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ABSTRACT

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been prepared by the Department of the Navy in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), 42 United States Code
(U.S.C.) §4321-4374, as implemented by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations,
40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) §§1500-1508; DoN Procedures for Implementing NEPA (32
CFR §775); Marine Corps Order 5090.2A (with Changes 1, 2); and the Marine Corps Environmental
Compliance and Protection Manual, Chapter 12. The proposed action addressed in this EIS would
include: (1) basing and operation of up to two Marine Medium Tiltrotor (VMM) squadrons (24
aircraft) and one Marine Light Attack Helicopter (HMLA) squadron (27 aircraft) in Hawaii; (2)
construction and renovation of facilities to accommodate and maintain the squadrons; and (3)
conducting aviation training, readiness, and special exercise operations at training areas statewide.
As a result of a systematic analysis to identify possible basing locations, only Marine Corps Base
(MCB) Hawaii Kaneohe Bay met all requirements, and the alternatives evaluated in this EIS are
facility siting alternatives at that installation. In Alternative A, all aviation facilities would be on the
south side of the runway. In Alternative B, VMM facilities would be located on the northwest side of
the runway at West Field, and would include construction of a runway underpass for access. New
bachelor enlisted quarters (BEQ) would also differ between the two action alternatives. Aviation
training activities associated with each action alternative would be identical. Approximately 1,000
active duty personnel, 22 civilian personnel, and 1,106 dependents would be associated with the
VMM and HMLA squadrons. With the No Action Alternative, the squadrons would not be based in
Hawaii, and no facilities would be constructed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay or any of the other
training areas to support them. This EIS presents an analysis of potential environmental impacts on
the following resources: land use (land use compatibility, quality of the built environment, land
ownership, public access); airspace; air quality; noise; geology, soils, and topography; drainage,
hydrology, and water quality; biological resources; cultural resources; safety and environmental
health (natural hazards, hazardous materials/waste, airfield safety, aircraft safety, bird aircraft
strike hazard, wildland fires, ordnance safety); socioeconomics; environmental justice and
protection of children; infrastructure (roadways and traffic, public transit, potable water,
wastewater, solid waste, electrical, telephone and cable); and energy use. The Notice of Intent (NOI)
to prepare an EIS was published in the Federal Register on August 6, 2010. The Notice of Availability
(NOA) of the Draft EIS was published in the Federal Register on November 10, 2011.

Please send comments to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Pacific

Attn: EV21, MV-22/H-1 EIS Project Manager
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100, Pearl Harbor, HI 96860-3134
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

AAQS Ambient Air Quality Standards

ac acre

ACE Aviation Combat Element

ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

ACS American Community Survey

ADC Agribusiness Development Corporation

AFS Air Force Station

AFFF Aqueous Fire Foam Film

AGL above ground level

AICUZ Air Installation Compatibility Use Zone

AIRFA American Indian Religious Freedom Act

ANTTP Air Naval Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures

APE area of potential effect

APHIS WS Animal and Plant Health Inspection Services Wildlife Services, U.S Department
of Agriculture

API Agriculture Preservation Initiative

APZ Accident potential zone

ARPA Archeological Resource Protection Act

ARTCC Air Route Traffic Control Center

ASHRAE American Society of Heating, Refrigerating, and Air-Conditioning Engineers

AST Aboveground storage tank

ASW anti-surface warfare

AT/FP Antiterrorism/Force Protection

ATBN Antiterrorism Battalion

ATC Air Traffic Control

ATCAA Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace

AvPlan FY2011 Marine Aviation Plan

BAAF Bradshaw Army Airfield

BAH Basic Allowance for Housing

BARTSUR Barking Sands Tactical Underwater Range

BASH Bird Aircraft Strike Hazard

BE Biological Evaluation
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BEQ
BFR
BHWAS
BMP
BWS
C&D
CAB
CACTF
CAL
CALA
CAS
cDC
CDP

CE

CEQ
CERCLA
CERFA
CFR

cl

CIF
CISD
City
CLB-3
cm

CM
CNO
co
CPRW-2
CT

cy

cY
CZIM

dB

Bachelor Enlisted Quarters

Basic Facility Requirement

Base Hazardous Waste Accumulation Site

Best Management Practices

Board of Water Supply, City and County of Honolulu
construction and demolition

Combat Aviation Brigade

Combined Arms Collective Training Facility
confined area landing

Combat Aircraft Loading Area

Close Air Support

Child Development Center

Census Designated Place

Command Element

Council on Environmental Quality

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act
Code of Federal Regulations

Coconut Island

Consolidate Issue Facility

Communications and Information Systems Department
City and County of Honolulu

Combat Logistics Battalion

centimeter(s)

cubic meters

Chief of Naval Operations

Carbon monoxide

Commander Patrol Reconnaissance Wing 2

Census Tract

calendar year

cubic yards

Coastal Zone Management

decibel
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dBA
DBEDT
DCA
DDESB
Det
DGP
DHHL
DLA
DLNR
DMR
DNL
DOD
DOE
DOH
DoN
DOT
DRMO
DU
DZ
ECPD
ECPSOP
EIS
EISA
EMF
EO
EOD
EPA
EPACT
ESQD
ESA
EUL
EXT
FAA

XX

A-weighted sound level (dB)

Department of Business, Economic Development and Tourism (State of Hawaii)
Deputy Commandant for Aviation

Department of Defense Explosives Safety Board

Detachment

Department of General Planning (City and County of Honolulu)
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands (State of Hawaii)
Defense Logistics Agency

Department of Land and Natural Resources (State of Hawaii)
Dillingham Military Reservation

Day-Night Average Sound Level

U.S. Department of Defense

Department of Education (State of Hawaii)

Department of Health (State of Hawaii)
Department of the Navy

Department of Transportation (State of Hawaii)

Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office

depleted uranium

drop zone

Environmental Compliance and Protection Department
Environmental Compliance and Protection Standard Operating Procedures
Environmental Impact Statement

Energy Independence and Security Act

electromagnetic fields

Executive Order

Explosive Ordnance Disposal

Environmental Protection Agency

Energy Policy Act

Explosive Safety Quantity Distance

Endangered Species Act

Enhanced Use Lease

external

Federal Aviation Administration
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FAC(A) Forward Air Controller (Airborne)
FACSFAC Fleet Area Control and Surveillance Facility
FARP Forward Arming and Refueling Point

FCLP field carrier landing practice

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FFCA Federal Facilities Compliance Act

FIFRA Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map

FR Federal Register

ft feet

FUDS Formerly Used Defense Site

FY fiscal year

GA General Aviation

GCA Ground Control Approach

GCE Ground Combat Element

GHA Ground Hazard Area

GHG greenhouse gas

GSE ground support equipment

GTF Grow the Force

GWP global warming potential

ha hectare

HAMET High-Altitude Mountainous Environmental Training
HAR Hawaii Administrative Rule

