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Appendix A: Regulatory Setting 
The Marine Corps has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) based upon federal and state laws, 
statutes, regulations, and policies pertinent to the implementation of the proposed action. These are 
summarized in Table 1 and in the text below. 

Table 1 Applicable Laws and Regulations 

Title Citation 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) 16 U.S.C. §§ 470aa-470mm  
Clean Air Act (CAA) 42 U.S.C. §§ 7401-7671q  
Clean Water Act (CWA) 33 U.S.C. §§ 1251-1387 
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) 16 U.S.C. §§ 1451 et seq. 
Council on Environmental Quality National Environmental 
Policy Act Regulations 40 CFR §§ 1500-1508 

Endangered Species Act  16 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1544 
EO 11988, Floodplain Management 42 Fed. Reg. 26951 
EO 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control 
Standards 43 Fed. Reg. 47707 

EO 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs  47 Fed. Reg. 30959 
EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice 
in Minority Populations and Low-income Populations  59 Fed. Reg. 7629 

EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health 
Risks and Safety Risks  62 Fed. Reg. 19885 

EO 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect 
Migratory Birds, and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) 66 Fed. Reg. 3853, 16 U.S.C. §§ 703-712 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4370h 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)  54 U.S.C. §§ 300101 et seq. 
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
(NAGPRA) 25 U.S.C. §§ 3001-3013 

Policies and Responsibilities for Implementation of the 
National Environmental Policy Act Within the Department of 
the Navy  

32 CFR Part 775 

Pollution Prevention Act (NPA) 42 U.S.C. §§ 13101-13109 
Protection of Historic Properties 36 CFR Part 800  
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et seq. 
Marine Corps Environmental Compliance and Protection 
Program  MCO 5090.2 

Notes:  CFR = Code of Federal Regulations; EO = Executive Order; MCO = Marine Corps Order; U.S.C. = United States Code. 

1.1 Noise 

Federal, state, and local governments regulate noise to prevent noise sources from affecting noise 
sensitive areas, such as residences, hospitals, and schools, and to protect human health and welfare. 
The Noise Control Act of 1972, 42 United States Code (U.S.C.) 4901 et seq., established a national policy 
“to promote an environment for all Americans free from noise that jeopardizes their health or welfare.” 
The joint instruction, Chief of Naval Operations Instruction (OPNAVINST) 11010.36C and Marine Corps 
Order (MCO) 11010.16, Air Installations Compatible Use Zones (AICUZ) Program, provides guidance 
administering the AICUZ program, which recommends land uses that are compatible with aircraft noise 
levels. Per OPNAVINST 11010.36C/MCO 11010.16, NOISEMAP is used for developing noise contours. 
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1.2 Air Quality 

 Criteria Pollutants 
Under the Clean Air Act (CAA), the United States (U.S.) Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 
50) for six criteria air pollutants, including ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 
sulfur dioxide (SO2), lead (Pb), and particulate matter with diameters less than or equal to 10 and 2.5 
micrometers (PM10 and PM2.5). The USEPA classifies NAAQS as primary or secondary. Primary standards 
protect against adverse health effects; secondary standards protect against welfare effects, such as 
damage to farm crops and vegetation and damage to buildings. Some pollutants have long-term and 
short-term standards. The USEPA designated short-term standards to protect against acute health 
effects and established long-term standards to protect against chronic health effects. 

The USEPA designates areas that are and have historically been in compliance with the NAAQS as 
attainment areas and designates areas that violate a federal air quality standard as nonattainment 
areas. The USEPA designates areas that have transitioned from nonattainment to attainment as 
maintenance areas; these areas must adhere to maintenance plans to ensure continued attainment. 

The CAA requires states to develop a general plan to attain and maintain the NAAQS in all areas of the 
country and a specific plan to attain the standards for each area designated as nonattainment. State and 
local air quality management agencies develop these plans, known as State Implementation Plans, and 
submit them to the USEPA for approval. 

 Greenhouse Gases 
Greenhouse gases (GHGs) are gas emissions that trap heat in the atmosphere. These emissions occur 
from natural processes and human activities. Scientific evidence indicates a trend of increasing global 
temperature over the past century due to an increase in GHG emissions from human activities. The 
scientific community predicts the climate change associated with this global warming will produce 
negative environmental, economic, and social consequences across the globe. 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) provides guidance on how GHG emissions and climate 
change impacts should be analyzed under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in its 2016 Final 
Guidance for Federal Departments and Agencies on Consideration of GHG Gas Emissions and the Effects 
of Climate Change in NEPA Reviews. That guidance was withdrawn in 2017 and is currently under review 
by the CEQ for revision and update. 

1.3 Water Resources 

Several statutes regulate water resources. The Safe Drinking Water Act, 42 U.S.C. 300 et seq. (1974) sets 
standards for maximum levels of contaminants in drinking water.  

The Clean Water Act (CWA), 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq. (1972) establishes federal limits, through the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), on the amount of pollutants that can be 
discharged into surface waters to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of 
the water. The NPDES program regulates the discharge of point (e.g., end of pipe) and nonpoint (e.g., 
storm water) sources of water pollution. The NPDES program is administered through the Hawaii 
Department of Health (HDOH). The state NPDES program requires construction site operators engaged 
in clearing, grading, and excavating activities that disturb 1 acre or more to obtain coverage under a 
NPDES Construction General Permit for storm water discharges. Construction or demolition that 
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necessitates an individual permit also requires preparation of a Notice of Intent to discharge storm 
water and a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that is implemented during construction. 

Impacts to wetlands are regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under Section 404 of the CWA as 
a subset of all “waters of the United States.” Section 404 of the CWA establishes a program to regulate 
the discharge or fill of material into a wetland, and authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through 
the Chief of Engineers, to issue permits for the discharge of dredge or fill into wetlands.  

Executive Order (EO) 11988, Floodplain Management, requires federal agencies to avoid, to the extent 
possible, the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of 
floodplains and to avoid direct and indirect support of development in a floodplain unless it is the only 
practicable alternative. Flood potential of a site is usually determined by the 100-year floodplain, which 
is defined as the area that has a 1 percent (%) chance of inundation by a flood event in a given year. EO 
11988 states that agencies shall provide opportunity for early public review of any plans or proposals for 
actions in floodplains.  

EO 13690, Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard and a Process for Further Soliciting 
and Considering Stakeholder Input, amends EO 11988 and establishes the Federal Flood Risk 
Management Standard to improve the nation’s resilience to current and future flood risks, which are 
anticipated to increase over time as a result of climate change and other threats. 

Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) stipulates that where a federal project 
initiates reasonably foreseeable effects to any coastal use or resource (land or water use, or natural 
resource), the action must be consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable 
policies of the affected state’s federally approved coastal management plan. The Hawaii State Office of 
Planning implements the state’s CZMA program. 

1.4 Cultural 

Federal laws and regulations that protect cultural resources include the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA) (16 U.S.C. §§470aa–470mm); the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 
1990 (NAGPRA) (25 U.S.C. §§3001-3013); and the American Indian Religious Freedom Act (42 U.S.C. § 
1996). 

Section 110 and Section 106 of the NHPA define federal agencies’ responsibilities for protecting historic 
properties. Section 110 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to establish historic preservation 
programs for the identification, evaluation, and protection of historic properties. Section 106 requires 
federal agencies to consider the effects of their undertakings on historic properties either listed in or 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The Section 106 consultation 
process affords the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP), Native Hawaiian Organizations (NHOs), interested parties, and the public an 
opportunity to consult on a proposed undertaking. Additionally, the NHPA and its implementing 
regulations include provisions for consultation with NHOs that attach religious and cultural significance 
to historic properties that may be affected by an undertaking (36 CFR 800.2). 

An undertaking is defined in NHPA Section 106 regulations as a “project, activity or program funded in 
whole or part under the direct or indirect jurisdiction of a federal agency, including those carried out by 
or on behalf of a federal agency; those carried out with federal financial assistance; and those requiring 
a federal permit, license or approval” (36 CFR 800.16). An undertaking adversely affects a historic 
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property if it alters the characteristics that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP in a manner 
that would diminish the integrity of the property (36 CFR 800.5). 

The NHPA defines a historic property as any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or 
object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the NRHP, including related artifacts, records, and remains 
(36 CFR 800.16). During Section 106 consultation, the federal agency identifies historic properties that 
may be affected by an undertaking (36 CFR 800.4). The NRHP includes criteria for evaluating the 
significance and integrity of a historic property to determine eligibility, as set forth in 36 CFR 60.4. In 
addition to significance, eligible properties must retain historic integrity, defined as the ability of a 
property to convey its significance, based on its location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, and association. Once historic properties are identified, the federal agency assesses whether 
there are adverse effects on historic properties in the Area of Potential Effects (APE) of the undertaking. 
The APE is defined in 36 CFR Part 800.16(d) as “the geographic area or areas within which an 
undertaking may directly or indirectly cause changes in the character or use of historic properties, if any 
such properties exist.” 

The assessment of effects on historic properties under NEPA identifies and describes the consequences 
of the proposed action on cultural resources. This analysis is aligned with the determinations and 
assessments prepared under the concurrent Section 106 consultation process for the proposed 
undertaking, which is equivalent to the NEPA Preferred Alternative.  

1.5 Biological Resources 

The purpose of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) is to conserve the ecosystems upon which threatened 
or endangered species depend and to conserve and recover listed species. Section 7 of the ESA requires 
action proponents to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) in assessing whether the proposed action may jeopardize the continued 
existence of federally listed threatened or endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of designated critical habitat. There is no federally designated critical habitat for any ESA-
listed species on, or close to, the project area or within the ROI.  

Birds, both migratory and most native-resident bird species, are protected under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA), and their conservation by federal agencies is mandated by EO 13186, Migratory Bird 
Conservation. Under the MBTA, it is unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, 
capture, or kill, or possess migratory birds or their nests or eggs at any time, unless permitted by 
regulation. The 2003 National Defense Authorization Act authorized the Secretary of the Interior to 
prescribe regulations exempting the Department of Defense (DoD) from the incidental taking of 
migratory birds during authorized military readiness activities. These regulations require DoD to confer 
with the USFWS to develop and implement appropriate conservation measures to minimize or avoid 
adverse effects of the proposed action if it would have a significant negative impact to the sustainability 
of a population of a migratory bird species. 

1.6 Public Health and Safety 

Aircraft operations are regulated by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) (see Federal Aviation 
Regulations Part 91, General Operating and Flight Rules). These regulations and associated FAA Orders 
set forth rules for military aircraft operating in commercial and military airspace. In addition, Navy policy 
and procedural guidance provides further operating requirements for military aircraft (e.g., Naval Air 
Training and Operating Procedures Standardization General Flight and Operating Instruction, 
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OPNAVINST 3710.7U [2009], and various Naval Air Training and Operating Procedures Standardization 
manuals). 

1.7 Transportation 

The State of Hawaii follows the U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration’s 
highway functional classification definitions. The functional classification process groups streets and 
highways according to the character of service they are intended to provide. The types of functional 
classifications are presented in Table 2 and apply in both urban and rural settings. 

Table 2 Highway/Roadway Functional Classification 

Highway/Roadway Functional 
Classification Description 

Interstate Provide basic interstate service and link major cities 

Arterial 
Principal Provide high level of interstate and intrastate service and 

connect major generators of internal city traffic 

Minor Serve trans-state travel to and through principal cities and 
provide a system for the major traffic generators within a city 

Collector 
Major Provide connections to and through the large centers of 

population within the state 
Minor Provide inter-county service 

Local Service small rural communities and provide access to residential 
areas and neighborhoods within cities 

Source: Federal Highway Administration, 2013. 

Along with identifying the intended role of each roadway, the classification can also align with roadway 
design characteristics, such as the speed, capacity, and connection to existing and future land uses in the 
area. 
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1.1 Overview of Comments and Responses 

 Timing and Methods of Comment Submittal 
The 44-day public comment period provided an opportunity for government agencies, interest groups, 
and the general public to comment on the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to home base a Marine 
Corps MQ-9 Marine Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Squadron (with an anticipated 6 aircraft) and a KC-130J 
Aerial Refueler Transport Squadron (with an anticipated 15 aircraft) at Marine Corps Base (MCB) Hawaii 
Kaneohe Bay.  

There were two primary methods to submit comments: (1) written comments mailed to the EA project 
office and (2) written comments emailed to the project Point of Contact. The Marine Corps published a 
notice of availability for the review of the Draft EA in the Honolulu Advertiser on August 8, 2022. The 
Marine Corps published a notice in the Honolulu Star-Advertiser on September 4, 2022, extending the 
30-day public comment period by 14 days for a total comment period of 44 days. Originally open from 
August 8th to September 7th, public comments were accepted through September 21st. The Marine Corps 
received additional comments as part of the Section 106 National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 
consultation process. Because these comments focused on the adequacy of the EA analysis, they were 
considered by the Marine Corps in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process and in the 
revision of the EA. Relative to the reuse of other hangars and the Navy's proposed demolition of Hangar 
104 (separate project analyzed in the cumulative impacts chapter), comments are addressed in Section 
2.2.2.3 (Use of Hangars 104 and 105) and Section 4.4 (Cumulative Impacts Analysis). 

This appendix contains all comments received during the public comment period. All received comments 
were assessed and considered individually and collectively during development of this Final EA and in 
the Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). Based on the comments, clarifications and improvements 
were made in the Final EA. Written responses were prepared for all comments and are included in this 
appendix. 

 Comment Response Process 
The Marine Corps implemented the following process for reviewing and responding to all comments 
received during the public comment period for the Draft EA: 

• The Marine Corps carefully reviewed all comments and assigned a unique identifier to each. 
Comment letters for which distinct and separable points could be identified and addressed were 
delineated and, where appropriate, subdivided into numbered “sub-comments.” In certain 
cases, the commenter subdivided their own letter into sub-paragraphs. 

• Resource specialists and Marine Corps authorities considered all comments and prepared 
written responses. 

• As a result of the comments, the Marine Corps modified the Final EA to improve or clarify the 
analysis presented in the Draft EA. 

 Summary of Draft EA Public Comments 
A total of 127 comments were received in response to the Draft EA. Table B-1 shows a breakdown of the 
number of comments received by agency, organization, and the general public. It includes a listing of 
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commenters by group and the page number for the comment. For comments received from the general 
public, personal information was redacted from the comment if the commenter requested it. 

Table B-1 Summary of Comments Received During Public Review of the Draft EA 

Commenter 
Number of 
Comments 
Received 

Comment 
Number Page Number 

Agency 3 -- -- 
Board of Water Supply, City and County of 
Honolulu 1 126 B-309 

City Council, City and County of Honolulu 2 106, 125 B-251, B-306 
Organization 11   

Historic Hawaii Foundation 1 048 B-100 
Kahaluʻu Neighborhood Board #29 1 114 B-275 
Kailua Neighborhood Board 1 088 B-186 
Kaneohe Neighborhood Board 1 105 B-247 
Malu 'Aina Center For Non-violent 
Education & Action 2 099, 110 B-227, B-264 

Sierra Club 1 117 B-282 
Waimanalo Hawaiian Homes Association 1 067 B-133 
We Are One, Inc. 1 016 B-28 
Whistleblower & Source Protection 
Program (WHISPeR) 1 103 B-242 

Windward Coalition 1 098 B-221 
General Public 113 -- -- 
Total 127 -- -- 

 

 Summary of Revisions to the Final EA in Response to Public Comments 
The main revisions to the Final EA in response to public comments are summarized below. 

• Section 1.6: revised to update status of the EA and associated consultations. 

• Section 2.1: revised to provide more detail on the proposed action, including specifics about the 
proposed Aircraft Direct Refueling System and wash rack, as well as additional detail on 
proposed aircraft operations. 

• Section 2.2: revised to explain the alternatives development process in greater detail, including 
rationale for why certain alternatives were not feasible. 

• Section 3.1: revised to provide more detail on proposed aircraft operations and explanation of 
the effect of noise in the local communities. 

• Section 3.3: revised to provide additional analysis of proposed Aircraft Direct Refueling System 
and wash rack, as well as additional analysis of effects to drinking water. 

• Section 3.4: revised to include proposed mitigation measures developed in the Section 106 
NHPA process and to update status of consultation. 
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• Section 3.5: revised to update analysis of potential effects to Hawaiian monk seals and green sea 
turtles, include effects of air emissions to wildlife, and update status of Section 7 Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) consultation. 

• Section 3.6: revised to include effects of construction to public health and safety and to clarify 
safety aspects of proposed aircraft operations. 

• Section 4.4: revised cumulative impact analysis of cultural resources based on subsequent 
discussions during the Section 106 NHPA consultation process. 

• Appendix B: included public comments and responses.  

• Appendix C: updated with Section 106 NHPA consultation documentation. 

• Appendix D: updated with Section 7 ESA consultation documentation. 
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Comment 001 
Comment 

  

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
The Marine Corps works with SHPD and consulting parties to minimize effects 
to historic resources while achieving its military mission. Our historic 
properties are important to the Marine Corps, the community, and our 
consulting parties. As such, MCB Hawaii maintains a proactive cultural 
resources management program which includes public outreach and 
education regarding the important history of the base and its associated 
historic properties.  
 
The Marine Corps implemented an extensive planning effort to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential effects to historic resources. This included 
input from MCB Hawaii planning personnel, MCB Hawaii cultural resources 
personnel, and other SMEs to determine ways to implement the proposed 
action while minimizing impacts to historic resources including the NHL and 
the Historic District. Where it was possible to accomplish the mission while 
still preserving historic resources, such as the decision to base MQ-9s in 
Hangar 102, the Marine Corps prioritized the retention of these historic 
resources. 
 
During the Section 106 consultation process and as documented in Section 
3.4, the Marine Corps found the proposed action has an adverse effect to 
both the Aviation HD and the NHL. Through the continuing consultation 
process, the Marine Corps added greater detail to that initial finding. To 
address these unavoidable effects, the Marine Corps developed mitigation 
measures in coordination with the consulting parties through the NHPA 
Section 106 process. Proposed mitigations were identified in the Draft MOA 
shared with the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. Final 
proposed mitigations are included in the Final EA and will be included in the 
MOA signed by the Marine Corps, the SHPD, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP). 
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Comment 001 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 001 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 001 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 002 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 003 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
Although fixed wing and rotary-wing/tilt-rotor aircraft are operationally and 
acoustically different, flight tracks and noise profiles for all aircraft are well 
understood. Noise modeling accounts for these acoustic and operational 
differences to enable meaningful comparisons between the platforms. The 
baseline for aircraft operations that was incorporated into the noise modeling 
reflects existing conditions. As shown at Table 2-2, “existing conditions” 
reflect the departure of the AH-1W and CH-53E helicopters. 
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Comment 004 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MQ-9 aircraft operations safety data are included in the analysis of public 
health and safety. Pilot training, redundant communications systems, 
programmed failsafe mechanisms, and the operating area of the proposed 
aircraft all help ensure safe operations of the MQ-9. 
 
 
The proposed action has no effect on the potential for terrorism, and such 
contingencies are outside the scope of NEPA analyses conducted for DoD 
construction and operations actions. The proposed action does not change 
the status of MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, which has been an active military 
installation for over eighty years, nor does it change force protection 
requirements in place to protect the facility from a terrorist attack. 
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Comment 005 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
KC-130J aircraft would not operate on Bravo Ramp. The assumptions 
underlying the alternatives development are explained in Section 2.2.2 of the 
EA and are based upon a multi-disciplinary planning effort conducted for the 
proposed action. The planning process considered currently developed areas 
along the flightline as well as the partially developed areas of West Field, 
north of the western end of the runway; Green Field, east of the Transient 
Ramp on the southern side of the runway; and Pali Kilo across from Green 
Field on the north side of the runway. For reasons outlined in Section 2.2.2 of 
the EA, none of these locations away from Bravo Ramp are viable options for 
the proposed facilities. In addition, there are substantial constraints with 
extending Charlie Ramp to the northeast (away from Bravo Ramp), including 
archaeological sites and elevation increases that substantially increase the 
amount of earth-moving activities necessary for construction. 
 
 
The Green Field site is not a viable alternative for the proposed action. The 
Marine Corps conducted an extensive analysis of the Green Field site, shared 
this with consulting parties in a series of Section 106 consultation meetings, 
and documented the findings in Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EA. In addition to 
the multiple planning constraints identified in the EA, relocation of the 
displaced facilities in this area would delay hangar construction for the 
proposed action by an estimated 10–12 years, which would unacceptably 
disrupt base activities and adversely affect the Marine Corps mission at MCB 
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. 
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Comment 005 (continued) 

 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps understands the heightened emphasis on managing water 
resources (surface water, ground water, wetlands, and nearshore waters) and 
preventing contamination. The Marine Corps is committed to the storm water 
design and compliance with spill prevention, spill containment/cleanup, and 
conservation measures procedures documented in the EA. 
 
Spill prevention and countermeasures are in place to minimize the potential 
for fuel contamination on site and in Kaneohe Bay. MCB Hawaii has staff and 
resources dedicated to support spill prevention and response, including 24-
hour per day spill response professionals. This includes regular training for 
staff to meet these important requirements and responsibilities. In addition, 
MCB Hawaii recently completed an Integrated Contingency Plan that 
integrates site-specific Pollution Prevention Plans for all industrial sites 
including activities along the flightline. This will be updated to include the 
proposed action. 
 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over eighty years, through a variety of 
mission and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise 
impact to the local community also changes. We conduct community 
outreach about noise impacts to the local community, which includes 
participation in neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the 
longstanding support of the community and make every effort to implement 
operational restrictions to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our 
ability to adjust operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military 
aviation mission, and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The 
proposed action does not increase the DNL noise contour over the 
surrounding residential areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). 
Most people are exposed to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and 
studies demonstrate that approximately 87% of the population is not annoyed 
by outdoor sound levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN [Federal Interagency 
Committee on Urban Noise], 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 005 (continued) 

 

Response to Comment 
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
 
 
The Marine Corps takes its role as a good neighbor seriously and understands 
the need to minimize aircraft noise in communities surrounding MCB Hawaii 
Kaneohe Bay. From providing the community with advance notice of busy air 
operations such as RIMPAC and air shows, to adjusting engine testing 
maintenance hours to reduce impact to the community, we make every 
effort, consistent with our primary mission to ensure safe operations, to 
minimize noise and incompatibility. Local course rules direct aircraft to avoid 
residential areas generally, as well as avoid direct overflight of Coconut Island 
on departure from Runway 22. On arrival to Runway 04/22, smaller and more 
maneuverable aircraft are able to adopt nonstandard approach patterns to 
avoid Coconut Island, which lies directly in the approach path to that runway. 
Larger and heavier aircraft, such as the C-130 and heavy transients, are less 
maneuverable, and may overfly the island to ensure safe arrival at the air 
station. 
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Comment 006 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined above (e.g., sleep, hearing, 
and nonauditory health effects). This metric has been proven accurate in a 
variety of community settings and is used for aircraft operations noise 
analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” means that the change 
in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the general public. 
Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the limitations of the 65-dBA 
DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have limited value in showing the 
impact of noise on local communities. The 65-dBA DNL contour is not 
exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern edge of Coconut Island. 
Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details about these conclusions. 
 
Operational traffic associated with the proposed action would result in less 
than significant changes to traffic volumes on the H-3 or other roadways 
outside the installation. 
 
The proposed action would increase fuel usage compared to existing 
conditions, but this increase would be less than recent levels at the 
installation. This change in fuel consumption is not significant enough to 
result in any diversion from mainland facilities, nor will it impact fuel prices, 
which are determined by national and international factors. 
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Comment 007 

Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The EA includes an air quality analysis in Section 3.2. All emissions would be 
below Prevention of Significant Deterioration thresholds and would not affect 
the state of Hawaii and the island of Oahu’s National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards attainment status. Aircraft emissions would not have impacts to 
ground level receptors when emitted above 3,000 feet altitude per EPA. Given 
the distance from aircraft engine exhaust to ground level receptors, the very 
short duration (measured in seconds) for a fly over, and the number of flight 
operations on a daily basis, the proposed KC-130J and MQ-9 flight operations 
would have less than significant adverse health effects. 
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Comment 008 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 009 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The Marine Corps takes its role as a good neighbor seriously and understands 
the need to minimize aircraft noise in communities surrounding MCB Hawaii 
Kaneohe Bay. From providing the community with advance notice of busy air 
operations such as RIMPAC and air shows, to adjusting engine testing 
maintenance hours to reduce impact to the community, we make every 
effort, consistent with our primary mission to ensure safe operations and 
effective training, to minimize noise and incompatibility. Local course rules 
direct aircraft to avoid residential areas generally, as well as avoid direct 
overflight of Coconut Island on departure from Runway 22. On arrival to 
Runway 04/22, smaller and more maneuverable aircraft are able to adopt 
nonstandard approach patterns to avoid Coconut Island, which lies directly in 
the approach path to that runway. Larger and heavier aircraft, such as the C-
130 and heavy transients, are less maneuverable, and may overfly the island 
to ensure safe arrival at the air station. 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 010 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The MQ-9 mission is to provide persistent intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance to provide real-time situation awareness to military 
commanders in the Pacific theater. No strike capability or domestic 
intelligence collection is proposed as a part of this action. In accordance with 
DODD 5240.1, there are strict regulations that govern the collection of any 
information, intelligence, or signature (including data) on U.S. persons within 
the United States.  
 
The mission of the KC-130J is aerial refueling and transport. While versions of 
these aircraft can be configured to carry munitions, neither aircraft will be 
equipped with munitions as part of this basing action, and no munitions usage 
or storage are part of the proposed action. 
 
The Marine Corps understands the heightened emphasis on managing water 
resources (surface water, ground water, wetlands, and nearshore waters) and 
preventing contamination. The Marine Corps is committed to the storm water 
design and compliance with spill prevention, spill containment/cleanup, and 
conservation measures procedures documented in the EA. 
 
Spill prevention and countermeasures are in place to minimize the potential 
for fuel contamination on site and in Kaneohe Bay. MCB Hawaii has staff and 
resources dedicated to support spill prevention and response, including 24-
hour per day spill response professionals. This includes regular training for 
staff to meet these important requirements and responsibilities. In addition, 
MCB Hawaii recently completed an Integrated Contingency Plan that 
integrates site-specific Pollution Prevention Plans for all industrial sites 
including activities along the flightline. This will be updated to include the 
proposed action. 
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Comment 011 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over eighty years, through a variety of 
mission and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise 
impact to the local community also changes. We conduct community 
outreach about noise impacts to the local community, which includes 
participation in neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the 
longstanding support of the community and make every effort to implement 
operational restrictions to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our 
ability to adjust operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military 
aviation mission, and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The 
proposed action does not increase the DNL noise contour over the 
surrounding residential areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). 
Most people are exposed to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and 
studies demonstrate that approximately 87% of the population are not 
annoyed by outdoor sound levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN 1980). Therefore, 
the 65-dBA DNL contour is used to help determine compatibility of military 
aircraft operations with local land use. 
 
 
Historical context was included for comparative purposes in Section 3.1 
(Noise) of the EA but was not the sole factor in assessing the significance of 
noise impacts. Noise modeling considers a variety of factors, such as noise 
characteristics of individual aircraft types (including helicopters and fixed-
wing aircraft), the location and type of ground-based aircraft engine noise, 
flight tracks, altitude, power settings, and the number of aircraft operations. 
The conclusion of the noise analysis is that no residential areas would be 
exposed to noise above 65 dBA DNL as a result of the proposed action, and 
therefore there is a less than significant noise impact. A comparison to historic 
aircraft operations (prior to May 2022) is provided as a reference point to 
explain that the level of noise resulting from the proposed action would be an 
overall decrease in noise as compared to what the public experienced from 
the installation prior to May 2022. This is due to the historically higher 
number of operations and aircraft types that are louder than the proposed 
MQ-9 and KC-130J aircraft. 
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Comment 011 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 012 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 013 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
 
The NEPA terminology for "significance" is explained in the introduction to 
Chapter 3 of the EA. 
 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 013 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects. This metric has been proven 
accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft operations 
noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” means that the 
change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the general public. 
Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the limitations of the 65-dBA 
DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have limited value in showing the 
impact of noise on local communities. The 65-dBA DNL contour is not 
exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern edge of Coconut Island. 
Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details about these conclusions. 
 
 
The noise analysis was updated with additional details about proposed KC-
130J and MQ-9 aircraft operations and how they are factored into the noise 
analysis. The noise analysis shows that all areas exposed to 65 dBA DNL and 
greater occur on base or over the water except for the northern edge of 
Coconut Island. 



Appendix B – Responses to Public Comments 

B-25 

Comment 014 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
Section 2.2.2 presents the constraints associated with West Field. 
Development for KC-130J facilities is constrained by explosive safety quantity 
distance arcs, a magnetic quiet zone around the compass calibration pad, 
taxiway obstacle-free areas, and flood hazards. In addition, West Field’s 
proximity to the runway and other airfield surfaces results in an inability to 
place a suitably sized hangar and apron at this site. Also, construction at West 
Field is infeasible because it would require frequent and extended closure of 
the runway over a period of many years, unacceptably impacting the base’s 
mission. To accommodate the proposed action’s increased mission traffic 
while ensuring operational availability of the runway, any hangar 
development north of the Mokapu Road crossing would require construction 
of an underground tunnel beneath the runway at the current Mokapu Road 
crossing. This is infeasible because construction of such a tunnel would 
require frequent and extended closure of the runway, unacceptably impacting 
the base’s mission; the high-water table in the area; the high potential to 
impact subsurface archaeological resources; and would be unreasonably 
expensive. 
 
 
The assumptions underlying the alternatives development are explained in 
Section 2.2.2 of the EA and are based upon a multi-disciplinary planning effort 
conducted for the proposed action. The planning process considered currently 
developed areas along the flightline as well as the partially developed areas of 
West Field, north of the western end of the runway; Green Field, east of the 
Transient Ramp on the southern side of the runway; and Pali Kilo across from 
Green Field on the north side of the runway. For reasons outlined in Section 
2.2.2 of the EA, none of these locations away from Bravo Ramp are viable 
options for the proposed facilities. In addition, there are substantial 
constraints with extending Charlie Ramp to the northeast (away from Bravo 
Ramp), including archaeological sites and elevation increases that 
substantially increase the amount of earth-moving activities necessary for 
construction. 
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Comment 014 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
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Comment 015 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 016: We Are One, Inc. 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
The MQ-9 mission is to provide persistent intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance to provide real-time situation awareness to military 
commanders in the Pacific theater. No strike capability or domestic 
intelligence collection is proposed as a part of this action. In accordance with 
DODD 5240.1, there are strict regulations that govern the collection of any 
information, intelligence, or signature (including data) on U.S. persons within 
the United States.  
 
The mission of the KC-130J is aerial refueling and transport. While versions of 
these aircraft can be configured to carry munitions, neither aircraft will be 
equipped with munitions as part of this basing action, and no munitions usage 
or storage are part of the proposed action. 
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Comment 017 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
Although the proposed action involves an increase in personnel, the recently 
completed deactivation and divestment actions combined with the proposed 
action are anticipated to result in a net reduction of approximately 165 
personnel (and their dependents) at the base below levels supported by MCB 
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and the surrounding community over the last decade. 
Consequently, on-base housing and school capacity would be sufficient to 
accommodate the new personnel. It is anticipated that the ratio of on-base to 
off-base housing would remain consistent. Given the overall reduction in 
personnel, the proposed action would result in negligible changes, if any, to 
populations outside the base, with similarly negligible corresponding impacts 
to employment or industry characteristics; demand for schools, housing, and 
recreational facilities; and changes to the demographic, economic, or fiscal 
conditions of Kailua, Kaneohe, or the County of Honolulu. 
 
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
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Comment 017 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined above. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
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Comment 017 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above)  

Response to Comment 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 018 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The water resource impact analysis addressed operations of the proposed 
Aircraft Direct Refueling System and wash rack. Additional details about these 
project components, including compliance with spill prevention/response and 
storm water procedures, were added in the Final EA to provide additional 
clarification, but this did not change the impact analysis conclusions. 
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Comment 019 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
Thank you for your comment. MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air 
Station Kaneohe Bay) has been a part of the local community for over a 
century and has been through a variety of mission and aircraft changes. We 
prioritize being good partners with the local community and respect the 
diversity of opinion regarding national priorities. 
 
 
The MQ-9 mission is to provide persistent intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance to provide real-time situation awareness to military 
commanders in the Pacific theater. No strike capability or domestic 
intelligence collection is proposed as a part of this action. In accordance with 
DODD 5240.1, there are strict regulations that govern the collection of any 
information, intelligence, or signature (including data) on U.S. persons within 
the United States.  
 
The mission of the KC-130J is aerial refueling and transport. While versions of 
these aircraft can be configured to carry munitions, neither aircraft will be 
equipped with munitions as part of this basing action, and no munitions usage 
or storage are part of the proposed action. 
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Comment 020 
Comment 

  

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 020 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
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Comment 021 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 021 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
 
 
The noise analysis was updated with additional details about proposed KC-
130J and MQ-9 aircraft operations and how they are factored into the noise 
analysis. The noise analysis shows that all areas exposed to 65 dBA DNL and 
greater occur on base or over the water except for the northern edge of 
Coconut Island. 
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Comment 021 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above)  

Response to Comment 
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
 
 
The assumptions underlying the alternatives development are explained in 
Section 2.2.2 of the EA and are based upon a multi-disciplinary planning effort 
conducted for the proposed action. The planning process considered currently 
developed areas along the flightline as well as the partially developed areas of 
West Field, north of the western end of the runway; Green Field, east of the 
Transient Ramp on the southern side of the runway; and Pali Kilo across from 
Green Field on the north side of the runway. For reasons outlined in Section 
2.2.2 of the EA, none of these locations away from Bravo Ramp are viable 
options for the proposed facilities. In addition, there are substantial 
constraints with extending Charlie Ramp to the northeast (away from Bravo 
Ramp), including archaeological sites and elevation increases that 
substantially increase the amount of earth-moving activities necessary for 
construction. 
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Comment 021 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps works with SHPD and consulting parties to minimize effects 
to historic resources while achieving its military mission. Our historic 
properties are important to the Marine Corps, the community, and our 
consulting parties. As such, MCB Hawaii maintains a proactive cultural 
resources management program which includes public outreach and 
education regarding the important history of the base and its associated 
historic properties.  
 
The Marine Corps implemented an extensive planning effort to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential effects to historic resources. This included 
input from MCB Hawaii planning personnel, MCB Hawaii cultural resources 
personnel, and other SMEs to determine ways to implement the proposed 
action while minimizing impacts to historic resources including the NHL and 
the Historic District. Where it was possible to accomplish the mission while 
still preserving historic resources, such as the decision to base MQ-9s in 
Hangar 102, the Marine Corps prioritized the retention of these historic 
resources. 
 
During the Section 106 consultation process and as documented in Section 
3.4, the Marine Corps found the proposed action has an adverse effect to 
both the Aviation HD and the NHL. Through the continuing consultation 
process, the Marine Corps added greater detail to that initial finding. To 
address these unavoidable effects, the Marine Corps developed mitigation 
measures in coordination with the consulting parties through the NHPA 
Section 106 process. Proposed mitigations were identified in the Draft MOA 
shared with the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. Final 
proposed mitigations are included in the Final EA and will be included in the 
MOA signed by the Marine Corps, the SHPD, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP). 
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Comment 022 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 023 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
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Comment 023 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined above (e.g., sleep, hearing, 
and nonauditory health effects). This metric has been proven accurate in a 
variety of community settings and is used for aircraft operations noise 
analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” means that the change 
in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the general public. 
Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the limitations of the 65-dBA 
DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have limited value in showing the 
impact of noise on local communities. The 65-dBA DNL contour is not 
exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern edge of Coconut Island. 
Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details about these conclusions. 
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Comment 023 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The noise analysis was updated with additional details about proposed KC-
130J and MQ-9 aircraft operations and how they are factored into the noise 
analysis. The noise analysis shows that all areas exposed to 65 dBA DNL and 
greater occur on base or over the water except for the northern edge of 
Coconut Island. 
 
 
The EA includes an air quality analysis in Section 3.2. All emissions would be 
below Prevention of Significant Deterioration thresholds and would not affect 
the state of Hawaii and the island of Oahu’s National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards attainment status. Aircraft emissions would not have impacts to 
ground level receptors when emitted above 3,000 feet altitude per EPA. Given 
the distance from aircraft engine exhaust to ground level receptors, very short 
duration (measured in seconds) for a fly over, and the number of flight 
operations on a daily basis, the proposed KC-130J and MQ-9 flight operations 
would have less than significant adverse health effects. 
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Comment 024 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
Hangar 103 was built in the 1940s to support seaplanes and were not 
designed for modern aircraft. Current hangars are sized and configured to 
accommodate the hangar and maintenance requirements associated with 
modern aircraft. The Type II hangar now proposed as a replacement for 
Hangar 103 can accommodate larger modern aircraft (e.g., the proposed KC-
130Js), as well as support their maintenance requirements. 
 
 
KC-130J aircraft would not operate on Bravo Ramp. The assumptions 
underlying the alternatives development are explained in Section 2.2.2 of the 
EA and are based upon a multi-disciplinary planning effort conducted for the 
proposed action. The planning process considered currently developed areas 
along the flightline as well as the partially developed areas of West Field, 
north of the western end of the runway; Green Field, east of the Transient 
Ramp on the southern side of the runway; and Pali Kilo across from Green 
Field on the north side of the runway. For reasons outlined in Section 2.2.2 of 
the EA, none of these locations away from Bravo Ramp are viable options for 
the proposed facilities. In addition, there are substantial constraints with 
extending Charlie Ramp to the northeast (away from Bravo Ramp), including 
archaeological sites and elevation increases that substantially increase the 
amount of earth-moving activities necessary for construction. 
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Comment 024 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps works with SHPD and consulting parties to minimize effects 
to historic resources while achieving its military mission. Our historic 
properties are important to the Marine Corps, the community, and our 
consulting parties. As such, MCB Hawaii maintains a proactive cultural 
resources management program which includes public outreach and 
education regarding the important history of the base and its associated 
historic properties.  
 
The Marine Corps implemented an extensive planning effort to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential effects to historic resources. This included 
input from MCB Hawaii planning personnel, MCB Hawaii cultural resources 
personnel, and other SMEs to determine ways to implement the proposed 
action while minimizing impacts to historic resources including the NHL and 
the Historic District. Where it was possible to accomplish the mission while 
still preserving historic resources, such as the decision to base MQ-9s in 
Hangar 102, the Marine Corps prioritized the retention of these historic 
resources. 
 
During the Section 106 consultation process and as documented in Section 
3.4, the Marine Corps found the proposed action has an adverse effect to 
both the Aviation HD and the NHL. Through the continuing consultation 
process, the Marine Corps added greater detail to that initial finding. To 
address these unavoidable effects, the Marine Corps developed mitigation 
measures in coordination with the consulting parties through the NHPA 
Section 106 process. Proposed mitigations were identified in the Draft MOA 
shared with the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. Final 
proposed mitigations are included in the Final EA and will be included in the 
MOA signed by the Marine Corps, the SHPD, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP). 
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Comment 024 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Bravo Ramp is both an active taxiway and a parking apron, each of which 
require minimum separation distances depending on aircraft type. It is not 
possible to locate the KC-130J squadron along Bravo Ramp in a new 
replacement hangar because the KC-130J wingspan is too wide to use Bravo 
Ramp with parked aircraft on the apron. The ramp cannot be expanded due to 
its location adjacent to Kaneohe Bay. The only viable alternative is to locate 
the KC-130J in Hangar 6886, utilize Charlie Ramp for KC-130J parking, and 
relocate the MV-22 squadron to a replacement Type II hangar on Hangar Row.  
 
 
The Alternative 1 figure has been updated showing proposed aircraft parking 
locations. 
 
 
Section 2.2.2 presents the constraints associated with West Field. 
Development for KC-130J facilities is constrained by explosive safety quantity 
distance arcs, a magnetic quiet zone around the compass calibration pad, 
taxiway obstacle-free areas, and flood hazards. In addition, West Field’s 
proximity to the runway and other airfield surfaces results in an inability to 
place a suitably sized hangar and apron at this site. Also, construction at West 
Field is infeasible because it would require frequent and extended closure of 
the runway over a period of many years, unacceptably impacting the base’s 
mission. To accommodate the proposed action’s increased mission traffic 
while ensuring operational availability of the runway, any hangar 
development north of the Mokapu Road crossing would require construction 
of an underground tunnel beneath the runway at the current Mokapu Road 
crossing. This is infeasible because construction of such a tunnel would 
require frequent and extended closure of the runway, unacceptably impacting 
the base’s mission; the high-water table in the area; the high potential to 
impact subsurface archaeological resources; and would be unreasonably 
expensive. 
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Comment 024 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 024 (continued) 
Comment 

  

Response to Comment 
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 025 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 026 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 026 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
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Comment 026 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
 
 
The noise model accounts for topography, including the location, size, and 
configuration of the Koolau mountain range. The noise analysis has been 
updated to clarify it takes the Koolau mountain range into account. 
 
 
The EA includes an air quality analysis in Section 3.2. All emissions would be 
below Prevention of Significant Deterioration thresholds and would not affect 
the state of Hawaii and the island of Oahu’s National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards attainment status. Aircraft emissions would not have impacts to 
ground level receptors when emitted above 3,000 feet altitude per EPA. Given 
the distance from aircraft engine exhaust to ground level receptors, very short 
duration (measured in seconds) for a fly over, and the number of flight 
operations on a daily basis, the proposed KC-130J and MQ-9 flight operations 
would have less than significant adverse health effects. 
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Comment 026 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps understands the heightened emphasis on managing water 
resources (surface water, ground water, wetlands, and nearshore waters) and 
preventing contamination. The Marine Corps is committed to the storm water 
design and compliance with spill prevention, spill containment/cleanup, and 
conservation measures procedures documented in the EA. 
 
Spill prevention and countermeasures are in place to minimize the potential 
for fuel contamination on site and in Kaneohe Bay. MCB Hawaii has staff and 
resources dedicated to support spill prevention and response, including 24-
hour per day spill response professionals. This includes regular training for 
staff to meet these important requirements and responsibilities. In addition, 
MCB Hawaii recently completed an Integrated Contingency Plan that 
integrates site-specific Pollution Prevention Plans for all industrial sites 
including activities along the flightline. This will be updated to include the 
proposed action. 
 
 
Section 3.5.2.3 analyzes the effects of aircraft noise on Hawaiian monk seals 
and green sea turtles that occasionally haul-out on the beaches at MCB 
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Noise changes associated with proposed aircraft 
operations in the monk seal and sea turtle region of influence would be less 
than significant. 
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Comment 026 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps works with SHPD and consulting parties to minimize effects 
to historic resources while achieving its military mission. Our historic 
properties are important to the Marine Corps, the community, and our 
consulting parties. As such, MCB Hawaii maintains a proactive cultural 
resources management program which includes public outreach and 
education regarding the important history of the base and its associated 
historic properties.  
 
The Marine Corps implemented an extensive planning effort to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential effects to historic resources. This included 
input from MCB Hawaii planning personnel, MCB Hawaii cultural resources 
personnel, and other SMEs to determine ways to implement the proposed 
action while minimizing impacts to historic resources including the NHL and 
the Historic District. Where it was possible to accomplish the mission while 
still preserving historic resources, such as the decision to base MQ-9s in 
Hangar 102, the Marine Corps prioritized the retention of these historic 
resources. 
 
During the Section 106 consultation process and as documented in Section 
3.4, the Marine Corps found the proposed action has an adverse effect to 
both the Aviation HD and the NHL. Through the continuing consultation 
process, the Marine Corps added greater detail to that initial finding. To 
address these unavoidable effects, the Marine Corps developed mitigation 
measures in coordination with the consulting parties through the NHPA 
Section 106 process. Proposed mitigations were identified in the Draft MOA 
shared with the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. Final 
proposed mitigations are included in the Final EA and will be included in the 
MOA signed by the Marine Corps, the SHPD, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP). 
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Comment 026 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The assumptions underlying the alternatives development are explained in 
Section 2.2.2 of the EA and are based upon a multi-disciplinary planning effort 
conducted for the proposed action. The planning process considered currently 
developed areas along the flightline as well as the partially developed areas of 
West Field, north of the western end of the runway; Green Field, east of the 
Transient Ramp on the southern side of the runway; and Pali Kilo across from 
Green Field on the north side of the runway. For reasons outlined in Section 
2.2.2 of the EA, none of these locations away from Bravo Ramp are viable 
options for the proposed facilities. In addition, there are substantial 
constraints with extending Charlie Ramp to the northeast (away from Bravo 
Ramp), including archaeological sites and elevation increases that 
substantially increase the amount of earth-moving activities necessary for 
construction. 
 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 027 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
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Comment 027 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
 
 
The noise model accounts for topography, including the location, size, and 
configuration of the Koolau mountain range. The noise analysis has been 
updated to clarify it takes the Koolau mountain range into account. 
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Comment 027 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 027 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 028 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 028 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
 
The noise analysis was updated with additional details about proposed KC-
130J and MQ-9 aircraft operations and how they are factored into the noise 
analysis. The noise analysis shows that all areas exposed to 65 dBA DNL and 
greater occur on base or over the water except for the northern edge of 
Coconut Island. 
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Comment 028 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
 
 
The noise modeling included MV-22 ground activities. Since the public Draft 
EA, these were modified, and the results were updated to address comments 
on these activities. However, this did not result in a notable change; 
specifically, the 65 dBA contour did not expand to encompass residential 
areas off base. 
 
 
The noise model accounts for topography, including the location, size, and 
configuration of the Koolau mountain range. The noise analysis has been 
updated to clarify it takes the Koolau mountain range into account. 



Appendix B – Responses to Public Comments 

B-63 

Comment 028 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The EA includes an air quality analysis in Section 3.2. All emissions would be 
below Prevention of Significant Deterioration thresholds and would not affect 
the state of Hawaii and the island of Oahu’s National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards attainment status. Aircraft emissions would not have impacts to 
ground level receptors when emitted above 3,000 feet altitude per EPA. Given 
the distance from aircraft engine exhaust to ground level receptors, very short 
duration (measured in seconds) for a fly over, and the number of flight 
operations on a daily basis, the proposed KC-130J and MQ-9 flight operations 
would have less than significant adverse health effects. 
 
 
Exhaust emissions (including gases and particulates) from proposed 
construction-related activities and aircraft operations are presented in Section 
3.2 (Air Quality) of the EA. These calculations indicate no significant impact to 
air quality when compared with state and federal emissions thresholds. In 
addition, emissions associated with the proposed action would be similar to 
those generated daily throughout Oahu and are not known to cause impacts 
to wildlife. The EA was updated to address this topic. 
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Comment 028 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps works with SHPD and consulting parties to minimize effects 
to historic resources while achieving its military mission. Our historic 
properties are important to the Marine Corps, the community, and our 
consulting parties. As such, MCB Hawaii maintains a proactive cultural 
resources management program which includes public outreach and 
education regarding the important history of the base and its associated 
historic properties.  
 
The Marine Corps implemented an extensive planning effort to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential effects to historic resources. This included 
input from MCB Hawaii planning personnel, MCB Hawaii cultural resources 
personnel, and other SMEs to determine ways to implement the proposed 
action while minimizing impacts to historic resources including the NHL and 
the Historic District. Where it was possible to accomplish the mission while 
still preserving historic resources, such as the decision to base MQ-9s in 
Hangar 102, the Marine Corps prioritized the retention of these historic 
resources. 
 
During the Section 106 consultation process and as documented in Section 
3.4, the Marine Corps found the proposed action has an adverse effect to 
both the Aviation HD and the NHL. Through the continuing consultation 
process, the Marine Corps added greater detail to that initial finding. To 
address these unavoidable effects, the Marine Corps developed mitigation 
measures in coordination with the consulting parties through the NHPA 
Section 106 process. Proposed mitigations were identified in the Draft MOA 
shared with the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. Final 
proposed mitigations are included in the Final EA and will be included in the 
MOA signed by the Marine Corps, the SHPD, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP). 
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Comment 028 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 029 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment. See responses to Comment #028. 
 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
 
Property values in the area are affected by a variety of factors. Although this 
can include aircraft-related noise, military aircraft activities have occurred at 
Kaneohe Bay since before World War II. The types of aircraft-related noise 
would not change because of the proposed action. In addition, the FAA has 
adopted 65 dBA DNL as the relevant threshold for potential land use 
incompatibility. Anything less than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with 
all residential land uses. The 65-dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere 
off base except for the northern edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was 
expanded to provide more details about these conclusions. 
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Comment 029 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 030 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
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Comment 031 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment. See response to comment #028. 
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Comment 032 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 032 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
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Comment 032 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 033 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment. See response to comment #032. 
 
 
 



Appendix B – Responses to Public Comments 

B-74 

Comment 034 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment. See response to comment #032. 
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Comment 035 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment. See response to comment #032. 
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Comment 036 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment. See response to comment #028. 
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Comment 036 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 036 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 037 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
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Comment 038 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment. See response to comment #028. 
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Comment 039 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
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Comment 040 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 040 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 041 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
The MQ-9 mission is to provide persistent intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance to provide real-time situation awareness to military 
commanders in the Pacific theater. No strike capability or domestic 
intelligence collection is proposed as a part of this action. In accordance with 
DODD 5240.1, there are strict regulations that govern the collection of any 
information, intelligence, or signature (including data) on U.S. persons within 
the United States.  
 
The mission of the KC-130J is aerial refueling and transport. While versions of 
these aircraft can be configured to carry munitions, neither aircraft will be 
equipped with munitions as part of this basing action, and no munitions usage 
or storage are part of the proposed action. 
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Comment 042 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment. See response to comment #028. 
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Comment 042 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment. See response to comment #028. 
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Comment 042 (continued) 
Comment 

  

Response to Comment 
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Comment 043 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment. MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air 
Station Kaneohe Bay) has been a part of the local community for over a 
century and has been through a variety of mission and aircraft changes. We 
prioritize being good partners with the local community and respect the 
diversity of opinion regarding national priorities. 
 
 
The MQ-9 mission is to provide persistent intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance to provide real-time situation awareness to military 
commanders in the Pacific theater. No strike capability or domestic 
intelligence collection is proposed as a part of this action. In accordance with 
DODD 5240.1, there are strict regulations that govern the collection of any 
information, intelligence, or signature (including data) on U.S. persons within 
the United States.  
 
The mission of the KC-130J is aerial refueling and transport. While versions of 
these aircraft can be configured to carry munitions, neither aircraft will be 
equipped with munitions as part of this basing action, and no munitions usage 
or storage are part of the proposed action. 
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Comment 044 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
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Comment 044 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined above. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
 
 
The noise analysis was updated with additional details about proposed KC-
130J and MQ-9 aircraft operations and how they are factored into the noise 
analysis. The noise analysis shows that all areas exposed to 65 dBA DNL and 
greater occur on base or over the water except for the northern edge of 
Coconut Island. 
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Comment 044 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 045 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 045 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
 
 
The noise analysis was updated with additional details about proposed KC-
130J and MQ-9 aircraft operations and how they are factored into the noise 
analysis. The noise analysis shows that all areas exposed to 65 dBA DNL and 
greater occur on base or over the water except for the northern edge of 
Coconut Island. 
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Comment 045 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Historical context was included for comparative purposes in Section 3.1 
(Noise) of the EA but was not the sole factor in assessing the significance of 
noise impacts. Noise modeling considers a variety of factors, such as noise 
characteristics of individual aircraft types (including helicopters and fixed-
wing aircraft), the location and type of ground-based aircraft engine noise, 
flight tracks, altitude, power settings, and the number of aircraft operations. 
The conclusion of the noise analysis is that no residential areas would be 
exposed to noise above 65 dBA DNL because of the proposed action, and 
therefore there is a less than significant noise impact. A comparison to historic 
aircraft operations (prior to May 2022) is provided only as a reference point to 
explain that the level of noise resulting from the proposed action would be an 
overall decrease in noise as compared to what the public experienced from 
the installation prior to May 2022. This is due the historically higher number 
of operations and aircraft types that are louder than the proposed MQ-9 and 
KC-130J aircraft. 
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Comment 045 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps works with SHPD and consulting parties to minimize effects 
to historic resources while achieving its military mission. Our historic 
properties are important to the Marine Corps, the community, and our 
consulting parties. As such, MCB Hawaii maintains a proactive cultural 
resources management program which includes public outreach and 
education regarding the important history of the base and its associated 
historic properties.  
 
The Marine Corps implemented an extensive planning effort to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential effects to historic resources. This included 
input from MCB Hawaii planning personnel, MCB Hawaii cultural resources 
personnel, and other SMEs to determine ways to implement the proposed 
action while minimizing impacts to historic resources including the NHL and 
the Historic District. Where it was possible to accomplish the mission while 
still preserving historic resources, such as the decision to base MQ-9s in 
Hangar 102, the Marine Corps prioritized the retention of these historic 
resources. 
 
