considers add}twnal construction,

activities, and enwronmenta] degradatmn at PMRF

o.  The DEIS fails to discuss and reconcﬁe the conflicts between the propased action
and the objectives of the Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 USC §§ 1451, et seq.

Ni‘ihau

a. The DEIS fails to describe the environment in the context of breédmg and other

“habitat for several native species, including the endangered Hawaiian monk seal, four

taxa of endangered waterbirds (coot, duck, gallinule, and stilt), and the threatened
green sea turtle. Nor does the DEIS analyze the anticipated impacts to these animals
and their habitats. The U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service has designated Ni‘ihau essential

- habitat for the four endangered waterbirds. According to the Service, protection and

enhancement of these areas will provide a long-term base of habitat, and maintenance
of suitable habltat is the foundatlon for the entire waterbird recovery program.!®

b.. The DEIS fails to adequately dcscnbe the risks to human health and safety
associated with aborted launches and accidents on Ni‘thau. The DEIS must discuss the
praobability of such oceurrences and include a detailed record of launch suceess and

failure at PMRYF and elsewhere. The DEIS must also discuss in greater detail the

threat of fire, as well as existing and proposed fire- ﬁghtmg capabxhty

-" Hawaiian Waterbirds Recovery Plan, Appendix A. 1.5, Fish and Wildlife Service. September 11, 1985,

11 -
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b. Failure to Adequately Desecribe the Environmental Impacts of the
"Proposed Action, con’t. .

. Ni'ihau, con't.

Flying debris from an unsuccessful Minuteman launch at Vandenberg Air Force
Base on June 15, 1993 resulted in brush fires burning 400 ac on base and 600 ac off
base. According to information provided by Vandenberg, the intact second and third
stages of the missile and payload hit the ground 5640 ft from the launch pad, and the
cluster of debris near this location was attributed to the explosion of the stages upon
impact. In the most recent failed THAAD test at White Sands Missile Range, a missile
hit the range about 2 mi north of the launch: site, and target and interceptor missile
debris landed on the range. 1 The Navy’s casual attitude regarding these major threats
to residents and the enwronment and its failure to address them in the DEIS, isa
significant concern . :

<. The DEIS does not discuss the risks assceiated with hurricanes, tsunamis, ahd
tropical starms, which could destroy facilities and cause accidents invalving hazardous
chemlcals and materials in the pnst]ne environment.

d. According to the DEIS, the Navy has not complied with the National Historic
Preservation Act, no comprehensive cultural survey or assessment has heen conducted,
and a section 106 consultation has not been conducted for the no-action alternative
(e.g., existing site and activities). The Navy must comply with the law.before it
considers significantly expanding its presence and activities on Ni'thau. We also
understand that, because. the island is privately owned, it has been difficult for
government employees to moniter environmental eonditions, conduct surveys, and
manage cultural and natural resources of statewide concern. The DEIS must disclose
in greater detail how military activities on Ni‘ihau will be monitored and mitigated
given the landowners views on government activities on private land.

e. The DEIS does not discuss or reconcile the conflict between the proposed action

and objectives of the State's Conservation District, which includes the entire coastline -
below the vegetatlon mark and all submerged land.

f. The DEIS fai]s to dlscuss the 1mpacts of the proposed-action on future uses of
land and land tenure, including impacts affecting the possible sale of Ni'thau and/or
possible future management by a sovereign Hawaiian entity.

" Honoluli: Star-Bulletin, “Missile Defense System Fails Fifth Test in a Row.” (Associated Press article). .

May 12, 1998.
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D. Failure to Adequately Describe the Environmental Impacts of the
Proposed Action, eon't.

Tern

a. The DEIS fails to describe the significance of Tern Island with regard to
Hawaiian monk seals and overall recovery of this critically endangered marine

- mammal. The Hawaiian monk seal is cne of the most endangered marine mammals in

the world and is experiencing a precipitous decline in numbers. The Navy is informed
that 90 percent of the entire population of Hawaiian monk seals (estimated 1200-1400
animals) is centered at five major breeding islands and atolls including French Frigate
Shoals, and that more than half of all seal pupping aceurs at Freneh Frigate Shoals,
which includes Tern. The Navy has also been informed that most juvenile and adult
seals return to the atolls of their birth. Tern is one of the few habitats where the
number of seals is currently increasing because military occcupation and use of the
island has ceased. Given what is known about human activity and habitat atilization

"by the Hawaiian monk seal, it is inconceivable that the Navy would even consmler

missile launches, dredging, and inereased human actlvﬂ:y on Tern

b. There is no discussion in the DEIS on the immediate and cumulative impacts to
the seals associated with the loss and degradation of habitat and disturbance of
essential behavior such as breeding. In the past, military activities were the principal
cause of declines in the populations and breeding activity of the Hawaiian monk seal.

- What are the impacts of night launches, lights, and associated human activity? How

will the species as'a whole be affected if Tern is disturbed or degraded? According to
expert biologists, the two principal effects of persistent human disturbance of atell
beaches appear to be increased shark predation on monk seal pups and juveniles who
are chased into the water by human activity, and eventual abandonment of sites by
adults due to repeated human harassment. The DEIS offers no scientific or other :
evidence to support its conclusion that human disturbance w:ll not cause a decline in
seals on Tern, as has occurred in the past. :

c. The DEIS does nat discuss the specific impacts associated with noise and the
threat of permanent hearmg damage in monk seals.

d. The DEIS does not discuss impacts to seals resulting frem dredging at Tern and
increased ciguatoxins. In 1978, 50 monk seals died at Laysan. Biologists believe this
was the result of a natural inerease in ciguatoxins. Although the Navy acknowledges

“that there is “some indication that ciguatoxins adversely affect monk seals,”

improperly dismisses these adverse effects by stating that, because the dredgmg will be
local it is not expected to jeopardize the survival of the species.

13
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D. Failure to Adequate]y Describe the Environmental Impacts of the
Proposed Action, con’t.

Tern, con't.

The Navy's mandatory duty under the Endangered Species Act goes far beyond
avoiding the likeliheood that a species may go extinct; the act requires the Navy to
utilize its authority in furtherance of the act “by carrying out programs for the
conservation of endangered species and threatened species . . . ." 16 USC § 1536(a)(1).

e, The DEIS does not disclose the ecclogical and legal conflicts between the

proposed action and the monk seal’s critical habitat.' The Eridangered Species Act

_prohibits federal agencies from destroying or adversely modifying the critical habitat of

a threatened or endangered species. 16 USC § 1536(a).

f. Although the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recommended that “interagency
consultation with the Service and the NMFES [National Marine Fisheries Service] in
accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act be completed prior to issuance
of the Draft EIS,” ** the Navy chose to initiate formal consultation after the DEIS was
prepared.” Consequently, the DEIS is incomplete, ihaccurate, and misleading with’
regard to threatened and endangered species, and critical habitat. The Navy must, to
the fullest extent possible, prepare its draft environmental impact statement
concurrently with and integrated with environmental impact analyses and related
surveys. 40 CFR § 1502.25(a). ‘

g.  TheDEIS fails to discuss the possible conflicts between the proposed action and

the objectives of the Hawaiian Monk Seal Recovery Plan, which includes limiting access ‘

to selected haul-out locations, limiting access to selected islets at French Frigate
Shoals, Pearl and Hermes Reef Kure Atoll, and Midway Islands, and limiting research
at French Frigate Sheals.*®

' Critical habitat for the Hawaiian monk seal includes all beach areas, sand pits, and islets, includiag all

beach crest vegetation to its deepest extent inland, lagoon waters, inner reef waters, and ocean waters out
to a depth of 20 fathems around Kure Atoll, Midway Island except Sand Island and its harbaor, Pearl and
Hermes Reef, Lisianski Island, Laysan Island, Maro Reef, Gardner Pinnacles, French Frigate Shoeals

" {including Tern], Necker Island, and Nihoa Island. 50 CFR § 17 95.

B Letter to Vida Mossman, Pacific Missile Range Facility, from Donald Palawald (for Brooks Harper),
U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service. June 23, 1997,

Y Letter to Brooks Harper, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Bervice, from Captain J. A. Bowlin, U.8. Navy. March
12, 1998.

b Recavery Plan for the Hawaiian Monk Seal, Monachus schauinslandi, by \V]llmm Gilmartin' in

cooperation with the Hawaiian Monk Sea!l Recovery Team. U.S. Department of Commerce Naticnal
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration National Marine Fisheries Service. March 1983.
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D.  Failure to Adequately Describe the Environmental Impacts of the
Proposed Action, con't.

Tern, con't.

h. There is no discussion in the DEIS of the immediate and cumulative impacts to’
threatened sea turtles. Historically, 80 percent of green sea turtle nesting in Hawai'i
occurred at French Frigate Shoals. In the past, military activities were the principal
cause of declines in the populations and breeding activity of the threatened green sea
turtle. What are the impacts of night launches, lights, and associated human activity?
The DEIS does not analyze or sufficiently mitigate the significant adverse impacts

- associated with human disturbance and abandoned nesting habitat.

i. There is no discussion in the DEIS of the immediate and cumulative impacts te
hundreds of thousands of nesting seabirds at Tern. The DEIS does not analyze or
sufficiently mitigate the significant adverse impacts associated with human
disturbance, habitat loss and degradation, and disturbance of essential behavior,
including nest abandonment and increased hatchling mortality due to exposure to the
elements and predators.

J. The DEIS does not discuss the increased threat and significant adverse impacts
of increased alien species introductions to Tern. Expert hiologists alerted the Navy to
the fact that rats (introduced by the military} extirpated the endangered Laysan finch
and the now-extinct Laysan rail on Midway. Rats also caused the dramatic reduction of
populations of most of the breeding seabirds and damaged native plant species. There
are no rats in the Hawaiian Islands National Wildlife Refuge (including Tern) or the
Johnston Atell National Wildlife Refuge at this time.

Alien plants and insects are also a significant threat. Birds become entangled in
intreduced plants, and ants can kill newly hatched seabirds and Laysan finch chicks.
The brown tree snake is another major threat to native ecosystems. The snake was
introduced by the military to Guam and has wiped out the native avifauna. The DEIS

- must disclose the origins of military shipments of equipment and materials, the

terrestrial and marine species that could be intreduced, the specific impacts agsociated
with the introductions, and the specific precautions that will be taken to avoid the
introductions, including the way in which ballast water from ships will be handled.
Given the fact that alien species pose the greatest threat to native Hawaiian
ecosystems and species, we are concerned about the Navy's inability or unwillingness to
address this significant issue.

15
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D.  Failure to Adequately Describe the Environmental Impacts of the
Proposed Action, con't.

Tern, con’t.

k. The DEIS fails to discuss the conflicts between the propesed action and the
purpose, policies, and objectives of the Hawaiian Islands National Wildlife Refuge,
including Tern specifically. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has already indicated
that the Navy must show that the proposed missile launches, harbor construction, and -
associated activities are compatible with the purposes of the refuge, which is to manage
the area for the protectwn enhancement and preservation of seabird colonies and
endangered species.

L The DEIS does not discuss the threat of hurricanes, tsunamis, and tropical
storms, which could destroy facilities and cause accidents invelving hazardous

. chemicals and materials in this pristine environment.

m.  The DEIS fails to discuss and reconcile the conflict between the proposed action

_and the objectives of the State’s Conservation District. Tern is within the Protective
Subzene of the Conservation District and receives the highest level of protection under

state law,
Johnston Atoll

a. The DEIS is seriously inadequate in its disclosure and analysis of impacts for
Johnston Atoll, including impacts to the Johnston Atoll National Wildlife Refuge, which
was reserved and set aside as a refuge and breeding ground for native birds. The DEIS
does not adequately assess threats and impaets to the endangered humpback whale, -

endangered Hawailan monk seal and other marine mammals, threatened and

endangered sea turtles, and several species of seabirds and shorebirds that breed nest,
and otherwise utilize the area.

b, The DEIS does nat discuss, analyze, or propose to' mitigate the impacts
associated with the potential introduction of rats, insects, plants, and other species to
the refuge. Currently, there are no rats in the Johnston Atoll National Wildlife Refuge.

c. The Navy must produce peer-reviewed results of the environmental monitering
and research on birds, fish, coral reefs, and the atoll environment. According to the

-DRIS, the work is funded in assoeiation with JACADS and began in 1983.

d. The DEIS does it reconicile the conflicts between the proposed ac.tionl and the

purposes, policies, and objectives of the Johnston Atoll National Wildlife Refuge, The
required analysis must include direct and indirect threats, and the cumulative effects
associated with human disturbance and habitat loss and degradation.
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D. Failure to Adequately Describe the Environmental Impacts of the
Proposed Action, con't.

Johnston Atoll, con’t.

e, The DEIS does net discuss safety issues associated with missile launches and the
Johnston Atoll Chemical Disposal System (JACADS). The DEIS must disclose and
analyze the specific missile systems proposed for Johnston Atoll, and explain how
specific ground hazard areas were calculated. Curiously, the generic ground hazard
area for Johnston Atoll barely excludes Johnston Island, where the chemical weapon
disposal facility is located. What is the probability of aborted/failed launches for each of
the specific missile systems proposed, and what are their likely impacts?

f. The DEIS fails to discuss the risks associated with missile launches at Johnston
Atoll, which is subject to hurricanes, tsunamis, and tropical storms. Such events could
destroy facilities and cause accidents involving hazardous chemicals and materials in
the pristine environment. The DEIS must discuss indirect impacts and their
significance, including reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts.

. g. The DEIS must discuss the impacts of contaminants from the proposed missile

launches, including cumulative impacts from past activities. For example, what are the
impacts of lead coritamination on North Island at an abandoned firing range, and what
is being done to remedy the situation? The military must mitigate the effects of its
angoing actions and clean up its mess before preoposing to expand activities at Johnston
Atall and elsewhere in the Pacific.

Thank you for the o-pportunity te comment. We look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

i Biefic

-Marjorie Ziegler *

cc:  Governor Benjamin Cayetano
Office of Environmental Quality Control
Hawai'i Congressional Delegation
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
National Marine Fisheries Service
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O0 BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
IN AEPLY REFER TO:

5090
seroy 1111

23 0CT 1998

0

Marjorie Ziegler

Earthjustice Legal Defense Fund
123 Scuth King Street

Fourth Floor

Honoluly, HT 96813

Dear Ms. Ziegler:

This responds to your letter of May 26, 1998, providing comments on the Pacific
Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS),
on behalf of Earthjustice Legal Defense Fund. We appreciate your review of the
document and your providing a aumber of pertinent comments and suggestions with
respect to specific resource areas.

Same of your comments suggest that the Navy should go beyond the requirements
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and its implementing Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations in providing background and supporting
information to the public, extending the period of public review to enable interested
parties to review this material, and engaging in extensive analysis and discussion of
tangential issues. Due to mission and schedule sequirements, the Navy does not intend to
unnecessarily extend the process, which we believe has been fully adequate to inform the
public and Navy leadership of important environmental issues and provide a basis for
informed decisions.

Some of your comments question the need for the proposed action. We
acknowledge that some may not agree that there is a need for Navy theater ballistic
missile defense or that it needs to be conducted at PMRE. However, we believe that
disagreement over the need for the program is more appropriately addressed in the
political arena, not under the auspices of NEPA. In addiiion, this EIS is not inlended to
compare PMRF with other ranges that could be used for TEMD testing. Rather, as stated
at page 1-3 of the Draft EIS, it responds to Congressional direction that PMRF be
designated the “‘primary test range for the completion of Navy lower tier and upper tier
missile flight tests.” The Navy is evaluating the environmental impacts of enhancing the
capabilities of PMRF to accommodate Navy TBMD and other TMD testing. Therefore,
the only alternatives considered are the no-action alternative and the proposed action,
with its sub-alternatives. However, we note that other ranges have been or are currently
being evaluated under NEPA for their poiential to accomniodate various TMD testing

activities. on page 1-7 of the Draft EIS outlines the relationships between
the various NEPA analyses for missile defense programs.

Responses to your specific comments that address envirenmental issues are
provided below.

You expressed concern about the continued bombing of Kaula Rock and its impact
on seabirds. Our conclusion in the Draft EIS, at page 4-157 was that, while some
individual migratory seabirds would be lost due to on-going gunnery training, the impacts
on the population were expected to be minimal and that the populations appeared to be
healthy and reproducing normally. However, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has
indicated that this may not reflect the current situation, since little is known concerning
the bird poputation on Kaula Rock, We have revised Section 4.2.2.2.1.1]to reflect this
lack of current knowledge as well as the potential mitigation of monitoring/surveying the
bird population to deterrine its current health. It should be nated that, although the State
has designated Kaula Rock ag a State Seabird Sanctuary, it is Federal property and has
been used for military purposes for some time. We also point out that Kaula Rock is no
ionger used for bombing practice. It is currently used only for small caliber gunnery
training. To the extent that there is controversy over the environmental impacts of the no-
action alternative and the proposed action, it is noted in the Executive Summary in the
EIS. We do not believe that political controversy over particular programs or national
priotities are appropriate for inclusion or discussion in the EIS.

Responses to Specific Comments

A.l., 2. To the extent that existing documents or studies are available and were relied on
in the findings and conclusions of the EIS, they are referenced in the document and
inctuded in the list of references in[Chapter 10] You noted that some references cited
in the document were not included in the reference section. All references are now
inctuded in Chapter 10 with changes to the Draft EIS highlighted. There are not
always existing studies or other literature relating to specific locations and resource
areas. In such cases, the expertise and observations of those preparing the EIS form
the basis for the findings and conclusions in the document, The names and credentials
of these experts are found in [Chapter 5 the EIS. A summary of laws and
regulations governing environmental resource areas is included in[Appendix T as
opposed to We do not believe that inclusion of Senate Reports 103-321
and 103-747 in an appendix would be useful, since the pertinent parts of the reports
are included in the text of of the Draft EIS,

A.3.-5. The Navy circulated the entire Draft EIS, including all Appendices, for public
review, 40 CFR §§1502.18 and 1502.19 do not require that reference and background
material be circulated or made available for public review. In response 10 individual
requests, the Navy made certain reference material available for review. However, the
only provision in the CEQ regulations for extending the time for public review is
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when only a summary of the EIS is circulated and there is a timely request for the
entire statement. That is not the case here. The Navy cannot comply with your
suggesticn that the public comment period be extended 60 days to permit review of all
supporting and background documents. NEPA does not impose this procedural
burden, with its additional delays, on federal agencies. We welcome all meaningful
pubiic input and comments at any time. However, we cunnot delay our NEPA
process o formally consider and respond to them in the EIS,

. The issues you raise concerning the need for the proposed action and consideration of

other alternatives were discussed in the third paragraph on page 1 of this letter, abave.

C.1.,2. The introductory paragraph in on page 1-1, indicates that the Navy's

proposal is 1o “enhance the capability of PMRF to accommodate the Department of
Defense’s (DOD) Thn,ater ‘Vhssu e Defense (TMDj} testing, evaluation, and training.”
The Background 1} provides the centext for the proposal, andm
states the purpose of the proposal. which is to provide a range with sufficient
capabilities 1o perform the testing and training mission for Navy TBMD and PQD
TMD systems. It further explains that this mission would require target launches
from various locations up to 1200 km from where the defensive missile systems are
located. The distance can be less than 1200 km. m Decision{s) To Be
Made, specifies two levels of decisions to be made. The first level decision will be
whether 10 implement the ezhancements at PMRFE to accommodate TMD testing and
training. The second level decisions will be to determine which remaote sites 1o
develop to support those enhancements. The alternative support sites that could be
developed, activities that wouid be required to support the range enhancements, such
as obtaining easements, and resolving airspace and land use issues, and the nature of
the testing and training activities that would occur are described in detail in Seclion

[2:3] at pages 2-45 10 2-91 of the Draft EIS.

TMD program development, testing and training are dynamic and complex. Ftis not
possible to describe every possible test event or missile type or to specify the exact
number of tests or the precise locations that will be required to support the program in
the future. Consequently, the EIS analyzes the environmental impacts associated with
a variety of test scenarios and missiles as well as those support sites, including launch
sites and methods (land, sea, or air launch), that could support TMD testing and
training at PMRF. We recognize the confusion that may be created by this approach,
since many reviewers arc accustomed to much more narrowly defined actions in
NEPA analyses, We have included additional discussion il'l{)f the EIS
to more clearly summarize the proposed action alternatives and the potential decisions
that will be made.

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comrments from government
agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern Island and Johnston

Atoll, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as proposed action
sites in the Final EIS.

The Final ELS retains the discussion and analysis produced in order 1o preserve work
already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that Tern Island
and Johnston Atall are no longer reasonable alternatives.

C.3.,4. The Navy proposes to remove from the restrictive easement text explicit
references to the missiles to be launched frorn PMRF that require use of the restrictive
casement 10 allow tlexibility in selecting targets that will best support TMD testing as
the requirements evolve, The kinds of missiles that could be used are depicted in
figure 2.2,1-4 ) on page 2-13 of the Draft EIS. A more comprehensive list is included
in[Appendix A (Tables A-3|and[A-7) Nene has greater potential environmental
impacts than the STARS missile, which is one of the missiles currenily named in the
restrictive easement. 1fin the future a missile is proposed for use that would have
different or greater impacts than are analyzed in this EIS, additional analysis would be
conducted prior to its use.

There is no fixed number of launches of any particular missile currently planned. The
mix of missiles launched from PMRF is expected to be determined on an on-going
basis as missions evelve, not to exceed the current number of 30 closures of the
restrictive casernent per year.

C.5. The Navy is aware of treaty requirements and restrictions, and the proposed action
is being developed consistent with those requirements. Each test event is reviewed
for treaty compliance at the national level. There may be some restrictions on air and
sea launch of targets, which is one reason land launch alternatives are also being
evaluated. While a technical discussion of treaty issues would not be appropriate in
the EIS, these issues will be considered by Navy decisionmakers along with other
non-environmental issues.

D.1.2..4. Sec the general responses on page 1, above, and the response to D.3., below.
D.3. See Sections[4.9]to 4.11 in the Draft EIS.

D.5.,6. [Sections 4.1,1.6.2.2 [ Target and Defensive Missile Launches) and
(Pre-launch Operations and Launch Operations) of the Draft EIS adequately discuss
impacts associated with aborted/failed launches and explain that ground hazard areas,
response plans, and response teams are in place during launch operations to handle
mishaps. They further explain that all hazardous materials and fuels are transported in
accordance with DOT and Hawaii transportation regulations. We do not believe that
including the extra detail you request concerning failure rates of various missiles,
specifics concerning reaction times for flight termination, and details concerning DOT
and state transportation regulations would further the objective of succinctly
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describing potential environmental impacts of these activities. The purpose of the
launch hazard areas is to be able to safely conduct a variety of launch activities,
recognizing that an occasional, though rare mishap could occur. Allowable reaction
times may vary with each missile being launched and is dependent on sophisticated
modeling and analysis prior to launch activities. DOT and Hawati regulations are
designed to ensure the safe transportation of variouns kinds of hazardous materials, and
adherence to them sufficiently demonstrates the safety of the transportation activity.

D.7., 8. The Land Use Sections of |Chapters 3| and[4 Jof the Draft EIS describe both the

existing tand uses and the compatibility of the ongoing and proposed activities with
existing land use plans and policies for each location. Further discussion of ceded
lands is in[Appendix E|Land Title. The potential effects of dredging at Tern Island
are discussed in [Section 4.3.1.3.2.1|of the Draft E1S. (For information purposes only,

Tern Island is no longer part of the proposed action).

- PMRF a. |Section 4.1.1.1.1]of the Draft EIS discusses in detail the methodology of

determining air quality impacts and the petential impacts expected. Only mission
essential personnel would remain in the area encompassed by the launch hazard area
at the time of missile launches. Consequently, the health impacts of air pollutants
released in combustion products is measured at the launch hazard area boundary. The
elevated levels of HCI 140 feet from the kaunch pad would not affect public health,

since the public is not permitted in that area during launches, The exhaust products of
representative missiles launched from PMRF are included in|Table 4.1.1.1-1.

- PMRF b.[Section 3.1.1.5.2.3|of the Draft EIS discusses two soil samples which

indicate elevated levels of lead. However, the remediation and cleanup goals you
reference are the goals used if the future of the land is to be residences. If the future
use is to be commercial or industrial, then the guideline is 1000 milligrams per
kilogram. The federal property is not currently undergoing remediation or cleanup
activities, nor is it required 1o undergo any remediation for lead. Other soil samples
off base are well under bath goals set by EPA and the State of Hawaii. The workers
wear coveralls to prevent transferring dust to their homes.

We have not been informed of a column of water contaminated at PMRF. If you are
perhaps referring to the Deparunent of Energy’s (DOE) Linking Legacies report,
referenced by Michael Jones of the University of Hawaii Department of Physics, we
have recently received correspendence from DOE clarifying that report. (See attached
fetter) The type of water contamination found on Kanai Test Facility (KTF) was not
indicated in the site investigation report. Results of the KTF site investigation were
submitted to EPA and EPA was able to make a decision that no further action was
warranted under CERCLA.

D. PMRF c. While specific risk analyses for each vehicle proposed have not been

completed for inclusion in the EIS, Range Safety Approval and Range Safety
Operation Plans are and wil} be required for all weapons systems using the PMRF
Range as a matter of course independent of the E1S process. Routine practice by
PMRF includes notices to mariners and surveillance of the hazard area to determine it
is clear. With these practices and adherence of mariners to these warmings, minimal
risk exists to public safety from these activities.

The December 1988 incident is regrettable. The incident did occur within W-188, a
wamning area, utilized for military training operations. However, the operation was
not under the control of PMRF and it was not launched from KTF or any facilities at
PMRF and therefore is not appropriately included in PMREF risk calculations.

. PMRF d,, e.[Section 4.1.1.3]of the Draft EIS discusses potential impacts to the

humpback whale and other marine mammals as well as the unknowns concerning
impacts from noise. There are no plans or procedures to time launches to avoid
breeding and calving season for the humpback whale, since our analysis and
consultations with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has not identified
adverse impacts to the whales from launch activities. [Section 4.1.1.3.1.3]describes the
studies that the Navy is conducting to obtain more iaformation concerning potential
noise impacts to marine mammals. The EIS and Management Plan for the Hawaiian
Tslands Humpback Whale National Marine Sanctuary indicated that the Navy has
consulted with NMFS concerning its activities in Hawaiian waters and concluded that
“no adverse effects to listed species were identified, provided that certain mitigative
measures were instituted by the various commands active in areas where humpback
whales oceurred.” (p. 191). These mitigative measures include determining if an area
is clear and if not moving to a different area. These measures are being implemented
by the Navy in its off-shore activities.

Regulations implementing designation of the Sanctuary specifically recognize that ali
existing military activities internal or external to the Sanctoary are authorized, as are
new military activities following consultation with NMFS. (62 FR 14816, 15 CFR §

922.183). This information has been included in[Section 3.1.1.3.2.3 bf the EIS.

. PMRF{, g.|Section 4.1.1.3 pf the Draft EIS discusses potential impacis to bird

populations, We have concluded, based on evaluations in the Strategic Target System
EIS (1992) and subsequent experience and surveys, that current and proposed
activities at PMRF do not pose a threat to bird or other animal populations in the area.
Nevertheless, several protective measures are identified in the Draft EIS, including
shielding outdoor lighting to avoid attracting Newell’s shearwaters and surveying
water and beach areas within safety zones to avoid launches while monk seals are
present and to avoid sea turtle nests during activities involving transport vehicles,
You do not indicate what tests you refer (¢ as evidence that noise similar to that of
missile launches has resulted in permaneat hearing loss to birds and we are,
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consequently, unable to evaluate them for their applicability to PMRF launch
activitics.

. PMRF h. |Section 4.1.1.3 |of the Draft EiS adequately discusses impacts 1o reef areas,

sea turtles and marine mammals.

. PMRF i. [Section 4.1.1.3|of the Draft EIS adequately discusses the impacts of

development, lights, and human activities to seabirds.

. PMRF }. According to an agreement between USFWS, U.S. Department of

Agriculture (USDAY), and the Navy, USDA personnel remove animals from the
runway area and transfer them to another part of the base or to the Kilauea National
Wildlife Refuge.

. PMRF k. The Draft EIS describes resources which we have determined may be

affected by activities at PMRF, wherever located. You have not provided any
specifics concerning natural communities warranting evaluation outside of the
restrictive easement.

.PMRF 1. Your comment concerning coral reefs thriving without the assistance of

Navy torpedoes has been incorporated in(Section 4.1.1.3.1.4of the EIS.

- PMRF m. PMRF is DOD property and is not subject to State restrictions or permitting

relating to the Conservation Use District. Compatibility of PMRF activities with
surrounding land use designations is discussed in Section 4.1.1.8|of the Draft EIS.

.PMRF n. As stated in|Section 3.1.1.4|of the Draft EIS, the Navy recently completed a

Culteral Resources Management Overview Survey of PMREF to establish an inventory
of cultural resource properties. It served as the basis for development of an Integrated
Cultural Resources Management Plan, curreatly being developed, for the long-term
management of historic resources at PMRF. The Navy is in the process of
establishing an MOA in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer for
cultural resource management related o the proposed action as well as a
programmatic agreement 1o address long-term PMRF activities.

-PMRF o, As stated in|Section 4,1, 1.8 lof the Draft EIS, both existing and proposed

activities at PMRF are compatible to the maximum extent practicable with the Hawaii
Coastal Zone Management Program. Your comument does not indicate the nature of
the conflicts you believe to exist between PMRF activities and the objectives of the
Act,

. Niihau a. The presence of the Hawaiian duck, black-necked stilt, American/Hawaiian

coot, common moeorhen, Hawailan monk seal, and green sea turtle at Nithau is noted

inSection 3.2.1.3.2.3 of the Draft EIS. |Section 4.2.1.3|describes potential impacts to
these species from on-going and proposed activities on Nithau. Neither the on-going
nor proposed activities would occur in the vicinity of the lakes (playas) on the

southern part of Niihau, where the endangered birds are found. This information is in
Section 4.2.1.3.2.1|of the £IS.

D. Niihau b, The response to your commenis D5 and 6 address your concemns about
risks from aborted launches and aceidents, As stated in[Sections 4.2.1.3.2 2]and
[£2.3.4.2]of the Draft EIS, the probability of fire accurring as a result of Navy
activities is remote. In the event of fire, the impacts would be limited, due to the non-
native character of vegelation near proposed sites. However, Section 4.2.1.7.2of the
EIS now includes additional information conceming fire-fighting capability on Niihau
during Navy aclivities,

D. Niihau ¢. As stated in[Section 4.2.1.6 lof the Draft EIS, hazardous materials, including
missile propellants, would only be brought onto Niihau when required for use and
would not be permanently stored on the island, Hazardous wastes would be shipped
off the island for proper disposal. Consequently, natural disasters, such as hurricanes,
would not cause serious preblems invelving hazardous materials and chemicals.

D. Niihau d. As discussed in[Section 4.2.1.4] Section 106 consultation for both recurring
and proposed activities on Niihau will be conducted as part of this EIS process. Any
necessary mitigations resulting from this consultation would be implemented. All
personnel conducting activities on the island would be briefed on cultural resource
issues and legal requirements and restricted to non-sensitive areas.

. Niihaw e. [Section 4.2.1.8.2]of the Draft EIS discusses land use issues and
compatibility and states that activities associated with the proposed action would be
consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the Hawaii Coastal Zone
Management Program. Your comment presumes but does not identify any conflicts
between the propased action and the objectives of the State's Conservation District.

D. Niihau f. The Navy's analysis presumes the continued private ownership of Niihau.
We are not aware of any serious prospect that the island will be sold or that the
current land tenure will change. We do not find it necessary or useful te speculate
concerning the island’s future.

As mentioned above, Tern Island has been deleted from the proposed action. The
following addresses your concerns and has been retained/updated for informational
purposes only.

D. Temn a., b. [Section 3.3.1.3|of the Draft EIS describes the existing wildlife species and
habitats at Tern Island, including the monk seal. |Section 4.3.1.3 ldiscusses the
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potential impacts to monk seals and other wildlife as a result of possible future Navy
activities, including impacts from noise and increased human presence. Sections
andhave been revised to more clearly state that Tern Island and Johnston
Atoll are considered fall-back options to the preferred use of aircraft and mobile sea
platforms to launch target missiles. In addition, the maximum number of launches
considered for Tern Island would be 4 per year. Consultation with the National
Marine Fisheries Service and the Marine Mammal Commission have indicated that
Tern fsland is not a primary pupping site for monk seals, [Secticn 3.3.1.3.2.4]and

have been revised to reflect this and the fact that mortality to pups is most
likely from disturbing male seals such that they leave Tern Island and move to one of
the other istands in the French Frigate Shoals where pupping does occur.

. Tern c. As discussed in|Section 4.3.1.3.2.2 |of the Draft EIS, the impacts of noise on

wildlife are not we!l understood. We recognize that launch noise could have effects
on monk seals. However, since no more than four launches per year would occur
from Tern Island, four high magnitude short term events would not be expected to
jeopardize the species,

. Tern 4. |Sections 4.3.1.3.2.1and 4.3.1.3.2.2[of the Draft EIS recognizes the possible

adverse effects to monk seals from dredging at Tern Island if the dredging resulted in
the increase of Cigurera in the water due to increased turbidity. These sections have
been revised to mare clearly reflect that prior to dredging activities additional
biological and geological surveys would be performed in consultation with USFWS§
and NMFS to identify and adopt necessary mitigations.