HAZMIN Hazardous Minimization

HC&S Hawaiian Commercial and Sugar Company
HCEI Hawaii Clean Energy Initiative

HCF Honolulu Control Facility

HCM Highway Capacity Manual

HECO Hawaiian Electric Company

HHF Historic Hawaiian Foundation

HIANG Hawaii Air National Guard

HIARNG Hawaii Army National Guard

HIREP Hawaii Interisland Renewable Energy Program
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HMH
HMLA
HQ
HQBN
HRC
HSL-37
HSTT
HW
HWMP
HVAC
Hz

IAS
IBC
IFR
IMF

in
INRMP
IPBA
IRP
IWFMP
JBPHH
JCS

JP

KH
KIAS
KK
KLOA
km

KP
kph
KTA
kv
LAT

XXii

Marine Heavy Helicopter (squadron)
Marine Light Attack Helicopter (squadron)
headquarters

Headquarters Battalion

Hawaii Range Complex

Helicopter Anti-Submarine Squadron Light 37
Hawaii-Southern California Training and Testing
hazardous waste

Hazardous Waste Management Plan
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
Hertz

Initial Assessment Study

International Building Code

Instrument Flight Rules

Intermediate Maintenance Facility
inch(es)

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan
Infantry Platoon Battle Area

Installation Restoration Program
Integrated Wildland Fire Management Plan
Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam

Joint Chiefs of Staff

jet propellant

Kamehameha Highway

knots indicated air speed

Kokokahi facility

Kawailoa Training Area

kilometer(s)

Kealohi Point

kilometer(s) per hour

Kahuku Training Area

kilovolt

low altitude training
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LCA
LCE
LEED
LHA
LID
Lmax
LOS

LP

LR

LZ

m

MACS
MAG-24
MAGTF
MALS-24
MARFORPAC
MBTA
MCAS
MCB
MCCS
MCO
MCTAB
MCX
MEB
MEF
MEU
mg
mg/1
mgd
MHPI
mi
MILCON
MILS

Land Commission awards

Logistics Combat Element
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
Landing Helicopter Assault

Low Impact Development
Maximum Sound Level

level of service

landing point

Lilipuna Road

landing zone

meter(s)

Marine Corps Air Control Squadron
Marine Aviation Group 24

Marine Air Ground Task Force
Marine Aviation Logistics Squadron 24
Marine Forces Pacific

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Marine Corps Air Station

Marine Corps Base(s)

Marine Corps Community Services
Marine Corps Order

Marine Corps Training Area Bellows
Marine Corps Exchange

Marine Expeditionary Brigade
Marine Expeditionary Force

Marine Expeditionary Unit

Million gallon(s)

milligrams per liter

million gallons per day

Military Housing Privatization Initiative
miles

Military Construction

Missile Impact Location System
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MOU
MOUT
msl
MSW
MTA
MTSF
MW
MWSD
MVA
n.d.
NAAQS
NAGPRA
NAS
NATOPS
NAVAIR
NAVFAC PAC
NEESA
NEPA
NFESC
NHL
NHO
NHPA
NLAA
NMFS
NM

NO;
NOA
NOAA
NOE
NOI
NPDES

Mobile Maintenance Facility

million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
Memorandum of Understanding

Military Operations in Urban Terrain

mean sea level

municipal solid waste

Molokai Training Area

Molokai Training Support Facility

megawatt(s)

Marine Wing Support Detachment

Megavolt amperes

no date

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
Naval Air Station

Naval Air Training Operating Procedures Standardization
Naval Air Systems Command

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Pacific Division
Naval Energy and Environmental Support Activity
National Environmental Policy Act

Naval Facilities Engineering Service Center

National Historic Landmark

Native Hawaiian organizations

National Historic Preservation Act

not likely to adversely affect

National Marine Fisheries Service

nautical mile(s)

nitrogen dioxide

Notice of Availability

National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration
nap of the earth

Notice of Intent

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
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NPS National Park Service

NRCS National Resources Conservation Service
NRHP National Register of Historic Places

NSA National Security Agency

NSC Navy Safety Center

NUWC Naval Undersea Warfare Center

NVD night vision device

0&T Operations and Training

0AA Ordnance Assembly Area

OEP Office of Environmental Planning (State Department of Health)
OEQC Office of Environmental Quality Control
OESO Ordnance Environment Support Office
PA Programmatic Agreement

PACOM U.S. Pacific Command

PCB polychlorinated biphenyls

PHRI Paul H. Rosendahl, Ph.D., Inc

PM particulate matter

PMR Pacific Missile Range

PMRF Pacific Missile Range Facility

POI points of interest

PP Puu Papaa

PPA Pollution Prevention Act of 1990

ppb parts per billion

ppm parts per million

PPV Public/Private Venture

PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration program
PTA Pohakuloa Training Area

PV photovoltaic

QDR Quadrennial Defense Review Report
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RDT&E Research, Development, Testing and Evaluation
RECP Resident Energy Conservation Program
RI Remedial Investigation

XXv

Table of Contents



June 2012

RIMPAC
RNM
ROD
ROI
ROG
SAAF
SBER
SBCT
SBMR
SCS
SDZ
SECNAVINST
SEL

SF
SHPO
SM

SO.
SOP
SPCC
State
SUA
T&R
TAC(A)
TCP
TERF
tpy
TRAP
TSCA
202K
UBC
UDP
UFC
UNFCCC

Xxvi

Rim of the Pacific

Rotorcraft Noise Model

Record of Decision

region of influence

reactive organic gases

short austere airfield

Schofield Barracks East Range

Stryker Brigade Combat Team

Schofield Barracks Military Reservation
Soil Conservation Service (U.S. Department of Agriculture)
surface danger zone

Secretary of the Navy Instruction

sound exposure level

square feet

State Historic Preservation Officer

square meters

sulfur dioxide

standing/standard operating procedures
Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure
State of Hawaii

Special Use Airspace

Training and Readiness

Tactical Air Controller (Airborne)
traditional cultural properties

terrain flight

tons per year

Tactical Recovery of Aircraft and Personnel
Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976
202,000 Marines (manning goal of Grow the Force)
Unified Building Code

Unit Deployment Program

Unified Facilities Criteria

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
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U.S.
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USACE
USDA
USDA SCS
USFWS
USGS
USMC
UST
USwW
VFR
VMM
VMR
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VP
VPU
VR-51
WAAF
WFMP
WMA
WRF
WWTP

yd

U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii

United States

U.S. Code

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Agriculture

Soil Conservation Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Geological Survey

U.S. Marine Corps

underground storage tank
undersea warfare

Visual Flight Rules

Marine Medium Tiltrotor (squadron)
Marine Transport Squadron
volcanic smog

Patrol Squadron

Special Projects Patrol Unit

Fleet Logistics Support Squadron 51
Wheeler Army Airfield

Wildlife Fire Management Plan
Wildlife Management Area

Water Reclamation Facility
Wastewater Treatment Plant

yard(s)
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Executive Summary

The Department of the Navy (DoN) has prepared this Final Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) to assess potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed basing of the
MV-22 Osprey tiltrotor aircraft and H-1 Cobra and Huey attack and utility helicopters in
Hawaii. The proposed introduction of these aircraft is part of the Marine Corps’ plan to
restructure and rebase its forces in the Pacific over the next ten years, and to better integrate
its aviation assets with ground and command elements in the Marine Forces Pacific
(MARFORPAC) region of operation.