During the Section 106 consultation process and as documented in Section 
3.4, the Marine Corps found the proposed action has an adverse effect to 
both the Aviation HD and the NHL. Through the continuing consultation 
process, the Marine Corps added greater detail to that initial finding. To 
address these unavoidable effects, the Marine Corps developed mitigation 
measures in coordination with the consulting parties through the NHPA 
Section 106 process. Proposed mitigations were identified in the Draft MOA 
shared with the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. Final 
proposed mitigations are included in the Final EA and will be included in the 
MOA signed by the Marine Corps, the SHPD, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP). 
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Comment 046 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment. Aircraft operations can be heard in the local 
community and cause short-term disruptions to daily activities. Noise 
complaints do not correlate to noise impacts but are dependent on a 
multitude of other factors. An extensive amount of research has been 
conducted regarding noise effects including general annoyance, disruption, 
speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-induced hearing impairment, 
nonauditory health effects, performance effects, noise effects on children, 
effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects on property values, 
structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary effect of aircraft 
noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by USEPA as any 
negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or group. There is a 
consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used in the impact 
analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal Interagency 
Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as the relevant 
threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less than 65 dBA 
DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, including 
consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been proven accurate 
in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft operations noise 
analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” means that the change 
in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the general public. 
Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the limitations of the 65-dBA 
DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have limited value in showing the 
impact of noise on local communities. The 65-dBA DNL contour is not 
exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern edge of Coconut Island. 
Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details about these conclusions. 
 
 
The EA includes an air quality analysis in Section 3.2. All emissions would be 
below Prevention of Significant Deterioration thresholds and would not affect 
the state of Hawaii and the island of Oahu’s National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards attainment status. Aircraft emissions would not have impacts to 
ground level receptors when emitted above 3,000 feet altitude per EPA. Given 
the distance from aircraft engine exhaust to ground level receptors, very short 
duration (measured in seconds) for a fly over, and the number of flight 
operations on a daily basis, the proposed KC-130J and MQ-9 flight operations 
would have less than significant adverse health effects. 



Appendix B – Responses to Public Comments 

B-97 

Comment 046 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps works with SHPD and consulting parties to minimize effects 
to historic resources while achieving its military mission. Our historic 
properties are important to the Marine Corps, the community, and our 
consulting parties. As such, MCB Hawaii maintains a proactive cultural 
resources management program which includes public outreach and 
education regarding the important history of the base and its associated 
historic properties.  
 
The Marine Corps implemented an extensive planning effort to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential effects to historic resources. This included 
input from MCB Hawaii planning personnel, MCB Hawaii cultural resources 
personnel, and other SMEs to determine ways to implement the proposed 
action while minimizing impacts to historic resources including the NHL and 
the Historic District. Where it was possible to accomplish the mission while 
still preserving historic resources, such as the decision to base MQ-9s in 
Hangar 102, the Marine Corps prioritized the retention of these historic 
resources. 
 
During the Section 106 consultation process and as documented in Section 
3.4, the Marine Corps found the proposed action has an adverse effect to 
both the Aviation HD and the NHL. Through the continuing consultation 
process, the Marine Corps added greater detail to that initial finding. To 
address these unavoidable effects, the Marine Corps developed mitigation 
measures in coordination with the consulting parties through the NHPA 
Section 106 process. Proposed mitigations were identified in the Draft MOA 
shared with the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. Final 
proposed mitigations are included in the Final EA and will be included in the 
MOA signed by the Marine Corps, the SHPD, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP). 
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Comment 047 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The Marine Corps works with SHPD and consulting parties to minimize effects 
to historic resources while achieving its military mission. Our historic 
properties are important to the Marine Corps, the community, and our 
consulting parties. As such, MCB Hawaii maintains a proactive cultural 
resources management program which includes public outreach and 
education regarding the important history of the base and its associated 
historic properties.  
 
The Marine Corps implemented an extensive planning effort to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential effects to historic resources. This included 
input from MCB Hawaii planning personnel, MCB Hawaii cultural resources 
personnel, and other SMEs to determine ways to implement the proposed 
action while minimizing impacts to historic resources including the NHL and 
the Historic District. Where it was possible to accomplish the mission while 
still preserving historic resources, such as the decision to base MQ-9s in 
Hangar 102, the Marine Corps prioritized the retention of these historic 
resources. 
 
During the Section 106 consultation process and as documented in Section 
3.4, the Marine Corps found the proposed action has an adverse effect to 
both the Aviation HD and the NHL. Through the continuing consultation 
process, the Marine Corps added greater detail to that initial finding. To 
address these unavoidable effects, the Marine Corps developed mitigation 
measures in coordination with the consulting parties through the NHPA 
Section 106 process. Proposed mitigations were identified in the Draft MOA 
shared with the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. Final 
proposed mitigations are included in the Final EA and will be included in the 
MOA signed by the Marine Corps, the SHPD, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP). 
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Comment 047 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The assumptions underlying the alternatives development are explained in 
Section 2.2.2 of the EA and are based upon a multi-disciplinary planning effort 
conducted for the proposed action. The planning process considered currently 
developed areas along the flightline as well as the partially developed areas of 
West Field, north of the western end of the runway; Green Field, east of the 
Transient Ramp on the southern side of the runway; and Pali Kilo across from 
Green Field on the north side of the runway. For reasons outlined in Section 
2.2.2 of the EA, none of these locations away from Bravo Ramp are viable 
options for the proposed facilities. In addition, there are substantial 
constraints with extending Charlie Ramp to the northeast (away from Bravo 
Ramp), including archaeological sites and elevation increases that 
substantially increase the amount of earth-moving activities necessary for 
construction. 
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Comment 048: Historic Hawaii Foundation 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The assumptions underlying the alternatives development are explained in 
Section 2.2.2 of the EA and are based upon a multi-disciplinary planning effort 
conducted for the proposed action. The planning process considered currently 
developed areas along the flightline as well as the partially developed areas of 
West Field, north of the western end of the runway; Green Field, east of the 
Transient Ramp on the southern side of the runway; and Pali Kilo across from 
Green Field on the north side of the runway. For reasons outlined in Section 
2.2.2 of the EA, none of these locations away from Bravo Ramp are viable 
options for the proposed facilities. In addition, there are substantial 
constraints with extending Charlie Ramp to the northeast (away from Bravo 
Ramp), including archaeological sites and elevation increases that 
substantially increase the amount of earth-moving activities necessary for 
construction. 
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Comment 048: Historic Hawaii Foundation (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps works with SHPD and consulting parties to minimize effects 
to historic resources while achieving its military mission. Our historic 
properties are important to the Marine Corps, the community, and our 
consulting parties. As such, MCB Hawaii maintains a proactive cultural 
resources management program which includes public outreach and 
education regarding the important history of the base and its associated 
historic properties.  
 
The Marine Corps implemented an extensive planning effort to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential effects to historic resources. This included 
input from MCB Hawaii planning personnel, MCB Hawaii cultural resources 
personnel, and other SMEs to determine ways to implement the proposed 
action while minimizing impacts to historic resources including the NHL and 
the Historic District. Where it was possible to accomplish the mission while 
still preserving historic resources, such as the decision to base MQ-9s in 
Hangar 102, the Marine Corps prioritized the retention of these historic 
resources. 
 
During the Section 106 consultation process and as documented in Section 
3.4, the Marine Corps found the proposed action has an adverse effect to 
both the Aviation HD and the NHL. Through the continuing consultation 
process, the Marine Corps added greater detail to that initial finding. To 
address these unavoidable effects, the Marine Corps developed mitigation 
measures in coordination with the consulting parties through the NHPA 
Section 106 process. Proposed mitigations were identified in the Draft MOA 
shared with the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. Final 
proposed mitigations are included in the Final EA and will be included in the 
MOA signed by the Marine Corps, the SHPD, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP). 
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Comment 048: Historic Hawaii Foundation (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Hangars in Hangar Row were built in the 1940s to support seaplanes and 
other aircraft of the time, they were not designed for modern aircraft. MCB 
Hawaii undertook planning and actions to minimize harm to the NHL in 
accordance with Section 110, including the development of the Draft EA and 
early and regular consultation with SHPD and consulting parties. In particular, 
these planning actions included incorporation of cultural SMEs into the 
planning process, conducting a series of Section 106 consultation meetings 
with consulting parties, requesting public input during the consultation 
process, and coordinating potential mitigation measures. The Marine Corps 
identified potential mitigation measures, shared them collaboratively with 
consulting parties, and updated them per the consulting parties’ input.  
 
 
The cumulative impact analysis addresses this change in number of 
contributing resources over time. For an active military base to remain 
operational, certain facilities require modernization or replacement. The 
Marine Corps conducted a screening and alternatives development process to 
identify suitable locations for the proposed action while attempting to 
minimize effects to historic resources. For unavoidable effects, the Marine 
Corps developed mitigation measures to offset these unavoidable effects and 
coordinated them with the consulting parties. The NAS Kaneohe Aviation 
District has been impacted over time with the demolition of 15 contributing 
buildings, structures, and objects between 2006 and 2022. There are an 
additional 7 buildings proposed for demolition in connection with future 
projects, including the proposed action. Hangars 103 and support buildings 
159, 160, 161, 183 and 184 would be demolished under the proposed action. 
The Navy has proposed replacing Hangar 104; however, the final disposition 
of Hangar 104 is not part of this proposed action and is dependent on the 
outcome of a separate EA and NHPA Section 106 process. 
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Comment 048: Historic Hawaii Foundation (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
The Green Field site is not a viable alternative for the proposed action. The 
Marine Corps conducted an extensive analysis of the Green Field site, shared 
this with consulting parties in a series of Section 106 consultation meetings, 
and documented the findings in Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EA. In addition to 
the multiple planning constraints identified in the EA, relocation of the 
displaced facilities in this area would delay hangar construction for the 
proposed action by an estimated 10–12 years, which would unacceptably 
disrupt base activities and adversely affect the Marine Corps mission at MCB 
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. 
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Comment 049 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 049 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
 
 
The EA includes an air quality analysis in Section 3.2. All emissions would be 
below Prevention of Significant Deterioration thresholds and would not affect 
the state of Hawaii and the island of Oahu’s National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards attainment status. Aircraft emissions would not have impacts to 
ground level receptors when emitted above 3,000 feet altitude per EPA. Given 
the distance from aircraft engine exhaust to ground level receptors, very short 
duration (measured in seconds) for a fly over, and the number of flight 
operations on a daily basis, the proposed KC-130J and MQ-9 flight operations 
would have less than significant adverse health effects. 
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Comment 049 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 



Appendix B – Responses to Public Comments 

B-107 

Comment 050 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
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Comment 050 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
There is no demonstrated causative connection between intermittent 
exposure to aviation noise and non-auditory health effects in local 
communities. Numerous epidemiological studies and meta-analyses have 
been conducted on the long-term health impacts of exposure to noise, finding 
that noise can cause annoyance, annoyance can cause stress, and prolonged 
stress is known to be a contributor to some health disorders. Beyond this 
general conditional premise, there is no evidence that aircraft noise is a 
significant contributor to health disorders. Moreover, individual health is 
greatly influenced by a variety of factors such as genetics and lifestyle issues 
such as smoking, diet, and exercise. These factors have a much greater impact 
on an individual’s overall health than intermittent exposure to aircraft noise. 
 
 
The EA includes an air quality analysis in Section 3.2. All emissions would be 
below Prevention of Significant Deterioration thresholds and would not affect 
the state of Hawaii and the island of Oahu’s National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards attainment status. Aircraft emissions would not have impacts to 
ground level receptors when emitted above 3,000 feet altitude per EPA. Given 
the distance from aircraft engine exhaust to ground level receptors, very short 
duration (measured in seconds) for a fly over, and the number of flight 
operations on a daily basis, the proposed KC-130J and MQ-9 flight operations 
would have less than significant adverse health effects. 
 
 
Potential impacts of the proposed action to public health and safety are 
addressed in Section 3.6 of the EA. 



Appendix B – Responses to Public Comments 

B-109 

Comment 051 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MQ-9 aircraft operations safety data are included in the analysis of public 
health and safety. Pilot training, redundant communications systems, 
programmed failsafe mechanisms, and the operating area of the proposed 
aircraft all help ensure safe operations of the MQ-9. 
 
 
The noise analysis was updated with additional details about proposed KC-
130J and MQ-9 aircraft operations and how they are factored into the noise 
analysis. The noise analysis shows that all areas exposed to 65 dBA DNL and 
greater occur on base or over the water except for the northern edge of 
Coconut Island. 
 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 052 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 



Appendix B – Responses to Public Comments 

B-111 

Comment 053 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 054 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The Marine Corps works with SHPD and consulting parties to minimize effects 
to historic resources while achieving its military mission. Our historic 
properties are important to the Marine Corps, the community, and our 
consulting parties. As such, MCB Hawaii maintains a proactive cultural 
resources management program which includes public outreach and 
education regarding the important history of the base and its associated 
historic properties.  
 
The Marine Corps implemented an extensive planning effort to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential effects to historic resources. This included 
input from MCB Hawaii planning personnel, MCB Hawaii cultural resources 
personnel, and other SMEs to determine ways to implement the proposed 
action while minimizing impacts to historic resources including the NHL and 
the Historic District. Where it was possible to accomplish the mission while 
still preserving historic resources, such as the decision to base MQ-9s in 
Hangar 102, the Marine Corps prioritized the retention of these historic 
resources. 
 
During the Section 106 consultation process and as documented in Section 
3.4, the Marine Corps found the proposed action has an adverse effect to 
both the Aviation HD and the NHL. Through the continuing consultation 
process, the Marine Corps added greater detail to that initial finding. To 
address these unavoidable effects, the Marine Corps developed mitigation 
measures in coordination with the consulting parties through the NHPA 
Section 106 process. Proposed mitigations were identified in the Draft MOA 
shared with the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. Final 
proposed mitigations are included in the Final EA and will be included in the 
MOA signed by the Marine Corps, the SHPD, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP). 
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Comment 055 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 055 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
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Comment 056 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps requires enough land for the 
necessary support facilities and infrastructure to support the proposed 
aircraft squadrons. As explained at Section 2.2.1.3, there is insufficient 
developable land at USCG Air Station Barbers Point to support new hangars 
and supporting infrastructure for the two squadrons. It does not have 
adequate hangars even for its existing HC-130J aircraft, nor the space to 
construct new hangars. The amount of space required to construct new 
hangars and supporting infrastructure for two new squadrons is 
approximately 32 acres. The DoD coordinated with HDOT to discuss the 
availability of suitable land for the proposed action. While the current 
operating agreement shows 106 acres of Navy property adjacent to the 
airfield (Naval Facilities Engineering Systems Command [NAVFAC], 2021), only 
a small, disaggregated portion of that acreage is possibly developable. This 
collection of disparate parcels is insufficient to accommodate the minimum 
footprint for the hangar, apron, and supporting facilities. In addition, USCG 
Barbers Point does not satisfy Criterion 3 because FAA restrictions forbid 
unmanned aircraft operations of any type in the vicinity of Honolulu 
International Airport. 
 
 
Section 2.2.2 presents the constraints associated with West Field. 
Development for KC-130J facilities is constrained by explosive safety quantity 
distance arcs, a magnetic quiet zone around the compass calibration pad, 
taxiway obstacle-free areas, and flood hazards. In addition, West Field’s 
proximity to the runway and other airfield surfaces results in an inability to 
place a suitably sized hangar and apron at this site. Also, construction at West 
Field is infeasible because it would require frequent and extended closure of 
the runway over a period of many years, unacceptably impacting the base’s 
mission. To accommodate the proposed action’s increased mission traffic 
while ensuring operational availability of the runway, any hangar 
development north of the Mokapu Road crossing would require construction 
of an underground tunnel beneath the runway at the current Mokapu Road 
crossing. This is infeasible because construction of such a tunnel would 
require frequent and extended closure of the runway, unacceptably impacting 
the base’s mission; the high-water table in the area; the high potential to 
impact subsurface archaeological resources; and would be unreasonably 
expensive. 
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Comment 056 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The assumptions underlying the alternatives development are explained in 
Section 2.2.2 of the EA and are based upon a multi-disciplinary planning effort 
conducted for the proposed action. The planning process considered currently 
developed areas along the flightline as well as the partially developed areas of 
West Field, north of the western end of the runway; Green Field, east of the 
Transient Ramp on the southern side of the runway; and Pali Kilo across from 
Green Field on the north side of the runway. For reasons outlined in Section 
2.2.2 of the EA, none of these locations away from Bravo Ramp are viable 
options for the proposed facilities. In addition, there are substantial 
constraints with extending Charlie Ramp to the northeast (away from Bravo 
Ramp), including archaeological sites and elevation increases that 
substantially increase the amount of earth-moving activities necessary for 
construction. 
 
 
Bravo Ramp is both an active taxiway and a parking apron, each of which 
require minimum separation distances depending on aircraft type. It is not 
possible to locate the KC-130J squadron along Bravo Ramp in a new 
replacement hangar because the KC-130J wingspan is too wide to use Bravo 
Ramp with parked aircraft on the apron. The ramp cannot be expanded due to 
its location adjacent to Kaneohe Bay. The only viable alternative is to locate 
the KC-130J in Hangar 6886, utilize Charlie Ramp for KC-130J parking, and 
relocate the MV-22 squadron to a replacement Type II hangar on Hangar Row. 
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Comment 057 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The Marine Corps works with SHPD and consulting parties to minimize effects 
to historic resources while achieving its military mission. Our historic 
properties are important to the Marine Corps, the community, and our 
consulting parties. As such, MCB Hawaii maintains a proactive cultural 
resources management program which includes public outreach and 
education regarding the important history of the base and its associated 
historic properties.  
 
The Marine Corps implemented an extensive planning effort to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential effects to historic resources. This included 
input from MCB Hawaii planning personnel, MCB Hawaii cultural resources 
personnel, and other SMEs to determine ways to implement the proposed 
action while minimizing impacts to historic resources including the NHL and 
the Historic District. Where it was possible to accomplish the mission while 
still preserving historic resources, such as the decision to base MQ-9s in 
Hangar 102, the Marine Corps prioritized the retention of these historic 
resources. 
 
During the Section 106 consultation process and as documented in Section 
3.4, the Marine Corps found the proposed action has an adverse effect to 
both the Aviation HD and the NHL. Through the continuing consultation 
process, the Marine Corps added greater detail to that initial finding. To 
address these unavoidable effects, the Marine Corps developed mitigation 
measures in coordination with the consulting parties through the NHPA 
Section 106 process. Proposed mitigations were identified in the Draft MOA 
shared with the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. Final 
proposed mitigations are included in the Final EA and will be included in the 
MOA signed by the Marine Corps, the SHPD, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP). 
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Comment 058 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The EA presents an objective, unbiased assessment of existing conditions, 
direct and indirect impacts, and cumulative impacts. 
 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
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Comment 058 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps understands the heightened emphasis on managing water 
resources (surface water, ground water, wetlands, and nearshore waters) and 
preventing contamination. The Marine Corps is committed to the storm water 
design and compliance with spill prevention, spill containment/cleanup, and 
conservation measures procedures documented in the EA. 
 
Spill prevention and countermeasures are in place to minimize the potential 
for fuel contamination on site and in Kaneohe Bay. MCB Hawaii has staff and 
resources dedicated to support spill prevention and response, including 24-
hour per day spill response professionals. This includes regular training for 
staff to meet these important requirements and responsibilities. In addition, 
MCB Hawaii recently completed an Integrated Contingency Plan that 
integrates site-specific Pollution Prevention Plans for all industrial sites 
including activities along the flightline. This will be updated to include the 
proposed action. 
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Comment 058 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps works with SHPD and consulting parties to minimize effects 
to historic resources while achieving its military mission. Our historic 
properties are important to the Marine Corps, the community, and our 
consulting parties. As such, MCB Hawaii maintains a proactive cultural 
resources management program which includes public outreach and 
education regarding the important history of the base and its associated 
historic properties.  
 
The Marine Corps implemented an extensive planning effort to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential effects to historic resources. This included 
input from MCB Hawaii planning personnel, MCB Hawaii cultural resources 
personnel, and other SMEs to determine ways to implement the proposed 
action while minimizing impacts to historic resources including the NHL and 
the Historic District. Where it was possible to accomplish the mission while 
still preserving historic resources, such as the decision to base MQ-9s in 
Hangar 102, the Marine Corps prioritized the retention of these historic 
resources. 
 
During the Section 106 consultation process and as documented in Section 
3.4, the Marine Corps found the proposed action has an adverse effect to 
both the Aviation HD and the NHL. Through the continuing consultation 
process, the Marine Corps added greater detail to that initial finding. To 
address these unavoidable effects, the Marine Corps developed mitigation 
measures in coordination with the consulting parties through the NHPA 
Section 106 process. Proposed mitigations were identified in the Draft MOA 
shared with the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. Final 
proposed mitigations are included in the Final EA and will be included in the 
MOA signed by the Marine Corps, the SHPD, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP). 
 
 
See also responses to comment #088. 
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Comment 059 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The EA presents an objective, unbiased assessment of existing conditions, 
direct and indirect impacts, and cumulative impacts. 
 
 
See also responses to comment #098. 
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Comment 059 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 060 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The assumptions underlying the alternatives development are explained in 
Section 2.2.2 of the EA and are based upon a multi-disciplinary planning effort 
conducted for the proposed action. The planning process considered currently 
developed areas along the flightline as well as the partially developed areas of 
West Field, north of the western end of the runway; Green Field, east of the 
Transient Ramp on the southern side of the runway; and Pali Kilo across from 
Green Field on the north side of the runway. For reasons outlined in Section 
2.2.2 of the EA, none of these locations away from Bravo Ramp are viable 
options for the proposed facilities. In addition, there are substantial 
constraints with extending Charlie Ramp to the northeast (away from Bravo 
Ramp), including archaeological sites and elevation increases that 
substantially increase the amount of earth-moving activities necessary for 
construction. 
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Comment 060 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps works with SHPD and consulting parties to minimize effects 
to historic resources while achieving its military mission. Our historic 
properties are important to the Marine Corps, the community, and our 
consulting parties. As such, MCB Hawaii maintains a proactive cultural 
resources management program which includes public outreach and 
education regarding the important history of the base and its associated 
historic properties.  
 
The Marine Corps implemented an extensive planning effort to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential effects to historic resources. This included 
input from MCB Hawaii planning personnel, MCB Hawaii cultural resources 
personnel, and other SMEs to determine ways to implement the proposed 
action while minimizing impacts to historic resources including the NHL and 
the Historic District. Where it was possible to accomplish the mission while 
still preserving historic resources, such as the decision to base MQ-9s in 
Hangar 102, the Marine Corps prioritized the retention of these historic 
resources. 
 
During the Section 106 consultation process and as documented in Section 
3.4, the Marine Corps found the proposed action has an adverse effect to 
both the Aviation HD and the NHL. Through the continuing consultation 
process, the Marine Corps added greater detail to that initial finding. To 
address these unavoidable effects, the Marine Corps developed mitigation 
measures in coordination with the consulting parties through the NHPA 
Section 106 process. Proposed mitigations were identified in the Draft MOA 
shared with the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. Final 
proposed mitigations are included in the Final EA and will be included in the 
MOA signed by the Marine Corps, the SHPD, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP). 
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Comment 061 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 062 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 062 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
 
 
The EA presents an objective, unbiased assessment of existing conditions, 
direct and indirect impacts, and cumulative impacts. 
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Comment 063 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
The MQ-9 mission is to provide persistent intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance to provide real-time situation awareness to military 
commanders in the Pacific theater. No strike capability or domestic 
intelligence collection is proposed as a part of this action. In accordance with 
DODD 5240.1, there are strict regulations that govern the collection of any 
information, intelligence, or signature (including data) on U.S. persons within 
the United States.  
 
The mission of the KC-130J is aerial refueling and transport. While versions of 
these aircraft can be configured to carry munitions, neither aircraft will be 
equipped with munitions as part of this basing action, and no munitions usage 
or storage are part of the proposed action. 
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Comment 064 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
The MQ-9 mission is to provide persistent intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance to provide real-time situation awareness to military 
commanders in the Pacific theater. No strike capability or domestic 
intelligence collection is proposed as a part of this action. In accordance with 
DODD 5240.1, there are strict regulations that govern the collection of any 
information, intelligence, or signature (including data) on U.S. persons within 
the United States.  
 
The mission of the KC-130J is aerial refueling and transport. While versions of 
these aircraft can be configured to carry munitions, neither aircraft will be 
equipped with munitions as part of this basing action, and no munitions usage 
or storage are part of the proposed action. 
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Comment 065 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 066 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 066 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined above. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
 
 
See also responses to comment # 028. 
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Comment 067: Waimanalo Hawaiian Homes Association 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 067: Waimanalo Hawaiian Homes Association (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps understands the heightened emphasis on managing water 
resources (surface water, ground water, wetlands, and nearshore waters) and 
preventing contamination. The Marine Corps is committed to the storm water 
design and compliance with spill prevention, spill containment/cleanup, and 
conservation measures procedures documented in the EA. 
 
Spill prevention and countermeasures are in place to minimize the potential 
for fuel contamination on site and in Kaneohe Bay. MCB Hawaii has staff and 
resources dedicated to support spill prevention and response, including 24-
hour per day spill response professionals. This includes regular training for 
staff to meet these important requirements and responsibilities. In addition, 
MCB Hawaii recently completed an Integrated Contingency Plan that 
integrates site-specific Pollution Prevention Plans for all industrial sites 
including activities along the flightline. This will be updated to include the 
proposed action. 
 
 
There would be less than significant impacts to drinking water because there 
are no potable water wells on the base, MCB Hawaii coordinates with the City 
and County of Honolulu Board of Water Supply regarding drinking water use, 
and the proposed action would not substantially change water demand on 
base. Given the minimal increase in impervious surfaces -- less than 5 acres -- 
the proposed action can be accommodated by current wastewater systems 
and would not result in any changes to the base wastewater management 
systems or infrastructure. MCB Hawaii is coordinating with the Board of 
Water Supply regarding the water usage associated with the proposed action. 
 
 
The screening criteria are in Section 2.2.1. Coordination with JBPHH personnel 
(which included the cited documentation) confirmed the lack of available 
space/facilities for the proposed action. 
 



Appendix B – Responses to Public Comments 

B-135 

Comment 067: Waimanalo Hawaiian Homes Association (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
The Air Force KC-135 refueling capabilities currently based at JBPHH, support 
Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps, and allied nation aircraft. While the Marine 
Corps will continue to operate jointly with the other services, the proposed 
action would develop organic Marine Corps refueling and transport capability 
to increase our ability to support the INDOPACOM commander. 
 
Specifically, Marine Corps KC-130s are used for refueling and cargo. Air Force 
KC-135s are strategic-level tankers that are not immediately available for 
exclusive tasking to the Marine Corps. They do not have the capability to 
refuel Marine Corps helicopters and tiltrotors, and do not have a tactical 
cargo mission for the Marine Corps, so they do not cover the same 
requirements. In addition, there are not enough of KC-135s to meet persistent 
training and deterrence operational requirements in the Indo-Pacific. The 
joint demand for mobile aerial refueling capabilities currently exceeds the 
amount of aerial refueling platforms and the amount of globally positioned, 
defense-approved supply points required to enable mobile and agile flight 
operations in support of humanitarian support and contingency response. 
 
 
This is a Draft EA, which was distributed for public review prior to completion 
of agency coordination and consultations. The Final EA includes appendices 
regarding this coordination and consultation. 
 
 
In accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA, the Marine Corps consulted with 
the State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD), Native Hawaiian Organizations 
(NHOs), interested parties, the National Park Service, and the public regarding 
a determination of adverse effects to historic properties resulting from the 
proposed action. The Section 106 consultation process included meetings and 
collaborative development of a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to 
mitigate for any adverse effects to historic properties. 
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Comment 067: Waimanalo Hawaiian Homes Association (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
As provided for in applicable regulations, the Marine Corps conducted the 
Section 106 process concurrently with the NEPA process. The Marine Corps 
initiated discussions with consulting parties early in the project and they 
continued through a series of consultation meetings, presentation materials, 
and iterative development of the MOA. These consultation meetings will run 
concurrently through the end of the NEPA process. 
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Comment 068 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 068 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
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B-139 

Comment 069 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
 
 
No noise monitoring is proposed. The noise analysis shows that all areas 
exposed to the 65 dBA DNL and greater occur on base or over the water 
except for the northern edge of Coconut Island. 
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B-140 

Comment 069 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
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B-141 

Comment 070 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The Marine Corps works with SHPD and consulting parties to minimize effects 
to historic resources while achieving its military mission. Our historic 
properties are important to the Marine Corps, the community, and our 
consulting parties. As such, MCB Hawaii maintains a proactive cultural 
resources management program which includes public outreach and 
education regarding the important history of the base and its associated 
historic properties.  
 
The Marine Corps implemented an extensive planning effort to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential effects to historic resources. This included 
input from MCB Hawaii planning personnel, MCB Hawaii cultural resources 
personnel, and other SMEs to determine ways to implement the proposed 
action while minimizing impacts to historic resources including the NHL and 
the Historic District. Where it was possible to accomplish the mission while 
still preserving historic resources, such as the decision to base MQ-9s in 
Hangar 102, the Marine Corps prioritized the retention of these historic 
resources. 
 
During the Section 106 consultation process and as documented in Section 
3.4, the Marine Corps found the proposed action has an adverse effect to 
both the Aviation HD and the NHL. Through the continuing consultation 
process, the Marine Corps added greater detail to that initial finding. To 
address these unavoidable effects, the Marine Corps developed mitigation 
measures in coordination with the consulting parties through the NHPA 
Section 106 process. Proposed mitigations were identified in the Draft MOA 
shared with the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. Final 
proposed mitigations are included in the Final EA and will be included in the 
MOA signed by the Marine Corps, the SHPD, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP). 
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B-142 

Comment 070 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
 
 
See responses to comment #088. 
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B-143 

Comment 070 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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B-144 

Comment 070 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
See responses to comment #048. 
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Comment 070 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 070 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 070 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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B-148 

Comment 071 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
All types of aircraft use the electromagnetic spectrum for a variety of 
functions essential for flight safety – radio communications, transponder/IFF, 
radar (weather, ground-mapping, air-to-air communications, etc. Military 
aircraft use the electromagnetic spectrum. Radio communications conducted 
for proposed KC-130J and MQ-9 operations are similar to those used for 
civilian, commercial, and military aircraft activities at all locations in the U.S., 
and have not been found to have the potential to adversely affect wildlife 
species at civilian or military airfields across the country, including Marine 
Corps installations throughout the country that support aircraft operations. 
Electromagnetic frequency use for the proposed aircraft squadrons would be 
similar to and consistent with aircraft operations that presently occur at MCB 
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. All electromagnetic spectrum bands for current and 
proposed aircraft operations are within limits from federal agencies such as 
FAA and FCC. No interference with civilian and emergency services 
frequencies would occur, and the power levels and frequencies would not 
affect public health and safety or wildlife as they are consistent with those 
used at civilian, commercial, and military airfields. Safety elements associated 
with data linkage infrastructure and proposed aircraft activities are addressed 
in Section 3.6 of the EA. 
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B-149 

Comment 071 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
 
 
KC-130J aircraft are long range refueling aircraft, and their training would 
occur away from MCB Kaneohe Bay. KC-130J training occurs in established 
airspace within the U.S. and is coordinated with other VMGR units for mutual 
benefit. The KC-130J and MQ-9 aircraft are key enablers to military exercises 
and participate in planned detachments for training and support to locations 
throughout the Indo-Pacific region such as Japan, Australia, and the 
Philippines. Locally, MQ-9 training would occur within existing Special Use 
Area restricted airspace on the island of Oahu, at the U.S. Navy training range 
(Pacific Missile Range Facility Barking Sands) on the island of Kauai, and at the 
U.S. Army Pohakuloa Training Area on the island of Hawaii under existing 
environmental analysis and FAA airspace designation. 
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Comment 071 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 071 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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B-152 

Comment 071 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
 
 



Appendix B – Responses to Public Comments 

B-153 

Comment 071 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 071 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 071 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 071 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 071 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 071 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 071 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 071 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 071 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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B-162 

Comment 072 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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B-163 

Comment 073 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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B-164 

Comment 073 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 074 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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B-166 

Comment 074 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The maps were updated in the Final EA to include more local place names for 
reference purposes. 
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Comment 075 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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B-168 

Comment 075 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
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B-169 

Comment 075 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
 
 
No noise monitoring is proposed. The noise analysis shows that all areas 
exposed to the 65 dBA DNL and greater occur on base or over the water 
except for the northern edge of Coconut Island. 
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B-170 

Comment 076 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
 
 
The noise analysis was updated with additional details about proposed KC-
130J and MQ-9 aircraft operations and how they are factored into the noise 
analysis. The noise analysis shows that all areas exposed to 65 dBA DNL and 
greater occur on base or over the water except for the northern edge of 
Coconut Island. 
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B-171 

Comment 077 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
Although the proposed action involves an increase in personnel, the recently 
completed deactivation and divestment actions combined with the proposed 
action are anticipated to result in a net reduction of approximately 165 
personnel (and their dependents) at the base below levels supported by MCB 
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and the surrounding community over the last decade. 
Consequently, on-base housing and school capacity would be sufficient to 
accommodate the new personnel. It is anticipated that the ratio of on-base to 
off-base housing would remain consistent. Given the overall reduction in 
personnel, the proposed action would result in negligible changes, if any, to 
populations outside the base, with similarly negligible corresponding impacts 
to employment or industry characteristics; demand for schools, housing, and 
recreational facilities; and changes to the demographic, economic, or fiscal 
conditions of Kailua, Kaneohe, or the County of Honolulu. 
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B-172 

Comment 078 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
See responses to comment #028. 
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Comment 078 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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B-174 

Comment 079 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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B-175 

Comment 080 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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B-176 

Comment 081 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The noise analysis was updated with additional details about proposed KC-
130J and MQ-9 aircraft operations and how they are factored into the noise 
analysis. The noise analysis shows that all areas exposed to 65 dBA DNL and 
greater occur on base or over the water except for the northern edge of 
Coconut Island. 
 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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B-177 

Comment 082 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The noise modeling included MV-22 ground activities. Since the public Draft 
EA, these were modified, and the results were updated to address comments 
on these activities. However, this did not result in a notable change; 
specifically, the 65 dBA contour did not expand to encompass residential 
areas off base. 
 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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B-178 

Comment 083 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The noise modeling included MV-22 ground activities. Since the public Draft 
EA, these were modified, and the results were updated to address comments 
on these activities. However, this did not result in a notable change; 
specifically, the 65 dBA contour did not expand to encompass residential 
areas off base. 
 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
 



Appendix B – Responses to Public Comments 

B-179 

Comment 084 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
See responses to comment #028. 
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Comment 084 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 085 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 085 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 085 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 086 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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B-185 

Comment 087 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The noise modeling included MV-22 ground activities. Since the public Draft 
EA, these were modified, and the results were updated to address comments 
on these activities. However, this did not result in a notable change; 
specifically, the 65 dBA contour did not expand to encompass residential 
areas off base. 
 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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B-186 

Comment 088: Kailua Neighborhood Board 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
 
 
The EA presents an objective, unbiased assessment of existing conditions, 
direct and indirect impacts, and cumulative impacts. 
 
 
The cumulative impact analysis addresses this change in number of 
contributing resources over time. For an active military base to remain 
operational, certain facilities require modernization or replacement. The 
Marine Corps conducted a screening and alternatives development process to 
identify suitable locations for the proposed action while attempting to 
minimize effects to historic resources. For unavoidable effects, the Marine 
Corps developed mitigation measures to offset these unavoidable effects and 
coordinated them with the consulting parties. The NAS Kaneohe Aviation 
District has been impacted over time with the demolition of 15 contributing 
buildings, structures, and objects between 2006 and 2022. There are an 
additional 7 buildings proposed for demolition in connection with future 
projects, including the proposed action. Hangars 103 and support buildings 
159, 160, 161, 183 and 184 would be demolished under the proposed action. 
The Navy has proposed replacing Hangar 104; however, the final disposition 
of Hangar 104 is not part of this proposed action and is dependent on the 
outcome of a separate EA and NHPA Section 106 process. 
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Comment 088: Kailua Neighborhood Board (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Historical context was included for comparative purposes in Section 3.1 
(Noise) of the EA but was not the sole factor in assessing the significance of 
noise impacts. Noise modeling considers a variety of factors, such as noise 
characteristics of individual aircraft types (including helicopters and fixed-
wing aircraft), the location and type of ground-based aircraft engine noise, 
flight tracks, altitude, power settings, and the number of aircraft operations. 
The conclusion of the noise analysis is that no residential areas would be 
exposed to noise above 65 dBA DNL because of the proposed action, and 
therefore there is a less than significant noise impact. A comparison to historic 
aircraft operations (prior to May 2022) is provided only as a reference point to 
explain that the level of noise resulting from the proposed action would be an 
overall decrease in noise as compared to what the public experienced from 
the installation prior to May 2022. This is due the historically higher number 
of operations and aircraft types that are louder than the proposed MQ-9 and 
KC-130J aircraft. 
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Comment 088: Kailua Neighborhood Board (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined above. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
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Comment 088: Kailua Neighborhood Board (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
The MQ-9 mission is to provide persistent intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance to provide real-time situation awareness to military 
commanders in the Pacific theater. No strike capability or domestic 
intelligence collection is proposed as a part of this action. In accordance with 
DODD 5240.1, there are strict regulations that govern the collection of any 
information, intelligence, or signature (including data) on U.S. persons within 
the United States.  
 
The mission of the KC-130J is aerial refueling and transport. While versions of 
these aircraft can be configured to carry munitions, neither aircraft will be 
equipped with munitions as part of this basing action, and no munitions usage 
or storage are part of the proposed action. 
 
 
The EA includes an air quality analysis in Section 3.2. All emissions would be 
below Prevention of Significant Deterioration thresholds and would not affect 
the state of Hawaii and the island of Oahu’s National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards attainment status. Aircraft emissions would not have impacts to 
ground level receptors when emitted above 3,000 feet altitude per EPA. Given 
the distance from aircraft engine exhaust to ground level receptors, very short 
duration (measured in seconds) for a fly over, and the number of flight 
operations on a daily basis, the proposed KC-130J and MQ-9 flight operations 
would have less than significant adverse health effects. 
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Comment 088: Kailua Neighborhood Board (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
 
 
KC-130J aircraft are long range refueling aircraft, and their training would 
occur away from MCB Kaneohe Bay. KC-130J training occurs in established 
airspace within the U.S. and is coordinated with other VMGR units for mutual 
benefit. The KC-130J and MQ-9 aircraft are key enablers to military exercises 
and participate in planned detachments for training and support to locations 
throughout the Indo-Pacific region such as Japan, Australia, and the 
Philippines. Locally, MQ-9 training would occur within existing Special Use 
Area restricted airspace on the island of Oahu, at the U.S. Navy training range 
(Pacific Missile Range Facility Barking Sands) on the island of Kauai, and at the 
U.S. Army Pohakuloa Training Area on the island of Hawaii under existing 
environmental analysis and FAA airspace designation. 
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Comment 088: Kailua Neighborhood Board (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
No noise monitoring is proposed. The noise analysis shows that all areas 
exposed to the 65 dBA DNL and greater occur on base or over the water 
except for the northern edge of Coconut Island. 
 
 
Existing archaeological resources are described in Section 3.4.1.2. Impacts are 
described in Section 3.4.2.2. Although the potential for disturbance to intact 
archaeological resources is low, the analysis includes processes for 
inadvertent discovery of iwi kupuna. 
 
 
The likelihood of discovering previously unknown archaeological deposits in 
the APE is low. Much of the subsurface project disturbance would occur on 
reclaimed land approximately 20–30 meters offshore from the original 
coastline. While the potential for disturbance to intact archaeological 
resources is low, redeposited and disturbed cultural materials (including iwi 
kupuna) may still be encountered. Should such deposits be encountered, the 
ICRMP and the requirements of NAGPRA identify appropriate processes for 
managing such discoveries.  
 
In accordance with responsibilities under NAGPRA, MCB Hawaii is currently 
designing a burial structure in consultation with Native Hawaii Organizations 
for iwi kupuna. As potential mitigation for the proposed action, MCB Hawaii is 
pursuing a development of a curation facility that meets 36 CFR 79 standards. 
 
 
The cumulative impacts of storm water runoff are addressed in Chapter 4 of 
the EA. All projects would include appropriate storm water quality and LID 
features similar to the proposed action to reduce the potential for off-site 
transport of pollutants. While a minor increase in impervious surfaces is 
expected, the small amount of additional impervious surface coupled with the 
location of future projects within the highly developed base, would result in 
only minor increases in storm water runoff, which would be managed in 
accordance with the SWPPP for industrial activities, as required by the NPDES 
General Permit Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm Water 
Associated with the Industrial General Permit. 
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Comment 088: Kailua Neighborhood Board (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay takes its responsibilities as good stewards of the 
environment very seriously and is committed to ensuring that all individuals 
who live or work near Marine Corps installations are protected from 
environmental contaminants. Comprehensive environmental instructions 
detailing procedures to meet federal, state, and local requirements, including 
the safe handling of hazardous materials, govern our activities on the 
installations. We conduct routine training and drills to prepare for natural 
disasters and emergencies. 
 
 
Storm water design details are not available until the design phase of the 
project. The water quality analysis assumes integration of sufficient project 
design, erosion control features, storm water design, and compliance with 
storm water management procedures to avoid the potential for adverse 
water quality impacts to nearby waters. Project design features will address 
the changes in amount, type, and location of impervious surfaces associated 
with the proposed action. This may include dedicated valving, meters, control 
valves, and instrumentation at the proposed Aircraft Direct Refueling System 
location, designed to capture and contain any potential fuel spills or leaks, 
thereby preventing any potential spill from entering the storm water system. 
In addition, Low Impact Development (LID) techniques such as bioretention, 
vegetated swales, and vegetated filter strips would be installed to meet Clean 
Water Act (CWA) permit requirements for the management of storm water. In 
accordance with UFC 3-460-01, spill prevention and containment systems 
would be installed. 
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Comment 088: Kailua Neighborhood Board (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The EA identifies the project's location near flood zones, and additional details 
were added to the Final EA. Coastal regions adjacent to the project area to the 
west and north are in FEMA flood zones. Per Executive Order 13690, it is the 
policy of the United States to improve the resilience of federal assets against 
the impacts of flooding. These impacts are anticipated to increase over time 
due to climate change and other threats. Therefore, the proposed action 
would be designed to account for this increased flood risk potential. In 
addition, the project design features in Table 2-5 (such as bioretention, 
vegetated swales, underground chambers, and pervious pavement) would be 
implemented to manage storm water volumes and avoid any potential 
flooding or ponding at or near the project area. 
 
 
The water resource impact analysis addressed operations of the proposed 
Aircraft Direct Refueling System and wash rack. Additional details about these 
project components, including compliance with spill prevention/response and 
storm water procedures, were added in the Final EA to provide additional 
clarification, but this did not change the impact analysis conclusions. 
 
 
The projected greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with construction 
and operations activities are addressed in the EA in Section 3.2.2.2. That 
analysis concluded that the annual average GHG increase over the 5-year 
construction period would be less than 0.002% of the 2020 GHG projection. 
For operations, statewide GHG projections indicate Hawaii is on target to 
meet its statewide GHG emissions limit after 2020. The estimated GHG 
increase attributable to operations is a 0.0005% increase in CO2 as compared 
to 2030 GHG projections, which would have little impact on Hawaii’s ability to 
meet its GHG goals. 
 
 
The sentence was revised for clarity because the project location is not near 
any wetlands. The closest wetlands are a half mile from the project location. 
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Comment 088: Kailua Neighborhood Board (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Increases to impervious surfaces are detailed in Section 3.3.1. The 4.25 acres 
of new impervious surfaces include storm water features resulting in less than 
significant impacts to wildlife. 
 
 
The NEPA terminology for "significance" is explained in the introduction to 
Chapter 3 of the EA. 
 
 
There would be less than significant impacts to drinking water because there 
are no potable water wells on the base, MCB Hawaii coordinates with the City 
and County of Honolulu Board of Water Supply regarding drinking water use, 
and the proposed action would not substantially change water demand on 
base. Given the minimal increase in impervious surfaces -- less than 5 acres -- 
the proposed action can be accommodated by current wastewater systems 
and would not result in any changes to the base wastewater management 
systems or infrastructure. MCB Hawaii is coordinating with the Board of 
Water Supply regarding the water usage associated with the proposed action. 
 
 
Although the proposed action involves an increase in personnel, the recently 
completed deactivation and divestment actions combined with the proposed 
action are anticipated to result in a net reduction of approximately 165 
personnel (and their dependents) at the base below levels supported by MCB 
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and the surrounding community over the last decade. 
Consequently, on-base housing and school capacity would be sufficient to 
accommodate the new personnel. It is anticipated that the ratio of on-base to 
off-base housing would remain consistent. Given the overall reduction in 
personnel, the proposed action would result in negligible changes, if any, to 
populations outside the base, with similarly negligible corresponding impacts 
to employment or industry characteristics; demand for schools, housing, and 
recreational facilities; and changes to the demographic, economic, or fiscal 
conditions of Kailua, Kaneohe, or the County of Honolulu. 
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Comment 088: Kailua Neighborhood Board (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The EA and BA address potential impacts of construction and operational 
lighting to wildlife. Fallout could occur from lighting in the project area from 
hangar lights, interior lighting through windows, and exterior lighting. The 
conservation measures in Section 2.3 of the EA identify lighting specifications; 
although there is no quantified definition of “no brighter than necessary,” the 
goal of this conservation measure is to identify the lowest level of lighting 
possible to meet the military mission. Project design features would minimize 
these potential impacts, and lighting conservation measures would further 
reduce this potential.  
 
 
Pre-approval is not required to implement the conservation measures 
identified in Section 2.3 of the EA. They are inherently part of the proposed 
action, not mitigation measures specifically identified as part of the NEPA 
process. 
 
 
Potential construction impacts to wildlife are analyzed in Section 3.5.2.2 of 
this EA. Potential impacts due to construction would be further minimized by 
conservation measures detailed in Section 2.3. 
 
 
The pueo nests and forages on the ground and has been documented near 
the project area. The analysis provided of potential impacts to bird species 
applies to the pueo. In addition, grass maintenance activity was analyzed in 
this EA as it pertains to habitat the pueo may utilize. The 4.25 acres of 
proposed new impervious surfaces (currently landscaped) provides marginal 
areas for utilization by the pueo and other ground-nesting and foraging bird 
species. There are no shrubs or trees in the construction area that provide 
suitable habitat for wildlife. The proposed action would, therefore, have less 
than significant impacts to bird and other wildlife habitat, including pueo 
habitat. 
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Comment 088: Kailua Neighborhood Board (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps works with SHPD and consulting parties to minimize effects 
to historic resources while achieving its military mission. Our historic 
properties are important to the Marine Corps, the community, and our 
consulting parties. As such, MCB Hawaii maintains a proactive cultural 
resources management program which includes public outreach and 
education regarding the important history of the base and its associated 
historic properties.  
 
The Marine Corps implemented an extensive planning effort to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential effects to historic resources. This included 
input from MCB Hawaii planning personnel, MCB Hawaii cultural resources 
personnel, and other SMEs to determine ways to implement the proposed 
action while minimizing impacts to historic resources including the NHL and 
the Historic District. Where it was possible to accomplish the mission while 
still preserving historic resources, such as the decision to base MQ-9s in 
Hangar 102, the Marine Corps prioritized the retention of these historic 
resources. 
 
During the Section 106 consultation process and as documented in Section 
3.4, the Marine Corps found the proposed action has an adverse effect to 
both the Aviation HD and the NHL. Through the continuing consultation 
process, the Marine Corps added greater detail to that initial finding. To 
address these unavoidable effects, the Marine Corps developed mitigation 
measures in coordination with the consulting parties through the NHPA 
Section 106 process. Proposed mitigations were identified in the Draft MOA 
shared with the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. Final 
proposed mitigations are included in the Final EA and will be included in the 
MOA signed by the Marine Corps, the SHPD, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP). 
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Comment 089 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The noise analysis was updated with additional details about proposed KC-
130J and MQ-9 aircraft operations and how they are factored into the noise 
analysis. The noise analysis shows that all areas exposed to 65 dBA DNL and 
greater occur on base or over the water except for the northern edge of 
Coconut Island. 
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Comment 090 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 091 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 092 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 



Appendix B – Responses to Public Comments 

B-201 

Comment 093 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
See responses to comment #028. 
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Comment 094 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
Section 2.2.2 describes the alternatives development process for identifying 
hangar and parking locations for the proposed aircraft. Aircraft engine runups 
have occurred at the hangars and parking areas as well as on the taxiways and 
Runway 04/22 since the 1940s. It is not a reasonable alternative to construct 
entirely new parking and a taxiway parallel to Bravo ramp behind Hangars 1-4. 
 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 095 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment. See responses to comment #028. 
 
See responses to comment #028. 
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Comment 095 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 095 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 096 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment. See responses to comment #028. 
 
See responses to comment #028. 
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Comment 096 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 096 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 097 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The EA presents an objective, unbiased assessment of existing conditions, 
direct and indirect impacts, and cumulative impacts. 
 
 
KC-130J aircraft are long range refueling aircraft, and their training would 
occur away from MCB Kaneohe Bay. KC-130J training occurs in established 
airspace within the U.S. and is coordinated with other VMGR units for mutual 
benefit. The KC-130J and MQ-9 aircraft are key enablers to military exercises 
and participate in planned detachments for training and support to locations 
throughout the Indo-Pacific region such as Japan, Australia, and the 
Philippines. Locally, MQ-9 training would occur within existing Special Use 
Area restricted airspace on the island of Oahu, at the U.S. Navy training range 
(Pacific Missile Range Facility Barking Sands) on the island of Kauai, and at the 
U.S. Army Pohakuloa Training Area on the island of Hawaii under existing 
environmental analysis and FAA airspace designation. 
 
 
The MQ-9 mission is to provide persistent intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance to provide real-time situation awareness to military 
commanders in the Pacific theater. No strike capability or domestic 
intelligence collection is proposed as a part of this action. In accordance with 
DODD 5240.1, there are strict regulations that govern the collection of any 
information, intelligence, or signature (including data) on U.S. persons within 
the United States.  
 
The mission of the KC-130J is aerial refueling and transport. While versions of 
these aircraft can be configured to carry munitions, neither aircraft will be 
equipped with munitions as part of this basing action, and no munitions usage 
or storage are part of the proposed action. 
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Comment 097 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps requires enough land for the necessary support facilities 
and infrastructure to support the proposed aircraft squadrons. As explained at 
Section 2.2.1.3, there is insufficient developable land at USCG Air Station 
Barbers Point to support new hangars and supporting infrastructure for the 
two squadrons. It does not have adequate hangars even for its existing HC-
130J aircraft, nor the space to construct new hangars. The amount of space 
required to construct new hangars and supporting infrastructure for two new 
squadrons is approximately 32 acres. The DoD coordinated with HDOT to 
discuss the availability of suitable land for the proposed action. While the 
current operating agreement shows 106 acres of Navy property adjacent to 
the airfield (Naval Facilities Engineering Systems Command [NAVFAC], 2021), 
only a small, disaggregated portion of that acreage is possibly developable. 
This collection of disparate parcels is insufficient to accommodate the 
minimum footprint for the hangar, apron, and supporting facilities. 
 
In addition, USCG Barbers Point does not satisfy Criterion 3 because FAA 
restrictions forbid unmanned aircraft operations of any type in the vicinity of 
Honolulu International Airport. 
 
 
Hangar 103 was built in the 1940s to support seaplanes but were not 
designed for modern aircraft. Current hangars are sized and configured to 
accommodate the hangar and maintenance requirements associated with 
some modern aircraft. The Type II hangar now proposed as a replacement for 
Hangar 103 can accommodate larger modern aircraft (e.g., the proposed KC-
130Js), as well as support their maintenance requirements. 
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Comment 097 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Section 2.2.2 presents the constraints associated with West Field. 
Development for KC-130J facilities is constrained by explosive safety quantity 
distance arcs, a magnetic quiet zone around the compass calibration pad, 
taxiway obstacle-free areas, and flood hazards. In addition, West Field’s 
proximity to the runway and other airfield surfaces results in an inability to 
place a suitably sized hangar and apron at this site. Also, construction at West 
Field is infeasible because it would require frequent and extended closure of 
the runway over a period of many years, unacceptably impacting the base’s 
mission. To accommodate the proposed action’s increased mission traffic 
while ensuring operational availability of the runway, any hangar 
development north of the Mokapu Road crossing would require construction 
of an underground tunnel beneath the runway at the current Mokapu Road 
crossing. This is infeasible because construction of such a tunnel would 
require frequent and extended closure of the runway, unacceptably impacting 
the base’s mission; the high-water table in the area; the high potential to 
impact subsurface archaeological resources; and would be unreasonably 
expensive. 
 
 
The assumptions underlying the alternatives development are explained in 
Section 2.2.2 of the EA and are based upon a multi-disciplinary planning effort 
conducted for the proposed action. The planning process considered currently 
developed areas along the flightline as well as the partially developed areas of 
West Field, north of the western end of the runway; Green Field, east of the 
Transient Ramp on the southern side of the runway; and Pali Kilo across from 
Green Field on the north side of the runway. For reasons outlined in Section 
2.2.2 of the EA, none of these locations away from Bravo Ramp are viable 
options for the proposed facilities. In addition, there are substantial 
constraints with extending Charlie Ramp to the northeast (away from Bravo 
Ramp), including archaeological sites and elevation increases that 
substantially increase the amount of earth-moving activities necessary for 
construction. 
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Comment 097 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
MQ-9 aircraft operations safety data are included in the analysis of public 
health and safety. Pilot training, redundant communications systems, 
programmed failsafe mechanisms, and the operating area of the proposed 
aircraft all help ensure safe operations of the MQ-9. 
 