. Tern e. [Section 4.3.1.3.2.2of the EIS reflects that use of Tern Island as a target

launch location would likely require a permit from NMFES as well as that 2
compatibility determination would be requested from the USFWS.

. Tem f. Pacific Eco-Region FWS, including refuge managers for Tern Island, have

participated throughout the analysis process reflected in the EIS. In addition to
providing input on the suitability of the various islands within the Northwestern
Hawaiian Islands, they helped identify where on Tern Island would be the preferable
location for a launch pad if one were necessary.

. Tern g. The Hawaiian Monk Seal Recovery Plan (HMSRP) was reviewed as a part of

the analysis of proposed activities at Tern Island in the French Frigate Shoals. The
objectives of the plan are stated as follows:

(1) Identify and, where possible, mitigate the natural factors causing or
contributing to the decreased survival and productivity of monk seals;

(2) Characterize the marine and terrestrial habitat requirements of monk seals,
including use patterns and feeding habits;

(3} Assess the monk seal population and monitor population trends;

(4) Document and where possible, mitigate the direct and indirect effects of
human activities on monk seals;

(5} Implement appropriate management actions leading to conservation and
recovery of the species; and,

(6} Pevelop an educational program to foster greater conservation efforts
among users of the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands and the public.

We have concluded that no direct conflict exists with the HMSRP and some parts
of the proposed action and associated mitigation measures serve 1o support the plan.
A slight increase in human activity at Tern Island in the French Frigate Shoals would
occur for a short period, up to four times per year. The potential adverse effects
would be primarily startling of seals for very short periods of time during each launch
potentially resulting in pup mortality. No other effects have been identified which
cannot be mitigated. Furthermore, the establishment of a portion of the sea-wall to
construct a faunch pad would directly support objective (1). Tern Island is severely
eroding to the point that the continued existence of the habitat is at risk. Additionally,
although not directly tied to decisions on the use of Tem Island, activities at Niihau
include the potential surveying of monk seal populations by the residents. This
surveying would be done in accordance with NMFS protocol and the resulting data
would be provided 1o NMFS to support their assessment and understanding of monk
seal populations in Hawaii. This activity would serve to support directly objectives
(3) and (6).

With the assistance of USFWS and NMFS, potential siting for the proposed launch
locations at Tern Island were identified with consideration to minimizing effects to
monk seals, including avoidance of limiting access to selected haul-out locations and
limiting research activities. No other islet at French Fripate Shoals would be affected
by the proposed activities.

. Tem h. Information concernting the potential effects of night launches, light, and

associated human activity has been added to|Section 4.3.1.3.2.2,

. Tern i. We believe that [Section 4,3.1.3lof the Draft EIS adequately discusses the

potential impacts te nesting seabirds at Tern Island.

. Tem j. Bection £3 1327 bf the EIS has beea revised to reflect that potential

miligation includes following procedures to prevent additional introduction of
terrestrial and marine alien species at Tern Island.

. Tern k. |Section 4.3.1.8.2. 1 of the Draft EIS discusses the issue of compalibility of

possible Navy activities at Tern Island with the purposes of the Hawaiian Eslands
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National Wildlife Refuge. As noted earlier the EIS will reflect that use of Tem Island
as a target faunch location would likely require a permit from NMFS as well as that a
compatibility determination would be requested from the U.S, Fish and Wildlife
Service.

D. Tem ). As at Niihau, hazardous materials, including missile propellants, would only
be brought onto Tern Island when required for use and would not be permanently
stored on the island. Hazardous wastes would be shipped off the island for proper
disposal, Consequently, natural disasters, such as hurricanes, would not cause serious
problems involving hazardous materials and chemicals.

D. Tern m. Although within the State’s Conservation District, Tern Island is Federal

propetty under the jurisdiction of the Fish and Wildlife Service. Compatibility with
its refuge status is the major issue with respect to Navy Activities. However, as noted
in [Section 4.3.1.8.2.1|of the Draft EIS, the activities on Tern Island would be
consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the Hawaii Coastal Zone
Management Program,

As mentioned above, Johnston Atoll has been deleted from the proposed action.
The following addresses your concerns and has been retained/updated for informationat

purposes only.

D. Johnston Atoli a. As noted in[Section 3.3.2.3.2.3of the Draft EIS, only a few monk
seals are known to frequent Johnston Atoll and the NMFS has indicated that no
breeding or pupping is known to occur there. Green sea turtles are known to feed on
the algae beds on the south side of Johnston Atell, although they do not nest at
Johnston Atoll. Navy activities would not eccur in areas frequented by sea turtles.
Potential launch sites are on North and East Islands, well removed from such areas.
While there have been sightings of humpback whales outside of the reef, as stated in
[Section 4.3.2.3.2.2 the likelihood of lasnch or intercept debris hitting a whale or
otherwise having an adverse impact is very remote, The potential impacts to seabirds
and shorebirds are adequately discussed. It should be noted that the Johnston Atoll

National Wildlife Refuge is under the administrative jurisdiction of the Deparument of

Defense.
D. Johnston Atoll b. As with Tern Island, the Navy would follow existing procedures to
prevent additional introduction of terrestrial and marine alien species at Johnston

Atoll.

D. Johnston Atoll ¢. Our understanding of the monitoring program is that it measures

impacts of the JACADS facility. Since our proposed action is in no way related to the

JACADS facility, we do not believe that these results are necessary for evaluation of
potential impacts of launches at Johnston Atoll.

. Johnston Atoll d. While Tern Island is part of a National Wildlife Refuge, Johnston

Atoll falls into a slightly different category. By E.Q. 6535 dated December 29, 1934,
Johnsten Atoll is designated for use by Department of Defense (DOD). A good
working relationship between DOD and USFWS has successfully allowed
maintenance of an overlay refuge and breeding grounds for native birds at Johnston
Atoll for many years, as is the case for a number of other DOD installations. In fact,
DOD funds the necessary USFWS activities to maintain the refuge.

. Johnston Atoll e. As noted in|Section 3.3.2.6.2 lof the Draft EIS, the JACADS facility

is scheduled to complete the demilitarization of chemical munitions by December
1999. While the ground hazard area for launch activities does not include the
JACADS facility, there would be close coordination with the Chemical
Demilitarization Program to ensure that operational and safety requirements are
followed.

. Johnston Ato!l f. [Section 4.3.2.6.2|indicates that hazardous materials for Navy

activities would not be permanently stored on site, but would only be brought to the
Atoll when needed. Hazardous waste generated would be removed after activities are
completed. Consequently, hazards from hazardous materials caused by huiricanes or
other nawral disasters would be minimized.

. Johnston Atoll g. |Sections 3.3.2.6.2|and |4.3.2.6.2 |of the Draft EIS adequately discuss

existing contaminatior at Johnston Atoll and the potential impacts from missile launch
activities,

Thank you for your comments. We would welcome continued input on specific

ways that the Navy could mitigate or avoid environmental impacts from its on-going or
proposed activities.

Sincerely,

. A. BOWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy 10:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-(286



ATTACHMENT

Department of Energy
Washington, DG 20585

June &4, 1998
Mr. Ted Wolff
Sandia National Laboratery
Albuquerque, NM 87185-1313
Subject: Linking Legaeies and the Kauai Test Facility

Dear Mr. WolfE

Thank you for your recent inquiry concerning Kauai Test Facility (KTF) data listed on pages 79,
81, and 209 of the Department of Energy report Linking Legacies, Connecting the Cold War
Nuclear Weapons Production Processes to Their Enviranmental Consequences (report number
DOE/FM-0319). Before 1 provide the background necessary to address your concerm, let me
first unequivocally state that the Department of Energy has never introduced, nor has plans in the

future to introduce nuclear weapons, materials, or waste to the Kauai Test Facility.

The Linking Legacies report was compiled t address Congressional language in the 1995
Natienal Defense Authorization Act directing the Department of Energy (DOE) to describe the
waste streams generated by each phase of the nuclear weapons production process. The Office
of Environmental Management éxamined its materials in inventory, surplus facilities,
contaminated environmental media, and wastes and attributed them to nuciear weapons
production processes and to nON-WEapons processes.

Non-weapons processes included Department of Energy and predecessor agency missions that
were unrelated to the nuclear weapons program, such as the civilian nuclear power program and
the naval nuclear propulsion program. Weapons production processes were further divided inte
eight steps.

- Uranium Mining, Milling, and Refining - Chentical Separations

- lsolope Separation (Enrichment) + Weapons Component Fabrication
- Fuel and Target Fabrication « Weapons Operations
+ Reactor Operations - Research, Development, and Testing

The KTF’s existance is mandated by Safeguard C of the 1963 “Treaty Banning Nuclear

Weapons Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water” (Limited Nuclear Test Ban
Treaty). Congress imposed the safeguard to ensure that certain Pacific support facilities,
including the Kauai test facility, be maintained to support the resumption of nuclear testing if
warld events make it necessary. Although no nuclear weapons were ever launched from KTF
and none are proposed, KTF rockets with nigh alfude instrumentation probes which g_ather data
during nuclear events would once again be launched if nuclear testing were to resume 1o ather
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Pacific locations. As such, contaminated environmentat media at KTF fall within the weapons
production categery because the mission supported Research, Development, and Testing of
nuclear weapons. Test sites in the Research, Development, and Testing step are broken out into
nuclear and non-nuclear sub-categories in Appendix B {page 206) and Appendix C (page 209) to
differentiate K'TF and other test sites that did not contain radicactive materials from sites where
nuclear events actually occurred.

The report (p. 79-81) identifies 1,400 cubic meters of contaminated solid media and $,700 cubic
meters of contaminated water preseat at the facility. In the tables where these values appear in
Linking Legacies, the report does not indicate the type of contamination {the volumes listed
include the total hazardous chemical andfor radivactive 2nd or mixed constituents as well as the
affected media). These inventories were provided by the Office of Environmental Restoration’s
Core Database (1996 version), which indicates that all KTF volumes stipulated contain only
chemicalty hazardous constituents, znd no radioactivity.

Although not addressed in Linking Legacies, the Department of Energy submitted the results of
the Kauai Test Facility site investigation to Region 9 of the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) on May 3, 1995, Two of the three release sites identified, a drum storage rack and a
phota shop, did not exhibit contamination ahove background levels. The third release site, a
rocket pad area, exhibited concentrations of arsenic (96 parts per million) and lead (270 parts per
million) that exceeded background levels but were below EPA action levels. No evidence of
radioactive contamination was evidenced anywhere at this site. A No Further Acticn decision
was issued by the EPA to KTF on October 30, 1996.

1 hope this information helps clarify the information about the Kauai Test Facility in Liriking

Legacies. If you require further information related to the Linking Legacies document, please
contact Steven Livingstone of my staff at (202) 586-5874.

Sincerely,

/

i

Herkovitz
Deputy Assistant Secretary
Office of Planning, Policy and Budget
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75 Hawtharna Sireet
San Francisco, CA $4105-3901

September 30, 1996

Mr. John Gould

U.S. Depdfiment of Energy
Albuquergue Operations Office
P.O. Box 5400

Albuguerque, New Mexico §7115

RE:  Kauai Test Facility EPA ID No.. HID384469908
Dear Mr. Gould:

Enclosad are the results of the Site Inspection (SI) documentation review by the
U.5. Environmental Protection Agency for the U.S. Deparument of Energy regarding the
Kauai Test Facility, The purpose of the review was twofold: i) to determune if the facilicy
meets CERCLA requirements as defined in Section 120; and 2) to determine if site
conditions at the Facility pose a significant threat to human health and the environment such
that it warrants placement on the MNational Priorities List (NPL).

Y ou have submitted encugh information for the EPA to certify that the §1
requirements have been met for the facility. ‘This decision will be entered into the
CERCLIS database. Based on the submitted information, EPA was able 1o make a
decision that ao further action is warranted at this iime under CERCLA. You should be
aware that if additional information is provided to the EPA that impacts the status of the ne
furthes action decision, this site may be reevaluated. A copy of our evaluation is enclosed.

EPA is referring this site 1o the State of Hawaii Department of Health's Hazard
Evatuation and Emergency Response Office for any further oversight. EPA is
recommending that periodic reevaluation for environmental contamination {rom or at this
site is warranted, particalarly because of the continued use of the Launcher Field which
contains 16 launcher pads. The exhaust and explosions associated with rocket taunches are
the primary causes of metals and other hazardous chemical releases at the Launcher Field.
Of some concem is potential contamination after heavy rainstorms in the water runoff from
the Launcher Field into the ditches that empty into the ocean approximately 2 miles south of
the site. The downstrearn pathway includes habitat for several federally designated
cndangered or theeatened species. Please see the enclosed report for further details.

Should vou have any questions pertaining to this matter, please contact me at (415)
744-2328 in the EPA Region [X Superfund Office of State Planning and Assessment
Section.

Sincerely,

Michae} Ardito

Hawaii State Project Officer for Superfund
Enclosure

[ Steve Armann, Hawaii Department of Health, HEER Office

Froated on Recweled Paper

P-W-0292

SIERRA Kaua'i Group of the Hawai'i Chapter
Past Office Box 3412
‘ LUB Lihu‘e, Kaua'i, Hawai'i 96766

May 22, 1998

To the Department of the Navy,

The Sierra Club believes thal there can be no compromise in the form of mitigations that
would make the Navy's expanded operation compatitie with the present tranquillity and
security of the Northwestern Hawaiian Istand National Wildlife Refuge. Since the refuge
is mandated to advance the recovery of threatened and endangered species such as
the Hawaiian monk seal, any military activity there would be in violation of the mission of
the refuge and the Endangered Species Act.

According to the Endangered Species Act, any species which is in danger of extinction
throughout all or a significant portion of its range may be listed as an endangered
species. The Hawaiian monk seal is on the Federat list of endangered species, and the
green sea turtle is listed as threatened with the Federal government and endangered
with the State. The law mandates the active recovery of both threatened and
endangered species. The responsibility to safeguard them and their critical habitat is
inviclable. There can be no justification to sutject them to any harm or to endanger their
exisience as a species. The Navy's proposed TBMD exercises could push the Hawaiian
monk seal, the green sea turlle, and other wildlife to extinction.

Responses in the DEIS to the Marine Mammal Commission’s concerns about the further
imperiiment of the Hawaiian monk seals' survival or recovery, and the possible effects of
the proposed action on the species and their critical habitat do not offer any
reassurance. Comments by the Marine Mammal Commission such as "...we find it
difficult to imagine how it would be possible to develop and operate one or more taunch
sites on any of the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands that contain a major monk seal
breeding colony without having a significant negative impact on the recovery of
Hawaiian monk seals" were marely responded with, “While there may be some impacts
to the monk seal, as documented in the DEIS, with the limited number of launch events
at Tern Island (4) and the short-term nature of the events, the species is not expected to
be jeopardized”. The Marine Mammal Commission asked about the affects of sonic
booms. The DEIS admitted, "sonic booms could affect monk seals hauled out on
islands downrange that could startle monk seals and cause them to flee into the water.
This could injure pups and put adults, pups, and juveniles at risk 1o shark predation.” but
then stated, "Because of the limited number of faunch events (4 per year), this effect is
not expected to jeopardize the species " Another concern of the Marine Mammal
Commission was about the construction and operaticn of missile launching sites in the
Northwestern Hawaiian Island causing significant and unavoidable adverse impacts on
Hawaiian monk seals. The DEIS response was "While there may be some impacts to
the monk seal... the species is not expected to be jecpardized.” There are NUMErous
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ather instances where the phrase "the species is not expected to be jeopardized” is
used. This expectation is not based upon fact Itis an assumption, without any
substantiating evidence. We cannot let an assumed betief put the very survival of the
Hawaiian monk seal, the green sea turlle, and other wildlife at risk. We cannet afford to
Play a let's wait and see what will happen guessing game when # comes to threatened
and endangered species.

The Hawaiian monk seals' population is precariously low. There are only 1,300
remaining Hawaiian monk seals, according to the Marine Mammal Commissicn's
estimate, which is about cne half of their pepuiation back in the 1950's, Ninety per cent
of ali the monk seal births take place in the Northwest Hawaiian Isfands. Tem Island
located in the French Frigate Shoals, within the Northwest Hawaiian Islands provides
critical habitat for monk seals as a Nationai Wildlife Refuge. Last year researchers at
the seals' prime breeding greund in the French Frigate Shoals counted 97 pups earty in
the season. Months later, at least 63 had died or were presumed dead. With a high
mortality rate under normal conditions, what can be expected to happen when their
environment becomes hostiie? When the Navy expanded its air base in the 1950's a
Major monk seal colony at Midway Atoll disappeared. With the Hawaiian monk seals’'
declining population there is clearly cause for grave concern for their continyed
existence with the Navy's preposed operations.

We urge that the wildlife refuge located on Tern Island not be considered as a possibility
for the Navy's project as it would have the devastating effect of setting a terrible
precedent for the future of our wildlife refuge systems and become a cause of further
erasion of the public's good faith in our governmental management of public trust
resources.

fn care of the earth,

Judy Dation
Conservation Co-Chair

Kaua'i Group,
Sierra Club

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BGOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAI| 86752-0128
IN REPLY AEFER TO:

5090
secoor 4115
03 00T 18

Ms. Judy Dalon

Kauai Group

Sierra Club

PO Box 3412

Lihue, Kauai, HI 96766

Dear Ms. Dalton:

Thank yeu for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). We share your cancern about endangered
species, particularly the monk seal and green sea turtle.

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern Island and
Johnston Atoll, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as proposed
action sites in the Final EIS.

The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis produced in order to preserve
work already performed; however, the Fina§ EIS clearly states the decision that Tern
Island and Johnston Atoll are no longer reasonable alternatives.

Our national leaders must make many difficult decisions concerning how and
where to conduct activities that will provide this country a strong defense, Congress has
recognized the need to test defensive missile systems that will protect our armed forces
and allies overseas, as well as PMRF's ideal seiting and existing technology base to
perform some of this testing.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want 10 do everything we can to gain your support and trust,

Sincerely,

M
%B OWLIN

Captain, UJ.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
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p.W-0302

UNION OF
Copy to: CONCERNED
CINCPACFLT SCIENTISTS

COMNAVBASE Pear] Harbor

Response to P-W-0292
May 21, 1998
Ms. Vida Mossman
Pacific Missile Range Facility

P.O. Box 128
Kekaha, Hawati 96752-0128

Dear Ms. Mossman,

I would tike to submit the attached report as a comment an the Pacific Missile Range
Facility (PMRY¥) Enhance Capability Draft Environmental Tmpact Statement (DEIS).

The report is a technical assessment of the Launch Hazzard Area proposed for test flights
from Cudjoe Key, Florida. The informatien, methodelogy, and results in that report are
also of inlerest to the PMRF case. ] am aware (hat al lcast one other set of commenls
submitted to you on the DEJS refer to this report.

Sincerely,
- -
al o

David Wright, Ph})
Senior Staff Scientist

!

Cambridge Headquarters: Two Brattle Square « Cambridge, MA 02238-9105 ¢« 617-547-5552 + FAX: 617-864.9405
Washington Office; 1616 P Street NW Suite 310 » Washington, DC 20036-1495 « 202-332-0800 « FAX: 202-332-0905
Calfornia Oftice: 2397 Shattuck Avenue Suite 203 » Berktey, CA 94704-1567 = 510-843-1872 « FAX 510-843-3785
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A Technical Assessment
of the Launch Hazard Area in Cudjoe Key, Florida

David C. Wright?®
Union of Cancerned Scientists &
Security Studies Program, MIT

March 6, 1998
Summary

The US Balistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO) has been considering using a
site in Cudjoe Key, Florida to launch Hera test missiles as part of the program to develop
theater missile defenses,

A standard safety precaution is to define a launch hazard area (LHA) around a missile
faunch site that represents a area that might be showered with debris in the event of a
malfunction during the launch of the missile. If the LHA of a propesed fzunch site would
include areas containing schools, housing, etc., the locatien cannot ba used as a Jaunch
site.

The Army has stated that the nominal LHA for Hera missile launches is 4.5 miles (7.2
kilometers) in ali directions around the launch site ! '

The LHA determined by BMDO for the Cudjoe Keys launch site, however, extends only
about 1.5 miles (2.4 km) in the direction oppasite to the plarned flight path of the
missile.* If the LHA were larger in that directicn, it would include homes and the launch
site would not be allowed.

The purpose of this assessment is to understand if a reduction in the LHA by a factor of
three—from a nominal 4.5 miles to 1.5 miles—can be justified on techinizal grounds. It
describes a tachnical analysis of where debris could land as a result of malfunction and
termination of a launch of a Hera missile early in flight.

This analysis concludes that an LHA of 1.5 miles is not justified on technical
grounds. There appear ta be possible malfunctions of the Hera missile that could
result in debris outside the 1.5 mile LA even if the flight is terminated very early.
While the probability of such 2 malfunction is not knowz, similar events have
occurred in the recent past. These results therefore mean that the official launch
hazard area determined by BMDO for the groposed Cudjoe Key site is too small,

_—
* David Wnght is a Senior $1afT Scientist at the Union of Concemed Scientists in Cambridge, MA and a
Research Fellow in the Secuity Studies Program at MIT. He received his Ph.D. in physics from Comell
University in 1983, Gne of his main areas of expertise is the technicad analysis of missile systems.

Determining the Launch Hazard Area

The military’s description of how a launch hazzard area {LHA) is determined can be
found on the Eglin Air Force Base web site at twi eglin.af mil/46mtd/lha htm. The first
step is to determine the LHA in the absence of wind, which could shift the debris pattern,
The description states:

“Certain areas cannot be located within an LHA. Examples inclyde housing, .
schools, and office buildings. If 2 protected area lies within the caiculated Debris
Hazard Area—No Wind for a proposed site, then that site cannot be used for
missile lounches.” (emphasis original)

While wind may shift the pattern of debris and increase the size of the LHA fora
particular launch depending on weather conditions, it cannot decrease the size of the
LHA from the “LHA-No Wind" (called the “Debris Hazard Area—No Wind” above).

are done assuming there is nc wind.

Calculating the [ HA-No Wind

The Eglin web page states that the LHA-No Wind is determined by a computer model
that calculates where debris would land if the missile had to be destroyed after launch.
The computer model attempts ta take into account malfunctions of the missile that send
the missile ofFits intended course. The LHA description states:

“Every five seconds of flight, the model forces the missile off its flight path far
five seconds.”

The cornputer then calculates where debris fom a missile destroyed at that time would
land, and that information is used to caleulate the LHA-No Wind In response to
questions o this point, the BMDO has said that early in flight it might not wait for five
seconds afier a malfunction to terminate the flight but could do so 2 couple of seconds
earlier,

Checking the BMDO s Caleulation of the LHA-No Wind at udjoe Key

The details behind the BMDO’s caleulation of the LHA-No Wind at the Cudjoe Key site
are not publicly available. However, considerable information is known about the Hera
test missile, allowing the trajectory of the missile to be calculaied under normal operating
canditions and under various types of malfunctions. Assuming a missile launch is aborted
al some point on the trajectory, the pattern of debris can be calculated using standard
assumptions about atmospheric drag on the debris,
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In my calcuiations [ have assumed reasonable “worst-cage” malfunctions of the Hera
missile that should be taken into account in determining the LHA-No Wind. These
Calculations are described in detail in the Appendix.

Results of the Calculations

The calculations described in the Appendix show that reasonable assumptions about
possible malfunctions of the Hera missile would result in debris falling 1.6-2.1 mites or
farther behind the launch site. Thus, this debris would land outside of the official LHA-
No Wind that has been presented by BMDO for the Cudjoe Key site.

These resylts therefore mean that the official LHA-No Wind determined by BMDO for
the propesed Cudjoe Key site is too small,

Fhat is the probability of malfunction of the missile?

The probability of a malfunction that would cause a Hera missile to veer out of control {5
not publicly known. However, there are numercus exampies of such a malfunction. The
fiews report of a malfunction of an Aries rocket in 1991 that is sttached at the end of this
Teport gives an example of such a malfunction, in that case caused by 2 saftware racher
than hardware protlem.

It is, however, possible to say something about the overal] refiability of Minutemag
missiles. Since the Hera missile consists cf the upper two stages of a Minuteman I
missile, these reliability figures may give some indication of the reliability that can be
expected of Hera. It is important tg keep in mind, however, that there are many failure
modes that do not involve the guidance and control system of the missile, which is the
failure mode considered here. In most cases discussed below, the fiilure mode is not
publicly known.

* Between 1969 and 1989, the Minuteman [T missile underwent 101 operational test
and evaluation (QT&E) flight tests.® Of these, 15 were failures, giving a reliability of
85%.

* Between 1971 and 1989, the Minuternan [1I missile, which is an upgrade to the
Minuteman I, underwent 136 OT&E fiight tests.* Of these, 17 were failures, giving a
reliability of 87 5%.

¢ Between 1985 and 1992, there were 12 launch atiempts for Minuteman [ missiles®
that had been refurbished for use as space launch vehicles in much the same way that
Miruteman IT components have been sefurbished for use in Hera, On mwo of these
fights (20 January 1987 and 24 October 1992) the missiie malfunctioned and was
destroyed during flight by a range safety officer. A thisd launch attempr (20 January

1592} fajled when the first stage motor failed to ignite. Thus for this eight-year
period, the reliability was 9 of 12, or 75%. Even ignoring the launch that never got off
the ground gives a reliability of 9 of L1, or 82%,

—_— .
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8EC-6

Appendix: Description of Calculation Of Debris Dispersion

Calculation of the Nominal Hera Trajectory

The technical parameters for the Hera missile are we!l known from several sources, ! The
Hera is built from surplus Minuteman missile components, Fer the two-stage version of

stage has a total mass of 16,000 pounds (Ib) (7.270 metric tonnes (te)), contains 13,725 Ib
(6.236 te) of propeliant, and has 2 nominal burn time of 64 secands. The motor generates
approximately 56,100 [b (250,000 newtons) of thrust. This stage is roughly 11 feet (3.4
meters) long and has a diameter of 4.3 feet (1.3 meters).

The secand stage is an M574 | baoster, which is the Minuteman I1 third stage. This stage
has a total mass ©0f' 4,422 1b (2.010 te), contains 3,650 b (1.659 te) of propellant, and can
burn for up to 80 seconds. This moter generates a thrust of roughly 16,906 1b (75,000
newtons). This stage is roughly 7 feet (2.1 meters) long and has a diameter of 3.3 faey {1
meter).

The Hera payload séction has a mass of roughly 3460 I (.55 te), and is roughly 10 feet
(3 meters) long.

missile trajectory using standard methods.”

Using the parameter vafues given above, these calculations give a Lrajector? essentially
identical to that provided by the Air Force for the nominal Hera trajectory.® I5 these
calculations, [ have assumed the Hera travels vertically for a shon time (5 seconds)
before fateral theust is applied to begin turning the missile, {Talsc considered a case in
which the missile flieg vertically for only 3 seconds and found that the resuits are

Lsiimarion of Debris Pattern After a Missile Malfunction

This section describes how 1 calculated the debris pattern fom an aborted launch, Some
felevant details of the missile, such as the maximum turn it can undergo, are not publicly

"“The Hera Target Missile,” Ballistic Missile Defense Organizaion (BMDO) Fact Sheet 96-018, April
1996, David Hughes, “Herg ta Chaltenge THAAD this Month,” dviation Week grt Space Technology, 11
March 1996, 59; Thomas Cochran &1 al., Nuclear Weapons Databook, Volume |- US Nuclear Weopons
{Cambridge, MA- Ballinger, 1583), p. 113,

*Fora description of the program, sez L. Gronlund and D Wright, “Depresseq Trajectory SLBMSs,"
Science and Glaba!&curiny 3, 1992, 101-160.

* This daa Was peovided to Mr. Dennis Henize by Maj. Thomuas Kennedy, Theater Missile Defense Test
Manager, Eglin Air Force Base.

available. However, it is possible 1o estimate these parameters to give highly plausible
predictions of the debris pattern.

w“ + .

When the flight is aborted, pieces of the missile will follow batlistic paths ta the ground,
with the path of each piece determined by its ballistic coefficient (weight-to-drag ratio)
and its speed and direction at the time of thrust termination of the missile. The LHA-No
Wind is then determined by considering such “worst nims” in all directions away from
the intended path and fnding an envelope outside of which none of the debris falls.

BMDO officials have stated ihat, early in flight, the flight might be terminated before the
missile is allowed to trave] for five seconds after a “worst turm ™ In the calculations in this
Paper, we assume the flight is aborted only three seconds after a “worst tum.”

I'cansider a particular case in which the missiie flies on the nominal Hera trajectory for
nine secends. At that point the missile is travelling at about 417 fs (127 nvs) and is at an
altitude of about 1570 ft {600 meters). The velocity vector is about 84,5 degrees with
respect to the horizontal A malfunction is assumed to occur at that point in the missile's
guidance and control system that causes the missile ta begin to turn in the opposite
direction (still in the plane of the trajectory) for three seconds. The turning is caused by
aerodynamic Lift forces on the missile body that result when {ateral thrust of the rocket
MOtor generates a nan-zero angle of attack. Since this is oceurring at low altitudes where
the atmospheric density is large, the lift forces are strong and can cause the missile to tumn
rapidly. The majority of the missile's thrust, however, is still accelerating the missile.
After three seconds, the missile’s speed has increased to 558 fifs (170 m/s) and it has
climbed to about 3230 & () km) in altitude, and is approximately above the launch point.
We assume that the “worsy rum” results in the missile velacity being at an angle of 40-45
degrees with respect to the horizontal, which would maximize the dispersal of debris.

There is good evidence thas the missile could withstand such a turn, based on the
behavior of the Trident I1 missile an 21 March 1989, when it faited its first {aunch
attempt at sea. (See figure 1.) A malfunction of the guidance and control system caused
the missile to Ry in a circle cf raughly 300 foot {90 meter) diameter, and it did so fora
short time without breaking up. Eventually, as the missile began to spiral inward, the
tuming rate and resulting atmospheric forces became high encugh that the missile broke

-_—
* The ballisic coeflicient 8 is defined as ff = W/CpA, whers W is the weight of the obiect, Cp the drag
coeflicient, and A is the projected area perpendicular 1o the motion of the abject.
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The scenari described above gives the location {range and aftitude) and the magnitude
and direction of the missile’s velocity when the flight is aborted. To calculate the debris

and altitudes considered, debris with dimensions greater than a few centimeters should
have Reynolds numbers abave the eritical value. In this regime, the drag coefficient’ for
Spheres is approximately 0.1, and for cylinders is approximately 0.3. For specificity, I

assume that the payload section of the missile
is terminated, but remains intact. Using this v

separates from the missile when the flighe
alue of 0.3 gives a balljstic coefficiant of

600-2300 1b/fi? (30-110 kN!mz) for the payload section, depending on its orentation, An
intact second stage would have a ballistic cosfficient of 650-1700 /87 (30-80 kN/m?).
While there will certainly be debris with smatler ballistic coefficients, which would be
slowed quickty by atmospheric drag, these estimates lead One to expect that there wil| be

debris with average ballistic coefficients great

er than 500 16/ (15 kN/m?)

Knowing the ballistic coefficient allows one to calculate the atmospheric drag force on

the debris, and gne can then calculate the traje
debris would fall from the taunch site under th
resuits:

Tabie 1. Debris dispersal for a

ctory of the debris. Caleulating how far
e conditions given above leads to these

malfinction 9 seconds after launch

Ballistic coefficient of debris

Impact distance from launch site

500 /A% (24 IN/mD)

1.6 miles (2.6 km)

L9 miles (3.1 km)

2000 /87 (56 kN/m)

J 1000 I6/R7 (48 kN/mY)

2.1 miles (3.4 km)

These results show that in the scenario described above, debrig would land outside of the

LHA-No Wind if it traveled in a direction opp

asite to the intended trajectory, since in that

direction the LHA is only about 1.5 miles from the launck site,

This case was chosen rather conservatively. The Trident I] example suggests that the

Hera missile can probably withstand turns of t
higher speeds, which waould lead 1o greater dis

he type described above ar somewhat
persal ranges for the debris. For example,

if the abave calculation is repeated for a malfunction occurting one second later {at 10
seconds afer launch) one finds dispersal distances listed in Table 2, which are larger than

those in Table 1.

R

? Drag coefficients are taken from 5.F. Hoerner, Fluid-Dyramiz Drag {Albuquerque: Hoerner Eluid

Dynamics, 1865), chapter 3.

Table 2. Debris dispersal for malfunction 10 seconds after launch

Ballistic coefficient of debris | Impact distance from launch site
300 /T (24 kN/mY) 1.8 miles (2.9 km)

1000 Ib/A” (48 kN/mT) 22 miles (3.5 km)

2000 1b/R™ (96 kKN/m”) 2 S miles (3.9 km) ]

debris is thrown. The LHA-No Wind should then be a contour that contains all the
calculated debris impact locations. Since the actual mechanical limits of'the Hera missile
are not publicly known, I cannot calculate what the LHA-No Wind should be. However,
this analysis makes clear 1hat the LHA-No Wind proposed by BMDO is toa small.

While the above calculations assume the Hera missile is flying on the “nominal”
trajectory supplied by Ajr Force, Aying a trajectory thar pitches the missile over faseer
does not help much since we are considering times very early in the flight.
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Star Wars rocket goes haywire, destroyed

By Moretg Duan

Avsazcted Py

LAPE CANAYERAL,
rockel carrylng socret Siar Wars exper
iineins was desiroyed |4 infies above
Cape Canaveral Air Foree Sialion to
lay whien (he hoosier veered sharply
afl conzse seconds afer linof I,

The 2{ont Atles rockel look olf an
e bl alniost hnmedialely wenl out
sl comtiol A Looni couk! be licard in
the dinlanee and a shawee af sparks
voulit be soen as Nir Faeee officials
nntnasils 20 sey-

Fla. — A smail

Ta rant
bugnrge deliris
oy e al
H 4w milles Teom

ey il g pvees alsn may
Tl il b ) thwate lnihe Atlan-
1l s

et s b weny

e rocket maker, Virginla-bascd Or bit-
ai Sclences Corp, {n as wany month.

