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COVER SHEET
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
OVERSEAS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
HAWAII RANGE COMPLEX (HRC)

Lead Agency for the EIS: U.S. Department of the Navy
Title of the Proposed Action: Hawaii Range Complex
Affected Jurisdiction: Kauai, Honolulu, Maui, and Hawaii Counties

Designation: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS/OEIS)

Abstract

This Draft EIS/OEIS has been prepared by the Department of the Navy in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 8§ 4321 et seq.); the Council on Environmental
Quality [CEQ] Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (Title 40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] 88 1500-1508); Department of the Navy Procedures for Implementing NEPA (32 CFR
§ 775); and Executive Order 12114 (EO 12114), Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal Actions.
The Navy has identified the need to support and conduct current, emerging, and future training and
research, development, testing, and evaluation (RDT&E) operations in the Hawaii Range Complex
(HRC). The alternatives—the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2—were analyzed in
this EIS/OEIS. The No-action Alternative stands as no change from current levels of training usage and
include HRC training, support, and RDT&E operations, major exercises, and maintenance of the technical
and logistical facilities that support these operations and exercises, and the monitoring of marine
mammals. Alternative 1 includes all ongoing operations associated with the No-action Alternative, an
increased tempo and frequency of such operations, enhanced and future RDT&E operations, and
enhancements to optimize HRC capabilities. Alternative 2 would include all of the operations described in
Alternative 1 with the addition of increasing the tempo and frequency of training operations, enhancing
RDT&E operations, future RDT&E operations, and additional major exercises, such as supporting four
Strike Groups training at the same time.

This EIS/OEIS addressed the potential environmental impacts that would result from activities that would
occur under the No-action Alternative and Alternatives 1 and 2. Environmental resource topics evaluated
include air quality, airspace, biological resources (marine, offshore, and terrestrial), cultural resources,
geology and soils, hazardous materials and waste, health and safety, land use, noise, socioeconomics,
transportation, utilities, and water resources.

Prepared by: U.S. Department of Defense, Department of the Navy

Point of Contact: PMRF Public Affairs Officer
P.O. Box 128, Kekaha, Hawaii, 96752, (866) 767-3347
e-mail: pao@pmrf.navy.mil

April 2007
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES1.1 INTRODUCTION

The United States (U.S.) Department of the Navy (Navy) has prepared this Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) / Overseas Environmental Impact Statement (OEIS) to assess the
potential environmental impacts associated with sustainable range usage and enhancements
within the Navy’s Hawaii Range Complex (HRC) to support and maintain Navy Pacific Fleet
training, and research, development, testing and evaluation (RDT&E) operations, and
associated range capabilities (including hardware and infrastructure improvements).

This Draft EIS/OEIS has been prepared by the Department of the Navy.in‘compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States-Code [U.S.C.] § 4321 et
seq.); the Council on Environmental Quality [CEQ] Regulations for Implementing the Procedural
Provisions of NEPA (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] §8 1500-1508); Department of
the Navy Procedures for Implementing NEPA (32 CFR § 775); and Executive Order 12114 (EO
12114), Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal Actions. The NEPA process ensures
that environmental impacts of proposed major Federal actions are-considered in agency
decisionmaking. EO 12114, which is analogous to NEPA, requires environmental consideration
of environmental impacts of actions outside the United States'such as non-territorial ocean
areas. This Draft EIS/OEIS satisfies the requirements of both NEPA and EO 12114. It will be
filed with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and-distributed or otherwise made available
to Federal, State, and local government agencies, and to.the-public for review and comment.

The Navy’s mission is to maintain,train;.and equip combat-ready naval forces capable of
winning wars, deterring aggression, and maintaining freedom of the seas. Section 5062 of Title
10 of the U.S.C. directs that all.naval forces be trained for combat: “The Navy shall be
organized, trained, and equipped primarily for prompt and sustained combat incident to
operations at sea. It is responsible for the preparation of naval forces necessary for the
effective prosecution of war except as otherwise assigned and, in accordance with Integrated
Joint Mobilization Plans, for the expansion of the peacetime components of the Navy to meet
the needs of war.” The Chief.of Naval Operations meets that direction, in part, by conducting
training exercises at sea and ensuring naval forces have access to viable ranges, operation
areas, and airspace where skills for wartime missions can be developed and maintained and
RDT&E of naval weapons systems can be conducted. For purposes of this Draft EIS/OEIS,
exercises and training do notinclude combat operations, operations in direct support of combat,
or other activities conducted primarily for purposes other than training.

The Navy remains dedicated to sustaining its ranges through robust assessment of and
planning for optimal range uses while protecting human health and the environment. This
nationwide effort by the Navy to fully use and enhance existing range capabilities has been
initiated so that the highest levels of required readiness are maintained. A capable range
facility, located in the vicinity of homeports and stations, is a critical component of naval
readiness. The Navy strives, and in many cases is required by law, to track and, where
possible, limit “personnel tempo,” meaning the amount of time our Sailors and Marines spend
deployed away from home. Personnel tempo is an important factor in family readiness, morale,
and retention. The availability of a “backyard” range is critical to Navy efforts in these areas.

April 2007 Draft Hawaii Range Complex Draft EIS/OEIS Exec-1
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The EIS/OEIS study area, the HRC, covers 235,000 square nautical miles (nm?) around the
main Hawaiian Island chain and a 2.1-million nm? Temporary Operating Area of sea and
airspace. The study area is a complex consisting of instrumented ocean areas, airspace, ocean
surface operation areas, targets, and land range facilities. The operations analyzed in this Draft
EIS/OEIS include current and future proposed training and RDT&E training events within these
areas and Navy-funded range capabilities enhancements (including infrastructure
improvements), and Navy training on other military services’ training ranges.

ES1.2 BACKGROUND

One of the obligations of the Navy, pursuant to Title 10 of the U.S.C., is to ensure that the men
and women, Sailors and officers, sent to sea on behalf of the United States are fully trained and
ready for deployment on short notice, as a combat-ready naval force andfor other non-combat
missions assigned to them. In addition, combat forces must have available to them the changes
and improvements that new technologies can provide. These emerging technologies must be
researched, developed, tested, and evaluated before being made widely available for use. The
Navy meets these training and testing responsibilities across’the open oceans and on its range
complexes.