The proposed action would:

(1) base and operate up to two Marine Medium Tiltrotor (VMM) squadrons
(a total of 24 MV-22 aircraft, 12 in each squadron) and one Marine Light
Attack Helicopter (HMLA) squadron (15 AH-1 Cobra and 12 UH-1 Huey
helicopters) in Hawaii, and

(2) attain and maintain proficiency in the employment of the MV-22, AH-1,
and UH-1 aircraft by conducting aviation training, readiness, and special
exercise operations at statewide training facilities.

The DoN has prepared this EIS in accordance with National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA), 42 United States Code (U.S.C.) §4321-4374, as implemented by the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) §§1500-
1508; DoN Procedures for Implementing NEPA (32 CFR §775); Marine Corps Order (MCO)
5090.2A (with Changes 1, 2) Marine Corps Environmental Compliance and Protection Manual,
Chapter 12 (HQMC 2009b). Pursuant to CEQ §1501.6, a cooperating agency is defined as any
other federal agency that has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any
environmental issue, which should be addressed in the EIS. Because aviation training would
occur on land currently owned or controlled by the Department of the Army, the Department
of the Army is a cooperating agency.

ES.1 PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the proposed action is to ensure that the Marine Air-Ground Task Force
(MAGTF) is capable of supporting the needs of the Third Marine Expeditionary Force (111
MEF) operational commander to carry out legally mandated responsibilities in Hawaii. To
accomplish this, a MAGTF must train as it fights, that is, as a single unit combining four
elements of a MAGTF: command element (CE), ground combat element (GCE), aviation
combat element (ACE), and logistics combat element (LCE). Of particular importance is the
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ability to coordinate air and ground elements. Operational training for ground troops in
Hawaii is currently limited by the lack of specific aviation assets for troop transport and
offensive air support.

The need for the proposed action is to eliminate existing rotary-wing deficiencies of the
MAGTF in Hawaii and the need for work-arounds through gap deployments from elsewhere
(e.g., from the continental United States [U.S.]). With the proposed VMM squadrons, the
medium-lift capability needed for assault support transport of combat troops, equipment, and
supplies would be partially satisfied with aviation assets that represent available “next
generation equipment”—the MV-22 Osprey. With the proposed basing of the HMLA squadron
and its AH-1 and UH-1 aircraft, routine training in Hawaii with offensive air support, utility
support, armed escort, and airborne support for arms coordination would be possible.
Furthermore, a permanently assigned HMLA squadron in Hawaii, with its six- to seven-month
deployed detachment (subset of the squadron) complementing the 31st Marine
Expeditionary Unit (31st MEU) in Okinawa under the Unit Deployment Program (UDP), would
provide III MEF with the constant presence of a full complement of rotary-wing squadrons for
training and “real world” contingency operations.

ES.2 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

The Marine Corps proposes to (1) base and operate up to two VMM squadrons and one HMLA
squadron in Hawaii, and (2) conduct aviation training, readiness, and special exercise
operations to attain and maintain proficiency in the employment of the MV-22 and H-1 (AH-1
and UH-1) aircraft, at training areas statewide. Operational requirements associated with this
proposed action were identified in order to conduct a systematic analysis to identify suitable
basing locations (Section 2.3). As a result of this analysis, only one installation met all
requirements—Marine Corps Base (MCB) Hawaii Kaneohe Bay—and the alternatives
ultimately carried forward for evaluation in this EIS are essentially facility layout alternatives.
In Alternative A, all aviation facilities would be on the south side of the runway. In Alternative
B, VMM facilities would be located on the northwest side of the runway at West Field.
Alternative B includes construction of a runway underpass for access. Plans for new bachelor
enlisted quarters (BEQ) facilities would also differ between alternatives. Aviation training,
readiness, and special exercise operations associated with each facilities alternative would be
identical.

Projects proposed to support the VMM and HMLA squadrons at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay
include demolition, renovation and/or construction of facilities, including hangars, taxiway
and parking apron improvements; additional BEQs; Marine Aviation Group 24 (MAG-24)
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headquarters and parking structure; and expansion of Marine Aviation Logistics Squadron 24
(MALS-24) aircraft maintenance facilities. Existing facilities would be used to the extent
possible.

The planning horizon used to analyze this proposed action is the year 2018. Personnel
increases would occur from 2012 through 2018, in phase with the delivery of aircraft.
Approximately 1,000 active-duty personnel, 22 civilian personnel (contractors and
government employees), and 1,106 dependents would be associated with the VMM and
HMLA squadrons. Construction would be phased over six to ten years.

ES.2.1 ALTERNATIVE A

Alternative A (Figure ES-1 and Table ES-1) would accommodate all of the aviation facilities on
the south side of the runway. Several of these projects would require demolition of existing
buildings and construction of replacement facilities elsewhere on the base for the units being
displaced. Descriptions of the proposed Alternative A facilities follow.

e For the VMM squadrons, construct two hangars, required aprons, water tank and fire
suppression system, an intermediate maintenance facility, and washrack.

e  For the HMLA squadron, renovate existing Hangar 101 and adjacent apron. The hangar
and apron are registered as a National Historic Landmark.

e  For MALS-24, renovate and expand existing facilities, construct a new supply warehouse
and consolidate mobile maintenance facilities (called vans) near the maintenance shops,
expand composite components shop, and expand the existing armory to accommodate
additional weapons.

o  For MAG-24, replace existing headquarters and aid station with new facility, including a
parking structure.

e To provide additional bachelor housing, demolish six existing BEQ buildings and
construct three new four-story buildings with approximately 304 rooms. Each room
would accommodate one or two persons. The six buildings, eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), are very old, difficult to maintain, do not
provide a good quality of life for residents, and are not energy efficient. The chilled water
plant and associated covered walkways on the site would also be demolished. A multi-
story parking structure would be built for resident parking.

e Toaccommodate the increase in flight operations, construct an additional reinforced
concrete landing pad at West Field connected to the existing taxiway.
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Table ES-1. Alternative A: Facilities Improvements

Facility Location Improvements (Building Number) Approximate Scope
VMM hangarand  Northeastof  Realign Mokapu Road 2,300 ft (701 m)
apron runway Demolish warehouses and storage facilities (4005, 4075, 4000, -94,300 SF (-8,760 SM)