Alr Force officials sald Lhe rocket
was 1.5 miles high and 1 T mites down-
range frum the pad when [l was blown
up by remole conlrol. The reckel was
supposed to head castnoriheasi, bul
Instead was zlmlng f{or the scuth-
sautheast, they said.

It was {0 have been the lirsd of two
Artes launches his week from Cape
Canaveral,

The sharl, suberixial fights were
part of the Siralegie Defense hntia-
lise's Ned Tigress pragram fop e
develnpent ol desdte delectmge sen
anes.

Maj el Clangave, 3 spukes
sludil for the Pentagen's KDL sanl e
1ause of 1he accident was vnder imves
Lipatio

“You've pob b realize this iy o re
searely prageam, and you lake {hase
cliances [ a fesearch praprain.” Chai
nave sabl

tonoluly Star-Bulletin

The rockel was tuppaesed to hoost the
caperiments io an alirede of 248 miles
16 JI0 imiles Lefoge plunging back 10
ward Farth. The plin calied for he
rocket to (all e the sea 62 1o 23 miles
trom the laundhi site nine minutes afler
lirtefl,

Civilian space analysts sald Ihey he-
YHeve inlrared sensers on the ground
and on airerall were to bave tracked
Uie rocket i an elfort le fearn how Lo
reeognize cneny auissiles and distin:
puish them from deeoss andd natusal
rhenamena

The Air Ferer vl e cost of Ldas s
inch amd (he pne subeduler for Fr
day uernine was Si0 million nob
cluding 1y eaperanents Chanpae
gaud Frutay » favane b pratahly wuall e
delayril

The rorkets were hiill i
Neienees Curp s Sjaee Oatg |
Chandlier, Ari

Qrhital
[RUTTRU

vienees spekeswomnan Lao
13 Avres sabd fbay from the compa-

20 August 1991

ny's headquarters in Falrfax, Va | hat
efficials are never salitlied “with any.
Whing bul a purely successful taunch
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THE NEW YORK TIMES, FRIDAY. AUGHST 25, 198

The Trident 11, out of control, self-destructs alter being launched from a nuclear submarine in March.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 867520128

1N REPLY REFER TO-
5090

Ser 00/ 11 23
23 0CT g

Dr. David Wright

Union of Concerned Scientists
2 Brattic Square

Cambridge, MA (2238-9105

Dear Dir. Wright:

Thank you for your comment regarding the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). As noted in your attached paper, the Ground
Hazard Arca (GHA) varies in size by location. This is a result of Range Safety Officars
determining GHAs at specific locations based on 2 factors: system performance and area
available. This does not mean there is increased risk to the public for missile testing, but
does indicate that missiles will be terminated earlier in flight if the GHA is smaller.

GHAs represent limiting constraints. Any class of target or interceptor missile
may be launched from the potential launch sites as long as the required safety analysis
confirms that all debris from a missile mishap would be contained within the identified
GHA. As stated on p. es-2 of the Draft EIS, all testing would comply with U.S policy
concerning compliance with treaties and international agreements.

The launch operations discussion of Secticn 4.1.1.7.1.1|contains a detailed

discussion of the numerous factors that determine the shape and dimensions of the GHA.
Adjustments in system performance and adjustments in allowable flight termination
response time has confirmed that Hera’s debris can safely be contained within a 10,000
foot GHA.

Let me assure you that those of us whoe have the privilege of working at PMRF
want to do everything we can to gain your support and trust,

Sincerely,

. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBAGSE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0302
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P-W-0306

May 25, 1998

Ms. Vida Mossman

Pacific Missile Range Facility

P.(O Box 128

Kekaha, Kauai, Hawaii 96752-0128

Mr. Dan Sailer

Hawail Audubon Society

850 Richards Street, Suite 505
Honolulu, Hawali 96813

Dear Ms, Mossman:

The following comments are in regards to the Draft EIS prepared for the Pacific Missile Range
Facility Enhanced Capubility.

General Comments:

The Hawaii Audubon Society strongly opposes placing missile launch facilities on Tern Island,
other Northwest Hawaiizn Islands, and/or Johnston Atoll. The intensity of the proposed military
uses (dredging, construction of launch pads and supporting infrastructure) are clearly
incompatible with the intended purposes of the National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) System. To
suggest otherwise is to ignore the mission of the NWR System and the eventual goal of wildlife
restoration for all of Johnston Atoll and its associated islands.,

As recently as March of 1996, President Clinton signed an executive order defining the mission of
the NWR System as “preserv[ing] a national network of lands and waters for the conservation and
management of the fish, wildlife, and plants of the Uniled States for the benefit of present and
future generations.” Likewise Theodore Roosevelt signed Executive Order 1019 which initially
set aside Tern Istand and other Northwest Hawalian Islands as a preserve and breeding ground for
native birds.

Also, the DELS does not sufticlently detail measures to prevent alien species introductions. Should
any of the proposed activities occur on the Johnston Atoll or Tern Island, clear protocols and
management plans are needed to prevent alien introductions 1o these important seabird nesting
areas. As an example, golden crown beard has spread or Green Island reducing nesting areas and
mosquitos are capable of transmitting fowl pox 1o Laysan Albatross (cf. Herbst and Wagner 1992;
Alien Plants on the Northwest Hawaiian Islands). Ballast water containing micro-organisms also
remains & threat 10 the nearshore marine life,

Further the cumulative impacts of using Tern Island, Johnston Atoli, and Nithau on marine
mammals and seabirds still needs to be addressed

Speafic comments:

The construction of a runway on Niihau would potentially draw migratory (e.g. Pacific Golden
Plaver) and perhaps endangered endemic waterbirds {Hawailan Black Necked Stilts) should
ponding on the runway cccur. Little mention was made of this consideration and the potential for
airstrikes between birds and aircraft. At the public hearing on Oahu, it was also suggested that the
runway might also serve as a water catchment surfuce, an additional draw for wildlife and aerial
predators (e.g. Pueo). A hazing plan prepared in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Depariment of Agriculture Animal Damage Cantrol should be addressed before

any FEIS. We recommend against a runway to prevent the possibility of losses tc bird and human
life.

Kaula Rock:

We strongly recommend that Kaula Rock not be used for additional military uses and all current
military gunnery uses be phased out to allow for seabird nesting on all parts of the island. At the
very least, we recommend a new study to evaluate the impact of gunnery exercises and other
military uses of Kaula Rock as the report citing little impact on nesting seabirds is nearly twenty
vears old.

Tern Island:

We agree with the Marine Mammal Commission’s comments that the decline of the Hawaiian
Monk Seal population necessitates actions which encourage and »ot discourage adult and pup
survival. Given the already low population and low reproductivity rates of the Hawaiian Monk
Seal, minimizing further losses is a priority. We ask that if the United States is too err in its etforts
to recover the seal, we shouid at least err on the side of conservation by aveiding all potential
human disturbances to haul out, feeding, and breeding areas Simply put, we strongly recommend
that Tern Island not be used as a faunch facility.

We hope these comments have been usefu! and we look forward to providing any further
assistance should you request it. The Hawaii Aududon Society is a private non-profit organization
dedicated to the conservation and restoration of our native wildlife and their supporting
ecosyslems.

Sincgrely, e
Daniel K. Sailer, Conservation Chair
Hawaii Audubon Society

[ES]
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
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2090
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23 0CT 168

Mr. Daniel Sailer

Hawaii Audobon Society

850 Richards Street

Suite 305

Honolulu, HI 96813

Dear Mr. Sailer:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement {EIS).

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern Island and
Johnstonr Atoll, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as proposed
action sites in the Final EIS.

The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis preduced in order to preserve
work already performed; however, the Fipal ELS clearly states the decision that Tern
Island and Johnston Atol] are ro longer reasonable alternatives,

As 1o threatened and endangered species such as the monk seal and green sea
turtle, we are in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National

Marine Fisheries Service under the Endangered Species Act as indicated in Appendix K.

Section 4.3.1.3 has been changed to include following USFWS procedures for

preventing introduction of alien species, as a mitigation measure.

We believe adverse impacts would be limited to individual monk seals on Nithau.

Because we do not believe any species to be threaiened, including the monk seal, we do
not believe there will be cumulative Lmpacts to biological resources.

Niihau

Section 4,2,1,3.2.2 |of the EIS has been revised to state that, prior to construction
of an airstrip on Niihau, a hazing ptan would be developed in consultation with USFWS
to avoid potential bird impacts to aircraft using the airstrip,

Kaula Rock

Our conclusion in the Draft E1S, at page 4-157, was that, while some individual
migratory seabirds would be lost due to en-going gunnery training at Kaula Rock, the

impacis on the population were expected to be minimal and that the populations appeared
to be healthy and reproducing normally, However, the USFWS has indicated that this
may not reflect the current situation, since little is known concerning the bird population
on Kaula Rock. We have revised[Section 4.2.2.2.1.1]10 reflect this lack of current
knowledge as well as the potential mitigation of monitoring/surveying the bird population
to determine its current health. It should be noted that, although the State has designated
Kaula Rock as a State Seabird Sanctuary, it is Federal property and has been used for
military purposes for some time. We also point out that Kaula Rock is no longer used for
bombing practice. It is currently used enly for small caliber gunnery training.

Tem Island
See our response above related to the use of Temn,

Let me assure you thai those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRE
want to do everything we can to gain and maintain your support and trust.

Sincerely,

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0306
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HAWAII BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL,
AFL-ClO

1109 Bethel Street « Room 203 « Monalulu, Hawaii 96813
{8C8) 524-224% Fax (808) 524-5893

Herbert 3., Kaopua Sr. Howard Tasaka Clyde Eugenio
Pros.dunt Vica Prescant Sectetany-Treasugr Sergeant-AlAmr;

TAVSTEES Bomyamin Saguinolesnard SetresowThaddeuy Tomal

P-W-0308
May 26, 1998 WO

Vida Mossman, Public Affairs Officer
Pacific Missile Range Facility

P.0O. Box 128

Kekaha, Hawaii 96752

Dear Ms. Mossman:

The Hawaii Building and Construction Trades Council with 2 membership of
over 20,000 in the construction industry supports the Navy’s Proposed upgrade and
€xpansion of the Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF).

The capital investment of 33 million will help stimulate the economy on Kauai,
provide a technological market place and modernize the Solar Powered Aircraft

program.

We support the expansion of the Pacific Missile Range Facility.

Sincerely,

on /
Executive Director/ g

WBH:sf

Skilled Graftsmanship Makes the Difference.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. 8OX 128
KEKAHA HAWAN 96752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TO

3090
Ser 0/ '8 35
23 06T 198

Mr. William Hong

Hawali Building and Construction Trades Council
1109 Bethel Street

Room 203

Honolulu, HI 96813

Dear Mr. Hang:

We appreciate your expression of support, on behalf of the Hawaii Building
and Construction Trades Council, for the mission of PMRY and the propasal to
enhance its capability to perform theater hallistic missile defense testing. We agree
that a strong partnership with our neighbaors in both technical and civic areas is
beneficial to both Kauaj and the larger Hawaiian commumty and the Navy.
Congress has recognized the benefits of the technology base and extensive off-shore
range area existing at PMRF in identifying it as the primary area to test the Navy's
theater ballistic missile defense systems.

The Navy looks forward to continuing its positive relationships with
business, civic, and other orpanizations in Hawaii as it performs its primary
mission as a test and training range for sophisticated Navy systems to protect our
armed forces and ensure our national security,

Sincerely,

AL BOWLIN

Captain, U.8. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear]l Harbor

Response to P-W-0308
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P-w-0108

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
FO. BOX 128

FROM: VINCENT H. NISLINA 24 APRIL 198 KEKAHA, HAWAI} 96752-0128

2518 KIPUKA ST.
KOLOA, HI 96756

IN REPLY REFER TG

5090
TO:  EIS HEARING COMMITTLE Seroo/ 086 6
23 0CT 1998
SUBJ: WRITTEN TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF USN EiS

1. KAUALHAS BEEN MY HOME SINCE 1966 AND 1IAVE BEEN EMPLOYED AT TIIE PACIFIC
MISSILE RANGE SINCE THE EARLY EIGHTIES. FIRST WITIH THE HI ATR NATIONAL GUARD

AND LATER WITH TUE DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY. I SUPPORT TIIE BASE AND ITS Mr. Vincent Nishina
TFUTURE AND ALSO SUPPORT IT$ EFFORTS OF THE EIS TO INSURE COMPLIANCE OF 2518 Kipuka Strest
GOVERNMENT REGULATIONS. IPERSONALLY BELIEVE WE NEED PMRF FOR TIIE Keloa, HY 96756
FOLLOWING REASONS:

- Dear Mr. Nishina:
A. TO SUSTAIN THE CURRENT ECONCMIC CONDITION OGN THE WEST SIDE OF

THE ISLAND AND THE POTENTIAL TOR GROWEH INCLUDING THE INHABITANTS OF THE Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
ISLAND OF NLHAU.

Environmental Impact Statement.
B. 1O CONTIMUE TO PROVIDE T1IE MILITARY MEANS TO CONDUCT TRAINING . . . . d th
AND TESTING AT PMRE TIIUS ENABLING 1IGR TO MAINTAIN A STRONG LEADERSHIP We apprec:late. your EXIJ.T.QSSan of support for the m.13§10n Of PIVIRF and the
ROLE IN WORLD MATTERS. proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. We consider PMRF's employees to be our most valuable asset in performing

C. TOENABLE TIE BASE TO WORK WITH NON MILITARY PROJECTS LIKE THE

our mission to provide vital testing and training activities for the Navy. Congress
NASA ERAST PROJECT THROUGH WHICH TT [IAS IMPACTLD THE EDUCATIONAL, B zodl the steeneth gd b PMRI%' o b L eatin
SCIENTIFIC, AND AVIATION COMMUNITIES. as recognized the strengths provided hy TR ES Techiica” hase and foca :
designating it as a primary theater ballistic missile defense test range. Qur goal is
D.  TOLOCK FOR THE MILITARY FOR HELP IN HUMANITARIAN SUPPORT AS to be able to maintain a stable, competent workforce to continue to provide the high

THEY DID AFTER IWA AND INIKIL ALSO FOR THE NUMERQUS UNPUBLICIZED EFFORTS

level of support we have deone in the past and to fulfill the additional missions that
THATTHEY ARE RELIED UPON ON A DAILY BASIS.

are propesed at PMRF.
2. THUS 1 WISHTCO BE COUNTED AS A STRONG SUPPORTER OF THE EIS AND PMRT. Let me assure you that those of us who have the privi_lcge of working at

PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.
THANK YOU,

/muo/ / %,../M__ Sincerely,

VINCENT TL NISIINA

. A'BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response te P-W-0108
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P-W-0109

7030 Holopono PL,
Kapaa, Hi 96746

April 25, 1998

My name is Joe Stoddard, Wailua Homesteads, and | rise in support of
PMRF's enhancement program; possibly for reasons different from some of
you here today.

How many of you here this morning are Veterans of WWIl -- as | am? Do
you remember the compiacency and isolationism that existed teading up tc
December 7th, 1941 — | do -- and how unprepared the United States was to
defend itself against an aggressor? Now, in 1998, there are countries (large
and small) throughout the world that currently have {or soon will have) the
capability to launch totally devastating missiles. We must continue research
and development in those fields vitai to the defense of the United States and
all its people.

Even as we are gathered in this auditorium, some form of military aggression
is taking place elsewhere around the gtobe. Not all nations are committed to
peace and non-aggression as is the United States!

PMRF's planned enhancement is not to create giant missile launching
facilities such as Cape Canaveral or Vandenberg in California. Rather, its
goal is to continue research and development into those systems needed to
protect and preserve our way of life - yours and mine. After all, the human
race is also part of the flora and fauna of this Planet Earth. | am persenally
cenvinced that PMRF will continue to minimize, as they have in the past, any
adverse effects to the environment.

It has been said "that those who fail to learn from history are doomed to
repeatit!” | urge you to join with me in supporting PMRF's proposal. Mahalo
and Aloha.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOGX 123
KEKAHA HAWAH 96752-0123
iN REPLY REFER T

5090
Seroo 0867
23 0CT 1o

Mr. Joe Stoddard
7030 Holopono Place
Wapaa, HI 96746

Dear Mr. Stoddard:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement,

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perferm theater ballistic missile defense
testing, As a veteran who has put his life on the line for the protection and defense
of our country, we recognize your valuable perspective concerning the necessity of
keeping our armed forces strong and technically superior to potential adversaries,
particularly in the area of missile defenses.

Congress recognized the threat that currently exists in the world from
theater missiles capable of carrying warheads of mass destruction in directing the
development of Theater Missile Defense systems. You are correct that these
systems are not on the order of the large missiles launchod from Cape Canaveral
and Vandenberg AFB.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

LA BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Comrzanding Officer

Copy ta:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0108
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P-W-0110

Comment Sheet

for the
FPacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (. Ei5)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have

regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 ta ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.

C/Z %,,Z// &o}/zﬁ% FHEF Fpponel

Please place form in the comment box or mail to: %—1
*  PMRF Public Affairs Office e T T
P. O.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128 S —

April 1998 {5 Privted o recyeied paper

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PG BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128

IM REPLY REFER TCn

5000
Serony 0B6 g
23 0CT 1988

Dear Concerned Citizen:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the proposed enhancements at
PMRF.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Capy to:

CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W.0110
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P-W-0111

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Faciliry (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 1o ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.

_lefetl
Addlezs: ‘poly 6B

T aasf.

Aprit 1998 %] Printed on recycled poper

Please place form in the comment box or mail to: A/ﬁ}?ﬂg’
¢« PMRF Public Affairs Office

P. O.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128

PMRF EXPANSION PLANS

First off let me say that I understand that PMRF as things are is an
important source of jobs for people on this side of the island . [
know that jobs are scarce and that these are the kind of slow
economic times that make people fearful and more likely to allow the
Navy to have their way with us. But we have to think long term as
well as short term here and not allow our fear to make all our
decisions for us. If we believe in a Creator that loves us and has our
best interests at heart- then we are not forced to make a deal with the
devil. Hawaii has been a cheap date for the military for far too long.

Kaho’clawe is a good example. They come here, trash an istand, and
then when it comes time to clean it up they say sorry- we don’t have
the money for that- but here’s our new idea- we’ll shoot rockets and
play wargames and scare some wildlife and do what WE think is an
acceptable amount of damage- which means DEATH to some
endangered monk seals and sea turtles- and whales, in their last
exercise with low frequency sonar artacks-
and you just have to take it because you need the jobs.

Except there are hardly any jobs. Maybe a few on Niihau- but
otherwise we’ll fly in a bunch of highly paid weapon scientist types
and pay them millions in per diem money to stay at the nicest hotels
and eat at the binest restaurants, on your dime, Mr and Mrs Taxpayer,
and for those of you who own those restaurants and hotels it will be
a great deall And the maids and waiters and gardeners will stay busy.
That’s how you'll benefit for giving up your responsibility to the sea
creatures and the ocean.

And how will this increase QUR security? Well, actually we are much
maore likely to become Ground Zero because of the increasing
military presence here, tesdng cutting edge weapons for the muld-
nationals who produce them..
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1f the Navy was really concerned with security in this country it
would be focussing on the free flow of biological weapons such as
anthrax, and nuclear weapons grade plutonium that can be smuggled
around the world in the tiniest, but absolutely deadly quantities, 25 a
result of this race to build better, more deadly weapons.

Instead it chooses to fuel this arms race, even though the cold war is
over-- and we won. But this is what our military chooses to do with
our peace dividend! Build bigger and better weapons in co-operation
with these multi-nationa! corperations- which then go out and re-sell
them to the world—making HUGE profits--- and then the whole
race starts over again!

Then they have to go out and test NEW weapons because the
United States is no longer at the cutting edge of the death-dealing
industry. In essence we the taxpayers pay to do their testing so that
they can then go out and make windfall profits selling death and
destruction around the globe. We are a peaceful people but they
don’t respect the spirit of the islands.

They only continue the bad old days of Ku, the war God, and his
ways of human sacrifice.

We have to overthrow this god of war or our world will not survive!

We in Hawail need our oceans pristine and our wildlife refuges to be
in a natural, peaceful state. We need it because the fastest growing
segment of toursm is eco-tourism- and that atteacts people to Hawaii
for the natural state of the environment- NOT because there are
rockets going off offshore. One absolutely works against the other.

Eco-tourism is one of our best chances to move with the times and
take advantage of the changing tourism market. Fewer and fewer
people want to come to Waikiki. More and more they come to the
islands- especially Kauai - for its natural beauty. We need to preserve
that beauty- and that natucel We need it for our children and our
children’s children- to give them 2 world worth having.

The US now is the center of international arms trade. Without this

industry actively marketing its weapons of death, all the wars around

the world would be coming to a halt.

Countries around the world don’t need to be spending their tax

money on weapons of death- they need their tax dollars to promote

a better way of life for their people- just as we in the US need that

peace dividend to improve our schools and raise educated people

who can compete in a world market. The real threat to the United yfu Fi‘;(
States is shown in the sad state of much of our population- smp;d-'mé v
and stoned. We will not be able to compete against much better

educated citizens of other countries who are also not maintaining on

addictive substances.

How long can the United States call itself a nation of good, moral
people, leaders of the free world. .. and yet continue to contribute to
this industry that causes death and destruction and misery around the
world?

It's time to put our tax dollars to better use- and put the arms
merchants out of business. Of course this can never happen while we
have our current campaign financing system , with so many of our
elected officials in the pockets of the arms dealers. ..

Until the mess at Kaho’olawe is completely cleaned up the military
has no business coming in here and asking for a new playground
where they can do more damage to the living creatures of the sea.
This process needs to come to a grinding, screeching halt. Right here
and right now. The people of Hawail are in a position to say no to
this exploitation. Expanding PMRF only continues what needs to
stop for the good of the planet.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PAGIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
IN REPLY AEFER TOr:

5090
Sero0/ 0610
23 0cT o

Ms. Liz Randol
PO Box 685
Kilauea, HI 96754

Dear Ms. Randol:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS),

While the Navy does not claim that the preposed enhancements will have a
substantial impact on employment or the local economy, we recognize that business and
civic leaders consider the proposal to enhance PMRF's capabilities a positive
development for the economic stability of Kauai and the larger Hawaiian community. We
look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kavai.

We appreciate your opinions on the Draft EIS, as public input is critical to the EIS
process.

Our national leaders must make many difficult decisions concerning how and
where to conduct activities that will provide this country a strong defense. Congress has
recognized the need to test defensive missile systems that will protect our armed forces
and allies overseas, as well as PMRF's ideal setting and existing technology base to
perform some of this testing,

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want to do all we can to gain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

,&WM

. A, BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear]l Haibor

Response to P-W-0111

P-W-0112

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 fo ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.

Please place form in the comment box or mail to; %
¢ PMRF Public Affairs Office iy
P. O0.Box 128

Kekaha, Hawaii 96752.0128 % <c

April 1998 a Printed on recycled paper
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
HEKAHA, HAWAI 86752-0128

IN REPLY REFER T0r
5090
Ser 00/
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Dear Concerned Citizen:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental [mpact Statement (EIS).

Our national leaders must make many difficult decisions concerning how and
where to conduct activities that will provide this country a strong defense. Congress has
recognized the need to test defensive missile systems that will protect our armed forces
and allies overseas, as well as PMRF’ ideal setting and existing technology base to
perform some of this testing.

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern [sland and
Johnston Atoll, has led the Navy 1o eliminate these sites from censideration as proposed
action sites in the Final EIS.

The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis produced in order to preserve
work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that Tern
Island and Johnston Atoll are no longer reasonabie alternatives,

As to threatened and endangered species such as the monk seal and green sea
turtle, we are in consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine

Fisheries Service under the Endangered Species Act as documented in|[Appendix K.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want to do all we can to gain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

(G

[ A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0112

P-W-0113

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Tharnk you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the

Final EIS.
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to:
+ PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. O.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128

April 1998
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P 0. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
IN REPLY REFEA TQ:

5080
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Mr. E. M. Coan
PO Box 268
Lawai, HI 96265

Dear Mr. Coan:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental ITmpact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we ean to maintain vour trust and support.

Sincerely,

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear] Harbor

Response to P-W-0113

P-w-0114

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to:
+« PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. 0.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128
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PAGIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
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Ms. Rhonda Golden
PO Box 531
Kekaha, HI 96752

Dear Ms. Golden:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRT and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superier to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

PMRF is proud of its record as a good neighbor to the people of Kauai and we
will continue to do all we can to maintain your support and trust.

Sincerely,

M‘;

. A, BOWLIN
Captain, U1.8. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0114

P-W-0115

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have

regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
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PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAI 96752-0128
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50390
Seroo/ 0871
23 0CT 198

Dear Concerned Citizen:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the proposed enhancements at
PMRF.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and suppost.

Sincerely,

. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Capy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0115
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P-W-0117

April 24, 1998

Ms. Vida Mossiman

Public Affairs Officer

Pacific Missle Range Facility
P.O. Box 128

Kekaha, HI 96752

Dear Ms. Mossman:

As a seventh generation Kauatan, Twould like to offer my suppart of the
Pacific Missile Range Facility’s (PMRF) proposed enhancements to improve
and upgrade instrumentation, conmmunicatiohs equipment, radar and sensors
capabilities. PMRF has continued to provide much needad employment to
Kauai’s residents and has been a valuable contributor to our community for 35
years.

Due to lIts national importance, [ believe that the Pacific Missile Range
Facility capabilities must be able to perform at the highest level possible, and
that all cansideration to that effect be pursued.

I do agree that {PMRF) holds the key to futurz technology initiatives on
Kauai, and support the United States Navy TMD proposal.

Mahalo,

.

Gp Ao

Stephanie Kaluahine Retd

P

oz
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Dear Ms. Reid:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. As you stated, this proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed
forces strong and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the
area of missile defenses.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote continued economic stability on Kauai.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

A BOWLIN
Captain, U.8. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVDBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0117

P-w-0118

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have

regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.

1 Blpoint g Hhaater Dalhac Misily Deloe
(o) %Ukﬁ% Taeokie Mealo Tana. Fil [{—z/\
e T b Yt o l?m}w ezt %c« %w&%

Ui 4, i g bl duckin gy g Audne.”

Subnindce bhﬂmhmo § mbv‘vgu e !M!{WWLK

o dh %M@ ol 6o Tum. T g ol guill

wwtm@(bww gad N Y uﬁlﬂtw@wmo

o allyadms Cmm\ oal), Wity Mot Lysk, })Mw o

gy Hum[mm Wiaoss of OMlos VALARE Wistiglts dud

aln ¥ il mﬂmwm .Hmm WL@W Mﬁmaﬂf o .

il ytoncmey wm{mmww

Please place form in the comment box or mail to: NAF"LE: j{)amﬂlﬂ TQGU,WWI
« PMRF Public Affairs Office

P. 0.Box 128 Mplees: 0B 81 4
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128 Mw Hl éa;'}«’»{']

TUgp wilk W 2 gmhvo DoLid fernmic
Wit b THIF tlii b Wi

288 G Printed on recycled paper




8G7-6

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PAGIFIC MISSILE RANGE FAGILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
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Ms. Jeanne Taguma
PO Box 81
Kalaheo, HI 96741

DPear Ms. Taguma:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement,

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perfarm theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping vur armed forces strong
and technically supericr to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses. Congress has recognized the unique eapabilities of PMRT to test vital
theater ballistic missile defense systems.

The EIS analysis and process has had as its primary objective to identify
potential impucts of on-going activities and proposed enhancements at PMRF and,
to the extent possible, to aveid adverse impacts to sensitive species, such as the
monk seal, sea turtles, 2and migratory birds.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we ean te maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

pud:

J'A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.5. Navy
Commanding Officer

Caopy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0118

P-W-0119

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to:
* PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. O.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
£.0 BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAR 96752-0120
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Dear Ms. Keamoai:

Thauk you for taking the time to participate in the public hearing process for
the Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Environmental Impact
Statement. Our country was built cn the idea that we all should be able to express
our views and be heard.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

A BOWLIN
Captain, U.5. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0118

P-wW-0120

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to:
» PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. O.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128
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Dear Ms. Keamoai:

Thank you for taking the time to participate in the public hearing process for
the Pacific Missile Range Facilitv Enhanced Capability Environmental Impact
Statement. Qur country was built on the idea that we all should be able to express
our views and be heard.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

" A. BOWLIN
Captain, .5, Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0120
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, KAWAI §6752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TO:

3090
Ser00/ 0912
23 0cT 88

Mr. David Alexander
PO Box 1041
Waimea, HI 96796-1041

Dear Mr. Alexander:

Thank you for your cormments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS),

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern Island and
Johnston Atell, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as proposed
action sites in the Finat EIS.

The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis produced in order 1o preserve
work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that Tern
Island and Johnston Atoll are no longer reasonable alternatives.

Qur national leaders must make many difficult decisions conceming how and
where to conduct activities that will provide this country a strong defense. Congress has
recognized the need to test defensive missile systems that will protect our armed forces
and allies overseas, and that PMRF is the ideal location to perform this testing.

We appreciate your opinicns on the Draft EIS, as public input is critical to the EIS
process.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want 10 do all we can to gain your trust and support.

Stncerely,

.BOWLIN
aptain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
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Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVRBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0121

P-w-0122

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capabiliry
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to:
*« PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. O0.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128
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Dear Ms. Keamoai:

Thank you for taking the time to participate in the public hearing process for
the Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Environmental Impact
Statement. Qur country was built on the idea that we all should be able to express
our views and be heard. We encourage you to continue to learn about issues that
are important to your community and to the American people.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMREF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

. Aé)WLIN
Captain, U1.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear! Harbor

Response to P-W-0122

P-W-0123

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting, You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final E1S.
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to: ? . %07{ i
* PMRF Public Affairs Office
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Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
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IN REPLY REFER TO-
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Mr. and Mrs. Charles Kingsbury
PO Box 1168
Kalaheo, HI 96741

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Kingsbury:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses. Congress has recognized the unique capabilities of PMRF to test vital
theater ballistic missile defense systems.

Let me assure you that those of us whoe have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

J. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0123

P-wW-0124 |

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 1o ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
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Dear Concerned Citizen:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the nussion of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the neeessity of keeping cur armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote continued economic stability on Kauai.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

%ijtM
J. A. BOWLIN

Captain, .8, Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0124

P-W-0125

Comment Sheet

tor the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have

regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1598 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to:
¢ PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. O.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE HANGE FACILITY
P Q. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAN 96752-0128

IN REPLY REFER TO:
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Ser 00/ §87 9
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Ms. Chery! Tennberg
PO Box 533
Koloa, HI 96756

Dear Ms. Tennberg:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capabdity Draft
Environmental Impact Staiement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This propoesal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promate continued economic stability on Kauai.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.,

Sincerely,

A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pear] Harbor

Response to P-W-0125

P-w-0127

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for atending this meeting. You may use this sheet 10 write down comments that you have

regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
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Dear Concerned Citizen:

Thank you for your comments cn the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreeiate your expressien of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forees strong
and techniecally superior to potentizl adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

. A/ BOWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Sincerely,

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W.0127

P-W-012¢9

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have

regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.0. BOX 124
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128

IN REPLY REFER TQ:
5090
Ser00/ 08 81
23 0CT 198

Ms. Susan Bucasas
PO Box 631
Waimea, HI 96796

Dear Mrs. Bucasas:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

PMRF is proud of its record as a good neighbor to the people of Kauai and
will continue to be sensitive to cultural and other issues important to the pecple of
Hawaii.

T.et me assure vou that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

”ﬂ’&w&
T A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0129

P-w-0121

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have

regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.

T m sk ForoR g The  [ReFoSeD

Rpnbe &EXPA Sl

o W

Ptone.

Please place form in the comment box or mail to: ﬂéu_,\psg /;%O 7{
[

» PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. O.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAI 96752-0128
IN AEPLY REFER 1O:

5090
Serooy 0882

23 00T o

M. Tom Hall
PO Box 1459
Kekaha, HI 96752

Dear Mr. Hall:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draift
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRY and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater hallistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMREF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

J. A BOWLIN
Captain, UJ.S. Navy
Commanding CHficer

Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0131

P-w-0132

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submil your commenls by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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Please place form in the comment box er mail to:
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P-W-0133

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE AANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAK 96752-0128

m;;;lgﬁsrsnT& Comment Sheet
Ser00/ 0g 1 4
23 0CT 1298 for the
Ms. 8. L. Agnew Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Ea Bm;lel,lgé?% Enhanced Capability
ihue, ;
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Dear Ms. Agnew:
. ' o . ) ] Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet 10 write down commaents that you have
Thank you for taking the time to participate in the public hearing process for the regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Environmental Impact Statement. Final EIS.
Particular efforts were made to solicit the opinions and input of the people of @y Y Z .
Niihau concerning aspects of the Navy's proposal that would involve activities on the i &/477( -*:% %M s
L7 .

island.