For more than a century, the Navy has trained its Sailors in Hawaii and repaired and
replenished the ships of the United States at Pearl Harbor. In the 1920s, a submarine base was
established at Pearl Harbor, creating a need for-the training of Sailers and officers serving in the
undersea environment. As world tensions increased-in.the 1930s and early 1940s, the Navy
rapidly increased its presence and number of facilities;in Hawaii. The Pacific Fleet established
its headquarters at Pearl Harbor on February 1,,1941. “Ten-menths later, on December 7, the
Fleet was attacked at Pearl Harbor, propelling America into World War Il. The Pacific was the
site of World War II's most decisive naval battles. \Naval forces in Hawaii remained vital to U.S.
interests throughout the mid-century, as control of the seas provided advantages to allied forces
during the Korean and Vietnam Wars,” Since 1968, a multinational sea-power Rim of the Pacific
(RIMPCA) exercise has been.conducted-within the HRC, testing the abilities of a number of the
navies of the Pacific Rim to function‘together. Today, the Navy’'s presence in Hawaii remains of
essential strategic and-operationalimportance to U.S. national interests.

Over 20 years'ago, acoustic. monitoring devices were placed at the Pacific Missile Range
Facility (PMRF) on the ocean floor off the west coast of Kauai to detect and track underwater
activity. These acoustic systems provide a unique evaluative tool that offers specific information
in tracking participants’. movements and responses during naval training exercises. PMRF is
now the world’s largest military test and training range capable of supporting subsurface,
surface, air, and space training events. It consists of instrumented underwater ranges,
controlled airspace, and the 2.1-million nm® Temporary Operating Area. Since its
establishment, PMRF has provided major range services for training, tactics development, and
RDT&E of air, surface, and subsurface weapons systems for the Navy, other Department of
Defense agencies, allies, and private industry.

Today, more than 20 surface ships and submarines are homeported in Hawaii. Specialty
forces, including Navy divers and explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) technicians, also conduct
vital training within the HRC. The Sailors and officers assigned to these homeported ships and
submarines, those awaiting sea duty, and Strike Groups transiting through the Pacific, as well
as naval forces of our foreign allies, must maintain their proficiencies to allow them to be ready
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and qualified to be deployed when ordered to do so at short notice. The HRC provides
extensive, remote and strategic training areas and facilities that enable Navy personnel to
maintain and strengthen these required proficiencies. The HRC is one of the most capable and
heavily used Navy range complexes in the Pacific Region.

Navy’s At-Sea Policy

In December of 2000, the Under Secretary of the Navy issued a memorandum for the Chief of
Naval Operations and the Commandant of the Marine Corps which has come to be known as
the “At Sea Policy.” This “At Sea Policy” sets forth how the Navy would update and upgrade its
compliance with the body of environmental law which applies to these exercises and training
operations—at sea and at the Navy’s range complexes. Training at sea includes the conduct of
joint (multi-service) and combined (multi-nation) exercises, which are alse’known as military
readiness activities. Training, including joint and combined exercises, do€s not include combat
operations, operations in direct support of combat, or other activities’conducted primarily for
purposes other than training.

The memorandum directed the Navy’s fleet commanders ta develop an approach.to
environmental compliance for the fleet training ranges and operational areas within their
respective areas of responsibility, including ranges used-for RDT&E operations. Major training
exercises and those operations occurring within a range or-operation area could be included
with the compliance effort for the applicable range or operation area. The approach would
involve a “comprehensive analysis of the environmental impacts.of-a class of undertakings
repetitive in nature or of similar effect and recurring within the same’geographical area, so as to
avoid or mitigate adverse effects to the extent practicable consistent with the accomplishment of
the military training and exercise activities under review.” Fleet commanders were similarly
directed to review RDT&E ranges to the extent they are used for fleet training.

The Commander, U.S. Pacific Fleet is conducting, for each range complex across the Pacific,
that programmatic location-specific approach-to_environmental analysis, complying with NEPA
and EO 12114, reviewing the present'and reasonably foreseeable activities at each range
complex. In accordance with the “At Sea Policy”, this document provides a description of
existing operations-and reasonably foreseeable alternative levels of activity within the HRC, and
an analysis of the environmental consequences of those operations and alternative levels of
activity. Included are major training exercises, routine training and exercises, and RDT&E
operations conducted within or projected to be conducted within the HRC, as well as planned
upgrades to the HRC to ensure'its sustainability.

Navy Training: Planning and Requirements

The HRC is one of the Navy's range complexes and is used for training operational forces,
military systems and equipment RDT&E, and other military operations. These range complexes
must be maintained to support national security objectives and to ensure a high state of
readiness of Navy and Marine Corps forces. Training requirements for the Navy’s operational
forces are the primary reference for determining required range capabilities. Operational
requirements for deployment and employment of trained naval forces, in turn, determine training
requirements.

To enhance the present and future viability of its training ranges, the Navy has initiated a Range
Sustainability program. Annual Sustainable Ranges Reports submitted to the Office of the
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Secretary of Defense outline the Navy’s ongoing Range Sustainability efforts, including
execution of a comprehensive range sustainment strategy through the Tactical Training Theater
Assessment and Planning (TAP) program and development of a Navy-wide range sustainment
policy. The policy will maximize the use of existing range assets by assigning specific range
sustainment responsibilities to each level of the range support command structure and
integrating current range sustainment strategies from the test and training communities.
Training requirements are supported by sustainment efforts which emphasize the full, effective,
and efficient utilization of existing range capabilities.

Navy training proceeds on a continuum, from teaching an array of basic and specialized
individual military skills, to intermediate skills or small unit training, to advanced, integrated
training events, culminating in joint (multi-service) exercises or pre-deployment certification
events. Each step on this continuum is assessed for effectiveness on an.ongoing basis, as new
systems, or tactics, techniques, and procedures are developed and implemented.

The deployment of naval forces, including those that train in the HRC, is determined by
combatant commanders based on worldwide requirements.and commitments. The dynamic
requirements of national security affect the deployment of naval forees. As a result, deployment
schedules are not fixed, but remain flexible, often changing.to meetthe Nation’s security needs.
Real world contingencies drive the training schedule in relation to'when and where the naval
forces are required. The support necessary to conduct required.pre-deployment training,
particularly training range support, must therefere be available when and as needed.

In furtherance of its responsibilities under Title 10, the Navy established the Fleet Readiness
Training Plan (FRTP). The FRTP ensures naval units-are ready to increase in response to
directives from the National Command Authority.\ This enhanced capability provides the
combatant commander with the military forces necessary to respond simultaneously to multiple
contingencies as required by emerging world events,

The deployment training cycle for-Strike Groups’is comprised of pre-deployment training and
certification, deployment, and post-deployment sustainment and maintenance. Prior to 2003,
two or three Strike-Groups-were deployed at any one time, and the Navy had the capability to
increase to a maximum oftwe more. Experience in the Global War on Terror and analysis of
possible future eampaign scenarios made clear the need for enhancing the capability of Navy
ranges. The FRTP establishes|the training needed to be accomplished to allow six Strike
Groups to be deployed in a very short time, and two more in stages soon thereafter. This
approach to fleet deployment’capabilities is sometimes referred to as the 6+1+1 strategy. The
FRTP implements changes in the fleet training cycle, including acceleration of the cycle and
redundancy through the near-simultaneous execution of similar training events, which
necessarily affects use of Navy range resources.