 
The noise modeling included MV-22 ground activities. Since the public Draft 
EA, these were modified, and the results were updated to address comments 
on these activities. However, this did not result in a notable change; 
specifically, the 65 dBA contour did not expand to encompass residential 
areas off base. 
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Comment 097 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
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Comment 097 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
 
Historical context was included for comparative purposes in Section 3.1 
(Noise) of the EA but was not the sole factor in assessing the significance of 
noise impacts. Noise modeling considers a variety of factors, such as noise 
characteristics of individual aircraft types (including helicopters and fixed-
wing aircraft), the location and type of ground-based aircraft engine noise, 
flight tracks, altitude, power settings, and the number of aircraft operations. 
The conclusion of the noise analysis is that no residential areas would be 
exposed to noise above 65 dBA DNL because of the proposed action, and 
therefore there is a less than significant noise impact. A comparison to historic 
aircraft operations (prior to May 2022) is provided only as a reference point to 
explain that the level of noise resulting from the proposed action would be an 
overall decrease in noise as compared to what the public experienced from 
the installation prior to May 2022. This is due the historically higher number 
of operations and aircraft types that are louder than the proposed MQ-9 and 
KC-130J aircraft. 
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Comment 097 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Although fixed wing and rotary-wing/tilt-rotor aircraft are operationally and 
acoustically different, flight tracks and noise profiles for all aircraft are well 
understood. Noise modeling accounts for these acoustic and operational 
differences to enable meaningful comparisons between the platforms. The 
baseline for aircraft operations that was incorporated into the noise modeling 
reflects existing conditions. As shown at Table 2-2, “existing conditions” 
reflect the departure of the AH-1W and CH-53E helicopters. 
 
 
Section 2.1.1.3 was updated with additional details about the Aircraft Direct 
Refueling System. This includes more details on proposed usage (by KC-130J 
and other aircraft), firefighting requirements, and measures to prevent and 
contain potential fuel spills. 
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Comment 097 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
MCB Hawaii is in the process of working to resolve the Notice of Violation 
with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Hawaii Department of 
Health. MCB Hawaii takes its responsibilities seriously and will take all needed 
corrective action. 
 
Designated fueling and wash rack locations are designed to include oil water 
separators (OWS). These OWS are directly connected to the wastewater 
system, isolating the areas from the Storm Water system. Following oil 
separation and storage in OWS tanks, water separated out is sent through the 
WRF. These sites and OWS are subject to regular inspection and maintenance. 
 
MCB Hawaii has entered into a Federal Facilities Compliance Agreement 
(FFCA) with the EPA, designed to aid in achieving Storm Water Program 
management improvements across all aspects of the program. Contracts are 
being executed to correct deficiencies and enhance the program. A new 
Storm Water Management Plan is currently under review. The Best 
Management Plan Manual specific to MCB Hawaii is also under review. Part of 
the FFCA includes evaluating and implementing post construction Low Impact 
Development (LID) BMP installation projects. 
 
The outfall is shared with the City of Kailua Wastewater Treatment Facility. 
MCB Hawaii contributes about 10% of the total output from the outfall, which 
extends about 1,500 meters from shore. The outfall releases water through 
ports in the last few hundred feet of the pipe, creating a mixing zone 110 feet 
down. MCB Hawaii has committed to adding a disinfectant process to the 
effluent to be constructed in the next 4-5 years. 
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Comment 097 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The proposed action includes installation and use of spill prevention and 
containment systems and compliance with storm water management 
procedures, which were part of the water resources impact analysis. MCB 
Hawaii has an SPCC plan that covers existing and future activities on base, 
such as the proposed action. 
 
MCB Hawaii is working directly with the EPA and the HDOH to improve our 
environmental compliance and enhance our protection of human health and 
the environment. Due to the complex nature of the environment, lack of 
personnel resources, and aging infrastructure, MCB Hawaii faces evolving 
challenges. Through dedication to improvement, dedication of financial 
resources, and with the coordination and cooperation of our regulatory 
partners, continual improvement is being made in all areas. Support of the 
Marine Corps’ National Defense mission may be provided while still protecting 
human health and the environment. 
 
 
The EA contains sufficient information to conduct a thorough impact analysis 
of the project footprint and operation of the wash rack, including the water 
resources impact analysis in Section 3.3 of the EA. 
 
 
Storm water design details are not available until the design phase of the 
project. The water quality analysis assumes integration of sufficient project 
design, erosion control features, storm water design, and compliance with 
storm water management procedures to avoid the potential for adverse 
water quality impacts to nearby waters. Project design features will address 
the changes in amount, type, and location of impervious surfaces associated 
with the proposed action. This may include dedicated valving, meters, control 
valves, and instrumentation at the proposed Aircraft Direct Refueling System 
location, designed to capture and contain any potential fuel spills or leaks, 
thereby preventing any potential spill from entering the storm water system. 
In addition, Low Impact Development (LID) techniques such as bioretention, 
vegetated swales, and vegetated filter strips would be installed to meet Clean 
Water Act (CWA) permit requirements for the management of storm water. In 
accordance with UFC 3-460-01, spill prevention and containment systems 
would be installed. 
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Comment 097 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The analysis of biological resource impacts relied upon several sources, 
including base biologists, literature research, coordination with subject matter 
experts, and Section 7 ESA consultation with the USFWS. 
 
 
Details of the proposed action are described in Section 2.2.1 and 2.2.3 of the 
EA. This includes the construction footprint, construction timing, and 
operations sufficient for a complete impact analysis. 
 
 
All personnel, equipment, facilities, and aircraft associated with the proposed 
action are described in Chapter 2 of the EA and analyzed in Chapter 3 of the 
EA. 
 
 
The likelihood of discovering previously unknown archaeological deposits in 
the APE is low. Much of the subsurface project disturbance would occur on 
reclaimed land approximately 20–30 meters offshore from the original 
coastline. While the potential for disturbance to intact archaeological 
resources is low, redeposited and disturbed cultural materials (including iwi 
kupuna) may still be encountered. Should such deposits be encountered, the 
ICRMP and the requirements of NAGPRA identify appropriate processes for 
managing such discoveries.  
 
In accordance with responsibilities under NAGPRA, MCB Hawaii is currently 
designing a burial structure in consultation with Native Hawaii Organizations 
for iwi kupuna. As potential mitigation for the proposed action, MCB Hawaii is 
pursuing a development of a curation facility that meets the 36 CFR 79 
standards. 
 
 
Section 2.2.2 describes why the proposed action can only occur in the 
proposed configuration. The proposed C-40 project is independent of the 
proposed home basing action and is addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. 
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Comment 097 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Hangar 103 cannot be adaptively re-used for the proposed action because the 
KC-130J and MV-22 aircraft require a Type II hangar that is larger than Hangar 
103. 
 
 
The Marine Corps works with SHPD and consulting parties to minimize effects 
to historic resources while achieving its military mission. Our historic 
properties are important to the Marine Corps, the community, and our 
consulting parties. As such, MCB Hawaii maintains a proactive cultural 
resources management program which includes public outreach and 
education regarding the important history of the base and its associated 
historic properties.  
 
The Marine Corps implemented an extensive planning effort to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential effects to historic resources. This included 
input from MCB Hawaii planning personnel, MCB Hawaii cultural resources 
personnel, and other SMEs to determine ways to implement the proposed 
action while minimizing impacts to historic resources including the NHL and 
the Historic District. Where it was possible to accomplish the mission while 
still preserving historic resources, such as the decision to base MQ-9s in 
Hangar 102, the Marine Corps prioritized the retention of these historic 
resources. 
 
During the Section 106 consultation process and as documented in Section 
3.4, the Marine Corps found the proposed action has an adverse effect to 
both the Aviation HD and the NHL. Through the continuing consultation 
process, the Marine Corps added greater detail to that initial finding. To 
address these unavoidable effects, the Marine Corps developed mitigation 
measures in coordination with the consulting parties through the NHPA 
Section 106 process. Proposed mitigations were identified in the Draft MOA 
shared with the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. Final 
proposed mitigations are included in the Final EA and will be included in the 
MOA signed by the Marine Corps, the SHPD, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP). 
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Comment 097 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Hangars in Hangar Row were built in the 1940s to support seaplanes and 
other aircraft of the time, but they were not designed for modern aircraft. 
MCB Hawaii undertook planning and actions to minimize harm to the NHL in 
accordance with Section 110, including the development of the Draft EA and 
early and regular consultation with SHPD and consulting parties. In particular, 
these planning actions included incorporation of cultural SMEs into the 
planning process, conducting a series of Section 106 consultation meetings 
with consulting parties, requesting public input during the consultation 
process, and coordinating potential mitigation measures. The Marine Corps 
identified potential mitigation measures, shared them collaboratively with 
consulting parties, and updated them per the consulting parties’ input. 
 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 098: Windward Coalition 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
 
 
The noise modeling included MV-22 ground activities. Since the public Draft 
EA, these were modified, and the results were updated to address comments 
on these activities. However, this did not result in a notable change; 
specifically, the 65 dBA contour did not expand to encompass residential 
areas off base. 
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Comment 098: Windward Coalition (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Historical context was included for comparative purposes in Section 3.1 
(Noise) of the EA but was not the sole factor in assessing the significance of 
noise impacts. Noise modeling considers a variety of factors, such as noise 
characteristics of individual aircraft types (including helicopters and fixed-
wing aircraft), the location and type of ground-based aircraft engine noise, 
flight tracks, altitude, power settings, and the number of aircraft operations. 
The conclusion of the noise analysis is that no residential areas would be 
exposed to noise above 65 dBA DNL because of the proposed action, and 
therefore there is a less than significant noise impact. A comparison to historic 
aircraft operations (prior to May 2022) is provided only as a reference point to 
explain that the level of noise resulting from the proposed action would be an 
overall decrease in noise as compared to what the public experienced from 
the installation prior to May 2022. This is due the historically higher number 
of operations and aircraft types that are louder than the proposed MQ-9 and 
KC-130J aircraft. 
 
 
There is no demonstrated causative connection between intermittent 
exposure to aviation noise and non-auditory health effects in local 
communities. Numerous epidemiological studies and meta-analyses have 
been conducted on the long-term health impacts of exposure to noise, finding 
that noise can cause annoyance, annoyance can cause stress, and prolonged 
stress is known to be a contributor to some health disorders. Beyond this 
general conditional premise, there is no evidence that aircraft noise is a 
significant contributor to health disorders. Moreover, individual health is 
greatly influenced by a variety of factors such as genetics and lifestyle issues 
such as smoking, diet, and exercise. These factors have a much greater impact 
on an individual’s overall health than intermittent exposure to aircraft noise. 
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Comment 098: Windward Coalition (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
KC-130J aircraft are long range refueling aircraft, and their training would 
occur away from MCB Kaneohe Bay. KC-130J training occurs in established 
airspace within the U.S. and is coordinated with other VMGR units for mutual 
benefit. The KC-130J and MQ-9 aircraft are key enablers to military exercises 
and participate in planned detachments for training and support to locations 
throughout the Indo-Pacific region such as Japan, Australia, and the 
Philippines. Locally, MQ-9 training would occur within existing Special Use 
Area restricted airspace on the island of Oahu, at the U.S. Navy training range 
(Pacific Missile Range Facility Barking Sands) on the island of Kauai, and at the 
U.S. Army Pohakuloa Training Area on the island of Hawaii under existing 
environmental analysis and FAA airspace designation. 
 
 
The region of influence is defined to clearly identify the area where potential 
impacts may occur. The region of influence for biological resources includes 
the project area as well as the regions near the project area boundaries that 
may experience noise, visual, other physical, or indirect impacts. The region of 
influence for vegetation consists of only the project area since direct and 
indirect effects would be limited to that area. The region of influence for 
wildlife is larger because of the noise footprint associated with current and 
proposed aircraft operations. The impact analysis of the proposed action on 
wildlife is presented in Section 3.5.2 of the EA. 
 
 
Monitoring is documented in the 2017 Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan (INRMP). Additional monitoring is not required for the 
proposed action. MCB Hawaii currently monitors various plant and wildlife 
species, although a specific monitoring program does not exist for the 
Hawaiian monk seal and green sea turtle. However, MCB Hawaii educates 
beachgoers to report monk seal and green sea turtle haul-outs to Hawaii 
Marine Animal Response (HMAR) which will send out available volunteers. If 
MCB Hawaii lifeguards see a seal or sea turtle hauled out, they will set out 
signs warning people to stay back from that area. 
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Comment 098: Windward Coalition (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
All types of aircraft use the electromagnetic spectrum for a variety of 
functions essential for flight safety – radio communications, transponder/IFF, 
radar (weather, ground-mapping, air-to-air communications, etc. Military 
aircraft use this electromagnetic spectrum. Radio communications conducted 
for proposed KC-130J and MQ-9 operations are similar to those used for 
civilian, commercial, and military aircraft activities at all locations in the U.S., 
and have not been found to have the potential to adversely affect wildlife 
species at civilian or military airfields across the country, including Marine 
Corps installations throughout the country that support aircraft operations. 
Electromagnetic frequency use for the proposed aircraft squadrons would be 
similar to and consistent with aircraft operations that presently occur at MCB 
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. All electromagnetic spectrum bands for current and 
proposed aircraft operations are within limits from federal agencies such as 
FAA and FCC. No interference with civilian and emergency services 
frequencies would occur, and the power levels and frequencies would not 
affect public health and safety or wildlife as they are consistent with those 
used at civilian, commercial, and military airfields. Safety elements associated 
with data linkage infrastructure and proposed aircraft activities are addressed 
in Section 3.6 of the EA. 
 
 
Pre-approval is not required to implement the conservation measures 
identified in Section 2.3 of the EA. They are inherently part of the proposed 
action, not mitigation measures specifically identified as part of the NEPA 
process. 
 
 
The EA includes an air quality analysis in Section 3.2. All emissions would be 
below Prevention of Significant Deterioration thresholds and would not affect 
the state of Hawaii and the island of Oahu’s National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards attainment status. Aircraft emissions would not have impacts to 
ground level receptors when emitted above 3,000 feet altitude per EPA. Given 
the distance from aircraft engine exhaust to ground level receptors, very short 
duration (measured in seconds) for a fly over, and the number of flight 
operations on a daily basis, the proposed KC-130J and MQ-9 flight operations 
would have less than significant adverse health effects. 
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Comment 098: Windward Coalition (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps works with SHPD and consulting parties to minimize effects 
to historic resources while achieving its military mission. Our historic 
properties are important to the Marine Corps, the community, and our 
consulting parties. As such, MCB Hawaii maintains a proactive cultural 
resources management program which includes public outreach and 
education regarding the important history of the base and its associated 
historic properties.  
 
The Marine Corps implemented an extensive planning effort to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential effects to historic resources. This included 
input from MCB Hawaii planning personnel, MCB Hawaii cultural resources 
personnel, and other SMEs to determine ways to implement the proposed 
action while minimizing impacts to historic resources including the NHL and 
the Historic District. Where it was possible to accomplish the mission while 
still preserving historic resources, such as the decision to base MQ-9s in 
Hangar 102, the Marine Corps prioritized the retention of these historic 
resources. 
 
During the Section 106 consultation process and as documented in Section 
3.4, the Marine Corps found the proposed action has an adverse effect to 
both the Aviation HD and the NHL. Through the continuing consultation 
process, the Marine Corps added greater detail to that initial finding. To 
address these unavoidable effects, the Marine Corps developed mitigation 
measures in coordination with the consulting parties through the NHPA 
Section 106 process. Proposed mitigations were identified in the Draft MOA 
shared with the consulting parties as part of the Section 106 process. Final 
proposed mitigations are included in the Final EA and will be included in the 
MOA signed by the Marine Corps, the SHPD, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP). 
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Comment 098: Windward Coalition (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 099: Malu 'Aina Center For Non-violent Education & Action 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
The MQ-9 mission is to provide persistent intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance to provide real-time situation awareness to military 
commanders in the Pacific theater. No strike capability or domestic 
intelligence collection is proposed as a part of this action. In accordance with 
DODD 5240.1, there are strict regulations that govern the collection of any 
information, intelligence, or signature (including data) on U.S. persons within 
the United States.  
 
The mission of the KC-130J is aerial refueling and transport. While versions of 
these aircraft can be configured to carry munitions, neither aircraft will be 
equipped with munitions as part of this basing action, and no munitions usage 
or storage are part of the proposed action. 
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Comment 100 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The projected greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with construction 
and operations activities are addressed in the EA in Section 3.2.2.2. That 
analysis concluded that the annual average GHG increase over the 5-year 
construction period would be less than 0.002% of the 2020 GHG projection. 
For operations, statewide GHG projections indicate Hawaii is on target to 
meet its statewide GHG emissions limit after 2020. The estimated GHG 
increase attributable to operations is a 0.0005% increase in CO2 as compared 
to 2030 GHG projections, which would have little impact on Hawaii’s ability to 
meet its GHG goals. 
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Comment 100 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 100 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 100 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 100 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 101 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
The MQ-9 mission is to provide persistent intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance to provide real-time situation awareness to military 
commanders in the Pacific theater. No strike capability or domestic 
intelligence collection is proposed as a part of this action. In accordance with 
DODD 5240.1, there are strict regulations that govern the collection of any 
information, intelligence, or signature (including data) on U.S. persons within 
the United States.  
 
The mission of the KC-130J is aerial refueling and transport. While versions of 
these aircraft can be configured to carry munitions, neither aircraft will be 
equipped with munitions as part of this basing action, and no munitions usage 
or storage are part of the proposed action. 
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Comment 101 (continued)  
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 101 (continued)  
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
 
 
The EA includes an air quality analysis in Section 3.2. All emissions would be 
below Prevention of Significant Deterioration thresholds and would not affect 
the state of Hawaii and the island of Oahu’s National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards attainment status. Aircraft emissions would not have impacts to 
ground level receptors when emitted above 3,000 feet altitude per EPA. Given 
the distance from aircraft engine exhaust to ground level receptors, very short 
duration (measured in seconds) for a fly over, and the number of flight 
operations on a daily basis, the proposed KC-130J and MQ-9 flight operations 
would have less than significant adverse health effects. 
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Comment 101 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
The EA contains sufficient information to conduct a thorough impact analysis 
of the project footprint and operation of the wash rack, including the water 
resources impact analysis in Section 3.3 of the EA. 
 
 
There would be less than significant impacts to drinking water because there 
are no potable water wells on the base, MCB Hawaii coordinates with the City 
and County of Honolulu Board of Water Supply regarding drinking water use, 
and the proposed action would not substantially change water demand on 
base. Given the minimal increase in impervious surfaces -- less than 5 acres -- 
the proposed action can be accommodated by current wastewater systems 
and would not result in any changes to the base wastewater management 
systems or infrastructure. MCB Hawaii is coordinating with the Board of 
Water Supply regarding the water usage associated with the proposed action. 
 
 
The proposed action includes installation and use of spill prevention and 
containment systems and compliance with storm water management 
procedures, which were part of the water resources impact analysis. MCB 
Hawaii has an SPCC plan that covers existing and future activities on base, 
such as the proposed action. 
 
MCB Hawaii is working directly with the EPA and the HDOH to improve our 
environmental compliance and enhance our protection of human health and 
the environment. Due to the complex nature of the environment, lack of 
personnel resources, and aging infrastructure, MCB Hawaii faces evolving 
challenges. Through dedication to improvement, dedication of financial 
resources, and with the coordination and cooperation of our regulatory 
partners, continual improvement is being made in all areas. Support of the 
Marine Corps’ National Defense mission may be provided while still protecting 
human health and the environment. 
 
 
Potential impacts of MQ-9 on wildlife and vegetation, including endemic 
species, are found in Section 3.5.2. 
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Comment 102 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The likelihood of discovering previously unknown archaeological deposits in 
the APE is low. Much of the subsurface project disturbance would occur on 
reclaimed land approximately 20–30 meters offshore from the original 
coastline. While the potential for disturbance to intact archaeological 
resources is low, redeposited and disturbed cultural materials (including iwi 
kupuna) may still be encountered. Should such deposits be encountered, the 
ICRMP and the requirements of NAGPRA identify appropriate processes for 
managing such discoveries.  
 
In accordance with responsibilities under NAGPRA, MCB Hawaii is currently 
designing a burial structure in consultation with Native Hawaii Organizations 
for iwi kupuna. As potential mitigation for the proposed action, MCB Hawaii is 
pursuing a development of a curation facility that meets 36 CFR 79 standards. 
 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 102 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 102 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay takes its responsibilities as good stewards of the 
environment very seriously and is committed to ensuring that all individuals 
who live or work near Marine Corps installations are protected from 
environmental contaminants. Comprehensive environmental instructions 
detailing procedures to meet federal, state, and local requirements, including 
the safe handling of hazardous materials, govern our activities on the 
installations. We conduct routine training and drills to prepare for natural 
disasters and emergencies. 
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B-240 

Comment 102 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps understands the heightened emphasis on managing water 
resources (surface water, ground water, wetlands, and nearshore waters) and 
preventing contamination. The Marine Corps is committed to the storm water 
design and compliance with spill prevention, spill containment/cleanup, and 
conservation measures procedures documented in the EA. 
 
Spill prevention and countermeasures are in place to minimize the potential 
for fuel contamination on site and in Kaneohe Bay. MCB Hawaii has staff and 
resources dedicated to support spill prevention and response, including 24-
hour per day spill response professionals. This includes regular training for 
staff to meet these important requirements and responsibilities. In addition, 
MCB Hawaii recently completed an Integrated Contingency Plan that 
integrates site-specific Pollution Prevention Plans for all industrial sites 
including activities along the flightline. This will be updated to include the 
proposed action. 
 
 
Storm water design details are not available until the design phase of the 
project. The water quality analysis assumes integration of sufficient project 
design, erosion control features, storm water design, and compliance with 
storm water management procedures to avoid the potential for adverse 
water quality impacts to nearby waters. Project design features will address 
the changes in amount, type, and location of impervious surfaces associated 
with the proposed action. This may include dedicated valving, meters, control 
valves, and instrumentation at the proposed Aircraft Direct Refueling System 
location, designed to capture and contain any potential fuel spills or leaks, 
thereby preventing any potential spill from entering the storm water system. 
In addition, Low Impact Development (LID) techniques such as bioretention, 
vegetated swales, and vegetated filter strips would be installed to meet Clean 
Water Act (CWA) permit requirements for the management of storm water. In 
accordance with UFC 3-460-01, spill prevention and containment systems 
would be installed. 
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Comment 102 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Although the proposed action involves an increase in personnel, the recently 
completed deactivation and divestment actions combined with the proposed 
action are anticipated to result in a net reduction of approximately 165 
personnel (and their dependents) at the base below levels supported by MCB 
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and the surrounding community over the last decade. 
Consequently, on-base housing and school capacity would be sufficient to 
accommodate the new personnel. It is anticipated that the ratio of on-base to 
off-base housing would remain consistent. Given the overall reduction in 
personnel, the proposed action would result in negligible changes, if any, to 
populations outside the base, with similarly negligible corresponding impacts 
to employment or industry characteristics; demand for schools, housing, and 
recreational facilities; and changes to the demographic, economic, or fiscal 
conditions of Kailua, Kaneohe, or the County of Honolulu. 
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B-242 

Comment 103: Whistleblower & Source Protection Program (WHISPeR) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
Potential impacts of the proposed action to public health and safety are 
addressed in Section 3.6 of the EA. 
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Comment 103: Whistleblower & Source Protection Program (WHISPeR) (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 104 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
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Comment 104 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Historical context was included for comparative purposes in Section 3.1 
(Noise) of the EA but was not the sole factor in assessing the significance of 
noise impacts. Noise modeling considers a variety of factors, such as noise 
characteristics of individual aircraft types (including helicopters and fixed-
wing aircraft), the location and type of ground-based aircraft engine noise, 
flight tracks, altitude, power settings, and the number of aircraft operations. 
The conclusion of the noise analysis is that no residential areas would be 
exposed to noise above 65 dBA DNL because of the proposed action, and 
therefore there is a less than significant noise impact. A comparison to historic 
aircraft operations (prior to May 2022) is provided only as a reference point to 
explain that the level of noise resulting from the proposed action would be an 
overall decrease in noise as compared to what the public experienced from 
the installation prior to May 2022. This is due the historically higher number 
of operations and aircraft types that are louder than the proposed MQ-9 and 
KC-130J aircraft. 
 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 104 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined above. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
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B-247 

Comment 105: Kaneohe Neighborhood Board 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
The Marine Corps requires enough land for the necessary support facilities 
and infrastructure to support the proposed aircraft squadrons. As explained at 
Section 2.2.1.3, there is insufficient developable land at USCG Air Station 
Barbers Point to support new hangars and supporting infrastructure for the 
two squadrons. It does not have adequate hangars even for its existing HC-
130J aircraft, nor the space to construct new hangars. The amount of space 
required to construct new hangars and supporting infrastructure for two new 
squadrons is approximately 32 acres. The DoD coordinated with HDOT to 
discuss the availability of suitable land for the proposed action. While the 
current operating agreement shows 106 acres of Navy property adjacent to 
the airfield (Naval Facilities Engineering Systems Command [NAVFAC], 2021), 
only a small, disaggregated portion of that acreage is possibly developable. 
This collection of disparate parcels is insufficient to accommodate the 
minimum footprint for the hangar, apron, and supporting facilities. 
 
In addition, USCG Barbers Point does not satisfy Criterion 3 because FAA 
restrictions forbid unmanned aircraft operations of any type in the vicinity of 
Honolulu International Airport. 
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Comment 105: Kaneohe Neighborhood Board (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Historical context was included for comparative purposes in Section 3.1 
(Noise) of the EA but was not the sole factor in assessing the significance of 
noise impacts. Noise modeling considers a variety of factors, such as noise 
characteristics of individual aircraft types (including helicopters and fixed-
wing aircraft), the location and type of ground-based aircraft engine noise, 
flight tracks, altitude, power settings, and the number of aircraft operations. 
The conclusion of the noise analysis is that no residential areas would be 
exposed to noise above 65 dBA DNL because of the proposed action, and 
therefore there is a less than significant noise impact. A comparison to historic 
aircraft operations (prior to May 2022) is provided only as a reference point to 
explain that the level of noise resulting from the proposed action would be an 
overall decrease in noise as compared to what the public experienced from 
the installation prior to May 2022. This is due the historically higher number 
of operations and aircraft types that are louder than the proposed MQ-9 and 
KC-130J aircraft. 
 
 
The noise model accounts for topography, including the location, size, and 
configuration of the Koolau mountain range. The noise analysis has been 
updated to clarify it takes the Koolau mountain range into account. 
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Comment 105: Kaneohe Neighborhood Board (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
 
 
The noise analysis was updated with additional details about proposed KC-
130J and MQ-9 aircraft operations and how they are factored into the noise 
analysis. The noise analysis shows that all areas exposed to 65 dBA DNL and 
greater occur on base or over the water except for the northern edge of 
Coconut Island. 
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Comment 105: Kaneohe Neighborhood Board (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 106: City Council, City and County of Honolulu 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
As provided for in applicable regulations, the Marine Corps conducted the 
Section 106 process concurrently with the NEPA process. The Marine Corps 
initiated discussions with consulting parties early in the project and they 
continued through a series of consultation meetings, presentation materials, 
and iterative development of the MOA. These consultation meetings will run 
concurrently through the end of the NEPA process. 
 
 
Although the proposed action involves an increase in personnel, the recently 
completed deactivation and divestment actions combined with the proposed 
action are anticipated to result in a net reduction of approximately 165 
personnel (and their dependents) at the base below levels supported by MCB 
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and the surrounding community over the last decade. 
Consequently, on-base housing and school capacity would be sufficient to 
accommodate the new personnel. It is anticipated that the ratio of on-base to 
off-base housing would remain consistent. Given the overall reduction in 
personnel, the proposed action would result in negligible changes, if any, to 
populations outside the base, with similarly negligible corresponding impacts 
to employment or industry characteristics; demand for schools, housing, and 
recreational facilities; and changes to the demographic, economic, or fiscal 
conditions of Kailua, Kaneohe, or the County of Honolulu. 
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B-252 

Comment 106: City Council, City and County of Honolulu (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 106: City Council, City and County of Honolulu (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
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Comment 106: City Council, City and County of Honolulu (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
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Comment 106: City Council, City and County of Honolulu (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Historical context was included for comparative purposes in Section 3.1 
(Noise) of the EA but was not the sole factor in assessing the significance of 
noise impacts. Noise modeling considers a variety of factors, such as noise 
characteristics of individual aircraft types (including helicopters and fixed-
wing aircraft), the location and type of ground-based aircraft engine noise, 
flight tracks, altitude, power settings, and the number of aircraft operations. 
The conclusion of the noise analysis is that no residential areas would be 
exposed to noise above 65 dBA DNL because of the proposed action, and 
therefore there is a less than significant noise impact. A comparison to historic 
aircraft operations (prior to May 2022) is provided only as a reference point to 
explain that the level of noise resulting from the proposed action would be an 
overall decrease in noise as compared to what the public experienced from 
the installation prior to May 2022. This is due the historically higher number 
of operations and aircraft types that are louder than the proposed MQ-9 and 
KC-130J aircraft. 
 
 
Although fixed wing and rotary-wing/tilt-rotor aircraft are operationally and 
acoustically different, flight tracks and noise profiles for all aircraft are well 
understood. Noise modeling accounts for these acoustic and operational 
differences to enable meaningful comparisons between the platforms. The 
baseline for aircraft operations that was incorporated into the noise modeling 
reflects existing conditions. As shown at Table 2-2, “existing conditions” 
reflect the departure of the AH-1W and CH-53E helicopters. 
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Comment 107 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
See also responses to comment #098. 
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Comment 107 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 107 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 107 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 108 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
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Comment 108 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Historical context was included for comparative purposes in Section 3.1 
(Noise) of the EA but was not the sole factor in assessing the significance of 
noise impacts. Noise modeling considers a variety of factors, such as noise 
characteristics of individual aircraft types (including helicopters and fixed-
wing aircraft), the location and type of ground-based aircraft engine noise, 
flight tracks, altitude, power settings, and the number of aircraft operations. 
The conclusion of the noise analysis is that no residential areas would be 
exposed to noise above 65 dBA DNL because of the proposed action, and 
therefore there is a less than significant noise impact. A comparison to historic 
aircraft operations (prior to May 2022) is provided only as a reference point to 
explain that the level of noise resulting from the proposed action would be an 
overall decrease in noise as compared to what the public experienced from 
the installation prior to May 2022. This is due the historically higher number 
of operations and aircraft types that are louder than the proposed MQ-9 and 
KC-130J aircraft. 
 
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
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Comment 108 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The noise analysis was updated with additional details about proposed KC-
130J and MQ-9 aircraft operations and how they are factored into the noise 
analysis. The noise analysis shows that all areas exposed to 65 dBA DNL and 
greater occur on base or over the water except for the northern edge of 
Coconut Island. 
 
 
Although fixed wing and rotary-wing/tilt-rotor aircraft are operationally and 
acoustically different, flight tracks and noise profiles for all aircraft are well 
understood. Noise modeling accounts for these acoustic and operational 
differences to enable meaningful comparisons between the platforms. The 
baseline for aircraft operations that was incorporated into the noise modeling 
reflects existing conditions. As shown at Table 2-2, “existing conditions” 
reflect the departure of the AH-1W and CH-53E helicopters. 
 
 
The Marine Corps takes its role as a good neighbor seriously and understands 
the need to minimize aircraft noise in communities surrounding MCB Hawaii 
Kaneohe Bay. From providing the community with advance notice of busy air 
operations such as RIMPAC and air shows, to adjusting engine testing 
maintenance hours to reduce impact to the community, we make every 
effort, consistent with our primary mission to ensure safe operations and 
effective training, to minimize noise and incompatibility. Local course rules 
direct aircraft to avoid residential areas generally, as well as avoid direct 
overflight of Coconut Island on departure from Runway 22. On arrival to 
Runway 04/22, smaller and more maneuverable aircraft are able to adopt 
nonstandard approach patterns to avoid Coconut Island, which lies directly in 
the approach path to that runway. Larger and heavier aircraft, such as the C-
130 and heavy transients, are less maneuverable, and may overfly the island 
to ensure safe arrival at the air station. 
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B-263 

Comment 109 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 110: Malu 'Aina Center For Non-violent Education & Action 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 111 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
See responses to comment #028. 
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Comment 111 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 111 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 112 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The EA contains sufficient information to conduct a thorough impact analysis 
of the project footprint and operation of the wash rack, including the water 
resources impact analysis in Section 3.3 of the EA. 
 
 
Storm water design details are not available until the design phase of the 
project. The water quality analysis assumes integration of sufficient project 
design, erosion control features, storm water design, and compliance with 
storm water management procedures to avoid the potential for adverse 
water quality impacts to nearby waters. Project design features will address 
the changes in amount, type, and location of impervious surfaces associated 
with the proposed action. This may include dedicated valving, meters, control 
valves, and instrumentation at the proposed Aircraft Direct Refueling System 
location, designed to capture and contain any potential fuel spills or leaks, 
thereby preventing any potential spill from entering the storm water system. 
In addition, Low Impact Development (LID) techniques such as bioretention, 
vegetated swales, and vegetated filter strips would be installed to meet Clean 
Water Act (CWA) permit requirements for the management of storm water. In 
accordance with UFC 3-460-01, spill prevention and containment systems 
would be installed. 
 
 
The water resource impact analysis addressed operations of the proposed 
Aircraft Direct Refueling System and wash rack. Additional details about these 
project components, including compliance with spill prevention/response and 
storm water procedures, were added in the Final EA to provide additional 
clarification, but this did not change the impact analysis conclusions. 
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Comment 112 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay takes its responsibilities as good stewards of the 
environment very seriously and is committed to ensuring that all individuals 
who live or work near Marine Corps installations are protected from 
environmental contaminants. Comprehensive environmental instructions 
detailing procedures to meet federal, state, and local requirements, including 
the safe handling of hazardous materials, govern our activities on the 
installations. We conduct routine training and drills to prepare for natural 
disasters and emergencies. 
 
 
The EA includes an air quality analysis in Section 3.2. All emissions would be 
below Prevention of Significant Deterioration thresholds and would not affect 
the state of Hawaii and the island of Oahu’s National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards attainment status. Aircraft emissions would not have impacts to 
ground level receptors when emitted above 3,000 feet altitude per EPA. Given 
the distance from aircraft engine exhaust to ground level receptors, very short 
duration (measured in seconds) for a fly over, and the number of flight 
operations on a daily basis, the proposed KC-130J and MQ-9 flight operations 
would have less than significant adverse health effects. 
 
 
Use of hazardous materials is part of regular base maintenance and 
operations activities. The proposed action involves construction activities, and 
aircraft squadron maintenance and operations activities consistent and 
compatible with those currently conducted at the base. All hazardous 
materials and waste are handled and disposed of in accordance with 
established base practices and applicable regulations. This includes use of oil 
water separators at appropriate locations, separation of petroleum or 
hazardous materials from the storm water system, adherence to hazardous 
materials and waste management procedures, avoiding use of known 
chemicals of concern from airfield emergency response processes, and 
implementation of a Spill Contingency Plan that integrates site-specific 
Pollution Prevention Plans for all industrial sites including activities along the 
flightline. 
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Comment 112 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
The EA describes the GDT as a trailer and antenna with stabilizing cables tied 
to surface-mounted blocks which will not affect subsurface archaeological 
sites such as those on or near Keawanui Hill. 
 
 
The potential for accidental fuel spills exists for any recreational, commercial, 
or military aircraft. There is no unique risk of fuel spills created by the new 
squadrons, including the potential loss of fuel or a fuel pod from an aircraft. 
Specific procedures for preventing and containing potential spills at the 
airfield are identified and analyzed in the EA.  
 
Fuel activities are not part of the proposed action for the airfield environment 
at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Fuel jettison events are caused by emergency 
situations when the aircraft is too heavy to safely land at their current weight. 
This can occur for any type of aircraft, whether civilian, commercial, or 
military. According to ICAO Doc 4444 PANS-ATM, rules are in place for specific 
separation minima to be used in respect to other known traffic in case of fuel 
jettisoning. This is the standard aviation protocol for all civilian and military 
aircraft when operating. If an emergency event occurs, flight crew attempts to 
jettison fuel at or above an altitude that will allow evaporation or dissipation 
before the fuel reaches the ground. In addition, proposed KC-130J refueling 
operations would not occur over the Hawaiian Islands and would be at 
altitudes where small amounts of fuel, were they to be released when aircraft 
disengage from fuel drogue, would evaporate before reaching the surface. 
These refueling activities currently occur and are addressed in other NEPA 
documents such as the Final Environmental EIS/OEIS for Hawaii-Southern 
California Training and Testing. 
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Comment 112 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
All types of aircraft use the electromagnetic spectrum for a variety of 
functions essential for flight safety – radio communications, transponder/IFF, 
radar (weather, ground-mapping, air-to-air communications, etc. Military 
aircraft use this electromagnetic spectrum. Radio communications conducted 
for proposed KC-130J and MQ-9 operations are similar to those used for 
civilian, commercial, and military aircraft activities at all locations in the U.S., 
and have not been found to have the potential to adversely affect wildlife 
species at civilian or military airfields across the country, including Marine 
Corps installations throughout the country that support aircraft operations. 
Electromagnetic frequency use for the proposed aircraft squadrons would be 
similar to and consistent with aircraft operations that presently occur at MCB 
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. All electromagnetic spectrum bands for current and 
proposed aircraft operations are within limits from federal agencies such as 
FAA and FCC. No interference with civilian and emergency services 
frequencies would occur, and the power levels and frequencies would not 
affect public health and safety or wildlife as they are consistent with those 
used at civilian, commercial, and military airfields. Safety elements associated 
with data linkage infrastructure and proposed aircraft activities are addressed 
in Section 3.6 of the EA. 
 
 
The MQ-9 mission is to provide persistent intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance to provide real-time situation awareness to military 
commanders in the Pacific theater. No strike capability or domestic 
intelligence collection is proposed as a part of this action. In accordance with 
DODD 5240.1, there are strict regulations that govern the collection of any 
information, intelligence, or signature (including data) on U.S. persons within 
the United States.  
 
The mission of the KC-130J is aerial refueling and transport. While versions of 
these aircraft can be configured to carry munitions, neither aircraft will be 
equipped with munitions as part of this basing action, and no munitions usage 
or storage are part of the proposed action. 
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Comment 112 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
KC-130J aircraft are long range refueling aircraft, and their training would 
occur away from MCB Kaneohe Bay. KC-130J training occurs in established 
airspace within the U.S. and is coordinated with other VMGR units for mutual 
benefit. The KC-130J and MQ-9 aircraft are key enablers to military exercises 
and participate in planned detachments for training and support to locations 
throughout the Indo-Pacific region such as Japan, Australia, and the 
Philippines. Locally, MQ-9 training would occur within existing Special Use 
Area restricted airspace on the island of Oahu, at the U.S. Navy training range 
(Pacific Missile Range Facility Barking Sands) on the island of Kauai, and at the 
U.S. Army Pohakuloa Training Area on the island of Hawaii under existing 
environmental analysis and FAA airspace designation. 
 
 
Support facilities for MQ-9 aircraft would include two ground data terminals 
(GDTs). The two GDTs provide system and power redundancies to ensure 
positive control of the MQ-9 aircraft by the pilot. One GDT would be installed 
on top of Keawanui Hill (requiring the removal of vegetation within a 30-by-
30-foot area) and one near Hangar 105 on existing pavement. 
 
 
The proposed action does not require any modifications to existing airspace 
or designation of new airspace. 
 
 
All personnel, equipment, facilities, and aircraft associated with the proposed 
action are described in Chapter 2 of the EA and analyzed in Chapter 3 of the 
EA. 
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Comment 112 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The proposed action includes installation and use of spill prevention and 
containment systems and compliance with storm water management 
procedures, which were part of the water resources impact analysis. MCB 
Hawaii has an SPCC plan that covers existing and future activities on base, 
such as the proposed action. 
 
MCB Hawaii is working directly with the EPA and the HDOH to improve our 
environmental compliance and enhance our protection of human health and 
the environment. Due to the complex nature of the environment, lack of 
personnel resources, and aging infrastructure, MCB Hawaii faces evolving 
challenges. Through dedication to improvement, dedication of financial 
resources, and with the coordination and cooperation of our regulatory 
partners, continual improvement is being made in all areas. Support of the 
Marine Corps’ National Defense mission may be provided while still protecting 
human health and the environment. 
 
 
Education procedures are described in Section 2.3, Conservation Measures, 
and are part of the impact analysis for special-status species (Section 3.5.2.3). 
 
 
The Marine Corps completed the Section 106 process with consulting parties. 
This included Section 106 meetings from January to November 2022. In 
addition, the home basing EA is regularly discussed at neighborhood board 
meetings in local communities such as Kailua, Kaneohe, and Kahalu’u. These 
community outreach efforts involve various personnel from MCB Hawaii the 
Community Plains and Liaison Officer and representatives of the Commanding 
Officer. 
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Comment 113 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 114: Kahaluʻu Neighborhood Board #29 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
Although the proposed action involves an increase in personnel, the recently 
completed deactivation and divestment actions combined with the proposed 
action are anticipated to result in a net reduction of approximately 165 
personnel (and their dependents) at the base below levels supported by MCB 
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and the surrounding community over the last decade. 
Consequently, on-base housing and school capacity would be sufficient to 
accommodate the new personnel. It is anticipated that the ratio of on-base to 
off-base housing would remain consistent. Given the overall reduction in 
personnel, the proposed action would result in negligible changes, if any, to 
populations outside the base, with similarly negligible corresponding impacts 
to employment or industry characteristics; demand for schools, housing, and 
recreational facilities; and changes to the demographic, economic, or fiscal 
conditions of Kailua, Kaneohe, or the County of Honolulu. 
 
 
There would be less than significant impacts to drinking water because there 
are no potable water wells on the base, MCB Hawaii coordinates with the City 
and County of Honolulu Board of Water Supply regarding drinking water use, 
and the proposed action would not substantially change water demand on 
base. Given the minimal increase in impervious surfaces -- less than 5 acres -- 
the proposed action can be accommodated by current wastewater systems 
and would not result in any changes to the base wastewater management 
systems or infrastructure. MCB Hawaii is coordinating with the Board of 
Water Supply regarding the water usage associated with the proposed action. 
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Comment 114: Kahaluʻu Neighborhood Board #29 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 114: Kahaluʻu Neighborhood Board #29 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 115 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community . The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 115 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
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Comment 116 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities.  
 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay takes its responsibilities as good stewards of the 
environment very seriously and is committed to ensuring that all individuals 
who live or work near Marine Corps installations are protected from 
environmental contaminants. Comprehensive environmental instructions 
detailing procedures to meet federal, state, and local requirements, including 
the safe handling of hazardous materials, govern our activities on the 
installations. We conduct routine training and drills to prepare for natural 
disasters and emergencies. 
 
 
Existing archaeological resources are described in Section 3.4.1.2. Impacts are 
described in Section 3.4.2.2. Although the potential for disturbance to intact 
archaeological resources is low, the analysis includes processes for 
inadvertent discovery of iwi. 
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Comment 116 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The likelihood of discovering previously unknown archaeological deposits in 
the APE is low. Much of the subsurface project disturbance would occur on 
reclaimed land approximately 20–30 meters offshore from the original 
coastline. While the potential for disturbance to intact archaeological 
resources is low, redeposited and disturbed cultural materials (including iwi 
kupuna) may still be encountered. Should such deposits be encountered, the 
ICRMP and the requirements of NAGPRA identify appropriate processes for 
managing such discoveries.  
 
In accordance with responsibilities under NAGPRA, MCB Hawaii is currently 
designing a burial structure in consultation with Native Hawaii Organizations 
for iwi kupuna. As potential mitigation for the proposed action, MCB Hawaii is 
pursuing a development of a curation facility that meets 36 CFR 79 standards. 
 
 
The MQ-9 mission is to provide persistent intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance to provide real-time situation awareness to military 
commanders in the Pacific theater. No strike capability or domestic 
intelligence collection is proposed as a part of this action. In accordance with 
DODD 5240.1, there are strict regulations that govern the collection of any 
information, intelligence, or signature (including data) on U.S. persons within 
the United States.  
 
The mission of the KC-130J is aerial refueling and transport. While versions of 
these aircraft can be configured to carry munitions, neither aircraft will be 
equipped with munitions as part of this basing action, and no munitions usage 
or storage are part of the proposed action. 
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Comment 117: Sierra Club 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 117: Sierra Club (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay takes its responsibilities as good stewards of the 
environment very seriously and is committed to ensuring that all individuals 
who live or work near Marine Corps installations are protected from 
environmental contaminants. Comprehensive environmental instructions 
detailing procedures to meet federal, state, and local requirements, including 
the safe handling of hazardous materials, govern our activities on the 
installations. We conduct routine training and drills to prepare for natural 
disasters and emergencies. 
 
 
The Final EA was revised to clarify that the proposed action would be located 
within a tsunami evacuation zone but would not increase tsunami risk to 
personnel because the action is consistent and compatible with current uses 
at the base. Results of geotechnical investigations for the project would be 
used in the project design to reduce hazards to the proposed infrastructure 
from erosion and subsidence. 
 



Appendix B – Responses to Public Comments 

B-284 

Comment 117: Sierra Club (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
All types of aircraft use the electromagnetic spectrum for a variety of 
functions essential for flight safety – radio communications, transponder/IFF, 
radar (weather, ground-mapping, air-to-air communications, etc. Military 
aircraft use this electromagnetic spectrum. Radio communications conducted 
for proposed KC-130J and MQ-9 operations are similar to those used for 
civilian, commercial, and military aircraft activities at all locations in the U.S., 
and have not been found to have the potential to adversely affect wildlife 
species at civilian or military airfields across the country, including Marine 
Corps installations throughout the country that support aircraft operations. 
Electromagnetic frequency use for the proposed aircraft squadrons would be 
similar to and consistent with aircraft operations that presently occur at MCB 
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. All electromagnetic spectrum bands for current and 
proposed aircraft operations are within limits from federal agencies such as 
FAA and FCC. No interference with civilian and emergency services 
frequencies would occur, and the power levels and frequencies would not 
affect public health and safety or wildlife as they are consistent with those 
used at civilian, commercial, and military airfields. Safety elements associated 
with data linkage infrastructure and proposed aircraft activities are addressed 
in Section 3.6 of the EA. 
 
 
The Marine Corps understands the heightened emphasis on managing water 
resources (surface water, ground water, wetlands, and nearshore waters) and 
preventing contamination. The Marine Corps is committed to the storm water 
design and compliance with spill prevention, spill containment/cleanup, and 
conservation measures procedures documented in the EA. 
 
Spill prevention and countermeasures are in place to minimize the potential 
for fuel contamination on site and in Kaneohe Bay. MCB Hawaii has staff and 
resources dedicated to support spill prevention and response, including 24-
hour per day spill response professionals. This includes regular training for 
staff to meet these important requirements and responsibilities. In addition, 
MCB Hawaii recently completed an Integrated Contingency Plan that 
integrates site-specific Pollution Prevention Plans for all industrial sites 
including activities along the flightline. This will be updated to include the 
proposed action. 
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Comment 117: Sierra Club (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Storm water design details are not available until the design phase of the 
project. The water quality analysis assumes integration of sufficient project 
design, erosion control features, storm water design, and compliance with 
storm water management procedures to avoid the potential for adverse 
water quality impacts to nearby waters. Project design features will address 
the changes in amount, type, and location of impervious surfaces associated 
with the proposed action. This may include dedicated valving, meters, control 
valves, and instrumentation at the proposed Aircraft Direct Refueling System 
location, designed to capture and contain any potential fuel spills or leaks, 
thereby preventing any potential spill from entering the storm water system. 
In addition, Low Impact Development (LID) techniques such as bioretention, 
vegetated swales, and vegetated filter strips would be installed to meet Clean 
Water Act (CWA) permit requirements for the management of storm water. In 
accordance with UFC 3-460-01, spill prevention and containment systems 
would be installed. 
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Comment 117: Sierra Club (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 118 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 119 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
Existing archaeological resources are described in Section 3.4.1.2. Impacts are 
described in Section 3.4.2.2. Although the potential for disturbance to intact 
archaeological resources is low, the analysis includes processes for 
inadvertent discovery of iwi. 
 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
Although the proposed action involves an increase in personnel, the recently 
completed deactivation and divestment actions combined with the proposed 
action are anticipated to result in a net reduction of approximately 165 
personnel (and their dependents) at the base below levels supported by MCB 
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and the surrounding community over the last decade. 
Consequently, on-base housing and school capacity would be sufficient to 
accommodate the new personnel. It is anticipated that the ratio of on-base to 
off-base housing would remain consistent. Given the overall reduction in 
personnel, the proposed action would result in negligible changes, if any, to 
populations outside the base, with similarly negligible corresponding impacts 
to employment or industry characteristics; demand for schools, housing, and 
recreational facilities; and changes to the demographic, economic, or fiscal 
conditions of Kailua, Kaneohe, or the County of Honolulu. 
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Comment 120 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 121 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
The Marine Corps understands the heightened emphasis on managing water 
resources (surface water, ground water, wetlands, and nearshore waters) and 
preventing contamination. The Marine Corps is committed to the storm water 
design and compliance with spill prevention, spill containment/cleanup, and 
conservation measures procedures documented in the EA. 
 
Spill prevention and countermeasures are in place to minimize the potential 
for fuel contamination on site and in Kaneohe Bay. MCB Hawaii has staff and 
resources dedicated to support spill prevention and response, including 24-
hour per day spill response professionals. This includes regular training for 
staff to meet these important requirements and responsibilities. In addition, 
MCB Hawaii recently completed an Integrated Contingency Plan that 
integrates site-specific Pollution Prevention Plans for all industrial sites 
including activities along the flightline. This will be updated to include the 
proposed action. 
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Comment 122 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
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Comment 122 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
 
 
The average noise contours showed in Figures 3-1 and 3-2 do not reflect the 
geographic area of aircraft operations included in the noise modeling effort. 
Noise modeling for the EA includes all aircraft operations for all existing and 
proposed aircraft types in the vicinity of MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. There is a 
higher concentration of aircraft operations near the airfield because it is the 
primary runway for the air station, so average noise levels there are higher 
than elsewhere. However, all sources (including runups at Bravo Ramp, taxiing 
aircraft, and other operations) were considered in the model. 
 
 
The noise model accounts for topography, including the location, size, and 
configuration of the Koolau mountain range. The noise analysis has been 
updated to clarify it takes the Koolau mountain range into account. 
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Comment 122 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
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Comment 122 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
The analysis in the EA is not limited to a stationary noise model, but instead 
accounts for aircraft settings, speed, distance, and altitude, as well as 
anticipated flight locations. The noise model accounts for the sound levels 
associated with each aircraft type to accurately characterize average noise 
levels for existing conditions and the proposed action. Thus, the noise model 
accounts for the fact that existing MV-22 aircraft currently at the installation 
are louder than existing CH-53 aircraft or the proposed MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. 
 