The residents have been generally supportive of these activities. There has alse
been a cooperative effort to complete a cultural study of Niihau, and every effort will be
made in the future to continuc to avoid activities and contacts that would be adverse 1o
the desires of the Niihau residents to preserve their culture, while having a means of
livelihood.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRE
want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,
| Goiinal,
.BOWLIN ?T/i &/ £ e al?

Capiain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT :
] Please place form in the comment box or mat! to: - .
COMNAVBASE Pear] Harbor « PMRF Public Affairs Office Pone {;Wr) fat Leveshire
Resnonse 1o P-W-0132 P. O.Box 128 P _ o ot WY
esponse (o Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128 M"" PR Attt

Veibabe 4ui52
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PAGIFI MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOK 128
KEKAHA, HAWAN §6752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TO:

5060
Seroos 08 83
23 0CT 108

My, Pat Kaneshiro
PO Box 474
Kekaha, HI 9G752

Dear Mr. Kaneshiro:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRT and the
proposzl to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping cur armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses. Congress has recognized the unique capabilities of PMRF to test vital
theater ballistic missile defense systems.

PMRF is proud of its safety record over a period of many years, and safety
will always be of primary concern in conducting testing and training on the range.
In addition, we believe PMRF has been a good steward of the environment and
through this EIS process will work fc ensure that its future activities will be
conducted in an environmentally responsible manner.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0133

PAW-0134

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have

regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.

Mgt Frcfo fo5 OF ombs
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(reale  [zpee A7~ )2 S PR uc frod,
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Please place form in the comment box or mail 1o:
» PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. O.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO.BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAHR 96752-0128
IN REPLY REFER O

0P &l 5

Dear Concemed Citizen:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS}.

We appreciate your opinions on the Draft EIS, as public input is critical to the EIS
process. Our national leaders must make many difficult decisions concerning how and
where to conduct activities that will provide this country a strong defense. Congress has
recognized the need to test defensive missile systems that will protect our armed forces
and allies overseas, as well as PMRF's ideal setting and existing technology base to
perform some of this testing.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want 0 do all we can to gain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

B
. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.8. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Peart Harbor

Response to P-W-0134

P-W-0135 ~

Comment Sheet

for the
Facific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capabiliry
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that yoi have

regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE AANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAH 896752-0128
IN REPLY REFER T

5090
Ser 00/ 08 B4
'23 OCT B98

Mr. Mark Hubbard
2420 Kanio Street
Lihue, HI 96766

Dear Mr. Hubbard:

Thank you for taking the time to participate in the public hearing process for

the Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Environmental Impact
Statement. With the assistance of resource managers and the interested public, we
have attempted to address all issues of concern relating to the potential
environmental impacts of the proposals to enhance PMRF's capabilities to perform
theater ballistic missile defense testing.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0135

P-W-0136

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have

regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIL 96752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TO:

5050
Ber00/ 08 85

22 00T gy

Mr. Robert Inouye
2639 Alakea
Lihue, HI 96768

Dear Mr. Incuye:

Thank you for your comment. Your support of the U.S. Navy and its efforts
to enhance the capabilities of PMRF is appreciated. Because the number of direct
jobs created is expected to be small, the indirect and induced jobs likely to be
generated by the “multiplier effect” are also expected to be small, although real.

While these numbers of new jobs are expected to be small, the proposed
activities would ensure the viability and stability of jobs generated by PMRF. The
civic and business organizations on Kauai recognize this to be a positive impact.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support,

Sincerely,

e

. A, BOWLIN
Captain, U.5. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0136

PW.0137

24 April 1998

Hello!

My name is Bill Hartsell. | am a tengtime resident of Kekaha. Thank you
for affording me this opportunity to publicly express my support for PM.R F.
and also the efforts of Gay and Rebinson in trying te keep their operations qnd
our community alive, Whife these two organizations seem guite different in
their overt purposes. they share a mutual interest in prosperity. With such
success in mind they both have recognized, perhaps far more than our local
government, the need for cooperation and supporting the well being of the
community as necessary efements of survival,

| feel the underlying tone of the £IS encounter for the Stars program was
to cherish the elders’ past while protecting our children’ future. Mayor
Yukimura , exceeding her aflotted time. argued passionately for these
convictions, and yet in parting screeched out, "“TAKE YOUR DAMN MISSILES
AND LEAVE OUR ISLAND!" [ think that she, at that time, could not comprehend
the stewardship that PMRF and the sugar plantations woufld wiflingly submit
themselves to in the event of a naturg| disaster.

Joanne and many opponents are, well meaning and concerned gbout
negative impacts of future base activities. [ believe they are often misinformed.
have too fittle information so form false impressions, or are Swayed by
regctionary public rhetoric. | hoepe these people will take the time to learn
Without trespassing, what the reality of life IS on Nithgu. that they try 1o
understand just froy important these two entities are to the west side of our
island and that they acknowledge the reality that PMRF and Gay and Robinson
have and continue to be faithfuyl stewards for our community, especially where
the dignity of the elders and the needs of our children are concerned. Maybe
then they will apprecigte Why the west side community chooses to stand behind
PMRF and the Robinson’s, as they have so supported so many of us.

Respectfully,

Bl 7 1
Bill P. Hartsell
PO Box 513

Lawai, HI 96765
#337-9405
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FaCILiTY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
1N REPLY REFER TO:

5080
Serons 0B 86
23 00T 93

Mr. Bill P, Hartsell
PO Box 513
Lawai, HI 98765

Dear Mr. Hartsell:

We appreciate your thoughtful comments submitted as part of our public
hearing process for the Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement, We have attempted to include meaningful
opportunities for all segments of the public on Kauai and other interested parties to
camment on the EIS and the Navy proposal to enhance the capabilities for theater
ballistic missile defense testing.

PMRF has had a positive relationship with the Robinson family, which has
proven to be mutually beneficial. With respect to Navy use of areas on Nithau, the
Robinsons have required, and the Navy has honored, a very strict protocol designed
to protect the people of Nithau and their culture from undesirable putside influences
and contacts. During the EIS process, special efforts were made to solicit the
opinions and input of the people of Niikau concerning aspects of the Navy's proposal
that would involve activities on the island. The residents have been generally
supportive of these activities.

We agree that misinformation, or a lack of understanding of PMRF's mission
and activities and of the relatively low potential for significant environmental
impacts resulting from them, has led a number of groups and individuals to oppose
any new programs. We understand that seme will oppese any continuation or
expansion of military activities in Hawaii as a matter of principle. However, we
believe that the ongoing and proposed programs at PMREF may be conducted
consistent with good environmental stewardship,

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can tc maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy

Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to 2-W-0137
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P-W-0139

24 APRIL 1998

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COMMENTS, TBMD & TMD PROGRAMS

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was drafled in accordance with Federal Law. The EIS
thoroughly examines the impact of new facilities proposed al the Pacific Missile Range Facility, located on
the western shores of Kauai, and Niihau Isiand.

The proposed locations were carefully selected with not only strategic criteria, but also environmenial
criteria as well. Habitation areas of endangered wildlife, plants, and fauna were successfully avoided. On
Wuhau [sland, the proposed sites are away from the residential area, 2nd also do not contain any
endangered wildtife or vegetation. The areas are composed of lava rock, kiawe trees, and other common
plants.

The launching of missiles will not have any adverse affect on the land, or plant life, The goats and pigs do,
however. The goats cat plant life, and pigs burrow in the soil.

The EIS discusses in great detail, factual interaction between the government and Nithau Ranch, owned and
operated by the Robinsons.

My wife and 1 were both raised on Kauai; without this program, we would eventually bave to move. We
would be unable to be with cur families and be a part of this special community. Without any adverse
environmental impacts and many ecenomica! and national defense benefits, the United States, the State of
Hawai, and the County of Kaua: have much te gain and NOTHING T0 LOSE.

el
STEVEN HIRONAKA
KALAHEQ, KAUAL HI

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P 0. BOX 128
KEKAHA, RAWAIl 96752-0128
IN AEPLY REFER TO:
5090
serony 0916
23 0CT B

Mr. Steven Hironaka
Kalaheo, HI 96741

Dear Mr. Hironaka:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability 1o perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. This
proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong and technically
superior 10 potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile defenses.

PMREF is proud of its record as a good neighbor to the people of Kauai and will
continue to be sensitive to cultural and other issues important to the people of Hawaii. As
you noled, the EIS discusses the potential environmental impact of conducting some
activities at Nithau in support of the Navy's proposed missile testing program.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

. A.BOWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0139
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PW-0140

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.

7 %

I U st Do L Lol
7 7

Please place form in the comment box or mail to: /WIM g /64 ?/‘/5/—
+ PMRF Public Affairs Office ,
P. 0.Box 128 ALy fes POLPC F3 3
LIAIATER L

Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128
T
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE AANGE FAGILITY
P O. 80X 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIL S6752.0128

IN REPLY REFER TO:

5050
Ser0oy 0887
23 0CT 9%

Ms. Kathy Rivel
PO Box 933
Waimea, HT 967986

Dear Ms, Rivel:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposul recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0140
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P-W-0143

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.

10w Ly fhuoe pr Lxbrwsion  of

CDMBRY  we ueb T Sobs. fuse Wi

Vel it )y B S;\EMUG Nt LT Y,

Please place form in the comment box or mail to: /)\
. [
« PMRE Public Affairs Office Fant
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
WEKAHA, HAWAIl 86752-0128
in REPLY REFEA TOr

5090
Serooy 0888
23 00T mog

Dear Concerned Citizen:

Thank vou for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater hallistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We believe by continuing the viahility of PMRF through enhancing its
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will reman
strong and promote continued economic stability on Kauai.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want tec do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

M*—»
. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0143



676

P-w-0144

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (E1S)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have

regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.

P
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to: Wa‘ ﬁ""ﬂa“z" g

= PMRF Public Affairs Office Mezs: 2
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PAGIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWRIl 96752-0128

N REPLY REFER TO:

3090
Seroos 08 89

3 0CT mag

Ms, Barbara Coan
PO Box 268
Lawai, HI 96765

Dear Mrs. Coan:

Thank you for your cemments and participation in the public hearing process
on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

Let me assure vou that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want te do all we can to maintain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Cemmanding Officer
Copy to:

CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0144
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P-W-0146

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
tegarding the FIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to:
» PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. O.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O.BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TO:

5090

Ser00/ 09 1 9
23 0CT v

Dear Concerned Citizen:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Eahanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

Display materials and handouts describing the EIS process, timeline, and legal
requirements for the EIS were available at the public hearing sessions.
Purpose and Need, describes the laws requiring an EIS. Typically an EIS takes one o
three years (o compete.

We appreciate your interest in our process,

Sincerely,

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0146
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P-W-G147

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thark you for attending this meeting, You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Firal EIS.
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to:
» PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. O.Box 128 .
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 123
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
IH REPLY REFER TO:
5090
Ser 00/ 08 90
23 0CT &3

Ms. Christine Nonaka
PO Box 451
Hanapepe, HI 96716

Dear Ms. Nonaka:

Thank you for your comments and participation in the public hearing process
on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. We consider PMRF's employees ta be our most valuable asset in
performing our missicn to provide vital testing and training activities for the Navy.
Congress has recognized the strengths provided by PMRF’s technical base and
location in designating it as a primary theatier ballistic missile defense test range.
Our goal is to be able to maintain a stable, competent workforce to continue to
provide the high level of support we have done in the past and to fuifill the
additional missions that are proposed at PMRF.

Sincerely,

[ A. BOWLIN
aptain, U.5. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0147
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P-W.0149

Comment Sheet

for the
Facific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to:
* PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. O.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIG MISSILE AANGE FACILITY
PO, 80X 128
KEKAHA, HAWAR 967520129
IN RERLY REFER TO:

5090
Ser 00/ 08 92
23 0CT B33

Mr. Henry Ayau
2085 Ala Wai Boulevard
Honolulu, HI 96815

Dear Mr. Ayau:

Thank you for taking the time to participate in the public hearing process for
the Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Environmentai Impact
Statement.

We recognize the concerns relating to Nithau and its residents. To ensure the
participation of Nithau residents in the process, we have conducted two
informational meetings on Nithau., We belicve that these meotings, coupled with
the testimony of several Niihau residents at the Waimea public hearing on April 23,
1998, indicate a full and complete understanding of the proposed action and its
potential impacts.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do everything we can to gain your support and trust,

Sincerely,

A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear! Harbor

Response to P-W-0149



£8Z 6

P-W-0150

PMRF Enhanced Capability
Public Hearing April 25, 1998

My name is David Helela. Ilive in Wailca. ['m here to declare my support for the
PMRF Enhanced Capability that would allow it to conduct tests, evaluation, and training
for developing a defense against potential enemy theater ballistic missiles.

I support this program not for the possible economic benefits that it may bring; not for
the jobs, or for the extra cash that might flow into our Island economy. As faras 'm
concemned, those benefits are irrelevant arguments for allowing this project to proceed.

My argument in support of this project is that there is a clear and present danger in the
world today of our deployed forces being attacked by enemy theater ballistic missiles,
such as they were by the Tragi SCUD missiles during the Gulf War. As we all remember,
our troops and the people from the countries in the region who came under attack could
do little more than duck out of the way as the rockets plummeted to the ground.

A SCUD missile hit a barracks in Saudi Arabia, and 28 Americans came home in body
bags. Elsewhere, numerous civilian casualties and material damage occurred as well
from SCUD missile attacks,

If you consider our country’s inability at the time to protect its troops and, incidentally,
the people in the area that we deployed those troops to defend in the first place, you’ll
agree that it is absolutely incredible that the most powerful nation in the history of the
world - which has the most advanced technological capability ever — would fai! to have
a defense system capable of knocking out of the air something that was only about ong
step removed from Hitler's V-2 rockets that were used to terrorize Britain in World War
IL.

There are more than enough potential trouble spots in the world today that may require
the deployment of U.S. Forces. In addition to Iraq and the threat it poses in the Middle
East, North Korea is a particularly big threat to its region because of her large military
force capabilities, including theater ballistic missiles.

When America decides that it is in its national interest to deploy troops to a trouble spot
in the future, [ want to see a force package that includes an effective system for
protecting our ships, airfields, logistical installations, and troop concentrations in the
theater of operations from enemy ballistic missiles.

I believe the systems that are needed o fill that package can be developed right here at
PMREF.

Now for the hard part. Tread the two-volume draft E1S and I believe 1 understand the

major parts of the document. I'm impressed by the measure of work that went into its
preparation in terms of scope and detail. Congratulations.

Page 1, PMRF 4-25-98 wps

Your good wark notwithstanding, there should be no question that people are concerned
about the possibility of this preject harming our environment, and its eco-systems, and
that it could adversely affect the native people on the island of Ni"ihau, You need only to
read the “Consultation Comments and Responses (Scoping)” section in the document to
seg that.

And T regret to say that you have not done enough to assure the people that the
environment and native culture are important. You have yet to gain their trust.

Some native Hawaiians I've talked to worry that this project will just be another
Kaho'olawe episode. They say “It’s the same Navy that bombed Kahe’clawe for 50
years, inflicting frreparable damage to the environment and to the material culture of the
native Hawaiian people”. And they ask, *What’s to stop the Navy from doing the same
thing to Ni'ihau?”.

So, the challenge for Captain Bowlin and the PMRF crew is this: You must achieve the
objectives for testing and evaluating the systems in this project without harming our
environment or our people. I'm betting that the Navy can do it.

If it fails, however, you can expect a great public cutery to shutdown this project, and I'll
likely be back with the protestors.

DAVID H. HELELA
180 HAWAIIANA STREET
KAPA’A, HI 96746

(808) 823-0973

Page 2, PMRF 4-25-98 wps



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAI 36752-0123
iK REPLY REFER TO:

5090

Ser 00/ 08 63
23 0CT 1998

Mr. David Helela
180 Hawaiiana Street
Kapaa, HI 96746

Dear Mr. Helela:

Thank you for your comments and participation in the public hearing process
on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft Envircnmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRI" and the
proposal te enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do everything we can to maintain your support and trust.

Sincerely,

%’WM;
.A. BOWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0150

P-W-0151

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Faciliry (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have

regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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P-W.0152

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TOx

Comment Sheet

5090
Seroo/ 08 94
23 0CT 998 for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Mr. Jack Resor Lnhanced Capability
239 Aina Lani Place Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Kapaa, HI 96740
Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
Dear Mr. Resor: regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
inal EIS.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PACIFIC MISSILE AANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl §6752-D128
iN REPLY REFER TO:
5090
seroor 0920
23 0CT 198

Ms. Susan Mitnik
PO Box 1589
Hanalei, HI 96714

Dear Ms. Mitnik:

Thank you for taking the time to participate in the public hearing process for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS).

The Congress of the United States has determined that we need to have effective
defenses for our armed forces and allies against missile attacks, like the ones that killed
many servicemen and women in Saudi Arabia during the Guif War. Congress has also
recognized that PMRF provides an ideal setting to test these systems because of its
established technical infrastructure and the wide ocean expanse to conduct the actual
intercept tests.

The leaders of our country must make many difticult decisions concerning how
and where 1o conduct activities that will provide us with a strong defense. PMRF already
conducts many testing functions vital to our national defense, The EIS is analyzing the
environmental impacts of enhancing its capabilities to perform testing of missile systems
to protect our armed forces and allies.

In regards to marine iife and endangered species, the U.S. Navy is consulting with
the National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service during the
development of this E1S. The EIS details the effects on the environment of the No Action
and Proposed Actions to the best of our abilities.

Let me assure you that those of us wha have the privilege of working at PMRF
want 10 do all we can to gain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

vl

1. A, BOWLIN
Captain, U.8. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0152



P-W-0153

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capabiliry
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for artending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the E1S. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final E1S.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PALIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEXAHA, HAWALL 86752.0128

IN REPLY REFER TO-
5050

#0982 1

Mr. E.J. Cean
6605 Alahele Street
Kapaa, HI 96746

Dear Mrz. Coan:

Thank ycu for taking the time to participate in the public hearing process for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capabitity Environmental Impact Statement,

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern Island and
Johnston Atoll, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as proposed
action sites in the Final EIS.

The Final E1S retains the discussion and analysis produced in order to preserve work
already performed; however, the Final EJS clearly states the decision that Tern Island and
Johnston Atoll are no longer reasonable alternatives.

While it is not known precisely how many animals are at Tern or Niihau, we do
know that French Frigate Shoals, of which Tern Island is a part, Supporis approximately
90 percent of Hawaii's green sea turtle nesting and approximately 34 percent of the total
Hawaiian monk seal population.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want to do everything we can to gain and maintain your support and trust,

Sincerely,

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S, Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0153
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P-W-0155

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (E1S)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have

;f!gaiding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
inal EIS.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE PANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 967520120

IH REPLY REFER TQ:
3090
Seroos 06 2 2
23 00T 1y

Mr. Rick Potter

PO Box 1947

Hanalei, HI 96714

Dear Mr. Potter:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Eavironmental Impact Statement.

The public hearing was conducted to listen to the public’s concemns and comments,
It was conducted following normal, well-established procedures. We regret that you feel
it was one-sided. The U.S. Navy can only offer opportusities for the public and
interested parties to comment. We cannot control whether ar not they actually
participate. Perhaps the comments you hoped to hear were submitted in writing instead.

We appreciate your participation and €ncourage you to continue o participate in
such opportunitics for public dialog,

Sincerely,

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Responge to P-W-155
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P-W-0157

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Ernhanced Capabilify
Ewnvironmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have

regarding the EIS, Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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¢ PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. O Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O.BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
(N REPLY REFER TC:

5090
serons 0923
23 OCT %38

Ms. Rebecca Miller
PO Box 1494
Hanalei, HI 86714

Dear Ms. Miller;

Thank you for your comments and participation in the public hearing process on
the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Public
opinions are a critical part of the EIS process.

We appreciate your concerns about military testing around the warld, however, we
believe that a strong defense is essential to protecting American life and property. Let me
assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF want te do all we
can to gain your support and trust.

Sincerely,

. A. BOWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-157

P-W-0158 -

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for aftending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have

regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to:
+ PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. O.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 6752-0128

April 1998 {5 Printed or recycled paper



///7 Saare .7 (.rtu.ﬁ L\-\'f«“ — ;—{Jr\"w ULJLFS .jjckui‘mL Eui[u_.
- . -;:.o.}fx AR /ha"*bu.:\._g\ \H‘}Lh o ‘jr’ﬂt-f)i-lc-lf P 'l‘ /ds P /u-‘ /\(,_é,;‘;“
s o A . " .
T LQLK‘L . e éJ-MZ-Q Jc.’ o E*‘(""Si""" Pt @ned 5.0 e

n L-Jit—-‘j -—(u E")o {: LCL{-& Ab»‘L F e b b:cﬁcmﬂ. ‘Ll;

T,(.'ﬁ PR ;“7 A

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE AANGE FACILITY
£.0 BOX 128
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Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
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P-wW-0160

The Pacific Missle Range Facility (P.M.R.F.) is a brilliant
beacen shining through the dark and depressed economy of our
island of Kauai. With the substantial infusion of dellars into
the lecal economy in the form of wages paid to employees,taxes,
and money used to purchase supplies and services from local
vendors. It is easy to see and to understand the positive
financial impact that the Pacific Missle Range Facility
(P.M.R.F.) has on our economy.

Kauai has the highest unemployment rate of all the islands
in the state. Considering the number of local employees the
Pacific Missle Range Facility {P.M.R.F.) hires to fill a
variety of support peositions at the facility; one does not need
to waste a lot of time to realize the positive influence that
the base has on the island workforce.

We should not overlock nor should we forget the wital and
critical support role that the Pacific Missle Range Facility
(P.M.R.F.} and its personnel played during the monumental
clean—up effort in the aftermath of hurricane Iniki in 1992.

Considering all of the ALOHA! that the Pacific Misslie
Range Facility {P.M.R.F.) has extended toward the island.
I would like to offer a well deserved MAHALO! for all they
have done for our island community. Keeping the Pacific
Missle Range Facility a part of our community is self-
evident. I fully support the continued presence cof the
Pacific Missle Range Facility (P.M.R.F.) on our island.

Sincerly

ROGER OLSEN

P.0O. Box 3176

Lihue, Hawaii
96766

@ opes (0 Moy

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE AANGE FACILITY
PO Box 122
KEKAMA, HAWAIl 86752-01286

IN REPLY REFER TO:

5090
Ser 00/ 08 G5

23 0CT 18

Mvr. Roger Olsen
PO Box 3176
Lihue, HI 96766

Dear Mr. Olsen:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capahilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote cantinued economic stability on Kauai. Let me assure you that
those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRT want to do all we can to
maintain your support and trust.

Sincerely,

Vil

. A, BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear! Harbor

Response to P-W-0160
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I, like many of you, am a combat
veteran. This experience has formed
many of my views. There is simply

no comparable experience than being
in a foreign country and knowing
that your are facing a highly
trained, skilled, and dedication
enemy whose entire focus is to kill
you.

The United States has a moral
obligation to protect America's
young men and women who are placed
in harms way. Protecting U.S.
c¢itizens and American property
overseas and upholding national and
foreign policy must be backed up
with overwhelming military might.

Recently, a new threat has been

developed and deployed by countries
that are potentially threatening to
America's overseas peclicies and the

sovereignty of our allies. This
threat is the deployment of Theater
Ballistic Missiles. The TUnited

States fought Desert Storm only
marginally prepared for this threat.
As a resultﬂé/mnerican lives were
lost when an Iragi Theater Ballistic
Missile landed in a military housing

P-W-0161

complex. Theater Ballistic Missile
Defense is a defensive system that
will protect our young men and women
as they carry out our nation's
rolicies.

It would be wounderful if the
world's population would suddenly
become peace loving; that greed,
drive for power, over exuberant
nationalism, and maglamanias would
disappear. Unfortunately world
history, from the beginning of
mankind to the present, has shown
that this 1is wvery unlikely.

I understand the very real threat
imposed by Theater Ballistic
Missiles. I support our mnational
political leaders who have placed
TEMD as one of our nations highest
pﬁrioriti%ﬁo;wu g: am pleased that they

aibedted "the armed forces to
develop a TBMD sgsystem and have
chosen PMRF as the most efficient
place to test these systems.

I, like others, place a high
priority on preserving the
environment for humans and for both
successful and endangered species.
I am confident that the Navy will
make every effort to protect the
environment and endangered species
so they will bhe able to successfully
propagate.
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My highest priority is for the
safety of our service personnel. I
have little doubt that the Mothers
and Fathers, the Wives, and the Sons
and Daughters of the military
personnel killed by that Iragi SCUD
missile would whole heartedly
approve of the Navy's proposal to
enhance PMRF's capabilities. I am
exceptionally pleased to be a member
of the PMRF team and I'm proud that
the work we do significantly
contributes to world peace and the
safety of our military personnel.

I trust that the persons who oversee
this process will closely lcook at
the technical data used in the EIS
and make decisions baszed on fact and
not on political, or social
philosophy, or ungubgtantiated
speculation. Goals such as '"no
military on Kauali", or "a nuclear
free Pacific" are idealistic at best
and have no place in this
exceptionally serious agenda.

Having served in the Navy and worked
for a nationally ranked contractor I
am confident that PMRF can expand
it's capabilities and perform these
tests without significant impact to
the environment or the wonderful
society that we have on Kauai.

I am exceptionally confidence that
Captain Bowlin and the Commanding
Officers that will follow him will
be especially sensitive to Kauai's
environment and cultural concerns.

I strongly favor the EIS process and
I strongly support the object of
enhancing PMRF's capability to
support testing of components of the
TBMD system.

Thank You

Cella /\)EEZT

Allan P. Nesbitt III

4/05/ 7;4,_: ._S_%&.gf,/
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
FP.O. BOX 1238
KEKAHA, HAWAII 96752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TO:
5000
Ser 00/ 08 9 7
23 0CT 1

Mr. Allan P. Nesbitt, I11
4031 Pai Street
Kalaheo, HI 96741

Dear Mr. Nesbitt:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses. Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your support and trust.

Sincerely,

Gé%i¢;OWVLIN

Captain, U.5. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0161

P-W-0163 _ .
REX:
(9%
Comment Sheet
for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF )

Enhanced Capabiliry
Environmental Impact Statement (E1S)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have

regarding the EIS. Please
Final EIS.

submit your comments by May 26, 1998 1o ensure they are considered in the
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DEPARTMENT QF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAN 96752-0128

IN AEPLY REFER Tor
3090

serony 0924
23 0CT 1393
Mr. Kyle March

5800 Lokalani Road

Kapaa, HI 96746

Dear Mr. Marsh:

Thank you for taking the time to participate in the public hearing process for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enkanced Capability Environmental Impact Statement
{EIS), Our country was built on the idea that we all should be able 10 express our views
and be heard,

The Congress of the United States has detersined that we need ta have effective
defenses for our armed forces and allies against missile attacks, like the ones that killed
many of our servicemen and women in Saudi Arabia during the Gulf War. Congress has
also recognized that PMRY provides an ideal setting to test these systems because of is

established technical infrastructure and the wide ocean expanse to conduct the actual
tercept 1asts.

The leaders of our country must make many difficult decisions concerning how
and where to conduct activities that will provide us with a strong defense. PMEF already
conducts many testing functions vital to our national defense. The EIS is analyzing the
environmental impacts of enhancing its capablities to perform testing of missile systems
1o protect cur armed forces and allies.

We encourage you to continue to learn about issues that are important to your
community and to the American people,

Sincerely,

Srads

. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-163
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P-w-0164

April 17, 1998

P.MRE.

Vida Mossman

P.O. Box 128

Kekaha, Kauai, Hawaii 96752

Re: Support of PMRF

PMRF and its 800 plus civilian employees have been involved community
members, and vigilant stewards of Barking Sands for over 35 years. With an
annual payroil of $45 million (the majority of which are civilian residents) it
is fair to expect that like any other business PMRF needs to upgrade and
modernize its business basé to support and attract new programs. What is
currenily being proposed by the Navy is to do a $33 millicn “makeover” at
PMREF to keep it technically capable of performing programs of national
Impartance well into the next century, thus furthering its position a5 a
catalyst for science and high technology on Kauai,

We in Kauai’s business community have been looking towards industries
that could secure and strengthen our ecoromic future. We strongly believe
the science and technology industry would provide this opportunity through
it fargest high tech employer, PMRE.

Given the fact that U.5. Cangress has mandated that Theater Missile Defense
testing be conducted to develop a technically capable, cost effective counter to
current threat, and that this program would mean a $33 million upgrade to

the future of PMRF on Kauai, we support the Navy’s proposed enhancement.

e 37 (22
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.0, BOX 128
KEKARA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TCx

5090

Sernos 0898
23 OCT 838

Ms. Linda F. Collins
PO Box 367
Waimea, HI 96796

Dear Ms. Collins:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Envirenmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhanee its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. We look forward to continuing our positive relationship with the business
and civic organizations on Kauai.

Sincerely,

5l
CA. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-3164
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P-W-0165

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet 10 write down comments that you have

regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to: M f N
« PMRF Public Affairs Office T

P. O.Box 128

Kekaha, Hawaii 96752.0128
Aprit 1998 {3 Printed on recycied paper

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 86752-0%28
IN REPLY REFEA TO:

seroy 09 28
23 00T 08

Dear Concemned Citizen:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

Our national leaders must make many difficult decisions concerning how and
where to conduct activities that will provide this country a strong defense. Congress has
recognized the need to test defensive missile systems that will protect our armed forces
and allies overseas, as well as PMRFs ideal setting and existing technology base to
perform some of this testing,

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want to do all we can to gain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

Nl

BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Cornmanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0165
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Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMREF)
Enhanced Capabifity
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Than.k.you for attending this meeting. You may use this shest 1o write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comuments by May 26, 1958 to ensure they are considered in the
Final E[S.
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DEFPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE AANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 967520128
IN REPLY REFER TO:

5090
Ser00/ 09 24
23 OCT 1998

Mr. Chris Mildwaler
PO Box 612
Kilauea, HE 96746

Dear Mr, Mildwater:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement {EiS},

As to threatened and endangered species such as the monk seal and green sea
turile, we are in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National
Marine Fisheries Service under the Endangered Species Act as indicated in

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern Island and
Johnston Atoll, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as proposed
action sites in the Final EIS.

The Final LIS retains the discussion and analysis produced in order to preserve
work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that Tern
Istand and Johnston Atoll are no lenger reasonable alternatives.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of werking at PMRF
want to do all we can to gain your trust and support,

Sincerely,
4 LWV’(L\-\
. A.BOWLIN )

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0166
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April 20, 1998

Testimony for Public Hearing Regarding !ngg:gqlc of PMRF

My name is Clarence Greff. I am usually averse to the use of titles when presenting public
testimony The free and too frequent use of titles tends, from the public poiat of view, to impute
knowledge about a subject which the title bearer may or may not have.

However, I feel that in this instance, I must present my credentials. T am a Caplain, United States
Navy (retired). During my 26 years of naval service, among other duties, 1 commanded three ships
and worked on various staffs including that of the Chief of Naval Operations and the Joint Chiefs.
My last tour of duty before retiring was Professar of Naval Strategy and Tactics at the Naval War
College in Newpaort, Rhode Island. T do have first-hand knowledge concerning the vital
importance of PMRF,

I have not been asked by the Navy Department or any member thereof to testify. However, as a
private citizen, I feel compelled to speak out on such an important issue,

The first view [ ever had of Kauai was o a radar scope aboard a then-modern guided-missile
destroyer armed with surface-to-air missiles. The destroyer which I commanded was heading for
PMRF to do some vital testing before proceeding to the Western Pacific. On the several occasions
that we used PMRF, the leve! of professionalism and expertise was unexcelled. From alf
indications, these qualities have persisted over the years,

We should not underestimate the importance ta our national defense of such facilities as PMRF.
Without them our ability to develep and maintain our extremely complex systems would be

seripusly degraded.

PMRF has been serving our national defense needs and providing badly needed employment for
numerous Kauai people for mors than 35 years.

Most people against the proposed PMRF expansion are honest. concerned peonle who need

HIREPRARAIa: o gt ok

Most peaple against the proposed PMRF expansion are honest, concerned people who necal B

fedssurance that there are no significant bad effects on this beautifig island. According to
pubh‘shcd Teports, any negative ¢ffects on the environment should be minimal, if at all, Please
consider the facts, realizing that national defense is a burden which needs to be borne by all of us.

Thanks for the opp ity ta testify

ence H Greff
Caprain, US Navy (retired)

&
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
FACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BCX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 396752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TO:
5090
Seroo/ 0869
2 3.0CT w8

Capt. Clarence H. Greff
Princeville, HT 96722

Dear Captain Greff:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technieally superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses. Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMRF want to do all we can to maintain your trust and support,

Sincerely,

sz@ M

LA BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W.0174

PW-0175 °

To: Vida Mossman
Pacific Missile Range Tacility
Re: Drait EIS

My name is Nani Marston private citizen, tesident of Kilavea Kavai. 1 am here to comment on findings in
your draft £IS document per NEPA sules and regulations. There are many complex issues which weave their way
through what I believe to be a very thorough study.

This document itself lists alt concerns and proposed actions, and compares them to a "no Action altermative”™.
Allowing much greater clasity. Quality of life issues are paramount to the people of Kauai, and Safety and
Environment top the list as fur as F am concerned. We alt raise our children here and there was never a greater
reminder of our vulnerability than September 11, 1992, Our fragile environment has been challenged on more
than one occasion, so keeping that balance must remain a priosity.

My overall impression is that the document finds no significant impact with proposed actions. The study
predicts some adverse impacts for each of the six locadons mentoned. They range from: Temporanly disturbing
monk seals, W0 possible increases in microscopic algae, to potential launch noise.