Tactical Training Theater Assessment and Planning Program

The Navy has historically conducted training and RDT&E training events at various range
complexes in the eastern and middle Pacific, including the HRC. In 2002, Commander, U.S.
Atlantic Fleet and Commander, U.S. Pacific Fleet developed the TAP Program to serve as the
overarching fleet training area sustainment program. The purpose of TAP is to support Navy
objectives that: (1) promote use and management of ranges (such as the HRC) in a manner that
supports national security objectives and a high state of combat readiness, and (2) ensures the
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long-term viability of range assets while protecting human health and the environment. The
TAP Program focuses specifically on the sustainability of ranges, operation areas, and airspace
that support the FRTP. One element of the TAP Program is the development of Range
Complex Management Plans (RCMPs). Another element is environmental planning
documentation (e.g., this Draft EIS/OEIS), which will assess the potential for environmental
impacts associated with certain operations/actions conducted within a range complex.

The Hawaii Range Complex Management Plan

The Final Draft RCMP for the HRC was completed in 2006. The RCMP iterates the strategic
vision for the Complex, which is to provide sustainable and modernized ocean operating areas,
airspace, ranges, range infrastructure, training facilities, and resources to fully support Navy
training requirements in accordance with the Complex’s roles and missions,”In an attempt to
remedy any identified shortfalls, the Hawaii RCMP makes recommendations for range
enhancements—some of which may have an impact on the environment. The strategic vision
for the HRC also includes eventual certification to host accredited Joint National Training
Capability (JNTC) events at sea. The JNTC is a global, information age capability
encompassing multiple certified training sites capable of hosting complex training events, and is
a key component of Department of Defense transformation efforts.

The roles and missions for the HRC include providing training opportunities for eight naval
warfare mission areas, specifically: Anti-Air Warfare, Amphibious Warfare, Anti-Surface
Warfare, Anti-Submarine Warfare, Mine Warfare, Strike Warfare, Electronic Combat, and Naval
Special Warfare at varying levels of training complexity.  The HRC roles and missions also
include providing RDT&E capabilities.

ES1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The purpose for the proposed action is'to:

e Achieve and maintain fleet<readiness using the HRC to support and conduct current,
emerging, and-future training events and RDT&E training and testing events;

¢ Conduct'warfare missions supported by the HRC, consistent with the requirements of
the FRTP and other transformation initiatives, and;

o Upgrade/modernize existing range capabilities to enhance and ensure the sustainability
of Navy training and‘testing.

The proposed action is needed to provide combat capable forces ready to deploy worldwide in
accordance with U.S.C. Title 10, Section 5062. To implement these Congressional mandates,
the Navy needs to:

e Maintain current levels of military readiness by training in the HRC;

¢ Accommodate future increases in operational training tempo in the HRC and support the
rapid deployment of naval units or Strike Groups;

e Achieve and sustain readiness of ships and squadrons consistent with the FRTP so that
the Navy can quickly increase significant combat power in the event of a national crisis
or contingency operation;

April 2007 Draft Hawaii Range Complex Draft EIS/OEIS Exec-5
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e Support the acquisition and implementation into the fleet of advanced military
technology. The HRC must adequately support the testing and training needed for new
platforms and weapons systems (e.g., the Littoral Combat Ship and the MH-60R
Seahawk helicopter); and

e Maintain the long-term viability of the HRC while protecting human health and the
environment, and enhancing the quality and communication capability and safety of the
range complex.

Conduct of current and emerging training and RDT&E training events, and implementation of
range capabilities enhancements, includes a collection of actions which will be evaluated in this
Draft EIS/OEIS. Alternative implementation scenarios involve some combination of the
following:

¢ Increase training operations to support the FRTP and necessary-force structure changes;
e Support three transient Strike Group training exercises at the' same time;
e Support an additional carrier during Rim of the Pacific’Exercises;

e Support increased levels of Undersea Warfare Training Exercises;

e Operate a Portable Undersea Tracking Range;

e Construct and operate an Acoustic Test Facility;

o Enhance RDT&E and training operations at PMRF;

e Construct and operate an Instrumented:Minefield Training-Area; and
e Use the 2.1-million nm? Temporary Operating Area as required.

ES1.4 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

The proposed action is to support and conduct current and emerging training and RDT&E
training events in the HRC and upgrade or modetnize range complex capabilities to enhance
and sustain Navy training and testing. The decision to be made by the Assistant Secretary of
the Navy (Installations & Environment) is to determine both the level and mix of training to be
conducted and the range capabilities enhancements to be made within the HRC that best meet
the needs of the Navy.

Alternatives were selected based on their ability to meet the following criteria:

Use existing Navy ranges and facilities in and around Hawaii;

Be consistent'with the stated current and emerging requirements for the range complex;
Achieve training tempo requirements based on Fleet deployment schedules;

Meet the requirements of Department of Defense (DoD) Directive 3200.15,
Sustainment of Ranges and operation areas;

Implement new operational training requirements and RDT&E operations; and

e Support realistic training that replicates expected operating environments for naval
forces

The No-action Alternative stands as no change from current levels of training usage. The
existing level of activity is used as a benchmark with which to compare the outputs and effects
of differing alternatives. If the No-action Alternative is selected, the Navy would continue its
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current activities at the HRC. Alternatives 1 and 2 analyze greater use of range assets to
support training exercises by combining activities together to maximize training opportunities. By
using the status quo as the No-action Alternative, the Navy compares the impacts of current
operations to the impacts of enhanced operations presented in Alternatives 1 and 2.

Under the No-action Alternative, the current baseline of operations includes over 9,300 training
and RDT&E operations being conducted in the HRC annually. Training operations including
Major Exercises and RDT&E operations would continue at the baseline levels (which include
RIMPAC exercises). The No-action Alternative includes the operations discussed in the
following sections as well as those described in the 1998 PMRF Final EIS, the additional PMRF
programs analyzed since December 1998, and the operations described in the RIMPAC 2002
Programmatic Environmental Assessment (EA) and the supplements to that document in 2004
and 2006. The No-action Alternative includes these training and test activities and also
additional major range events.

e On-going training operations include Anti-Air Warfare;”Amphibious Warfare, Anti-
Surface Warfare, Anti-Submarine Warfare, Electronic'‘Combat, Mine Warfare, Naval
Special Warfare, and Strike Warfare exercises.  The No-action Alternative also
includes support operations such as Command.and Control, in-port ship and aircraft
support, and personnel support. RDT&E activities oecur primarily at one of two
locations in Hawaii; Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF) and Naval Undersea
Warfare Center (NUWC) Detachment-Pacific ranges.

e Alternative 1 includes all ongoing operations.associated with the No-action Alternative,
and proposes an increased number of such operations. Under Alternative 1, the Navy
also proposes to increase-the.tempo and frequency of training exercises in the HRC.
Field Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP) would be conducted for a small number of pilots
each year in Hawaii.”An FCLP is a series of touch-and-go landings conducted to train
and field qualify pilots.for aircraft-carrier landings. The Navy also proposes to enhance
RDT&E operations from-current levels.as necessary as well as add additional RDT&E
operations.

e Alternative 2 would include allvof the activities described in Alternative 1, with the
addition of an increase in training exercises and RDT&E operations, new RDT&E
activities,~and additional major range events.