Table 2-3 (Proposed Aircraft Operations) and the noise analysis (Section 3.1) 
was updated with additional descriptions of current and proposed aircraft 
activities for various aircraft types, including helicopters and MV-22s currently 
stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The additional descriptions include the 
definition of aircraft operations, more detail on approximate flight paths and 
altitudes, frequency of operations in each time period, a breakdown of 
aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft maintenance activities, and a 
presentation of average noise levels at various points in communities 
surrounding MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Adding these data inputs, such as 
maintenance activity of the MV-22 at Bravo Ramp, did not change the noise 
exposure contours. 
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Comment 122 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
 
Historical context was included for comparative purposes in Section 3.1 
(Noise) of the EA but was not the sole factor in assessing the significance of 
noise impacts. Noise modeling considers a variety of factors, such as noise 
characteristics of individual aircraft types (including helicopters and fixed-
wing aircraft), the location and type of ground-based aircraft engine noise, 
flight tracks, altitude, power settings, and the number of aircraft operations. 
The conclusion of the noise analysis is that no residential areas would be 
exposed to noise above 65 dBA DNL because of the proposed action, and 
therefore there is a less than significant noise impact. A comparison to historic 
aircraft operations (prior to May 2022) is provided only as a reference point to 
explain that the level of noise resulting from the proposed action would be an 
overall decrease in noise as compared to what the public experienced from 
the installation prior to May 2022. This is due the historically higher number 
of operations and aircraft types that are louder than the proposed MQ-9 and 
KC-130J aircraft. 
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Comment 122 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Although fixed wing and rotary-wing/tilt-rotor aircraft are operationally and 
acoustically different, flight tracks and noise profiles for all aircraft are well 
understood. Noise modeling accounts for these acoustic and operational 
differences to enable meaningful comparisons between the platforms. The 
baseline for aircraft operations that was incorporated into the noise modeling 
reflects existing conditions. As shown at Table 2-2, “existing conditions” 
reflect the departure of the AH-1W and CH-53E helicopters. 
 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 122 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 122 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 122 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 123 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century, through a variety of mission 
and aircraft changes. As military aviation changes and evolves, noise impact to 
the local community also changes. We conduct community outreach about 
noise impacts to the local community, which includes participation in 
neighborhood board meetings. We appreciate the longstanding support of 
the community and make every effort to implement operational restrictions 
to reduce noise impacts to be a good neighbor. Our ability to adjust 
operations is limited by the need to accomplish the military aviation mission, 
and aircraft noise is perceptible in the local community. The proposed action 
does not increase the DNL noise contour over the surrounding residential 
areas, which are below 65 dBA DNL (see Figure 3-2). Most people are exposed 
to daily sound levels of 50 to 55 DNL or higher, and studies demonstrate that 
approximately 87% of the population are not annoyed by outdoor sound 
levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICUN, 1980). Therefore, the 65-dBA DNL contour is 
used to help determine compatibility of military aircraft operations with local 
land use. 
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Comment 123 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
Aircraft operations can be heard in the local community and cause short-term 
disruptions to daily activities. Noise complaints do not correlate to noise 
impacts but are dependent on a multitude of other factors. An extensive 
amount of research has been conducted regarding noise effects including 
general annoyance, disruption, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-
induced hearing impairment, nonauditory health effects, performance effects, 
noise effects on children, effects on domestic animals and wildlife, and effects 
on property values, structures, terrain, and archaeological sites. The primary 
effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is annoyance, defined by 
USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or 
group. There is a consistent relationship between DNL (the noise metric used 
in the impact analysis) and the level of community annoyance (Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise 1992). The FAA has adopted 65 dBA DNL as 
the relevant threshold for potential land use incompatibility. Anything less 
than 65 dBA DNL is considered compatible with all residential land uses, 
including consideration of health effects outlined above. This metric has been 
proven accurate in a variety of community settings and is used for aircraft 
operations noise analyses nationwide. The terminology “slight increase” 
means that the change in average noise levels would not be noticeable to the 
general public. Regarding the referenced GAO report discussing the 
limitations of the 65-dBA DNL contour, supplemental noise metrics have 
limited value in showing the impact of noise on local communities. The 65-
dBA DNL contour is not exceeded anywhere off base except for the northern 
edge of Coconut Island. Section 3.1 was expanded to provide more details 
about these conclusions. 
 
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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Comment 123 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
The Marine Corps understands the heightened emphasis on managing water 
resources (surface water, ground water, wetlands, and nearshore waters) and 
preventing contamination. The Marine Corps is committed to the storm water 
design and compliance with spill prevention, spill containment/cleanup, and 
conservation measures procedures documented in the EA. 
 
Spill prevention and countermeasures are in place to minimize the potential 
for fuel contamination on site and in Kaneohe Bay. MCB Hawaii has staff and 
resources dedicated to support spill prevention and response, including 24-
hour per day spill response professionals. This includes regular training for 
staff to meet these important requirements and responsibilities. In addition, 
MCB Hawaii recently completed an Integrated Contingency Plan that 
integrates site-specific Pollution Prevention Plans for all industrial sites 
including activities along the flightline. This will be updated to include the 
proposed action. 
 
 
Storm water design details are not available until the design phase of the 
project. The water quality analysis assumes integration of sufficient project 
design, erosion control features, storm water design, and compliance with 
storm water management procedures to avoid the potential for adverse 
water quality impacts to nearby waters. Project design features will address 
the changes in amount, type, and location of impervious surfaces associated 
with the proposed action. This may include dedicated valving, meters, control 
valves, and instrumentation at the proposed Aircraft Direct Refueling System 
location, designed to capture and contain any potential fuel spills or leaks, 
thereby preventing any potential spill from entering the storm water system. 
In addition, Low Impact Development (LID) techniques such as bioretention, 
vegetated swales, and vegetated filter strips would be installed to meet Clean 
Water Act (CWA) permit requirements for the management of storm water. In 
accordance with UFC 3-460-01, spill prevention and containment systems 
would be installed. 
 



Appendix B – Responses to Public Comments 

B-303 

Comment 123 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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B-304 

Comment 124 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay takes its responsibilities as good stewards of the 
environment very seriously and is committed to ensuring that all individuals 
who live or work near Marine Corps installations are protected from 
environmental contaminants. Comprehensive environmental instructions 
detailing procedures to meet federal, state, and local requirements, including 
the safe handling of hazardous materials, govern our activities on the 
installations. We conduct routine training and drills to prepare for natural 
disasters and emergencies. 
 
 
The Marine Corps understands the heightened emphasis on managing water 
resources (surface water, ground water, wetlands, and nearshore waters) and 
preventing contamination. The Marine Corps is committed to the storm water 
design and compliance with spill prevention, spill containment/cleanup, and 
conservation measures procedures documented in the EA. 
 
Spill prevention and countermeasures are in place to minimize the potential 
for fuel contamination on site and in Kaneohe Bay. MCB Hawaii has staff and 
resources dedicated to support spill prevention and response, including 24-
hour per day spill response professionals. This includes regular training for 
staff to meet these important requirements and responsibilities. In addition, 
MCB Hawaii recently completed an Integrated Contingency Plan that 
integrates site-specific Pollution Prevention Plans for all industrial sites 
including activities along the flightline. This will be updated to include the 
proposed action. 
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Comment 124 (continued) 
Comment 
(see above) 

Response to Comment 
 
There would be less than significant impacts to drinking water because there 
are no potable water wells on the base, MCB Hawaii coordinates with the City 
and County of Honolulu Board of Water Supply regarding drinking water use, 
and the proposed action would not substantially change water demand on 
base. Given the minimal increase in impervious surfaces -- less than 5 acres -- 
the proposed action can be accommodated by current wastewater systems 
and would not result in any changes to the base wastewater management 
systems or infrastructure. MCB Hawaii is coordinating with the Board of 
Water Supply regarding the water usage associated with the proposed action. 
 
 
The EA presents an objective, unbiased assessment of existing conditions, 
direct and indirect impacts, and cumulative impacts.  
 
 
An EA is prepared to assess impacts and determine whether there is a 
significant impact and, therefore, the need for an EIS. Just like an EIS, an EA 
includes a full analysis of impacts and presents the Marine Corps with a 
disclosure of potential impacts to make a fully informed decision. Also like an 
EIS, Chapter 2 of the EA focuses on project components and alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need for the proposed action; other projects that have 
independent utility and have the possibility to contribute cumulatively to the 
impacts of the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4, Cumulative 
Impacts. As identified in the EA, the application of mitigation and best 
management practices results in no significant impacts for all resources. 
Publication of the Draft EA for public comment allows the public to provide 
input on the proposed action and the analysis presented in the EA. 
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Comment 125 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
See responses to comment #106. 
 



Appendix B – Responses to Public Comments 

B-307 

Comment 125 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 125 (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 126: Board of Water Supply, City and County of Honolulu 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
There would be less than significant impacts to drinking water because there 
are no potable water wells on the base, MCB Hawaii coordinates with the City 
and County of Honolulu Board of Water Supply regarding drinking water use, 
and the proposed action would not substantially change water demand on 
base. Given the minimal increase in impervious surfaces -- less than 5 acres -- 
the proposed action can be accommodated by current wastewater systems 
and would not result in any changes to the base wastewater management 
systems or infrastructure. MCB Hawaii is coordinating with the Board of 
Water Supply regarding the water usage associated with the proposed action. 
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Comment 126: Board of Water Supply, City and County of Honolulu (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 126: Board of Water Supply, City and County of Honolulu (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 126: Board of Water Supply, City and County of Honolulu (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 126: Board of Water Supply, City and County of Honolulu (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 126: Board of Water Supply, City and County of Honolulu (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 126: Board of Water Supply, City and County of Honolulu (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 126: Board of Water Supply, City and County of Honolulu (continued) 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
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Comment 126: Board of Water Supply, City and County of Honolulu (continued) 
Comment Response to Comment 
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Comment 126: Board of Water Supply, City and County of Honolulu (continued) 
Comment Response to Comment 
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Comment 126: Board of Water Supply, City and County of Honolulu (continued) 
Comment Response to Comment 
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B-320 

Comment 127 
Comment 

 

Response to Comment 
 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (formerly Naval Air Station Kaneohe Bay) has been 
a part of the local community for over a century and has been through a 
variety of mission and aircraft changes. We prioritize being good partners with 
the local community and respect the diversity of opinion regarding national 
priorities. 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

MARINE CORPS BASE HAWAII,  
THE HAWAII STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, 

AND THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
REGARDING 

HOME BASING OF THE MQ-9 MARINE UNMANNED AERIAL VEHICLE SQUADRON AND  
KC-130J MARINE AERIAL REFUELER TRANSPORT SQUADRON  

AT  
MARINE CORPS BASE HAWAII KANEOHE BAY  

 

WHEREAS, the 2018 National Defense Strategy has redirected the United States (U.S.) Marine Corps’ 

(henceforth Marine Corps) mission focus to the Indo-Pacific area of responsibility requiring substantial 

adjustments to how the Marine Corps is organized, trained, and equipped to support emerging joint, 

naval, and Marine Corps operational requirements; and 

WHEREAS, Marine Corps Base Hawaii (MCBH) has proposed to home base a MQ-9 Marine Unmanned 

Aerial Vehicle Squadron (with an anticipated six [6] aircraft) and a KC-130J Marine Aerial Refueler 

Transport Squadron (with an anticipated fifteen [15] aircraft), including personnel and supporting 

infrastructure as well as aircraft, at MCBH Kaneohe Bay, Oahu, Hawaii, and this action will require building 

demolition and construction of new facilities and infrastructure; and  

WHEREAS, the Undertaking is comprised of thirteen (13) projects ranging from demolition to construction 

and rehabilitation (hereinafter referred to as Construction Projects), each of which is shown and described 

in detail in Exhibit 1 - Home Basing MOA Construction Projects Numbered 1-13; and 

WHEREAS, this action constitutes an undertaking (hereinafter the Undertaking) under Section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (54 U.S. Code [USC] 306108), and its implementing regulations 

at 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 800; and 

WHEREAS, MCBH has defined the Undertaking’s area of potential effects (APE) as the National Register of 

Historic Places (NRHP) eligible (NRE) Naval Air Station (NAS) Kaneohe Aviation District (hereinafter NRE 

Aviation Historic District), which includes historic Hangars 102 and 103, Buildings 159, 160, 161, 183, and 

184; the Kaneohe Naval Air Station National Historic Landmark (NHL) district (hereinafter Kaneohe NAS 

NHL), which includes historic Hangar 101, five (5) seaplane ramps, and adjacent seaplane parking area 

(now known as Bravo Ramp); Charlie Ramp; Transient Ramp; the NRE Mōkapu House Lots Archaeological 

District at Pali Kilo (hereinafter NRE Pali Kilo Archaeological Historic District); portions of the West Field 

area to the north of the Runway 4/22; and areas adjoining the NRE Aviation Historic District to the east of 

1st Street that do not comprise a historic property as shown on the map in Exhibit 2 – APE and Historic 

Properties, and Exhibit 10 – Historic Properties List; and 

WHEREAS, in consultation with the Hawai`i State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Exhibits 2, 3 (NRE 

Archaeological Sites), and 10 together show all the historic properties within the APE that have been 

identified as eligible for listing in the NRHP, including those treated as eligible while pending formal 

concurrence on determinations of eligibility based on nomination forms scheduled for submittal to the 

SHPO in January 2023; and  
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WHEREAS, MCBH evaluated alternative project locations providing a military-controlled airfield, minimum 

airfield infrastructure requirements, access to established operating and training areas, airspace capable 

of supporting MQ-9 and KC-130J aircraft, and long-term sustainment and maintenance for continued 

operations of MQ-9 and KC-130J aircraft, including MCBH Kaneohe Bay locations Pali Kilo, West Field, and 

Green Field and Hangars 104 and 105, and other military-controlled airfields at Joint Base Pearl Harbor 

Hickam, U.S. Coast Guard Air Station Barbers Point, Dillingham Military Reservation, and Wheeler Army 

Airfield, and only MCBH Kaneohe Bay meets the project mission and needs; and 

WHEREAS, MCBH has considered the rehabilitation of the historic Hangar 103 and found reuse was not 

feasible for the planned aircraft; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800, MCBH in consultation with the SHPO and consulting parties has 

determined that the Undertaking will result in an adverse effect to the integrity of the design, setting, 

materials, workmanship, feeling, and association of the NRE Aviation Historic District due to the 

demolition of six (6) historic buildings including Hangar 103 and Buildings 159, 160, 161, 183, and 184, 

and new construction within the NRE Aviation Historic District, including construction of the new Type II 

hangar and supporting infrastructure; and  

WHEREAS, pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800, MCBH, in consultation with the SHPO and consulting parties, has 

determined that the Undertaking will result in an adverse effect to the integrity of the design, setting, 

materials, workmanship, feeling, and association of the Kaneohe NAS NHL due to the demolition of Hangar 

103 and construction of the new Type II hangar and supporting infrastructure, and to the historic materials 

by removal of strafing marks, bomb craters, and features of Bravo Ramp; and 

WHEREAS, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Honolulu District conducted an underwater visual site survey 
for MCBH including measurements, photographs and video, structural description, and geotechnical 
borings of the five (5) concrete seaplane ramps to document their condition and operability, noting 
further investigation would be needed to determine their structural capacity based on the future loading 
requirements. Additionally, MCBH periodically cleans and removes the algae from the ramps as needed. 
MCBH recognizes that the seaplane ramps, as contributing resources of the Kaneohe NAS NHL, meet the 
highest level of national significance and therefore warrant a level of preservation and care 
commensurate with this designation, and the Undertaking will not affect the seaplane ramps; and 

WHEREAS, the APE includes NRE archaeological sites 50-80-11-4453, 4933, and 5829 which are within the 

historic NRE Aviation Historic District, and the NRE Pali Kilo Archaeological Historic District, which includes 

sixteen (16) subsurface and surface archaeological sites consisting of Traditional Hawaiian era sites and 

pre-World War II, and 18 non-military historic-era sites (50-80-11-0365, 367, 2883, 4610, 4611, 4612, 

4614, 4617, 4618, 4619, 4620, 4621, 4622, 4625, 7722, 7723, 7724, and 7725) as shown on Exhibit 3 – 

NRE Archaeological Sites and Exhibit 10 – Historic Properties List; and 

WHEREAS, there will be no ground disturbance beyond clearing and flattening of surface associated with 

the Undertaking within the NRE Mōkapu House Lots Archaeological Historic District at Pali Kilo, thus 

avoiding potential for impacts to archaeological deposits associated with the district that may lie below 

the surface; and  

WHEREAS, the installation of aircraft tie-downs adjacent to Hangar 105 will be located within the existing 

Hangar 105 parking apron and will not penetrate below the parking apron base course, thus avoiding 



MCBH MOA: Home Basing of the                             Final      December 2022            
MQ-9 and KC-130J Squadrons    
  

Page 3 
 

potential for impacts to archaeological deposits associated with site 50-80-11-4453 that may lie below 

the existing base course; and 

WHEREAS, Hangar 103 was constructed in the years prior to the start of World War II on filled lands built 
with crushed coral dredged from Kaneohe Bay, thus eliminating any potential for the proposed demolition 
of Hangar 103 to impact archaeological deposits, as shown in Exhibit 4 - Historic Aerial Photo with 
Overlay of Filled Lands; however, isolated human remains in secondary contexts may be present, due to 
the military’s use of dune sands, for construction fill in the 1940’s which were formerly used as a burial 
site by Native Hawaiians in pre-Contact times; and 

WHEREAS, the NRE Aviation Historic District has been impacted over time by the previous demolition of 
fifteen (15) of the total fifty-seven (57) contributing buildings, structures, and objects that were originally 
nominated as the district, and MCBH recognizes the cumulative adverse effect to the NRE Aviation Historic 
District from this (demolition of six [6] contributing buildings) and other future undertakings; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.10(c), MCBH has notified the Secretary of the Interior (SOI) of the 

Undertaking through the National Park Service’s (NPS), Interior Regions 8, 9, 10, and 12, and has invited 

the NPS to participate in this consultation and sign this Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) as a concurring 

party; and  

WHEREAS, in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1), MCBH has notified the Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation (ACHP) of its adverse effects determination, and the ACHP has chosen to participate in this 

consultation and to sign this MOA as a signatory; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(c)(2)(B)(ii), MCBH has consulted with Native Hawaiian 

Organizations (NHOs) that attach religious and cultural significance to historic properties on Mōkapu 

Peninsula regarding the effects of the Undertaking on historic properties and invited each of these NHOs 

listed on the concurring party signature page to sign this MOA as a concurring party; and 

WHEREAS, MCBH has consulted with the National Trust for Historic Preservation, Historic Hawaii 

Foundation, and Mr. Morgan Rowley regarding the effects of the Undertaking on historic properties and 

invited each of them to sign this MOA as a concurring party; and 

WHEREAS, MCBH has received input and coordinated with the Lieutenant (LT) John W. Finn Family 

Association regarding commemoration associated with where LT John W. Finn, first U.S. Serviceman to 

receive the Medal of Honor in World War II, stood at MCBH and fought back against attacking forces on 

December 7, 1941; and 

WHEREAS, MCBH has notified the public and solicited their input in a manner that reflects the nature and 

complexity of the Undertaking and its effects on historic properties; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, MCBH, the SHPO, and ACHP agree that the Undertaking shall be implemented in 

accordance with the following stipulations to account for the effects of the Undertaking on historic 

properties.  

https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=2793160233b7f148d8ee84c6eb66c9c2&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:36:Chapter:VIII:Part:800:Subpart:A:800.2
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STIPULATIONS 

MCBH shall ensure the following measures are carried out as part of this Undertaking: 

 

I. PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS 
 

A. All work pursuant to this MOA pertaining to archaeological resources, including sites and objects, 
shall be carried out by, or under the direct in-person supervision of, a person or persons meeting 
the SOI’s Professional Qualification Standards for archaeology (finalized and adopted in 1983 in 
Federal Register Volume 48, Number 190, pages 44716-44740; 36 CFR Part 61 or, as applicable, 
the proposed standards located in Federal Register Volume 62, Number 119, pages 33708-33723 
[1997]) hereinafter referred to as a Qualified Archaeologist.  
 

B. All work pursuant to this MOA pertaining to the built environment including historic sites, 
buildings, and landscape features or new construction located within, or adjacent to the NRE 
Aviation Historic District, the Kaneohe NAS NHL, or the footprint of the original NAS Kaneohe, 
shall be carried out in accordance with the SOI’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties with guidelines for preserving, rehabilitating, restoring, and reconstructing historic 
buildings. This work shall be conducted by a Historic Architect meeting the SOI’s Historic 
Preservation Professional Qualification Standards (finalized and adopted in 1983 in Federal 
Register Volume 48, Number 190, pages 44716-44740; 36 CFR Part 61 or, as applicable, the 
proposed standards located in Federal Register Volume 62, Number 119, pages 33708-33723 
[1997]) hereinafter referred to as a Historic Architect. The Historic Architect shall have at least 
two (2) years’ experience identifying, documenting, and preserving World War II era military 
architecture. 
 

C. All work pursuant to this MOA pertaining to historic resources that may be considered both 
archaeological and architectural shall be carried out jointly by a person or persons meeting the 
SOI’s Professional Qualification Standards for Archaeology and Historic Architecture (finalized and 
adopted in 1983 in Federal Register Volume 48, Number 190, pages 44716-44740; 36 CFR Part 61 
or as applicable the proposed standards located in Federal Register Volume 62, Number 119, 
pages 33708-33723 [1997]). The Qualified Professional who meets the Standards for Historic 
Architecture shall have at least two (2) years of experience identifying, documenting, and 
preserving World War II era military architecture. 
 

D. Unless otherwise noted in the stipulations below, all work pursuant to this MOA pertaining to 
documentation and interpretation materials including the Historic American Buildings Survey 
(HABS)/Historic American Engineering Record (HAER)/Historic American Landscape Survey 
(HALS), tour materials, story map, context studies, etc. shall be carried out by a Qualified 
Preservation Professional(s) meeting the SOI’s Professional Qualifications Standards for History, 
Architectural History, or Historic Architect (finalized and adopted in 1983 in Federal Register 
Volume 48, Number 190, pages 44716-44740; 36 CFR Part 61 or as applicable the proposed 
standards located in Federal Register Volume 62, Number 119, pages 33708-33723 [1997]). The 
Qualified Professional(s) shall have at least two (2) years of experience identifying, documenting, 
and preserving World War II era military architecture, and, as applicable, shall have experience 
developing historic tours and interpretation publications (digital text-searchable and print) or 
have produced HABS/HAER/HALS documentation accepted by the NPS and National Archives. 
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II. MEASURES TO AVOID, MINIMIZE, AND MITIGATE ADVERSE EFFECTS 
 

A. Documentation and Interpretation 
 

All historic preservation related survey and planning documents, including but not limited to the 
Intensive Level Survey, Historic Context Reports, Feasibility Studies, Design Standards, and 
Management Plans completed by MCBH as mitigation for this Undertaking shall be used to inform 
and shall be referenced in future master plan documents to guide the preservation and treatment 
of historic properties aboard MCBH, and to maintain the NRHP eligibility and integrity of historic 
properties aboard MCBH and within the Kaneohe NAS NHL, the NRE Aviation Historic District, and 
the NRE Mōkapu House Lots Archaeological Historic District at Pali Kilo. All updates and changes 
to master plans, future master planning efforts, and the use of all historic preservation survey and 
planning documents shall be provided in MCBH’s reporting to SHPO and consulting parties 
pursuant to this MOA. 
 

1. Historic American Landscape Survey (HALS): Within two (2) years of executing this MOA 
and prior to the removal and/or demolition of any historic materials associated with the 
Kaneohe NAS NHL, Bravo Ramp and its features, and Hangar 103, MCBH shall complete 
HALS documentation, specifically the landscape features associated with the NAS 
Kaneohe Airfield, including hangars and support structures. Additionally, this 
documentation shall include Geographic Information System (GIS) mapping of the 
character-defining features of Bravo Ramp such as strafing marks, bomb craters, and 
ancillary features. The GIS data shall be documented using polygons, rather than GIS 
points, when the feature is greater than one (1) meter in size in any direction. 

a. The HALS shall be carried out by a historian, architectural historian, or landscape 

architect who meets the professional requirements of Stipulation I.D. and has at 

least two (2) years’ experience completing HALS documentation.  

b. MCBH shall coordinate with the NPS Regional HABS/HAER/HALS Program 

Coordinator at the Regional Office to determine what level and format of 

recordation is required for the property.  

c. Prior to submitting the draft document to the NPS Regional HABS/HAER/HALS 

Program Coordinator for review and comment, MCBH shall circulate the draft 

document to other consulting parties for review and comment. Consulting parties 

shall have thirty (30) calendar days from receipt of the document to submit their 

comments to MCBH. 

d. MCBH shall consider all input received from the consulting parties during the 

review period, and if MCBH is unable to incorporate specific consulting party 

input, MCBH shall update the consulting parties as part of Stipulation V, 

Reporting, including why specific input could not be incorporated. 

e. MCBH shall send the completed HALS documentation to the NPS for review and 

acceptance. 

f. MCBH shall distribute final documentation to consulting parties in digital text-

searchable form. 

g. MCBH shall distribute one (1) final print copy and one (1) final digital text-
searchable copy of the documentation to the Hawai’i State Historic Preservation 

Division’s Library. 
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2. Historic Context Study and Intensive Level Survey with Design Standards: Within two (2) 

years of executing this MOA, MCBH shall initiate a Historic Context Study and Intensive 
Level Survey Report with Design Standards (hereinafter HCS/ILS Report) for the Kaneohe 
NAS NHL and NRE Aviation Historic District. The HCS/ILS Report shall include 
consideration of the landscape features associated with historic NAS Kaneohe, as well as 
all sites, buildings, hangars, and support structures. 

a. The HCS/ILS Report shall assess the existing boundaries and contributing 
resources to the Kaneohe NAS NHL. 

b. The HCS/ILS Report shall assess the boundaries of the NRE Aviation Historic 
District. 

c. The HCS/ILS Report shall include an assessment of buildings, sites, structures, and 

landscape features that are eligible for inclusion within the Kaneohe NAS NHL and 

that may be included within the revised Kaneohe NAS NHL Registration Form and 

shall identify a revised and/or expanded boundary (as appropriate) for the 

Kaneohe NAS NHL. 

i. The field work portion of the HCS/ILS that includes Hangar 103, Buildings 

159, 160, 161, 183, 184, and Bravo Ramp, which are subject to demolition 

and removal of historic materials by the military Construction Project to 

demolish Hangar 103 (Project #10 on Exhibit 1), shall be completed prior to 

any removal and/or demolition of these resources, features, or materials.  

ii. The field work for the HCS/ILS (excepting Hangar 103, ancillary Buildings 

159, 160, 161, 183, 184, and Bravo Ramp) may occur after the removal 

and/or demolition of these resources. 

d. The HCS/ILS Report shall include an assessment of buildings, sites, structures, and 

landscape features that are eligible for inclusion within the NRE Aviation Historic 

District. 

e. The purpose of this HCS/ILS Report is to expand on previous survey data collected 

by MCBH and reevaluate character-defining features found throughout the 

Kaneohe NAS NHL and NRE Aviation Historic District to update the existing 

documentation and assess the relationship of all remaining historic properties 

within the Undertaking’s APE. The HCS/ILS Report shall also reevaluate all historic 

resources that may be included within the Kaneohe NAS NHL update and NRE 

Aviation Historic District to better understand their significance and relationships. 

f. Once the Historic Context Study and Intensive Level Survey portion of the Report 

has been completed, MCBH shall develop the Design Standards to inform: (1) the 

preservation of existing historic properties; (2) the addition of new and/or non-

conforming structures and buildings and structures within and adjacent to the 

Kaneohe NAS NHL to avoid, limit, or mitigate adverse effects.  

g. The Design Standards shall include best practices and guidelines that are 

informed by and in keeping with SOI Standards for the Treatment of Historic 

Properties but shall be customized to the Kaneohe NAS NHL and NRE Aviation 

Historic District. The Design Standards shall include but are not limited to building 

height, set-backs, massing, materials, interior and exterior finishes, landscape 

features, graphics/signage, and adaptive re-use/reprogramming considerations. 
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h. The Historic Context Study and Intensive Level Survey portion of the Report shall 

be completed by a Qualified Preservation Professional who meets the 

professional requirements of Stipulation I.D.   

i. The Design Standards shall be completed by a Qualified Preservation Professional 

who meets the professional requirements of Stipulation I.B.  

j. Within two (2) years of the award of contract for the HCS/ILS Report, MCBH shall 

present a draft of the HCS/ILS Report to consulting parties for review and 

comment. Consulting parties shall submit comments in writing within thirty (30) 

calendar days.  

k. MCBH shall consider all input received from consulting parties during the review 

period for both the draft and revised final draft HCS/ILS Report, and if MCHB is 

unable to incorporate specific consulting party input, MCBH shall consult with all 

interested consulting parties and provide a justification for why specific input 

could not be addressed. The final decision shall be included as part of Stipulation 

V, Reporting. 

l. The revised final draft of the HCS/ILS Report shall be submitted digitally in a text-

searchable digital version to all consulting parties. 

m. MCBH shall provide one (1) final printed copy and one (1) final text-searchable 
digital copy of the HCS/ILS Report to the Hawai’i State Historic Preservation 
Division Library. 

n. MCBH shall utilize the HCS/ILS Report and its findings as a best management 
guidance document and incorporate the Historic Context Study and Intensive 
Level Survey with Design Standards within all future Master Plans for the MCBH 
Kaneohe Bay. 

 
3. Pless Hall Reutilization Study Update: Within one (1) year of appropriation of funds for 

the military Construction Project to replace Hangar 103 (project #10 in Exhibit 1), MCBH 
shall initiate development of an update to the existing Reutilization Study for Pless Hall 
(Building 212). Pless Hall is a mess hall, galley, and bakery built in 1940 and was part of 
the initial 1939 NAS Kaneohe Bay base plan. It was in service at the time of the December 
7, 1941, attack. The building features the distinctive regional International architectural 
style of the 1930s and was designed by the architecture firm Albert Kahn Inc. It was 
renamed Pless Hall in 1973 in honor of Major Stephen Pless.  

a. MCBH shall develop through consultation with consulting parties an updated 

version of the existing Pless Hall (Building 212) Reutilization Study (hereinafter 

PHR Study) to include a specific preservation course of action that is consistent 

with the SOI’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with guidelines 

for preserving, rehabilitating, restoring, and reconstructing historic buildings.  

b. The updated PHR Study shall be completed by a Qualified Preservation 

Professional who meets the professional qualification standards for historic 

architect as defined in Stipulation I.B.  

c. The PHR Study shall include recommendations for space utilization based on the 

2017 Historic Structures Report for Pless Hall (Building 212) which shall support 

adaptive reuse and rehabilitation of the historic building and be compatible with 

the NRE Aviation Historic District and the Kaneohe NAS NHL.   
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d. MCBH is an active military installation and a future specific mission requirement 

for Pless Hall is unknown. This PHR Study shall guide the rehabilitation of this 

historic building when such requirement is determined in the future.  

e. Within two (2) years of appropriation of funds for the military Construction 

Project to replace Hangar 103 (project #10 in Exhibit 1), MCBH shall circulate the 

draft PHR Study to consulting parties for review and comment. Consulting parties 

shall have thirty (30) calendar days from receipt of the document to submit their 

comments to MCBH.  

f. MCBH shall also circulate the pre-final PHR Study to consulting parties for review 

and comment. Consulting parties shall have thirty (30) calendar days from 

receipt of the document to submit their comments to MCBH.  

g. MCBH shall consider all input received from the consulting parties during the 

review period for both the draft and pre-final Study, and if MCBH is unable to 

incorporate specific consulting party input, MCBH shall consult with all interested 

consulting parties and provide a justification for why specific input could not be 

addressed. The final decision shall be included as part of Stipulation V, Reporting. 

h. MCBH shall distribute the final PHR Study to consulting parties in digital text-

searchable form. 

i. MCBH shall distribute one (1) print copy and one (1) digital text-searchable copy 

of the final PHR Study to the Hawai’i State Historic Preservation Division Library. 

j. MCBH shall utilize the PHR Study as a best management guidance document and 

incorporate the PHR Study and its findings within all future Master Plans for the 

MCBH Kaneohe Bay. 

 

4. Outreach and Tour Plan: Within one (1) year of appropriation of funds for the military 

Construction Project to replace Hangar 103 (project #10 in Exhibit 1), MCBH shall initiate 

development of a public outreach and tour plan that includes proposed content of the 

tour and procedures on conducting tours of the NRE Aviation Historic District and the 

Kaneohe NAS NHL.  

a. Within two (2) years of appropriation of funds for the military Construction 

Project to replace Hangar 103 (project #10 in Exhibit 1), MCBH shall circulate the 

draft outreach and tour plan to consulting parties for review and comment. 

Consulting parties shall have thirty (30) calendar days from receipt of the 

document to submit their comments to MCBH.  

b. MCBH shall address all comments received within the thirty (30) day review 

period, and MCBH shall organize a site visit for consulting parties to review the 

proposed tour including, but not limited to, the geographic area, types of 

resources, types of interpretation, and the topic(s) of tour information. 

c. MCBH shall distribute, in digital text-searchable form, the final public outreach 

and tour plan to consulting parties and begin implementation of the public 

outreach and tour plan.  

d. The tour shall be available to the public within five (5) years of execution of 

this MOA and shall be conducted a minimum of twice (2 times) a year until 

this MOA is expired. 
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e. The tour shall include a tribute to the cultural landscape of MCBH before and after 

the base was developed and shall highlight the diversity of people who have lived 

and worked on Mōkapu Peninsula. 

 

5. Story Map: Within one (1) year of appropriation of funds for the military Construction 

Project to replace Hangar 103 (project #10 in Exhibit 1), MCBH shall execute a contract 

and initiate consultation with consulting parties for the development of a digital Story 

Map on the NRE Aviation Historic District and the Kaneohe NAS NHL. The scope of work 

shall include, but not be limited to, a historical overview and timeline, oral history, historic 

district features, photographs, maps, and references relating to NAS Kaneohe during 

World War II (1939-1945). The Story Map shall include specific reference to LT John W. 

Finn and how he engaged attacking forces on December 7, 1941.  

a. MCBH shall circulate the draft Story Map within twelve (12) months after the 

contract is awarded to consulting parties for review and comment. Consulting 

parties shall have forty-five (45) calendar days from receipt of the draft to 

submit their comments to MCBH. 
b. MCBH shall circulate the pre-final Story Map to consulting parties for review and 

comment within three (3) months from receipt of the consulting party comments. 

Consulting parties shall have forty-five (45) calendar days from receipt of the pre-

final Story Map to submit their comments to MCBH.  
c. MCBH shall consider all input received from the consulting parties during the 

review period for both the draft and pre-final Story Map, and if MCBH is unable 

to incorporate specific consulting party input, MCBH shall update the consulting 

parties as part of Stipulation V, Reporting, including why specific input could not 

be incorporated.  

d. MCBH shall submit the final Story Map within six (6) months from receipt of the 

consulting party comments on the pre-final Story Map. MCBH shall host the Story 

Map on the Environmental Systems Research Institute public facing portion of the 

Marine Corps’ GeoFidelis website. MCBH shall work with consulting parties to 

promote public awareness once the Story Map is live. 

 

6. Videos: Within one (1) year of authorization of funds for the military Construction Project 

to replace Hangar 103 (project #10 in Exhibit 1), MCBH shall initiate development of two 

(2) videos, a thirty (30) minute version and a five (5) minute version, on the December 7, 

1941, attack at NAS Kaneohe to promote the story of NAS Kaneohe to the public. The 

thirty (30) minute video shall focus on the story of the attack in detail, drawing 

information from the research conducted during the HALS Documentation, HCS/ILS 

Report, and Story Map. The five (5) minute video shall be a brief synopsis of the thirty (30) 

minute video to be used for promotional purposes in social media and press releases.  

a. MCBH shall initiate development of the videos within six (6) months of 

completion of the digital Story Map. MCBH shall circulate the draft videos to 

consulting parties for review and comment. Consulting parties shall have thirty 

(30) calendar days from receipt of the draft videos to submit their comments 

to MCBH. 
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b. MCBH shall consider all input received from the consulting parties during the 

review period for draft videos, and if MCBH is unable to incorporate specific 

consulting party input, MCBH shall update the consulting parties as part of 

Stipulation V, Reporting, including reasoning why specific input could not be 

incorporated.  

c. MCBH shall host the videos on a public website. MCBH shall work with consulting 

parties to promote public awareness once the videos are live. 

d. MCBH shall offer the videos to the local Public Broadcasting Service and/or other 

local news stations. 

 

7. Update Kaneohe Naval Air Station National Historic Landmark Registration Form: 

Within three (3) years after the date on which the HALS documentation has been 

completed and accepted by the NPS and National Archives, and the HCS/ILS Report 

has been completed, MCBH shall submit a draft revised Kaneohe NAS NHL Registration 

Form to the NPS NHL Program. The HALS documentation shall be completed before the 

removal and/or demolition of any historic materials associated with the Kaneohe NAS 

NHL, Bravo Ramp and its features, and Hangar 103. A draft of the revised Kaneohe NAS 

NHL Registration Form update shall be completed and distributed to consulting parties 

for review and comment prior to submission of the update to the NPS. The initiation of 

the update may occur after demolition of Hangar 103. 

a. The Kaneohe NAS NHL Registration Form update shall be completed by a 

Qualified Preservation Professional who meets the professional requirements of 

Stipulation I.B. and who is an architectural historian or historic architect with a 

minimum of two (2) years’ experience in preparing NHL nominations, as well as 

experience identifying and documenting World War II military structures and 

landscapes.  

b. Within two (2) months after the HALS documentation is accepted by the NPS and 

the National Archives, and the HCS/ILS Report has been completed, MCBH shall 

submit a Letter of Inquiry to the NPS NHL Program for Regions 8, 9, 10, and 12. 

c. MCBH shall use research and analysis gained through the Kaneohe NAS NHL 

HCS/ILS Report as well as any applicable HABS/HAER/HALS documentation and 

previous Cultural Landscape Reports to inform the development of this update.  

d. MCBH shall circulate the revised Kaneohe NAS NHL Registration Form to 

consulting parties for review and comment. Consulting parties shall have thirty 

(30) calendar days from receipt of the document to submit their comments 

to MCBH.  

e. MCBH shall consider all input received from the consulting parties during the 

review period, and if MCBH is unable to incorporate specific consulting party 

input, MCBH shall update the consulting parties as part of Stipulation V, 

Reporting, including reasoning why specific input could not be incorporated.  

f. MCBH shall submit the revised draft updated Kaneohe NAS NHL Registration 

Form to the NPS NHL Program for review. After receiving comments from the NHL 

Program, MCBH shall revise the draft and continue to work with the NHL Program 

to finalize the update.  
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g. MCBH shall distribute the final revised updated Kaneohe NAS NHL Nomination 

Form to consulting parties in digital text-searchable form and shall submit the 

revised nomination to the NPS NHL Program for consideration within seven (7) 

years of execution of this MOA. 

 

8. Within two (2) years of submitting the final revised Kaneohe NAS NHL Registration Form 

to the NPS NHL Program (Stipulation II.A.7), MCBH shall complete a Historic Structures 

Report and Feasibility Study for all buildings, structures, and features identified within the 

updated Kaneohe NAS NHL to determine best practices and treatments for the historic 

properties and consider the feasibility of adapting them to future mission requirements 

in order to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate potential adverse effects to historic 

properties and the NHL.  

a. The Historic Structures Report and Feasibility Study for the updated Kaneohe NAS 

NHL shall be completed by a Qualified Preservation Professional who meets the 

professional requirements of Stipulation I.D. 

b. MCBH shall distribute a draft Kaneohe NAS NHL Historic Structures Report and 

Feasibility Study to consulting parties for review and comment. Consulting parties 

shall have thirty (30) calendar days to provide their comments in writing. 

c. The Historic Structures Report and Feasibility Study shall be added as an 

addendum to the Historic Context Report, Intensive Level Survey, and Design 

Standards produced for the Kaneohe NAS NHL in Stipulation II.A.2 of this MOA.  

d. MCBH shall provide a digital text-searchable copy of the final Kaneohe NAS NHL 

Historic Structures Report and Feasibility Study to consulting parties.  

e. MCBH shall provide one (1) print copy and one (1) digital text-searchable copy of 

the final Kaneohe NAS NHL Historic Structures Report and Feasibility Study to the 

Hawai’i State Historic Preservation Division Library. 

f. MCBH shall utilize the Kaneohe NAS NHL Historic Structures Report and Feasibility 

Study as a best management guidance document and incorporate it and its 

findings within all future Master Plans for the MCBH Kaneohe Bay. 

B. Hangar 102 Infrastructure Improvements 

1. MCBH shall carry out all work on Hangar 102 in accordance with the SOI’s Standards for 
the Treatment of Historic Properties with guidelines for rehabilitating historic buildings. 
This guidance shall be included in any forthcoming contracting and/or design 
documentation. 

2. The proposed rehabilitation shall be directly overseen by a Qualified Preservation 
Professional who meets the professional requirements of a Historic Architect as defined 
in Stipulation I.B. 

3. The proposed renovation shall not affect any exterior or interior character-defining 
features. 

a. The Historic Architect shall make a finding to this effect and provide it as part of 
the Reporting. 

b. If the Historic Architect finds that the modifications would affect character-
defining features, then Stipulation II.C below would be followed. 
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C. Design Review for New Type II Hangar Construction 

 

1. The design of the new Type II Hangar shall be compatible with the Kaneohe NAS NHL and 
the NRE Aviation Historic District to the greatest extent practicable, noting that mission 
requirements limit design options. Particular attention in the initial concept design and 
later design review stages shall be given to the following significant features: 

a. Horizontality: The general design of the building should emphasize horizontality 
in its form and fenestration. If incorporated, vertical massing should be limited to 
elements near the main hangar entrance. 

b. Roof: The top edge of the buildings shall have a horizontal appearance on all sides 
to keep with the historic character of the historic district. Visible sloped roofs and 
sloped roof overhangs shall be minimized. 

c. Windows shall be large, relatively simple openings, grouped into window 
"ribbons" if possible, and set into wall areas with no significant trims at the heads 
and jambs. Window glass shall not be reflective to the extent of appearing to be 
a mirror finish.  

d. Exterior: The exterior surfaces and finish shall be smooth, flat material with a 
minimum of texture, reminiscent of the district's historic buildings. Smooth 
cement plaster or concrete or low-texture exterior finish systems are acceptable 
exterior materials. Joints in the finish system should maintain the horizontal 
nature of the overall building design if possible.  

e. Color: The color of the new buildings shall match that of the existing historic 
facilities and follow the base standards. The use of accent colors should be limited 
to enhance the monolithic character of the buildings. 

 

2. MCBH shall commemorate the place where LT John W. Finn fought back against attacking 

forces on December 7, 1941, by developing a bronze marker and an informative display 

in the new Type II Hangar. Additionally, MCBH shall consider dedicating the new Type II 

hangar to LT John W. Finn. 

a. Specific details regarding the bronze marker shall be developed during the design 

review process. MCBH shall consult with the consulting parties during the design 

review process following Stipulation II.C.3. 

b. Following the timeline for construction of the new Type II hangar, the bronze 

marker shall be installed on, or next to the new hangar as a permanent display, 

subject to input from the Finn Family Association.  

c. MCBH shall work with the LT John W. Finn Family Association regarding the design 

of a display in the new hangar of his dress white uniform blouse from his 1942 

Medal of Honor ceremony. 

 

3. MCBH shall provide via electronic transfer the draft design of the new Type II hangar to 

consulting parties for review and comment at approximately the conceptual (35%), 

preliminary design (60%), and final (100%) design review stages or equivalent stages 

within the design process. Consulting parties shall have thirty (30) calendar days from 

receipt of the design documents for review and comment, and MCBH shall consider all 

comments received during each period. MCBH shall provide a written summary on the 
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how the comments were resolved within thirty (30) calendar days of the design review 

meeting for each design stage. 

D. Archaeological Requirements 
 

1. Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.4(b)(2), the identification of archaeological cultural resources 
shall be conducted under a phased process to conduct identification and evaluation 
efforts. 

2. The Undertaking includes separate components referred to as Construction Projects. The 
boundary of each Construction Project is illustrated in Exhibits 1, 2, and 3. 

3. Per the requirements of 36 CFR § 800.4(b)(2), during Section 106 consultation and 
development of this MOA, the likely presence of archaeological resources was evaluated 
for each Construction Project. Exhibit 6 - Archaeological Requirements for Construction 
Projects and shown on the maps in Exhibits 7, 8, and 9 – Construction Projects with 
Previous Investigations identifies which of the Construction Project locations shall, prior 
to the start of work, undergo phased identification in the form of archaeological testing 
as well as data recovery (if archaeological resources are encountered). Exhibit 6 and 
shown on the maps in Exhibits 7, 8, and 9 also identifies which Construction Project 
locations require archaeological monitoring during project implementation. 

4. Certain Construction Projects shall require archaeological testing as an identification 

effort and/or archaeological monitoring. Exhibit 5- Requirements for Archaeological 
Testing and Monitoring Plans (Including Data Recovery) describes the elements that 
shall be required when these methods are conducted. Data recovery methodology will be 
included in both the testing and monitoring plans to be followed as necessary when 
archaeological materials are encountered. 

5. Within two (2) years of the execution of this MOA and prior to the start of each 
Construction Project where archaeological testing or monitoring is required, MCBH shall 
develop master plans for the following documents for the SHPO’s review and approval: 
(1) An Archaeological Inventory Survey (AIS) for Testing and Data Recovery (T/DR) Plan to 
Guide Phased Identification Efforts, and (2) An Archaeological Monitoring and Data 
Recovery (AM/DR) Plan to guide the mitigation effort. 

a. MCBH shall use each plan as a “Master” plan to guide archaeological testing and 
archaeological monitoring as required at individual Construction Projects. 

b. Prior to the start of each Construction Project where archaeological testing or 
monitoring is required, the MCBH Cultural Resource Manager (CRM) shall have 
the archaeological contractor develop and submit for CRM approval an 
Addendum for each specific Construction Project that would be attached to the 
AIS T/DR “Master” plan or AM/DR “Master” plan. The addendum will be prepared 
to address archaeological needs specific to each Construction Project. 

c. The Addendum for each Construction Project shall include specific testing and 
monitoring methods to be used based on the location of the project and the type 
of ground disturbing work (length, width, and depth) to be conducted by each 
Construction Project as described in Exhibit 5 and listed in Exhibit 6. The 
Addendum shall be attached to either the AIS T/DR or AM/DR Plan as appropriate 
for each Construction Project where archaeological work is required. 

6. For each “Master” archaeological plan and project specific Addendum, SHPO shall have 
thirty (30) days to review and provide either written approval or written comments to 
guide revision of the document. The MCBH CRM or its Qualified Archaeologist shall revise 
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the document accordingly and resubmit the revised document to SHPO for another thirty 
(30) day review and approval. If the revised document does not adequately address the 
SHPO’s concerns, consultation between the agencies shall be conducted to reach SHPO 
written approval. 

7. No Construction Projects that require archaeological work shall commence prior to 
approval of the “Master” AIS T/DR and AM/DR Plans described above and required in this 
section. A final version of each Addendum will be submitted to the SHPO upon approval. 

8. If previously unknown properties or changes in boundaries of known properties are 
discovered during testing and construction has not yet commenced, MCBH shall notify 
the consulting parties of the newly discovered property or unanticipated effects by 
electronic transfer. The notification shall include an initial assessment of NRHP eligibility, 
proposed plan to resolve any potential adverse effects, and an offer to meet with 
consulting parties to discuss the discovery and/or proposed plan.   

a. If the proposed action to avoid, minimize, or mitigate effects to the finding 
does not adequately address the SHPO’s concerns, consultation between the 
agencies shall be conducted to reach SHPO written approval. 

b. If there is no response within thirty (30) days of receipt of the email 
notification that includes the initial eligibility assessment and proposed plan, 
MCBH shall assume concurrence and proceed with implementation of the 
proposed plan, including investigations by the Qualified Archaeologist or the 
Historic Architect as applicable.  

c. MCBH shall provide the consulting parties with a final report of these actions 
when they are completed.  

d. Any requests for access to the area of the discovery shall be subject to 
reasonable requirements for identification, escorts (if necessary), safety, and 
other administrative and security procedures. 

9. As a best management practice, MCBH shall ensure that all ground disturbing activities 
associated with each Construction Project are monitored by a Qualified Archaeologist due 
to the potential for encountering dune sand containing human remains removed from its 
original context on the Mōkapu peninsula or within a site deposit. 

10. All archaeological work associated with each Construction Project pursuant to this MOA 
will be reported on with an end-of-fieldwork letter report, a Draft Report, and a Final 
Report. All these reports will be reviewed and approved by the MCBH CRM, and the Final 
reports shall be forwarded to the SHPO for their library within one (1) year of the end of 
archaeological testing or monitoring for each Construction Project.  

11. MCBH shall ensure that all materials collected during archaeological testing and 
monitoring are submitted to the MCBH CRM in accordance with the MCBH curation 
facility requirements for acceptance of archaeological materials, as described in the 
MCBH ICRMP Update (2021-2026), Attachment 2 of Standard Operating Procedure 5 
(Submittal Requirements for Archaeological Collections). 

 
E. Curation Facility for MCBH Collections 

 
MCBH shall request funding for a curation facility that meets the requirements in 36 CFR Part 79, 
Curation of Federally Owned or Administered Archeological Collections, to house MCBH cultural 
resources collections. Upon receipt, MCBH shall acquire a facility that meets the requirements 
per 36 CFR Part 79. If funding is not secured for the curation facility within five (5) years of 
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execution of this MOA, the MOA terminates and MCBH shall consult under Section 106 with the 
SHPO and consulting parties for this Undertaking. 

 

III. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION 

  

A.  MCBH shall ensure that any future alterations in designs be reviewed by the MCBH CRM for 

consistency with previously consulted terms. MCBH CRM shall provide consulting parties with a 

thirty (30)-day review and comment period for any such alterations, and MCBH shall consider all 

comments received during this period. If such parties determine that the proposed alterations 

require amending this MOA, they shall proceed in accordance with Stipulation VII, Amendments. 

B.  Any changes in scope and location of Construction Projects agreed upon under this MOA and as 

defined in Exhibit 1 shall be provided to consulting parties with a thirty (30)-day review and 

comment period. MCBH shall consider all comments received during this period. If such parties 

determine that the proposed changes require amending this MOA, they shall proceed in 

accordance with Stipulation VII, Amendments. 

IV. POST-REVIEW DISCOVERIES 
 
MCBH shall notify consulting parties of any post-review discovery where a historic property may be 
potentially affected by this Undertaking, or portion thereof. Post-Review Discovery does not apply 
to cultural resources newly identified during the phased identification process of Construction 
Projects as defined in Exhibit 6. Post-Review Discovery applies only during archaeological monitoring 
for mitigation. 
 

A. If historic properties are discovered or unanticipated effects on historic properties found after 
executing this MOA, MCBH shall make reasonable efforts to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse 
effects to such properties. 

B. If MCBH has approved the Undertaking and construction has commenced, MCBH shall determine 
actions to resolve adverse effects, and notify the consulting parties by email within forty-eight 
(48) hours of the discovery. The notification shall describe MCBH's assessment of NRHP eligibility 
of the property and proposed actions to resolve the adverse effects.  

C. Consulting parties shall respond within forty-eight (48) hours of the notification. MCBH shall 
take into account their recommendations regarding NRHP eligibility and proposed actions, 
and then carry out appropriate actions. MCBH shall provide consulting parties with an 
electronic text-searchable copy of the report of the actions when they are completed. 

D. MCBH may assume a newly discovered property to be eligible for listing in the NRHP for purposes 

of Section 106 in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.13(c). MCBH shall specify the NRHP criteria used 

to assume the property’s eligibility so that information can be used in the resolution of adverse 

effects. 

E. If Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) cultural items -- including 
human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony -- are 
discovered within the APE by any action taken pursuant to this Undertaking, MCBH shall stop all 
ground-disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery and stabilize and protect the discovery. 
Treatment shall proceed under the authority of NAGPRA. MCBH shall notify the appropriate 
culturally affiliated claimant(s) and consult with these NHOs regarding the appropriate treatment 
and disposition of any NAGPRA cultural items in accordance with the NAGPRA (25 USC 3001 et 
seq., as appropriate) and its implementing regulations. 
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V. REPORTING 
 

A. Each year, following the execution of this MOA until it expires under the terms set out in Stipulation 
IX, Duration, or is terminated pursuant to Stipulation X, Termination, MCBH shall provide all 
consulting parties to this MOA a Summary Report detailing work undertaken pursuant to its terms 
(period covering October 1 through September 30).  

B. The Summary Report shall include: 

1. The status of funding mitigation activities.  
2. The status of treatment and mitigation activities. 
3. The status of implementation of Construction Projects under this MOA.  
4. Any disputes or objections received in MCBH’s efforts to carry out the terms of this MOA 

and how they were resolved. 
5. A brief description of what is and is not working for MCBH, with any suggested 

amendments to the MOA. 
6. A summary of the consultation requirements and status to date.  

C. MCBH shall hold an Annual Meeting to review and discuss the findings in the Summary Report. 

The Annual Meeting may be combined with another MCBH reporting meeting for convenience.  

 
VI. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
  

A. Should any signatory or concurring party to this MOA or consulting party object at any time to any 
actions proposed or the way the terms of this MOA are implemented, MCBH shall notify and 
consult with the objector and all consulting parties to resolve the objection. If MCBH determines 
that such objection cannot be resolved, MCBH shall:  

1.  Forward all documentation relevant to the dispute, including the MCBH’s proposed 
resolution, to the ACHP. The ACHP shall provide MCBH with its advice on the 
resolution of the objection within thirty (30) days of receiving adequate 
documentation. Prior to reaching a final decision on the dispute, MCBH shall prepare 
a written response that considers any timely advice or comments regarding the 
dispute from the ACHP, signatories, and concurring parties and provide them with a 
copy of this written response. MCBH shall then proceed according to its final decision. 

2.  If the ACHP does not provide its advice regarding the dispute within the thirty (30) 
day period, MCBH may make a final decision on the dispute and proceed accordingly. 
Prior to reaching such a final decision, MCBH shall prepare a written response that 
considers any timely comments regarding the dispute from the signatories and 
concurring parties to the MOA and provide them and the ACHP with a copy of such 
written response. 

B.  MCBH’s responsibility to carry out all other actions subject to the terms of this MOA that are 
not the subject of the dispute remain unchanged. 

 
VII. AMENDMENTS 
 
This MOA may be amended when such an amendment is agreed to in writing by all signatories. The 
amendment shall be effective on the date a copy signed by all signatories is filed with the ACHP. In 
accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(c), the signatories have sole authority to execute, amend, or terminate 
the agreement. An invited signatory that signs the agreement shall have the same rights regarding seeking 
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amendment or termination as other signatories. The refusal of any consulting party invited to concur does 
not invalidate this agreement. 
 