584, 1197, 5068, 6678, 6679, 6680, 6681, 6682, and 6683)
Renovate warehouses (4088, 250, and 271) 100,400 SF (9,330 SM)
Replace/relocate CIF warehouse (4075) 38,500 SF (3,577 SM)
Replace MAG-24 warehouse (4005) 10,000 SF (929 SM)
Replace family housing and operations warehouse (4005 and 15,000 SF (1,394 SM)
4000)
Replace MCCS self-storage facilities (6678, 6679, 6680, 6681, 6682, 16,000 SF (1,486 SM)
and 6683)
Construct hangar and IMF 144,000 SF (13,378 SM)
Construct apron, wash rack, and taxiway 110,600 SY (92,476 SM)
HMLA hangar and Hangar 101 Renovate Hangar 101 117,800 SF (10,944 SM)
apron Resurface and reseal aprons for HMLA 31,100 SY (26,004 SM)
MALS-24 MALS-24 Demolish engine test cell near the corrosion control hangar (1178) -2,700 SF (-251 SM)
:;;i)i;:enance g;z;ntenance Expand composite shop at corrosion control hangar (5069) 11,400 SF (1,059 SM)
warel;ouse, and Demolish van pads (5049, 5050, 5053, 5064) -13,100 SY (-1,0953 SM)
armory Construct new van pads 12,700 SY (10,620 SM)
Construct MALS-24 warehouse 57,700 SF (5,361 SM)
Replace van pads 12,700 SY (10,619 SM)
Expand armory (4054) 11,700 SF (1,087 SM)
MAG-24 HQ 301 Demolish MAG-24 HQ (301) -35,000 SF (-3,252 SM)
Construct MAG-24 HQ 44,500 SF (4,134 SM)
Construct parking structure 21,100 SY (17,642 SM)
MCAS helicopter West Field Construct helicopter landing pad for MV-22 1,111 SY (929 SM)
landing pad
Bachelor housing  3rd Street Demolish existing BEQs (225, 226, 227, 228, 229, and 230) and -102,300 SF (9,504 SM)
and 503 associated structures (3000, 1001 to 1006)

Replace with three four-story BEQs

181,700 SF (16,880 SM)

Demolish existing building (1094) for parking structure

-21,000 SF (1,950 SM)

Construct parking structure
Improve existing parking lot

17,500 SY (14,632 SM)
10,700 SY (8,950 SM)

1 ft = feet; SF = square feet; SY = square yards; m = meters; SM = square meters; MCAS = Marine Corps Air Station
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Proposed operations and construction at aviation training areas would be the same,
regardless of which alternative is selected for the siting of the VMM and HMLA squadrons’
facilities at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Aviation training would be conducted at available
military installations and ranges (Figure ES-2), as well as at non-military sites, in the state of
Hawaii. All of these facilities are currently used or have been used for training by the Marine
Corps, Army, and other U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) services. At the time of this FEIS
publication, one exception to continued use of aviation training at non-military sites is being
contemplated. The proposed use of Kalaupapa Airport by the HMLA squadron is being
discussed as part of National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 consultation.
Determinations resulting from this consultation process will be documented in a
Programmatic Agreement that must be finalized prior to implementation of the proposed
action. Section 4.9.3.5 presents a range of contemplated uses at Kalaupapa Airport (including
no new use) under this proposed action and evaluates resulting environmental impacts.
Should the outcome of the NHPA Section 106 consultation process differ substantially from
that disclosed in this FEIS, additional documentation will be prepared by the DoN to satisfy
the NEPA.
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1 Table ES-2 identifies the training areas/facilities to be used for tactical training by the VMM
2 and HMLA squadrons and evaluated in this EIS. (The Hawaii Army National Guard [HIARNG]
3 facility on Maui is not included in this table as HIARNG would not be used for tactical aviation
4  training. However, the Marine Corps’ use of the HIARNG Facility would be a new activity and
5  istherefore evaluated in this document.)
Table ES-2. Areas/Facilities Proposed for Tactical Aviation Training
Island Owner Site Description LZ/DZ/Helipad/Airfield[1l
Oahu U.S. Government MCB Hawaii MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay is the main =~ Boondocker
under Marine Kaneohe Bay base for MCB Hawaii. The 2,951-ac
Corps control (1,194.22-ha) site is located at
Mokapu Peninsula on the windward
side of Oahu. MCB Hawaii Kaneohe
Bay provides housing, administrative
offices, training facilities, community
services, and support to marines,
sailors, and other military personnel.
MCTAB MCTARB is part of MCB Hawaii. The Tiger, Noni, Gull, Hawk, Owl
1,074-ac (434.6-ha) site is located in
Waimanalo on the windward side of
Oahu. MCTAB provides training land
for both aviation and ground units.
Oahu U.S. Government Schofield Barracks East Range is part of Schofield Lightning, Italy, Ku Tree,
(cont'd) under Army East Range (SBER) Barracks Military Reservation, Lower 36, Lower 72, Upper 36,
control by located in central Oahu. SBER (5,154 Upper 72
ownership or land ac [2,085.8 ha]) provides training
leases land for tactical field exercises.
Kahuku Training The 9,398-ac (3,803-ha) site is Kanes, Kahuku Split Rock, X
Area (KTA) bounded by Kawailoa Training Area Strip

(KLOA) to the south, private
agricultural land to the north, and
other private land on the remaining

perimeter.
Kawailoa Training KLOA is bounded by SBER to the Black, Elephants Foot, Nixon,
Area (KLOA) south and KTA to the north. KLOA is Non Stop, Puu Kapu, Red

primarily used for helicopter aviation
training. At 23,300 ac (9,429 ha), itis
the largest contiguous ground

maneuver training area on the island.
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Table ES-2. Areas/Facilities Proposed for Tactical Aviation Training

Island Owner Site Description LZ/DZ/Helipad/Airfield[1l
U.S. Government Dillingham Airfield Dillingham Military Reservation Airfield, Albatross, Blue Jay,
under Army (DMR) is a 664-ac (267.7-ha) site Dillingham DZ, Finch, Rooster
control; airfield is located on Oahu’s northwest shore.
leased and The 272-ac (110-ha) airfield is a joint-
operated by the use general aviation facility for the
State DOT Airports public and military. Military activities
Division consist largely of night operations

and small unit maneuvers.
Hawaii U.S. Government Pohakuloa Training  PTA is the largest military training Fisher DZ, Mikilua DZ, FARP
under Army Area (PTA) area on the island of Hawaii, located 12A, FARP 17, FARP 18, Brad,
control by between the mountains of Mauna Loa  Noble, Rob, Tango, T11, Xray,

ownership and
land leases

and Mauna Kea, PTA consists of
131,805 ac (53,339.6 ha) which
include areas for ground maneuver
and ordnance impact. Ground
maneuver areas can support large-
scale training, including live-fire
training.