ES1.5 DECISIONS TO BE MADE

ES1.6 SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT/OVERSEAS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

The geographic scope of this Draft EIS/OEIS (Study Area) includes 235,000 nm? of open ocean
area (including subsurface) and associated special use airspace above and around the
Hawaiian Islands. This Draft EIS/OEIS will also address naval operations within the offshore
and onshore ranges and training areas of the HRC. This Draft EIS/OEIS will provide a
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programmatic evaluation of current and proposed training operations, and associated
investments as identified in the Hawaii RCMP.

Under customary international law, U.S. Territory extends out into the ocean a distance of 3
nautical miles (nm) (5.6 kilometers [km]) from the coastline. By Presidential Proclamation 5928,
issued December 27, 1988, the United States extended its exercise of sovereignty and
jurisdiction under international law to 12 nm (22 km); but the Proclamation expressly provides
that it does not extend or otherwise alter existing Federal law or any associated jurisdiction,
rights, legal interests, or obligations. The Proclamation thus did not alter existing legal
obligations under NEPA. As a matter of policy, however, the Department of the Navy has
elected to apply NEPA to the 12 nm (22 km) limit established by the Proclamation. Impacts to
areas of the HRC that lie within 12 nm (territorial seas) are subject to analysis under NEPA.
Impacts in the areas that are outside U.S. territorial waters is analyzed using the procedures set
out in EO 12114 and associated implementing regulations.

ES1.7 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The Draft EIS/OEIS describes the potential environmental effects from implementing the No-
action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2. The'environment is analyzed in terms of 13
resource areas. air quality, airspace, biological resources (Marine, Offshore, and Terrestrial),
cultural resources, geology and soils, hazardous materials and waste, health and safety, land
use, noise, socioeconomics, transportation, utilities, and water resources. Each resource area
is discussed at each location unless No-action Alternative, Alternative, and Alternative 2
operations at that location would not foreseeable result in an-impact.

ES1.7.1 Open Ocean Area

ES1.7.2 Northwestern’Hawaiian/Islands
ES1.7.3 Kauai

ES1.7.4 Qahu

ES1.7.5 Maui

ES1.7.6 Hawail

A comparison of the environmental impacts of the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and
Alternative 2, along with potential mitigation measures for each resource at each location, is
presented in Tables ES-1 through ES-6.
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Executive Summary
Open Ocean

Table ES-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2, Open Ocean

Resource Category

Open Ocean

Airspace

No-action: Impacts to airspace from continued operations and activities to controlled and uncontrolled airspace, special use airspace,
enroute airways and jet routes, or airports and airfields are minimized through standard operating procedures, compliance with DoD Directive
4540.1, OPNAVINST 3770.4A, OPNAVINST 3721.20, and continued close coordination with the Federal Aviation Administration. No
modifications or need for additional airspace is required.

Alternative 1: Impacts to airspace from increased training operations, increased RDT&E activities, planned test and evaluation activities,
HRC enhancements, and major fleet exercises would be minimized as described in the-No-action Alternative.

Alternative 2: Impacts to airspace from increases in training operations, additional RDT&E activities, and additional major fleet exercises
would be minimized as described in the No-action Alternative.

Biological Resources
(Marine)

No-action: The Navy has standard operating procedures and policies in place.to minimize impacts to biological resources.

Alternative 1: Impacts to biological resources from increased training operations, RDT&E operations, and major fleet exercises would be
minimized as described in the No-action Alternative.

Alternative 2: Impacts to biological resources from additional training eperations and major fleet exercises would be minimized as described
in the No-action Alternative.

Cultural Resources

No-action: Cultural resources that do occur in the Open Ocean Area are deeply submerged and inherently protected from the effect of all
types of activity. Both the probability of encountering submerged resources.andthe probability of causing adverse effect on those resources
are extremely low regardless of the action alternative being considered. To evenfurther lower the probability of effect, areas where known
submerged cultural resources exist will be avoided for operational activities involving.debris dispersion or underwater detonation. Procedures
are in place to minimize any affects to underwater cultural resources.

Alternative 1: Impacts to cultural resources from increased training operations, RDT&E operations, and major fleet exercises would be
minimized as described in the No-action Alternative.

Alternative 2: Impacts to cultural resources from additional training/operations and major fleet exercises would be minimized as described in
the No-action Alternative.

Hazardous Materials
and Waste

No-action: The Navy has appropriate plans in place to manage hazardous materials used and generated. Hazardous materials will continue
to be controlled in compliance with OPNAVINST 5090.1B. Fragments of expended training materials (e.g. ammunition, bombs and missiles,
targets, sonobouys, chaff, and flares)could be deposited on the ocean floor. The widely dispersed, intermittent, minute size of the material
minimizes the impact. Wave energy.and currents will further_disperse the materials.

Alternative 1: Impacts from hazardous materials and waste from increased training operations, RDT&E operations, and major fleet exercises
would be minimized as described in the No-action Alternative.

Alternative 2: Impacts from hazardous materials and waste from additional increases in training operations, RDT&E operations, and
additional major fleet exercises would be minimized as described in the No-action Alternative.

Health and Safety

No-action: Risk to public health and safety is minimized through standard operating procedures and compliance with Dod Directive 4540.1,
OPNAVINST 37704 and COMNAVSURFPAC Instruction 3120.8F. The Navy notifies the public of hazardous operations through the use of
Notices-to-Airmen and Mariners (NOTAMs and NOTMARS).

Alternative 1: Impacts to health and safety from the additional training operations, RDT&E operations and major fleet exercises would be
minimized as described'in the No-action Alternative.

Alternative 2: Impacts to health andsafety from the additional training operations, RDT&E operations and additional major fleet exercises
would be minimized as described in the No-action Alternative.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2, Open Ocean (Continued)

Resource Category

Open Ocean

Noise

No-action: Activities are remote, infrequent and lack sensitive receptors. Training operations are typically conducted away from populated
areas and most sensitive noise receptors. Standard operating procedures are used to ensure the area is clear of civilian vessels or other non-
participants. The public is notified of the location, date, and time of the hazardous operations via NOTMARs, thereby precluding any
acoustical impacts to sensitive receptors.