These findings however, say that proposed actons are nol expected to jeopardize the integrity of any species
or surroending area permanently,

Extraordinary care has been displayed by PMRF fur the past 35 years, always, always keeping SAFETY as
1heir primary mission.

Exciung, are the transfer potentials which The Test & Evaluation Community would inevitably bring.
Technology transfers that could help our Environment such as NASA's Pathfinder using ERAST(Environmental
Research Aircraft Sensor Technology to measure air polltion, or use Precision Spectral Photography 10 collect
data for all kinds of applicalions, Mapping, identifying undesirable vegetation... etc.

Congress has recognized PMRF's unique potenial and it's valuc in a program of such importance. TBMD will
allow a steady but solid growth, one that our island desperately needed.

Every area of our lives could be preatly augmented by these technologies. As long as Safely remains their
first pricrity, and the people of Nithau are suuisfied with their collaboration [ am ready Lo endorse the Drajt EIS.
And ook forward to our community relling up our steeves and working Logether to try 10 harness some of the
suength these Enhancements will bring.

Mahalo,

Nani Marston



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.0. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWALL 867520128

15 REPLY REFER TO.
8080

Ser 00/ 09 0 p
23 0CT 458

Ms. Nani Marston
HKilauea, HI 96754

Dear Ms. Marston:

Thunk you for taking the time to participate in the public hearing process for
the Pactific Missile Runge Facility Enbanced Capability Environmental Impact
Statement.

We recognize concerns relating to safety: let me assure you that safety is of
paramount concern to us and that we take all necessary precautions in owr testing
programs. Within that framewaork, this proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping
our armed forces strong and technically superior to potential adversaries,
particularly in the arca of missile defenses. We who have the privilege of working
at PMRF will continue to do all we can to maintain your support and trust.

Sincerely,

/A A BOWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0175

C/:J B PW-0176

TO: DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY FOR: PUBLIC HEARING ON DRAFT EIS
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY RE: PROPOSED TBMD PROGRAM
FROM: GABRIELA TAYLOR DATE: April 25, 1998

5620 Keapana Rd.

Kapaa, Hi. 96746
| am here today to oppese the expansion of the PMRF missile testing
program (PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY ENHANCED CAPABILITY) which
would impact Kauai, Nithau Tern Island, Johnston Atoll and open areas
northwest of Kauai within and cutside US territorial waters, | am
responding to the sections | have read in the DRAFT EIS.

There is no question in anyone's mind about the status of Tern Island as a
designated US Wildlife Refuge. The National wildlife Refuge System Act
defines its mission "to administer a national network of fands and
waters for the conservation, management and where appropriate,
restoration of the fish, wildlife, and plant resources and their habitats
within the United States for the benefit of present and future
generations. The Act requires public involvement in decisions to allow
new uses of naticnal wildiife refuges.

Therefore, it is clearly illegal for Tern Istand , a national wildlife refuge
for almoest 90 years, to be used for bullding and operating a missile launch
pad. This is why. There are two endangered species nesting and inhabiting
the island at various times, the green sea turtle and the Hawaiian monk
seal. Numerous species of threatened sea birds use the island as nesting
grounds. Major research on these animal is done on Tern Island under the
guidance of the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  Studies of these animals
would be restricted up to 56 days /year. Here are some factors which
would impact the animals negatively.

a) Proposed target missiles at Tern Island use solid propeliants and
according to the EIS Potentiat soil contamination could cccur from rocket
emissions forming hazardous residues in concentrations which would
dictate a hazard to human health. ( | assume that would include the
animals and birds nesting on Tern island) Portable generators make noise
and create pollution. The USFWF uses solar power.

b} Construction of a new facilities (up to 6 months) and renovation of
existing structures would create noise, toxic waste, additional material
transport (a 3,000-horse power engine for the tug), and take up mare
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space on the small island. Also, construction workers inhabiting as well
aswarking and moving around the island would interfere with nesting and
with vocalization of animals and birds.

¢) Light from the proposed operations and increased personnel on the
istand is dangerous to the animals. (The volunteers and researchers with
USFWS do not turn on lights at night unless they are shielded or red in
color.)

I could go on and on, mentioning toxic consequences of radar, sonic boom,
Ground Hazard areas, and other environmental assaults on this important
wildlife research lab. | want to emphasize that the same considerations
apply to Johnston Atoll which is also a designated National Wildlife
Refuge, and unfortunately has been misused by the military since the
1940s, It was used to test nuclear weapons in the 1950s and 60s and
served as a dumping ground for obsolete chemical weapens. Yes, it is
horrifying to realize those activities were carried on by our military on an
established Wildlife Refuge! Johnston Atoll provides breeding grounds for
14 species of nesting birds and wintering grounds for 5 species of shore
birds and in addition, has a rich coral reef highly valued by marine
biolegists. | also question the effect building a missile launch pad might
have on the coral reef.

Clearly, there are too many reasons that the Navy will legally not be
permitted to expand there operations to those Tern Island and Johnston
Atoll . They would obviously not be in compliance with the Endangered
Species Act or the US wildlife Refuge Act. (That is why this is a draft
EIS.) Our precious natural environment will be impacted negatively by the
proposed PMRF Enhanced Capability plan. Frankly, | don't see any
appropriate place for expanded missile testing in the Hawaiian islands or
the surrounding ocean area.

Furthermore, | believe the public has been misled about the increased
availability of jobs for locals. (as they were for STARS) Please tell the
truth. PMRF will continue with the NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE by
maintaining the jobs that exist. The defence industry technical experts
that come here from off istand will perhaps add a few dozen hotel rooms
and car rentals. Bob Mullens commented in the Garden lsland that
perhaps over the "long term he wouid like to see Textron provide 30 jobs
on Kauai"Again, | ask you to just tefl the truth .

St el T

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAN 967520128

IN REPLY REFER TCx

5060

Ser 00/ @ 99
23 0C7 198 8
Ms. Gabriela Taylor

5620 Keapana Road

Kapaa, Hl 96746

Dear Ms, Taylor:

Thank you for taking the time te participate in the public hearing process for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Environmental Impact Statement
(ELS).

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the commenis from
govemment agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tem Island and
Johnston Atoll, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as proposed
action sites in the Final EIS.

The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis previously produced i order 1o
preserve work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that
Tem Island and Johnston Atel! are no longer reasonable alternatives.

As to threatened and endangered species such as the monk seal and green sea
turtle, we are in consultation with U_S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine

Fisheries Service under the Endangered Species Act as indicated in

While the Navy does not claim that the proposed enhancements will have a
substantial impact on employment or the local economy, we recognize that business and
civic leaders consider the proposal to enhance PMRF's capabilities a positive
development for the economic stability of Kauai and the larger Hawaiian community,

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

. A, BOWLIN
Captain, U.8. Navy
Commanding Officer
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Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0176

mmlted States, a somewhat unified

STA’T’EA{&Jr éf wil//f,:;.m/\ 6‘;0{?6;‘ P-W-0178

I wish to address three issues: First, the Theater Ballistic Missile
Defense (TBMD) program; second, Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
as a neighbor; and third, the suitability of PMRF for TRMD testing.

As the 21st century dawns, we face the challenges of the aptly named

new world disorder Instead of two stgerpower blocks, we find a world U

6pe, the remnants of the old
Soviet Union, several second tier pertvers (such as Japan, South Affica, and

Australia), many developingcountries, and too many rogue nation-states.

Some heavily armed rogue nations have acquired ballistic missiles and
weapons of mass destruction (poison gas, biolegical, or atomic weapons). In
some cases, the threat is use of these terrible weapons against innocent
bystanders to prevent US or UN intervention in a war of aggression, Another
threat is use against United States forces.

TBMD is designed to shield both U.S. military and innocent civilians.
It lets our military defend themselves. We send our young men and women
into a hestile world to protect our inferests. We owe them the right of self-
defense. It's like peace officers wearing bullet-proef kevlar vests. For many
of us, the threat is not te some faceless scldier, but to our children and

grandchildren who are er will soon be serving their country.



I submit that PMRF has been a good neighbor.

PMRFB‘EHQE ollars annually to Kaua’i and directly

112 miflion

ut 800 people. It provides a technology benefit. PMRF has I

hundreds of computée d other electronic equipment that need to be (

ated. PMRF supplies technical jobs. If

programmed, maintained, and ¢

hildren, we must supply both

Kaua’'i is to keep the best and brightest of &

education and challenging, rewarding jobs. PMRF encourages both.

PMRF has been a good neighbor during emergencies. Iwon't dwell on

et

PMRF’s role affer Tniki. PMRF supplied helicopters for firefighting, for
searches, and for rescues. PMRF range boat and helicopter crews rescued
damaged boats, freed a whale entangled in net buoys, and evacuated sick or
injured seamen to medical facilities. Recently, a PMRF team air-lifted out a
Niihau resident who was gored by a wild pig.

Navy boats, ships, and aircraft stay well away from marine mammals,
10 whales show up in an exercise are, the exergise is moved ar posiponed
until the whales leave. Ne ne released in Kalalau valley have moved up on
Makaha Ridpe near the PMRT installations. From what I've read in the

newspapers, both whales and geese are safer at PMRF than in sanctuaries.

SCE-6

The PMRF hazardous materials program is strict. Hazardous
matertals, even cleaning products that are in our homes, are strictly
controlled. Hazardous waste is disposed of properly, Improper disposal
means disciplinary action. PMRF goes all out to reduce hazardous waste.
The Navywide goal is to reduce hazardous waste by 50% by the end of next
year, PMRF has already reduced it by over 70%.

As part of the expansion, PMRF seeks to remove hazardous waste
from an illegal dump site...one it didn’t even create!

PMRF is suitable for testing TBMD. 1t is the largest instrumented
open ocean range in the world. It has minimal ocean and air traffic. Adding
in Kava'l's low electronic noise, PMRF is unparalleled.

In conclusion, 1 believe that we owe TBMD to our servicemen and

servicewomen, PMRF has been a responsible, helpful neighbor. PMRY is
the logical place to condnect TBMD testing. Considering these facts, the

PMIEE range enlancements shonld be approved.

— L P 2‘59‘&’3@ W%"‘@&&

n Fhian 8o eeud .



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PAGIFIC MISSILE AANGE FACILITY
P.Q. BOX 128
KEXAHA, HAWAI 957520128
I REPLY REFER TO:

5090
Ser00/ 06 0 1
23 0CT 1998

My, William Georg:
1755 Kelaukia
Koloa, HT 96756

Dear Mr. Georpi:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This proposal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically supericr to petential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We look forward to continuing to be 4 good neighbor to the people of Kaual,

Sincerely,

A.BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0178
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
2.0 BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWALL 957520128
IN REPLY HEFER TO:

5050
seroy 0929
23 00T M

Mr. Alberto Partida
Kauai, HI

Dear Mr. Partida:

Thank you for taking the time to participate in the public hearing process for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Eavironmental Impact Statement
(EIS). We appreciate your opinions on the Draft EIS, as public input is critical to the EIS
PrOCess.

Qur national leaders must make many difficult decisions concerning how and
where to conduct activities that will provide this country a strong defense. Congress has
recognized the need to test defensive missile systems that will protect our armed forces
and allies overseas, as well as PMRF's ideal setting and existing technology base to
perform some of this testing.

While the Navy does not claim that the proposed enhancements will have a
substantial impact on employment or the local economy, we recognize that business and
civic leaders consider the proposal to enhance PMRF's capabilities a positive
development for the economic stability of Kauai and the larger Hawaiian community.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

/A, BOWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0179
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P-W-0183

April 28, 1998

Pagific Missile Range Facility Ennhanced Capability
Draft (DEI S} hearing
Heroiulu, HI

Some unlucky islands are being targeted by the U.S. Navy with financial support of
Senator thouye for launch sites for missiles. The Navy is looking to build Taunch sites
on Nithau, Tern Island and Johnsten Atall. The upgrade is being sold by Pacific
Missile Range Facility at Mana in the name of jobs at & time when the State is so
vunerable and looks to quick fixes. An editorial in our Garden (siand Newspapar (
Wednesday, April 22, 1298) tells readers that our island is known for little else than a
visitor attraction and if we allow the expansiorn, it will bring us much prestige. What
cheap statemerts! Of course it is an extraorginary temptation to the Navy to disregard
pratection of irreplaceatie natural resources. Tern Jsland is a National Wildlife Befuge
and Ni"thau is Hawaiian land. it was only a few years ago that the Hawaiian !stand of
Kahoolawe was being bombed on a reguilar basis. So much for the Navy's respect for
Hawaifan fand.
1998 has been designated as the Year of the Ocean. This designation suggests that
there is a growing awareness of the intrinsic environmental and culturat value of our
oceans. Marine protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act was passed in the
Congress of the United States. | read this as a committment to good management of
OuUr ocean resources, the coral, sea-fite and submerged lands yet to be born. A secure
and healthy habitat is not one with human domination in mind espacially when the
human mind is focused on impact by missiie launching sites, however tempting these
islands would be far military targets, however tempting these islands would be for jobs.
Water around the shoals is shailow. ft is unknown how the trememdous vibrations
from launching would impact the breeding animals ard birds. The ground hazard area
radius of 2,000 feet barety excludes the Wildlifa Refuge. Shoals are vunerabie to
Tsunamj action and hurricanes.
Jonnston Isiand serves as a site for chemicat and nuclear waste storage. This storage
includes mustard gas filed Projectiles, nerve gas and the chemicals that were moved
to Johnston from Germany. There have bean mary sericus infractions of the cperating
conditions set forth in the EPA permit. The cost for contracts to aperate tha disposal
System exceed one billicn. Human error has exacted a terrible price at Johnston. Add
to the present problems a faunch pad located close to the storage tdump and you have
the potential for disaster.
t submit that the Navy should be refused the three sites, Niihau, Tern Island and
Johnston Atoll as the sites of choice. Tha ocean is the world's treasure chest of
immeasurable riches, It is up to all of us as citizens to stop habitat destruction and
Présenve our oceans as safe nen-pollutad environments for future generations.

Marilyn Pollock %j-—&/
Hanalei, Kauai, Hawaii

Ao Bx 3/
Tkl Fé6Foy
s

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PAGIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAI 96752.0128
tM REPLY REFER TO:

5000
Ser00/ 09 3 ¢

23 007 1o

Ms. Marilyn Pollock
PO Box 312
Hanalei, Kauai, HE 96714

Dear Ms. Pollock:

Thank you for taking the time to participate in the public hearing process for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS). The views of concerned citizens are a crucial element of the EIS process. Our
couniry was built on the idea that we all should be able to express our views and be
heard.

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tesn Island and
Johnston Atoll, has led the Navy 1o eliminate these sites from consideration as proposed
action sites in the Final EIS.

The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis produced in order to preserve
wark already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that Temn
Island and Johnston Ateol! are no longer reasonable alternatives.

While the Navy dees not claim that the proposed enhancements will have a
substantial impact on employment or the local economy, we recognize that business and
civic leaders consider the proposal to enhance PMRF's capabilities a positive
development for the economic stability of Kauai and the Jarger Hawaiian community.

The leaders of our country must make many difficult decisions concerning how
and where 1o conduct activities that will provide us with a strong defense. PMRF already
conducis many testing functions vital to our national defense. The Enhanced Capability
EI3 is analyzing the environmeantat impacts of enhancing its capabililies to perform
testing of missile systems to protect our armed forces and allies.

Let me assure you that those of us wha have the privilege of working at PMRF
want to do all we can to gain your trust and support.
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Sincerely,

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0183

p-w-0185°

Statement of
Vice Admiral Rebert K. U, Kihune, USN (Retired)
in consideration of
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF) Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

My name is Robert Kihune. I am a retired Vice Admiral, having

served in the Navy for 35 years. I would like to submit my

testimony for the record.

T am extremely encouraged and proud when I attend a hearing
such as this, where pecple have the FREEDOM of expressing both
their concerns and support for a project. We often take our
freedoms for granted and forget the price of the freedoms we
enjoy teday. Our military is the protscter of those freedoms
against any adversary from without our natien. As such, it must
have the best equipment and means to overcome any aggressor in
conflict, should all peaceful solutions to prevent conflict fail.
I de not believe that there is any person in this room that would
want to see our sons and daughters go in harms way with deficient

and ineffective equipment, as well as being poorly trained.

The mission of the Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF) is
to ensure that this never happens. To accomplish this, it is
situated at one of the most ideal locations in the world to
conduct both test and evaluation of new technologies and training
of our military forces. The vast copen ocean areas surrounding
the facility and the relatively low merchant and commercial

aircraft traffic through its test and training areas, coupled
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with its state-of-the-art three dimensicnal tracking
capabilities, have always characterized this facility as a

national asset.

Today, the Navy is proposing to enhance the capabilities of
PMRF to accommodate the changing threats of the 21st century.
Despite our nation's continuous initiatives to eliminate
development and sales of weapons of mass destruction, such as
ballistic missiles that are capable of nuclear, bioclegical and
chemical warfare, high tech weapons such as these are
proliferating many veolatile nations. Consequently, there is no
question that the United States must develop countermeasures to
these emerging high tech weapons systems. PMRF is the facility
that can best provide the necessary test areca with minimal or no

impact to both the public and the envircnment.

Since the facility first became operational in 1964, it has
had an exemplary record of working with the people of Kauai and
the State of Hawali to ensure that each new capability added teo
the range is safe, both to the public and the environment. The
PMRF staff and workers are residents of Kauai and are sensitive
to environmental and safety concerns of other residents of the
island., They have been, and continue te be committed to
preserving a safe and culturally sensitive environment within and
surrounding PMRF, including Niihau, Tern Island and Johnston

Island. The plan for expansion reflects this commitment.

I thank you for the cpportunity to testify in favor of PMRF's

expanded capability proposal.

,%//M
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FAGILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIL 96752-0123
IN REPLY REFER TO:

Comment Sheet

5090

Sergo/ 09 32

23 ocr

b for the
Admiral Robert K. U. Kihune (Ret) Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
1597 Haleloke Street Enhanced C’apabi[ity
Hilo, HI 96720 .
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Dear Admiral Kihune:
. ) L Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
propasal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense testing., As Final EIS.
one of those who have put their lives an the line for the protection and defense of our
country, we recognize your valuable perspective concerning the necessity of keeping our BV ncuaas . T Asorze F gy AR
armed forces strong and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the = ~
area of missile defenses, Monvas  Vispwecde  0OF Moce,  Puuae
L)
Tappreciate the time and effort that you spent coming out o support us with your
. . - . © . N - £
testimony at the public hearing in Honolulu, Let me assure you that we who have the Cenendml g =S T RSN S .
ivilege of working at P t intai rt and trust, -

Pr ge o ing at PMRF waat 10 do all we can to maintain your suppert an st PRI M, At \ L_(_L eﬂ T

Sincerely,

Do~ N RN PP Ou\v\{(u Lmrt
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. A. BOWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy 7
Commanding Officer DQ\-\&\\\AS. e ol deco S A \/\Q? e
Copy to: O/ AN L cadve CaAn AN vy caaca
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACHFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA HAWAN 86752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TO

5090
Ser 00/
23 001 ug o

Mr. G. Littlefield
98 Bougainvilla Place
Honelulu, HI 96818

Dear Mr. Littlefield:

Thank you for taking the time to participate in the public hearing process for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Draft Environmentat Impact
Statement (EIS). Your comments have been made part of the record for the EIS.

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern Isiand and
Johnston Atoll, has fed the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as proposad
action sites in the Final EIS.

The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis produced in order to preserve
work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that Tern
Island and Johnston Atoll are no longer reasonable allernatives.

As to threatened and endangered species such as the monk seal, we are in
consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service under the Endangered Species

Act as indicated in| Appendix K.,

Let me assure you that these of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF

want to do ull we can to gain your trust and support.
/
%\J’é)\‘
A

. A, BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Sincerely,

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Peart Harbor

Respense to P-W-0186

P-W-018

Comment Sheet

for the
Facific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (E1S)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to;
s PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. O.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128
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P-wW-0188
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PRACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
iN REPLY REFER TO:

0 Comment Sheet
;eg OUOET ma 4 ] h
or the
Mr. Mike Ross Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
3075 Ala Poha Place #504 Enhanced Capability

Honolulu, HI 96818 .
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Dear Mr. Ross:
- . . .. . . . Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
T'hank you for taking the time o parucipate in th'-’_ public hearing process for the regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 te ensure they are considered in the
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Environmental Impact Statement. Final EIS.
Our country was built on the idea that we all should be able to express our views and be
heard. S ﬁﬂ?ﬁi‘-y ;"l?_ﬁ_;-“@”;‘wif -
While the Navy does not claim that the proposed enhancements will have a ,721 . -7 Y . . . 7
substantial impact on employment or the local economy, we recogrize that business and DTN crill_poenemie g e e s, pkers
civic leaders consider the proposal to enhance PMRF's capabilities a positive
development for the ecenomic stability of Kauai and the larger Hawaiian community, Ctrmrinecl ‘“’7/2‘ Z’%//m W"'Z/L"?— g /\4’"‘“‘4’”}’ /k”,’: 1”/‘!'4’“ Aty
We ook forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai. 0?7:&/ PrRF cmpeidera , j;u/ﬂf’z.fu ,%4 JW/OZ /?T\{angr_/ .
. ) .
LD ﬁ\fmfﬂtj/ A/C’“ C—c%e o 4.‘) j/&z;éamd//;?.u fm,pg:éh‘f./ /t/r\cJﬂvjl ‘f/ f-'('ﬂ?-d)u/é;é
o
Sincerely,
¥ ;ééf@/ Af /«-ﬂ = /Z:_[{?ztéf/‘ ,44,;2:‘(:‘/@«.4/,{,7-.: {\Maw‘cbu_{/
. f‘nw ,Z ‘75/? Ao o T 4»4/15/,/{, 1«00%‘/M0:M/&uvmw
4 Lk é}.@gﬂw v 7
) AL{-’4O (Zd/"sdé/_?/' 'C?_vmdrm/rjf.j sz%tz / /_Lﬁ-i-lcz_/tf&, Mﬂd’ /aéﬂaz::\’_ 700
" A. BOWLIN = = v F
Captain, U.S. Navy ) Wi . -/ g L A
Commanding Officer e ponllanimsieds and inowllid Fiiks /';:/W Loans rendnel’ 4 C‘,g,cr e
Copy to: C/m 3 Mtc‘/é//é‘.ﬁrud/ay ’4{;/ Pmr s /.;(/baavﬁ;—-u .
CINCPACFLT Yoy {)
COMNAVBAGSE Pearl Harbor - Al “cﬂi (%u_f.x La
Response to P-W-0187 Please place form in the comment box or mail 10: e svZe -
« PMRF Public Affairs Office N & cnprLEs M MmETE
P. O0.Box 128 -
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128 Addeess odt LEvaL ol
Rl Pordorue v, Heweh S L5
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DEPARTMENT QOF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 124
KEKAHA, HaWAIl 95752-0M28
1N REPLY REFER YO

5000
Ser00/ (09 35
23 0CT 13

Mr. Charles H. Meyer, Jr.
104 Royal Circle
Honolulu, HI 96816

Dear Mr. Meyer:

Thank you for your comments on the Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced
Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), We appreciate your opinions on
the Draft E1S, as public input is critical 1o the EIS process. Our national leaders must
make many difficult decisions concerning how and where 1 conduct activities that will
pravide this country a strang defense. Congress has recognized the need to test defensive
nissile systems that will protect our armed forces and allies overseas, as well as PMRF's
ideal setting and existing tachinclogy base to perform some of this testing.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want to do all we ¢an to gain your support and trust.

Sincerely,

CL

A, BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVEBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0188

PW-018¢
28 April 1998

Alternative Summary for PMRFE Enhanced Capability EIS

During the past ten years ['ve read and commented upon several EIS’s involving rocket
taunches and expanded military activities. | usually disagreed with their summaries, which
always concluded that there were no significant impacts that couldn’t be mitigated. [ began to
wender why people who wrole the EiS dacuments ahways reached the same conclusion. Was
it a standard feature of their text pracessors? Had they been trained that there is no impact
which is not mitigable? Then it occurred to me that maybe they had never seen an example to
follow. So, in the interest of providing a precedent for future EIS documents, | offer an
aliernative summary for the PMRF Enhanced Capability EIS,

Having analyzed all the impacts of missile launches at PMRF, on Nithau, and at sites in
wildlife refuges, we conclude that the Proposed Action would be so potentially damaging to
the environment that it would be an unmitigated disaster. Launching rockets in wildlife
refuges, which are set aside to minimize impact from human activities, is egregiously
inappropriate. Launching rockets on Niihav entails a significant risk of large brush fires and
would inevitably pervert the cujture there. The damage might not be conspicuous in the short
term but, by the time the damage became evident, any mitigation measures would be woefully
inadequate.

Furthermore, from public comments we have learned that the Cold War is over. The
major threats to {JS security -- proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and bailistic
missiles, terrorist attacks -- cannot be eliminated by missite defense. The funds that would be
spent an missile defense could be used more effectively for other programs -- e.g. the
Cooperative Threat Reduction program to support Russian efforts to dismantle missiles and to
store securely the nuclear warheads from them. It tollows therefore that many of the
proposed tests are unnecessary and that there are better uses -- military as well as civilian -
for the resources that would be used for them. We conclude that the Proposed Action must be
rejected,

We also analyzed the Na Action alternative, which would continue operations at PMRF at
current levels. The Restrictive Easement for STARS and Vandal launches would continve
until the end of 2002. However, no STARS launches are ptanned and the Vandal missiles are
nearly gone. Furthermore, none of the testing scenarios described in the EIS require launches
of large rockets like STARS from PMRE. Therefore, the Restrictive Easement can be
terminated ealier than 2002, We conclude that the Nao Action alternative must be rejecied
because the scope of rocket Jaunch activity at PMRF can be reduced.

Having rejected the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives, we opt for a new
alternative which emphasizes opportunities for civilian research using facilities at PMRF,
which would be renamed the Pacific Maritime Research Facility. As the new name suggests,
emphasis would be given to oceanographic research using facilities a1 PMRF including the
underwater hydrophone array. Navy training activities would continue but launches of large
reckets such as STARS and Vandal would end. The north end of PMRF could be returned to
the State of Hawaii for expansion of Polihale State Park or other uses pending analysis of the
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lead eontamination in the soil near the Vandal launch site. This alternative would have some
significant impacts, but we have ideniified mitigation measures for all of thern. To mitigale
the loss of the opportunily to watch large rockets blast off, PMRF would sponsor a large
fireworks show every July 4 and December 31. The Star Wars film trilogy would be shown
regularly at the PMRF theater. Instead of rocket motors, Kamokala Caves couid be used to
store supplies that would be needed in case another hurricane hit Kauaj. Recognizing the
important role that PMRF played in helping Kauai recover from Hurricane Iniki, a rapid
response disaster relief team would be established at PMRF. This team could respond 1o
requests for aid in the aftermath of hurricanes throughout the Pacific.

This new alternative could have a potentially significant impact on important Cold War era
sites at the Kauai Test Facility (KTF), which was established in 1963 to provide facilities to
launch sensors to observe nuclear weapons tests if the US decided to resume atmospheric
testing. A possible mitigation measure is to convert the STARS launch tower to a memorial to
the end of the Cold War. Finally, the revenue lost because STARS launch personael would no
longer visit Kauai would be partially offset by scientists who would come to use PMRF
eceanographic facilities, However, these scientists would probably spend less than the $18¢
per day for lodging and subsistence which the EIS assumes for current visitors 1o PMRF,

Michae] Jones

47-682-7 Hui Kelu St.
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAN 56752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TO:

5090
Ser00: 09 3 4
23 0CT 1558

Mr. Michael Jones

Department of Physics and Astronomy
University of Hawaii

2505 Correa Road

Honolulu, HI 96822

Dear Mr, Jones:

Thank you for your comments to the Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced
Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Your comments have been
made part of the record.

The conclusions reached in the EIS represeat the combined opinions of various
technical, environmental, sociological, and other experts in their fields. We believe these
conclusions to be representative of the state of scientific knowledge in these areas.

Our national leaders must make many difficult decisions concemning how and
where 1o conduct activities that will provide this counlry a strong defense. Congress has
recognized the need to test defensive missile systems that will protect our armed forces
and allies overseas, as well as PMRF's ideal setting and existing technology base to
perfarm some of this testing.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want 10 do zll we can to gain your trust and support.

Sincerely,

Ul
. A. BOWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0189
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April 28, 1998
Ms. Vida Mossman
Pacific Missile Range Facility
PO Box 128
Kekahi, Hawai'i 96752

RE: Proposed PMRF Expansion

Because two issues have been cited as being driving forces towards
expanding the activities of PMRF, national security and economic

benefits, [ would like to address these two issues specifically.

The communities of Kaua'i and Nfihau have been told that more jobs
will be available If this proposal moves ahead. The Hawai'i public has
been assured that for defensive purposes, the US military must

enhance its missile systems.

Hawai'l is in terrible economic shape. People are hurting, families are
suffering. We are caught in a place where the promise of income
becomes more Important than how that income might be generated.
Businesses are going bankrupt; corporations are laying off employees:
people on public assistance face deep cuts if they don't find work
under new federal welfare reform laws; the Hawai'l Legislature is

trying to balance a severely shrunken budget.

Other places in the US may be seeing better times. However, the one
group that does not suffer whatever the economic times might be, are
the weapons contractors. Building newer and better weapons of all

sorts is big business. Federal cuts to the military may close bases or

P-W-0191

{

cut staff. but more money is given ta the development and
construction of weaponry than even the Department of Defense or the

Pentagon asks for.

AND, not all of this weaponry is manufactured for the defense of
America. The United States is the largest international weapons

dealer in the world.

So, at PMRF, we are proposing to expand our capabilities to defend
America against supposed enemies who might use weapons that they
likely purchased from the United States. And the economic benefits

all go back to the same few corporate monopolies.

If the US stopped selling weaponry glehally and put more energy into
nonviolent conflict resolution (it is millions of dollars In arrears on
United Nations dues), America would find far better use of our tax
money spent on creating jobs that provide meaningful work and

promote a sustainable future,

The real enemy is not “out there” where we can shoot missiles at it,
but at the root of this military industrial system that feeds en the

peopie to keep itself alive.

‘/;i/fj (Ve

Nancy Aleck
concerned community member

PO Box 61212
Honclulu, HI 96839
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA HAWAI 36752-0128
I AEPLY REFER 10:

3090
Ser 00/ 05 3

23 0CT 995

Ms. Nancy Aleck
PO Box 61212
Honotulu, HI 96839

Dear Ms, Aleck:

Thank you for your cornments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental lenpact Statement (EIS).

We appreciate your opinions on the Draft EIS, as public input is critical to the EIS
process.

Qur national leaders must make many difficult decisions concerning how and
where te conduct activities that wiil provide this couniry a strong defense. Congress has
recognized the need 1o test defensive missile systems that will protect our armed forces
and allies overseas, as well as PMRFES ideal setting and existing technology base to
perform some of this testing,.

While the Navy does not claim that the proposed enhancements will have a
substantial impact on employment or the local ecenomy, we recognize that business and
civic leaders consider the proposal to enhance PMRF's capabilities a positive
development for the economic stability of Kauai and the larger Hawaiian community,

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

(el

/ A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S, Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0191

P-w-0192

NEPA IHearing
April 28, 1998, DAV Weinberg Hall, 2685 N. Nimitz Hwy, 5:00 PM

In re the Passage of:
Frederick A. Lins,
Concerned Cilizen

Pacific Missile Range Facility
Environmental Impact Statement

Proposed enhancements of the PMRF

10 suppert a new Theater Missile

Defense Program are considered in an Environmental
Impact Statement

(N N

! am the owner of a small business incorporated in Hawaii 1o offer computer related technology services te
commercial and government entities here in Hawaii. 1 employ seven technicians including three part e
students to sell and service robotic tape data library systems. We alse are developing a capahility for our
federal povernment customes 10 slore multimeadia content in our dala libraries for on-demand ransmission
over the Internet 1o thelr constituencies arcund the world.

AS & government contractor, | am very sensitive to the treatment of my current and prospective contractors
by our focal community. An emotional rejection of the due diligence arguments presented by the PMRF in
their EIS would impart a very negative image to not only PMRF management, but to all federal officials
responsible for funding work in Hawaii for small companies such as my own.

As a father, ! strive to teach my sen the application: of logic to community issues such as the PMRF
enthancement program. Now as Cahu residents, PMRF issues are not really our business but rather the
rightful concern of the residents of Niihau and Kauai. However, we see other Oahu based special interest
graups trying lo invelve themselves in these issues and must take action if only te counter their polential
irrational, negative impact on a process which could result in high-technology job possibilitics for him in
the future.

Lastly, as a taxpayer with 2 hope of retiring here in | lawaii, [ support any new federal business which will
bring tax receipts into this state and lighten the burden which we all must otherwise carry by ourselves.

Dated this 28* day of April, 1598

Wﬂf

Frederick A. Lins

President

August Enterprises Inc.

4410 Pahoa Ave.

Honolulu, Hawaii 96816
80%.226.1324, 808.737.5972 Fax
www stkhi.com linsgisikhi com
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl §5752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TC:

5090
serof 0939
23 007 1038

Mr. Frederick A. Lins
President

August Enterprises Inc.
4410 Pahoa Avenue
Honolulu HI 96316

Dear Mr, Lins:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
propesal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. We
believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced capabilities to
conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain strong and promote
continued economic stability on Kauai and in Hawaii,

The Navy looks forward to continuing its positive relationships with business,
civic, and other organizations in Hawail as it performs its primary missien as a test and
training range for sophisticated Navy systems to protect our armed forces and ensure our
national security.