VIII. ANTI-DEFICIENCY ACT 
 
All requirements set forth in the MOA requiring expenditure of Marine Corps funds are expressly subject 
to the availability of appropriations and the requirements of the Anti-Deficiency Act (31 USC 1341). No 
obligation undertaken by the Marine Corps under the terms of this MOA shall require or be interpreted 
to require a commitment to expend funds not appropriated for a particular purpose. If the Marine Corps 
cannot perform any obligation set forth in this MOA because of unavailability of funds, that obligation 
must be renegotiated by the Marine Corps and the signatories. 
 
IX. DURATION 
 
This MOA shall become effective upon execution by all signatories and shall remain in effect until all 
projects associated with the Undertaking are completed or ten (10) years from the date of execution 
(whichever occurs first) unless the MOA is terminated prior to that in accordance with Stipulation X. Prior 
to such time, MCBH may consult with the other signatories to reconsider the terms of the MOA and amend 
it in accordance with Stipulation VII.  
 
X. TERMINATION 
 
If any signatory to this MOA determines that its terms will not or cannot be carried out, that party shall 
immediately consult with the other signatories to attempt to develop an amendment per Stipulation VII. 
If within thirty (30) days an amendment cannot be reached, any signatory may terminate the MOA upon 
written notification to the other signatories. Once the MOA is terminated, and prior to work continuing 
on the Undertaking, MCBH must either (a) execute an MOA pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6 or (b) request, 
take into account, and respond to the comments of the ACHP under 36 CFR § 800.7. MCBH shall notify 
the signatories as to the course of action it will pursue. If funding for any of the mitigation commitments 
outlined in this MOA is not secured within seven (7) years of execution of this MOA or within sufficient 
years for the mitigation commitment requirements, the MOA will terminate and MCBH shall consult with 
the SHPO. 
 
EXECUTION of this MOA by MCBH, ACHP and the SHPO, and implementation of its terms, documents that 

MCBH has taken into account the effects of this Undertaking on historic properties and afforded the ACHP 

an opportunity to comment. 

  



-----------------------------------
Reid Nelson, Executive Director, Acting

December 14, 2022



MCBH MOA: Home Basing of the                             Final      December 2022            
MQ-9 and KC-130J Squadrons    
  

Page 19 
 

CONCURRING PARTIES 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

 

By: Date: 
Frank W. Lands, Regional Director, Interior Regions 8,9, 10,12  

 

 

HISTORIC HAWAII FOUNDATION 

 

By: Date: 
Kiersten Faulkner, Executive Director 

 
 
NATIONAL TRUST FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

 

By: Date: 

Elizabeth Merritt, Deputy General Counsel 
 

 
OFFICE OF HAWAIIAN AFFAIRS (OHA) 

 

By: Date: 

Chief Executive Officer or Ka Pouhana, OHA 
 

 
OAHU ISLAND BURIAL COUNCIL (OIBC)  

 

By: Date: 

Chair, OIBC 
 
 
TEMPLE OF LONO 

 

By: Date:  
Clive Cabral 
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PAOA/KEA/LONO 'OHANA 

 

By: Date: 

Donna Ann Camvel 
 

 
KEKUMANO 'OHANA 

 

By: Date: 

Cy Harris 
 
 
VICTOR KELI'IMAIKA'I BOYD 'OHANA 

 

By: Date: 

Na'u Kamali'i 

 
 
KEOHOKALOLE 'OHANA 

 

By: Date: 

Emalia Keohokalole 

 
 
KO'OLAULOA HAWAIIAN CIVIC CLUB 

 

By: Date: 

President 

 
OLDS ‘OHANA 

 

__By:_______________________________Date:__________________________________________ 

Kaleleonalani Napoleon 
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DIAMOND 'OHANA 

 

By: Date: 

Anuhea Diamond 

 
 
KEKO'OLANI 'OHANA 

 

By: Date: 

Terrilee Keko'olani Raymond 

 

 
PRINCE KUHIO HAWAIIAN CIVIC CLUB 

 

By: Date: 

President 

 
 
ORTIZ 'OHANA 

 

By: Date: 

Rick Ortiz 

 

 

MORGAN ROWLEY 

 

 By: Date: 

Morgan Rowley 
 

PAIK 'OHANA  

 

By: Date: 

Kaleo Paik 



EXHIBIT 1 HOME BASING MOA 
CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS IN SUPPORT OF HOME BASING 

MQ-9 AND KC-130J AIRCRAFT SQUADRONS AT MCBH 

Construction Projects (based on EA Table 2-1) Description (based on EA Table 2-6) 

 

 
 

 



EXHIBIT 1 HOME BASING MOA 
CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS 

Construction Projects (based on EA Table 2-1) Description (based on EA Table 2-6) 

 

 
1. Hangar 102 Renovations for 
MQ-9 aircraft 

Interior upgrades; electrical, mechanical and communication systems. Install 
two Ground Control Stations (GCS) with up to two Environmental Control Units 
(ECU) in/near Hangar 102. May require utilities/mechanical/fire/lightning 
protection work including upgrades to non-historic walls/doors. Includes 
ground disturbance greater than 6 inches in depth. 

2. Infrastructure 
Improvements for MQ-9 

Install Ground Data Terminals (GDT) at separate locations: GDT #1 adjacent to 
Hangar 105 on paved surface west of hangar. GDT #2 on Keawanui Hill, which 
is approximately 100 feet high, on northwest side of Runway 4/22. GDT is 
operated from a mobile container. No ground disturbance below 6 inches. 
Approximately 35x35 foot area to be cleared/flattened at GDT #2 location. 

3. Building 4041/Install 
Training Simulator 

Install flight training simulator to support MQ-9 and KC-130J squadrons. May 
require ground disturbance below 6 inches in depth for hook up of 
utilities/communications lines. 

4. Apron Improvements for 
MQ-9 aircraft 

Install tie-downs and striping west of Hangar 105. Ground disturbance will not 
exceed the existing base course. 

5. Charlie Ramp Upgrades for 
KC-130J aircraft 

Restriping of Charlie Ramp for C-130J aircraft west of Hangar 6886 and east of 
Taxiway A. No ground disturbance. 

6. KC-130J Support Facilities 
(Wash Rack) 

Construct Wash Rack for KC-130J east of Hangar 6886. Includes ground 
disturbance greater than 6 inches in depth. 

7. Temporary Construction 
Staging Laydown Area at 
Crescent Circle 

Establish temporary construction laydown area at the Crescent Circle area. No 
ground disturbance. 

8. Airfield Security Fencing Install security fencing on east and west sides of Runway 04/22; north side of 
KC-130J Aircraft Direct Refueling System at Green Field; and north and east 
sides of the Wash Rack and KC-130J Support Structures (east of Hangar 6886). 

9. Bravo Ramp Upgrades for 
MV-22 

Resurface, repave, and stripe Bravo Ramp on bayside of hangar row for use by 
MV-22 aircraft. Includes ground disturbance greater than 6 inches in depth. 

10. Hangar 103 Replacement 
for MV-22 

Demolition of Hangar 103, Buildings 159, 160, 161, 183, 184, and construction 
of new Type II Hangar for MV-22s. Includes ground disturbance greater than 6 
inches in depth. 

11. Hangar 6886 Renovations 
for KC-130J 

Reconfiguration of Hangar 6886 interior spaces to convert from MV-22 to KC- 
130J use. No ground disturbance. 

12. KC-130J Support 
Structures 

Construction of new support facilities east of Hangar 6886 including Storage 
Facility and Propeller Maintenance Facility. Includes ground disturbance 
greater than 6 inches in depth. 

13. KC-130J Aircraft Direct 
Refueling System 

Construction of new refuel lane with an Aircraft Direct Refueling System at 
Green Field. Demolition of Buildings 4000 and 5068. Construction of concrete 
pavement, asphalt shoulders, striping, fuel lines from the existing fuel farm, 
and a drainage system with storm water detention capability. 
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HOME BASING CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS, APE (RED LINE), HISTORIC DISTRICTS 
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KNOWN ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES, ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING PROJECTS 

 
 

 

 

 



EXHIBIT 4 HOME BASING MOA 
KNOWN ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES, ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING PROJECTS 

 
 

 

HISTORIC AERIAL PHOTO (1928) IMAGE OVERLAYED WITH 
KNOWN ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES & ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING PROJECTS 
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PHASED IDENTIFICATION: ARCHAEOLOGICAL SUBSURFACE TESTING METHODOLOGY 

 

1. Archaeological testing for identification will be conducted, at minimum, for the following 
Construction Projects: Construction Projects 6, 8, 9, 12, and 13.  
 
Archaeological testing determination will be based on the following criteria: 
a. Construction Projects that include ground disturbance (e.g., some projects include 

only surface restriping, etc.), and 
b. Estimated depth of project ground disturbance, and 
c. Depth of cultural layer documented by previous studies, and 
d. Depth of excavations that documented negative findings by previous studies, and 
e. Proximity to known archaeological deposits/sites. 

 
2. For the Home Basing Construction Projects where archaeological testing has been agreed 

to, the Navy will contract an archaeological consultant meeting the requirements of 
Stipulation I.A. of the MOA to conduct archaeological testing to determine the 
presence/absence and significance of potential buried cultural deposits within the area 
of potential effects (APE) and between the APE and the boundary of any known buried 
cultural resources. The testing effort must include documentation and evaluation of any 
subsurface components of the encountered resource. At a minimum, the level of effort 
should be sufficient to determine: [1] the horizontal and vertical dimensions of the site, 
[2] chronological placement, [3] site function, [4] artifact/ecofact density and variability, 
[5] presence/absence of subsurface features, and [6] research potential. 

 

3. For documenting the subsurface component of a site, standard manually excavated test 
units are required to evaluate the presence or absence of subsurface deposits based on 
overall site and/or locus size. A standard test unit is defined as a 1 meter by 1 meter unit, 
excavated in natural layers if possible or by arbitrary 10 centimeter levels to sterile soil or 
to a minimum depth of 1 meter. Although hand excavation (with shovel and trowel) is 
preferred, the use of machinery is acceptable when demonstrated that it is necessary 
(e.g. to remove pavement and the corresponding base course). 

 

4. If a subsurface component exists, the boundaries of the deposit should be established 
using shovel test pits (STPs), auger holes, and manual or mechanical trenching. STPs 
should not be used in place of test units. STPs should measure at least 30 centimeters 
wide by 70 centimeters deep and should be excavated by hand in arbitrary 10 centimeters 
levels to sterile soil or to a minimum depth of 50 centimeters. Augur holes can be used to 
establish the depth of the deposit and gather data for soil samples. Trenches can be used 
to expose features and establish depth of the deposit across the site.  

 
5. The stratigraphic profile of the site must be documented at least two meters wide and 

include sufficient data to determine the archaeological sequence of the site, as well as 
the order in which the deposits were laid down. All excavated soils must be passed 
through 1/8-inch mesh screen, unless gathered for specific analysis, such as flotation, or 
other methods prove more efficient based on site type or soil consistency. Other  
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screening methods include flotation (in which soil is sifted through a fine-mesh screen fastened 
over a special container filled with water), and water screening. These methods will be 
determined by the Marine Corps Base Hawaii (MCBH) Cultural Resources Manager (CRM), 
Navy Contracting Officer Representative, and the contractor and substantiated in the research 
design and data recovery program. Soil samples recovered during excavation can be used to 
indicate whether site disturbances were natural or man-made and determine the type of 
activity taking place on the site. Munsell Soil Color Charts shall be used in the field to assess the 
hue, value, and chroma of the soil for each excavated level, and can provide data relative to the 
geology of the site as well as the surrounding area. 

 

6. Complete analysis of the material recovered during the testing program and completion 
of any appropriate specialty studies will be completed prior to submittal of the technical 
survey and evaluation report. This should include, for example, lithic tool analysis, lithic 
flake/debitage analysis, ceramic analysis, faunal analysis (including shellfish, animal bone 
and fish bone), fish otolith analysis, obsidian analysis, radiocarbon analysis, blood residue 
analysis, macro-botanical analysis, and palynological analysis, as appropriate. In order to 
adequately evaluate the significance of archaeological resources, it is necessary to identify 
the scientific potential of the resource (i.e., the data sets present) and the variability 
within artifact/ecofact classes. All recovered cultural materials should be prepared for 
curation at MCBH according to the curation standards in 36 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) §79 (refer to guidance provided in Standard Operating Procedure [SOP] 5 in the 
MCBH Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan [ICRMP] Update, 2021-2026). 

 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SUBSURFACE DATA RECOVERY METHODOLOGY 
 

1. For the Home Basing Construction Projects, the MCBH CRM may determine that such projects 
in the vicinity of known archaeological sites or in areas of medium or high archaeological 
sensitivity require additional data recovery to ensure protection and preservation of 
information about the site. The CRM will ensure to make provisions for an archaeological 
contractor qualified per Stipulation I.A. of the MOA and to be contracted through the Navy. 

2. A data recovery program may be required to provide substantive evidence to support a 
significance evaluation based on the subsurface testing (see above). Also, if identified buried 
cultural deposits are determined to be significant and will be destroyed by project 
development, data recovery will involve the systematic excavation of the features and artifacts 
contained within that part of the site that will be destroyed or adversely impacted. 

3. The data recovery portion of each Archaeological Inventory Survey (AIS) for Testing and Data 
Recovery (T/DR) Plan and Archaeological Monitoring and Data Recovery (AM/DR) Plan (as 
defined in MOA Stipulation II.D.5.) should be based on a research design that must be reviewed 
and approved by the MCBH CRM and the State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) 
Archaeology Branch (pursuant to MOA Stipulation II.D.6.). The research design should identify 
important research questions (see MCBH CRM for research priorities), link research topics to 
the data already known to be present in the site, delineate the methods that will be used in 
excavation (including the sample size to be excavated, which will vary with the nature and size  
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of the site), and explain procedures that will be used in the laboratory analysis and curation of 
recovered materials. It is at the stage of data recovery work plan development that specialized 
analyses should be proposed as data necessary to answer specific research questions. MCBH 
CRM and the SHPD Archaeology Branch will then determine if the proposed analyses are 
appropriate, during their review and approval of the plan. 

4. All excavations will be backfilled with engineered fill and/or deposits excavated, followed by 
compaction. 

5. Complete analysis of the material recovered during data recovery and completion of any 
appropriate specialty studies is expected prior to submittal of the technical data recovery 
report. This should include, for example, lithic tool analysis, lithic flake/debitage analysis, 
ceramic analysis, faunal analysis (including shellfish, animal bone and fish bone), fish otolith 
analysis, obsidian analysis, radiocarbon analysis, blood residue analysis, macro-botanical 
analysis, and palynological analysis, as appropriate. All recovered cultural materials should be 
prepared for curation at MCBH according to the curation standards in 36 CFR §79 (refer to 
guidance provided in SOP 5 in the MCBH ICRMP Update, 2021-2026). 

 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL MONITORING FOR CONSTRUCTION AND/OR GROUND-DISTURBING ACTIVITIES 
METHODOLOGY 

 

1. Archaeological monitoring will be conducted at Construction Projects: 1, 3, 6, 8-10, and 12-13, 
at minimum, as shown in Exhibit 6. Based on the results of the archaeological identification 
efforts it may later be determined that additional Construction Projects require archaeological 
monitoring. For the Home Basing Construction Projects where archaeological monitoring has 
been agreed to, the Navy will contract an archaeological consultant to conduct the 
archaeological monitoring. 

2. An archaeological monitoring plan (the Master AM/DR Plan identified in MOA Stipulation 
II.D.5) will be prepared and submitted to SHPD for review and acceptance prior to the start of 
ground disturbing projects requiring archaeological monitoring. For each Construction Project 
that requires archaeological monitoring, prior to the start of ground disturbing activities, an 
addendum to the archaeological monitoring plan will be prepared and submitted for SHPD 
review and approval. The addendum will be prepared to address archaeological needs specific 
to each Construction Project. 
The MCBH CRM will ensure to make provisions for an archaeological monitor meeting 
the professional requirements of Stipulation I.A. of this MOA on the Home Basing Construction 
Projects requiring archaeological monitoring, and will advise the Projects' contractors of the 
location, periodicity, and duration of required monitoring, and stipulate other measures 
that may be appropriate to address the potential discovery of archaeological materials or 
human remains. 

3. Archaeological monitoring may be required as a Best Management Practice for Home 
Basing Construction Projects in areas at MCBH Kaneohe Bay where sand fill was used as a 
base material in building foundations and utility trenches. Such sand fill has been found to 
contain isolated human skeletal remains and cultural items (per Native American  
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Graves Protection and Repatriation Act [NAGPRA] definitions). 

4. Prior to any ground-disturbing activities, the MCBH CRM will conduct a coordination 
meeting with the archaeological monitor and the Home Basing Construction Projects' 
contractors. The meeting will outline the duties and responsibilities of the archaeologist and 
the Projects' contractors and teams. The Conditions and Assumptions of SOP 5 in the MCBH 
ICRMP Update (2021-2026) will be discussed. All construction personnel are required to 
attend this meeting prior to starting on the project. The MCBH CRM can provide a record of 
attendance if requested.  

5. Archaeological monitoring will consist of identification, evaluation, collection, recording, 
analysis, and reporting of archaeological remains during ground-disturbing activities. The data 
retrieved should be sufficient to characterize the nature of all major deposits and strata, 
regardless of the cultural content, and discuss their known extent through time and space. 
Monitoring actions will be detailed in the Master AM/DR Plan (defined in MOA Stipulation 
II.D.5.) to be submitted to and approved by the MCBH CRM and the SHPD Archaeology Branch 
prior to the start of Home Basing Construction Projects where archaeological monitoring has 
been agreed to. 

6. All monitoring activities will be undertaken by a Qualified Archaeologist, as defined in the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Historic Preservation Professional Qualification Standards and 
Stipulation I.D. of the MOA. The archaeologist will be familiar with the range of cultural 
resources likely to be found within the project area. If monitoring activities are to take place 
within a known contaminated site, the archaeologist will be Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration 40-hour trained. Arrangements for the services of a physical anthropologist (or 
other scientists, as appropriate) with a background in human osteology will be made prior to 
any ground disturbing activities.  

7. At a minimum, one archaeological monitor will be present to monitor at each ground-
disturbing activity occurring. The monitor will inspect the backdirt removed from construction 
areas, as well as the exposed soil profiles. If archaeological remains are encountered, the 
archaeological monitor will be authorized to halt ground disturbing operations in order to 
evaluate, assess, and determine what course of action should be taken for the protection of 
any identified cultural materials. 

a. If the remains are determined to be not significant, the monitor will perform 
appropriate procedures, including plotting the location on the project 
topographic map, taking samples (as appropriate), preparing site maps, and 
photography. 

b. If the remains are evaluated to be potentially significant, the monitor will notify 
the MCBH CRM and SHPD staff in order to formulate appropriate mitigation 
measures. 

c. If the site contains human remains and/or grave or ceremonial object, the 
monitor will secure the site and follow SOP 4, Inadvertent Discovery of 
Human Remains, in MCBH ICRMP Update (2021-2026)  
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8. Documentation of exposed cultural materials will include: stratigraphic profiles of excavated 
areas containing cultural material; scaled photographs of such areas; record of the location 
or locations of intact cultural materials by Global Positioning System for inclusion in the 
MCBH cultural resources Geographic Information System. A sampling of stratigraphic 
profiles of excavated areas that do not contain cultural materials will be drawn from across 
the project area, in order to provide useful information regarding the lack of cultural 
materials in a given area. 

9. With the exception of human remains and/or grave or ceremonial objects, cultural 
materials discovered during the conduct of monitoring activities will remain the property 
of MCBH and will be curated in accordance with current MCBH policy. Grave or ceremonial 
objects and/or human remains will be treated in accordance with SOP 6, NAGPRA 
Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains, in MCBH ICRMP Update (2021-2026). 

10. The MCBH CRM will review on-going or completed projects involving archaeological 
monitoring to ensure that appropriate historic preservation mitigation measures are 
being or were successfully undertaken. 

11. At the end of ground disturbing activities for each Construction Project requiring 
archaeological monitoring, the monitor will prepare a report addressing any findings or 
subsequent mitigation resulting from the monitoring. The report requirements will be 
outlined in the Master AM/DR Plan (MOA Stipulation II.D.5.). The report will be submitted 
to the MCBH CRM for review and curation. All materials collected during the execution of 
the monitoring project will be submitted in a manner that is consistent with the MCBH 
Cultural Resources Program curation facility requirements. The archaeological monitoring 
reports shall be submitted to SHPD within one year of the end of ground disturbing activities 
for each Construction Project requiring archaeological monitoring. 

 



EXHIBIT 6 HOME BASING MOA 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHODS REQUIRED FOR CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

 

 

Construction Description/Location Historic Subsurface Archaeological Testing Archaeological 
Projects (based on (based on EA Table Buildings/Districts in Archaeological Required/Justification. Monitoring 
EA Table 2-1) 2-6) the Project APE Historic Properties in  Required/Justification 

   the Project APE   
 
 

1. Hangar 102 
Renovations for 
MQ-9 aircraft 

Interior upgrades; 
electrical, 
mechanical and 
communication 
systems. 

 
Install two Ground 
Control Stations 
(GCS) with up to two 
Environmental 
Control Units (ECU) 
in or adjacent to 
Hangar 102. May 
require utilities hook 
up. Includes ground 
disturbance greater 
than 6 inches in 
depth. 

Project APE is in the 
Naval Air Station (NAS) 
Kaneohe Aviation 
Historic District; 
Hangar 102 is a 
contributing element 
and primary visual 
anchor. 

Project APE has no 
traditional Hawaiian 
subsurface 
archaeological 
deposits or sites 
because the land was 
built with coral rock 
dredged from 
Kaneohe Bay and is 
devoid of 
archaeology. 

No testing due to 
location within area of 
filled lands built with 
coral dredged from 
Kaneohe Bay during 
initial base construction 
1939-1940, which is 
devoid of archaeology. 

Monitoring based on 
the potential to 
encounter 
disarticulated, 
secondarily-deposited 
human skeletal remains 
brought in with Jaucas 
sand mined elsewhere 
on the peninsula during 
the historic period for 
use as cushioning under 
building foundations 
and in utility trenches… 
(Tomonari-Tuggle and 
Clark 2021: I-95). 

2.Infrastructure 
Improvements for 
MQ-9 

Install two Ground 
Data Terminals (GDT) 
at separate 
locations: GDT #1 
adjacent to Hangar 
105 on paved surface 
to the west of the 

GDT #1 location is in 
the NAS Kaneohe 
Aviation Historic 
District. 

GDT #2 location is in 
the Mokapu House 
Lots Archaeological 
Historic District at Pali 
Kilo. The district 
includes traditional 
Hawaiian and historic 

No testing due to no 
ground disturbance. 

No monitoring due to 
no ground disturbance. 

 
 

Note: Exhibit 6 Table is based on EA Table 2-1 and locations are based on EA Table 2-6 which together comprise MOA Exhibit #1. Testing is required in five 
project APEs: #6, #8, #9, #12, #13. Testing criteria and methodology are described in further detail in Home Basing Final MOA, Stipulation II.D. 

Page 1 of 7 
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Construction Description/Location Historic Subsurface Archaeological Testing Archaeological 
Projects (based on (based on EA Table Buildings/Districts in Archaeological Required/Justification. Monitoring 
EA Table 2-1) 2-6) the Project APE Historic Properties in  Required/Justification 

   the Project APE   
 
 

 hangar. GDT #2 on 
Keawanui Hill, which 
is approximately 100 
feet high, on 
northwest side of 
Mokapu peninsula. 
GDT is operated 
from a mobile 
container measuring 
approximately 40 
feet long. No ground 
disturbance. 

 period sites. There are 
no contributing sites 
in the project APE. 

  

3. Building 4041 Install flight training 
simulator to support 
MQ-9 and KC-130J 
aircraft. May require 
ground disturbance 
below 6 inches for 
utilities and 
communication hook 
ups. 

No historic buildings or 
districts present. 

No subsurface 
archaeological historic 
properties including 
deposits or sites. 

No testing because 
previous archaeological 
investigations adjacent 
to the project APE found 
no evidence of any 
deposits or sites (Schilz 
and Allen 1996a); and 
the project APE lacks 
proximity to known 
deposits or sites. 

Monitoring based on 
potential to encounter 
disarticulated, 
secondarily-deposited 
human skeletal remains 
brought in with Jaucas 
sand mined elsewhere 
on the peninsula during 
the historic period… 
(Tomonari-Tuggle and 
Clark 2021: I-95). 

 
 
 
 

Note: Exhibit 6 Table is based on EA Table 2-1 and locations are based on EA Table 2-6 which together comprise MOA Exhibit #1. Testing is required in five 
project APEs: #6, #8, #9, #12, #13. Testing criteria and methodology are described in further detail in Home Basing Final MOA, Stipulation II.D. 
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EXHIBIT 6 HOME BASING MOA 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHODS REQUIRED FOR CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

 

 

Construction Description/Location Historic Subsurface Archaeological Testing Archaeological 
Projects (based on (based on EA Table Buildings/Districts in Archaeological Required/Justification. Monitoring 
EA Table 2-1) 2-6) the Project APE Historic Properties in  Required/Justification 

   the Project APE   
 
 

4. Apron 
Improvements for 
MQ-9 aircraft 

Install tie-downs and 
striping west of 
Hangar 105. Ground 
disturbance will not 
exceed the existing 
base course. 

Project APE is within 
the NAS Kaneohe 
Aviation Historic 
District. 

Project APE is within 
or near 
Archaeological Site 
4453, located west 
and south of Hangar 
105. 

No testing because 
depth of ground 
disturbance will not 
exceed the existing man- 
made base course that is 
devoid of archaeology. 

No monitoring because 
depth of ground 
disturbance will not 
exceed the existing 
man-made base course 
that is devoid of Jaucas 
sand mined elsewhere 
on the peninsula during 
the historic period… 
(Tomonari-Tuggle and 
Clark 2021: I-95). 

5. Charlie Ramp 
Upgrades for KC- 
130J aircraft 

Restriping of Charlie 
Ramp for C-130J 
aircraft west of 
Hangar 6886 and 
east of Taxiway A. No 
ground disturbance. 

Northern portion of 
the project APE 
extends into the Naval 
Air Station (NAS) 
Kaneohe Aviation 
Historic District. 

Project APE overlaps 
subsurface historic 
property, 
Archaeological Site 
4933. 

No testing based on no 
ground disturbance. 

No monitoring based 
on no ground 
disturbance. 

6. KC-130J Support 
Facilities (Wash 
Rack) 

Construct Wash Rack 
for KC-130J east of 
Hangar 6886. 
Includes ground 
disturbance greater 
than 6 inches in 
depth. 

No historic buildings or 
districts present. 

Outside but near 
subsurface historic 
properties, 
Archaeological Sites 
5829 and 4933. 

Testing based on depth 
of ground disturbance; 
the proximity to 
archaeological Sites 
5829 and 4933; the lack 
of previous 
investigations in portion 

Monitoring based on 
the potential for 
disarticulated, 
secondarily-deposited 
human skeletal remains 
brought in with Jaucas 
sand mined elsewhere 

 

Note: Exhibit 6 Table is based on EA Table 2-1 and locations are based on EA Table 2-6 which together comprise MOA Exhibit #1. Testing is required in five 
project APEs: #6, #8, #9, #12, #13. Testing criteria and methodology are described in further detail in Home Basing Final MOA, Stipulation II.D. 
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EXHIBIT 6 HOME BASING MOA 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHODS REQUIRED FOR CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

 

 

Construction Description/Location Historic Subsurface Archaeological Testing Archaeological 
Projects (based on (based on EA Table Buildings/Districts in Archaeological Required/Justification. Monitoring 
EA Table 2-1) 2-6) the Project APE Historic Properties in  Required/Justification 

   the Project APE   
 
 

    of the Wash Rack 
project APE. 

on the peninsula during 
the historic period… 
(Tomonari-Tuggle and 
Clark 2021: I-95). 

7. Temporary 
Construction 
Staging Laydown 
Area at Crescent 
Circle 

Establish temporary 
construction 
laydown area at the 
Crescent Circle area. 
No ground 
disturbance. 

No historic buildings or 
districts present. 

No subsurface 
archaeological historic 
properties including 
deposits or sites. 

No testing due to no 
ground disturbance. 

No monitoring due to 
no ground disturbance. 

8. Airfield Security 
Fencing 

Install security 
fencing on east and 
west sides of Runway 
04/22; north side of 
KC-130J Aircraft 
Direct Refueling 
System at Green 
Field; and north and 
east sides of the 
Wash Rack and KC- 
130J Support 
Structures (east of 
Hangar 6886). 

Portion of fencing 
project APE is in the 
NAS Kaneohe Aviation 
Historic District. 

Portion of fencing APE 
is near Archaeological 
Sites 5829 and 4933. 

Testing based on depth 
of ground disturbance; 
the proximity to 
subsurface 
archaeological Sites 
5829 and 4933; and the 
lack of previous 
archaeological 
investigations in portion 
of the Wash Rack 
project APE. 

Monitoring based on 
the potential to 
encounter 
disarticulated, 
secondarily-deposited 
human skeletal remains 
brought in with Jaucas 
sand mined elsewhere 
on the peninsula during 
the historic period for 
use as cushioning under 
building foundations 
and in utility trenches… 
(Tomonari-Tuggle and 
Clark 2021: I-95). 

 

Note: Exhibit 6 Table is based on EA Table 2-1 and locations are based on EA Table 2-6 which together comprise MOA Exhibit #1. Testing is required in five 
project APEs: #6, #8, #9, #12, #13. Testing criteria and methodology are described in further detail in Home Basing Final MOA, Stipulation II.D. 
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EXHIBIT 6 HOME BASING MOA 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHODS REQUIRED FOR CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

 

 

Construction Description/Location Historic Subsurface Archaeological Testing Archaeological 
Projects (based on (based on EA Table Buildings/Districts in Archaeological Required/Justification. Monitoring 
EA Table 2-1) 2-6) the Project APE Historic Properties in  Required/Justification 

   the Project APE   
 
 

      

9. Bravo Ramp 
Upgrades for MV- 
22 

Resurface, repave, 
and stripe Bravo 
Ramp on bayside of 
hangar row for use 
by MV-22 aircraft. 
Includes ground 
disturbance greater 
than 6 inches in 
depth. 

Kaneohe Naval Air 
Station National 
Historic Landmark 
(NHL) District; former 
seaplane ramp and 
parking area are 
contributing features. 

The project APE does 
not contain any 
traditional Hawaiian 
archaeological 
deposits or sites 
because the ground 
was built with coral 
dredged from 
Kaneohe Bay and is 
devoid of 
archaeology. 
However, there is 
potential for 
subsurface historic 
period archaeology 
associated with the 
Dec. 7th 1941 attack. 

Testing based on depth 
of ground disturbance; 
proximity to the NHL 
where there is potential 
for unknown subsurface 
historic period features 
associated with the Dec. 
7th 1941 attack. 

Monitoring based on 
the potential to 
encounter 
disarticulated, 
secondarily-deposited 
human skeletal remains 
brought in with Jaucas 
sand mined elsewhere 
on the peninsula during 
the historic period for 
use as cushioning under 
building foundations 
and in utility trenches… 
(Tomonari-Tuggle and 
Clark 2021: I-95). 

10. Hangar 103 
Replacement for 
MV-22 

Demolition of Hangar 
103, Buildings 159, 
160, 161, 183, 184, 
and construction of 
Type II Hangar for 
MV-22s. Includes 
ground disturbance 

NAS Kaneohe Aviation 
Historic District. 
Hangar 103 is a 
contributing element 
built circa 1941. 

The project APE does 
not contain any 
traditional Hawaiian 
archaeological 
deposits or sites 
because the land was 
built with coral 

No testing due to 
location within filled 
lands devoid of 
archaeology. 

Monitoring based on 
potential for presence 
of disarticulated, 
secondarily-deposited 
human skeletal remains 
in Jaucas sand mined 
elsewhere on the 

 

Note: Exhibit 6 Table is based on EA Table 2-1 and locations are based on EA Table 2-6 which together comprise MOA Exhibit #1. Testing is required in five 
project APEs: #6, #8, #9, #12, #13. Testing criteria and methodology are described in further detail in Home Basing Final MOA, Stipulation II.D. 
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EXHIBIT 6 HOME BASING MOA 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHODS REQUIRED FOR CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

 

 

Construction Description/Location Historic Subsurface Archaeological Testing Archaeological 
Projects (based on (based on EA Table Buildings/Districts in Archaeological Required/Justification. Monitoring 
EA Table 2-1) 2-6) the Project APE Historic Properties in  Required/Justification 

   the Project APE   
 
 

 greater than 6 inches 
in depth. 

 dredged from 
Kaneohe Bay devoid 
of archaeology. 

 peninsula in the historic 
period. 

11. Hangar 6886 
Renovations for KC- 
130J 

Reconfiguration of 
Hangar 6886 interior 
spaces to convert 
from MV-22 to KC- 
130J use. No ground 
disturbance. 

No historic buildings or 
districts present. 

Outside but near 
subsurface 
archaeological historic 
properties, Sites 5829 
and 4933. 

No testing due to no 
ground disturbance. 

No monitoring due to 
no ground disturbance. 

12. KC-130J 
Support Structures 

Construction of new 
support facilities east 
of Hangar 6886 
including Storage 
Facility and Propeller 
Maintenance Facility. 
Includes ground 
disturbance greater 
than 6 inches in 
depth. 

No historic buildings or 
districts present. 

Outside but near 
subsurface historic 
properties including 
archaeological Sites 
5829 and 4933. The 
project APE appears 
to straddle original 
shoreline and filled 
lands built with coral 
dredged from 
Kaneohe Bay that is 
devoid of 
archaeology. 

Testing due to depth of 
project ground 
disturbance deeper than 
six inches and proximity 
to known subsurface 
historic properties 
including archaeological 
deposits and sites. 

Monitoring based on 
the potential to 
encounter 
disarticulated, 
secondarily-deposited 
human skeletal remains 
brought in with Jaucas 
sand mined elsewhere 
on the peninsula during 
the historic period for 
use as cushioning under 
building foundations 
and in utility trenches… 
(Tomonari-Tuggle and 
Clark 2021: I-95). 

 

Note: Exhibit 6 Table is based on EA Table 2-1 and locations are based on EA Table 2-6 which together comprise MOA Exhibit #1. Testing is required in five 
project APEs: #6, #8, #9, #12, #13. Testing criteria and methodology are described in further detail in Home Basing Final MOA, Stipulation II.D. 
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EXHIBIT 6 HOME BASING MOA 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHODS REQUIRED FOR CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

 

 

Construction Description/Location Historic Subsurface Archaeological Testing Archaeological 
Projects (based on (based on EA Table Buildings/Districts in Archaeological Required/Justification. Monitoring 
EA Table 2-1) 2-6) the Project APE Historic Properties in  Required/Justification 

   the Project APE   
 
 

13. KC-130J Aircraft 
Direct Refueling 
System 

Construction of new 
refuel lane with an 
Aircraft Direct 
Refueling System at 
Green Field. 
Demolition of 
Buildings 4000 and 
5068. Construction 
of concrete 
pavement, asphalt 
shoulders, striping, 
fuel lines from the 
existing fuel farm, 
and a drainage 
system with storm 
water detention 
capability. 

NAS Kaneohe Aviation 
Historic District. 

No subsurface 
archaeological historic 
properties including 
deposits or sites. 

Testing due to 
estimated depth of 
project ground 
disturbance deeper than 
6 inches; and absence of 
previous archaeological 
investigations in the 
project APE. 

Monitoring based on 
the potential to 
encounter 
disarticulated, 
secondarily-deposited 
human skeletal remains 
brought in with Jaucas 
sand mined elsewhere 
on the peninsula during 
the historic period for 
use as cushioning under 
building foundations 
and in utility trenches… 
(Tomonari-Tuggle and 
Clark 2021: I-95). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Note: Exhibit 6 Table is based on EA Table 2-1 and locations are based on EA Table 2-6 which together comprise MOA Exhibit #1. Testing is required in five 
project APEs: #6, #8, #9, #12, #13. Testing criteria and methodology are described in further detail in Home Basing Final MOA, Stipulation II.D. 
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EXHIBIT 7 HOME BASING MOA 
HOME BASING CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS WITH PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 

 
 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING PROPOSED FOR 
CONSTRUCTION ELEMENTS (CP) 13: 
CP 13: KC-130J Aircraft Direct Refueling 
System (ground disturbance) 

NO ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING PROPOSED 
FOR CP: 7 
CP 7: Temporary Construction Staging Laydown 
Area at Crescent Circle (no ground disturbance) 



EXHIBIT 8 HOME BASING MOA 
HOME BASING CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS WITH PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 

 

 
 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING PROPOSED DUE TO GROUND 
DISTURBANCE FOR CP 6, 8, 12 
CP 6: Construct Wash Rack for KC-130J east of Hangar 6886 (near 
subsurface historic properties) 
CP 8: Airfield Security Fencing (proximity to subsurface 
archaeological Sites 5829 and 4933 
CP 12: Construction of new support facilities east of Hangar 6886 
including Storage Facility and Propeller Maintenance Facility 

 
NO ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING PROPOSED 
FOR CP 5, 7, 11 
CP 5: Restriping of Charlie Ramp for C-130J aircraft west of Hangar 
6886 and east of Taxiway A (no ground disturbance) 
CP 7: Temporary Construction Staging Laydown Area at Crescent 
Circle (no ground disturbance) 
CP 11: Reconfiguration of Hangar 6886 interior spaces to convert 
from MV-22 to KC-130J use (no ground disturbance) 



EXHIBIT 9 HOME BASING MOA 
HOME BASING CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS WITH PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 

 

 
 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING PROPOSED DUE TO GROUND 
DISTURBANCE FOR CP 6, 8, 12 
CP 6: Construct Wash Rack for KC-130J east of Hangar 6886 (near 
subsurface historic properties) 
CP 8: Airfield Security Fencing (proximity to subsurface 
archaeological Sites 5829 and 4933 
CP 12: Construction of new support facilities east of Hangar 6886 
including Storage Facility and Propeller Maintenance Facility 

 
NO ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING PROPOSED 
FOR CP 11 
CP 11: Reconfiguration of Hangar 6886 interior spaces 
to convert from MV-22 to KC-130J use (no ground 
disturbance) 



EXHIBIT 10 MCBH HOME BASING MOA 
HISTORIC PROPERTIES (LIST) WITHIN HOME BASING APE 

Historic Property 
(Facility/Site no.) 

Name/Function NRHP 
Listed/Eligible 

NRHP Status  
(Significance 

Criterion) 

Effect(s) from  
Home Basing Projects 

Mitigation  
Measure(s)  

(MOA 
Stipulation)  

SHPD Concurrence w/DOE** 

#1-5 (NHL) (n=5) Seaplane Ramps Listed (NRHP-L) NHL No historic properties 
affected (N/HP/AFF) 

  SHPD letter dtd 4/29/2011***;  
LOG: 2011.0878,  
DOC: 1104RS119 

101 (NHL)  Aircraft Hangar NHRP-L NHL N/HP/AFF   SHPD letter dtd 4/29/2011;  
LOG: 2011.0878,  
DOC: 1104RS119 

102 Aircraft Hangar Eligible Aviation Historic 
District Contributing 
Resource (NRHP-E/Av HD) 

A/C No adverse effects 
(NAE)  

II.B. SHPD letter dtd 4/29/2011;  
LOG: 2011.0878,  
DOC: 1104RS119 

103 Aircraft Hangar NRHP-E/Av HD A/C Adverse Effects (AE) / 
Construction Project 
(CP) 10  

II.A.1.-8.; II.C. SHPD letter dtd 4/29/2011;  
LOG: 2011.0878,  
DOC: 1104RS119 

104 Aircraft Hangar NRHP-E/Av HD A/C N/HP/AFF   SHPD letter dtd 4/29/2011;  
LOG: 2011.0878,  
DOC: 1104RS119 

105 Aircraft Hangar NRHP-E/Av HD A/C N/HP/AFF   SHPD letter dtd 4/29/2011;  
LOG: 2011.0878,  
DOC: 1104RS119 

159 (adjacent H3)  Aircraft Spares 
Storage 

NRHP-E/Av HD A AE / CP 10 II.A.1.-8.; II.C. SHPD letter dtd 4/29/2011;  
LOG: 2011.0878,  
DOC: 1104RS119 

160 (adjacent H3)  Aircraft Spares 
Storage 

NRHP-E/Av HD A AE / CP 10 II.A.1.-8.; II.C. SHPD letter dtd 4/29/2011;  
LOG: 2011.0878,  
DOC: 1104RS119 



EXHIBIT 10 MCBH HOME BASING MOA 
HISTORIC PROPERTIES (LIST) WITHIN HOME BASING APE 

Historic Property 
(Facility/Site no.) 

Name/Function NRHP 
Listed/Eligible 

NRHP Status  
(Significance 

Criterion) 

Effect(s) from  
Home Basing Projects 

Mitigation  
Measure(s)  

(MOA 
Stipulation)  

SHPD Concurrence w/DOE** 

161 (adjacent H3) Aircraft Spares 
Storage 

NRHP-E/Av HD A 
 
  

AE / CP 10 II.A.1.-8.; II.C. SHPD letter dtd 4/29/2011;  
LOG: 2011.0878,  
DOC: 1104RS119 

183 (adjacent H3) Aircraft Spares 
Storage 

NRHP-E/Av HD A AE / CP 10 II.A.1.-8.; II.C. SHPD letter dtd 4/29/2011;  
LOG: 2011.0878,  
DOC: 1104RS119 

184 (adjacent H3) Aircraft Spares 
Storage 

NRHP-E/Av HD A AE / CP 10 II.A.1.-8.; II.C. SHPD letter dtd 4/29/2011;  
LOG: 2011.0878,  
DOC: 1104RS119 

SIHP* 
Archaeological 
Site  
50-80-11-4453 

Subsurface cultural 
deposit with pit 
features, 
postmolds, shell 
midden, charcoal; 
intact burials 

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF 
CP 2 (GDT near H105) 
CP 4 

II.D. Pending MCBH January 2023 
solicitation of SHPD concurrence 
in DOEs for MCBH 
archaeological sites; treated as 
NRHP-E even w/out SHPD 
concurrence as allowed at  
36 CFR 800.4(c)(2) 

50-80-11-4933 Subsurface cultural 
deposit with pits, 
postholes, firepits; 
bone arrow point 

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF 
CP 5 
CP 6 
CP 8 
CP 12 

II.D. Pending 

50-80-11-5829 Subsurface cultural 
deposit, burials; 
around Building 
6470, north of 
Hangar 104 

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF II.D. Pending 



EXHIBIT 10 MCBH HOME BASING MOA 
HISTORIC PROPERTIES (LIST) WITHIN HOME BASING APE 

Historic Property 
(Facility/Site no.) 

Name/Function NRHP 
Listed/Eligible 

NRHP Status  
(Significance 

Criterion) 

Effect(s) from  
Home Basing Projects 

Mitigation  
Measure(s)  

(MOA 
Stipulation)  

SHPD Concurrence w/DOE** 

50-80-11-0365 Heiau; on southern 
slope of Keawanui; 
location of St. 
Catherine’s 
Catholic Church in 
1840s; O’Day 2007 
suggests that Sites 
4619, 4620, 4622, 
and Temp Site 1 
could define two 
sides of heiau 

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF 
CP 2 (GDT on Keawanui 
Hill--clearing ground 
surface only) 

  Pending 

50-80-11-0367 Hina Stone; 
elongated 
waterworn 
boulder; one of 
three features 
including a fishing 
shrine with two 
uprights 
representing Kane 
and Kanaloa, a fish 
trap (Pa Ohua), 
and shrine with 
two stones 
representing Ku 
and Hina; damaged 
in 2009 

NRHP-E B, C, D N/HP/AFF   Pending 

50-80-11-2883 Subsurface cultural 
deposits from pre- 
and post-Contact 
periods and pre-
WWII house sites; 
pre-Contact 
deposit possibly 

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF   Pending 



EXHIBIT 10 MCBH HOME BASING MOA 
HISTORIC PROPERTIES (LIST) WITHIN HOME BASING APE 

Historic Property 
(Facility/Site no.) 

Name/Function NRHP 
Listed/Eligible 

NRHP Status  
(Significance 

Criterion) 

Effect(s) from  
Home Basing Projects 

Mitigation  
Measure(s)  

(MOA 
Stipulation)  

SHPD Concurrence w/DOE** 

continuous with 
5733 

50-80-11-4610 House 
terrace/complex  

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF   Pending 

50-80-11-4611 House site; pre-
WWII 

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF   Pending 

50-80-11-4612 House site; pre-
WWII to 1943 

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF   Pending 

50-80-11-4614 House site; pre-
WWII 

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF   Pending 

50-80-11-4617 House site; pre-
WWII 

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF   Pending 

50-80-11-4618 Building cluster; 
pre-WWII 

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF   Pending 

50-80-11-4619 Pavement w/ 2 
waterworn 
uprights; on slope 
of Keawanui Hill 

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF   Pending 

50-80-11-4620 Enclosure; circular; 
on upper east 
facing slope of 
Keawanui Hill; may 
be part of Site 365 
heiau 

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF   Pending 

50-80-11-4622 Rock and coral 
piles; may be part 
of Site 365 heiau 

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF   Pending 

50-80-11-4625 House site; pre-
WWII 

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF   Pending 

50-80-11-7722 Subsurface cultural 
deposit 

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF   Pending 



EXHIBIT 10 MCBH HOME BASING MOA 
HISTORIC PROPERTIES (LIST) WITHIN HOME BASING APE 

Historic Property 
(Facility/Site no.) 

Name/Function NRHP 
Listed/Eligible 

NRHP Status  
(Significance 

Criterion) 

Effect(s) from  
Home Basing Projects 

Mitigation  
Measure(s)  

(MOA 
Stipulation)  

SHPD Concurrence w/DOE** 

50-80-11-7723 Intact but 
disturbed human 
burial 
remains; sparse 
traditional 
Hawaiian 
artifacts 

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF   Pending 

50-80-11-7724 Disturbed 
subsurface cultural 
deposit (including 
one human tooth) 

NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF   Pending 

50-80-11-7725 Retaining wall NRHP-E D N/HP/AFF   Pending 
4000 Metal storage shed 

constructed in 
1986 

NRHP-Ineligible (IE)         

5068 Aircraft Rescue 
storage shed 
constructed in 
1991 

NRHP-IE         

6886 Type II hangar 
constructed in 
2017 for MV-22 
squadron 

NRHP-IE         

  Notes: *State Inventory of Historic Places (SIHP); **Determination of Eligibility (DOE); *** SHPD letter of concurrence in MCBH World War II-era Historic Building Inventory (2011)  



UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
MARINE CORPS BASE HAWAII 

BOX 63002 
KANEOHE BAY, HAWAII 96863-3002 

5090 
LFE/128-22 

October 19, 2022 

Dr. Alan Downer 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Officer Department of Land and Natural Resources 
Kakuihewa Building, Room 555 
601 Kamokila Boulevard  
Kapolei, HI 96707 

SUBJECT: Continuing Section 106 Consultation (Draft 1 Memorandum of 
Agreement): Proposed MCBH Home Basing of the MQ-9A Unmanned Air 
System and KC-130J Aerial Transport Refueling Aircraft Aboard 
Marine Corps Base Hawaii, Kaneohe Bay, District of Ko’olaupoko, 
Ahupua’a of He’eia, O’ahu, TMK 1-4-4-008:001. 

Dr. Downer: 

Marine Corps Base Hawaii (MCBH) is continuing consulting with your office 
in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
regarding the proposed undertaking by the U.S. Marine Corps to implement the 
Home Basing of the MQ-9A Unmanned Air System and KC-130J Aerial Transport 
Refueling Aircraft at the Kaneohe Bay installation (hereinafter referred to 
as the MCBH Home Basing project). MCBH first initiated consultation on this 
undertaking with the submittal of the required documentation (LFE/001-22) 
dated January 7, 2022. In response to your written request for additional 
information (letter dated February 7, 2022; 2022PR00034/Doc:2202SH06), MCBH 
provided you with that information in a letter sent via email and HICRIS on 
August 31, 2022 (LFE/097-22; HICRIS Submission No. 2022PE00034.002). In 
response to your letter (dated July 14, 2022; Project No.: 2022PR00034 
/Doc:2207SH05) and comments regarding the Home Basing Draft 1 Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA), MCBH has provided below a response in bold italics for each 
of the requests/comments (in quotes) from your letter:  

1) “MCBH also determined the proposed undertaking may potentially result
in an adverse effect on other historic properties based on installing
tie-downs west of Hangar 5, which is in the vicinity of NRHP-eligible
Site 50-80-11-4453 archaeological deposits.”

MCBH has determined the installation of aircraft tie-downs adjacent to
Hangar 105 will be located within the existing aircraft parking ramp
and will not penetrate below the ramp’s base course, thus avoiding
potential impacts for archaeological deposits that may lie below the
existing base course.

2) “Additionally, the SHPO asked MCBH to provide a determination of
eligibility for the four archaeological sites identified and an
assessment of the project’s potential impact to those sites. The SHPD
maintains this request which needs to occur prior to finalizing the
MOA.”



5090 
LFE/128-22 

October 19, 2022
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In the MCBH August 31, 2022 letter referenced above, our determination 
of eligibility for the four archaeological sites you questioned (Sites 
4421, 5968, 5969, and 7723) was provided to you. Specifically we stated 
that, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(c)(2), MCBH has determined that 
Site 7723 is eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) and that Sites 4621, 5968, and 5969 are not NRHP 
eligible based on the information and analysis provided in that letter. 
We await your concurrence in this NRHP determination of eligibility. 

3) “The SHPD also requested MCBH please provide copies, or a summary of,
responses received from the public and consulting parties to date.”

In the MCBH August 31, 2022 letter referenced above, MCBH provided you
with copies of consulting party comments received as of that date. At
the Home Basing Project Section 106 consultation meeting on September
29, 2022, MCBH provided hard copies of all cultural resources public
comments to the MCBH Home Basing Environmental Assessment (EA) and we
asked to upload those comments to your HICRIS system. MCBH has since
uploaded these public comments to HICRIS and provided them to
consulting parties via an email attachment.

4) “Further, the SHPO opines there are a number of steps in the Section
106 process that are outstanding, which the MCBH needs to carry out
prior to reaching a point in the Section 106 process in which a
decision regarding effects to historic properties can be determined….
Identification with context of the character-defining features of Bravo
Ramp including strafing marks, bomb craters, and ancillary features.”

At the MCBH Section 106 consultation meeting held on September 29,
2022, MCBH committed to conducting a Historic Architectural Landscape
Survey (HALS) report for the landscape associated with the Kaneohe
Naval Air Station (NAS) National Historic Landmark (NHL) District, of
which Bravo Ramp is a contributing resource. This commitment is
included in the current MCBH Home Basing Draft MOA and will remain so
in the Final MOA.

5) “Archaeological inventory survey(s) in areas likely to host
archaeological remains and/or human remains that will undergo ground
disturbance to a depth that could impact archaeological resources and
human remains during the undertaking should they be present. Further,
should there be significant archaeological sites which will be
adversely affected by the undertaking, the SHPO requests archaeological
data recovery intensive excavation is conducted prior to the start of
ground disturbing project work. This type of archaeological
investigation conducted prior to the start of the project allows for
better control of the investigation and methodology resulting in better
data recovery and documentation than archaeological monitoring allows.

The first draft of the MOA only proposed archaeological monitoring as
mitigation for any adverse impacts to archaeological resources. Further
the draft MOA stipulates that any archaeological data identified after
the MOA is executed would be treated as a post-review discovery as
defined in 36 CFR 800.13. As SHPD has stated many times during
consultation for this project and others at MCBH, archaeological
monitoring during the project does not allow the archaeologist the best
approach to archaeological methods of data recovery and often results
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in less data and deficient documentation. If archaeology is conducted 
during the project and all findings are treated as a post-review 
discovery, the SHPD, the Native Hawaiian Organizations, and other 
consulting parties have very little opportunity to voice concerns and 
consult on the outcome of the finding.” 

After discussions with you, your staff, and all consulting parties at 
the September 8 and 29, 2022 Section 106 consultation meetings, MCBH 
has committed to implementing a program of archaeological testing, 
including data recovery as appropriate, prior to execution of various 
agreed upon Home Basing Construction projects as noted in the current 
Draft MOA. Additionally, the Draft MOA also states that MCBH will 
provide archaeological monitoring for all Home Basing Construction 
projects’ ground disturbing activities as a best management practice to 
reduce impacts to Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act (NAGPRA) cultural items, including Native Hawaiian human skeletal 
remains, that could be encountered in dune sand used as construction 
fill material during the 1940s, ‘50s, and ‘60s on Mokapu peninsula.  

6) “To aid planning efforts, the SHPD requests all information relating to
the location of NAGPRA related items previously encountered in, or
adjacent to, the APE. Please confirm that all archaeological and NAGPRA
locational data within the APE has been presented in the MCBH’s written
consultation and in maps for this project.”

This information regarding NAGPRA cultural items and archaeological
burial sites was provided to consulting parties at the Home Basing
Section 106 meeting held on August 11, 2022. The various Section 106
consultation meeting materials (e.g. PowerPoint slides) and meeting
summaries provided to consulting parties thus far will confirm that
MCBH has presented “all archaeological and NAGPRA locational data
within the APE…” for the Home Basing project.