Yankee, Zulu, Buzzard, Chick,
Dodo, Dove, Emu, Finch,
Gamecock, Kiwi, Loon, Parrot
Option, Peacock, Penguin,
Robin, Rooster, Seagull,
Turkey

Bradshaw Army
Airfield (BAAF)

Located within PTA, BAAF consists of
a 4,750-ft (1,448-m) runway and
other aviation facilities.

Airfield, Alpha, Bravo, Charlie
Helipads

Kauai U.S. Government Pacific Missile
under Navy Range Facility
control (PMRF)

PMREF is a multi-environment range
capable of supporting surface,
subsurface, air, and space events
simultaneously. Training, as well as
Research, Development, Testing and
Evaluation (RDT&E) activities are
also supported. Located at this 2,400-
ac (971-ha) facility on the west side of
Kauai is the Barking Sands airfield.

Offshore Navy training exercises
include electronic combat operations,
Special Warfare Operations
(SPECWAROPS), Mine
Countermeasures, and flare exercises.

Barking Sands Airfield

Kaula U.S., Government Designated target
under Navy range area
control

Kaula is a small 108-ac (43.7-ha)
crescent-shaped island located
southwest of Niihau. A 10-ac (4-ha)
portion at the southern end of Kaula
is used by the Navy for aircraft
gunnery and inert ordnance target
practice.

None
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Table ES-2. Areas/Facilities Proposed for Tactical Aviation Training

Island Owner Site Description LZ/DZ/Helipad/Airfield[1l
Molokai U.S. Government Molokai Training MTSF is an inactive, vacant 12-ac MTSF to be used to support
under Marine Support Facility (4.9-ha) site located across the FARP training.
Corps control (MTSF) highway from Molokai Airport. It was

previously used for fueling and
facilities support for training
activities at the former Molokai

Training Area.
State of Hawaii Kalaupapa This approximately 55-ac (22.3-ha) Airfield
under DOT Airportlil airport serves the residents of
Airports Division Kalaupapa Settlement and visitors to
control Kalaupapa National Historic Park.

Military operations at the runway are
primarily aviation night vision
training.[2]

Notes
Abbreviations and acronyms:
ac = acres; ha = hectare; LZ = landing zone; DZ = Drop Zone; FARP = Forward Arming and Refueling Point

BN -

1  Any use under this proposed action to be determined through continuing NHPA Section 106 consultation.

In addition, the squadrons are expected to use State of Hawaii airports and other DoD
airfields and helipads that are routinely used by existing Marine Corps squadrons for flight
operations, refueling, and related activities. Specific training exercises would be conducted at
selected facilities from time to time, with approval from the State Department of
Transportation (DOT) Airports Division; their use would be considered administrative, for

10  example, transporting personnel and emergency evacuation.

O 00 N o U

11 To support the MV-22 and H-1 aircraft, physical improvements to existing training facilities
12 are proposed at Marine Corps Training Area Bellows (MCTAB), Pohakuloa Training Area

13 (PTA), and the Molokai Training Support Facility (MTSF) (Table ES-3). The projects at MCTAB
14 and PTA focus on landing zones considered either substandard or inadequate! for use by the

1 Alanding zone (LZ) may be considered substandard or inadequate because it does not fully satisfy MV-22 support
requirements as derived from the MV-22 Facilities Requirements Document or applicable Unified Facilities Criteria (UFCs).
Substandard conditions could be mitigated through minor repairs or construction, while inadequate LZs may require major
upgrades, repairs, or construction. Factors taken into account include the size of the LZ, condition of the surface, and
presence of nearby obstructions.

Executive Summary



O© 00 N O Ul b W

10

11
12

13

14
15

MV-22 aircraft and therefore involve enlarging the landing zone and/or paving, along with
associated clearing, grubbing, and grading.

MTSF would be used to support Forward Arming and Refueling Point (FARP) training
activities for the Marine Wing Support Detachment (MWSD). The facility would support
refueling training activities by providing a secured area for MWSD and equipment. Limited
improvements may include clearing and grubbing, and grading and paving if needed. A fence
would be installed around the property. Aircraft would land at Molokai Airport for refueling
operations. MTSF would also serve as an emergency divert landing area in the event aircraft
carrying unarmed ordnance transiting between Oahu and the island of Hawaii encounter bad
weather or problems with the aircraft.

Table ES-3. Proposed Training Facilities Improvements

Area Facility/LZ Improvement Approximate Scope

Oahu

MCTAB Gull Reinforce concrete 1,110 SY (928 SM)

MCTAB Hawk Reinforce concrete 1,110 SY (928 SM)

MCTAB Oowl Reinforce concrete 1,110 SY (928 SM)

MCTAB Noni Reinforce concrete 1,110 SY (928 SM)
Hawaii

PTA Bravo Expand existing helipads 15,000 SY (12,542 SM)
Molokai

MTSF Clear, grub, grade, pave 2,220 SY (1,839 SM)

MTSF Install fence 3,200 ft (975 m)

SY = square yards; ft = feet; m = meters

ES.2.2 ALTERNATIVE B

Alternative B (Figure ES-3 and Table ES-4) includes the same basing facilities and training
activities as described for Alternative A above, with the following differences.
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Final Environmental Impact Statement BASING OF MV-22 AND H-1 AIRCRAFT IN SUPPORT OF III MEF ELEMENTS IN HAWAII
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Table ES-4. Alternative B: Facilities Improvements

Facility Location Improvements (Building Number) Approximate Scope
VMM hangar West Field Demolish facilities and structures (14, 15, 17, 612, 601, 602, 620, -25,800 SF (-2,397 SM)
and apron (northwest of  3076,3077,3078, 3079, 3087, 6183, 3099, 995, and 6478)

runway) Demolish aircraft power check pad (5020) -3,790 SY (-352 SM)
Construct hangar and IMF 144,000 SF (13,378 SM)
Construct apron, wash rack, and taxiway 140,200 SY (117,225 SM)
Replace MCAS storage (601, 602, 620) 6,900 SF (641 SM)
Replace MALS engine test facility (6183) 1,250 SF (116 SM)
Replace game warden office and kennel (3099) 850 SF (79 SM)
Replace aircraft power check pad (5020) 3,790 SY (3,169 SM)
Realign Sumner Road 2,740 ft (835 m)
HMLA hangar Hangar 101 Renovate Hangar 101 117,800 SF (10,944 SM)
and apron Resurface and reseal aprons for HMLA 31,100 SY (26,004 SM)
MALS-24 MALS-24 Demolish engine test cell near the corrosion control hangar (1178) -2,700 SF (-251 SM)
:llqe:)ilr)l;enance :;z;;ntenance Expand composite shop at corrosion control hangar (5069) 11,400 SF (1,059 SM)
warehouse, and Demolish van pads (5049, 5050, 5053, 5064) -13,100 SY (-10,953 SM)
armory Construct new van pads 12,700 SY (10,620 SM)
Construct MALS-24 warehouse 57,700 SF (5,361 SM)
Expand armory (4054) 11,700 SF (1,087 SM)
MAG-24 HQ 301 Demolish MAG-24 HQ (301) -35,000 SF (-3,252 SM)
Construct MAG-24 HQ 44,500 SF (4,134 SM)
Construct parking structure 21,100 SY (17,642 SM)
MCAS West Field Construct helicopter landing pad for MV-22 1,111 SY (103 SM)
helicopter
landing pad
Bachelor 3rd Streetand  Demolish existing BEQs (227, 228, 229, and 230) and associated -68,200 SF (-6,336 SM)
housing 503 structures (3000, 1001 to 1006)