Sincerely,

. A.BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear! Harbor

Response to P-W-0192

P-w.orgg

Donald A. and Shannon M. Maorrison
1423 Hoakoa Place
Honolulu, Hawaii 96821-1161

April 28, 1998

To Whom It May Concern:

Re:  PMRF Barking Sands
Public Hearing April 28, 1993

We support the United States Navy and its efforts to upgrade the capabilities at the
Pacific Missile Range Facitity on Kauai.

This is vitally important and needs our support for the following reasons:

* As the Barking Sand range allows the testing that will generate a defensive
system against short and medium range ballistic missile systems, it will save
lives. The defense of people from these deadly weapons is a worthy goal and
one which Americans must support.

& The people of Nihau and Kauai need the economic boost that this
enhancement will provide. The US Navy has been working with the people of
Niihau for over ten years and the people of Kauai for thirty-five. Let the Navy
stand on their record.  They have been good neighbors and there is no reason
to believe that this will not continue.

* Without this enhancement not only will the people of Nithau and Kauai lose the
economic benefit, the future of PMRF and other related facilities in Hawai:
locales would be in doubt. PMRF will eventually cease operations as it will
become cbsolete. This would start a chain reaction of other closures, the
impact of which will reach far beyond Kauai. With Hawaii’s dismal econamic
outlook, we need 1a retain these jobs and this faciliy.

We ask that this project be allowed 10 proceed to protect the lives of men, women
and children in the future and 1o prevent any additional deterioration of our economy.

Yours truly,

Y AR

Donald A. M&
Shannon M. Mofrison
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAII 86752-0128
M REPLY HEFER TO-

5080

Ser00/ Qg
23 0CT 199354

Mr. and Mrs. Donald Morrison
1423 Hoakoa Place
Honclulu, HI 26821-1161

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Morrison:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the

proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense testing. We . . 4- 20 - ?f

believe that with the continued viability of PMREF through enhanced capabilities o ! )

conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain strong and promote By B 0% T
A

continued economic stability on Kauai. S AN /451/?/7—5 7. ZXr /'Wg/’- e e J

_THe FMRF o~ Kbwal . ___

The Navy looks forward to continuing its positive relationships with business,
civic, and other organizations in Hawaii as it performs its primary mission as a test and —— e

training range for sophisticated Navy systems to protect our armed forces and ensure our e m————— )ﬁé’ 7%f S
national security. -~ e ﬁ Mézd .tﬁ%/
sincetely, ] G ek STALk
 P-W0200 -, /95 Ho one
éw Vék e Kolos, Hr 94750

" A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0198
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAYY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAN! §6752-0128
IN REFLY REFER TO;

5090
Ser00f 09 56
23 0CT 199

Mr. C. Patrick Stack
1918 Hoone Road
Koloa, HE 96756

Dear Mr. Stack:

Thank you for your comment on the Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced
Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS}, We appreciate your opinions on
the Draft EIS, as public input is criticat to the EIS process.

Our national leaders must make many difficult decisions concerning how and
where to conduct activities that will provide this country a strong defense. Congress has
recognized the need to test defensive missile systems that will protect our armed forces
and allies overseas, as well as PMRF's ideal setting and existing technology base to
perform some of this testing,.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want 10 do alt we can to gain your support and trust.

Sincerely,
. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Copy to:
CINCPACFLT

COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0200

Pw-0212

Charles G. King
113 Melia St.
Kapaa, HI 96746

April 21, 1598

Ms. Vida Mossman
P. Q. Box 128
Kekaha, Hl 96752-0128

Dear Ms, Mossman,
Subject: PMRF Enhancement

| am writing in support of the proposed enhancement to the Pacific Missile
Range Facility at Barking Sands. Over thirty-five years PMRF has become a fine
neighbor on the westside. As well as employing more than 850 civilian workers with an
annual payroil of $45,000,000, they participate in life on the island. They'rs here for the
community in times of need with rescues, evacuations and the like. They spearhead
special events like Toys for Tots and provide manpower when asked for island wide
events like The Hospice Fourth of July Celebration. Top cfficers sit on and help guide
organizations such as the Kauai Chamber of Commerce. Their numbers and high levels
of compstence and training make available to the rest of Kauai programs that we might
otherwise not experience such as the Seven Habits training by Steven Covey. While the
course was offered on Kauai, | feel that the interest shown by PMRF, the numbers they
were able to add to it, contributed 10 its success on the isfand. It should be recognized
that these jobs altract high level personnel who also give back to the community.

These are on top of the obvious contribution their payroll and employment make
on the island. There is, also, time spent on island by cutside personnel who use our
visitor facifities. The proposed makeover of PMRF will keep it technically capable of
performing its national mission. It will elevate it's importance in the nation and could
become a catalyst for science and high technology on Kauai. Kauai's business
community has been iooking towards industries that can strengthen our economic
outlook. Science and technology have always been high on our list. This is what PMRF
is bringing to the island.

Sincerely,

\

Charles G. King
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KERKAHA, HAWAN 567520128
M REPLY REFER TO:

5080
Serces 0902
23 00T 108

Mr. Charles G. King
113 Melia Street
Kapaa, HI 96746

Dear Mr. King:

We appreciate your expression of support for the mission of PMRF and the
proposal to enhance its capability to perform theater ballistic missile defense
testing. This propesal recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong
and technically superior to potential adversaries, particularly in the area of missile
defenses.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain

strong and promote continued economic stability on Kauai.

We look forward to continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

LA BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0212

P-W-0220
e 3 May 1998

Comments on the Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF) Enhanced Capability
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

1) Alternatives

The DEIS makes no comparison of the impacts of theater missile defense (TMD) tests near
PMRF with those at the Kwajalein Missile Range (KMR) or at the Eglin Gulf Test Range
(EGTR). KMR was one of the sites selected in the 1994 TMD Extended Test Range EIS. The
Feb. 1998 Theater Missile Defense Extended Test Range Supplemental EIS (TMDETR SEIS)
examines impacts at EGTR. Doesn’t NEPA rcquire consideration of these alternatives, which
seem to be sufficiently “reasonable” that they have been considered in other EIS documents?
Even if Congress continues to mandate that PMRF be the primary range for testing Navy
TMD systems, alternatives to PMRF and Niihau need to be considered for tests of land-based
interceptors.

2) Missiles to be launched at different sites

The DEIS does not indicate which missiles would be launched at the different potential
launch sites. This information is important to evaluate the adeguacy of the ground hazard
area (GHA) at each site and treaty compliance. For example, Nithau, Temn Island, and
Johnston Aroll are not among the currently-allowed research and development launch sites for
missiles with ranges exceeding 500 kilometers. (See also comment 8.)

3) Ground Hazard Areas {(GHA)

The final EIS needs more detailed discussion of how the GHA radii were determined --
particularty because they range from 2,000 feet at Tern Island to 20,000 feet at Nijthau, No
justification is given for the different GHA radii {8,000 and 10,000 feet) for the two istands at
Johnston Atoll; both of these radii are smalier than the nominal GHA radius for the Hera
missile, which was developed to launch targets with a range adequate to go from Johnston to
PMRF. The nominal Hera GHA radius is given as 7.2 kilometers (over 23,000 feet) in three
previous environmental analyses. (Sce page 2-16 of the 1994 TMD Extended Test Range EIS,
page 1-30 of the 1994 TMD Hera Target Systems Environmental Assessment, and page 1-21
of the 1994 Wake Island Environmental Assessment.) A simulation of debris dispersal from a
plausible Hera failure by David Wright (see report cited in comment 4) indicates that some
debns could hit 3.9 kilometers (about 13,000 feet) from the launch pad. The final EIS should
indicate which missiles were used to determine the GHA radii and how quickly the Range
Safety Officer needs to send the signal to the flight termination system so that debris from an
off-course flight will be contained within the GHA at each potentiat launch site.

4) Missile reliabilities

The DEIS contains no information about the failure rates of the missiles that would be
used. The final EIS should include this information and estimate the probability of a launch
failure for the tests over the 30-year period being used to estimate cumulative impacts.
Publicly-available information indicates 1 Hera failure (in the 8th test on 17 Nov. 1997) in
8 launches. Results from flight tests of Minuteman I1 and IIl missiles and more recent
taunches of refurbished Minuteman I missiles indicate a reliability of about 85%. (See the



6 March 1998 report “A Technical Assessment of the Launch Hazard Area in Cudjoe Key,
Florida” by David Wright of the Union of Concerned Scientists and the MIT Security Studies
Program in Cambridge, MA.)

5} Analysis of previous accidents as possible launch failures

The DEIS describes the process used o determine hazard areas, including the usual
assumption that the Range Safety Officer will send the signal to terminate the flight within
five seconds after the missile goes off-course. However, safety systems can malfunction and
people can make mistakes so it is useful to examine past launch failures and analyze the
impacts of similar failures for target launches at the sites considered in the DEIS. Two
failures which seem relevant are the 20 Aug. 1991 Aries faiiure at Cape Canaveral and the
Minuteman failure at Vandenberg AFB on 15 June 1993. The Aries missile went off course
by nearly 90 degrees but the Range Safety Officer did not activate the flight termination
system until 23 seconds after liftoff. The report (Red Tigress Incident Report dated 23 Aug.
1991) on this fatlure indicated that pieces of debris fell on land as far as 13,500 feet from the
taunch pad. The Minuteman at Vandenberg AFB did not pitch to the west as planned but
tnstead continued vertically upward after liftoff. The Range Safety Officer terminated the
flight at 8 seconds and picces of flaming debris (including the 2nd and 3rd stages) hit the
ground about 5,600 feet south-east of the taunch pad (i.e. in the direction mostly opposite to
the intended trajectory). According to newspaper reports, the brush fires started by this
debris bumed 400 acres on base plus 600 acres off base. Failures like these at PMRF or
Niihau could start multiple brush fires.

6) Risk analyses, safety record for missiles near Kauai

The response to my comment about estimating the risk of missiles and debris hitting ships
and aircrafl states that, “Specific risk analyses have not been conducted for each vehicle
proposed to be launched as part of the Proposed Action.” How can one evaluate whether the
risk of a fatality is below the limits specified on page 3-189 of the DEIS if the risk analyses
have not been done?

The response also states that, for about 360 launches at the Kauvai Test Facility since 1962,
“there have been no ground or airborne failures that have caused injury, loss of life, damage,
or destruction of any facilities or the environment.” This “excelient safety record” which the
Navy “expects to continue” does not mention the Dec. 1988 incident in which a missile fired
from an airplane hit a passing cargo ship and killed one of its crew. Assuming the average
number of 86 missile launches per year given in Table 2.2.1-11 for the entire period 1962-
1997 implies a total of 3096 launches asscciated with PMRF during this time. If the
probability of a fatality were less than 1 per million annually, as stated on page 3-189, the
probability of cne or more fatalities in 36 years is less than 0.000036. The fact that one
farality did occur suggests that the risk to the general public is greater than the goal given in
the DEIS. If the annual fatality rate is taken from the observed 1/36, the probability of one or
more [atalities in the next 30 years is 0.57.

7) Trajectories for targets and interceptors

The DEIS gives only a generic illustration (Fig. 2.3.1-4) of the trajectories and impact
zones for target and interceptor. Specific trajectories and impact zones need to be given for
Various testing scenarios, including those illustrated in Figs. 2.3.5-1, -2, and -3. These details
are needed to evaluate risks of various testing scenartos. The TMDETR DSEIS gives such
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" details for various testing scenarios in the Gulf of Mexico. (See Fig. ES-3.)

8) Treaty restrictions on targets launched at sea

The DEIS states on page ES-2 that, “Any testing woutd comply with current U.S. policy
concerning compiiance with treaties and international agreements.” Response 3 (page 7-112)
to a comment on treaty compliance in my 16 June 1997 letter (page 7-110) further asserts,
“Detailed discussion of political and international policy issues are outside the scope of this
Draft EIS.” Even if one accepts this assertion, there are treaty restrictions which are relevant
to the proposed TMD tests and which have been discussed in related EIS decuments. The
1998 Theater Missile Defense Extended Test Range Draft Supplementat EIS (TMDETR
DSEIS) mentions test restrictions from the START Treaty, asserting that START bans target
launches from sea-based platforms. It also states that targets launched from ships would have
to have ranges less than 600 kilometers to comply with START. (This apparentiy refers to
START Article V, paragraph 18a, which prohibits tests and deployment of “ballistic missiles
with a range in excess of 600 kilometers, or launchers of such missiles, for instaliation on
waterborne vehicles, including free-floating launchers, other than submarines.”)

The Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces {INF) Treaty appears to impose even lighter
constraints. In particular, INF Article V11, paragraph 12d restricts launches of intermediate-
range missiles used for research and development so that “the launchers for such booster
systems are fixed, emplaced above ground and located only at research and development
launch sites which are specified in the Memorandum of Understanding.” The Jan. 1994 TMD
Extended Test Range EIS explicitly refers to the INF restrictions in the following statement
on page 2-10:

“Int order to comply with the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Force (INF) Treaty, mobile and
fixed sea launch platforms for targets would be located no more than 500 km (311 mi)
from the planned target impact point.”

Treaty restrictions are particularly relevant because some of the TMD tests illustrated in
the DEIS seem to viotate these INF and START restrictions. Fig. 2.3-3 indicates that launches
from MATSS ships could oceur as far as 1260 kilometers from PMRF and Fig. 2.3.1-2 shows
a target launch from a MATSS ship that is over 500 kilometers from the ship from which the
interceptor is launched. Section 2.3.1.3.4 indicates that land-based targets “would be launched
from fixed or mobile launchers.” The statement quoted above from the TMD Extended Test
Range EIS implies that launching missiles with range greater than 300 kilometers from mobile
launchers or from MATSS ships would violate the INF Treaty. These issues need to be
addressed in the final EIS.

9) Treaty restrictions on air-drop targets

The TMDETR DSEIS states, “Current treaty interpretations allow air delivery of targets
from less than 600 kitometers (372.8 miles) from the predicted impact point if no
intercept occurred.” The final EIS should explicitly state whether air-drop targets launched
for TMD tests near PMRF will comply with this restriction and explain why the requirement
for a fixed launcher in INF Articte V11, paragraph 12d does not prohibit air-drop launches
with range greater than 500 kilometers.

10) Treaty restrictions on encrypted telemetry data
On page 2-84 the DEIS states that development and testing of Navy TMD systems would
imvolve encrypted telemetry data for both targets and interceptors. The final EIS should
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address whether START or other treaties restrict such encryption.

F) Monitoring results from STARS launches

Several places in the DEIS {e.g. pages 4-5, 4-34, 4-49) refer 1o air quality monitoring
done for the 1st STARS launch on 26 Feb. 1993 and imply that these results demonsirate that
there are no significant ajr qualily impacts from such launches. These statements are
incomplete and misleading. The statements are incomplete because they do not mention the
results of air quality monitoring for the 3rd STARS launch on 22 July 1994, They are
misfeading because the only monitors outside the graund hazard area and downwind of the
launch pad were on a boat offshore for the 3rd taunch; these monitors were not recording
data when the exhaust cloud passed by. Therefore, nonc of the monitors outside the GHA
provide any data relevant to the concentrations of hydrogen chloride (HC1) or other gasses in
the exhaust cloud. Monitors 140 feet from the launch pad recorded HCI concentrations above
their aperating limits for both launches. The monitoring report of the 3rd launch concludes
that the HCI concentration near the launch pad was at least 140 parts per million (ppm). The
level deemed “immediately dangerous to life and health” is 100 ppm.

The problems | encountered getting copies of the monitoring reports and getting a
fesponse to my comments on them are summarized in my 19 June letter (page 7-138). The
one-seéntence response (page 7-139) is inadequate and contains the misteading assertion that
STARS monitoring confirmed that “air contaminants were well below those levels which
would potentially affect public heaith and safety and consistent with the modeling results.”
For the reasons indicated abaove, there are no STARS monitoring data on HCI concentrations
in the exhaust cloud when it passed the GHA bourdary. I enciose as Appendix A my three
letters commenting on the monitoring for the 22 July 1994 STARS launch.

12) Computer simulations of exhaust gas concentrations

On page 4-34 the DEIS cites computer modeling of concentrations of HCl and other gasses
done for STARS and asserts that “all exhaust concentrations were beiow applicable health-
based standards™ at the boundary of the ground hazard area both for a normal launch and for
a termination just after lift-off. This statement is incomplete because it does not mention that
the HC1 concentrations were predicted to exceed the State of Hawai guideline in both cases.
(Sec comment 5 on page 9-16 and response 5 on page 9-19 of the (et 1993 Restrictive
Easement Final IS} Tf the EIS authors contend that the State of Hawaii HCJ guideline is not
the appropriate health-based standard, they should say so in the final EIS.

13} Lead comtamination in soil

The DEIS mentions {pages 4-27, 441} that soil samples near the Vandal launch pad and
some KTF launch sites show lead contamination due to past missile launches. The DEIS
asserts that, “Lead levels ar both locations were determined not to represent a public or
worker health and safety risk.” The DEIS docs not indicate who made this determination and
on what standards i1 was hased. Also, the Jan. 1996 Navy document referred to in the DEIS
does not appear in the References in section 8.0 unless it js the reference listed as “Naval
Facilities Engineering Command, Pearl Harbor, 1996” and labeled for official use only.

Some details of the lead levels are provided on page 3-46. The DEIS notes that no soil
samples had lead concentrations above the State of Hawaii cleanup goal of 400 mg/kg prior 1o
the 1994 Vandal launches. After five 1994 launches, two sites had lead levels cxceeding 400
mg/kg. No reference is given for these measurements and no mention is made of cleanup or

- remediation efforts. Table 3.1.2-1 on page 3-85 indicates that there were 13 Vandal launches

in 1994, What were the lead levels after all of these launches? How can the public get access
to the results of the soil sampling? The Oct. 1993 Restrictive Easement Final FIS indicated
(response 7 on page 9-20) that the Navy “will conduct 2 baseline survey for possible lead
contamination around the Vandai (aunch site and conduct periodic monitoring to assess the
potential impacts from all launches from that lavack site.”

It is important to note that paragraph 9 of the existing Restrictive Easement for STARS
and Vandal launches (DEIS Appendix C) states that the GRANTEE will “clean up any debris
or any releases of hazardous substances resulting from its launches.” Furthermore, paragraph
14 states that the easement “shail be terminated” if there are “contaminants or pollutants found
within the easement arca as a result of the faunches which significantly threaten public health,
and which have not been previously discussed in the environmental documents for the
project.” Ispecifically raised this issue in my 16 lune letter (page 7-111) but response 12
{page 7-113) does not address it

14) STARS launches through 2030

On page 2-92 the DEIS mentions two programs, MCD-US and H1B, that are “reasonably
forseeable” to invoive STARS launches at KTF. No eslimate is given for the number of such
launches or when they might occur. No references to documents describing these programs
are given. The HLB program is said to be a NASA program to simulate the X-33
performance; but, in November of 1997, NASA completed its EIS for X-33 and announced
that X-33 would be launched in California. An article on PMRF in the 24 March 1997 issue
of Aviation Week & Space Technology reported that a STARS launch to test an anti-satellite
weapon was being considered at KTF., Why wasn’t this program mentioned in the DEIS?
What launches of STARS for national missile defense programs are being considered? More
details need to be provided before one can assess cumulative impacts of these programs with
other STARS and TMD launches,

A March 1995 report by the General Accounting Office (GAQ/NSIAD-95-78) indicated
that STARS was being considered for launching targets for TMD tests, STARS is also Hsted
as a long-range target option (at Nithau, Tern, and Johnston as well as PMRF) in the table
from the PMRF Enhanced Capability EIS Siting Group dated 8 Jan, 1997 (page 7-189). Why
weren't these potential STARS launches mentioned in the DEIS? In addition to environmental
impacts, use of STARS to launch targets for TMD tests seems to violate the ABM/TMD
Demarcation Agreements signed by the U.S. and Russia in September of 1997,

15) Vandal launches through 2030

The DEIS gives no estimates of the number of Vandal taunches expected. How can the
cumulative impacts -- especially those due to lead contamination -- be assessed without this
information? { was told at the 23 june [997 scoping meeting that the Vandals were nearly
gone. Is this is correct, the final EIS should provide information on what missiles will be
used as replacements and how many launches of these missiles are anticipated. The impacts of
these Jaunches need 1o be evaluated by themselves aad for their contribution to the cumulative
impagcts through 2030.

My 19 June letter (page 7-138) indicated past superficial treatment of the impacts of lead
emissions from Vandal launches -- in particuiar that apparently there has never been an
environmentai assessment for Vandal and that the conclusion that there would be no
significant impact from 72 Vandal launches was based only on assertions that no significant



impact was expected from 2 ZEST launches. The response (page 7-139) does net address my
comments about Vandal launches.

16) Impacts of launches for “black” programs
Response 9 (page 7-112) to a comment in my 16 June 1997 letter about the impacts of

secret “black™ misstle launch programs states that such classified programs cannot be discussed
in public and asserts that “environmental effects of all activities conducted at PMRF are Leing
analyzed.” Even if details of these programs are classified, information about the number of
launches should be {and sometimes has been) released. For example, a table of Sandia rocket
operations at KTF from 1979 to 1991 indicates 41 launches of which 11 are labeled classified.
Are classified faunches at KTF likely to continue at a rate of about onre per year? How can the
public assess whether impacts of future programs are being adequately evatuated if even the
number of launches is withheld? An example that highlights this dilemma is the proposal 1o
develop and test rockets powered by nuclear reactors. At one time in the early 1990’s, PMRF
was on a list of possible sites for a nuclear propulsion test facility. What information would
given to the public if such rockets will be (or have been) tested at PMRF?

17} Record of launches under existing easement
Table 3.1.2-1 on page 3-85 purports to contain the numbers of times that the Restrictive
Easement was activated since Oct. 1993. The existing Restrictive Easement actually did not

take effect until | Jan. 1994; a Memorandum of Agreement was in effect for launches in 1993.

There seem fo be errors in the entries in this table for the 10,000 foot GHA. The table lists

1 for Oct.-Dec. 1993 but the two STARS launches in 1993 were on 26 Feb. and 25 August.
The table also lists 1 for 1995 but no STARS launches were publicly reported in 1995, Are
these errors or were there secret launches of STARS or some other missile in 1993 and 19957
Finally, no source is given for the information in Table 3.1.2-I and no information is given
about how long exclusive control of the easement area was exercised. This information was
requested in my 16 June letter (page 7-111).

The sentence beforc Table 3.1.2-1 asserts that PMRF has not closed the easement without
conducting a launch. If this is correct, there were 15 Vandal launches in 1994, Although the
easement does not explicitly limit the number of launches, the draft and final Restrictive
Easement EIS (see page 2-3) stated that there would be *no more than eight Vandal faunches
in a l-year period.” (Given that this commitment was not fulfilled, perhaps the revised
easement should explicitly limit the number of launches.

18) Revised Restrictive Easement

The justification for revising the Restrictive Easement (RE) to remove explicit reference
to the missiltes to be launched and to extend the expiration date until the end of 2030 is very
weak. The DEIS does not indicate what missiles and which launch pads require the easement.
It does not address what targets for Navy TMD tests woutd be launched from PMRF. From
the testing scenarios itlustrated in the EIS (e.g. Fig. 2.3-2), it seems that such targets could be
launched from ships or aircraft or from PMRF using small rockets because the Navy ships
would be within 200 kilometers of PMRF. Therefore, it is questionable that the RE is needed
for tests of TMD interceptors on Navy ships. OQther testing scenarios (Figs. 2.3.5-1 and -2)
show land-based interceptors jaunched from PMRF. However, there is no Congressional
mandate to test tand-based interceptors at PMRF and there are alternative ranges where land-
based interceptors have been (and presumably will continue to be) tested. In conclusion, the

Gze-6

~ [JEIS provides inadequate detail and no compelling reasons why the RE is essential for TMD

tests.

The final EIS should examine other alternatives concerning the RE. One is to allow the
RE 10 expire at the end of 2002 or terminalte it cven sooner. Another is to require the
specification in the RE of the missiles and launch pads to which it applies and to explicitly
limit the number of launches. At the very least, the final EIS needs to include a complete list
of the missiles, and their ground hazard areas, that will be subject to the RE. Without this
information, there is no way for the State of Hawaii or the public to assess whether the RE is
needed and appropriate.

19} Niihau - fire danger

The DEIS notes on page 3-140 that, because of the dry climate and kiawe vegelation, there
1s a potential for “very large fires” and thart the istand has no fire fighting equipment. Yet the
proposed actions for dealing with a fire on the launch pad or from a failed launch are fire
breaks around the launch site and imported fire fighting equipment consisting of a water
truck, a bulldozer, and a helicopter airborne with buckets. This hardly seems adequate for
dealing with nearly simultanecus multiple fires that could result from flaming debris from a
failed launch -- even if the debris all hits within the ground hazard area. The £5 June 1993
launch failure at Vandenberg AFB (which presumably has more capable fire fighting
equipment) burned 400 acres on base plus 600 acres off base. The final EIS needs to address
in detail the capabilities of the proposed fire fighting equipment for dealing with fires from a
launch failure similar to that at Vandenberg. It should also indicate what fire fighting
equipment is available at PMRF.

20} Safety -- Tern Island

The GHA far launches on Tern Island barely excludes the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
buildings on the island. The final EIS needs a detailed explanation of how this GHA was
determined -- including what missiles would be launched and the GHA’s for these missiles at
other launch sites.

21) Safety — Johnsten Atoll

The final EIS should state what missiles would be launched from islands at Johnston Atwoll.
The most likely candidate seems to be Hera, which has a nominal GHA radius (7.2 km) that
would include the JACADS incinerator and chemical weapons storage on Johnston [sland.

22) Compatibility of missile launches in wildlife refuges

The final EIS should contain a statement from agencies responsible for the Hawaiian
Islands and Johnston Atoll National Wildlife Refuges tndicating whether the proposed launch
and instrumentation sites are compatible with the purpose of these refuges. The 23 June 1997
letter from the Fish and Wildlife Service (pages 7-18 to 7-20) indicates that “it appears
unlikely that launching missiles and establishing tracking instrumentation sites within NWRs
would be found compatible with the objectives of refuge maintenance.”

In his introductory remarks at the 28 April 1958 public hearing, Capt. Bowlin stated that
launches at Tern Island and Johnstor Atoll were “fall-back options” to air- and sea-launch
targets. If this is correct, the final EIS should explicitly state that launch sites at Tern Island
and at Johnston Atoll are not part of the preferred alternative.



9Z€-6

23) Simutants for warheads containing nuclear weapons

On page 2-32, the DEIS states that simulants are used to test the effectiveness of TMD
interceplors against missiles carrying chemical or biological weapons. Would dense material
like depleted uranium be used to simulate a nuclear weapon? What are the impacts of an
intercept that would produce depleted uranium debris?

24) Public access to related documents
Section 1.5.1 of the DEIS contains a list of related environmental documents, The final

EIS should indicate how and where the public can access these documents and those listed as
references in section 8.0, The specific documents | would like to review before the public
comment period ends are documents in DEIS section 1.5.1 numbered 18, 19, 22, 23, 24, and
26 and the following documents listed in the References section 8.0 :

Gonzalez, R., 1997. Interview with Richard Gonzalez ...

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Peart Harbor. 1996. Environmental Baseline ...

Pacific Missile Range Facility, Commander, 1997. Pacific Missile Range Enhanced ...

Office of Naval Rescarch, Washington, DC, 1995. Final Environmental Assessment ..,

Range Commanders Council, 1997. Common Risk Criteria ...

U.S. Air Force, 1997, Final Theater Ballistic Missile Targets ...

U.S. Air Force, AltAir Flight Program, 1997. Programmatic Environmentaj ...

U.S. Army Space and Strategic Defense Command, 1995. U.S. Army Kwajalein Atoll ...

U.5. Department of the Navy, Theater Air Defense Program Executive Office ...

25) Background for TMD testing

Section !.1.1 contains background information on PMRF and on the rationate for
developing TMD systems. This section should also contain a summary of previous
environmental analyses -- including what sites were considered and which sites were selected.
In particular, the 1994 Theater Missile Defense Extended Test Range EIS contains a detailed
examination of the impacts of TMD testing at four test sites -- White Sands Missile Range
{WSMR) in New Mexico, Eglin AFB in Florida, Western Range in California, and the
Kwajalein Missile Range (KMR), which inctudes the U.S. Army taunch and instrumentation
sites at Kwajalein Atoll {(USAKA) in the Republic of the Marshall Islands. This EIS states on
page 2-96 that PMRF was eliminated from consideration “because of the lack of the full range
of land-based instrumentation sites to observe intercepts and inadequate land area for
interceptor deployment or for placement of instrumentation that would have to be brought in
from another range.” The 21 March 1995 Record of Decision for this EIS decided 1o proceed
with extended range testing only at WSMR and at KMR. The TMD tests at KMR were
intended primarily to involve launches of target missiles from Wake Island and launches of
interceptors at USAKA. Launches of targets from platforms at sea were examined in the EIS
(see Fig. 2.2-30) but the Record of Decision states that, *Technical difficulties with launches
and costs removed sca-based target missile launches from consideration.” This background
information is important and relevant because it demonstrates that KMR is an alternative for
TMD 1ests over ocean areas and, as of 1995, apparently had capabilities superior to those at
PMREF. The final EIS needs to consider this alternative and compare the impacts at KMR with
those at PMRF.

The other background information that should be included in section 1.1.1 in the finat EIS
Is that similar TMD testing scenarios near Eglin AFB are being examined in the TMDETR
SEIS, the draft of which was released on & Feb. 1998. This is imporiant because this is

" another alternative to PMRF for some or all of the TMD tests.

26) Navy Theater-Wide testing

Page 2-46 of the DEIS contains the statement that, T he Theater-Wide program is not
sufficiently developed at this point to evaluate in this document.” This statement is mislcading
for several reasons. Some tests of the LEAP “kill vehicle™ that is being developed for
Theater-Wide interceptors have already been done, (It has missed in atl four attemnpts to hit a
target.) The 27 Feb. 1998 report “Reducing Risk in Ballistic Missile Defense Flight Test
Programs” notes serious probiems with the Theater-Wide program but indicates that flight
tests could begin in the 3rd quarter of FY-99. In a statement to the Senate Defense
Appropriations Suthcommities on 22 April 1998, BMDO Director Lt Gen. Lester Lyles
states, “The Navy Theater Wide program is currently in the Program Definition & Risk
Reduction phase of development and is preparing for an initial Defense Acquisition Board
(DAB) Review.” The FY-99 budget request is given as $190 million in this statement. How
can PMRF be mandated 1o conduct flight tests for this program (which is referred to as Navy
upper tier in Senate Report 103-321 on the 1993 Defense Appropriations Bill) if the testing
requirements are so poorly-defined?

The Theater-Wide program would require longer-range interceptors in order to defend
larger areas than the Navy Area program. These interceptors would have to counter longer-
range missiles, whose warheads have higher reentry speeds. Therefore, realistic tests would
seem to require longer-range targets and longer-range interceptors than tests for the Navy
Area program. Presumably this is why the Dept. of the Interior was consulted in 1997 about
possible Jaunch sites at Midway Atoll and why Kure Atoll was included as a possible launch
site in the 23 May 1997 EIS Preparation Notice. The final EIS needs to indicate all sites
considered but eliminated from Table 2.4-1 because they were more than 1200 kilometers
from PMRF. The relevant sites appear to be contained in the table titled “Potentia! New
Facilities/Capabilities by Location” whose source is given as “PMRF Enhanced Capability EIS
Siting Group (Jan. 8, 1997).” 1included this table with my 24 June letter (page 7-189). The
final EIS should also discuss in section 2.3 what “additional analysis under NEPA may be
needed” if these sites were used to taunch targets for Navy Theater-Wide testing.

27y TMD testing schedule

The final EIS should give the current schedule for TMD tests involving PMRF. Only a
vague statement that “up to 12 additional boosters could be used at PMRF per year” is given
on page 443. A Nov. 1997 General Accounting Office report {GAO/NSIAD-98-34) states,
“Between November 2000 and March 2001, the Navy plans to conduct developmenial and
operational tests at the Paciftc Missile Range Facility that will involve intercept attempts with
a total of 32 missiles, an average of about 8 test firings a month.”

28) Economic impact on Kauai

‘On page 4-71, the DEIS notes that the proposed action “will have little impact on the
economy and population of Kauai.” An increase in direct expenditures by personnel coming
to PMRF for launch activities of about $2 million per year is estimated assumning an additional
30 visitors every day with average daily budget for lodging and subsistence of $189. The
final EIS should justify the assumption of 30 additional visitors per day and compare the
assumed dzily budget with the federal per diem.



"29) State of Hawait as a cooperating agency

The cover sheet lists the State of Hawali as a cooperating agency, and both the Executive )
Summary and the Introduction in section 1.1 assert that the document is a joint Stat_e: of Hawaii
and U.S. Navy EIS. However, section 1.3 on page 1-4 notes that the State of Hawaii was
requested to be a cooperating agency but did not respond. The final EIS should state when
and to whom the request was sent and indicate what response, if any, has been received since
the DEES was released. The lack of response from the State of Hawaii suggests that its level of
cooperation in preparation of the EIS was minimal.