7) “At this time the SHPO opines the MOA was developed prematurely, as
there are requirements of the Section 106 process that have not yet
been met. At the request of MCBH, the SHPD provides the attached form
(below) with its comments on the first draft; the SHPD review focused
on the proposed stipulations within the draft MOA, therefore comments
to the other sections of this document may be forthcoming.”

The aforementioned MCBH letters and the nine (9) Home Basing Section
106 consultation meetings conducted to date have allowed MCBH to meet
the requirements of the Section 106 process, including the current
effort to finalize and execute the Home Basing MOA.

8) “The SHPO opines the proposed mitigation is not sufficient and
additional efforts need to be considered. However, should any of the
proposed mitigation be agreed upon, the MOA needs to be revised to
impart explicit commitments regarding timelines to complete the
mitigation prior to completion of the undertaking, party involvement,
and clear descriptions of the anticipated final product.“

Additional mitigation measures, e.g. securing a curation facility that
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meets requirements of 36 CFR Part 79 and updating the National Register 
forms for the Kaneohe NAS NHL District, and specific timelines for 
implementation for all proposed mitigation measures have been added to 
the Draft 3 and 4 versions of the MOA.  

In light of the information provided herein and uploaded to HICRIS, 
including consulting parties' and public comments, and at additional Section 
106 meetings held over the past several months, we request your concurrence 
on our determinations of eligibility and finding of adverse effect for this 
undertaking (see 31 August 2022 submittal), Home Basing of MQ-9 and KC-130J 
Aircraft Squadrons aboard MCBH.  

Should you or your staff have any questions or additional concerns, please 
contact the MCBH Cultural Resources Management staff, Ms. June Cleghorn at 
257-7126 or via email at june.cleghorn@usmc.mil, or Dr. Wendy Wichman at 257-
7134 or via email at wendy.wichman@usmc.mil.

Sincerely, 

 

J. P. HART 
Major, U. S. Marine Corps 
Director, Environmental Compliance and 
Protection Division 
By direction of the Commanding Officer 
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October 19, 2022 

Dr. Alan Downer 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Officer Department of Land and Natural Resources 
Kakuihewa Building, Room 555 
601 Kamokila Boulevard  
Kapolei, HI 96707 

SUBJECT: Continuing Section 106 Consultation (Draft 1 Memorandum of 
Agreement): Proposed MCBH Home Basing of the MQ-9A Unmanned Air 
System and KC-130J Aerial Transport Refueling Aircraft Aboard 
Marine Corps Base Hawaii, Kaneohe Bay, District of Ko’olaupoko, 
Ahupua’a of He’eia, O’ahu, TMK 1-4-4-008:001. 

Dr. Downer: 

Marine Corps Base Hawaii (MCBH) is continuing consulting with your office 
in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
regarding the proposed undertaking by the U.S. Marine Corps to implement the 
Home Basing of the MQ-9A Unmanned Air System and KC-130J Aerial Transport 
Refueling Aircraft at the Kaneohe Bay installation (hereinafter referred to 
as the MCBH Home Basing project). MCBH first initiated consultation on this 
undertaking with the submittal of the required documentation (LFE/001-22) 
dated January 7, 2022. In response to your written request for additional 
information (letter dated February 7, 2022; 2022PR00034/Doc:2202SH06), MCBH 
provided you with that information in a letter sent via email and HICRIS on 
August 31, 2022 (LFE/097-22; HICRIS Submission No. 2022PE00034.002). In 
response to your letter (dated July 14, 2022; Project No.: 2022PR00034 
/Doc:2207SH05) and comments regarding the Home Basing Draft 1 Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA), MCBH has provided below a response in bold italics for each 
of the requests/comments (in quotes) from your letter:  

1) “MCBH also determined the proposed undertaking may potentially result
in an adverse effect on other historic properties based on installing
tie-downs west of Hangar 5, which is in the vicinity of NRHP-eligible
Site 50-80-11-4453 archaeological deposits.”

MCBH has determined the installation of aircraft tie-downs adjacent to
Hangar 105 will be located within the existing aircraft parking ramp
and will not penetrate below the ramp’s base course, thus avoiding
potential impacts for archaeological deposits that may lie below the
existing base course.

2) “Additionally, the SHPO asked MCBH to provide a determination of
eligibility for the four archaeological sites identified and an
assessment of the project’s potential impact to those sites. The SHPD
maintains this request which needs to occur prior to finalizing the
MOA.”
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In the MCBH August 31, 2022 letter referenced above, our determination 
of eligibility for the four archaeological sites you questioned (Sites 
4421, 5968, 5969, and 7723) was provided to you. Specifically we stated 
that, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(c)(2), MCBH has determined that 
Site 7723 is eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) and that Sites 4621, 5968, and 5969 are not NRHP 
eligible based on the information and analysis provided in that letter. 
We await your concurrence in this NRHP determination of eligibility. 

3) “The SHPD also requested MCBH please provide copies, or a summary of,
responses received from the public and consulting parties to date.”

In the MCBH August 31, 2022 letter referenced above, MCBH provided you
with copies of consulting party comments received as of that date. At
the Home Basing Project Section 106 consultation meeting on September
29, 2022, MCBH provided hard copies of all cultural resources public
comments to the MCBH Home Basing Environmental Assessment (EA) and we
asked to upload those comments to your HICRIS system. MCBH has since
uploaded these public comments to HICRIS and provided them to
consulting parties via an email attachment.

4) “Further, the SHPO opines there are a number of steps in the Section
106 process that are outstanding, which the MCBH needs to carry out
prior to reaching a point in the Section 106 process in which a
decision regarding effects to historic properties can be determined….
Identification with context of the character-defining features of Bravo
Ramp including strafing marks, bomb craters, and ancillary features.”

At the MCBH Section 106 consultation meeting held on September 29,
2022, MCBH committed to conducting a Historic Architectural Landscape
Survey (HALS) report for the landscape associated with the Kaneohe
Naval Air Station (NAS) National Historic Landmark (NHL) District, of
which Bravo Ramp is a contributing resource. This commitment is
included in the current MCBH Home Basing Draft MOA and will remain so
in the Final MOA.

5) “Archaeological inventory survey(s) in areas likely to host
archaeological remains and/or human remains that will undergo ground
disturbance to a depth that could impact archaeological resources and
human remains during the undertaking should they be present. Further,
should there be significant archaeological sites which will be
adversely affected by the undertaking, the SHPO requests archaeological
data recovery intensive excavation is conducted prior to the start of
ground disturbing project work. This type of archaeological
investigation conducted prior to the start of the project allows for
better control of the investigation and methodology resulting in better
data recovery and documentation than archaeological monitoring allows.

The first draft of the MOA only proposed archaeological monitoring as
mitigation for any adverse impacts to archaeological resources. Further
the draft MOA stipulates that any archaeological data identified after
the MOA is executed would be treated as a post-review discovery as
defined in 36 CFR 800.13. As SHPD has stated many times during
consultation for this project and others at MCBH, archaeological
monitoring during the project does not allow the archaeologist the best
approach to archaeological methods of data recovery and often results
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in less data and deficient documentation. If archaeology is conducted 
during the project and all findings are treated as a post-review 
discovery, the SHPD, the Native Hawaiian Organizations, and other 
consulting parties have very little opportunity to voice concerns and 
consult on the outcome of the finding.” 

After discussions with you, your staff, and all consulting parties at 
the September 8 and 29, 2022 Section 106 consultation meetings, MCBH 
has committed to implementing a program of archaeological testing, 
including data recovery as appropriate, prior to execution of various 
agreed upon Home Basing Construction projects as noted in the current 
Draft MOA. Additionally, the Draft MOA also states that MCBH will 
provide archaeological monitoring for all Home Basing Construction 
projects’ ground disturbing activities as a best management practice to 
reduce impacts to Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act (NAGPRA) cultural items, including Native Hawaiian human skeletal 
remains, that could be encountered in dune sand used as construction 
fill material during the 1940s, ‘50s, and ‘60s on Mokapu peninsula.  

6) “To aid planning efforts, the SHPD requests all information relating to
the location of NAGPRA related items previously encountered in, or
adjacent to, the APE. Please confirm that all archaeological and NAGPRA
locational data within the APE has been presented in the MCBH’s written
consultation and in maps for this project.”

This information regarding NAGPRA cultural items and archaeological
burial sites was provided to consulting parties at the Home Basing
Section 106 meeting held on August 11, 2022. The various Section 106
consultation meeting materials (e.g. PowerPoint slides) and meeting
summaries provided to consulting parties thus far will confirm that
MCBH has presented “all archaeological and NAGPRA locational data
within the APE…” for the Home Basing project.

7) “At this time the SHPO opines the MOA was developed prematurely, as
there are requirements of the Section 106 process that have not yet
been met. At the request of MCBH, the SHPD provides the attached form
(below) with its comments on the first draft; the SHPD review focused
on the proposed stipulations within the draft MOA, therefore comments
to the other sections of this document may be forthcoming.”

The aforementioned MCBH letters and the nine (9) Home Basing Section
106 consultation meetings conducted to date have allowed MCBH to meet
the requirements of the Section 106 process, including the current
effort to finalize and execute the Home Basing MOA.

8) “The SHPO opines the proposed mitigation is not sufficient and
additional efforts need to be considered. However, should any of the
proposed mitigation be agreed upon, the MOA needs to be revised to
impart explicit commitments regarding timelines to complete the
mitigation prior to completion of the undertaking, party involvement,
and clear descriptions of the anticipated final product.“

Additional mitigation measures, e.g. securing a curation facility that
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meets requirements of 36 CFR Part 79 and updating the National Register 
forms for the Kaneohe NAS NHL District, and specific timelines for 
implementation for all proposed mitigation measures have been added to 
the Draft 3 and 4 versions of the MOA.  

 
In light of the information provided herein and uploaded to HICRIS, 

including consulting parties' and public comments, and at additional Section 
106 meetings held over the past several months, we request your concurrence 
on our determinations of eligibility and finding of adverse effect for this 
undertaking (see 31 August 2022 submittal), Home Basing of MQ-9 and KC-130J 
Aircraft Squadrons aboard MCBH.  

 
Should you or your staff have any questions or additional concerns, please 

contact the MCBH Cultural Resources Management staff, Ms. June Cleghorn at 
257-7126 or via email at june.cleghorn@usmc.mil, or Dr. Wendy Wichman at 257-
7134 or via email at wendy.wichman@usmc.mil. 

 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 

 
 
J. P. HART 
Major, U. S. Marine Corps 
Director, Environmental Compliance and 
Protection Division 
By direction of the Commanding Officer 
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Dr. Alan Downer  

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

Department of Land and Natural Resources 

Kakuihewa Building, Room 555 

601 Kamokila Boulevard 

Kapolei, HI 96707 

 

Dear Dr. Downer: 

 

SUBJECT: CONTINUING SECTION 106 CONSULTATION: Development of a 

Memorandum Of Agreement for Home Basing of MQ-9A and KC-130 

Aircraft Squadrons Aboard Marine Corps Base Hawaii, District 

Of Koʻolaupoko, Ahupuaʻa Of He‘eia, On The Island Of Oʻahu, TMK 
1-4-4-008:001. 

 

    Marine Corps Base Hawaii (MCBH) is continuing consultation with your office 

in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 

regarding the above subject undertaking (hereinafter project). We received your 

written request for additional information (letter dated February 7, 2022; 

2022PR00034/Doc:2202SH06)in response to our Section 106 initiation letter dated 

January 7, 2022 (LFE/001-22) and have provided the additional information 

herein.  

 

IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

 

    Your office requested a determination of eligibility for the four 

archaeological sites that were identified in our initiation letter as not 

evaluated, and an assessment of this project’s potential impact to those 

sites (see enclosure 1 for archaeological site locations within or near this 

project’s area of potential effect (APE) that was included in the Section 106 

initiation letter referenced above).  

 

Site No.50-80-

11- /Reference 

Description Eligibility Figure 

Site 4621, 

Building 

Foundation (see 

Drolet et al. 

1996). 

Two parallel 5 m x 

10 cm concrete 

walls running east 

to west on the 

northern slope of 

Keawanui Hill, 40 m 

east of Pali Kilo 

Road (Fig. 67). 

Constructed of 

cobbles faced with 

concrete. Remnants 

are 3 meters apart 

with soil between 

them. Both are 

considerably 

damaged. Based on 

lack of structural 

remains of building 

foundation, it is 

not clear what this 

type of feature 

represents. 

Not eligible 

based on lack of 

integrity and 

significance. 

World War II or 

early 20th 

Century-era 

feature can no 

longer convey 

its significance 

as a structure 

and does not 

retain the 

ability to yield 

important 

information 

about prehistory 

or history.  
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Site 5968, Rock 

Wall Remnant 

(recorded by 

Roberts et al. 

2002, see 

Section 10) 

Remnant retaining 

rock wall 

identified in 

trench excavations 

west of the 

flightline. It is 

constructed of 

undressed, basalt 

rocks (20-40 cm 

diameter) and 

mortar, similar to 

other early 

twentieth century 

house foundations 

and walls in the 

Pali Kilo area 

(Figure 20). Cross-

section of the 

retaining wall 

was identified in 

the trench between 

MH77A and Building 

1359, 3m west of 

Mokapu 

Road. Function of 

the wall is not 

clear. Historic 

maps (Lyons and 

Brown 1881-1882, 

Territory of Hawaii 

1928 do not show 

historic structures 

at this location. 

Wall was likely 

associated with 

Mokapu Experimental 

Game Farm or early 

military 

construction. 

 

Not eligible 

based on lack of 

integrity and 

significance. 

World War II or 

early 20th 

Century feature 

can no longer 

convey its 

significance as 

a structure and 

does not retain 

the ability to 

yield important 

information 

about prehistory 

or history. 

 

    

Site 5969, 

Building 

Remnant 

(recorded by 

Roberts et al. 

2002, see 

Section 10). 

Building remnant 

identified in 

trench excavations 

west of the 

flightline. It 

consists of a thick 

concrete World War 

II era foundation 

reinforced with 

metal rebar (Figure 

21). The structure 

was completely 

buried underground 

and discovered in 

the wall profile of 

a trench stretching 

between Manholes 

77-77A…. The 

concrete structure 

is located 25m east 

of Building 708, a 

World War II era 

bunker. It is not 

clear whether or 

not the concrete 

foundation is 

connected to 

Building 708; 

however, the 

Not eligible 

based on lack of 

integrity and 

significance. 

World War II or 

early 20th 

Century feature 

can no longer 

convey its 

significance as 

a structure and 

does not retain 

the ability to 

yield important 

information 

about prehistory 

or history. 
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construction 

materials and 

techniques are 

consistent with 

other nearby World 

War II era 

structures. 

    

Site 7723, Pre-

contact Deposit 

(recorded by 

Gosser et al. 

2015, 53). 

Site 7723 included 

a partially intact 

human burial 

approximately 27 

cmbs, located near 

the northern 

boundary of APE-C 

(within the 

footprint of 

Cottage 13b). In 

addition to the 

HSR, sparse 

traditional 

artifacts were 

recovered from TU-

6. Site 7723 is 

recommended as 

potentially 

eligible for 

inclusion on the 

NRHP under Criteria 

C and D, and as a 

contributing 

property of the 

Mokapu Houselots 

Archaeological 

District at Pali 

Kilo. Probable that 

the pre-Contact 

components of this 

site have their 

origins during the 

Late Pre-Contact 

period (Figure 23).  

 

Eligible 

 

 

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(c)(2), MCBH has determined that Site 7723 

(see enclosure 2) is eligible for listing in the National Register of 

Historic Places (NRHP) and that Sites 4621 (enclosure 3), 5968 (enclosure 4), 

and 5969 (enclosure 4) are not NRHP eligible based on the information and 

analysis provided above. Furthermore, MCBH has determined that the project 

will have no effect on sites and historic properties listed above based on 

the lack of ground disturbing activities within/near these sites [compare 

enclosure 5 (Home Basing Project Elements) also included in the Section 106 

initiation letter referenced above and enclosure 6 (Expanded Project Elements 

locations) first presented as slide #11 at the initial Home Basing Section 

106 consultation meeting held on January 13, 2022, with enclosure 1 

(Archaeological Site Locations)]. 

 

    Your office also requested copies, or a summary, of responses received 

from the public and consulting parties to date. Please see enclosure 7 for 

written comments from Historic Hawaii Foundation (HHF), received via email on 

March 10, 2022 from Kiersten Faulkner. Other written comments received from 

HHF and other consulting parties have included comments to the Home Basing 

Draft #1 MOA, and MCBH provided those comments and MCBH responses in a 

comment response matrix emailed to all consulting parties on August 19, 2022. 
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Lastly, Section 106 consultation meeting summaries, which include consulting 

party comments discussed at these meetings, have been provided to all 

consulting parties for the following meeting dates in 2022: January 13, March 

10, April 14, May 12, June 9, and July 14. The meeting summary for the August 

11 Section 106 consultation meeting will be forwarded to all consulting 

parties before the next consultation meeting on Thursday September 8.  

DETERMINATION OF EFFECT 

Based on the additional information provided herein, MCBH requests your 

concurrence on our determination that the proposed undertaking will result in 

an adverse effect on historic properties in accordance with Section 106 

Implementing Regulations at 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) based on the following: 1) 

demolition of Hangar 103, which is eligible for the National Register as a 

contributing element of the Naval Air Station (NAS) Kaneohe Aviation Historic 

District; (2) construction of a replacement Type II hangar where Hangar 103 

was located; (3) demolition of Facilities 159, 160 and 161, which are small 

Aircraft Spares Storage Buildings located adjacent to Hangar 3 and 

contributing resources to the NAS Kaneohe Historic Aviation District; (4) 

demolition of two small aircraft armament storage buildings located north of 

Hangar 103 built in 1942, Facilities 183 and 184, both of which are eligible 

for the National Register as contributing elements of the NAS Kaneohe 

Aviation Historic District; (5) repaving and resurfacing of the former 

seaplane parking area including Bravo Ramp, which is eligible as a 

contributing element of the Kaneohe Naval Air Station NHL District and the 

NAS Kaneohe Historic Aviation District; and (6) data recovery associated with 
archaeological testing of any eligible subsurface archaeological site or 
deposit in advance of ground disturbing activities associated with the 

project execution. 

MCBH is forwarding copies of this letter to the consulting parties 

listed below, including Native Hawaiian Organizations (NHOs), and in 

accordance with the Section 106 Implementing Regulations at 36 CFR 800.6(a) 

will continue consulting with the SHPO and the consulting parties listed 

below to develop an MOA that will avoid, minimize or mitigate the adverse 

effects on historic properties. MCBH has notified the Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation (ACHP) of this adverse effect finding, and the ACHP 

will participate in this consultation pursuant to Section 106 Implementing 

Regulations at 36 CFR 800.6(a)(1).  

Lastly, MCBH also received written comments from your office to the Draft 

#1 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for this project via an emailed letter dated 

July 11, 2022 (Project No.:2022PR00034/Doc. No. 2207SH05). MCBH will respond 

to requests for additional information in your July 11, 2022 letter after the 

public comment period, for the Environmental Assessment for Home Basing of 

the MQ-9 Marine Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Squadron and KC-130J Marine Aerial 

Refueler Transport Squadron, ends on September 21, 2022. 

Should you or your staff have any questions, please contact the MCBH 

Cultural Resources Management staff, Ms. June Cleghorn at 257-7126 or via 

email at june.cleghorn@usmc.mil, or Dr. Wendy Wichman at 257-7134 or via 

email at wendy.wichman@usmc.mil.  
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Sincerely,

J. P. HART 
Major, U. S. Marine Corps 
Director, Environmental Compliance and 
Protection Division 
By direction of the Commanding Officer 

Enclosures:  

1. Archaeological site locations within or near this project’s area of
potential effect (APE).

2. Location of Archaeological Site 7723, Figure 23 Gosser et al., 2015.
3. Archaeological Site 4621 plan view, Figure 67 Drolet et al., 1996.
4. Archaeological Sites 5968 & 5969, Figures 20-21 Roberts et al., 2002.
5. Home Basing Project Elements
6. Home Basing Expanded Project Elements
7. Copy of written comments from Historic Hawaii Foundation, received via

email on March 10, 2022 from Kiersten Faulkner

Copy to (via email):  
Oahu Island Burial Council (Chair, William Mills)  
Office of Hawaiian Affairs  
Ms. Anuhea Diamond, Diamond ‘Ohana 
Ms. Ah Lan Diamond, Diamond ‘Ohana 
Ms. Skye Razon-Olds, Olds ‘Ohana  
Ms. Emalia Keohokalole, Keohokalole ‘Ohana 
Ms. Na`u Kamali`i, Boyd ‘Ohana  
Ms. Donna Ann Camvel, Paoa Kea Lono ‘Ohana  
Mr. Cy Harris, Kekumano ‘Ohana  
Ms. Terrilee Napua Keko`olani Raymond, Keko`olani ‘Ohana  
Mr. Clive Cabral, Temple of Lono  
Ms. Kaleo Paik, Paik `Ohana  
Ms. Kiersten Faulkner, Historic Hawaii Foundation  
Ms. Elizabeth Merritt, National Trust for Historic Preservation 
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Enclosure 1: Archaeological Sites Within and Near the APE

Sources: Esri, 2021; Hawaii Statewide GIS, 2021; MCBH, 2021
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Enclosure 2.  Site 7723 location, Figure 23 Gosser et al., 2015.
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Enclosure 4. Plan view maps of Sites 5968 and 5969, Figures 20 and 21, (Drolet 1996). 
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(1) Restripe Charlie Ramp
(2) Resurface, repave, and stripe Bravo Ramp
(3) Install tie-downs at Bravo Taxi Ramp and Bravo-1
(4) Install tie-downs at and stripe end of Runway 4/22, west of Hangar 105
(5) Replace taxiway asphalt
(6) Modify Hangar 102 to accommodate MQ-9A:
-Interior upgrades: electrical, mechanical and communication systems
-Training simulator
(7) Construct a KC-130J wash rack
(8) Install two Ground Control Stations (GCSs) with
Environmental Control Units (ECUs) at Hangar 102
(9) Install two Ground Data Terminals (GDTs):
-Keawanui Hill
-Adjacent to Hangar 105

Index
(10) Construct laydown and staging area at Crescent Circle
(11) Demolish Hangar 103
(12) Construct Type II Hangar 103 aircraft maintenance hangar for MV-22s
(13) Reconfigure Hangar 6886 interior spaces from MV-22 to KC-130J use
(14) Construct new support facilities adjacent to Hangar 6886:
-Storage Facility
-Propeller Maintenance Facility
(15) Construct new Hot Refuel Pit and demolish Buildings 4000 and 5068
(16) Construct new Security Fencing
(17) Demolish Buildings 159, 160, and 161
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2 0 2 2 HOME BASING OF THE MQ-9A & KC-130J SQUADRONS

Enclosure 6. Home Basing Expanded Project Elements Locations 



From: Kiersten Faulkner
To: Cleghorn CIV June N
Cc: "Alan Downer (alan.s.downer@hawaii.gov)"; "Susan Lebo (Susan.A.Lebo@hawaii.gov)"; "Stephanie Hacker

(stephanie.hacker@hawaii.gov)"; "Julia Flauaus (julia.flauaus@hawaii.gov)"; Wichman CIV Wendy J; "Betsy
Merritt (emerritt@savingplaces.org)"; Anne Nelson (anelson@savingplaces.org); "Elaine Jackson-Retondo
(Elaine_Jackson-Retondo@nps.gov)"; Kiersten Faulkner

Subject: [URL Verdict: Neutral][Non-DoD Source] MCBH Section 106 Consultation Meeting #2 Hangar Modernization:
MCBH Home Basing MQ-9 and KC-130J Aircraft

Date: Thursday, March 10, 2022 12:57:43 PM

Aloha June,

I am following up per your request at today’s MCBH Section 106 Consultation meeting for the proposed
homebasing for the MQ-9 & KC 130J aircraft. As the MCBH presentation took 85 of the scheduled 90 minutes,
with minimal time for questions or discussion, Historic Hawai‘i Foundation requested that the next meeting agenda
be dedicated to discussion, questions and conversation about the issues and concerns. I was concerned and alarmed
that the overall consultation schedule proposes to move directly to drafting a Memorandum of Agreement, but there
has been no actual discussion or consultation beyond basic questions for understanding the proposal. I appreciate
your willingness to ensure adequate time for consultation and discussion. MCBH also asked that HHF and the other
consulting parties provide our list of topics and issues that will form the framework for that conversation with a
follow-up email for your reference and records.

To recap HHF’s major issues:

1. HHF requested time for consultation and dialogue about the issues, as noted above.

2. We request assessment of feasibility of adaptive reuse for Hangar 103 for the KC130 squadron (the new
planes) and not just the MV-22 squadron (the existing helicopters) which are proposed to be relocated from their
purpose-built hangar to give that hangar to KC130. It is unclear to me whether or not Hangar 103 would fit the
needs of the KC130 or not.

3. We request consideration of the MCBH Greenfield site as an alternative, for either the Homebase project or
the Navy's P-2001 undertaking, or both. The MCBH information clearly shows that a new Type 2 hangar fits there;
possibly also a Type 3 hangar; possibly both. This site is a viable alternative to avoid demolition of at least one and
possibly two of the historic hangars. Both the Aviation District and the Greenfield sites would require demolition of
existing buildings and construction of new infrastructure. However, the Greenfield would only impact non-historic
resources and roads/surface parking lots. HHF feels strongly that a feasible alternative site that meets the purpose
and need without inflicting damage to historic and cultural resources should be selected. It is inappropriate to screen
it out of consideration. We appreciate MCBH’s commitment to provide a conceptual site plan for discussion.

4. We request discussion about the excessive level of proposed cumulative effect on the district. This adverse
effect is alarming and very problematic. MCBH needs to prepare and consider options to avoid and minimize these
effects.

Enclosure 7. Written comments from Kiersten Faulkner, Historic Hawaii 
Foundation.
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5.      HHF is concerned that the MCBH concept of proposed mitigation is wholly insufficient. We believe that
mitigation needs to be proportionate to the adverse effect; it should be appropriate, timely and beneficial. The
project needs to include budget line items to support the mitigation and plan accordingly. We are concerned that
MCBH’s idea the scope, scale and type of mitigation would result in inadequate financial resources and therefore
MCBH would reject ideas merely because of poor financial planning. In my discussions with the Hawai‘i Deputy
SHPO, he has recommended that major projects was significant adverse effects should plan for 1%-3% of the
overall project budget for mitigation measures. I recommend that Dr. Alan Downer be invited into this discussion to
expand on this guideline. But for now, MCBH should assume 2% of the project budget for mitigation measures,
which can then be developed and detailed in the MOA.

I also noted that MCBH typically schedules its Annual Meeting with Preservation Partners/Consulting Parties in
April/May. As covid restrictions ease and public health considerations are addressed, it may be possible to hold that
meeting in person. That may be an opportunity for out-of-state attendees to come in person, as travel guidelines
allow, with possible site visits. If that is an option, I would recommend a separate day for the project consultations
so that doesn’t impede or truncate the annual meeting agenda.

Please let me know if you have any questions. We look forward to continuing the consultation.

Thank you,

Kiersten

Kiersten Faulkner

Executive Director

Historic Hawai‘i Foundation

680 Iwilei Rd. Ste. 690

Honolulu, HI 96817

Email: Kiersten@historichawaii.org <mailto:Kiersten@historichawaii.org>

Phone: 808-523-2900

FAX: 808-523-0800

WEB: www.historichawaii.org <http://www.historichawaii.org/> 

mailto:Kiersten@historichawaii.org
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July 11, 2022 
IN REPLY REFER TO: 

Major J. P. Hart, Director Project No.: 2022PR00034 
Environmental Compliance and Protection Department Doc. No.: 2207SH05 
United States Marine Corps Archaeology 
Marine Corps Base Hawai‘i Box 63002 Architecture 
Kaneohe Bay, Hawai‘i 96863-3002 History and Culture 
Email: Jeffry.Hart@usmc.mil 
Electronic Transmittal Only, No Hard Copy to Follow 

Dear Major J. P. Hart: 

SUBJECT: National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 Review – 
Draft 1 Memorandum of Agreement 
Proposed MCBH Home Basing of the MQ-9A Unmanned Air System and KC-130J Aerial 
Transport Refueling Aircraft Aboard Marine Corps Base Hawai‘i 
He‘eia Ahupua‘a, Ko‘olaupoko District, Island of O‘ahu 
TMK: (1) 4-4-008:001 

 

The State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) received a draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) titled, 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between Marine Corps Base Hawaii (MCBH) and the Hawaii State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) Regarding the Home Basing of the MQ-9 Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Squadron and 
KC-130J Aerial Refueler Transport Aircraft Squadron at Marine Corps Base Hawaii, Kaneohe Bay, from the 
Marine Corps Base Hawai‘i (MCBH) to continue the Section 106 consultation process and determine appropriate 
methods to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects to historic properties resulting from the MCBH Home 
Basing of the MQ-9A Unmanned Air System and KC-130J Aerial Transport Refueling Aircraft project at MCBH on 
the island of O‘ahu. The SHPD received this submittal via email on July 4, 2022 (email Correspondence; June 
Cleghorn [MCBH] to SHPD) and via the SHPD HICRIS on July 11, 2022 (HICRIS Submission No. 
2022PR00034.002). 

 
The MCBH has determined the proposed project is a federal undertaking as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(y); the 
project is therefore subject to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The MCBH initiated Section 
106 consultation with the SHPO on January 7, 2022 (MCBH Ref. No. LFE/001-22; SHPD HICRIS Submission No. 
2022PR00034.001). A Section 106 meeting for the proposed project was held among MCBH, SHPD, and consulting 
parties on January 13, 2022 and March 10, 2022. 

 
MCBH’s January 2022 letter stated the project is centered on the area around Hangars 2 and 3 (Facilities 102 and 
103) and includes support areas at Pali Kilo, West Field, Charlie Ramp, Transient Ramp, and Crescent Circle (for 
construction laydown). The undertaking includes home basing a Marine Corps MQ-9A Extended Range Unmanned 
Aerial Vehicle (UAV) squadron (6 aircraft) and a KC-130J aircraft squadron (15-aircraft) at MCBH Kaneohe. Each 
squadron consists of personnel, aircraft, and supporting infrastructure. The MQ-9A squadron will conduct UAV 
training operations, and the KC-130J squadron will conduct aerial refueling. 

 
The MCBH Home Basing project will house the MQ-9A squadron in Hangar 102 and house the KC-130J squadron 
in the hangar currently occupied by the MV-22 squadron (Facility 6886). It will include demolition of Hangar 3 
(Facility 103) and of the ancillary Aircraft Spares Storage Buildings (Facilities 159, 160 and 161) adjacent to 

mailto:Jeffry.Hart@usmc.mil
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Hangar 3. The project also includes construction of a new Type II hangar in the Hangar 3 footprint to house the MV- 
22 squadron. 

 
The new Type II hangar will be a steel-frame construction with standing seam metal roofing, concrete filled metal 
deck floors, and a pile foundation. MCBH also proposes to demolish Facilities 4000 (G-3 Storage) constructed in 
1986, and 5068 (Aircraft Rescue) built in 1991, located at the Hot Fuel Pit. A list of additional proposed actions is 
provided with MCBH’s letter. 

 
The area of potential effects (APE) for this project consists of the Kaneohe Naval Air Station National Historic 
Landmark District (NHL), the Naval Air Station (NAS) Kaneohe Historic Aviation District (Aviation District), 
Bravo Ramp, Charlie Ramp, Transient Ramp, the Mokapu House Lots Archaeological District at Pali Kilo, portions 
of the West Field area to the north of the runway, and areas that are adjacent to the Aviation District east of Charlie 
Ramp and Transient Ramp. The APE is approximately 508 acres. 

 
The MCBH states there are approximately 65 architectural resources within the APE, as well as three historic 
districts. The historic districts are the Naval Air Station (NAS) Kaneohe Historic Aviation District, the Kaneohe 
Naval Air Station National Historic Landmark (NHL), and the Mokapu House Lots Archaeological District at Pali 
Kilo which have all been determined eligible listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under 
Criteria A (American history) and C (architecture). Hangars 2 and 3 were built in 1941, and the three ancillary 
Aircraft Spares Storage buildings (Facilities 159,160, 161) were built in 1942. They are contributing resources to the 
NAS Kaneohe Historic Aviation District. 

 
The MCBH has determined thirty-one identified archaeological sites fall at least partially within this project’s APE. 
Twenty-six of these sites have been evaluated as eligible for listing in the NRHP. The remaining four sites have not 
been evaluated. The Mōkapu Burial Area (50-80-11-1017) is approximately 60 meters (m) to the east, and outside 
of, the APE and is listed in the NRHP. MCBH has determined the archaeological sites previously documented 
within the APE can be divided into three primary temporal categories: traditional Hawaiian, non-military historic, 
and military; most sites within the APE are traditional Hawaiian in association. 

 
In its January letter the MCBH determined the proposed project will result in an adverse effect based on 1) 
demolition of Hangar 3, which is eligible for listing in the National Register as a contributing element of the NAS 
Kaneohe Historic Aviation District and 2) demolition of Facilities 159, 160 and 161, which are small Aircraft Spares 
Storage buildings located adjacent to Hangar 3 and are contributing resources to the NAS Kaneohe Historic 
Aviation District. MCBH also determined the proposed undertaking may potentially result in an adverse effect on 
other historic properties based on installing tie-downs west of Hangar 5, which is in the vicinity of the NHRP- 
eligible Site 50-80-11-4453 archaeological deposits. 

 
In a letter dated February 7, 2022 (Project No. 2022PR00034, Doc. No. 2202SH06), the SHPO agreed with the basis 
for a determination of adverse effect but opined MCBH must still take into consideration comments received from 
the public and interested parties, which may result in the identification of additional historic properties and/or raise 
additional concerns regarding project impacts prior to the SHPO’s concurrence and prior to the drafting of a 
Memorandum of Agreement to address the identified effects. Additionally, the SHPD asked MCBH to provide a 
determination of eligibility for the four archaeological sites identified and an assessment of the project’s potential 
impact to those sites. The SHPD maintains this request which needs to occur prior to finalizing the MOA. 

 
The SHPD also requested MCBH please provide copies, or a summary of, responses received from the public and 
consulting parties to date. 

 
Further, the SHPD opines there are a number of steps in the Section 106 process that are outstanding, which the 
MCBH needs to carry out prior to reaching a point in the Section 106 process in which a decision regarding effects 
to historic properties can be determined. These include the information requested above as well as: 

 
1) Identification with context of the character-defining features of Bravo Ramp including strafing marks, bomb 
craters, and ancillary features. 
2) Archaeological inventory survey(s) in areas likely to host archaeological remains and/or human remains that will 
undergo ground disturbance to a depth that could impact archaeological resources and human remains during the 
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undertaking should they be present. Further should there be significant archaeological sites which will be adversely 
affected by the undertaking the SHPD requests archaeological data recovery intensive excavation is conducted prior 
to the start of ground disturbing project work. This type of archaeological investigation conducted prior to the start 
of the project allows for better control of the investigation and methodology resulting in better data recovery and 
documentation than archaeological monitoring allows. 

 
The first draft of the MOA only proposes archaeological monitoring as mitigation for any adverse impacts to 
archaeological resources. Further the draft MOA stipulates that any archaeological data identified after the MOA is 
executed would be treated as a post-review discovery as defined in 36 CFR 800.13. As SHPD has stated many times 
during consultation for this project and others at MCBH, archaeological monitoring during the project does not 
allow the archaeologist the best approach to archaeological methods of data recovery and often results in less data 
and deficient documentation. If archaeology is conducted during the project and all findings are treated as a post- 
review discovery, the SHPD, Native Hawaiian Organizations, and other consulting parties have very little 
opportunity to voice concerns and consult on the outcome of the finding. 

 
To aid in planning efforts, the SHPD requests all information relating to the location of NAGPRA related items 
previously encountered in, or adjacent to, the APE. Please confirm that all archaeological and NAGPRA locational 
data within the APE has been presented in the MCBH’s written consultation and in maps for this project. 

 
At this time the SHPO opines the MOA was developed prematurely, as there are requirements of the Section 106 
process that have not yet been met. At the request of MCBH, the SHPD provides the attached form (below) with its 
comments on the first draft; the SHPD review focused on the proposed stipulations within the draft MOA, therefore 
comments to the other sections of this document may be forthcoming. 

 
The SHPD opines the proposed mitigation is not sufficient and additional efforts need to be considered. However, 
should any of the proposed mitigation be agreed upon, the MOA needs to be revised to impart explicit commitments 
regarding timelines to complete the mitigation prior to completion of the undertaking, party involvement, and clear 
descriptions of the anticipated final product. 

 
The SHPO looks forward to continuing Section 106 consultation for the proposed project. 

 
Please submit the above to the SHPD HICRIS to Project No. 2022PR00034 using the Project Supplement option. 

 
The MCBH is the office of record for this undertaking. Please maintain a copy of this letter with your environmental 
review record for this undertaking. 

 
Please contact Stephanie Hacker, Historic Preservation Archaeologist IV, at Stephanie.Hacker@hawaii.gov or at 
(808) 692-8046 for matters regarding archaeological resources or this letter. 

 
Aloha, 

Alan Downer 
Alan S. Downer, PhD 
Administrator, State Historic Preservation Division 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

 
cc: Christopher Frantz, MCBH (christopher.frantz@usmc.mil) 

June Cleghorn, MCBH (june.cleghorn@usmc.mil) 
Wendy Wichman, MCBH (wendy.wichman@usmc.mil) 

mailto:Stephanie.Hacker@hawaii.gov
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REVIEW COMMENTS 
Project Title: MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT (MOA) BETWEEN MARINE CORPS BASE HAWAII 
(MCBH) AND THE HAWAII STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER (SHPO) REGARDING THE 
HOME BASING OF THE MQ-9 UNMANNED AERIAL VEHICLE SQUADRON AND KC-130J AERIAL 
REFUELER TRANSPORT AIRCRAFT SQUADRON AT MARINE CORPS BASE HAWAII, KANEOHE 
BAY (July 2022) 

 
No. Page Section Line 

Description 
Comment Action 

1. Global   Our review is preliminary and focused mainly on the 
Stipulations at this time. Additional comments to the 
other sections of this document may be forthcoming. 

 

2. 1  22-27 Please clarify which historic properties are within the 
Naval Air Station (NAS) Kaneohe Aviation District 

 

3. 1-2  37-42 Are there archaeological sites which will be impacted 
and if so why are they not listed here? 

 

4. 3 I. 70-71 Remove or “under the direct supervision”  
5. 3 II.  How does the proposed mitigation contribute to the 

loss of the character of the overall district? Suggest 
an update to the district. 
What is proposed as mitigation measures to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate as presented is not adequate 
to serve the loss of features of the district. We would 
like MCBH to list and consult on all mitigation 
proposed to date such as: 
-Update and submit the Aviation district NRHP 
nomination. 
-Context study or design manual focused on the 
Albert Khan building with commitments to carry out. 
-A supplement to the historic building maintenance 
plan for the Khan Buildings with commitments to 
carry out. 
-Preserve or rehabilitate the Seaplane Ramp 
-Update and Implement the Study for Rehabilitation 
Treatment for Pless Hall, Building 212 
-Archaeological Data Recovery Prior to Project 
Implementation 
We also suggest: 
-Update the archaeological maps and cultural 
sensitivity maps based on the outcome of the ground 
disturbance from this undertaking. 
-Avoidance to the strafing marks at Bravo Ramp 

 

6. 3 II.  While these commitments, as proposed, may not be 
adequate (this needs further review and discussion), if 
MCBH is to propose the actions in Section II.B then 
there needs to be explicit commitments 
regarding timelines (we would want construction 
prior to project completion), parties involvement, and 
expectations of the end product 

 

7. 3 II.A.1.  SHPD requests data recovery in areas which 
archaeological resources may be impacted ahead of 
the start of the project. 

 

8. 3 II.B.1 93 What kind of study?  
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9. 3 II.B.1  This action needs to be conducted ahead of this 

agreement document, as part of the identification 
efforts under the Section 106 process, rather than as 
mitigation. 
To mitigate the loss of the Bravo Ramp and its 
character defining features suggestions include: 
Rehabilitate/Restore, or Preserve the seaplane ramp. 
A short video (~10-15 minutes) geared towards the 
public telling the story of the December 7 attacks on 
MCBH that highlights the impacts to MCBH and 
which digitally portrays the aftermath including the 
strafing marks and other features on the Bravo Ramp 
. 

 

10. 3 II.B.2. 96-98 As mitigation to the lost character/demolitions within 
the district one suggestion was: rehabilitation and 
preservation of the Pless Hall prior to completion of 
the new Hangar. To provide parties with a copy of a 
study and to update that study as proposed, is not 
sufficient mitigation. 
Introduce Pless Hall, historical context and location 
prior to this first mention. 

 

11. 3 II.B.3 99-100 If it was decided that this proposed action is adequate 
and appropriate mitigation to the impact or loss of a 
historic property, then there should be commitments 
for implementation of the plan and steps in the MOA 
for how to reach consensus on what is adequate for 
the plan. This proposed plan requires explicit details 
as to how it will be carried out, by whom, and what 
the final product will look like. 
As part of the MOA development a scope of work for 
the plan must be provided which covers the 
geographic area to be covered, types of resources to 
be highlighted, the topic(s) of tour information, 
nature of the interpretive materials, the frequency and 
duration of tours, tour guide training 
program/qualifications, monitoring and reporting 
components, who has access to the tours, provisions 
for public access. Further must identify who at 
MCBH is responsible for meeting these 
commitments? Who determines whether the 
information is acceptable? How will the tours be 
advertised to reach the public? 

 

12. 4 II.B.5.a.  Revise to say the draft products must be accepted by 
SHPD, and MCBH will provide SHPD and the 
consulting parties the opportunity to make changes to 
what is proposed. 

 

13. 4 II.C.  Please add a section addressing the impacts to Hangar 
102 to include its character defining features and how 
they will or will not be impacted, what commitments 
MCBH is making to preserve the character of this 
Hangar, and the entire scope of changes to 102, 
Include information regarding any strafing marks 
within or near 102. 
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14. 4 II.C.1. 113 Clarify that Hangar 103 is being demolished and that 

a new Hangar will be constructed in its place which 
MCBH is referring to as Hangar 103 as well, if that is 
the correct understanding. 

 

15. 4 II.C.1. 114 Minimize effects to what?  
16. 4 C.  Will consulting parties have the opportunity to 

change/revise the conceptual design? Please clarify 
whether there is an ability for consulting parties to 
alter the outcome of the design. As some parties 
understood this was a predetermined design, 
therefore what could be modified through this 
consultation? 

 

 



 

DAVID Y. IGE 
GOVERNOR OF 

HAWAII 
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KAPOLEI, HI 96707 

SUZANNE D. CASE 
CHAIRPERSON 

BOARD OF LAND AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
COMMISSION ON WATER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

 
ROBERT K. MASUDA 

FIRST DEPUTY 
 

M. KALEO MANUEL 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR - WATER 

 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 

BOATING AND OCEAN RECREATION 
BUREAU OF CONVEYANCES 

COMMISSION ON WATER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
CONSERVATION AND COASTAL LANDS 

CONSERVATION AND RESOURCES ENFORCEMENT 
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

KAHOOLAWE ISLAND RESERVE COMMISSION 
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IN REPLY REFER TO: 
Major J. P. Hart, Director Project No.: 2022PR00034 
Environmental Compliance and Protection Department Doc. No.: 2202SH06 
United States Marine Corps Archaeology 
Marine Corps Base Hawai‘i Box 63002 Architecture 
Kaneohe Bay, Hawai‘i 96863-3002 History and Culture 
Email: Jeffry.Hart@usmc.mil 
Electronic Transmittal Only, No Hard Copy to Follow 

Dear Major J. P. Hart: 

SUBJECT: National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 Review – 

Initiation of Consultation and Request for Concurrence with the Effect Determination 

Proposed MCBH Home Basing of The MQ-9A Unmanned Air System and 

KC-130J Aerial Transport Refueling Aircraft Aboard Marine Corps Base Hawai‘i 

Ref. No. LFE/001-22 

He‘eia Ahupua‘a, Ko‘olaupoko District, Island of O‘ahu 

TMK: (1) 4-4-008:001 
 

The State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) received a letter dated, January 7, 2022 from the Marine Corps 
Base Hawai‘i (MCBH) to initiate the Section 106 consultation process and to request the State Historic Preservation 
Officer’s (SHPO’s) concurrence with the effect determination for the MCBH Home Basing of the MQ-9A 
Unmanned Air System and KC-130J Aerial Transport Refueling Aircraft project at MCBH on the island of O‘ahu. 
The SHPD received this submittal on January 7, 2022. A meeting was held between MCBH, SHPD, and consulting 
parties on January 13, 2022. 

 
MCBH’s letter states the project is centered on the area around Hangars 2 and 3 (Facilities 102 and 103) and 
includes support areas at Pali Kilo, West Field, Charlie Ramp, Transient Ramp, and Crescent Circle (for 
construction laydown). The undertaking includes home basing a Marine Corps MQ-9A Extended Range Unmanned 
Aerial Vehicle (UAV) squadron (6 aircraft) and a KC-130J aircraft squadron (15-aircraft) at MCBH Kaneohe. Each 
squadron consists of personnel, aircraft, and supporting infrastructure. The MQ-9A squadron will conduct UAV 
training operations, and the KC-130J squadron will conduct aerial refueling. The proposed action will enable the 
USMC to meet their Title X requirement to provide, train, and equip forces for the Combatant Commander through 
increasing the capability, versatility, and range of USMC forces in Hawai‘i. 

 
Further, the MCBH Home Basing project will house the MQ-9A squadron in Hangar 102 and house the KC-130J 
squadron in the hangar currently occupied by the MV-22 squadron (Facility 6886). It will include demolition of 
Hangar 3 (Facility 103) and ancillary Aircraft Spares Storage Buildings (Facilities 159, 160 and 161) adjacent to 
Hangar 3 and construction of a new Type II hangar on its footprint to house the MV-22 squadron. The new hangar 
will have a steel-frame construction with standing seam metal roofing, concrete filled metal deck floors, and a pile 
foundation. MCBH also proposes to demolish Facilities 4000 (G-3 Storage) constructed in 1986, and 5068 (Aircraft 
Rescue), built in 1991, located at the Hot Fuel Pit. A list of additional proposed actions is provided with MCBH’s 
letter. 

 
The MCBH has determined the proposed project is a federal undertaking as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(y) and is 
therefore subject to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
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The area of potential effects (APE) for this project consists of the Kaneohe Naval Air Station National Historic 
Landmark District (NHL), the Naval Air Station (NAS) Kaneohe Historic Aviation District (Aviation District), 
which includes the NHL, Bravo Ramp, Charlie Ramp, Transient Ramp, the Mokapu House Lots Archaeological 
District at Pali Kilo, portions of the West Field area to the north of the runway, and areas that are adjacent to the 
Aviation District east of Charlie Ramp and Transient Ramp. Based on information in SHPD’s HICRIS system, the 
APE is approximately 508 acres. 

 
The MCBH states there are approximately 65 architectural resources within the APE, as well as three historic 
districts which are the Naval Air Station (NAS) Kaneohe Historic Aviation District, the Kaneohe Naval Air Station 
National Historic Landmark (NHL), and the Mokapu House Lots Archaeological District at Pali Kilo all determined 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criteria A (American history) and C 
(architecture). Hangars 2 and 3 were built in 1941, and the three ancillary Aircraft Spares Storage buildings 
(Facilities 159,160, 161) were built in 1942. They are contributing resources to the NAS Kaneohe Historic Aviation 
District. Thirty-one archaeological sites fall at least partially within this project’s APE. Twenty-six of these sites 
have been evaluated as eligible for listing in the NRHP. The remaining four sites have not been evaluated. The 

-80-11- 1017) is approximately 60 meters (m) to the east, and outside of, the APE and is 
listed in the NRHP. MCBH has determined the archaeological sites previously documented within the APE can be 
divided into three primary temporal categories: traditional Hawaiian, non-military historic, and military; most sites 
within the APE are traditional Hawaiian in association. 

 
The MCBH has determined the proposed project will result in an adverse effect based on 1) demolition of Hangar 3, 
which is eligible for the National Register as a contributing element of the NAS Kaneohe Historic Aviation District 
and 2) demolition of Facilities 159, 160 and 161, which are small Aircraft Spares Storage Buildings located adjacent 
to Hangar 3 and contributing resources to the NAS Kaneohe Historic Aviation District. MCBH also determined the 
proposed undertaking may potentially result in an adverse effect on historic properties based on installing tie-downs 
west of Hangar 5, which is in the vicinity of NHRP-eligible Site 4453 archaeological deposits. The SHPO agrees 
with the basis for a determination of adverse effect but opines MCBH must still take into consideration comments 
received from the public and interested parties, which may result in the identification of additional historic 
properties and/or raise additional concerns regarding project impacts prior to the SHPO’s concurrence and drafting 
of a Memorandum of Agreement to address the identified effects. 

 
Please provide a determination of availability for the four archaeological sites identified and an assessment of the 
projects potential impact to those sites. Please also provide copies, or a summary of, responses received from the 
public and consulting parties to date. 

 
The SHPO looks forward to continuing Section 106 consultation for the proposed project. 

 
The MCBH is the office of record for this undertaking. Please maintain a copy of this letter with your environmental 
review record for this undertaking. 

 
Please contact Stephanie Hacker, Historic Preservation Archaeologist IV, at Stephanie.Hacker@hawaii.gov or at 
(808) 692-8046 for matters regarding archaeological resources or this letter. 

 
Aloha, 

Alan Downer 
Alan S. Downer, PhD 
Administrator, State Historic Preservation Division 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

 
cc: Christopher Frantz, MCBH (christopher.frantz@usmc.mil) 

June Cleghorn, MCBH (june.cleghorn@usmc.mil) 
Wendy Wichman, MCBH (wendy.wichman@usmc.mil) 
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Dr. Alan Downer  
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
Department of Land and Natural Resources 
Kakuihewa Building, Room 555 
601 Kamokila Boulevard 
Kapolei, HI 96707 

Dear Dr. Downer: 

SUBJECT: SECTION 106 CONSULTATION (Architecture & Archaeology): 
Proposed MCBH Home Basing of The MQ-9A Unmanned Air System 
and KC-130J Aerial Transport Refueling Aircraft Aboard Marine 
Corps Base Hawaii, Kaneohe Bay, District Of Ko olaupoko, 
Ahupua a of He‘eia, O ahu, TMK 1-4-4-008:001. 

Marine Corps Base Hawaii (MCBH) is consulting with your office in 
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 
regarding the proposed undertaking by the U.S. Marine Corps to implement the 
Home Basing of the MQ-9A Unmanned Air System and KC-130J Aerial Transport 
Refueling Aircraft at the Kaneohe Bay installation (hereinafter referred to as 
the MCBH Home Basing project). MCBH has determined that the proposed project is 
an undertaking as defined in 36 CFR §800.16(y). This letter initiates our 
Section 106 consultation for this undertaking. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The MCBH Home Basing project is located in the southwest portion of Mokapu 
Peninsula [enclosure 1]. The project is centered on the area around Hangars 2 
and 3 (Facilities 102 and 103) and includes support areas at Pali Kilo, West 
Field, Charlie Ramp, Transient Ramp, and Crescent Circle (for construction 
laydown). The undertaking includes home basing a Marine Corps MQ-9A Extended 
Range Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) squadron (6 aircraft) and a KC-130J 
aircraft squadron (15-aircraft) at MCBH Kaneohe. Each squadron consists of 
personnel, aircraft, and supporting infrastructure. The MQ-9A squadron would 
conduct UAV training operations, and the KC-130J squadron would conduct aerial 
refueling. The proposed action would enable the USMC to meet their Title X 
requirement to provide, train, and equip forces for the Combatant Commander 
through increasing the capability, versatility, and range of USMC forces in 
Hawaii. 

The MCBH Home Basing project will house the MQ-9A squadron in Hangar 102 
and house the KC-130J squadron in the hangar currently occupied by the MV-22 
squadron (Facility 6886). It would include demolition of Hangar 3 (Facility 
103) and ancillary Aircraft Spares Storage Buildings (Facilities 159, 160 and
161) adjacent to Hangar 3 and construction of a new Type II hangar on its
footprint to house the MV-22 squadron. The new hangar will have a steel-frame
construction with standing seam metal roofing, concrete filled metal deck
floors, and a pile foundation. MCBH also proposes to demolish Facilities 4000
(G-3 Storage) constructed in 1986, and 5068 (Aircraft Rescue), built in 1991, 
located at the Hot Fuel Pit.
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 The overall proposed scope of work includes: 

Restrip  Charlie Ramp.
Resurfacing/repaving, and striping of Bravo Ramp.
Installation of Tie-downs at Bravo Taxi Ramp and Bravo-1.
Installation of Tie-downs west of Hangar 5 and striping of pavement at
the west end of Runway 4/22.
Replacing taxiway asphalt.
Hangar 102 modifications to accommodate MQ-9A.

 Interior upgrades: electrical, mechanical and communication
systems.
 Training simulator.
 Interior Interim Sensitive Compartmentalized Information Facility
(ISCIF).