Alternative 1: Impacts from noise from increased training operations, RDT&E operations-and major fleet exercises would be minimized as
described in the No-action Alternative.

Alternative 2: Impacts from noise from additional training operations, RDT&E operations and-additional major fleet exercises would be
minimized as described in the No-action Alternative.

Socioeconomics

No-action: The Navy has procedures in place to minimize impacts. Long-range advance notice of scheduled operations’ times and locations
to be used within the HRC are made available to the public and commercial vessels via NOTMARS. These temporary range clearance
procedures for safety purposes have been employed regularly over time without significant socioeconomic impacts on commercial shipping,
commercial fishing, or tourist-related activities. Offshore training operations’may have the potential for occasional, temporary disruptions of
commercial shipping, commercial fishing, and tourism within the HRC{. however, such’operations would be infrequent and of very limited
duration.

Alternative 1: Impacts to socioeconomics from increased training operations and major fleet exercises would be minimized as described in
the No-action Alternative.

Alternative 2: Impacts to socioeconomics from increased training operations and additional major fleet exercises would be minimized as
described in the No-action Alternative.

Water Resources

No-action: Impacts are not anticipated due to the small quantities-of materials relative to the extent of the sea ranges and large volumes of
water in which they will be dispersed.

Alternative 1: Impacts to water resources from increase training’opérations,"RDT&E operations, and major fleet exercises would be
minimized as described in the No-action Alternative.

Alternative 2: Impacts to water resources-from increased training operations, future RDT&E operations, and major fleet exercises would be
minimized as described in the No-action‘Altérnative.

Note: No impacts to Air Quality, Biological Resources (Terrestrial and’Offshore), Geology and Soils, Land Use, Transportation, and Utilities are anticipated due to site activities under the
No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2.
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Executive Summary
Northwestern Hawaiian Islands

Table ES-2. Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2,

Northwestern Hawaiian Islands

Resource Category

Northwestern Hawaiian Islands

Biological Resources
(Terrestrial and
Offshore)

No-action: Some current flight trajectories could result in the Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) missile flying over portions of
the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands. Preliminary results of debris analysis indicate that debris.is not expected to severely harm threatened,
endangered, migratory, or other endemic species. The probability for debris to hit birds, seals, or other wildlife will be extremely low.
Quantities of falling debris will be very low and widely scattered so as not to present a toxicity issue. Falling debris will also have cooled
down sufficiently so as not to present a fire hazard. If feasible, consideration will be given to_alterations in the missile flight trajectory, to
further minimize the potential for debris impacts.

Alternative 1: There are no proposed operations or exercises that would affect the.Northwestern Hawaiian Islands; ongoing operations
would be minimized as described in the No-action Alternative.

Alternative 2: There are no proposed operations or exercises that would affect'the Northwestern*Hawaiian Islands; ongoing operations
would be minimized as described in the No-action Alternative.

Cultural Resources

No-action: Missile defense activities, including THAAD, have the potential to generate debris that falls within areas of the Northwest
Hawaiian Islands. Debris analyses of the types, quantities, and sizes.associated with the Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF) missile
operations indicate that the potential to impact land resources of any type is.verylow and extremely remote. In addition, trajectories can be
altered under certain circumstances to further minimize the potential for impacts. Future missions will include consideration of missile flight
trajectory alterations, if feasible, to minimize the potential for debris within the. monument. As a result, impacts on cultural resources within
the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands are not expected.

Alternative 1: There are no proposed operations or exercises that would affect the‘Northwestern Hawaiian Islands; ongoing operations
would be minimized as described in the No-action Alternative.

Alternative 2: There are no proposed operations or exercises that' would affect the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands; ongoing operations
would be minimized as described in the No-action Alternative.

Note: No impacts to Air Quality, Airspace, Biological Resources (Marine), Geology and Soils, Hazardous Materials and Waste, Health and Safety, Land Use, Noise, Socioeconomics,
Transportation, Utilities, Water Resources are anticipated due to site activities underithe No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2.
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Executive Summary

Kauai
Table ES-3A: Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2, Kauai
Resource PMRF/Main Base Makaha Ridge Kokee
Category
Air Quality No-action: Compliance with standard No-action: Infrequent emissions associated No-action: Infrequent emissions associated

operating procedures and air permits will
minimize impacts. Fugitive dust from
construction will be minimized by dust
suppression methods. Emissions generated by
base activities do not affect the regional air
quality. The tempo of launch events will be
managed by range operations to stay within the
limits of current agreements.

Alternative 1: Impacts to air quality from
increased training operations, RDT&E
operations, HRC enhancements, and major fleet
exercises would be minimized as described in
the No-action Alternative. Construction would
create fugitive dust emissions, diesel exhaust
emissions; no change in regional air quality due
to compliance with standard operating
procedures for construction, including
implementation of dust suppression methods
and a vehicle maintenance program. No
change to regional air quality.

Alternative 2: Impacts to air quality from
increased training operations, RDT&E
operations, and major fleet exercises would be
minimized as described in the No-Action
Alternative. No change to regional air quality
status.

with intermittent use of diesel generators; no
change in regional air quality

Alternative 1: Increased use of diesel
generators; construction would create fugitive
dust emissions, diesel exhaust emissions;and
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCSs); no
change in regional air quality due to compliance
with standard operating procedures for
construction, including implementation of dust
suppression methods and’a vehicle
maintenance program.<No‘change-to regional
air quality.

Alternative 2: Impacts from.increased training
operations, and major fleet exercises would be
minimized as-described in Alternative. 1.

with intermittent use of diesel generators; no
change in regional air quality

Alternative 1: Increased use of diesel
generators; construction would create
fugitive dust emissions, diesel exhaust
emissions, and VOCs; no change in regional
air quality due to compliance with standard
operating procedures for construction,
including implementation of dust
suppression methods and a vehicle
maintenance program. No change to
regional air quality.

Alternative 2: Impacts from increased
training operations, and major fleet
exercises would be minimized as described
in Alternative 1.
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Executive Summary
Kauai

Table ES-3A: Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2, Kauai (Continued)

Resource
Category

PMRF/Main Base

Makaha Ridge

Kokee

Airspace

No-action: Impacts to airspace from continued
operations and activities to controlled and
uncontrolled airspace, special use airspace,
enroute airways and jet routes, or airports and
airfields are minimized through standard
operating procedures, compliance with DoD
Directive 4540.1, OPNAVINST 3770.4A,
OPNAVINST 3721.20, and continued close
coordination with the Federal Aviation
Administration. No modifications or need for
additional airspace is required.