30} Existing water and soifl contamination at KTF

The DEIS does not mention the contaminated water volume of 5,700 cubic meters and the
contaminated soil volume of 1,400 cubic meters at the Kauai Test Facility nor does it refer to
the 1997 Dept. of Energy report “Linking Legacies” {DOE/EM-0319) which gives these
quantities. | cited this report in my 6 June letter {page 7-110). :

3t) Typos ) )

The last two sentences on page 2-19 are only slightly different from the previous two
sentences, The 4th line in the last paragraph on page 3-38 ends with “the spiritual the
spiritual.”

The comments expressed above are bascd on my review of the DEIS and related EIS
documents and on my experience with documents relevant to previous STARS and Vandal
launches at PMRF. These comments are my views and are not official positions of the Dept.
of Physics & Astronomy or of the Univ. of Hawaii. In my 19 June letter, 1 noted what 1
consider to be examples of egregious disregard for serious public involvement in review of
documents related to missile launch programs at PMRF in the past 8 years. Because of these
experiences, | can understand why some people are cynical and distrusifui of the EIS process.
In spite of this, 1 think that the EIS process is essential if government agencies and the public
are to make informed decisions about the proposed TMD tests. | also believe that substantial
improvement of past performance -- including responses to my comments du.ring the scoping
process -- is required. [ hope you will give my comments serious consideration.

b fo

Michael Jones

Dept. of Physics & Astronomy
Univ. of Hawaii

2505 Correa Road

Honolulu, Hawaii 96822
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APfebix A A-f
29 Aug. 1995

Deputy Cemmander, USASSDC
Attention: CSSD-EN-V (Linda Ninh)
P.O. Box 1500

Huntsviile, Alabama 35807-3801

Dear Ms. Ninh:

I received the U.S. Army Environmental Hygiene Agency Ambient Air Quality Assessment
No. 43-21-N3DD>-94 on 22 August 1995, This report contains information about air quatity
monitoring of the 22 July 1994 Strategic Target System (STARS) launch from the Kauai
Test Facility at the Pacific Missile Range Facility on the island of Kauai. Based upon review
of this report, I conctude that:

1) There are no reliable data abaut the maximum HCI concentration at the AEB site 140 feet
from the launch pad. The report indicates that the Sensor Stik monitors saturated at

136-141 ppm implying that the maximum HCIl concentration exceeded 140 ppm by an
unknown amount.

2) No data were obtained that can be compared with the REEDM computer model predictions
at focations downwind of the launch pad. The GHA-W site, which had monitors on the
boat WRB 833, was at 289 degrees whereas the downwind direction in the REEDM
caiculations was 329 degrees. The more serious problem is that the Sensor Stik monitors
on the boat did not begin to record data until afier the time that the exhaust cloud was

" predicted to have passed over the GHA-W site.

Presumably the reason for monitoring this STARS launch was that there wete serious
problems with the monitoring data from the first launch on 26 Feb. 1993. In particular, the
Interscan HCI monitor at the AEB site saturated and there were no monitors at sites

downwind of the launch pad for the first launch. Regrettably, neither of these problerns
was corrected in the July 1994 launch.

Detailed comments follow.

Hydrogen Chloride (HCI) readings at the AEB site

1) The discussion of the Sensor Stik monitor HCI readings on page 16 indicates that the
maximum recorded concentrations between 136 and 141 ppm exceeded the operational
limit of 100 ppm. The subsequent determination by USABRDL that these monitors

saturafe around 140 ppm implies that the maximum HC! concentration for the STARS
launch exceeded 140 ppm by an unknown amount.

2) Data from the two Interscan HCI monitors platcaued at 100 and 110 ppm even though
the nominal operational range for these monitors is said to be 0 to 200 ppm. The plateau
behavior and the larger HCl concentration indicated by the Sensor Stik monitors imply that
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data from thege Interscan monitors are urtreliable for HCl concentrations above 100 ppm.
This could have been verified by exposing these monitors to known HCI concenlrations
above 100 ppm, as was done by USABRDL for the Sensor Stik monitors.

In the first STARS launch, the Interscan HCI data had a plateau at a concentration of
43.5 ppm. I noted in my comments on this report (see comment 15 in my comments
dated 28 Aug. 1993 on the Draft Restrictive Easement EIS for STARS and Vandal launches)
that this monitor had saturated. The reply (response 15 in the 8 Oct. 1993 letier to me
signed by Lt. Cal. Thomas E. Dresen) asserted that “the plateau is 2 valid peak value that
the monitor reached znd maintained for approximately 100 seconds.” In Teply (see my
26 Oct. 1993 letter to the Hawaii Dept. of Land and Natural Resources and my 5 May 1994
lester to Jeffrey §, Kirkpatrick of the USAEHA]}, T pointed out that this assertion did not
explain the inconsistcncy between the Interscan deta and data from the USABRDL monitors,
which did not have a plateau but rather had peak HCI concentrations of 77 to 80 ppm.
Apparently the people in charge of the monitoring did not learn from these probiems durin

the first launch and, as result, the HCIL. monitors saturated again during the July 1994
launch.

Carbon Monoxide (COY readings at the AEB site

The CO data from Binos monitor No. 4 on page 23 have the 20 ppm maximum reading
before the launch!

Wind Speed measurements
The wind speeds measured at the GHA-S site are given on pages 32 and 33 and range
between 0.5 and 2.0 mph around launch time. The corresponding range of speeds in
melers per second is 0.22 to (.89, However, the wind speeds used in the REEDM
calculations in Appendix S are much larger -- 3.1 metersfsec at ground level increasing to

4.1 meters/see at an altitude of 300 meters. This inconsistency should have been
addressed in the report,

Appendix Q
The time series plots begin at 05:28:41, over 19 minutes after the launch, The REEDM
calculations indicate that the exhaust clond would have passed over a site 3000 m downwind
between 8.5 and 12.5 minutes after the Jaunch so the cloud was predicted to pass over the
GHA-W site (which was 2895.6 meters from the launch pad according o data on page $-8)
before the monitors began to record data.

Appendix §

1) The launch time s given in the table headers as 0550, not as 0309 as indicated by the
time series plots of hydrogen chloride and carbon dioxide concentrations.

2) The wind speeds indicated in the table on page 5-3 range from 3.1 meters/sec at ground
level 10 4.1 meters/sec at 300 meters altitude to 5.7 meters/sec at 1000 m altitude, All of
these speeds are much larger than the measurements made at the GHA-S site.

A-Z

3) On page $-6, the HCI exhaust cloud arrival and departure limes at a site 5000 meters
downwind are given as 15,928 and 18.063 minutes respectively. This implies that the

cloud was over 2000 meters beyond the GHA-W site when the monitors began 1o record
data.

4) On page S-7, the center of the aluminum oxide cloud is predicted to be at an azimuth

of 329.6 degrees refative to the launch pad when it is at a distance of 3000 meters from

the pad. This direction is 40 degrees different from that of the GHA-W site, whose pagition
ts given as 2895.6 meters at an azimuth of 289.0 degrees from the pad on page S-8.

%wéo%—;/
Michae] Jones

Physics Dept.

Univ. of Hawaii

2505 Correa Reoad
Hanolulu, Hawaii 96827

coples to: Lisa Young, Hawaii Dept. of Health

Rep. Patsy Mink
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3 March 1996

Deputy Commander, USASSDC
Attention: CSSD-EN-V (Linda Ninh)
P.O. Box 1500

Huntsville, Alabama 35807-3801

Dear Ms. Ninh:

Tam wIiling 1o you because 1 have not received a response to my 29 August 1995 letter to
you. This letter contained my comments on the U.S. Army Environmental Hygiene Agency
Ambient Air Quality Assessment for the 22 July 1994 Strategic Target System (STARS)
launch on Kauai. My comments noted some serious problems with the air quality monitorine
that I belicve need to be addressed. )

A[t_hough Fhave received no direct response to my 29 August leter, I have seen a document
which scems to indicate that at least some of the issues have been addressed, This document
was sent on 25 October 1995 by Brad Hutchens to PMRE and addressed to you and Bob
Inouye. A handwritten note on the document states,

“Bob, if you need to sec the response, please call Brad Hutchens at 410-675-8163.
Thanks, Linda”

This document, along with a copy of my 29 August letter and a memorandum dated 25 Oct.
from Robert Inouye to Hawaii State Representative Ezra Kanoho, were forwarded to the
Univ. of Hawaii Physics Dept. by Rep. Kanoho on 11 December 1995,

In closing, I would fike to make clear that my views do not represent official positions of

the Univ. of Hawaii or the UH Physics Dept. I continue to be involved in this issue because

I believe it is important and consider my involvement part of the community service that is
expected of UH faculty. 1 believe that you have a responsibility to address the comments I've
made; I trust T will receive a detailed and direct reply from you soon.

Michael Jones
Physics Dept.
Univ. of Hawaii

2505 Correa Road
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822

copies to; Lisa Young, Hawaii Dept. of Health
Rep. Patsy Mink
Prof. James Gaines, Chair, UH Dept. of Physics & Astrenomy

6286

20 Oct. 1996

Col. Jimmie L. Slade

Envirenmental Division .
U.S. Army Space and Strategic Defense Command (USASSDC)

P.0. Box 15280

Arlington, Virginia 22215-0280

Dear Col. Slade:

This letter is in reply to your letter dated 20 Sept. 1996, which contained responses to
comments in my 2% Aug, 1995 letter. The responses ta my comments do not alter my two
main conclusions about the monitoring of STARS faunches at the Kauai Test Facility.

1) There are no reliable data about the maximum HCI concentration at the AEB site 140 feet
from the launch pad.

2) No data were obtained that can be compared with the REEDM computer model predictions
at locations downwind of the launch pad.

Because of these inadequacies in the monitoring, I think there is a serious question whether
USASSBHC has fulfilled the commitment in the Record of Decision for the STARS EIS to
coilect air samples “to validate the accuracy of the models and to evaluate compliance with
federal and state standards.”

Detailed comments on the responses in your letter follow.
Hydrogen Chloride (HCH readings at the AEB site

Responsc 1 quotes the text of the monitoring report, which states that the maximum HCI
concentrations “may have been higher” than the maximum values between 136 and 141 ppm
recorded by the Sensor Stik monitors. This conclusion in the monitor ng report was based
upon post-menitoring tests by USABRDL. which showed that these Sensor Stik monitors
reliably recorded HCI concentrations up to 140 ppm but did not record higher values
(i.c. saturated) when the HCI concentration exceeded 140 PpML

Response 2 argues that the Interscan HCI monitors, which plateaued at values of 100 and
110 ppm, did not expericnce saturation problems and asserts that these monitors “responded
to concentrations over 100 ppm during post-calibration monitor.” No calibration data arc
provided to support this assertion, which seems to contradict the following statements on
page 27 of the monitoring report. “However, the time-serics plots showed a plateau similar
to the Sensor Stik time-series plots, indicating the monitors may have beer saturated. The
monitor’s less than fullscale response may be explained by a relative low calibration span.

A HCl span gas concentration of approxXimately 50 ppm was used to calibrate the Interscan
monitors.” The menitoring report does not mention any calibration tests with HCl
concentrations above 100 ppn.
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These two responses do not explain the inconsistency in the HCI data from the Sensar
Stik and Interscan monitors and contain assertions about the Interscan monitors which seem
to conflict with statements in the monitoring report. I see no basis to alter my conclusion
that there is no reliable measure of the maximum HCI concentration at the AEB site.

Wind Speed measurements

The difference in the wind speeds measured at the GHA-S site (fess than 1 meter/sec) and
those from the rawinsonde (3.1 meters/sec at ground level) used as input for the REEDM
calculations indicate either that wind speeds vary substantially at different locations or that
some of the wind speed measurements are unreliable. In either case, there are serious

questions whether the input to the REEDM calculations adequately represented conditions
near the launch pad at launch time.

Appendix Q

The response docs not directly address my conclusion, based on the monitoring repott,
that the monitors on the WRB began to record data after the exhaust cloud had passed over
it. If that is the casc, there are no data from the WRB that are relevant for testing the
REEDM calculations. Presumably the purpose of having monitors on the WRB was to
provide an experimental test of the REEDM predictions. The response does note that the
maximum concentrations predicted by REEDM were below the monitor’s detection limits and
thus hypothesizes that the WREB “probably would not have detected any HCi concentrations”
even if it had been directly downwind. Regrettably, there are no relevant data to test this
hypothesis.

The response also notes that “the WRB was unable to maneuver to the point of maximum
downwind impact before the plume could disperse” and concludes from this that the ground
hazard area (GHA) “is very effective in protecting the public from possible exposure to
ground-level impacts.” This wishful thinking is not reassuring - especially because REEDM
calculations done for the STARS EIS indicated that the Hawaii HC guideline would be
exceeded at the GHA boundary in certain conditions. What is needed is a reliable
measurement of the maximum HCI concentration at the boundary of the GHA downwind of
the launch pad. The relevant data have not been obtained by the monitoring of either the
first or the third STARS launches.

Michael Jones

Physics Dept.

Univ. of Hawaii

2505 Correa Road
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822

copies to: Sen. Daniel Inouye, Rep. Patsy Mink

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MiSSILE RANGE FAGILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA HAWAIl 98752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TQ:

5090

Serdd/ 9

23 ocr :9935 ?
Mr. Michael Jones

Department of Physics and Astronomy

University of Hawaii

2505 Correa Road

Honoluly, HI 96822

Dear Mr, Jones:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

1. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) allows great flexibility in
analyses to support various decistons. The purpose of this EIS is to decide

whether and how (0 enhance PMRF 1o support testing and training like TBMD and
other Department of Defense Theater Missile Defense programs. Comparisens to

other military ranges are beyond the scope of this EIS.

2. The identified Ground Hazard Arcas (GHAs) represent limiting constraints, Any

class of target or interceptor missile may be launched from the potential launch

sites as long as the required safety analysis confirms that all debris from a missile
mishap would be contained within the identified GHA. As stated on p. es-2 of the
Draft EIS, all testing would comply with U.S policy concerning compliance with

treaties and international agreements.

3. The launch eperations discussion of|Section 4.1.1.7.1.1 contains a detailed

discussion of the numerous factors that determine the shape and dimensions of the

GHA. Adjustments in system performance and adjustments in allowable flight
termination response time have confirmed that Hera's debris can safely be

contained within a 10,000 foot GHA, rather than the 13,000 foot GHA identified

in the 1994 Wake Island EA.

in your review of the other documents you have requested on this subject, you

may note that the GHA varies in size by location. For example, the GHA of Hera
at Eglin is 6,000 feet. This is a result of Range Safety Officers determining GHAs

at specific locations based on 2 factors: system performance and area available.
This does not mean there is increased risk to the public for missile testing, but
does indicate that missiles will be terminated earlier in flight if the GHA is
smaller.
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Reliability of missiles is calculated based on individual component reliability and
all failures do not result in flight termination. Also, launches of missiles are
discrete events and the reliability of individual missiles cannot be used to predict
overall program reliability. As such, our approach has been to establish safety
areas surrcunding these launches and to include the possibility of early flight
termination in our analysis of environmental effects. Historically, this approach
has been effective in ensuring safety and minimization of environmental effects.
In fact, the Hera termination noted in your letter resulted in all debris being
contained in the pre-specified safety area.

The possibility of a brush fire resulting from a mishap is acknowledged in the
Draft EIS, along with the identification of mitigation measures to cover this
possibility, i.e., clearing dry vegetation from around the launch pad, spraying the
vegetation with water just before launch, and by the presence of emergency fire
crews on both PMRF/Main Base and Niihau. Prior to a launch, a Missile Accident
Emergency Team (MAET), which includes fire suppression capability, is
positioned at the edge of the GHA. The MAET also includes a helicopter with a
water bucket airborne or on standby, when necessary.

While specific risk analyses for each vehicle proposed have not been completed
for inclusion in the EIS, Range Safety Approval and Range Safety Operation Plans
are and will be required for all weapons systems using the PMRF Range as a
matter of course independent of the EIS process. Routine practice by PMRF
includes notices to mariners and surveillance of the hazard area to determine it is
clear. With these practices and adherence of mariners to these warnings, minimal
fisk exists to public safety from these activities.

The December 1988 incident is regrettable. The incident did occur within W-188,
a warning area, utilized for military training operations. However, the operation
was not under the control of PMRF and it was not launched from KTF or any
facilities at PMRF and therefore is not appropriately included in PMRF risk
calculations.

Because of the broad open ocean area available north and northwest of Kauai,
specific trajectories and impact zones do not have to be provided, only
representative intercept scenarios. These would take place anywhere within the
1,200 km (648 nm) portion of the Temporary Operations Area, and would adhere
to the regional safety procedures required by PMRF in consultation with the FAA.
In addition, intercept debris impact zones, target and defensive missile impact
zones (in the event of a failed intercept), and booster impact zones would all be
confined to open ocean areas that have been determined clear of ships, vessels,
watercraft, etc.

10.

1.

12

13.

14.

15.

16.

NEPA allows for evaluation of reasonable and foreseeable alternatives. We will
not implement any actions that are not in accordance with current U.S, policy on
treaty compliance.

See response to your question #8.
See response to your question #8.

The Strategic Target System Environmental Monitoring Program report for the 26
February 1593 launch of the Strategic Target System from PMRF analyzed pre-
and post-launch air quality and confirmed there were no exceedances of guidance
levels at any public exposure location. |Sections 3.1.1.1and address
potential effects to air quality. We believe the monitoring was adequate to
determine any realistic threat to human health and safety outside the LHA.

As described in Response 5 of the 1993 Restrictive Easement EIS, we believe the
Short-term Public Emergency Guidance Level (SPEGL) is the most appropriate
health-based guidance level for this analysis.

The reference for Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 1996 has been changed
in zmd is now listed as “U.S. Department of the Navy, Pacific Division,
Naval Facilitics Engineering Command, Pearl Harbor, 1996..." To date this has
been the only soil sampling conducted. The Soil Contamination Report in the
baseline study indicates that all of the samples were well below the U. S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) remediation and State of Hawaii cleanup
goals for commercial or industrial use property. The public is restricted from this
arca and therefore, not exposed to the soil. There has been no indication that any
contaminants have been found off-base that significantly threaten public health.

Any program using the Strategic Target System booster, including their payloads,
will not exceed the previously analyzed launch rate of four per year. As stated on
p. 2-46 of the Draft EIS, the Theater-Wide system is not sufficiently developed at
this point to be evaluated in this document. All testing will be consistent with
current U.S. policy on treaty compliance.

The Restrictive Easement EIS determined there would be no significant impacts
from continued Vandal launches. The current supply of Vandals will run out
sometime before 2030. No replacement has yet been ideatified. in
Appendix A identifies possible candidates.

No tests are proposed involving rockets powered by nuclear reactors or involving a
nuclear propulsion test facility. The number of launches analyzed at PMRF would
include any classified launches. As futare programs come to PMRF, their
proposed action and anticipated impacts will be compared to the activities and
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17.

18.

19.
20.

21,
22.
23.

25,
26.

27.

28.

impacts analyzed in this EIS. If required, additional analysis under NEPA would
be performed.

The Restrictive Easement EIS described what was planned at that time. However,
the analysis considered the total number of possible closures (30 per year). The
easement also used the same assumptions, but only restricted the maximum
number of closures of the easement per year. has been revised to
mare accurately reflect the times the easement was activated,

PMRFs mission requires the capability to establish adequate safety zones. To
meet this requirement, as with other requirements, pericdic updates and extensions
of land use agreements are necessary,

See response to your Question #3.

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
governmeng agencies and frem the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern Island
and Johnston Atoll, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as
proposed action sites in the Final EIS.

The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis produced in order to preserve
work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that
Tern Island and Johnston Atoll are no longer reasonable altematives.

See response to your Question # 20
See response to your Question # 20
Depleted uranium would not be used to simulate nuclear weapons.

Per your request, these documents were sent to the UH Library on May 12, 1998,
They are available for review by you or any other member of the public.

See respense to your Question #1.

This document covers enhanced capabilities for PMRF to support Area Defense
and the Aegis Leap Intercept. The Theater-Wide program is not sufficiently
developed to be included in this analysis.

The proposed action is to enhance the capabilities of PMRF. The EIS has been
written to allow flexibility for PMRF, without the constraint of a particular
schedule.

The use of 30 visitors per day is based on historical data as described in Section
of the EIS. The use of $189.00 per day is based on per diem allowances
($180.0G from May 1-November 30, and $206.00 from December 1-April 30) in
effect as of January 1, 1998.

29.  Although the State of Hawaii has not responded formally with a cooperating
agency letter, the State has indicated that they consider the EIS to be a joint EIS
sufficient to fulfill their requirements on state issues. Extensive involvement of
state agencies has occurred throughout the EIS process. This consultation
included periodic meetings with Department of Transportation, Department of
Land and Natural Resources, Department of Health, Department of Business,
Economic Develepment and Tourism, and the Office of Environmental Quality
Control as well as frequent meetings with the Governor’s Office and Department
Heads., Thank you for bringing to my attention the fact that this involvement was
not described in the draft document,

30.  Based on our recent comrespondence from the Department of Energy (see
attached), the “Linking Legacies” report does not indicate the type of
contamination found in the soil and water samples. The KTF site investigation
results were submitted to EPA. Based on the submitted information, EPA was
able to make a decision that no further action was needed under CERCLA.

31.  The typographical errors you cited have been corrected.

Qur naticnal leaders must make many difficult decisions concerning how and
where to conduct activities that will provide this country a swong defense. Congress has
recognized the need to test defensive missile systems that will protect our armed forces
and allies overseas, as well as PMRF's ideal setting and existing technology base to
perform some of this testing.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want to do all we can to gain your support and trust.

Sincerely,

BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAYVBASE Pearl Harbar

Response to P-W-0220
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Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

June 4, 1998
Mr, Ted Wolff
Sandia National Laboratory
Albugquerque, NM 87185-1313
Subject: Linking Legacies and the Kauai Test Facility

Dear Mr, Wolff:

Thank you far your recent inquiry concerning Kauai Test Facility (KTF) data listed on pages 79,
81, and 209 of the Department of Energy report Linking Legacies, Connecting the Cold War
Nuclear Weapons Production Processes to Their Environmental Consequences (report number
DOF/EM-0319). Before 1 provide the background necessary to address your concern, let me
first unequivocally state that the Department of Energy has never introduced, nor has plans in the
future to introduce nuclear weapons, materials, or waste to the Kauvai Test Facility.

The Linking Leguacies report was compiled to address Congressional language in the 1995
National Defense Authorization Act directing the Department of Energy (DOE) to describe the
waste sireams generated by each phase of the nuclear weapons production process. The Office
of Environmental Management examined its materials in inventory, surplus facilities,
contaminated environmental media, and wastes and attributed them to nuclear weapons
preduction processes and 10 nON-weapons processes.

Non-weapons processes included Department of Energy and predecessor agency missions that
were unrelated to the nuclear weapons program, such as the civilian nuclear power program and
the naval nuclear propulsion program. Weapons production processes were further divided into
eight steps:

+ Uranium Mining, Miliing, and Refining - Chemical Separations

« lsotope Separation (Enrichment) + Weapons Companent Fabrication

+ Fuel and Target Fabrication « Weapors Operations

+ Reactor Operations « Research, Development, and Testing

The KTF's existence is mandated by Safeguard C of the 1963 “Treaty Banning Nuclear
Weapons Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water” (Limited Nuclear Test Ban
Treaty). Congress imposed the safeguard to ensure that certain Pacific support facilities,
including the Kauai test facility, be maintained to support the resumption of nuclear testing if
world events make it necessary. Although no nuelear weapons were ever launched from KTF
and none are propased, KTF rockets with high altitude instrumentation probes which gather dara
during nuclear events would once again be launched if nuclear testing were to resume in other

@ Printad Wit 50y wk on recyched papgr

Pacific locations. As such, contaminated environmental media at KTF fail within the weapons
production category because the mission gupported Research, Development, and Testing of
nuclear weapens. Test sites in the Research, Development, and Testing step are broken out into
nuclear and non-nuclear sub-categories in Appendix B {page 206) and Appendix C (page 209} to
differentiate KTF and other test sites that did not contain radioactive materials from sites where
nuclear events actually occurred.

The report {p. 79-81} identifies 1,400 cubic meters of contaminated solid media and 5,700 cubic
meters of contaminated water present at the facifity. [n the tables where these values appear in
Linking Legacies, the report does not indicate the type of contamination (the volumes fisted
include the total hazardous chemical and/or radioactive and or mixed constituents as well as the
affected media). These inventories were provided by the Office of Environmental Restoration’s
Core Database (1996 version), which indicates that all KTF volumes stipulated contain only
chemically hazardous constituents, and ne radioactivity.

Although not addressed in Linking Legacies, the Depariment of Energy submitted the results of
the Kauai Test Facility site investigation to Region 9 of the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) on May 3, 1995. Two of the three release sites identified, a drum storage rack and a
photo shop, did not exhibit contamination above background levels. The third release site, a
rocket pad area, exhibited concentrations of arsenic (96 parts per million) and lead (270 parts per
million) that exceeded background levels but were below EPA action levels. No evidence of
radioactive contamination was evidenced anywhere at this site. A No Further Action decision
was issued by the EPA to KTF on October 30, 1996.

I hope this information helps clarify the information about the Kauai Test Facility in Linking

Legacies. 1f you require further information related to the Linking Legacies document, please
contact Steven Livingstone of my staff at (202) 586-9874.

Sincerely,

/4

+Berkovitz
Deputy Assistant Secretary
Office of Planning, Policy and Budget
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San Francisco, CA 94105-3931
Septernber 30, 1996

M. John Gould 0cT g3

U.S. Depaftment of Energy !z
Albuquerque Operations Office

P.Q. Box 5400 .

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87113

RE:  Kauai Test Facility EPA TD No.. HID984469508
Dear Mr. Gould:

Enclosed are the results of the Site Inspection {SI) documentation review b_y the
U.5. Environmental Protecticn Agency for the U.S. Depanment of Energy regarding the
Kauai Test Facility, The purpose of the review was mwofold: 1) to deterrrpnq if !he facilicy
meets CERCLA requirements as defined in Section 120; and 2) to determine }f site
conditions at the facility pose a significant threal to human pcalth and the envitonment such
that it warrants placement on the National Priorities List (NPL).

You have submitted enough information for the EPA to certify that the 5]
requirements have been met for the facility. This decision will be entered into the
CERCLIS database. Based on the submitted information, EPA was able to make a
decision that no further action is warranted at this time under CERCLA. You shauld be
aware that if additional informaticn is provided 1o the EPA that impacrs the starus of the no
further action decision, this site may be reevaluated. A copy of our evaluation is enclosed.

EPA is referring this site to the State of Hawaii Department of Health's Hazard
Evaluation and Emergency Response Office for any further oversight. EPA is )
recornmending that periodic reevaluation for environmental contamination from ot at this
site is warranted, particulasly because of the continued use of the Launcher Field which
contains 16 launcher pads. The exhaust and explosions asseciated with rocket Jaunches are
the primary causes of metals and ather hazardous chemical releases at the [auncher Field.
Of some concem is potential contamination after heavy rainstorms in the water runoff from
the Launcher Fieid imo the ditches that empty into the ocean approximately 2 miles south of
the site. The downstream pathway includes habitat for several federally designated
endangered ot threatened species. Please see the enclosed report for further details.

Should you have any questions pertaining (o this matter, please contact me at (415)
744-2328 in the EPA Region IX Superfund Office of State Planning and Assessment
Section.

Sincerely,
Michael Ardito
Hawaii State Project Officer for Superfund

Enclosure

¢z; Steve Armann, Hawaii Department of Health, HEER Office

Priaied on Revveled Paper

Marinn Kally
4117 Biack Point Read
Honclulu, [Hawai'i 96316
DATE: ApnlZh, 198
T Vida Mosauan
Pacific Missile Range Fadility
P.O), Box 128

Kekahd, Kaua'i, Iawal i 96752-0128

FROM: Marion Kelly
Associate Professor

SUBJECT:  Testimony on Draft Enviranmental Impact Statement JA
Paclfic Missile Range Faclity Fr

Lam again appadled, but not surprised, at the arrogance of the U.5.
military in presenting a Draft Environmental Impact Statement with so little
concem for the environment, for endangered animals and for its complete lack
of concern for the culture and the rights of the indigenous people of Ka Pax
“Aina (The Nawalian Archipelago). Add te that the U. 5. military twisting of facts
regarding the rightful clajms that Kanaka Maoki have on the so-called “ceded”
lands. These are lands stolen from the Kinaka Maoli with the assistance of gine
and cannon in the hands of the 1.5, Marines. They zimed their canon at the
Rayal Palace, the seat of the government of the Kingdom of 1]lawai'i in 1893, All
this and more is admitted in Public Law 103-150 passed by the U. 5. Congress
and signed by the President of the United States in 1993. Yes, it took a hundred
years for the U. 5. government to apologize. 1am sure it will take a lot longer to
right those wrongs, especially with so much denial in evidence among the
military leadership (See PMRFEC, Appendix E, Vol. 2. el to 4).

The fixst portion of wy lestimony is addressed 1o Appendix E, Val. 2,
“Land Title” of the Draft FMRF Enhanced Capabitity DEIS (E-1 to E4).

As astudent of Land Tenure in Hawai'i for the past 48 years and teacher
of this history for the past 30 years, I would lika to share some of what I have
learned, and hopetully to correct your misrcading, deliberately, or otherwise, of
this h.isi’ory.

A Very Brief History of “Ceded* Lands and Native Hawaiian Rights to them:

The Makele of 1848 was triggered by fear. Kamehameha 1T was toid hy
his American advisors that if a foreign power took over the Islands it would
confiscate all lands that were not privately owned. King Kamehameha T was
told that only by privatizing the land could he protect the rights of his people to
sustain themselves on the lands of these islands. The foreign advisors, namely
Rev. William Rickards, Dr. Gerrit P. Judd, and their lawyer, William Little Toe,
came up with a plan to privatize the iands of Ka Pae” Aina, Their plan, in effect,
gave the land away ko private owners in order to “save” it. {One is reminded
that My Lai, a village in Vietnam, was burned in order to “save” it.)

I
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. On January 27, 1848 the first mahele (division) was agreed upon and
recorded. Subsequently, King Kamehameha J11 met with 250 high chiefs and
divided the land of Ka Pae "Aina among themselves, thus privatizing the land in
the Islands for the first time. These laids and le names of the chiefs are
tecorded in The Mahele Book, On March 8, 1848, the day after the last division
was recorded, Kamehameha 11 divided his lands. He sot aside a large portion of
them, approximately 1,495,000 acres, as Government Lands. He said they wera
to be lands for his chiefs and kis people.  The remainder of his lands were the
lands that he kept for himsel! as lis privale lands, auwuniing to approximately
984,006 uctes. Queen Kalama owned dower rights in them. According to the
constitution of the Kingdom, the king and the government, in regard to
Droperty. were two saparate entitiss (Spanlding 1923:9) Kamehameha 1 wrate
in Puke Mahale regarding his lands:

wlihave giveu Uiis day of wy owa five will und Lave

made over and set apart forever Lo the chiefo and people

the lurger part of my royal [and, for the use and benefit

of the Hawaiian Governmen, therefora by this instriment

1 hereby retain (or reserve) for myself and for my haire

and suceessors forever, sy lasds L ibed al pages...these

lands are set apart for me and for my heits and successors

torever, &s iy vwn properly exclusively. {2 Haw, R. 723

and 45 Ct, Cls, 429; cited by Spaulding 1923:9]
However, those whe controlled the courts of the Kingdom did not want to let go
of these lands so easily,

As for the chiefs, their private lands totaled approximately 3,615,000 acres
{Lind 1938:45),

Kamehameha I died in 1854 and questions were raised about his heirs,
By 1865, during the reign of the last reigning Kamelzaeha (Lot Kamehamcha,
aka Kamehameha V), the Americans in power in the povernment insist on
taking over the private lands of Kamehameha III, the King's Lands, They
created the “Crown Lands” in 1865. Because the King's private lands had always
been and stifl were managed separately from the Government Lands, they
continued to be controlled separately. A “Commissioner of Crown Lands” wag
appointed to oversee the leasing or selling of these lands. These lands wese kepl
separale until a year after the fliegal 1893 take over of the Hawaiian Government
by the American missionary descendants and traitors: Lorrin A. Thurston,
Sanford B. Dole, William Owen Smith, William R, Castle, 5, M. Damor, etc.. and
their friends, acting in concert with the military assistance of the U.S. Marines,

In 18%4, aftcr failing to convince the U.S, Congress that it should annex the
Hawaiian Isiands invmediately, the taitors created the so-called Repubdic of
Hawau, and illegaliy consolidated the tormer King's privately owned lands with
the Hawaiian Government Lands that they had stolen from the Kanaka Maoli
people and cajled them “Public Lands.”

2

"

All these maneuverings, subsequent to the illegal overthrow by the U.S.
Marines and their American cronies, continue o be illepal. These stolen lands
cannot be legally “owned” by anyone. There is & "glitch” in the title, This is
evidenced In the treatment of these lands under the Organic Act of 1900. This is
also evident in the Statehood Act of 1959, and in Public Law 103-150, ‘There are
also other “glitches” in the title of all so-called private lands in Hawai'i. This has
already been acknowledged in the Public Access Shoreline Hawai'{ (PASH), State
Supreme Court decision in 1995. According to this decision, Native Hawaiians
today have access and gathering rights on privalely hefd land.