Constructing a KC-130J wash rack.
Two Ground Control Stations (GCSs) with Environmental Control Units
(ECUs).

 Hangar 102.
 Adjacent to Building 6002.

Two Ground Data Terminals (GDTs).
Keawanui Hill.
Adjacent to Hangar 105.

Construction laydown and staging area at Crescent Circle.

Demolish Hangar 103 (Hangar 3).
Construct Type II Hangar 103 aircraft maintenance hangar for MV-22s.
Reconfigure Hangar 6886 interior spaces from MV-22 to KC-130J use.
Construct new support facilities adjacent to Hangar 6886.

 Storage Facility.
 Propeller Maintenance Facility.

Construct new Hot Refuel Pit, includes demolition of Facilities 4000
and 5068.
Restricted area boundary perimeter security fencing.
Demolition of Facilities 159, 160, and 161 (Aircraft Spares Storage). 

See enclosure 2 for a tabular accounting of the above projects and enclosure 
3 for a map graphic showing the location of the project elements keyed to 
the table. 

AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS 

The area of potential effects (APE) for this project consists of the 
Kaneohe Naval Air Station National Historic Landmark District (NHL), the 
Naval Air Station (NAS) Kaneohe Historic Aviation District (Aviation 
District), which includes the NHL, Bravo Ramp, Charlie Ramp, Transient Ramp, 
the Mokapu House Lots Archaeological District at Pali Kilo, portions of the 
West Field area to the north of the runway, and areas that are adjacent to 
the Aviation District east of Charlie Ramp and Transient Ramp [enclosure 4]. 

IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

Pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Section 106 
Implementing Regulations at 36 CFR 800.4(b), qualified preservation 
professionals have carried out the identification of historic properties 
within this project’s area of potential effects (APE) in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Identification.  
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Architecture 
 
    There are approximately 65 architectural resources within the APE, as 
well as three (3) historic districts: the Naval Air Station (NAS) Kaneohe 
Historic Aviation District, the Kaneohe Naval Air Station National Historic 
Landmark (NHL), and the Mokapu House Lots Archaeological District at Pali 
Kilo that have been determined eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) under Criteria A (American history) and C (architecture). The 
NHL possesses exceptional significance. A National Historic Landmark 
represents an outstanding aspect of American history and culture and is the 
highest level of designation bestowed on a historic property. Hangars 2 and 3 
were built in 1941, and the three ancillary Aircraft Spares Storage buildings 
(Facilities 159,160, 161) were built in 1942. They are contributing resources 
to the NAS Kaneohe Historic Aviation District [see enclosure 5 for the table: 
Summary of Historic Properties within the APE]. 
 
Archaeology 
 
    Archaeological evidence indicates people were present on M kapu Peninsula 
at least 500 to 800 years before Western Contact (Tomonari and Clark-Tuggle 
2021:III-15). Thirty-one (31) archaeological sites fall at least partially 
within this project’s APE.  Twenty-six (26) of these sites (50-80-11-365, -
367, -2883, -2884, -4453, -4610, -4611, -4612, -4613, -4614, -4615, -4616, -
4617, -4618, -4619, -4620, -4622, -4623, -4624, -4625, -4933, -5733, -5829, -
7722, -7724, and -7725) have been evaluated as eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Site -7726 was evaluated as not 
eligible. The remaining four (4) sites (50-80-11-4621, -5968, -5969, and -
7723 have not been evaluated. Additionally, the M kapu Burial Area (50-80-11-
1017) is approximately 60 meters (m) to the east, and outside of, the APE and 
is listed on the NRHP. These archaeological resources are listed in the 
following table at enclosure 6: Summary of Archaeological Sites within the 
APE. 
 
    The archaeological sites previously documented within this project’s APE 
can be divided into three primary temporal categories: traditional Hawaiian, 
non-military historic, and military. Most sites within the APE are 
traditional Hawaiian in association, including six (6) surface sites (50-80-
11-365, -367, -4616, -4619, -4620, and -4622) and nine (9) subsurface sites 
(50-80-11-1017, -2883, -4453, -4933, -5733, -5829, -7722, -7723, and -7724). 
Eleven (11) sites (50-80-11-4610, -4611, -4612, -4613, -4614, -4617, -4618, -
4624, -4625, -5968, and -7725) are associated with non-military historical 
activities.  Finally, five (5) are WWII-era military sites (50-80-11-2884, -
4615, -4623, -5969, and -7726).  Known sites within 100 meters of proposed 
project elements are described in further detail below. 
 

The potential for this project’s ground-disturbing activities to create 
impacts to documented and undocumented archaeological sites within the APE 
varies significantly by area [specific archaeological site locations are 
shown at enclosure 7]. Large portions along the western and southern edges of 
the APE are entirely made up of imported fill material placed atop marine 
sediments during mid-20th-century land reclamation and have no sensitivity 
for archaeology remains.  Parts of the APE within the former original extents 
(pre-land reclamation) of M kapu Peninsula range from low to high sensitivity 
for archaeological remains, with the highest sensitivity areas on and north 
of Pali Kilo and near the former estuary along the K ne ohe Bay coast.  In 
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the latter area, fill often overlies intact natural sediments, including 
archaeological deposits. In the northernmost portion of the APE, land 
modification has been less intensive, and both surface and subsurface 
archaeological remains are possible. 
 
Site 50-80-11-0365 is the location of a former heiau and St. Catherine’s 
Catholic Church on the southern slope of Keawanui Hill, near a proposed 
location for Project Element 9 (Ground Data Terminals).  The precise location 
of the heiau is undetermined, but O’Day (2007) suggests that Sites -4619, -
4620, and -4622 could define two sides of heiau; contributes to M kapu House 
Lots Archaeological District at Pali Kilo. The site has been evaluated as 
eligible for listing on the NRHP under Criterion D (Tomonari-Tuggle and Clark 
2021). It is expected that the footprint of the Ground Data Terminal (GDT) 
will be small and have little to no effect on the surrounding sites. 
 
Site 50-80-11-2884 is a complex of four WWII-era foundations located on the 
lower slope of Keawanui Hill, approximately 85 meters southwest of a proposed 
location of Project Element 9 (Ground Data Terminals).  The site was 
originally identified by Tuggle and Hommon (1986). The foundations are likely 
the remains of houses or storage facilities. The site was recommended 
eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D (Drolet et al 1996).  As Project 
Element 9 will not occur within the site boundaries, no potential impacts are 
anticipated. 
 
Site 50-80-11-4453 is a subsurface traditional Hawaiian cultural deposit 
located west of Hangar 105, near or within the location of Project Element 4 
(installation of tie-downs and striping). This site is known to have been 
used for traditional Hawaiian activities, and contains archaeological 
features and artifacts indicative of pre-Contact habitation and marine 
exploitation (Charvet-Pond and Rosendahl 1992b:ii). Site 04453 yielded the 
earliest radiocarbon date for human occupation on the peninsula, A.D. 1037-
1309 (calibrated to 2 sigma; Tomonari-Tuggle and Clark 2021:II-15). 
Additionally, human remains have been previously documented in the site 
(Charvet-Pond and Rosendahl 1992b). The site was recommended eligible for the 
NRHP under Criterion D (Tomonari-Tuggle and Clark 2021). Previous 
documentation of the deposit indicates it underlies coral fill layers that 
extend 1+ meters below the present surface. The anticipated depth of ground 
disturbance associated with the installation of tie-downs is not expected to 
exceed 18 inches (46 cm). It is only expected that the project will affect 
the site if ground disturbance extends below the coral fill layers. 
 
Sites 50-80-11-4619, -4620, and -4622 are a group of traditional Hawaiian 
features consisting of a pavement with 2 waterworn uprights, a circular 
enclosure, and rock and coral piles.  The sites are located on the upper 
slope of Keawanui Hill within 10-25 meters of a proposed location for Project 
Element 9 (Ground Data Terminals). All three sites may be remnants of the 
former heiau that once stood at the top of the hill (O’Day 2007). The sites 
were recommended eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C (-4619) and D (-
4619, -4620, -4622; Tomonari-Tuggle and Clark 2021). It is expected that the 
footprint of the Ground Data Terminal will be small and have little to no 
effect on the surrounding sites. 
 
Site 50-80-11-4623 is a C-shaped structure with corrugated tin and glass 
bottles on the surface located downslope, approximately 60 meters south of a 
proposed location for Project Element 9 (Ground Data Terminals). The site was 
recommended eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D (Tomonari-Tuggle and 
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Clark 2021). As Project Element 9 will not occur within the boundaries of 
this site, no potential impacts are anticipated. 
 
Site 50-80-11-4933 is a buried traditional Hawaiian occupation deposit 
located partially beneath Charlie Ramp where Project Element 1 (ramp 
restriping) will occur. The deposit formed atop a sand berm separating 
estuaries along the peninsula’s pre-land reclamation southwest shoreline, and 
contains traditional Hawaiian features, artifacts, and cultural materials. 
Schilz and Allen (1996) initially identified the site, which consists of two 
stratified archaeological layers. These are charcoal-stained sands with 
faunal remains and artifacts. Radiocarbon dating suggests occupation occurred 
sometime during the late 17th century or later. Intact burials and isolated 
skeletal remains in disturbed contexts have been documented in the site. The 
site was recommended eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D (Tomonari-Tuggle 
and Clark 2021). The restriping of Charlie Ramp is not expected to involve 
ground disturbance.     
 
NATIVE AMERICAN GRAVES PROTECTION AND REPATRIATION ACT (NAGPRA) 
 
    If Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) 
cultural items including human remains are encountered during any ground 
disturbing activities associated with this undertaking, all work shall stop, 
the finds will be secured and protected, and treatment will proceed under the 
authority of NAGPRA.  As a best management practice under NAGPRA, and as 
stated above, all ground disturbing activity will be monitored by a qualified 
archaeologist. 
 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
    MCBH will make this information available to the public, in order to 
provide an opportunity to express their views on resolving adverse effects of 
the undertaking pursuant to Section 106 Implementing Regulations at 36 CFR 
800.6(a)(4). We will consider such views in a manner that reflects the nature 
and complexity of the undertaking and its effects on historic properties, the 
likely interest of the public in the effects on historic properties, 
confidentiality concerns, and the relationship of the Federal involvement to 
the undertaking. Such notice will be made available to the public via the 
MCBH public website. 
 
DETERMINATION OF EFFECT  
 
    MCBH has determined the proposed undertaking will result in adverse 
effects on historic properties in accordance with the Section 106 
Implementing Regulations at 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) based on the following: 1) 
demolition of Hangar 3, which is eligible for the National Register as a 
contributing element of the NAS Kaneohe Historic Aviation District; and (2) 
demolition of Facilities 159, 160 and 161, which are small Aircraft Spares 
Storage Buildings located adjacent to Hangar 3 and contributing resources to 
the NAS Kaneohe Historic Aviation District. MCBH also has determined the 
proposed undertaking may potentially result in an adverse effect on historic 
properties based on installing tie-downs west of Hangar 5, which is in the 
vicinity of NHRP-eligible Site 4453 archaeological deposits.  
 
    MCBH is forwarding copies of this letter to the consulting parties listed 
below, including Native Hawaiian Organizations (NHOs), and in accordance with 
Section 106 Implementing Regulations at 36 CFR 800.6(a) and will consult with 
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the SHPO and the consulting parties listed below to develop and evaluate 
alternatives or modifications to the undertaking that could avoid, minimize, 
or mitigate adverse effects on historic properties. MCBH will also notify the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of this adverse effect 
finding to determine its participation in this consultation, pursuant to 
Section 106 Implementing Regulations at 36 CFR 800.6(a)(1). 
 
CONSULTATION MEETING 
 
    MCBH will hold a virtual meeting [via Webex or teleconference] on 
Thursday, 13 January 2022, at 9:00 a.m. (HT) to discuss the project and the 
eventual development of a memorandum of agreement (MOA) to resolve the 
adverse effects described above.  We will provide instructions for joining 
the call closer to the date of the meeting.  
 
    Should you or your staff have any questions, please contact the MCBH 
Cultural Resources Management staff, Ms. June Cleghorn at 257-7126 or via 
email at june.cleghorn@usmc.mil, or Dr. Wendy Wichman at 257-7134 or via 
email at wendy.wichman@usmc.mil.   
  

Sincerely,             
 
 
 

J. P. HART 
                  Major, U. S. Marine Corps 

                            Director, Environmental Compliance and 
                  Protection Division 

                            By direction of the Commanding Officer 
 
 
Enclosures:  1. Map: Location map showing the general location of the Home  

 Basing of the MQ-9A & KC-130J Squadrons project 
 

 2. Table: Project Elements for the Home Basing of the MQ-9A & KC-     
    130J Squadrons  
 
 3. Map: Project Elements for the Home Basing of the MQ-9A & KC- 
    130J Squadrons 

 
           4. Map: Proposed APE for the Home Basing of the MQ-9A & KC-130J  

            Squadrons 
 

           5. Table: Summary of Historic Properties within the APE for the 
       Home Basing of the MQ-9A & KC-130J Squadrons 
 
             6. Table: Summary of Archaeological Sites within the APE for the 
       Home Basing of the MQ-9A & KC-130J Squadrons 
 
             7. Map: Archaeological Sites within and Near the APE for the   
         Home Basing of the MQ-9A & KC-130J Squadrons 
 
 
 
 
 

HART.JEFFRY.
P.1242350568

Digitally signed by 
HART.JEFFRY.P.1242350568 
Date: 2022.01.07 14:07:06 
-10'00'
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Copy to:  
 
Elaine Jackson-Retondo, Preservation Partnerships & History, National Park 
Service   
Chair, Oahu Island Burial Council (via Regina Hilo, SHPD)  
Chair, Office of Hawaiian Affairs  
Ms. Anuhea Diamond, Diamond ‘Ohana  
Ms. Skye Razon-Olds, Olds ‘Ohana  
Ms. Emalia Keohokalole, Keohokalole ‘‘Ohana 
Mr. Norman Llanos, Prince Kuhio Hawaiian CC  
Ms. Na`u Kamali`i, Boyd ‘Ohana  
Ms. Donna Ann Camvel, Paoa Kea Lono ‘Ohana  
Mr. Cy Harris, Kekumano ‘Ohana  
Ms. Terrilee Napua Keko`olani Raymond, Keko`olani ‘Ohana  
Ms. Cathleen Mattoon, Koolauloa Hawaiian Civic Club  
Mr. Clive Cabral, Temple of Lono  
Ms. Kaleo Paik, Paik `Ohana  
Ms. Kiersten Faulkner, Historic Hawaii Foundation  
Ms. Elizabeth Merritt, National Trust for Historic Preservation 
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Helber, Hastert and Fee, Planners and Mason Architects, Inc. 
2015  Repair and Maintenance Management Guidelines, U.S. Marine Corps Base

Hawai‘i,Kaneohe Bay, O’ahu, Hawai’i. Prepared for Marine Corps Base 
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1  

PROJECT ELEMENTS FOR THE HOME BASING OF THE MQ-9A & KC-130J SQUADRONS -   JANUARY 2022
Project Task Description Location FY 
Charlie Ramp Upgrades 
1 Restriping of Charlie Ramp  Restriping Area west of Hangar 6886; east of 

Taxiway A where C-130 parking apron 
project is currently. 

TBD 

Hangar 2 Renovations and Infrastructure Improvements for MQ-9 
3 Tie-downs at Bravo Taxi 

Ramp and Bravo-1. 
Install tie-downs at Taxiway Bravo and Bravo-1 Bravo Ramp FY23 

4 Tie-downs and striping at 
end of Runway 4/22, west 
of Hangar 105 (Hangar 5) 

Tie-downs near Hangar 105 and striping. Near end of Runway 4/22; west of 
Hangar 105 

FY22 

6 Hangar 102 modifications to 
accommodate MQ-9A 

Hangar 102 will house the MQ-9 aircraft and 
squadron personnel. Minimal renovations to support 
the MQ-9 aircraft and operation include:  
• Interior upgrades: electrical, mechanical and

communication systems.
• Install new training simulator

Hangar 102 FY22 

8 Two Ground Control 
Stations (GCSs) with 
Environmental Control 
Units (ECUs)  

Mobile GCS with ECUs Hangar 102 FY22 

9 Two Ground Data Terminals 
(GDTs)  

Two GDTs will be temporarily installed on top of 
Keawanui Hill (115 feet). Vegetation will be cleared, 
and temporary construction mats installed for the 
GDTs and a back-up generator. Power will be 
supplied through the existing overhead electrical line. 
GDTs will be tied down using stakes and/or 5,000-lbs. 
concrete blocks.  

• Keawanui Hill

• Adjacent to Hangar 105

FY22 

Replace Hangar 3 & Bravo Ramp Upgrades 
2,
5 

Resurfacing, repaving, and 
striping of Bravo Ramp 

Repave and restripe for 10 MV-22 aircraft 
 Taxiways B and T need asphalt replacement 

Bravo Ramp 
Bay side of Hangars 2-4 
Taxiway B provides access from 
Taxiway A to the Bravo Ramp. 
Taxiway T provides access from 
Taxiway A to the Charlie Ramp.  

FY23 



 

11 Demolish Hangar 103 Demolition of Hangar 3 (Facility 103) Existing Hangar 3 (Facility 103) FY25 
17 Demolish 159, 160, 161 Demolition of Aircraft Spares Storage buildings 

(Facilities 159-161) 
Adjacent to Hangar 3 (Facility 103) 

12 Construct new Type II 
Hangar 103 maintenance 
hangar for MV-22s 

New Type II hangar similar to new MV-22 hangar 
(6886). Design guidelines will be developed as part of 
MOA during Section 106 Consultation. 

Existing Hangar 3 (Facility 103) FY25 

P-876 Airfield Security Fencing
16 New Fencing For the Level Two Restricted Area boundary 

perimeter security requirements for Bravo Ramp  
and Charlie Ramp. Discontinuous sections of fencing 
need to be filled in along with access control points 
and signage. The fence will limit access to the airfield. 

Near existing aviation facilities along 
the Bravo Ramp, Charlie Ramp, 
Transient Ramp and in West Field. 

FY24 

Hangar 6886 Associated Work 
7 Construct KC-130J wash 

rack 
Type L wash rack with permanent scaffolding for 
personnel to safely wash the aircraft.  A new  
tow way will provide access from Charlie Ramp to the 
wash rack.  The Type L wash rack is required for the 
fixed-wing aircraft (KC-130J, P-8A, C-40, and C-20). 
The MQ-9 does not require a wash rack. 

Wash Rack has been preliminarily 
located at the former corrosion 
control hangar (Facility 5069) site 
after it is demolished. 

TBD 

13 Reconfigure Hangar 6886 
interior spaces to convert 
from MV-22 to KC-130J use. 

Reconfiguration of interior spaces to meet the needs 
of the squadron 

Hangar 6886 TBD 

14 Construct new support 
facilities at Hangar 6886 

Storage Facility 
Propeller Maintenance Facility 

The project is currently 
under development 

TBD 

Refuel Pit 
15 Demolish Facilities 4000 

and 5068 and construct 
new Hot Refuel Pit, 
including lines from fuel 
farm and drainage system. 

Installation of a new refuel pit (aircraft direct-fueling 
station) and new pipelines that will run from Fuel 
Farm.  G-3 Storage building (Facility 4000), built in 
1986 and  the Aircraft Rescue Halon Reclaim Building 
(Facility 5068), built in 1991 are not historic. 

Adjacent to the Transient Ramp. 
No confirmed utilities location. 

FY26 

Construction Laydown 
10 Construction laydown and 

staging area at Crescent 
Circle 

Potential construction laydown area.  To be 
confirmed at later date. 

Crescent Circle area behind MCAS 
Terminal Building. South side of 
Mokapu Road in the “Green Field” 
site.  

TBD 



1

14

10

9

15

8

13

2

3

4

5

6

12

11 7

9

16

17

3RD ST

E ST

3RD ST

D ST

SUMNER RD

M
OK

AP
U 

RD

C ST

REED RD

B ST

6TH ST1ST ST

104

101

102

103

5069

105

Enclosure 3: Project Elements

Sources: Esri, 2021; Hawaii Statewide GIS, 2021; MCBH, 2021

Oahu

%

P a c i fi c  O c e a n

P a c i fi c  O c e a n

0 2,0001,000
Feet

S a g  
H a r b o r

K a n e o h e  B a y

Project Area

Puu
Hawaii Loa

Runway 4/22

Legend
Proposed Fencing

Proposed Project Area

Paved Area

Building

Road

0 600300
Meters

¥

Charlie Ramp
Transient

Ramp

Bravo Ram
p

R  Charlie Ramp
Resurfac , repav , and strip  Bravo Ramp

ie-downs at Bravo Taxi Ramp and Bravo-1
ie-downs and strip  end of Runway 4/22, west of Hangar 105

Replace taxiway asphalt

Hangar 10 to accommodate MQ-9A:
-Interior upgrades: electrical, mechanical and communication systems
-Training simulator

Construct a KC-130J wash rack
wo Ground Control Stations (GCSs) with

Environmental Control Units (ECUs) at Hangar 102
wo Ground Data Terminals (GDTs):

-Keawanui Hill

-Adjacent to Hangar 105

Index
Construct laydown and staging area at Crescent Circle
Demolish Hangar 103
Construct Type II Hangar 103 aircraft maintenance hangar for MV-22s
Reconfigure Hangar 6886 interior spaces from MV-22 to KC-130J use
Construct new support facilities adjacent to Hangar 6886:

-Storage Facility
-Propeller Maintenance Facility

Pit and demolish Buildings 4000 and 5068
Construct new Security Fencing
Demol Buildings 159, 160, and 161



3RD ST E ST
3RD ST

D ST

M
O

KA
PU

 R
D

SUMNER RD

C ST

REED RD

B ST

6TH ST1ST ST

104

101

102

103

5069

105

Enclosure 4: Area of Potential Effect

Sources: Esri, 2021; Hawaii Statewide GIS, 2021; MCBH, 2021

Oahu

%

P a c i fi c  O c e a n

P a c i fi c  O c e a n

0 2,0001,000
Feet

S a g  
H a r b o r

K a n e o h e  B a y

Project Area

Puu
Hawaii Loa

Pyramid
Rock Beach

Runway 4/22

Legend
Road

APE

Paved Area

Historic Districts
Mokapu House Lots at Pali Kilo

NAS Kaneohe National Historic Landmark

NAS Kaneohe Aviation District

Historic Buildings
National Register Listed or Eligible

Not Eligible

0 600300

Meters

¥

Charlie Ramp Transient
Ramp

Bravo Ram
p

Archaeological



Enclosure 5: Summary of Historic Properties within the APE for the Home Basing of the MQ-9A & KC-130J Squadrons

Summary of Historic Properties within APE

Name/Facility # Year 
Built

Evaluation of Significance Photo

NHL and Aviation District

Seaplane Ramps (5)
Facilities 1-5

1940 Contributing resource to the Kaneohe Naval Air 
Station National Historic Landmark District and the 
Aviation District. Existed at the time of the 7 December 
1941 attack and came under fire during the attack. 
Part of the 1939 initial proposed base layout and were 
critical to the primary purpose and mission of the 
original base.

Maintenance Hangar 1
Facility 101

1941 Contributing resource to the Kaneohe Naval Air 
Station National Historic Landmark District and the 
Aviation District. Existed at the time of the 7 December 
1941 attack.  Bombed and strafed during the attack. 
As with its neighbor hangars, the building is a visual 
defining element of Main Base and dominates the 
landscape when viewed from public vantage points 
and within the aviation area.  Designed by Albert Kahn, 
Inc.

Bravo Ramp
No Facility #

1939 Contributing resource to the Kaneohe Naval Air 
Station National Historic Landmark District and the 
Aviation District. One of the primary targets of the 7 
December 1941 Japanese attack.  Strafing marks from 
the attack remain.  



Summary of Historic Properties within APE

Name/Facility # Year 
Built

Evaluation of Significance Photo

Aviation District

Maintenance Hangar 2
Facility 102

1939/ 
1941

Contributing resource to the Aviation District.  One of 
the first structures built on the NAS (original 1939 
portion). Existed at the time of the 7 December 1941 
attack.  Mostly undamaged by surrounding bombing 
and strafing during the attack. As with its neighbor 
hangars, the building is a visual defining element of 
Main Base and dominates the landscape when viewed 
from public vantage points and within the aviation 
area.  Designed by Albert Kahn, Inc.

Maintenance Hangar 3
Facility 103

1941 Contributing resource to the Aviation District.  Existed 
at the time of the 7 December 1941 attack.  
Undamaged by surrounding bombing and strafing 
during the attack.  As with its neighbor hangars, the 
building is a visual defining element of Main Base and 
dominates the landscape when viewed from public 
vantage points and within the aviation area.  Designed 
by Albert Kahn, Inc.



Summary of Historic Properties within APE

Name/Facility # Year 
Built

Evaluation of Significance Photo

Aviation District

Maintenance Hangar 4
Facility 104

1941 Contributing resource to the Aviation District.  Under 
construction at the time of the 7 December 1941 
attack.  Undamaged by surrounding bombing and 
strafing during the attack.  As with its neighbor 
hangars, the building is a visual defining element of 
Main Base and dominates the landscape when viewed 
from public vantage points and within the aviation 
area.  Designed by Albert Kahn, Inc.

Maintenance Hangar 5
Facility 105

1943 Contributing resource to the Aviation District.  Built as 
a land plane hangar during World War II. As with its 
neighbor hangars, the building is a visual defining 
element of Main Base and dominates the landscape 
when viewed from public vantage points and within 
the aviation area.  Designed by Albert Kahn, Inc.

MWR Storage
Facilities 106, 120, 610

1942 Contributing resources to the Aviation District.  Part 
of World War II base build-up.  A group of identical 
concrete buildings, originally built as torpedo 
storehouses

Aircraft Spares Storage
Facilities 159-163, 166-
168, 170, 183, 184, 
187-196

1942-
1943

Contributing resources to the Aviation District. Part of 
World War II base build-up.  Concrete hangar support 
building located primarily near Hangars 1-3.  Originally 
stored aircraft armament and supplies



Summary of Historic Properties within APE

Name/Facility # Year 
Built

Evaluation of Significance Photo

Shop Maintenance 
Elect-Refrig/ Public 
Works Shop
Facility 201

1941 Former Utilities Shop and Parachute Loft Stowage 
Building. Contributing resource to the Aviation 
District. Existed at the time of the 7 December 1941 
attack.  One of three associated early base support 
buildings (with Facilities 202 and 203). Part of the 
1939 initial proposed base layout.  Designed by Albert 
Kahn, Inc.

Shop, Maintenance 
Machine/Public Works 
Shop
Facility 202

1941 Former Torpedo Workshop Building. Contributing 
resource to the Aviation District. Existed at the time 
of the 7 December 1941 attack.  One of three 
associated early base support buildings (with 
Facilities 201 and 203). Part of the 1939 initial 
proposed base layout.  Designed by Albert Kahn, Inc.

Public Works Shop, 
Grounds/Jan/Pest 
Cont/Public Works 
Shop
Facility 203

1941 Former Bombsight Workshop and Storage Building. 
Contributing resource to the Aviation District. Existed 
at the time of the 7 December 1941 attack.  One of 
three associated early base support buildings (with 
Facilities 201 and 202). Part of the 1939 initial 
proposed base layout.  Designed by Albert Kahn, Inc.



Summary of Historic Properties within APE

Name/Facility # Year 
Built

Evaluation of Significance Photo

Aviation District

MAG HQS/Photo Lab/ 
Academic Classroom
Facility 301

1941 Former Squadron Offices and Storage Building. 
Contributing resource to the Aviation District. Existed 
at the time of the 7 December 1941 attack.  Part of 
the 1939 initial proposed base layout.  Designed by 
Albert Kahn, Inc.

Pump Houses 
Facilities 302 and 155

1941 
and 
1943

Concrete sump houses structures. Contributing 
resources to the Aviation District. Facility 302 existed 
at the time of the 7 December 1941 attack and was 
part of the 1939 initial proposed base layout. 

General Warehouse
Facility 601

1941 Contributing resource to the Aviation District. Existed 
at the time of the 7 December 1941 attack.  Matching 
concrete Buildings 601 and 602 were originally used to 
store smoke drums.

General Warehouse
Facility 602

1942 Contributing resource to the Aviation District. Part of 
World War II base buildup. Matching concrete 
Buildings 601 and 602 were originally used to store 
smoke drums.



Summary of Historic Properties within APE

Name/Facility # Year 
Built

Evaluation of Significance Photo

Aviation District
Storehouse 
Ordnance/Inert 
Storehouse
Facility 603

1941 Former Small Arms Magazine and Inert Storehouse. 
Contributing resource to the Aviation District. Existed 
at the time of the 7 December 1941 attack.  Early base 
support structure originally used for arms storage.

Ordnance Operations 
Building
Facility 605

1941 Former Small Arms Magazine and Inert Storehouse. 
Contributing resource to the Aviation District. Existed 
at the time of the 7 December 1941 attack.  Early base 
support structure originally used for arms storage.

Aircraft Recovery 
Operations Ground 
Support Equipment 
Shop 
Facility 620

1945 Last extant Quonset intact hut. Former Aircraft Engine 
Salvage Shop. Contributing resource to the Aviation 
District. 

Community Storage
Facilities 708-712

1942 Underground Structures. Five former Fuse and 
Detonator Magazines. Contributing resource to the 
Aviation District. Existed at the time of the 7 December 
1941 attack. 



 

Summary of Historic Properties within APE

Name/Facility # Year 
Built 

Evaluation of Significance Photo 

Pali Kilo 

Community Storage 
Facilities 701-707 

1942 Storage magazines.  Identical, historic World War II-
period earth-sheltered munitions magazines located 
along the roads throughout the Pali Kilo area.   

Flammables 
Storehouse 
Facility 995 

1942 The, built as a paint locker.  The structure is a good 
example of cast concrete splinter-proof construction. 
Individually eligible for the NRHP. 

Historic Buildings in APE But Not Within a District 

Auto Vehicle Shop 
Facility 351 

1941 WWII wood-framed base support building.  Part of a 
grouping of three historic auto repair buildings 
(Facilities 351, 377, and 399).  Individually eligible for 
the NRHP. 

Transportation Office 
Facility 352 

1942 WWII wood-framed base support building adjacent to 
the auto shop group of buildings.  One of the last 
remaining buildings of its type at the base, it is eligible 
for the NRHP. 



 

Summary of Historic Properties within APE

Name/Facility # Year 
Built 

Evaluation of Significance Photo 

Historic Buildings in APE But Not Within a District 

Accessory Overhaul
Building
Facility 374

1943 Part of World War II base expansion in Hawai‘i.  A one-
story concrete building with a small second-story 
mezzanine.  Built as part of the Assembly and Repair 
Department for aircraft.  Individually eligible for the 
NRHP. 

Assembly and Repair

Shop Hangar Facility

375

1944 Repair shop hangar built as part of WW II base 
expansion in Hawai‘i. Part of the aircraft Assembly and 
Repair Department. Individually eligible for the NRHP. 

Garage/Auto Repair

Facility 377
1945 WWII wood-framed base support building.  Part of a 

grouping of three historic auto repair buildings 
(Facilities 351, 377, and 399).  Individually eligible for 
the NRHP. 

Auto Vehicle Shop

Facility 399
1945 WWII wood-framed base support building.  Part of a 

grouping of three historic auto repair buildings 
(Facilities 351, 377, and 399).  Individually eligible for 
the NRHP. 

End. 



 

Enclosure 6: Summary of Archaeological Sites within the APE for the Home Basing of the MQ-9A & KC-130J Squadrons

SIHP 
Site 
No. 

50-80-
11- 

District/ 
Area Period Site Descriptiona 

NRHP Status 
(Significance 

Criterion) 
References 

365 

MHLAD; 
MPPA 
(Proposed)b 

TH 

Heiau; on southern slope of Keawanui; 
location of St. Catherine’s Catholic 
Church in 1840s; O’Day 2007 suggests 
that Sites 4619, 4620, 4622, and Temp 
Site 1 could define two sides of heiau 

NRE-yes (D) 
Thrum 1915; MacCaughey 1917; McAllister 1933; 
Ruzicka and O’Day 2005; O’Day 2007; 
Nickelsen and Kirkendall 2008a 

367 
MHLAD; 
MPAA 
(Proposed) 

TH 

Hina Stone; elongated waterworn 
boulder; one of three features including 
a fishing shrine with two uprights 
representing Kane and Kanaloa, a fish 
trap (Pa Ohua), and shrine with two 
stones representing Ku and Hina; 
damaged in 2009 

NRE-yes (B, C, 
D) 

MacCaughey 1917; McAllister 1933; Drolet et al. 
1996; Schilz et al. 1996; Ruzicka and O’Day 2005; 
Nickelsen and Kirkendall 2008b 

1017 -- TH M kapu Burial Area NRL (C, D) 

Bowles 1940; Bowen 1961, 1974; NRHP 1972; 
Snow 1974; Barrera 1982; Athens 1985; Cleghorn 
1987; Charvet-Pond and Rosendahl 1992a, 1992b, 
1992d; Anderson 1997; Collins et al. 1994; Schilz 
and Allen 1996; Williams and Patolo 1998; Tuggle 
1999, 2000, 2002a, 2002b; Prishmont and 
Anderson 2000; Gosser and Riford 2005; Morrison 
et al. 2010 

2883 
MHLAD; 
MPAA 
(Proposed) 

TH; 
NM 

Subsurface cultural deposits from pre- 
and post-Contact periods and pre-WWII 
house sites; pre-Contact deposit possibly 
continuous with 5733 

NRE-yes (D) 
Barrera 1982; Tuggle and Hommon 1986; Drolet et 
al. 1996; Anderson 1998; Ruzicka and O’Day 2005; 
O’Day 2007; Nickelsen and Kirkendall 2008c 

2884 -- M Four concrete house foundations, ca. 
WWII 

NRE-yes (not 
given) 

Tuggle and Hommon 1986; Drolet et al. 1996; 
Prishmont et al. 2001 



 

SIHP 
Site 
No. 

50-80-
11- 

District/ 
Area Period Site Descriptiona 

NRHP Status 
(Significance 

Criterion) 
References 

4453 
MPAA 
(Proposed) TH 

Subsurface cultural deposit with pit 
features, postmolds, shell midden, 
charcoal; intact burials 

NRE-yes (D) 

Charvet-Pond and Rosendahl 1992c, 1992e; 
Prishmont and Anderson 2000; Prishmont et al. 
2001; Gosser et al. 2002; Rasmussen 2007; 
Nickelsen and Kirkendall 2008d; Filimoehala et al. 
in prep. 

4610 MHLAD NM House terrace/complex NRE-yes (D) Drolet et al. 1996; Ruzicka and O’Day 2005; Gosser 
et al. 2015 

4611 MHLAD NM House site; pre-WWII NRE-yes (D) Drolet et al. 1996; Ruzicka and O’Day 2005 

4612 MHLAD NM House site; pre-WWII to 1943 NRE-yes (D) Drolet et al. 1996; Ruzicka and O’Day 2005; Allen 
2013 

4613 -- NM Stone wall and historic walkway NRE-yes (D) Drolet al. al 1996; Allen 2013 

4614 MHLAD NM House site; pre-WWII NRE-yes (D) Drolet et al. 1996; Ruzicka and O’Day 2005; Allen 
2013 

4615 
-- 

M 
Underground storage room; exterior 
door labelled “Paint Locker”; probable 
post-WWII 

NRE-yes (not 
given) Drolet al. al 1996; Allen 2013 

4616 MPAA 
(Proposed) TH Low basalt cobble and boulder wall NRE-yes (D) Drolet et al. 1996; Nickelsen and Kirkendall 2008e 

4617 MHLAD NM House site; pre-WWII NRE-yes (D) Drolet et al. 1996; Ruzicka and O’Day 2005 
4618 MHLAD NM Building cluster; pre-WWII NRE-yes (D) Drolet et al. 1996; Ruzicka and O’Day 2005 

4619 
MHLAD; 
MPAA 
(Proposed) 

TH Pavement w/ 2 waterworn uprights; on 
slope of Keawanui Hill; may be  NRE-yes (C, D) Nickelsen and Kirkendall 2008f; Ruzicka and O’Day 

2005 

4620 
MHLAD 

TH 
Enclosure; circular; on upper east facing 
slope of Keawanui Hill; may be part of 
Site 365 heiau 

NRE-yes (D) Drolet et al. 1996; Ruzicka and O’Day 2005; O’Day 
2007; Nickelsen and Kirkendall 2008g 

4621 -- NM Building foundation n/a Drolet et al. 1996 

4622 
MHLAD; 
MPAA 
(Proposed) 

TH Rock and coral piles; may be part of Site 
365 heiau NRE-yes (D) Drolet et al. 1996; Ruzicka and O’Day 2005; O’Day 

2007; Nickelsen and Kirkendall 2008h 



SIHP 
Site 
No. 

50-80-
11- 

District/ 
Area Period Site Descriptiona 

NRHP Status 
(Significance 

Criterion) 
References 

4623 
MPAA 
(Proposed) M 

C-shaped structure; corrugated tin and
glass bottles on surface; probable
military

NRE-yes (D) Drolet et al. 1996; Ruzicka and O’Day 2005; O’Day 
2007; Nickelsen and Kirkendall 2008i; Allen 2013 

4624 
MPAA 
(Proposed) NM 

Enclosure; low walls, rectangular, 11 x 7 
m; concrete slab fragment on surface; 
probably historic-period house 

NRE-yes (D) Drolet et al. 1996; O’Day 2007; Nickelsen and 
Kirkendall 2008j; Allen 2013 

4625 MHLAD NM House site; pre-WWII NRE-yes (D) Ruzicka and O’Day 2005 

4891 
MPAA 
(Proposed) TH 

Subsurface cultural deposit; 6 features 
w/ cultural material; south of Pyramid 
Rock 

NRE-yes (D) Nickelsen and Kirkendall 2008k 

4933 
MPAA 
(Proposed) TH Subsurface cultural deposit with pits, 

postholes, firepits; bone arrow point NRE-yes (D) 
Schilz and Allen 1996; Rechtman and Wolforth 
2000; Allen 2000; Prishmont et al. 2001; Gosser et 
al. 2002; Nickelsen and Kirkendall 2008l 

5733 

MPAA 
(Proposed) TH; 

NM 

Subsurface cultural deposits; traditional 
Hawaiian and 19th century; 20th century 
house and yard; in dune on west-facing 
slope of Pali Kilo 

NRE-yes (D) Rosendahl 1999; O’Day 2007; Nickelsen and 
Kirkendall 2008m; Gosser et al. 2015 

5829 
MPAA 
(Proposed) TH 

Subsurface cultural deposit, burials; 
around Building 6470, north of Hangar 
104 

NRE-yes (D) 
Prishmont et al. 2001; Roberts et al. 2002; Dixon 
et al. 2002; Nickelsen and Kirkendall 2008n; Allen 
and Rieth 2014; Allen 2015; Barna et al. 2017 

5968 
-- 

NM 
Historic basalt retaining wall, possibly 
associated with the Mokapu 
Experimental Game farm  

TBD Roberts et al. 2002 

5969 -- M Concrete foundation; immediately west 
of Keawanui TBD Roberts et al. 2002 

7722 MHLAD TH Subsurface cultural deposit NRE-yes (C, D) Gosser et al. 2015 

7723 
-- 

TH 
Intact but disturbed human burial 
remains; sparse traditional Hawaiian 
artifacts 

n/a Gosser et al. 2015 



 

SIHP 
Site 
No. 

50-80-
11- 

District/ 
Area Period Site Descriptiona 

NRHP Status 
(Significance 

Criterion) 
References 

7724 MHLAD TH Disturbed subsurface cultural deposit 
(including one human tooth) NRE-yes (C, D) Gosser et al. 2015 

7725 MHLAD NM Retaining wall NRE-yes (C, D) Gosser et al. 2015 
7726 -- M Concrete foundations; WWII-era NRE-no Gosser et al. 2015 

a Site descriptions and period designations are reproduced from the updated ICRMP (Tomonari-Tuggle and Clark 2021:Table II-7). 

b MHLAD: M kapu House Lots Archaeological District; MPAA (Proposed): M kapu Peninsula Archaeological Area (Proposed). 
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INTERIOR REGION 9 

COLUMBIA–PACIFIC NORTHWEST 
INTERIOR REGION 12 

Pacific Islands 
  

Idaho, Montana*, Oregon*, Washington 
*PARTIAL 

American Samoa, Guam, Hawaii, Northern 
Mariana Islands 

 

In Reply Refer To:        November 21, 2022 
2022-0081200-S7 
 
Major Jeffry Hart 
Director, Environmental Compliance and Protection Division, 
Facilities Department 
Marine Corps Base Hawaii 
Box 63002 
Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii 96863-3002 
 
Subject: Informal Consultation for MCBH Home Basing MQ-9 UAV, KC-130J Refueler 

Squadrons, Oahu 
 
Dear Major Hart: 
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) received your August 31, 2022, e-mail request, for 
consultation. The Marine Corps proposes the home basing of the MQ-9 Unmanned Aerial 
Vehicle Squadron and the KC-130J Marine Aerial Refueler Transport Squadron at MCBH 
Kaneohe Bay. You requested our concurrence with your “may affect, but not likely to adversely 
affect” determination for the project which is on the island of Oahu, Hawaii. Specifically, you 
requested consultation for the following species: 
 

• Hawaiian waterbirds 
o Hawaiian stilt or (Himantopus mexicanus knudseni) 
o Hawaiian coot or (Fulica americana alai) 
o Hawaiian gallinule (Gallinula galeata sandvicensis) 
o Hawaiian duck (Anas wyvilliana) 

• Hawaiian seabirds 
o Hawaiian petrel (Pterodroma sandwichensis), 
o Hawaii DPS of the band-rumped storm-petrel (Oceanodroma castro) and 
o Newell’s shearwater (Puffinus auricularis newelli) 

• Hawaiian turtles 
o Central North Pacific DPS of the green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) 

 
On July 5, 2022, the U.S. District Court of the Northern District Court of California vacated the 
2019 regulations implementing section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). On September 
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21, 2022, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals granted a request to stay the U.S. District Court of 
Northern California's July 5, 2022, order that vacated the 2019 ESA regulations. As a result, the 
2019 regulations are again in effect, and the Service has relied upon the 2019 regulations in 
issuing our written concurrence on the action agency’s “may affect, not-likely-to-adversely 
affect” determination. However, because the outcome of the legal challenges to the 2019 ESA 
regulations is still unknown, we considered whether our substantive analyses and conclusions 
would have been different if the pre-2019 regulations were applied in this informal consultation. 
Our analysis included the prior definition of "effects of the action.” We considered all the “direct 
and indirect effects” and the “interrelated and interdependent activities” when determining the 
“effects of the action.” We then considered whether any “effects of the action” that overlap with 
applicable ranges of listed species would be wholly beneficial, insignificant, or discountable to 
the species. As a result, we determined the substantive analysis and conclusions would have been 
the same, irrespective of which regulations applied. 
 
We based our analysis and decisions on the Biological Assessment (BA) for this project and 
other pertinent data. A complete consultation record is on file at our office. Our response is in 
accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), as amended (16 U.S.C. 
1531 et seq.). 
 
Project Description 
 
The proposed action is to home base an MQ-9 UAV squadron and a KC-130J squadron at MCB 
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Under the proposed action, the Marine Corps would replace and modify 
existing hangars and supporting infrastructure, perform aviation maintenance, provide training 
for operators and maintainers, conduct approximately 3,000 MQ-9 and 5,280 KC-130J annual 
aircraft operations, and station approximately 676 personnel (229 MQ-9 and 447 KC-130J 
personnel) plus dependents at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. 
 
The squadrons associated with the proposed action would be the Marine Unmanned Aerial 
Vehicle Squadron (VMU) for MQ-9 aircraft and the Marine Aerial Refueler Transport Squadron 
(VMGR) for KC-130J aircraft. The proposed action would house the MQ-9 squadron in Hangar 
102, house the KC-130J squadron in Hangar 6886 (currently occupied by an MV-22 squadron), 
and demolish and reconstruct Hangar 103 as the replacement hangar for the MV-22 squadron. 
The proposed action would be implemented over a 5-year period from 2023 to 2027. Temporary 
facilities such as trailers, equipment storage, and communications connections would be located 
within the project footprint near the hangars and on the parking aprons and ramps to allow for 
partial operation of the squadrons while construction of permanent facilities are underway. MQ-9 
aircraft would park on Bravo Ramp near Hangar 102, and KC-130J aircraft would park on the 
north end of Charlie Ramp near the transient ramp. The temporary facilities would not be 
sufficient to support the full set of aircraft, personnel, and operations associated with the 
proposed action. Home basing the full complement of MQ-9 and KC-130J aircraft, associated 
personnel and dependents, and all infrastructure support is anticipated to be complete by 2027. 
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Table 1. Proposed Construction for MQ-9 UAV, KC-130J Refueler Squadrons 
 
Project Aircraft Fiscal 

Year 
Description 

Hangar 102 Renovations MQ-9 
 

2023–2024  
 

Hangar 102 interior upgrades: electrical, 
mechanical, and communication systems 
• Two GCSs with up to two ECUs 

Infrastructure 
Improvements  

MQ-9 2023–2024  Two GDTs (at Keawanui Hill and adjacent to 
Hangar 105)  

Building 4041  MQ-9/ 
KC-130J 

2023–2024  Training simulator installation  

Apron Improvements  MQ-9 2023–2024  Tie-downs and striping near end of Runway 04/22 
west of Hangar 105  

Charlie Ramp Upgrades  KC-130J 2023–2024  Restriping of Charlie Ramp west of Hangar 6886 
and east of Taxiway A  

KC-130J Support Facilities  KC-130J 2023–2024  Construction of a wash rack east of Hangar 6886  
Temporary Construction 
Staging Laydown Area  

All 2023  Establish the temporary construction laydown area 
to stage construction equipment and materials at 
the Crescent Circle area behind MCAS terminal 
building  

Airfield Security Fencing  All 2023–2024  • Fencing on north side of Runway 04/22  
• Demolish Motor-T buildings/parking lot across 
from Hangar 101  

Bravo Ramp Upgrades  MV-22 2025–2027  • Repaving and restriping Bravo Ramp on bay side 
of Hangars 102, 103, and 104  
• Replacing taxiway asphalt  
• Installing heat resistant concrete at parking spots  
• Tie-downs at Bravo Ramp  

Hangar 103 Replacement  MV-22 2025–2027  Demolition of Hangar 103 and associated support 
buildings adjacent to the southwestern side 
(Buildings 159, 160, 161, 183, and 184), and 
construction of new Type II Hangar 103 to 
accommodate MV-22s from Hangar 6886  

Hangar 6886 Renovations  KC-130J 2026–2027  Reconfiguration of Hangar 6886 interior spaces to 
convert from MV-22 to KC-130J use  

KC-130J Support Facilities  KC-130J 2026–2027  Construction of new support facilities east of 
Hangar 6886:  
• Storage Facility  
• Propeller Maintenance Facility  

KC-130J Aircraft Direct 
Refueling System  

KC-130J 2026–2027  Construction of a new refuel lane with an Aircraft 
Direct Refueling System:  
• Demolition of Buildings 4000 and 5068  
• Construction of concrete pavement, asphalt 
shoulders, striping, fuel lines from the existing fuel 
farm, and a drainage system with storm water 
detention capability. 
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Figure 1. Conceptual Overview of the Project Location. 

 
 
Conservation Measures 
 
The following conservation measures will occur to avoid and minimize impacts to listed species 
and their habitats: 
 
General 
 
All construction contractors and aircraft squadron personnel will participate in MCB Hawaii 
Kaneohe Bay’s existing natural resources education program. The program would include, at a 
minimum, the following topics: (1) occurrence of natural resources (including ESA-listed 
species); (2) sensitivity of the natural resources to human activities; (3) legal protection for 
certain natural resources; (4) penalties for violations of federal law; (5) general ecology and 
wildlife activity patterns; (6) reporting requirements; (7) measures to protect natural resources; 
(8) personal measures that users can take to promote the conservation of natural resources; and 
(9) procedures and a point of contact for ESA-listed species observations. 
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Hawaiian Waterbirds 
 

• During construction, areas of standing water will be eliminated to minimize attraction of 
waterbirds. 
 

• During construction, in areas where waterbirds are known to be present, reduced speed 
limits will be posted and implemented, and project personnel and contractors will be 
informed about the presence of endangered species on-site. 
 

• If a waterbird nest or active brood is found within the project site the Marine Corps will: 
o Notify the USFWS within 24 hours. 
o Establish and maintain a 100-foot buffer around all active nests and/or broods 

until the chicks/ducklings have fledged. No potentially disruptive activities or 
habitat alteration will be conducted within this buffer. 

o Have a biological monitor that is familiar with the species’ biology present on the 
project site during all construction or earth moving activities until the 
chicks/ducklings fledge to ensure that Hawaiian waterbirds and nests are not 
adversely impacted. 
 

• The storm water detention basin will be covered to minimize attraction of waterbirds. 
 
Hawaiian Seabirds 

 
• All construction activities will occur during daylight hours. 

 
• All windows, doors, and walls will include tinted glass or film resulting in visible light 

transmittance value of 30% or less. 
 

• Aircraft hangar doors will be designed to be non-translucent (solid) without windows. If a 
hangar door requires a window, tinting will be required. 
 

• Unless nighttime operations are in progress, doors will remain shut at night to prevent 
light emitting outward. This could include partially closing doors and turning off lighting 
when operations are not occurring, as well as incorporation of an easy-to-use light 
switching system. Doors should allow user to open and close with ease to ensure that 
hangar doors can be shut at night to prevent light emitting outward. 
 

• Exterior lighting would follow MCB Hawaii standards (MCB Hawaii, 2022a). When 
exterior lighting is required, all exterior lights for new construction, replacement of 
existing fixtures, and renovations would meet or exceed USFWS, NOAA, and/or IDA 
standards unless otherwise required by the military mission, per the MCB Hawaii 
INRMP (MCB Hawaii, 2017, pg. C2-15) and will be reviewed by the MCB Hawaii 
environmental team. 
 

• Construction and operation of new and renovated buildings along the flightline would be 
coordinated with MCB Hawaii Environmental Division Natural Resources and follow 
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lighting requirements to the maximum extent feasible to prevent seabirds from being 
attracted to areas with aircraft operations and these include: 
 

o The wavelength of all exterior lighting should be equal to or greater than 560 
nanometers. 

o Exterior lighting will be shielded (points downward) and full cutoff. 
o Set controls to be “On” only when needed and have ability to shut off lighting 

when not in use. 
o Use timers and motion-activated lighting to minimize unnecessary light remaining 

on throughout the night. 
o Minimize light trespass. Light only the required area – to conserve energy and to 

prevent unwanted light from trespassing into regions where it is not needed. 
o Minimize brightness. Be no brighter than necessary. 
o Minimize blue light emissions. 
o Use full cutoff downward/shielded bollards in parking areas and sidewalks, and 

full cutoff downward/shielded wall packs for walkways and entrances/exits. 
o Place light fixtures as low as possible to the ground. 
o All nighttime construction work and construction lighting would be pre-approved 

with Environmental Compliance & Protection Division Natural Resources. 
o Use warm light sources for exterior lighting. 

 
Effects of the Proposed Action 
 
Hawaiian Waterbirds 
 
Hawaiian waterbirds are currently found in a variety of wetland habitats including freshwater 
marshes, coastal estuaries and ponds. All four waterbirds have been observed on MCBH in 
natural and man-made wetlands and habitats, however, waterbirds are rarely observed in the 
proposed project area. On MCBH, the Hawaiian coot is most commonly observed in the Nuupia 
Ponds Wildlife Management Area (WMA). The Hawaiian gallinule are periodically observed in 
the Sag Harbor wetland and Nuupia Ponds WMA, however, the greatest numbers have been 
documented at the Klipper Golf Course ponds. Hawaiian stilts are distributed throughout the 
MCBH wetlands, and are seen foraging in lawns and roadside areas. USDA Wildlife Services 
regularly disperses Hawaiian stilts off the airfield. 
 
There is minimal risk of injury or death to birds due to vehicle or equipment collisions during 
construction. Conservation measures described above to prevent temporary ponding would 
minimize attraction of birds to the construction area. In accordance with existing permits, current 
bird hazing activities would continue to be conducted by the USDA Wildlife Services to 
discourage birds from the airfield where they may be at risk of aircraft strikes.  
 
Construction and aircraft noise would result in temporary impacts to waterbirds. Construction-
related noise may temporarily displace such wildlife from habitat in the immediate vicinity of the 
project area. However, because construction would occur at previously developed and actively 
used areas where aircraft and machinery are in regular use around the airfield creating a noise 
environment consistent with a construction area, birds are expected to temporarily relocate from 
the construction areas to adjacent similar habitats, and would likely resume their normal 
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behaviors shortly thereafter. In addition, the proposed aircraft operations would result in lower 
average noise levels than conditions prior to 2022 when the number of annual aircraft operations 
was higher. 
 
We do not expect a measurable disruption to their normal behaviors or disruption of nesting and 
rearing of young, therefore effects to waterbirds are considered insignificant or discountable.  
 