Alternative 1: Impacts to airspace from ongoing
activities, increased training operations,
increase RDT&E activities, planned test and
evaluation activities, or HRC enhancements
would be minimized as described in the No-
action Alternative.

Alternative 2: Impacts to airspace from
ongoing activities, additional major range
events, increased training exercises, or
additional RDT&E activities would be minimized
as described in the No-action alternative.

No impacts from site activities under the No-
action Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2,

No impacts from site activities under the No-
action Alternative, Alternative 1, or
Alternative 2.

Biological
Resources
(Terrestrial and
Offshore)

No-action: Operations take place in current
operating areas. Compliance with relevant
Navy policies and procedures during these
training operations would minimize the effects
on vegetation and wildlife, as well as limit the
potential for introduction of invasive plant
species. No impacts from electromagnetic
radiation generation to wildlife.

Alternative 1: Impacts to biological resources
from increased training-operations, RDT&E
operations, and HRC enhancements would be
minimized as described in the Ne-action
Alternative. No expansion of operating area.
Because construction-related noise would be
localized, intermittent, and occur overa
relatively short-term, the potential for impacts on
biological resources would be minimal.
Additional electromagnetic radiation would not
affect wildlife.

No-action: Training Operations and major
exercises take place‘in current operating areas.
Compliance_with relevant Navy policies and
procedures during these training operations
would minimize the effects on vegetation and
wildlife, as well as limit the potential for
introduction of invasive plant species. No
impacts from electromagnetic radiation
generation to wildlife.

Alternative 1: Impacts to biological resources
from increased training operations and major
exercises would be minimized as described in
the No-action Alternative. No expansion of the
operating area. Effects on wildlife from
construction-related noise and presence of
additional personnel would be minimal.
Additional electromagnetic radiation would not
affect wildlife.

No-action: Training Operations and major
exercises take place in current operating
areas. Compliance with relevant Navy
policies and procedures would minimize the
effects on vegetation and wildlife, as well as
limit the potential for introduction of invasive
plant species. No impacts from
electromagnetic radiation generation to
wildlife.

Alternative 1: Impacts to biological
resources from increased training operations
and major exercises would be minimized as
described in the No-action Alternative. No
expansion of the operating area. Effects on
wildlife from construction-related noise and
presence of additional personnel would be
minimal. Additional electromagnetic
radiation would not affect wildlife
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Executive Summary

Kauai

Table ES-3A: Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2, Kauai (Continued)

Resource PMRF/Main Base Makaha Ridge Kokee
Category
Biological Alternative 2: Impacts to biological resources Alternative 2: Impacts to biological resources Alternative 2: Impacts to biological
Resources from increased training operations, RDT&E from increased training operations and major resources from increased training operations
(Terrestrial and | operations, and major fleet exercises would be exercises would be minimized as described in and additional major exercises would be
Offshore) minimized as described in the No-action the No-action Alternative. No expansion of the minimized as described in the No-action
(Continued) Alternative. Temporary, short-term startle operating area. Temporary, short-term startle Alternative. No expansion of the operating
effects from noise to wildlife and birds. The effects from noise to wildlife and birds.” The area. Temporary, short-term startle effects
intensity and duration of wildlife startle intensity and duration of wildlife startle from noise to wildlife and birds. The
responses decrease with the number and responses decrease with the number and intensity and duration of wildlife startle
frequency of exposures. Additional frequency of exposures. Additional respenses decrease with the number and
electromagnetic radiation would not affect electromagnetic radiation would not affect frequency of exposures. Additional
wildlife. wildlife. electromagnetic radiation would not affect
wildlife.
Cultural No-action: Activities occur in designated areas | No-action: Makaha Ridge has been surveyed No impacts from site activities under the No-
Resources and sensitive areas are avoided. Compliance for archaeological, historical; andNative action Alternative, Alternative 1, or
with the PMRF Integrated Natural Resources Hawaiian resources and none have been Alternative 2.
Management Plan (ICRMP) and standard identified. As-a result, No-action Alternative
operating procedures minimizes adverse operations'\will.not-affect cultural resources.
impacts. Alternative\1l:\ An-increase. in tempo and
Alternative 1: Increases from increased frequency of training operations-would not affect
training operations, RDT&E operations, and cultural resources. /Betause Makaha Ridge has
HRC enhancements would be minimized as been surveyed for clltural resources and none
described in the No-Action Alternative. were.identified, no effects are expected. If
Alternative 2: Increases from increased archaeological or'Native Hawaiian resources
training operations, RDT&E operations, and are/unexpectedly encountered during HRC
major fleet exercises would be minimized as enhaneements, then the Hawaii SHPO will be
described in the No-Action Alternative. notified-
Alternative 2: Impacts and mitigations would
be as described in Alternative 1. .
Geology and No-action: Ongoing training eperations.and Noimpacts from site activities under the No- No impacts from site activities under the No-
Soils exercises would have minimal-direct impact on action Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2. | action Alternative, Alternative 1, or

the beach and inland areas;and soils would\not
be permanently affected.

Alternative 1. New construction would follow
standard methods to control*erosion. Soil
disturbance would be limited to-the.immediate
vicinity of the construction area and would be of
short duration. Base personnel would‘exercise
best management practices to reduce soll
erosion.

Alternative 2: Impacts would be minimized as
described in Alternative 1.

Alternative 2.
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Executive Summary
Kauai

Table ES-3A: Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2, Kauai (Continued)

Resource PMRF/Main Base Makaha Ridge Kokee
Category
Hazardous No-action: PMRF/Main Base has appropriate No-action: Makaha Ridge has appropriate No-action: Kokee has appropriate plans in

Materials and
Waste

plans and standard operating procedures in
place to manage hazardous materials and
waste.

Alternative 1. Impacts from hazardous
materials and waste from increased training
operations, RDT&E operations, and HRC
enhancements would be minimized as
described in the No-action Alternative. Any
construction activities would comply with
standard operating procedures and adhere to
the existing hazardous management plans.
Alternative 2: Impacts from hazardous
materials and waste from additional increases in
training operations, RDT&E operations and
additional major exercises would be minimized
as described in the No-action Alternative and
Alternative 1.

plans in place to manage hazardous materials
and waste.

Alternative 1: The increase in training
operations and major exercises would be
minimized as described in the No-action
Alternative. Any construction activitieés would
comply with standard operating procedures and
adhere to the existing hazardous management
plans.

Alternative 2: Impacts from/hazardous
materials and waste from additional’inereases in
training operations and major.exercises would
be minimized as described in the No-action
Alternative and Alternative 1.

place to manage hazardous materials and
waste.

Alternative 1: The increase in training
operations and major exercises would be
minimized as described in the No-action
Alternative. Any construction activities
weuld comply with standard operating
procedures and adhere to the existing
hazardous management plans.
Alternative 2: Impacts from additional
increases in training operations and major
exercises would be minimized as described
in the No-action Alternative and Alternative
1.