‘Lo claim teday that the U.S, Government has legal title to these “ceded”
lands suggests that the guaboat diplomacy of U. 8. imperialism and its
explaitation of a defenseless independent Hawaiian Nation is still alive {Appendix
E E-I),

It has been more than a hundred and seventy years since the first
recorded “treaty” of friendship between the United States and the Kingdom of
Hawai'i. 1t was made when the American gunboat, U.5, Peacork, came to
Hawai'i in October 1826. With pins to back him up, Captain Thomas ap
Catesby Jones demand that the Kanaka Maoli pay the sundalwoud claimed by
American traders. It was lhese sante raders whu had cheated (he Kanaka Maoli
chiefs by offering ships with rotten buttums, in exchange for thousands of tons
of sandalwood, The Kanaka Maoli rightfully refused to pay the traders when
the ratten ships sank at dock side. Nevertheless, the chiefs tried to pay the debt
by taxing their people. The men were foreed Lo cul sandalwood in the
mountains and strip off the bark. Witk the logs tied b Ui badks loug Linwes of
Kanaka Maoli walked down the mountains to the seashore, They lefl the
sandulwowd there to be picked up by the traders.

Apparently, nothing has changed in these past 172 years. The 1. 6.
military today (Appendix E, Vol. 2) refuses to recognize the legitimate rights of
Kanaka Maeli. The indigenaus people of these Islands are the helss of Lhese
lands that were stoler. by traitors, The traitors were supported by Lhe United
States military. From 1526 to 1893, the 1, 5. had been masquerading as a
“friendly nation.” These traitors then “ceded” Jand that did not helang to them
to the U.S. These lands belonging rightfully to the Kinaka Maoli of Ka Pae
"Aina.

However, the old saying, “let the buyer beware” still holds. The U.S.
governenl koows they do nol “own” those laeds. That is why they placed
them in “trust” with the people of ITawai'i being the beneficiaries, Fven when
the U. 5. "returned” most of the “trust” kands to the State of Hawai'i in 1959,
they knew that these lands were not ordinary freehold lands, These lands were
again placed in a “trust.” The Kanaka Maoli by this time appeared in the
Statehood Acl as only vae of five uses for these “lrust” lands. Thus, the U, 6.
unilaterally diminished the rights of the Kanaka Maoli, at the same time
admitting that these were “Leust” Lands. Colonialiso is alive and wall, even

under Statehood.

3
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Unfortunately, this history lesson is surely ost on the U. S. Navy at this
paint Ia Heme: however, this fact does not make the history any less correct or
any less important, Perhaps justice will find a way, sumceday, Bul appurently not
today, if T read the signs correstly.

At this point T will leave the “ceded” lands issue and move on to Wildlife
Resarves, endangered animals and birds, preservation of coral reefs, and he seas
arcn_md ﬂ\em,

The Endangered Populations of the Northwest Hawaiian Chain of lslands:

I would like to address briefly my concern for the remarkable birds that
use these Islands, elther year-around, or for breeding purposes when they seek
refuge from the cold of [ar away Jands such as Alaska and Canada. The
devastalion of the bird pupulation as a resull of the mililary activities
(particularly the airplanes) on Midway and French Frigate Shoals (Tem Island) is
well known. This should make us more environmentally sensitive, ot less.
Llow many birds will die or be mainwed each time a niissile is fired, each time a
plane takes off, or lands? Some of these birds are already endangered, How can
you propose Lo invade Wildlife Refuges? Or, is ous senalor going Lo gel the
Navy exempt from all environmental laws?

Along Lhese same lines, we need to stup killing, displacing, removing,
from their righttul space the 1 lawaiian Monk Seals, and the 1 lawaiian Green Sea
Turtles, alieady on thelr way Lo becoming exlind. n stead of proposing Liese
sensitive areas as missile sites, we should stay away from these islands and let
these animals recover, if they possible can. It is unacceptable to write that “..the
operational activities of the Proposed Action are not expected to affect viability
or jeopardize the continued survival of either of these two sensitive species”
{Executive Sumemary es-7, Vol. 1). For some animals it is already foo late. The
1.5 military accupation of Midway has already exterminated the Ilawaiian
flightless rail,

As a youngster [ was privileged to have been a visitor to Midway in the
fate 1920s. | temember well the expenence of watching these nny fhghtless birds
on Midway. Also, with nvy parents, I visited the atolls of Laysan, Lisiansky, and
French Frigate Shoals {Tern Island). As a student of the Pacific lslands, I
understand very well how fragile are these environuenls, and how casily thel
natural resources car be obliterated by mindless men,

It is frightening to me how easily the EIS finds “No Impact” or down-
plavs what must surely impact the resources of these small islands by stating that
they “may experience impacts resulting from the Proposed Action.” (es-7, Vol.
1), o1 "the species is not expecied Lo be ropardized” (¢5-8, Vol 1), 1 alse feel
compelled to point out that the language used in the EIS ln many cases eludes
tational thought and is oflen olluse and obluscating,

Whal is the Alternative to the Proposed Action?

To summarize, it is certainly clear that to continue with preparation for

war in the name of “defense” will surcly lead us into another war, I would have

4
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hoped that our experiences in the Korean War and the Vietnam War would have
taught us some lessons. As we approach the 21st century, we should be working
toward building peace between nations. If we were to put as much energy into
bullding bridges between nations, helping to create peaceful cooperation among
nations, as we have in preparing for war in the name ot detense, we would be
creating a world in which cooperation is more important than war, in which
protecting lhe environmeul is more importanl tan trashivg i, in which we
spend more on education of our people than in building missiles and playing war
games.

My experience tells me what the U5, Navy is proposing to do is wrong
from many aspects. The U, 5. Navy showld, in my experienced opinion,
withdraw its Pacific Missile Range Facility so-called “enhancement” plan and
work toward closing dewn the entire program as a atep toward supporting
global peace.

Recogniton of the Rights of Kanaka Maoli:

Another step toward peace could be casily taken very soon, and that is to
recogaize he tights thal Kanaka Maoli have lo the lands fllegally “ceded” to the
United States by the illegal Dole governument, The Navy should also recognize
the rights tat Native Hawaiians have {o all olher lands, ncluding, so-called
“privately owned” lands (PASH 1995 Supreme Court Decision). It would bea
great day for the world’s environmental health, and that of its ocean creatures
and land animals, including bizds, if the U5, Navy were to clean up Pear] arbor,
remove any and all nuclear material, including 1t nuctear ships, and, If it 1s not
too late already, allow the once highly productive “Fearl Lagoon” to return to
the condition it was in when the 11, 5. took it over. In addition, [ would suggest
that the U.S. military concentrate on a thorough cleaning up of the Island of
Kaho'olawe that the U.S. military trashed so thoraughly for fifty years. We aiso
need to have the U.5. army clean up Makua Valley and return it to the Kanaka
Maoli. The army once promised to return it in the condition it was when they
took it over. Lualualei is another land that needs to be cleaned up and returned.

1 do uol believe this will happen soon, but it nust eventually become a
goal for the Nation if the people of this Nation wish to have the respeet of the
people of the rest of the world. After all, life on this pla.ner will continue only it
we nurtire it bepinning right now.

Soume people identify we as an envivuiunenlalisl. Why are not we all
“envivonmentalists? Should we not care for and preserve these fragile islands
and the sea around them so that they are healthy and productive for future
generalions? Lsn't that an acceptable goal for all people, today? After all, life on
this planet will continue only if we nurture it. 5o let's begin right new! Cancel
the missile program.

oty
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O.BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAI 96752-0128
IN FEPLY REFER T0:

5090
seroor 09 69
23 00T 1988

Ms. Marion Kelly
4117 Black Point Road
Honolulu, HE 96816

Dear Ms. Kelly,

Thank you for your comument of April 25, 1998 on the Pacific Missile Range
Facility Enhanced Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Your views
on the history of land tenure in Hawaii are informative and have been noted. We
appreciate your opinions on the Draft EIS, as public input is critical to the EIS process.

Please be advised that no proposals are being made regarding Midway. Review of
existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from government agencies and
from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern Island and Johnston Atoll, has led the
Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as proposed actien sites in the Final EIS.

The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis preduced in order to preserve
work already perfaormed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that Tern
Island and Johnston Atoll are no longer reasonable alternatives.

As to threatened and endangered species such as the monk seal and green sea
turtle, we are in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National

Marine Fisheries Service under the Endangered Species Act as indicated in|Appendix K.

Your comments and proposal regarding closing down the program and the
recognition of rights of native Hawaiians to lands are noted but are outside of the scope
of this EIS.

Let me assure you that those of us whe have the privilege of working at PMRF
want to do all we can to gain your support and trust.

Sincerely,

e

. A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding OfTicer
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Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0221

kowaloBhotmail.com, 09:11 AM 4/25/98 , Step the stupid Ni'ihau missil

Ta: zewala@hotma.l.cam P-W-0222
Fraom; kalawe <aumakuatalaoha
Subject: Step the stugid Wi
Ccs

Boot

Attached:

misgl ranao!

»Date: Sat, Z3 Apr 1
>To: lorazlnawaii.e
»Prem: kalawe <auma
»subject: Stop tne stupid HiT lhap missile ranje!
>

»>Date: Sat, 2% Apr 1996 08:35:32 -1000
»»70: castanhaghawail.edu
>>From: kalawe <aumakua?aloha.n
srBubtect: Stop the stupid Wi'ikaa missile range!
B
»>3eguest for cepy <f the draft RIS shauis te Vida Mossman, Pasific Mies
Facility,P.O. S5 128, Kekaha, Hawali 987%2 28.The deadl ne far Writzan o
»>»The progpcsed missile range fac;-..y R
centrel Hawalian lands a n Hawaii and the
gacific ,the mililta £ 5 Chen 500 the hawaiian feople
from ¥iTihau or have then exterminated. je ation of pacific islanders and there
cultures & ic oy tne U.S . dreanented az¥ &0
atali or Guam, ™ Marshal Islands,etc.”ne pegple
have the last say inregards tc the proposed misssile range site.Ni'inaa, Wzimez
Ahupua'a , Hekahz Ahupua'a all have an unecivided interest in land fitle.
Thers of land commissicn awaras and royal patents that wers issyad during the
prizd of the Geah Mahele.Thar mears thers are thousands =f hawaiians that still lay
thess erty.

ile Range

nogovermnent Lo

FI’H—!

>x»The 3 ace [nere genealogy Lo the leagsl Josuments generateu Dy tha Great
Marele regards Lo Lhe property in question have the last say.In otherwords the hawalians
with vested ilnterest have the last say.The Rebinscn famiiy are presently in the process

of viezring the Title tc the property.The Robinson famiiy do not kave clear title =o any
pIocper: , teatorney control teday incl g Mi'imau.

»»1 an gresenly Invelved in a guite title case in Hanupepe

R My ancestors had a vested interest and I have a vested interesc te
those hawailans that rave the last sav and say no missile range.I'll never
interes: {c the 1.5, guvernment,

> am Eric Po'ohlna a direct gescendant o2f KeolalkjRli'i

>¥ul of Xaua'i.My case number involving the Hanapepe Quiet Title action is $7-0361 Sth
Circuit Court Islanc of Kaua'i,

»>fric Po ina

»>140-8 Hualani st.

»Hailua Hi %8734

remail# aumakuala’oha.net

FEx/phoned 1-8C8-2c¢l-1614

>

of
my vesteg

Official written Testimony by Eric F.Po’ohina
dated 4/25/98
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PAGIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
PO BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAI 96752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TO:

5090
Ser 0t/ 09 ¢4
23 007w,

Mr. Eric Po'ohina
310-B Hualani Street
Kailua, HI 96734
Dear Mr. Po'ohina,

Thank vou for your letter of April 25, 1998.

Your assertion of an ownership interest by others in Niihau is noted. The

Navy is working with the residents of Niithau and the presently recognized owners.

Should title be preven to reside with others, our actions will be modified
aceordingly.

We do not foresee that any of the actions being proposed for Niihau would
force the relocation of the residents.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at
PMEF want tc do all we ean to gain your support and trast.

Sincerely,

. A BOWLIN
Captain, U.S. Navy

Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pear] Harbor

Response to P-W-0222

P-W-0223

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the

Final EIS.
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to: M MM&*&_‘!

April 1598

PMRF Public Affairs Office Pactatet

P. O.Box 128 Mv Ll Vppnnobe g o

Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128

& Printed or recycled paper
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.Q. AOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIL 867620128
IN AEPLY REFER TO:

5090

Ser00/ 19 61
23 0C7

Dear Concerned Citizen:

Thank you for your comments on the Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced
Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statemnent {EIS). We appreciate your opinions on
the Draft EIS, as public input is critical to the EIS process. Our national leaders must
make many difficult decisions concerning how and where to conduct activities that will
provide this country a strong defense. Congress has recognized the need to test defensive
missile systems that will protect our armied forces and allies overseas, as well as PMRF's
ideal setting and existing technology base to perform seme of this testing,

No impacts to humans are expected during operation of sonar tests due to the fact
that PMRF will not conduct any operation if humans or marine mammals are known to be
in the operation area.

While the Navy does not claim that the proposed enhancements will have a
substantial impact on employment or the local economy, we recognize that business and
civic leaders consider the proposal to enhance PMRF's capabilities a positive
development for the economic stability of Kauai and the larger Hawaiian community.

We look forward to continuing o be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harhor

Response to P-W-0223

P-W-0224

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS.

S # r St /Ovz;pmea( rale 2

£ /Of)‘!}pa_fr’ﬂ/ D LT Bun s on e Bl /Jé,:/agf/ Yo nfi v, rie

5l 4, Y Aawas  ri6r fuwmaaS O @arisadX oo ’s;n/.oy'/?’r/

o Fhram Al aiicyce m;/oacrfs e 'J?wfir//zw’ V/f;r Fnrs  Sblgrre”

ol A b, Lt @ 7//@@4/(;2,» i b tea e o < @

Al A )

2 Thecnids o ool stceed PR T rpe sind opprge vie For g Al
7 vy v 7 7~

£ foarinis Vo Trmamps o bne Do raraas F phe pxedl amr > SAVad
7 [y 4 v
AY. Tl Aqe@/a. A A Y ’&/’/ Lo V/ /O/(KJV/M.Z&ZQ c?

otciice Cxpobpde T Lok wﬁ,ﬁtﬂﬁ%(ﬂ;%%ﬁz‘ﬁ%_ar_

Ens e,ram’a& w20 /7/.'5/01—5:. L ke fagﬁa({zf 5 b _f@yﬁ 2 50

Please place form in the comment box or mail to: ,7\4% ﬂfé‘f P '4?{’4&(
* PMRF Public Affairs Office
P. O.Box 128 M oy
Kekaha, Hawaii 96752-0128 EM
\Ja(do Az £ 7§Z_R‘
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MiSSILE RANGE FACILITY
F O BOX 128
KEKARA, HAWAIl 96752-0128
IN REPLY REFER TO.
5000
Ser0t/ 09 62

23 DCT ju

Ms, Tanja Menks
PO Box 1318
Koloa, HI 96756

Dear Ms. Menks:

Thank you for taking the time to participate in the public hearing process for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Environmental Impact Statement
(E1S). Our country was built on the idea that we all should be able to express our views
and be heard.

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern Island and
Johnston Atoll, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as proposed
action sites in the Final EIS.

The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis produced in order to preserve
work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that Tern
Island and Johnston Atoll are no longer reasonable alternatives.

As to threatened and endangered species such as the monk seal and green sea
turtle, we are in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National
Marine Fisheries Service under the Endangered Species Act as indicated in[Appendix K. |

The potential safety impacts to humans are addressed in the Health and Safety
Sections of[Chapter 4] Oxidizer is not explosive—only when combined with other
chemicals in the correct propottions will it burn, Its hazards consist of corrosiveness and

irtitation of the respiratory system, and the analysis of the unlikely event of a spill is
addressed in|Section 4.1.1.7.2.2.

The Congress of the United States has determined that we need to have effective
defenses for our armed forces and allies against missile attacks, like the ones that killed
many of our young men in Saudi Arabia during the Gulf War. Congress has also
recognized that PMRF provides an ideal setting to test these systems because of its
established technical infrastructure and the wide ocean expanse to conduct the actual
intercept tests.

The leaders of our country must make many difficult decisions concerning how
and where to conduct activities that will provide us with a strong defense, PMRF already
canducts many testing functions vital to cur national defense. The EIS is analyzing the

environmental impacts of enhancing its capabilities to perform testing of missile systems
to protect our armed forces and allies.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want to do all we ¢an to gain and maintain your trust and support,

Sincerely,

' A. BOWLIN
Captain, U.S, Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0224
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

LO PACIFIC MiSSILE RANGE FACILITY
[ PO BOX VIS
[ €8] KEKAHA, HAWAJl 36752.0128
= IN REPLY REFER TO:
™
Comment Sheet 5090
Ser 00/ 0904
for the 23 0CT 198
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability Mr. Kahea Kaohelaulii
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 742 A Lukepane Avenue
Honolulu, HI 98316

Thank you for attending this meeting, You may use this sheet to write down comuments that you have .

regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the Dear Mr. Kaohelaulii:

Final EIS.

Thank you for taking the time to participate in the public hearing process for
%%W- the Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced Capability Envircnmental Impact
P T T L e e Statement.
— e « z - - . hrd — .
ff From it ouk it ")ﬁmﬂ?j hoy im0 b CH, s 7“;#{ 71{’;:@77) Wa recognize the concerns relating to Nithau and its residents. To ensure the
) (L . . . ¢ y participation of Niihau residents in the process, we have conducted two
giﬁ;ﬁiffj{ﬁt %i’%',inji,{/;’"_f/a_dfff,_?{éf% a ,\ﬁj’jﬂfiéfzf;%@iﬁ%ﬂ?/ informational mestings on Nithau, We believe that these meetings, coupled with
) ; o~ " the testimony of several Nithau residents at the Waimea public hearing April 25,
/:yﬁﬁy/'/ﬂ’é‘f"é"‘”” #r Fruitrodit apd dnmr £ A lrirst ¢ %*’ 1998, indicate a full and complete understanding of the proposed action and its
i . Lo R potential impacss.
Mmﬁ%ﬂgfﬂ% fobdatane_Lifvoditirk ond B0 genth dre Ovr
& .. .
. - ) i Lot me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at

y ¢ !M&Liﬁz?x/ﬁli Vg, ! AG WSFPC_{’ el {mﬂm’wﬁ BRI h’é:gw_q;;a) o L’AJ, PMRF want to do everything we can to gain and maintain your suppert and trust.
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P-W-0227

April 28, 1998

In regards to the use of State, Federal and private lands to support range enhancements at
PMRF:

We feel that these enhancements are important protection against SCUD missiles that may be a
real threat in the future from countries such at North Korea and China. It seems that the TBMD

and TMD program have gained the suppert of many people in the Kauai County, especially
Niihau.

Would it be passible to limit the enhancements to Kauai and Nithau? The residents of Tern
Island and Johnston Atoll (monk seals, turiles, and birds) cannot voice their concerns. While we
must protect ourselves from hostile forces, we must also protect the wildlife to which we are
stewards. Please don't consider Tern Island and Johnston Atoll as launch areas.

Sincerely,
Dagnm, Davhla,
M D el

Debbie Mulien
Michael Mikellis

BEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.0. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 967620128
IN REPLY REFER TO:

5090
Ser00/ 09 64
23 0CT 1338

Ms. Debbie Mullen
Mr. Michael Mikellis
6550-1 Puupilo Road
Kapaa, HI 96746

Dear Ms. Mullen and Mr, Mikellis:

Thank you for your comments on the PMRF Enhanced Capability Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

Review of existing data and analyses, coupled with the comments from
government agencies and from the public regarding the sensitivity of Tern Island and
Johnston Atoll, has led the Navy to eliminate these sites from consideration as proposed
action sites in the Final EIS.

The Final EIS retains the discussion and analysis produced in order to preserve
work already performed; however, the Final EIS clearly states the decision that Tern
Island and Johnston Atell are no longer reasonable alternatives.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want to do all we can to maiatain your support and trust.

Sincerely,

el

. A.BOWLIN
Captain, U.S, Navy
Commanding Oificer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0227
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P-W-0230

Comment Sheet

{or the

Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank you for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the

Final EIS.
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to:

* PMRF Public Affairs Office
P, O.Box 128
Kekaha, Hawati 96752-0128

Aprit 1998
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O BOX 123
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 95752-0128
IN REPLY REFER T(:

5000
Ser00/ 05 67
&3 LTl

Ms. Katherine Stack
1918 He'one Road
Koloa, HI 96756

Dear Ms. Stack:

Thank you for your comments on the Pacific Missile Range Facility Enhanced
Capability Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). We appreciate your opinions on
the Draft EIS, as public input is critical to the EIS process. Our national leaders must
make many difficult decisions concerning how and where to conduct activities that will
provide this country a strong defense. Congress has recognized the need to test defensive
missile systems that will protect our armed forces and allies overseas, as well as PMRF's
ideal setting and existing technology base to perform some of this testing.

Let me assure you that those of us who have the privilege of working at PMRF
want to do all we can to gain your support and trust.

Sincerely,

Captam. Us. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0230
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P-W-0231

Comment Sheet

for the
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)
Enhanced Capability

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Thank yeu for attending this meeting. You may use this sheet to write down comments that you have
regarding the EIS. Please submit your comments by May 26, 1998 to ensure they are considered in the
Final EIS,
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY
P.O. BOX 128
KEKAHA, HAWAIl 95752-0128
IH REPLY REFER TO:

5090
Ser00/ 09 05
23 0CT 1998

Mz, Gloria M. Duarte
PO Box 1027
Waimea, HI 96796

Dear Ms. Duarte:

We appreciate your expression of support for PMRF. This proposal
recognizes the necessity of keeping our armed forces strong and technically superior
to potential adversaries, particularly in the arca of missile defenses.

We believe that with the continued viability of PMRF through enhanced
capabilities to conduct advanced missile testing, its employment base will remain
strong and promote continued cconomic stability on Kauai. We look forward to
continuing to be a good neighbor to the people of Kauai.

Sincerely,

A BOWLIN

Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
COMNAVBASE Pearl Harbor

Response to P-W-0231
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P-W.0236

David S. Nekomoto
P.O. Box 123
Lawai, Kauai, HI, 96765
(808)332-7287

25 April 1998

Pacific Missile Range Fucility (PMRF)Enhanced Capabilities
Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement:

I would like to open by saying thar T am in full support of the proposal to enhance the
capabilities of the Pacific Missile Range Facility. The enhancements would facilitate
PMRF’s ability to host tests of Theater Ballistic Missile Defense (TBMD) systems. I am of
the belief that the many men and women who work to make these programs happen are
success oriented and the risks are definitely worth the rewards. Our nation needs these
missile defense systems, and the Americans we send into harms way should have the best
possible equipment to operate with. The State and County also stands to benefit
economically in a very significant way.

The issues surrounding the use of Niihau will certainly be a center of controversy. Lhave
worked with and for the Robinsons for over 15 years from my days as PMRF's Aircraft
Maintenance Officer and Executive Officer, and subsequently as an employee of Niihau
Helicopters and Niihau Ranch, Over this period, I have probably seen more of Niihau and
its people than any non resident has. [ consider the people of Nithau my friends, and
would never think of doing anything that would cause them problems. 1 also know the
Robinsons, and can say without doubt that they also are very sensitive to the feelings of the
residents on Niihau whenever anything new is introduced to the island,

I constantly learn new things about Nithau and T have been distressed by articles Tread
about the place written by people who have barely stepped foot on her shores. There is no
way anyone can capture the essence of the island in a few momentary meetings with only
several individuals, recording their view of the world as the standard by which all Niihau
events should be judged.

Niihau is the home of a ranch. Employees drive trucks, ride horses, work cattle and sheep,
make charcoal, harvest honey. PMRE has been there for fifteen years, providing some
employment to support two sites, each leased 10 the Navy by the Robinsons for a dollar a
year. The Navy leases the Robinsons the landing craft used to support the ranch and the
Navy for a dollar a year. It’s been a good relationship. The radar site on Niihau provides a
valuable look at Kauai’s norih coast to ensure safety. The Makaha Ridge radars cannot sce
the same view due to their elevation which creates a blind spot. US Marine Corps
helicopters train on Niihau on an established terrain flight training route, and receive
valuable electronic warfare training there. Returning pilots from Dessert Storm have
attested to the value of this training. Marine Reconnaissance Forces have conducted
training operations on Niihau, claiming that the training received was outstanding and
probably the best they’ve ever had. The people of Niihau have proudly supported all of
this. The Robinson’s are personally committed in supporting the Department of Defense
and PMRF as their neighbor,

There is a common perception that Niihau should be preserved as the “last bastion of
Hawaiiana™--what does this mean??? Peeple on Niihau don’t live in grass shacks, pound
poi or do Hawaiian crafts all day. They do spezk their own dizlect of the Hawaidian

language, and they do want to maintain the style of life that the Robinsons have been
committed 10 preserve for them for the past one hundred thirty four years. Is that style of
life the same today as it was a hundred years ago? What about our own lifestyles?
Definitely not the same--would we want it (0 be the same? I think not. Today, by their
choice, Nithauans have solar electric systems in their homes, and ! see wind generators
which also help power lights, refrigerators, televisions, VCRs and freezers. Their style of
living is ¢volving, a bit slower than curs, but definitely on the move. They like their
western shirts, cowboy boois, hats and country music and going to Las Vegas or
Disneyland as much as anyone else would.

On the 17th of April, PMRF launched a target rocket which was part of a tracking exercise.
The rocket is equivalent to the largest type which would be considered for launch from
Niihau Island. About a hundred Niihauanswere invited to see the rocket on the pad,
watched the [aunch and went to the launch pad to view the after effects of the launch. What
they saw there comforted them. The paint on the launch rail was singed (less than 25% of
the total surface area) and the ground and grass in a small area {about 10'x20"}on one side
of the launcher was similarly singed. Every Niihauan I spoke with there didn't think it was
a big deal.

Please lets not build a big emotional case about destruction of the last remaining bastion of
Hawaiiana by “killer missiles”, Niihauan residents should be their own spokesmen as 10
whether they want this activity there.

What about the fishery and Monk Seals on Nithau? It's true that Niihauans depend on the
sea for much of their subsistence. On moxe than one occasion, I've seen pretty large
fishing boats crashed upon the reef, debris and diesel oil flowing from the wreckage, and
the Robinsons having to foot the bill for the cost of the cleanup. 1have watched a local
fishing boat year after year net tons upon tons of akule (bigeye scad) from Niihan's inshore
waters, aided by an aircraft fish spotier who flies there from Kauai. Recently I've noticed a
fairly large dive/charter boat regularly operating close to shore, discharging divers, and
surfers in the waters off Poleho. I've observed people walking the beaches uninvited, I've
even seen where someone shot many bottles on the beach, leaving dangerous shards of
glass in the sand. Many people go ashore and take opihi, they shoot at the sharks. In my
opinion, these have far greater impact on the seals ard fishery on Niihau than any defense
project would ever have, and to exacerbate the situation, they leave no benefits for the
Niihau people, whereas the TBMD effort wili provide work and much needed income.

Flying around Niihau as often as I do, I keep waich for the breeding sharks, I notice the
Monk Seal pups every year, I see the tracks of sea turties on the beach when they come up
to lay their eggs, I know when Niihauans have a good salt year at Leabi, and when the
animals have to scrounge for water at Keanzhaki. The Robinsons and Niihauans know
these things and much more. They keep track of all the namurat cycles on the island--the
oama, mol, akule, the golden plover, the albatross. They are good wards of the land--all
Navy operations to date conducted at Niihau have been subject to strict protocol established
in agreement between Niikau Ranch and the government, designed to allow operations
while maintaining privacy of the residents and protection of land and biological resources.
Compliance with this protocol is mandaiory. There have been no incidents to date. Navy,
Marine Corps, government civil service and contractor personnel involved have been good
guests. There is no reason for me 10 believe that things will be different in the future.

I just read news articles about fifieen Chinese Silkworm type surface to surface and surface
to air missiles being stolen from an underground tunnel in Albania, and another article
which reported that China’s defense budget reflects a fifteen percent increase over last
year’s. The latter article also reflected a military analyst’s assessment that China has
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improved its missile programs based on Russian technology. Not teo long ago, T read
where Iran just tested a new missile system. The fact is there are over 30 nations with
cruise missile or theater ballistic missile (TBM) capabilities, many of which are not friendly
towards the US. Russia has sold much of her military technology in the world market in a
garage sale fashion, to ease their financial pains. It"s no secret that Saddam Hussein used
this technology every time he launched a SCUD at allied forces or towards populated areas
in Israel. Senator Inouye was one of the principals responsible for keeping the Patriot
missile system “on the shelf” instead of being scrapped, as was the general outcry. The
US employed the Patriots, (which were originally designed to defend against aircraft) to the
battle area 1o counter the SCUDs. The Patriots achieved some intercepts but drew criticism
later because of it’s less than perfect record (which was to be expected, as TBMs are much
faster and generally much smaller than aircraft). Ithink that the US would have drawn
even more criticism if the Patriot had been scrapped earlier, leaving us without a svitable
system to defend against Iraq's TBM threat--our nation as well as the coalition of nations
involved in Operation Desert Storm owe a debt of gratitude to Senator Inouye and the other
congressmen who supported retention of the Pawriot missile system,

Desent Storm taught us about the need 1o detect and intercept TBMs much earlier than we
are now capable of doing. Congress and the Department of Defense established the very
highest national priority for theater ballistic missile defense (TBMD) and cruise missile
defense (CMD) programs. The brilliant minds of America were put to task to come up with
soluzions for these problems. We needed to develop better detection systems, much more
capable data links, and a new system architecture. PMRF played a very significant role in
initial experiments of the concepts developed.  Senator Inouye, who is intimately aware of
PMRF’s capabilities to support TBMD testing was responsible for Congress’ support of
PMRF as the primary range facility to support Navy TBMD testing. PMRF has not let
Congress down--the Extended Track and Control Experiment, the Mountaintop Advanced
Capability Technical Demonstration, the Army Mountaintop Experiment and the Lintoral
Area Air Defense Exercise were all extremely successful operations hosted on Kauai which
generated vital data and inidal proof of the concepts being developed. PMRF's four highly
successful STARs launches from the Kauai Test Facility also proved our abilides. The
whole crew at PMRF from the skipper on down have performed marvelously,supporting
and executing these complex evolutions in a safe, professional manner.

In keeping with Congress’ designation of PMRF as the primary Navy TBMD test range,
supported by their own internal assessment of all of the ranges in the world which could
support their programs, the Program Executive Office for Theater Air Defense, or
PEQ(TAD) plans to do their testing at PMRF, PMRF’s Program Managers have been
working very closely with their counterparts in Washington DC for several years now, and
have done a superb job executing the successful concept demonstrations and coordinating
the myriad of requirements necessary to establish the Navy programs at PMRF. As soon
as nominal test scenarios were disclosed, it became obvious that no range in America’s
inventory could support the requirements without improving infrastructure and involving
much larger areas than ever before. The need for a sea test range such as PMRF to support
these new systems was evident. This EIS effort was initiated, and all sites and systems
which possibly could support the proposed scenarios were considered, as required by the
National Environmentat Protection Act (NEPA) and Hawaii's equivalen: HEPA. PMRF,
Nithau, Tern Island and Johnston Isiand are being considered as support sites in PMRF’s
proposal to support the Navy Area program--many others were considered, but rejected for
one reason or another--Palmyra, Kahoolawe, South Point on the Big Island, Lanai,
Kingman Reef, Necker, Nihoa, Kiribati, etc. Sites at Midway, Wake and the Aleutans
may be assessed at a later date for their ability to support the Navy Theater Wide program,

The National Missile Defense (NMD) program, which had been ongoing as the so-called
“Star Wars” program was de-emphasized, as this is defense against long range threats
which only the Russians could have fielded. The general feeling was to scrap these
programs as Russia no longer appears to be a threat, and for a while, NMD suffered
severe funding cuts--resulting, among other things, reduction of the number of STARS
missions flown from PMRF. More recently, Congress opted for continuing NMD efforts
10 enable keeping a system on the shelf just in case our nation would eventually need the
capability. At this point, I don’t know if this will mean resumption of STARS missions at
PMRF. There is an important parallel scenario here between NMD and the Patriot systems-
-after all, the Russian long range missiles are still cut there, and as long as they are, there’s
the possiblity of their posing a threat to America.

It hasn’t been all roses for PMRF, as budget shortfalls and cuts have been a constant
plague in recent years, since that day in 1993 when the Chief of Naval Operations staff
decided that PMRF's Fiscal Year 1995 operating budget would be reduced to zero.
Senator Inouye responded immediately, pointing out that PMRF hag capabitities needed by
our nation, and effectively reversed the Navy's decision, PMRF’s Test & Evaluation range
users also rallied and pointed at PMRF's capabilities which were needed to support their
programs. Afier this sobering moment in our history, Bob Mullins, then CO of PMRF
concluded that marketing PMRF’s capabilities would be crucial to survival of the range.
The Kauai Economic Development Board responded immediately to my request for funding
to implement this program, obtaining funding from the State Legislature which facilitated,
with the PMRFCO's blessings, the birth of a highly successful program to date, which
served 0 educate our nation’s leaders in Test & Evaluation and the T&E community in
general about the virtues of our range on Kauai. In doing so, we have enjoyed success
stories such as the NASA Pathfinder Solar Powered Aircraft project being attracted to
Kauai as a result of this marketing effort. On the funding side, Senator Inouye has exerted
much of his energy in providing Congressional funding 1o provide for the developments in
PMRF's infrastructure to serve our nation’s interest. Senator Akaka is a supporter,
Representative Neil Abercrombie also weighed in and obtained House support for PMRF,
while the Improvement and Modemnization funds that PMRF normally receives for
infrastructure development from Navy channels has been almos