Replace with two six-story BEQs

181,700 SF (16,880 SM)

Demolish existing building (1094) for parking structure

-21,000 SF (1,950 SM)

Construct parking structure

17,500 SY (14,632 SM)

Improve existing parking lot

10,700 SF (8,950 SM)

1 ft = feet; M = meters; SF = square feet; SM = square meters; SY = square yards; MCAS = Marine Corps Air Station
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e  Construct the VMM squadron facilities at West Field on the northwest side of the runway.
To provide space for the hangars, apron, taxiway, and washrack, demolish existing
structures and construct required replacement facilities at other locations. Ten of the
buildings proposed for demolition are eligible for the NRHP. In addition, this project
would require realignment of Sumner Road.

e Toaccommodate the increase in vehicular traffic due to personnel traveling to and from
West Field, construct a 2,000-foot (ft) (600-meter [m])-long, 65-ft (20-m)-wide
underpass near Mokapu Road under the runway. The underpass would be a tunnel with
divided lanes and a clearance height of 14 ft (4.3 m). Utility lines would be relocated and
a tunnel drainage system would be constructed to handle storm water runoff. The project
would involve excavation and removal of over 140,000 cubic yards (107,038 cubic
meters) of material, installation of earth retaining and lateral support systems,
dewatering, and subgrade preparation.

e To provide additional bachelor housing, demolish four (instead of six under Alternative A)
NRHP-eligible BEQ buildings and construct two new six-story BEQ buildings (instead of
three four-story structures). The capacity would be the same as Alternative A—
approximately 304 rooms. The two remaining NRHP-eligible buildings would be retained
and reused for administrative or other support functions as part of a separate action. The
chilled water plant and associated covered walkways on the site would be demolished.
Improvements would be made to the existing parking lot north of the BEQs.

ES.2.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Analysis of the No Action Alternative provides a benchmark that enables decision-makers to
evaluate the environmental consequences of the proposed alternatives. Section 1502.14(d) of
the NEPA requires an EIS to analyze the No Action Alternative. No action means that an action
would not take place, and the resulting environmental effects from taking no action would be
compared with the effects of allowing the proposed basing activities to go forward.

In the No Action Alternative (year 2018), the VMM and HMLA squadrons would not be based
in Hawaii and no facilities would be constructed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay or at any of the
other training areas to accommodate them. The HMLA squadron proposed for assignment in
Hawaii would remain at MCB Camp Pendleton in California. The VMM squadrons would be
based elsewhere. MAG-24’s Marine Heavy Helicopter (HMH) squadrons would convert from
CH-53Ds to CH-53Es and reduce from three to two squadrons.

With the No Action Alternative, VMM and HMLA aviation operations would not be conducted
at the training areas, and improvements to training area facilities would not be constructed.
The Marine Corps would continue existing operations at the training areas.

Executive Summary



N O U W N

ee]

10
11
12
13

14

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27
28
29
30
31

The No Action Alternative would not meet mission requirements. MAG-24 would not have the
“next generation equipment” needed to support I[Il MEF—the MV-22 Osprey, with its ability
to take off vertically, transition to airplane mode for forward flight, and convert to helicopter
mode for landing. The 3d Regiment at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay would continue to lack
specific aviation assets for troop transport and offensive air support. To address existing
deficiencies, MAG-24 would continue work-arounds through gap deployment from elsewhere,
for example, from the continental U.S.

ES.3 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The DoN has selected Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative
would base and operate up to two VMM squadrons and one HMLA squadron in Hawaii;
accommodate all of the basing aviation facilities on the southeast side of the runway at MCB
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay; improve existing training areas at MCTAB, PTA, and MTSF; and conduct
aviation training, readiness, and special exercise operations at training areas statewide.

ES.4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

A summary comparison of the potential impacts associated with the proposed action
alternatives (A and B) and the No Action Alternative is presented in Chapter 6. For most
resources/issues, no significant impacts would be associated with either Alternative A or
Alternative B. Changes in environmental conditions under the action alternatives would be
small when compared to existing conditions (baseline) and the No Action Alternative. For
example, modeling of aircraft noise at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay shows changes in noise
levels at noise sensitive areas ranging from 1.3 to 3.0 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL)
compared to baseline, and from 0.3 to 1.1 DNL compared to the No Action Alternative.2 Fixed-
wing aircraft would continue to be the primary contributors to noise in the environs.
However, regardless of the degree of impact associated with noise from the proposed action,
it is recognized that noise is an environmentally controversial issue based on public input and
involvement.

Most impacts, regardless of the action alternative selected, would be avoided or minimized
through implementation of existing management measures in compliance with applicable
laws, regulations, orders, best management practices (BMPs), and/or standing operating
procedures (SOPs). Examples include compliance with National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements to avoid/minimize construction-related

z  DNL are cumulative sound levels that account for the exposure of all noise events in a 24-hour period.

Executive Summary



Ul AW N

runoff, and compliance with existing base orders and SOPs regarding wildland fire
management and response protocols. With respect to the General Conformity Regulations, 40
CFR Parts 51 and 93, pursuant to section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act, emissions from the
proposed action are not subject to these regulations since the entire state is in attainment of
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

Mitigation is required for only a small number of resource areas; the Marine Corps would be
responsible for implementing any mitigation measures. Brief summaries of resources
8  requiring mitigation are presented in Table ES-5. More details are presented in Chapter 6.

Table ES-5. Resource Impacts Requiring Mitigation

Alternative A

Resource (Preferred Alternative)

Alternative B

No Action Alternative

Geology, Soils,
Topography

Other Training Areas: MV-22
downdraft could cause soil erosion at

unpaved LZs at SBER and certain parts

of KLOA because of the relatively high
erosion potential in those areas.

Other Training Areas: Same as
Alternative A.

Other Training Areas: No
impact.

Mitigation: Operators would monitor
conditions at SBER and KLOA LZs. If

field observations verify that erosion is

occurring, the Marine Corps would
work with the range manager to
implement appropriate repairs or
other maintenance actions If needed,
mitigation may include use of other
LZs with less erosion potential and/or
improvements to LZs to minimize
impacts.

Mitigation: Same as Alternative A.

Mitigation: None.