Health and
Safety

No-action: Risk to public health and safety is
minimized through compliance with standard
operating procedures, policies, and plans.
Alternative 1: Impacts to health and safety
from additional training operations, RDT&E
operations, HRC enhancements, and major fleet
exercises would be minimized as describedin
the No-action Alternative. Construction would
be in accordance with USACE Safety and
Health Requirements Manual.

Alternative 2: Impacts to health and safety
from additional training operations, RDT&E
operations, and additional major fleet exercises
would be minimized as'described in the No-
Action Alternative and Alternative 1.

No-action: Compliance-with standard
operating procedures would minimize impacts.
Location away fromrthe public results in no
adverse public health and safety issues.
Alternative 1: Impacts to health and safety
from additional training operations and major
exercises-would be minimized as described in
the-No-action Alternative. Construction would
be in accordance with USACE Safety and
Health Requirements Manual.

Alternative 2: Impacts to health and safety
from/additional training operations and major
exercises would be minimized as described in
the No-Action Alternative and Alternative 1.

No-action: Compliance with standard
operating procedures would minimize
impacts.

Alternative 1: Impacts to health and safety
from additional training operations and major
exercises would be minimized as described
in the No-action Alternative. Construction
would be in accordance with USACE Safety
and Health Requirements Manual.
Alternative 2: Impacts to health and safety
from additional training operations and major
exercises would be minimized as described
in the No-Action Alternative and Alternative
1.
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Executive Summary

Kauai

Table ES-3A: Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2, Kauai (Continued)

Resource
Category

PMRF/Main Base

Makaha Ridge

Kokee

Land Use

No-action: Land uses & API are compatible
with PMRF operations. The continuation of
operations will be consistent to the maximum
extent practicable with the Hawaii Coastal Zone
Management Program. Closure of public
recreational areas during hazardous operations
Alternative 1: Land uses compatible with
increased training operations, training activities,
RDT&E operations, HRC enhancements, and
major fleet exercises; additional closure of
public recreation areas during hazardous
operations.

Alternative 2: Land uses compatible with
proposed increased training operations, training
activities, RDT&E activities, and additional
major fleet exercises; additional closure of
public recreation areas during hazardous
operations.

No impacts from site activities under the No-
action Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2,

No impacts from site activities under the No-
action Alternative, Alternative 1, or
Alternative 2.

Noise

No-action: PMRF maintains a hearing
protection program and has standard operating
procedures in place that would minimize
impacts. Beach access to the areas of each of
the exercises will be restricted for the duration
of the exercise. Launches occur infrequently,
are short in duration, and noise levels are within
OSHA standards.

Alternative 1: Impacts from noise from
increased training operations, RDT&E
operations, and HRC enhancements would be
minimized as described in the No-actien
Alternative.

Alternative 2: Impacts.from noise from
increased training operations and additional
major fleet exercises would be minimized as
described in the No-action Alternative.

No impacts from site activities under the No-
action Alternative, Alternative 1; or Alternative 2.

No impacts from site activities under the No-
action Alternative, Alternative 1, or
Alternative 2.
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Executive Summary
Kauai

Table ES-3A: Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2, Kauai (Continued)

Resource
Category

PMRF/Main Base

Makaha Ridge

Kokee

Socioeconomics

No-action: Beneficial impacts to economy and
community on Kauai.

Alternative 1: Small increase in beneficial
impacts to economy on Kauai from increased
training operations, future RDT&E operations,
and major exercises.

Alternative 2: Small increase in beneficial
impacts to economy on Kauai from increased
training operations, future RDT&E operations,
and additional major exercises.

No impacts from site activities under the No-
action Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2,

No impacts from site activities under the No-
action Alternative, Alternative 1, or
Alternative 2.

Transportation

No-action: No impacts identified for the
transportation system; PMRF events are
discrete and intermittent. Transportation of
ordnance and liquid propellants conducted in
accordance with established procedures.
Alternative 1: Minimal increase in average daily
traffic due to increased training operations, HRC
enhancements, and major fleet exercises.
Traffic increases generated by construction
personnel due to HRC enhancements would be
temporary and would result in minor additional
traffic. Major exercises are discrete and
intermittent with minimal temporary increase in
traffic.

Alternative 2: No additional traffic will be
generated for increased training operations,
RDT&E operations, and additional major fleet
exercises above what would be generated for
alternative 1.

No impacts from site activities under the No-
action Alternative, Alterhative 1, or/Alternative 2.

No impacts from site activities under the No-
action Alternative, Alternative 1, or
Alternative 2.

Utilities

No-action: Current utility capacity meets
demands.

Alternative 1. Electricity demand, potable
water consumption, wastewater generated, and
solid waste disposal would be handled by,
existing facilities.

Alternative 2: Additional electricity demand,
potable water consumption, wastewater
generated and solid waste disposal would be
handled by existing facilities.

No.impacts from site activities under the No-
action Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2.

No impacts from site activities under the No-
action Alternative, Alternative 1, or
Alternative 2.
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Executive Summary
Kauai

Table ES-3A: Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2, Kauai (Continued)

Resource PMRF/Main Base Makaha Ridge Kokee
Category
Water No-action: Compliance with standard No impacts from site activities under the No- No impacts from site activities under the No-
Resources operating procedures and policies would action Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2, | action Alternative, Alternative 1, or
minimize impacts. Training operations have Alternative 2.

minimal impact to beach and inland areas and
surface drainage is not permanently affected.
Emissions from launches and exercises would
not significantly affect water resources.
Alternative 1: Impacts to water resources from
increased training operations, RDT&E
operations, HRC enhancements, and major fleet
exercises would be minimized as described in
the No-action Alternative. Slight increase in
missile launch emissions would not significantly
affect water quality. Construction activities
associated with HRC enhancements would
follow standard operating procedures
minimizing potential impacts from accidental
spills of hazardous materials.

Alternative 2: Impacts to water resources
from increased training operations, RDT&E
operations, HRC enhancements, and major fleet
exercises would be minimized as described in
the No-action Alternative and Alternative 1.
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Executive Summary
Kauai

Table ES-3B: Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2, Kauai

Resource
Category

HIANG Kokee

Kamokala Magazines

Niihau

Kaula

Airspace

No impacts from site activities under
the No-action Alternative, Alternative
1, or Alternative 2.

No impacts from site activities under
the No-action Alternative, Alternative
1, or Alternative 2.

No impacts from site activities under
the No-action Alternative, Alternative
1, or Alternative 2.