Hawaiian Seabirds 
 
Hawaiian seabirds may traverse the project area at night during the breeding, nesting and 
fledging seasons (March 1 to December 15). Hawaiian seabirds have been documented on Oahu, 
but are not known to breed on Oahu (Pyle and Pyle 2017; Young et al. 2019. Outdoor lighting 
could result in seabird disorientation, fallout, and injury or mortality. Seabirds are attracted to 
lights and after circling the lights they may become exhausted and collide with nearby wires, 
buildings, or other structures or they may land on the ground. Downed seabirds are subject to 
increased mortality due to collision with automobiles, starvation, and predation by dogs, cats, 
and other predators. Young birds (fledglings) traversing the project area between September 15 
and December 15, in their first flights from their mountain nests to the sea, are particularly 
vulnerable to light attraction. However, implementation of conservation measures is expected to 
minimize project-related light attraction, therefore, effects to seabirds are considered 
discountable. 
 
Green Sea Turtle 
 
Green sea turtles may nest on any sandy beach area in the Pacific Islands. Nesting occurs on 
beaches from May through September, peaking in June and July, with hatchlings 
emerging through November and December. 
 
In 2019, green sea turtles started routinely nesting at MCBH on North Beach and Ft. Hase 
shorelines in increasing numbers. In 2020, hatchlings from two previously undocumented 
Hawaiian green turtle nests emerged on Fort Hase Beach. In both occurrences, a subset of 
emerging hatchlings became misoriented due to artificial ambient light from a residential 
subdivision adjacent to Fort Hase beach and crawled inland, instead of towards the ocean. 
Nesting turtles may be deterred from approaching or laying successful nests by lighting 
visible on the nesting beaches. Turtles may become disoriented by artificial lighting, leading 
to exhaustion and placement of a nest in an inappropriate location (such as at or below the high 
tide line). Hatchlings that emerge from nests may also be disoriented by artificial lighting. Based 
on the proposed project lighting, adverse effects to adult turtles or hatchlings are unlikely to 
occur due to implementation of the above conservation measures, so the effects would be 
considered insignificant or discountable. 
 
Green sea turtles also may occasionally haul-out on the beaches at MCBH. Noise changes 
associated with proposed aircraft operations in the region of influence where sea turtles can 
occur would be minimal. Exposure of a sea turtle to aircraft presence are currently happening 
and lasts for only seconds as the aircraft quickly passes overhead. Aircraft takeoffs, landings, or 
overflights could potentially startle animals; however, these events only produce noise at any 
given location for a brief period as the aircraft climbs to cruising altitude and pass quickly 
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overhead. Sea turtles hauled out on beaches at MCBH typically show no evidence of startle 
reaction or behavior changes during aircraft overflights, while monk seals have been observed to 
have a brief startle reaction to some overflights (L. Bookless, personal communication, 7 July 
2022, 18 July 2022). It is uncommon for sea turtles to be hauled out on the same location of a 
beach throughout the year, so repeated exposure to individuals over short periods (days) is 
unlikely. As a result, in the event sea turtles encounter aircraft noise, behavioral reactions to 
aircraft overflight noise are likely to be brief and not result in any measurable change in 
behavior, and thus any effects would be insignificant or discountable. 
 
Summary 
 
We have reviewed our data and conducted an effects analysis of your project. By incorporating 
the conservation measures listed above, effects to listed species are either too small to be 
meaningful or measurable, or extremely unlikely to occur. Therefore, effects are expected to be 
insignificant and discountable. Because impacts from the proposed project are insignificant and 
discountable, we concur with your determination that the proposed action may affect, but is not 
likely to adversely affect the Hawaiian stilt, Hawaiian coot, Hawaiian gallinule, Hawaiian duck, 

-rumped storm petrel, and green sea turtle. 
 
We appreciate your efforts to conserve endangered species. If you have any questions concerning 
this consultation, please contact James Kwon, Fish and Wildlife Biologist, at 808-792-9433 or by 
email at james_kwon@fws.gov. When referring to this project, please include this reference 
number 2022-0081200-S7. 
 
 
       Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
       Lorena Wada  
       Planning and Consultation Team Manager 
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
MARINE CORPS BASE HAWAII 

BOX 63002 
KANEOHE BAY HAWAII 96863-3002 

 
                                                                                                                                               IN REPLY REFER TO: 
 5090 
 LFE/102-22 
 31 Aug 22 
 
Field Supervisor  
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Pacific Islands Office 
Room 3-122, Box 50088 
300 Ala Moana Boulevard 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 
 
Dear Field Supervisor, 
 
SUBJECT:  SECTION 7 INFORMAL CONSULTATION FOR MARINE CORPS BASE     
                    HAWAII HOME BASING PROJECT, MARINE CORPS BASE HAWAII,   
                    KANEOHE BAY 
 
 Pursuant to Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and its implementing 
regulations (50 CFR Part 402), Marine Corps Base Hawaii (MCBH) requests informal 
consultation related to the proposed home basing of a Marine Corps MQ-9 Marine Unmanned 
Aerial Vehicle (UAV) (hereinafter “MQ-9”) Squadron and a KC-130J Aerial Refueler Transport 
(hereinafter “KC-130J”) Squadron at MCBH Kaneohe Bay. Under the proposed action, the 
Marine Corps would replace and modify existing hangars and supporting infrastructure, perform 
aviation maintenance, provide training for operators and maintainers, conduct approximately 
3,000 MQ-9 and 5,280 KC-130J annual aircraft operations, and station approximately 676 
personnel (229 MQ-9 and 447 KC-130J personnel) plus dependents at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe 
Bay.  
 
 MCBH has developed this Biological Assessment (BA) (Enclosure 1) to assess potential 
impacts to the species shown in Table 1. Based on this BA, MCBH is requesting informal 
consultation on the Hawaiian duck, Hawaiian coot, Hawaiian gallinule, Hawaiian stilt, band-
rumped storm petrel, Newell’s shearwater, Hawaiian petrel, Hawaiian monk seal, and green sea 

turtle.  
 
Table 1   Special-Status Species Known to Occur or with Potential to Occur in the  

                Project Area and Region of Influence 

 
Scientific Name Common Name  

(Hawaiian Name) 

Regulatory 

Status 

Effects 

Determination 

Birds 

Anas wyvilliana 
Hawaiian duck  
(Koloa moali) FE, SE May affect, not likely 

to adversely affect 

Fulica alai  
Hawaiian coot  
(ʻAlae keʻokeʻo) FE, SE May affect, not likely 

to adversely affect 



2 
 

Scientific Name Common Name  
(Hawaiian Name) 

Regulatory 
Status 

Effects 
Determination 

Gallinula galeata 
sandvicensis  

Hawaiian gallinule 
(ʻAlae ʻula) FE, SE May affect, not likely 

to adversely affect 
Himantopus mexicanus 
knudseni  

Hawaiian stilt 
(ʻAeʻo) FE, SE May affect, not likely 

to adversely affect 

Oceanodroma castro 
Band-rumped storm-
petrel 
(‘Akē ‘Akē) 

FE, SE May affect, not likely 
to adversely affect 

Pterodroma sandwichensis Hawaiian petrel 
(ʻUaʻu) FE, SE May affect, not likely 

to adversely affect 

Puffinus auricularis newelli Newell’s shearwater 
(ʻAʻo) FT, ST May affect, not likely 

to adversely affect 
Marine Mammals 

Neomonachus schauinslandi Hawaiian monk seal 
(‘Ilioholoikauaua) FE, SE May affect, not likely 

to adversely affect 
Marine Reptiles 

Chelonia mydas Green sea turtle 
(Honu) FT, ST May affect, not likely 

to adversely affect 

Notes: Selections for Listing Status Column include: C = candidate species for federal ESA 
listing, FE = federal endangered, SE = state endangered, FT = federally threatened, ST = 
state threatened. 

 
 We look forward to your review of and concurrence with MCB Hawaii’s determination 
on the species included in this informal consultation. Please direct correspondence regarding this 
matter to Lance Bookless, MCBH Senior Natural Resource Manager at 
lance.bookless1@usmc.mil, (808) 257-7000. 
 
 Sincerely, 
 
 
 

 J. P. HART 
 Director, Environmental Compliance and 
 Protection Division, Facilities Department 
 By direction of the Commanding Officer 

 
Enclosure: 1.  Biological Assessment for Home Basing of the MQ-9 Marine Unmanned Aerial  
                       Vehicle Squadron and KC-130J Marine Aerial Refueler Transport Squadron At    
                       Marine Corps Base Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, Oahu, Hawaii 
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1 Purpose and Need for the Action 1 

1.1 Purpose and Need 2 

The purpose of the proposed action is to enhance the airborne and intelligence capabilities of Marine 3 
Corps forces through the integration of multi-mission aerial refueler and transport capability and 4 
persistent intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance unmanned aerial systems, thereby enhancing 5 
the Marine Corps’ ability to transport Hawaii-based Marines and provide them real-time situational 6 
awareness to support the United States (U.S.) Indo-Pacific Command (USINDOPACOM). The need for 7 
home basing and operations of the MQ-9 and KC-130J squadrons is to extend the capability, versatility, 8 
and range of Hawaii-based Marine Corps and other forces through additional refueler, transport, 9 
intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance capabilities, in support of USINDOPACOM. 10 

1.2 Description of the Action Area 11 

The proposed action is located on the western shore of Marine Corps Base (MCB) Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, 12 
on the island of Oahu, in the state of Hawaii (Figure 1). MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay encompasses 2,951 13 
acres on Oahu’s eastern shore at Mokapu Peninsula. Mokapu Peninsula is bounded by the waters of 14 
Kaneohe Bay on the west, the Pacific Ocean to the north, Kailua Bay to the east, and residential 15 
development to the south. Kailua and Kaneohe are the communities nearest to the base.  16 

1.3 Species Addressed in the Analysis 17 

MCB Hawaii has developed this analysis (Enclosure 1) to assess potential impacts to the species shown 18 
in Table 1. 19 

1.4 Species Eliminated from Detailed Analysis 20 

MCB Hawaii conducted a thorough review of all potential ESA-listed species with the potential to be 21 
directly or indirectly affected by Alternative 1 (the preferred alternative), including a review of the 22 
USFWS Information for Planning and Consulting (IPaC) database (USFWS 2022).  23 

MCB Hawaii considered the Hawaiian hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus semotus), monarch butterfly (Danaus 24 
plexippus), and the Hawaiian yellow-faced bee (Hylaeus anthracinus) and determined that the preferred 25 
alternative would have no effect on these species. 26 

MCB Hawaii determined that the proposed action and its interrelated and interdependent actions will 27 
not directly or indirectly affect the short-tailed albatross (Phoebastria albatrus) and the hawksbill sea 28 
turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata). The short-tailed albatross is not known to occur at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe 29 
Bay, and no nesting or haul-outs by hawksbill sea turtles have ever been documented on any of MCB 30 
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay beaches.  31 

  32 
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 1 
Figure 1 Project Location Map 2 
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MCB Hawaii determined that the proposed action and its interrelated and interdependent actions will 1 
not directly or indirectly affect threatened or endangered plant species: `akoko (Euphorbia celastroides 2 
var. kaenana), ‘ena’ena (Pseudognaphalium sandwicensium var. molokaiense), Carter's panicgrass 3 
(Panicum fauriei var. carteri), ihi (Portulaca villosa), kamanomano (Cenchrus agrimonioides), ohai 4 
(Sesbania tomentosa), and microlepia strigosa var. mauiensis. These plant species do not occur in the 5 
project area. The project area consists primarily of developed area with minimal vegetation. Vegetated 6 
portions of the project area consist of mostly planted landscape material; no notable ecological 7 
communities occur on or adjacent to the construction sites. Therefore, there would be no potential to 8 
directly or indirectly affect threatened or endangered plant species. 9 

For these reasons, these species are not included further in this analysis and informal consultation. 10 

Table 1 Special-Status Species Known to Occur or with Potential to Occur in the 
Project Area and Region of Influence 

Scientific Name Common Name 
(Hawaiian Name) 

Regulatory Status Effects Determination 

Birds 

Anas wyvilliana Hawaiian duck  
(Koloa maoli) FE, SE May affect, not likely to 

adversely affect 

Fulica alai  Hawaiian coot  
(ʻAlae keʻokeʻo) FE, SE May affect, not likely to 

adversely affect 
Gallinula galeata 
sandvicensis  

Hawaiian gallinule 
(ʻAlae ʻula) FE, SE May affect, not likely to 

adversely affect 
Himantopus mexicanus 
knudseni  

Hawaiian stilt 
(ʻAeʻo) FE, SE May affect, not likely to 

adversely affect 

Oceanodroma castro 
Band-rumped storm-
petrel 
(‘Akē ‘Akē) 

FE, SE May affect, not likely to 
adversely affect 

Pterodroma 
sandwichensis 

Hawaiian petrel 
(ʻUaʻu) FE, SE May affect, not likely to 

adversely affect 
Puffinus auricularis 
newelli 

Newell’s shearwater 
(ʻAʻo) FT, ST May affect, not likely to 

adversely affect 
Marine Mammals 
Neomonachus 
schauinslandi 

Hawaiian monk seal 
(‘Ilioholoikauaua) FE, SE May affect, not likely to 

adversely affect 
Marine Reptiles 

Chelonia mydas Green sea turtle 
(Honu) FT, ST May affect, not likely to 

adversely affect 
Notes: Selections for Listing Status Column include: C = candidate species for federal ESA listing, FE = federal endangered, SE = 11 

state endangered, FT = federally threatened, ST = state threatened. 12 
 13 

  14 
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2 Details of the Proposed Action 1 

2.1 Proposed Action 2 

Figure 2 shows an overview of the proposed action, and Figure 3 shows proposed construction projects 3 
for Alternative 1, the preferred alternative. Table 2 shows construction projects associated with the 4 
proposed action. The proposed action is to home base an MQ-9 UAV squadron and a KC-130J squadron 5 
at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Under the proposed action, the Marine Corps would replace and modify 6 
existing hangars and supporting infrastructure, perform aviation maintenance, provide training for 7 
operators and maintainers, conduct approximately 3,000 MQ-9 and 5,280 KC-130J annual aircraft 8 
operations, and station approximately 676 personnel (229 MQ-9 and 447 KC-130J personnel) plus 9 
dependents at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. 10 

  11 
 Photo: MQ-9 Aircraft    Photo: KC-130J Aircraft 12 

The squadrons associated with the proposed action would be the Marine Unmanned Aerial Vehicle 13 
Squadron (VMU) for MQ-9 aircraft and the Marine Aerial Refueler Transport Squadron (VMGR) for 14 
KC-130J aircraft. The proposed action would house the MQ-9 squadron in Hangar 102, house the 15 
KC-130J squadron in Hangar 6886 (currently occupied by an MV-22 squadron), and demolish and 16 
reconstruct Hangar 103 as the replacement hangar for the MV-22 squadron. The proposed action would 17 
be implemented over a 5-year period from 2023 to 2027. Temporary facilities such as trailers, 18 
equipment storage, and communications connections would be located within the project footprint 19 
near the hangars and on the parking aprons and ramps to allow for partial operation of the squadrons 20 
while construction of permanent facilities are underway. MQ-9 aircraft would park on Bravo Ramp near 21 
Hangar 102, and KC-130J aircraft would park on the north end of Charlie Ramp near the transient ramp. 22 
The temporary facilities would not be sufficient to support the full set of aircraft, personnel, and 23 
operations associated with the proposed action. Home basing the full complement of MQ-9 and KC-130J 24 
aircraft, associated personnel and dependents, and all infrastructure support is anticipated to be 25 
complete by 2027. 26 

  27 
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 1 
Figure 2 Conceptual Overview of the Proposed Action Location 2 
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 1 
Figure 3 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) 2 
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Table 2 Proposed Facilities Construction at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay 

Project Aircraft Fiscal Year Description 

Hangar 102 
Renovations MQ-9 2023–2024 

• Hangar 102 interior upgrades: electrical, mechanical, and 
communication systems 

• Two GCSs with up to two ECUs 
Infrastructure 
Improvements MQ-9 2023–2024 Two GDTs (at Keawanui Hill and adjacent to Hangar 105) 

Building 4041 MQ-9/ 
KC-130J 2023–2024 Training simulator installation 

Apron Improvements MQ-9 2023–2024 Tie-downs and striping near end of Runway 04/22 west of 
Hangar 105 

Charlie Ramp 
Upgrades KC-130J 2023–2024 Restriping of Charlie Ramp west of Hangar 6886 and east of 

Taxiway A 
KC-130J Support 
Facilities KC-130J 2023–2024 Construction of a wash rack east of Hangar 6886 

Temporary 
Construction Staging 
Laydown Area 

All 2023 
Establish the temporary construction laydown area to stage 
construction equipment and materials at the Crescent Circle 
area behind MCAS terminal building 

Airfield Security 
Fencing All 2023–2024 

• Fencing on north side of Runway 04/22 
• Demolish Motor-T buildings/parking lot across from Hangar 

101 

Bravo Ramp Upgrades MV-22 2025–2027 

• Repaving and restriping Bravo Ramp on bay side of Hangars 
102, 103, and 104 

• Replacing taxiway asphalt 
• Installing heat resistant concrete at parking spots 
• Tie-downs at Bravo Ramp 

Hangar 103 
Replacement MV-22 2025–2027 

Demolition of Hangar 103 and associated support buildings 
adjacent to the southwestern side (Buildings 159, 160, 161, 183, 
and 184), and construction of new Type II Hangar 103 to 
accommodate MV-22s from Hangar 6886 

Hangar 6886 
Renovations KC-130J 2026–2027 Reconfiguration of Hangar 6886 interior spaces to convert from 

MV-22 to KC-130J use 

KC-130J Support 
Facilities KC-130J 2026–2027 

Construction of new support facilities east of Hangar 6886: 
• Storage Facility 
• Propeller Maintenance Facility 

KC-130J Aircraft Direct 
Refueling System KC-130J 2026–2027 

Construction of a new refuel lane with an Aircraft Direct 
Refueling System: 
• Demolition of Buildings 4000 and 5068 
• Construction of concrete pavement, asphalt shoulders, 

striping, fuel lines from the existing fuel farm, and a drainage 
system with storm water detention capability 

Notes:  Project locations are shown in Figure 3. 
 ECU = Environmental Control Unit; GCS = Ground Control Station; GDT = Ground Data Terminal; MCAS = Marine Corps 

Air Station. 
Source: Marine Corps, 2021. 
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2.2 Baseline Conditions of the Project Footprint 1 

Figure 4 shows general biological resources features in the project area and region of influence. The 2 
project area and region of influence consists entirely of built or modified landscape with no notable 3 
ecological communities on or adjacent to the construction sites. Historically, the project area was 4 
cleared with heavy equipment and lacks native vegetation cover. Wildlife found in the project area 5 
consists of mammalian and bird species consistent with those found in a developed and urbanized 6 
environment. Seabirds and migratory species utilize the region of influence. Wetlands, including 7 
mudflats, shallow ponds, estuarine and coastal wetlands exist within the region of influence and provide 8 
some habitat for waterbirds.  9 

All areas on MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay have been precluded from designation as Critical Habitat for all 10 
endangered species due to conservation measures included in the MCB Hawaii INRMP and based on 11 
those area being managed in a way that provides a benefit to the various federally listed species. 12 

  13 
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Figure 4 Biological Resources at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay 2 
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3 Description of the Species and Baseline Conditions 
The federally listed species included in this environmental analysis are the Hawaiian duck, Hawaiian 
coot, Hawaiian gallinule, Hawaiian stilt, band-rumped storm petrel, Hawaiian petrel, Newell’s 
shearwater, Hawaiian monk seal, and green sea turtle. Species status and their environmental threats 
are described below. Information sources include the USFWS Pacific Islands Office and Hawaii 
Department of Land and Natural Resources (DNLR) Division of Forestry and Wildlife web pages. 

3.1 Hawaiian Duck (Anas wyvilliana) 

The Hawaiian duck was listed as endangered in 1967 (USFWS 2011). Hawaiian ducks are known to occur 
on all the main Hawaiian Islands except for Lanai and Kahoolawe (USFWS 2011). Both sexes resemble a 
dark female mallard, mottled brown with blue wing bars bordered on both sides by white. Males have 
darker head and neck feathers, an olive-colored bill, and bright orange feet and legs. Females have a 
more orange- or gray-colored bill with a dark mark on the upper ridge, feet and legs that are dull orange, 
and are smaller in size. Data indicate there has been extensive hybridization between Hawaiian ducks 
and feral mallards on Oahu. There is often difficulty distinguishing genetically pure Hawaiian ducks (Anas 
wyvilliana) from true mallards (Anus platyrhynchos) and Hawaiian duck mallard hybrids, although 
mallards and hybrids tend to be larger. Hawaiian ducks occupy coastal wetlands, freshwater pools, bogs, 
streams, and marshy areas. They prefer shallow water with dense cover nearby (MCB Hawaii 2017). 

The estimated Oahu population is approximately 300 individuals including Hawaiian duck hybrids 
(USFWS 2011). From 2007 to the present, an average of 95 Hawaiian duck-mallard hybrids have been 
observed during the MCB Hawaii base-wide waterbird counts (MCB Hawaii 2017 INRMP). During the 
August 22, 2019, state waterbird count, nine Hawaiian duck-mallard hybrids were observed in the 
wetlands next to the project footprint (MCB Hawaii unpublished data 2019). Hawaiian ducks forage in 
open lawn areas, especially after rains that create areas of standing water. This includes the grass strip 
between the departure and taxi runways, the grassy area at the intersection of Mokapu Road and Tank 
Trail, and along the mowed strip on each side of Mokapu Rd. Up to 10 Hawaiian ducks have been 
observed foraging along Mokapu Road. 

Currently, the largest threat to Hawaiian duck populations is hybridization with non-native mallards. This 
is especially problematic on Oahu where most individuals are hybrids. In addition, feral pigs (Sus scrofa) 
significantly reduce the suitability of nesting habitat for Hawaiian ducks (DLNR 2015). 

3.2 Hawaiian Coot (Fulica alai) 

The Hawaiian coot was listed as endangered in 1970 (USFWS 2011). The Hawaiian coot is a small 
waterbird with a black head, a solid grayish-black body, a white bill, a prominent white frontal shield and 
white tail feathers that are easily seen when the bird is swimming or displaying. Feet are lobed (not 
webbed) and are greenish gray. Hawaiian coots occur on all the main Hawaiian Islands except 
Kahoolawe, which lacks suitable wetland habitat. Hawaiian coots generally occur in lowland freshwater 
wetland habitats consisting of a mixture of emergent plant growth with open water. Occasionally they 
use brackish and saltwater habitats. They typically forage in shallow water (less than 12 inches) but will 
dive in water up to 48 inches deep (MCB Hawaii 2017). Hawaiian coots nest primarily in fresh or slightly 
brackish shallow water (15–40 inches) interspersed with robust emergent wetland plants. They may 
construct floating nests with aquatic vegetation in open water or anchored to emergent vegetation. 
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Nesting occurs year-round but prime nesting season is between March and September. Clutch size is 
three to ten eggs (MCB Hawaii 2017). 

The Oahu population of Hawaiian coots fluctuates between 500 and 1,000 birds (USFWS 2011). During 
the August 22, 2019, state waterbird count, 275 coots were observed at the wetlands next to the project 
footprint; however, this is atypical with recent counts typically averaging 50 coots. The largest part of 
the coot population resides in Pa‘akai and Kaluapuhi ponds (MCB Hawaii unpublished data 2019). 

3.3 Hawaiian Gallinule (Gallinoula chloropus sandvicensis) 

The Hawaiian gallinule was listed as endangered in 1967 (USFWS 2011). Gallinules are generally found 
on Kauai and Oahu only, with some occurrences on Hawaii Island (USFWS 2011). The Hawaiian gallinule 
is black on the top of its body with dark slate blue below and a white stripe on the flanks. They have a 
red frontal shield over their red and yellow tipped bill and their feet are lobed rather than webbed. They 
are found in freshwater marshes, wetland agricultural areas, reservoirs, wet pastures, and occasionally 
brackish water. Nesting habitat is restricted to areas of standing freshwater less than two feet deep with 
dense emergent vegetation. Nesting occurs year-round, but mainly takes place during spring and 
summer months. Floating nests are constructed in dense vegetation (MCB Hawaii 2017). 

The DLNR statewide waterbird survey counted an annual average of 287 gallinules over 10 years from 
1998 to 2007 (USFWS 2011). Gallinules are widely distributed across Oahu and prevalent across the 
northern and eastern shoreline form Haleiwa to Waimanalo. Small numbers exist in Pearl Harbor and 
Lualualei Valley. At MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, the average count of gallinules during annual waterbird 
surveys through December 2019 was 20 birds with the largest population occurring in the Klipper Golf 
Course ponds. Gallinules have been frequently observed by Natural Resource staff in areas adjacent to 
the project site in the northeastern portion of Nu‘upia Ekolu, Wai Puna, and the northern edge of 
Pa‘akai. 

3.4 Hawaiian Stilt (Himantopus mexicanus knudseni) 

The Hawaiian stilt was listed as endangered in 1970. They are known to occur on all the main Hawaiian 
Islands except for Kahoolawe (USFWS 2011). Hawaiian stilts utilize fresh, brackish, and coastal waters. 
They use little vegetation for nesting or feeding and breed in marshland, mudflats, shallow open water, 
flooded fields, borders of salt ponds, mangrove swamps, coastal wetlands, and ephemeral wetlands. 
They require low-growing vegetation with specific water depths of around five inches for optimal 
foraging (MCB Hawaii 2017). 

The USDA Wildlife Services regularly disperses stilts off the airfield. The DLNR annual statewide 
waterbird surveys from 1998 through 2007 averaged 1,484 stilts with fluctuations between 1,100 and 
2,100 birds, with an average of 100 stilts counted at MCB Hawaii. During the August 2019 state 
waterbird count, 35 stilts were observed at the wetlands next to the project footprint (MCB Hawaii 
unpublished data 2019). Hawaiian ducks forage in open lawn areas, especially after rains that create 
areas of standing water. Up to seven stilts from the nearby wetland have been observed foraging in an 
open grassy area at the intersection of Mokapu Road and Tank Trail in the project footprint.  

3.5 Band-rumped Storm Petrel (Oceanodroma castro) 

The band-rumped storm petrel was listed as endangered in 2016. The Hawaii Distinct Population 
Segment (DPS) of the ʻakēʻakē (band-rumped storm-petrel, Oceanodroma castro) is an endangered 
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seabird that is found throughout the Pacific Ocean basin, and nests in the Hawaiian Islands. Band-
rumped storm-petrels are a small seabird measuring approximately 8 inches long with a wingspan of 19 
inches and weighing about 2 ounces. Both sexes are alike in size and appearance. Vocalizations at 
breeding colonies can be used to further distinguish this species from other Procellariiformes seabirds 
(albatrosses and petrels) found throughout Hawaii (Allan 1962, p. 279; James and Robertson 1985, pp. 
391-392). Band-rumped storm-petrels are long-lived (15 to 20 years). When not at nesting sites, adults 
spend their time foraging on the open ocean for small fish, squid, and crustaceans.  

In Hawaii, the breeding population is unknown, but likely very small. Threats include introduced 
predators, feral ungulates, artificial lighting, collisions, and colony locations. 

3.6 Hawaiian Petrel (Pterodroma sandwichensis) 

The Hawaiian petrel was listed as endangered in 1967. The Hawaiian petrel is a medium-sized, nocturnal 
gadfly petrel (Family: Procellariidae) endemic to Hawaii. Due to its dark back color, the ‘W’ pattern 
across its back and upper wing surface is not visible except in worm plumage. The Hawaii petrel often 
feed thousands of kilometers from their breeding colonies, usually foraging within mixed species 
hunting groups over schools of predatory fishes. In Hawaii, they feed primarily on squid, but also are 
known to consume fish (especially goatfish and lantern fish), and crustaceans. The Hawaiian petrel nests 
in colonies, form long-term pair bonds, and return to the same nest site year after year. Colonies are 
typically in high-elevation, xeric (low moisture) habitats or wet, dense forests. They nest in burrows, 
crevices, or cracks in lava tubes; nest chambers can be from 3-30 feet deep. Most eggs are laid in May 
and June and birds fledge by December, although there are significant inter-island differences in 
breeding phenology.   

Threats include hunting, introduced predators, feral ungulates, artificial lighting, collisions, and colony 
locations. 

3.7 Newell’s Shearwater (Puffinus auricularis newelli) 

The Newell’s shearwater was listed as endangered in 1975. Newell’s shearwater (Family: Procellaridae) 
is highly pelagic year-round and is endemic to the Hawaiian Islands. Adult males and females are dark, 
sooty brown above, with white throat and underparts, and have a dark bill with a hooked tip. Flight is 
direct, fast, and usually low over water, powered by rapid wing beats intercalated with glides; wing 
loading is higher than in more aerial shearwaters due to the specie’s foraging method. It often forages in 
large, mixed hunting groups comprised of several species associated with schools of large, predatory 
fishes. Newell’s shearwaters feed mainly by pursuit-plunging; individuals dive into water and swim using 
their partly folded wings for propulsion. Diet is not well known, but likely consists of fish and squid. They 
are colonial and nest on steep mountain slopes, with variable amounts of vegetation, where they lay a 
single egg in cavities and burrows, often located at the base of a tree. Breeding is highly synchronized, 
and eggs are laid in early June, and most young start to fly by November. Both parents incubate the egg, 
and brood and feed the nestling. Parents forage hundreds of kilometers offshore and return to the 
colony at night to feed the chicks. Age at first breeding is six to seven years. 

The Newell’s shearwater nests on Kauai, Hawaii, Molokai, and Lehua, and may also nest on Oahu, Maui, 
and Lanai, but that is not confirmed. They have never been found in the project area or region of 
influence. Threats include hunting, introduced predators, habitat loss and degradation, feral ungulates, 
artificial lighting, collisions, overfishing, colony locations, and catastrophes. 
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3.8 Hawaiian Monk Seal (Neomonachus schauinslandi) 

The Hawaiian monk seal was listed as endangered in 1976. Hawaiian monk seals are among the most 
critically endangered mammals in the world, with only about 1,200 seals alive today. Most seals live in 
the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands, but there is a small and potentially growing population of seals in 
the main Hawaiian Islands (a 2005 survey observed 76 seals). Hawaiian monk seals have been sighted on 
the Mokapu Peninsula northern beaches. Hawaiian monk seals occasionally come to shore (haul-out) on 
the beaches within the region of influence at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. An average of 45 seals per year 
hauled out on the beaches between 2017 and 2021 (MCB Hawaii, 2017). This can occur at any of the 
beaches on base. Approximately 30–60 monk seal sightings annually are reported to MCB Hawaii 
Environmental Compliance and Protection Division (MCB Hawaii, 2021). 

3.9 Green Sea Turtle (Chelonia mydas) 

The green sea turtle was listed as endangered in 1978. Green sea turtles are a common occurrence in 
Hawaii waters, including those of the MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Green sea turtles from the Hawaiian 
Islands and Johnston Atoll are classified as the Central North Pacific Distinct Population Segment (DPS), 
in which green turtles are geographically discrete in range, movements and genetic composition 
(Seminoff et al. 2015). Since 1960, the primary nesting site for these green sea turtles was the French 
Frigate Shoals in the Northwest Hawaiian Islands. Based on telemetry data, the majority of reproductive 
females and males (i.e., up to 96% of the population) migrate to the French Frigate Shoals for seasonal 
breeding, after which they return to various foraging areas 500–800 miles away (NMFS 2011). Peak 
nesting in this DPS occurs from May through August, and nesters return to breed at an interval of four 
years. Green turtles in the Central North Pacific DPS bask on beaches throughout the Main Hawaiian 
Islands, a behavior considered to allow thermoregulation, raise core body temperatures, and vary 
seasonally. These turtles feed on sea grass and algae in nearshore, coastal habitats (less than 100 feet 
deep). 

Green sea turtles also occasionally haul-out on the beaches within the region of influence at MCB Hawaii 
Kaneohe Bay. Nesting has been documented along the Fort Hase and North Beach shorelines (MCB 
Hawaii, 2022b). Approximately 7–30 green sea turtle sightings annually are reported to MCB Hawaii 
Environmental Compliance and Protection Division (MCB Hawaii, 2021). 
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4 Conservation Measures 1 

Conservation measures mitigate potential impacts by avoiding, minimizing, or eliminating impacts. 2 
Proposed measures and include existing policies, practices, and measures to reduce the environmental 3 
impacts of proposed activities. The conservation measures identified in this document are inherently 4 
part of and would be implemented as part of the proposed action. Table 3 lists the relevant 5 
conservation measures that would be implemented as part of the proposed action.  6 

Table 3 Proposed Conservation Measures 

Conservation 
Measure 

Impacts 
Reduced/Avoided Description Applicability 

Storm Water LID 
Techniques 

Minimize pollutants in 
storm water flows 

LID techniques such as bio-retention, vegetated 
swales, and/or vegetated filter strips would be 
used during construction. Features such as 
underground chambers and pervious pavement 
should be considered as LID for water 
management beyond the construction period. 

Construction 

Storm Water Permit 
Requirements 

Minimize pollutants in 
storm water flows 

Implement all requirements of the NPDES permit 
required for the discharge of storm water 
associated with construction activity, including a 
SWPPP. 

Construction 

Storm Water 
Detention Basin 

Minimize attraction of 
birds 

Cover the detention basin to avoid attracting 
birds. Construction 

Windows Minimize attraction of 
birds 

For all windows facing or adjacent to the flightline 
that have the potential to attract birds to the 
flightline implement design features to minimize 
their attraction, including tinted glass or film with 
a visible light transmittance value of 30% or less 
(inside to outside). 

Construction 

Hangar Doors Minimize attraction of 
birds 

Aircraft hangars should not use translucent doors 
or have windows. The hangar doors should be 
solid and not allow any interior light to pass 
through. If a hangar door has a window 
requirement, tinting is required.  

Construction 

Hangar Doors Minimize attraction of 
birds 

Unless nighttime operations are in progress, 
doors would remain shut at night to prevent light 
emitting outward. This could include partially 
closing doors and turning off lighting when 
operations not occurring, as well as incorporation 
of an easy-to-use light switching system. Doors 
should allow user to open and close with ease to 
ensure that hangar doors can be shut at night to 
prevent light emitting outward. 

Operation 
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Table 3 Proposed Conservation Measures 

Conservation 
Measure 

Impacts 
Reduced/Avoided Description Applicability 

Lighting Bird/bat 
disorientation/fallout 

Exterior lighting would follow MCB Hawaii 
standards (MCB Hawaii, 2022a). When exterior 
lighting is required, all exterior lights for new 
construction, replacement of existing fixtures, 
and renovations would meet or exceed USFWS, 
NOAA, and/or IDA standards unless otherwise 
required by the military mission, per the MCB 
Hawaii INRMP (MCB Hawaii, 2017, pg. C2-15) and 
will be reviewed by the MCB Hawaii 
environmental team.  
 
Construction and operation of new and renovated 
buildings along the flightline would be 
coordinated with MCB Hawaii Environmental 
Division Natural Resources and follow lighting 
requirements to the maximum extent feasible to 
prevent seabirds from being attracted to areas 
with aircraft operations and These include: 
 
• The wavelength of all exterior lighting should 

be equal to or greater than 560 nanometers 
• Shielded exterior lighting (points downward) 

and full cutoff. 
• Controlled; only be “On” when needed and 

have ability to shut off lighting when not in 
use. 

• Timers and motion-activated lighting to 
minimize unnecessary light remaining on 
throughout the night.  

• Minimize light trespass. Only light the required 
area – to conserve energy and to prevent 
unwanted light from trespassing into regions 
where it is not needed. 

• Minimize brightness. Be no brighter than 
necessary. 

• Minimize blue light emissions. 
• Use full cutoff downward/shielded bollards in 

parking areas and sidewalks, and full cutoff 
downward/shielded wall packs for walkways 
and entrances/exits. 

• Light fixtures as low as possible to the ground.  
• All nighttime construction work and 

construction lighting would be pre-approved 
with Environmental Compliance & Protection 
Division Natural Resources. 

• Use warm light sources for exterior lighting.  

Construction/
Operation 

Lighting Minimize attraction of 
birds 

Limit use of lights during the seabird fledging 
period. Operation 
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Table 3 Proposed Conservation Measures 

Conservation 
Measure 

Impacts 
Reduced/Avoided Description Applicability 

Windows Minimize attraction of 
birds 

For windows facing or adjacent to flightline that 
have the potential to attract birds to the 
flightline: tinted glass or film with a visible light 
transmittance value of 30% percent or less (inside 
to outside) used on all glass windows, doors, and 
walls within line of sight of the flightline. 

Operation 

Hangars Minimize bird nesting 
Interior portions of the hangars would be 
designed with netting or slanted surfaces to keep 
birds from nesting in the hangar. 

Construction/ 
Operations 

Education 

Minimize indirect 
effects to ESA-listed 
species from 
contractors, personnel, 
and dependents 

All construction contractors and aircraft squadron 
personnel would participate in MCB Hawaii 
Kaneohe Bay’s existing natural resources 
education program. The program would include, 
at a minimum, the following topics: (1) 
occurrence of natural resources (including ESA-
listed species); (2) sensitivity of the natural 
resources to human activities; (3) legal protection 
for certain natural resources; (4) penalties for 
violations of federal law; (5) general ecology and 
wildlife activity patterns; (6) reporting 
requirements; (7) measures to protect natural 
resources; (8) personal measures that users can 
take to promote the conservation of natural 
resources; and (9) procedures and a point of 
contact for ESA-listed species observations. 

Construction/ 
Operations 

Notes: % = percent; ESA = Endangered Species Act; IDA = International Dark-Sky Association; INRMP = Integrated Natural 
Resources Management Plan; LID = Low Impact Development; MCB = Marine Corps Base; MS4 = Municipal Separate Storm 
Sewer System; NOAA = National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; NPDES = National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System; SWPPP = Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan; USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

 1 
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5 Analysis of Effects to Species 1 

5.1 ESA-listed Bird Species 2 

The following analysis applies to all ESA-listed bird species at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (see Table 1): 3 
Hawaiian duck, Hawaiian coot, Hawaiian gallinule, Hawaiian stilt, band-rumped storm petrel, Hawaiian 4 
petrel, and Newell’s shearwater. 5 

Vegetation Clearing. There are no shrubs or trees in the project area that provide suitable habitat for 6 
wildlife. Approximately 4.25 acres of landscaped vegetation would be cleared and developed. Vegetated 7 
portions of the project area consist of mostly planted landscape material; no notable ecological 8 
communities occur on or adjacent to the construction sites. Site preparation and construction activities 9 
would involve the clearing of non-native shrubs and grasses. Operational activities would include 10 
vegetation maintenance. Vegetation restoration would include ground preparation, planting, temporary 11 
irrigation, and maintenance. Restored turf grass vegetation would be installed over a bio-degradable 12 
erosion-control fabric and would incorporate at least 50% native plant species. Proposed native plant 13 
vegetation restoration and landscape repair would result in minor beneficial impacts to vegetation in 14 
the project area. 15 

Fallout. Seabird fallout can occur when unnatural lighting at night attracts and disorients birds to areas 16 
that may place them in dangerous conditions leading to their injury or death, as well as increased risk 17 
for potential bird-aircraft strikes. Many bird species are attracted to facilities with lights, so lighting use 18 
during nighttime construction is a potential stressor to nocturnal or light sensitive seabird species. To 19 
minimize this potential impact, construction is proposed only for daytime hours. If limited unplanned 20 
nighttime construction must occur, or lighting is required for safety during non-construction hours, all 21 
exterior lights would meet or exceed USFWS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 22 
and/or International Dark-Sky Association (IDA) standards for the type of work to be undertaken. 23 
Equipment to reduce fallout include installation of downward‐shielded lights, tinted windows, and a full 24 
cut-off feature that minimizes backlight, uplight, and glare. This feature also includes automatic motion 25 
sensor switches and controls on all lights visible to the outdoors (see Table 3 for complete lighting 26 
conservation measures). Procedures such as closing doors when activity is not in progress and limiting 27 
use of lights during the seabird fledging period further reduce instances of fallout. Additional 28 
conservation measures to further reduce risk of fallout (see Table 3) include use of tinted windows, 29 
elimination of lighting on the top of the buildings, relocating lights as close to the ground as possible, 30 
use of solid hangar doors that do not allow any interior light to pass through, and closing doors when 31 
activity is not in progress. In addition, all on-site contractors would be briefed on how to conduct 32 
construction in the presence of light-sensitive bird species (L. Bookless, personal communications, 6 33 
March 2022) and lighting decisions will be coordinated with MCB Hawaii Natural Resources 34 

Strike. There is minimal risk of injury or death to birds due to vehicle or equipment collisions during 35 
construction. Conservation measures described above to prevent temporary ponding and excess lighting 36 
would minimize attraction of birds to the construction area. In accordance with existing permits, current 37 
bird hazing activities would continue to be conducted by the USDA Wildlife Services to discourage birds 38 
from the airfield where they may be at risk of strike. The proposed action would cause no appreciable 39 
change in the timing of daytime flights and flight patterns from current operations, where birds have 40 
adapted to airfield conditions. Therefore, the two new squadrons would not introduce any new strike 41 
hazards.  42 
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Noise. Figure 5 shows average Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) noise contours associated with 1 
proposed aircraft operations at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Construction and aircraft noise would result 2 
in temporary impacts to birds and other wildlife. Construction-related noise may temporarily displace 3 
such wildlife from habitat in the immediate vicinity of the project area. However, because construction 4 
would occur at previously developed and actively used areas where aircraft and machinery are in regular 5 
use around the airfield creating a noise environment consistent with a construction area, birds have 6 
either adapted to the general noise of the flightline and other construction areas or would temporarily 7 
relocate from the construction areas to adjacent similar habitats. The addition of the MQ-9 and KC-130J 8 
squadrons to MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay results in a slight expansion in the average noise contours 9 
throughout the region of influence when compared to existing conditions, most notably at the very 10 
north end of the airfield (see Figure 5). In areas that support greater populations of wildlife due to 11 
increased tree canopy, such as at Sag Harbor Wetland at the northwestern end of the airfield, the 12 
potential increase in area affected by noise (75 dB DNL and above) would be approximately 75 feet. The 13 
sand dunes directly northwest of the airfield and on the flightline would see no greater than 250 feet of 14 
contour extension for the 75 DNL boundary. Wildlife species currently existing in the region of influence 15 
have been exposed to aircraft noise and are habituated to operational noise that currently occurs at 16 
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. In addition, the proposed aircraft operations would result in lower average 17 
noise levels than conditions prior to 2022 when the number of annual aircraft operations was higher. 18 

For these reasons, Alternative 1 (the preferred alternative) may affect, but is not likely to adversely 19 
affect, ESA-listed bird species. 20 

5.2 Hawaiian Monk Seal and Green Sea Turtle 21 

Hawaiian monk seals and green sea turtles occasionally haul-out on the beaches at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe 22 
Bay. Noise changes associated with proposed aircraft operations in the region of influence where monk 23 
seals and sea turtles can occur would be minimal. Though the change in noise contours include 24 
approximately 38 additional acres of surface area under the 75 dB DNL, most of this new area is over the 25 
runway and nearshore surface waters and represents less than a 2% increase in area over existing 26 
conditions. The number of overflights that would occur in this area could increase in a typical day or 27 
week compared with existing conditions; however, in-water monk seals and green turtles that could 28 
occur in this area would not experience a change in type or magnitude of single-event noise levels at or 29 
below the surface of the water due to the MQ-9s and KC-130Js operational similarity to other propeller 30 
aircraft that use the airfield. Furthermore, exposure of a monk seal or sea turtle to aircraft presence are 31 
currently happening and lasts for only seconds as the aircraft quickly passes overhead. Aircraft takeoffs, 32 
landings, or overflights could potentially startle animals; however, these events only produce noise at 33 
any given location for a brief period as the aircraft climbs to cruising altitude and pass quickly overhead. 34 
Sea turtles hauled out on beaches at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay typically show no evidence of startle 35 
reaction or behavior changes during aircraft overflights, while monk seals have been observed to have a 36 
brief startle reaction to some overflights (L. Bookless, personal communication, 7 July 2022, 18 July 37 
2022). It is uncommon for monk seals and sea turtles to be hauled out on the same location of a beach 38 
throughout the year, so repeated exposure to individuals over short periods (days) is unlikely. As a 39 
result, in the event monk seals or sea turtles encounter aircraft noise, behavioral reactions to aircraft 40 
overflight noise are likely to be brief, discountable, and insignificant and would not affect natural 41 
behaviors.  42 
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 1 
Figure 5 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) Noise Contours at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay 2 

Compared to Existing Conditions 3 
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The proposed action would include an increase in military personnel and dependents from baseline 1 
conditions; however, the proposed action represents a reduction of 165 personnel and dependents 2 
from historical base populations. Potential indirect impacts to monk seals and sea turtles could 3 
potentially occur from recreational use of beaches on the installation where these species occasionally 4 
haul out. Currently, the potential threats to this species due to disturbance from beach visitors are 5 
mitigated through existing education efforts, reporting requirements, and placement of temporary 6 
barriers to keep the public away from the individuals (MCB Hawaii, 2017). The MCB Hawaii 7 
Environmental Compliance and Protection Division would continue current education and signage 8 
procedures to minimize the potential for these types of interactions. Under the proposed action, all 9 
associated personnel and contractors would be required to complete a natural resources education 10 
program that details measures to protect ESA-listed species they may encounter (see conservation 11 
measures in Table 3). In addition, the MCB Hawaii INRMP (MCB Hawaii, 2017) requires that any 12 
incidents of basking/nesting sea turtles or hauled-out seals be reported to the NOAA hotline and the 13 
military police, barriers be erected and monitored around the animal, and that people and pets remain 14 
at least 50 feet away. Additional procedures identified in the INRMP include: assistance and 15 
enforcement of rules by military police animal control officers, placement of cautionary signs along 16 
fences to inform people of how to limit disturbance of monk seals and green sea turtles, 17 
implementation of appropriate response procedures to ensure protection of marine mammals and 18 
turtles resting on MCB Hawaii beaches, and monitoring for protected species on land or in water during 19 
training exercises)and. Implementation of these current and proposed conservation measures would 20 
minimize the potential disturbance impacts from the public.  21 

Therefore, Alternative 1 (the preferred alternative) is not likely to adversely affect the Hawaiian monk 22 
seal and green sea turtle. 23 

  24 
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6 Conclusion 1 

Species included in this analysis include the Hawaiian duck, Hawaiian coot, Hawaiian gallinule, Hawaiian 2 
stilt, band-rumped storm petrel, Hawaiian petrel, Newell’s shearwater, Hawaiian monk seal, and green 3 
sea turtle. MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay has determined the proposed action may affect but is not likely to 4 
adversely affect these nine species.  MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay requests concurrence with these 5 
determinations. 6 
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From: Mendes, Debra L
To: Bomar CIV Jacquelyn C
Cc: Hart Maj Jeffry P; Frantz CIV Christopher T
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Notification of Proposed Home Basing of the MQ-9A and KC-130J Squadrons at MCBH

Navy/Marine Corps De Minimis Activities under CZMA
Date: Monday, November 21, 2022 1:25:02 PM

Aloha Jackie,
Thank you for the additional information.  The maps you provided are sufficient. 

This acknowledges receipt of the notification of the U.S. Marine Corp's use of the CZMA De Minimis List. 

Thank you,
Debra Mendes
Hawaii Coastal Zone Management Program

-----Original Message-----
From: Bomar CIV Jacquelyn C <jacquelyn.bomar@usmc.mil>
Sent: Friday, November 18, 2022 8:38 AM
To: Mendes, Debra L <debra.l.mendes@hawaii.gov>
Cc: Hart Maj Jeffry P <jeffry.hart@usmc.mil>; Frantz CIV Christopher T <christopher.frantz@usmc.mil>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Notification of Proposed Home Basing of the MQ-9A and KC-130J Squadrons at
MCBH Navy/Marine Corps De Minimis Activities under CZMA

Hi Ms. Mendes,

Thank you so much for the response and for your review of the proposed de
minimis activities.  Attached is a location map and two conceptual
maps/drawings. 

Please don't hesitate to reach out if you have additional questions.

V/R,

Jackie Bomar

NEPA Program Manager
Environmental Compliance and Protection Division
MCBH Kaneohe Bay
Jacquelyn.bomar@usmc.mil

-----Original Message-----
From: Mendes, Debra L <debra.l.mendes@hawaii.gov>
Sent: Thursday, November 17, 2022 2:48 PM
To: Bomar CIV Jacquelyn C <jacquelyn.bomar@usmc.mil>
Cc: Hart Maj Jeffry P <jeffry.hart@usmc.mil>; Frantz CIV Christopher T
<christopher.frantz@usmc.mil>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Notification of Proposed Home Basing of the
MQ-9A and KC-130J Squadrons at MCBH Navy/Marine Corps De Minimis Activities
under CZMA

Aloha Jackie,
Thank you for your patience. 

mailto:debra.l.mendes@hawaii.gov
mailto:jacquelyn.bomar@usmc.mil
mailto:jeffry.hart@usmc.mil
mailto:christopher.frantz@usmc.mil


As I review the proposed de minimis activities, can you please provide site
location maps and (general) project plans or drawings of the proposed
activity?

Thank you,
Debra Mendes

-----Original Message-----
From: Bomar CIV Jacquelyn C <jacquelyn.bomar@usmc.mil>
Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2022 12:47 PM
To: Mendes, Debra L <debra.l.mendes@hawaii.gov>
Cc: Hart Maj Jeffry P <jeffry.hart@usmc.mil>; Frantz CIV Christopher T
<christopher.frantz@usmc.mil>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Notification of Proposed Home Basing of the MQ-9A and
KC-130J Squadrons at MCBH Navy/Marine Corps De Minimis Activities under CZMA

Aloha Ms. Mendes,

The U. S. Marine Corps is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as
implemented by the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, Department
of the Navy Regulations, and Marine Corps Order 5090.2 for implementing
NEPA. The proposed action is to home base a Marine Corps MQ-9 Extended Range
Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Squadron and a KC-130J Aerial Refueler Transport
Squadron at Marine Corps Base (MCB) Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.

The proposed action is to home base an MQ-9 UAV squadron and a KC-130J
squadron at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Under the proposed action, the Marine
Corps would replace and modify existing hangars and supporting
infrastructure, perform aviation maintenance, provide training for operators
and maintainers, conduct approximately 3,000 MQ-9 and 5,280 KC 130J annual
aircraft operations, and station approximately 676 personnel (229 MQ-9 and
447 KC-130J personnel) plus dependents at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.

The proposed action would house the MQ-9 squadron in Hangar 102, house the
KC-130J squadron in Hangar 6886 (currently occupied by an MV-22 squadron),
and demolish and reconstruct Hangar 103 as the replacement hangar for the
MV-22 squadron. Hangars 102 and 103 are located along Bravo Ramp, which is
adjacent to Kaneohe Bay.

The proposed action falls within the Navy/Marine Corps De Minimis Activities
Under CZMA, Item 1: New Construction, and Item 11: Demolition:

Item 1. Construction of new facilities and structures wholly within
Navy/Marine Corps controlled areas (including land and water) that is
similar to present use and, when completed, the use or operation of which
complies with existing regulatory requirements.

Item 11. Demolition and disposal involving buildings or structures when done
in accordance with applicable regulations and within Navy/Marine Corps
controlled properties.

The relevant project mitigation/general conditions under the De Minimis
agreement for New Construction and Demolition actions are: 1, 3, 6, 8, 9,
10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16:



1. Navy/Marine Corps controlled property refers to land areas, rights of
way, easements, roads, safety zones, danger zones, ocean and naval defensive
sea areas under active Navy/Marine Corps control.

3. Turbidity and siltation from project related work will be minimized and
contained to within the vicinity of the site through appropriate use of
effective silt containment devices and the curtailment of work during
adverse tidal and weather conditions.

6. No project-related materials (fill, revetment, rock, pipe, etc.) will be
stockpiled in the water (intertidal zones, reef flats, stream channels,
wetlands, etc.).

8. No contamination (trash or debris disposal, alien species introductions,
etc.) of adjacent marine/aquatic environments (reef flats, channels, open
ocean, stream channels, wetlands, etc.) shall result from project-related
activities.

9. Fueling of project-related vehicles and equipment will take place away
from the water and a contingency plan to control petroleum products
accidentally spilled during the project shall be developed. Absorbent pads
and containment booms will be stored on-site, if appropriate, to facilitate
clean-up of accidental petroleum releases.

10. Any under-layer fills used in the project shall be protected from
erosion with stones (or core-loc units) as soon after placement as
practicable.

11. Any soil exposed near water as part of the project shall be protected
from erosion (with plastic sheeting, filter fabric, etc.) after exposure and
stabilized as soon as practicable (with vegetation matting, hydroseeding,
etc.).

12. Section 106, of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA),
consultation requirements must be met. Also, follow guidelines in the
area-specific Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP) if
applicable.

13. Navy/Marine Corps shall evaluate the possible impact of the action on
species and habitats protected under the ESA.

14. The NEPA review process will be completed.

16. Navy or Marine Corps staff shall notify State CZM of de minimis list
usage for projects which require an EA.

Please contact me if you have any questions by email or call.

V/R,

Jackie Bomar

NEPA Program Manager
Environmental Compliance and Protection Division MCBH Kaneohe Bay
Jacquelyn.bomar@usmc.mil
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