Historic
Buildings

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay: This
alternative may have an adverse effect
on nine NRHP eligible facilities
proposed for renovation and seven
proposed for demolition, including the
demolition of six historic BEQs.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay: This
alternative may have an adverse
effect on nine NRHP eligible facilities
proposed for renovation and 15
proposed for demolition, including
the demolition of four historic BEQs.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay: No
impact.

Mitigation: Mitigation is documented
in the Programmatic Agreement (PA)
developed during the NHPA Section
106 process.

Mitigation: Same as Alternative A.

Mitigation: None.
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Table ES-5. Resource Impacts Requiring Mitigation

Alternative A
Resource (Preferred Alternative) Alternative B No Action Alternative

Archaeological = MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay: Impacts on MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay: Impacts Construction. No impact.
Resources archaeological resources are possible on archaeological resources are

during ground disturbance associated possible during ground disturbance

with construction. associated with construction.

The potential for encountering The potential for encountering

disturbed human remains in sand fill disturbed human remains in sand fill

exists for all construction projects. exists for all construction projects.

MV-22 rotor downwash impacts on MV-22 rotor downwash impacts on

archaeological sites at LZs are not archaeological sites at LZs are not

likely. likely.

There is a potential for adverse effects ~ There is a potential for adverse

on Site 4933 associated with the MALS  effects on Site 4933 associated with
composite shop, warehouse, and the MALS composite shop,

armory project. warehouse, and armory project.

There is a potential for adverse
effects on the Mokapu House Lots
complex (a National Historic
District) associated with the VMM
facilities at West Field.

Other Training Areas: This alternative Other Training Areas: Same as Other Training Areas: No
may have an adverse effect on Alternative A. impact.
subsurface archaeological deposits

associated with three LZs at MCTAB if

ground disturbance occurs more than

12 inches (30 cm) in depth. Downwash

impacts are possible at KTA, KLOA,

SBER, and PTA, where there is

potential for encountering surface and

subsurface features where

archaeological surveys have not been

completed. The extent of impacts

would depend on the location and

depth of such features.

Mitigation: Mitigation of adverse Mitigation: Same as Alternative A. Mitigation: None.
effects is documented in the

Programmatic Agreement (PA)

developed during the NHPA Section

106 process..
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Table ES-5. Resource Impacts Requiring Mitigation

Resource

Alternative A
(Preferred Alternative)

Alternative B

No Action Alternative

Roadways and

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay: All base

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay: Same as

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay: All

Traffic intersections except three would Alternative A. However, with intersections except one
operate at acceptable levels of service.  construction of the runway would operate at acceptable
Increased traffic at entry gates and at underpass, runway crossing delays levels of service.
the runway crossing may decrease would be eliminated.
efficiency.
Mitigation: Widen the eastbound Mitigation: Same as Alternative A. Mitigation: Restripe the
approach at G Street, Lawrence Street, intersection of Selden Street
and Mokapu Road. Install an additional and Craig Avenue.
right turn lane on southbound Reed
Road at the intersection with Mokapu
Road. Restripe the southbound
approach at Selden and Craig Avenue
to provide a separate right turn lane.
Improve gate procedures to increase
capacity and efficiency.
1 ESS5 ORGANIZATION OF THE EIS
2 Chapter 1 presents the purpose and need for the proposed action, describes the public
3  involvement and scoping process, identifies related planning efforts, and lists applicable
4 government permits, consultations, laws, and executive orders. Chapter 1 also includes a
5 summary of revisions made to the Draft EIS that are reflected in this Final EIS. Chapter 2
6  describes the proposed action and alternatives, the alternatives development process, and the
7  screening of issues and resources to determine those to be carried forward for more study in
8  the EIS. Existing conditions and environmental impacts of the proposed action (construction
9  and operations) are assessed for MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay in Chapter 3 and for the other
10  training areas in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 provides an analysis of cumulative impacts, Chapter 6
11  summarizes impacts, and Chapter 7 discusses other considerations required by NEPA. Those
12 involved in preparing the EIS are identified in Chapter 8, references are listed in Chapter 9,
13 and the DEIS and FEIS distribution lists are presented in Chapter 10.
14 The appendices include documents associated with the NEPA process, the federal
15  consultation processes, as well as studies conducted as part of this EIS and other
16  supporting/supplementary information.
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ES.6 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Scoping3 was initiated on August 6, 2010, with publication of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to
prepare an EIS in the Federal Register and a mailing of the NOI to approximately 165 parties.
Between August 6 to 11, 2010, the NOI and public scoping meetings were announced in
newspapers on the islands of Kauai, Oahu, Molokai, and Hawaii and in the State of Hawaii
Office of Environmental Quality Control’s (OEQC) Environmental Notice. Concurrent with
publication of the NOI, a press release was issued to the media and the project website was
launched. Community assessment interviews were conducted with community stakeholders
to inform them about the proposed action and the scoping meetings and to obtain comments.

Five public scoping meetings were held between August 24 to 30, 2010, on the islands of
Hawaii, Oahu, and Molokai. Approximately 123 people attended the scoping meetings, and 32
oral comments were recorded at the meetings. A total of 85 written comments were received
(several individuals submitted multiple comments) by September 30, 2010, the end of the
public scoping period.* See Appendix A for scoping documents, including copies of the NO],
written comments, and recorded oral comments.

A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIS has been published in the Federal Register on
November 10, 2011 and announced in other media. The Draft EIS was available for public
comment on the EIS website (www.mcbh.usmc.mil/mv22h1eis), the OEQC website, and at
public libraries listed in the NOA, which is posted on the website. During the 45-day comment
period, public meetings/open houses were held on the islands of Hawaii and Oahu. The DoN
integrated the NEPA and NHPA public involvement processes. Public meetings provided
opportunities for the public to comment on the Draft EIS and provide input to the NHPA
Section 106 process.

The DoN received written comments on the Draft EIS at the public meetings/open houses, by
mail, and by email via the EIS website—a total of 168 comment letters. Oral comments were
received at the public meetings/open houses.

3 Scoping is an early and open process for actively and constructively bringing agencies, organizations, and the public into the
NEPA process to determine the nature and extent of issues to be addressed and to identify major issues related to the
proposed action.

4 The 30-day public scoping period, which formally ended on September 6, 2010, was extended in response to requests by
participants at the Waimanalo meeting.

Executive Summary


http://www.mcbh.mil/mv22h1eis

CHAPTER 1
Purpose and Need







0 N O U1 A W N

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32

33
34

Purpose and Need

11 INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) presents an analysis of
the potential environmental impacts that may result from the
Department of the Navy’s (DoN) proposed basing of the MV-22
Osprey tiltrotor aircraft and H-1 Cobra and Huey attack and utility
helicopters in Hawaii. Following public review, the EIS will be
finalized and used by the Secretary of the Navy or his designee to
issue a Record of Decision (ROD).