No-action: Continued close
coordination with the Federal
Aviation Administration and PMRF
regarding continued operations and
activities to controlled and
uncontrolled airspace, special use
airspace, enroute airways, and jet
routes would minimize impacts.
Alternative 1: Impacts to airspace
from ongoing activities, increased
training operations, RDT&E activities
or HRC investments would be
minimized as described in the No-
Action Alternative. No new airspace
proposal or any modification to
existing airspace would be required.
Alternative 2: Impacts to airspace
from ongoing activities, additional
major range events, increased
training exercises, or additional
RDT&E activities or HRC
investments would be minimized as
described in the No-action
Alternative and Alternative 1.

Biological
Resources
(Terrestrial
and
Offshore)

No-action: Training Operations and
major exercises take place in current
operating areas. Compliance with
relevant policies and procedures
would minimize the effects on
wildlife. No impacts from
electromagnetic radiation generation
to wildlife.

Alternative 1: Impacts to biological
resources from increased training
operations would be minimized as
described in the No-action
Alternative. No expansion required.
Additional electromagnetic radiation
would not affect wildlife.

No impacts‘from site“activities under
the No-action“Alternative;-Alternative
1, or Alternative 2,

No-action: Training Operations and
major exercises take place in current
operating areas. Compliance with
relevant Navy policies and
procedures during these training
operations would minimize the
effects on vegetation and wildlife, as
well as limit the potential for
introduction of invasive plant
species. No impacts from
electromagnetic radiation generation
to wildlife

No-action: Minimal impacts to
vegetation. Mitigation measures are
in place that reduce or eliminate any
potential impacts to marine
mammals. Minimal impacts to
migratory seabirds.

Alternative 1: Training Operations
and major exercises take place in
current operating areas, with no
expansion. Compliance with
relevant Navy, NMFS, and USFWS
policies and procedures during these
training operations would minimize
the effects on vegetation and
wildlife.
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Executive Summary

Kauai

Table ES-3B: Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2, Kauai (Continued)

Resource HIANG Kokee Kamokala Magazines Niihau Kaula
Category
Biological Alternative 2: Impacts to biological Alternative 1: Impacts to biological | Alternative 2: Impacts to biological
Resources resources from increased training resources from increased training resources from increased training
(Terrestrial operations and additional major operations and major exercises operations and major exercises
and exercises would be minimized as would be minimized as described in | would be minimized as described in
Offshore) described in the No-action the No-action Alternative. No the No-action Alternative and
(Continued) | Alternative and Alternative 1. expansion is required.~ Minimal Alternative 1. Temporary, short-term
impacts to biological resources from | startle effects from noise to wildlife
construction; additional and birds. The intensity and
electromagnetic radiation would net | duration of wildlife startle responses
affect wildlife. decrease with the number and
Alternative 2: Impacts to biological | frequency of exposures. No
reésources from increased training potential impacts to migratory
operations-and major exercises seabird populations.
would be as’described in the No-
Action Alternative and Alternative 1.
Temporary,.short-term startle effects
from noise to wildlife and birds. The
intensity and duration of wildlife
startle responses decrease with the
number-and frequency of exposures
Cultural No impacts from site activities under | No impacts from site activities under /| No impacts from site activities under | No-action: No known cultural sites
Resources the No-action Alternative, Alternative | the No-action Alternative, Alternative \| the No-action Alternative, Alternative | within the impact zone; training

1, or Alternative 2.

1, or Alternative 2.

1, or Alternative 2.

operations will have no impacts.
Major exercises are restricted to the
impact zone and will have no
impacts.

Alternative 1: Increased training
operations are confined to the
impact zone and would have no
impact on cultural resources.
Alternative 2: Additional increases
in training operations are confined to
the impact zone and would have no
impact on cultural resources.
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Executive Summary
Kauai

Table ES-3B: Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2, Kauai (Continued)

Resource
Category

HIANG Kokee

Kamokala Magazines

Niihau

Kaula

Geology
and Soils

No impacts from site activities under
the No-action Alternative, Alternative
1, or Alternative 2.

No impacts from site activities under
the No-action Alternative, Alternative
1, or Alternative 2.

No impacts from site activities under
the No-action Alternative, Alternative
1, or Alternative 2.

No-action: Minimize impact by
concentrating targeting on the
southeast tip of the island.
Alternative 1: Impacts from
Increased training and major
exercises would be minimized as
described in the No-action
Alternative.

Alternative 2: Impacts from
increased training and additional
major exercises would be minimized
as described in the No-action
Alternative.

Hazardous
Materials
and Waste

No impacts from site activities under
the No-action Alternative, Alternative
1, or Alternative 2.

No-action: PMRF has procedures
in place to manage hazardous
materials and waste. Storage-and
transportation or ordnance is
conducted in accordance with
established DOT, DoD, and Navy
safety procedures.

Alternative 1: Impacts would be
minimized as described in the No-
action Alternative.

Alternative 2: Impacts,would be
minimized as described-in-the No-
action Alternative:

No-action:/PMRF has appropriate
plans in place to manage hazardous
materials and waste.

Alternative 1: Impacts from the
increase in training operations and
major exercises would be minimized
as described in the No-action
Alternative. Any construction
activities would comply with
standard operating procedures and
adhere to the existing hazardous
management plans.

Alternative 2: Impacts from
additional increases in training
operations and major exercises
would be minimized as described in
the No-action Alternative and
Alternative 1.

No impacts from site activities under
the No-action Alternative, Alternative
1, or Alternative 2.
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Executive Summary

Kauai

Table ES-3B: Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No-action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2, Kauai (Continued)

Resource HIANG Kokee Kamokala Magazines Niihau Kaula
Category
Health and No impacts from site activities under | No-action: Compliance with No-action: Compliance with No-action: Compliance with
Safety the No-action Alternative, Alternative | existing health and safety plans and | existing health and safety plans and | existing health and safety plans and
1, or Alternative 2. procedures would minimize impacts. | procedures would minimizesimpacts. | procedures would minimize health
No change in the type of ordnance Location of radar and.€lectronic and safety risks.
stored and no increase safety risks. warfare sites away from-.the public Alternative 1: Impacts from
Storage and transportation of results in no adverse public health additional training operations would
ordnance are conducted in and safety issues: be minimized as described in the
accordance with established DOT, Alternative 1: Impacts from No-action Alternative.
DoD and Navy safety procedures. additional training operations and Alternative 2: Impacts from
Alternative 1: Impacts would be major.exercises would be minimized | additional training operations would
minimized as described in the No- as described in the No-action be minimized as described in the
action Alternative. Alternative. Construction would be No-action alternative.
Alternative 2: Impacts would be in accordance-with USACE Safety
minimized as described in the No- and Health Requirements Manual.
action Alternative. Alternative 2: Impacts from
additional training operations and
major exercises would be minimized
asdescribed in the No-action
Alternative.and Alternative 1.
Land Use No impacts from site activities under | No impacts from site activities under.”| No impaets from site activities under