The DoN has prepared this EIS in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), 42 United States Code
(U.S.C.) §4321-4374, as implemented by the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) §§1500-1508; DoN Procedures for Implementing
NEPA (32 CFR §775); Marine Corps Order 5090.2A (with Changes 1,
2); and the Marine Corps Environmental Compliance and Protection
Manual, Chapter 12 (HQMC 2009b). Pursuant to CEQ §1501.6, a
cooperating agency is defined as any other federal agency that has
jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any
environmental issue, which should be addressed in the EIS. Because
aviation training would occur on land currently owned or controlled
by the Department of the Army, the Department of the Army is a
cooperating agency.

The proposed action addressed in this EIS results from the vision
and initiatives identified in the Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 Marine Aviation

AH-1Z

UH-1Y

Plan (HQMC 2010Db). This plan envisions the Marine Corps in 2025 as “a fast, lethal
expeditionary force that is ready for the uncertainties of future combat operations, yet has the
staying power of engagement in the most austere conditions imaginable.” To achieve this
vision, the Marine Corps must restructure and rebase its forces in the Pacific over the next 10
years, and Marine Aviation must better integrate its assets with ground and command
elements in the Marine Forces Pacific (MARFORPAC) region of operation. The proposed
action, described by its two main components below, accomplishes a portion of these goals.

Basing and Operation of Aviation Squadrons

Basing and operation of up to two Marine Medium Tiltrotor (VMM) squadrons (a total of 24
MV-22 Osprey aircraft, 12 in each squadron) and one Marine Light Attack Helicopter (HMLA)
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squadron (15 AH-1 Cobra and 12 UH-1 Huey attack and utility helicopters) are proposed to
support Marine Corps operations in Hawaii. The new VMM squadrons would provide tiltrotor
medium-lift capability! with the advanced MV-22 Osprey aircraft. The MV-22 Osprey has the
ability to take off vertically, transition to airplane mode for forward flight, and convert to
helicopter mode for landing. The HMLA squadron would be relocated from Marine Corps Base
(MCB) Camp Pendleton to Marine Air Group 24 (MAG-24) and would provide rotary-wing
light-lift2 and attack capabilities. The AH-1 Cobra is an attack helicopter for ground and air
targets, and the UH-1 Huey is a utility helicopter for troop and cargo transport, surveillance,
and close air support.

Facilities would be renovated or constructed to accommodate and maintain the VMM and
HMLA squadrons. Such facilities include taxiways, aprons, hangars, support facilities, and
infrastructure. Construction would be phased over six to ten years.

The planning horizon used to analyze this proposed action is the year 2018. Personnel
increases would occur from 2012 through 2018, in phase with delivery of the aircraft.
Approximately 1,000 active-duty personnel, 22 civilian personnel (contractors and
government employees), and 1,106 dependents would be associated with the VMM and
HMLA squadrons.

Aviation Training

Training, readiness, and special exercise operations would be conducted at statewide training
facilities to attain and maintain proficiency in the operational employment of the MV-22 and
H-1 aircraft. These operations may occur at the existing facilities shown in Figure 1-1. New
construction or improvements to existing landing zones and other facilities are proposed at
three training areas: Marine Corps Training Area Bellows (MCTAB) on the island of Oahu,
Pohakuloa Training Area (PTA) on the island of Hawaii, and Molokai Training Support Facility
(MTSF) on the island of Molokai. Other airfields in Hawaii available for aviation use would
include those operated by the State of Hawaii Department of Transportation, Airports
Division, and other Department of Defense (DoD) airfields on Oahu.

1 Medium lift refers to the maximum take-off weight of the aircraft as defined in the Joint Chiefs of Staff Joint Publication 3-04
Joint Shipboard Helicopter Operations (JCS 2008). The CH-53D’s maximum gross weight is approximately 42,000 pounds (U.S.
Navy, Naval Air Systems Command. Aircraft and Weapons: H-53 Helicopters.
www.navair.navy.mil/index.cfm?fuseaction=home.displayPlatform&key=8F1AC977-7DFC-4C0OE-846D-93E88411A8D7.
Accessed October 6, 2011.

2 Light lift refers to the maximum take-off weight of the aircraft as defined in the Joint Chiefs of Staff Joint Publication 3-04

Joint Shipboard Helicopter Operations (September 2008). The UH-1Y’s maximum gross weight is approximately 18,500
pounds (Bell Helicopter Textron Inc. 2006. UH-1Y Pocket Guide.)
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Figure 1-1. Training Areas in Hawaii

Although the MV-22 is now based on the East and West coast of the continental U.S. and it has
performed extremely well in theater operations, it would still be a new type of aircraft for the
Marine Corps in Hawaii. This EIS incorporates the most up-to-date information regarding
expected training operations across the state of Hawaii. As the Marine Corps collectively gains
experience with this new platform, greater understanding of its capabilities and limitations
may lead to changes in operations and training. Use of best available information provides the
public, agencies, and decision makers with the ability to evaluate the consequences of the
proposed action in accordance with CEQ regulations (specifically 40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] 1500.1[B]). As the MV-22 program evolves, the DoN will monitor its
implementation, identify potential environmental consequences, evaluate results in relation
to new information, and inform the public of substantive changes.

This chapter is organized into the following sections. Section 1.2 provides background
information about the Marine Corps organization, facilities, units, and aircraft, which is useful
in understanding the purpose and need. Section 1.3 defines the purpose of and need for the
proposed action. Section 1.4 describes the approaches used to involve the public during
scoping and the Draft EIS review. Section 1.5 summarizes the issues and concerns identified
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during the required EIS public scoping period and Draft EIS public review period. Section 1.6
identifies related planning efforts that may affect the proposed action. Section 1.7 identifies
applicable permits, consultations, laws, and executive orders. Section 1.8 summarizes the
substantive changes and clarifications presented in the Final EIS. Finally, Section 1.9
describes the organization of this EIS by chapter.

1.2 BACKGROUND INFORMATION

This section provides the context needed to understand the purpose and need later described
in Section 1.3. First, the Marine Corps’ organizational structure in Hawaii is defined. Second,
the Marine Corps’ facilities, units, and aircraft in Hawaii are described. This background
information identifies deficiencies in the operational structure and airlift capability (need)
that the proposed action is intended to address.

1.2.1 MARINE CORPS ORGANIZATION

The Marine Corps organizes its operations by forming Marine Air-Ground Task Forces
(MAGTFs) consisting of four core elements: command element (CE), ground combat element
(GCE), aviation combat element (ACE), and logistics combat element (LCE). MAGTFs vary in
size and capability according to the assigned mission, threat, and battle space environment,
and are designed to be flexible, e.g.,, vary in size and composition, as needed. Examples of
MAGTEF types and the corresponding rank of their commanders are: Marine Expeditionary
Unit (MEU), commanded by a colonel; Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB), commanded by a
brigadier or major general; and Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF), commanded by a
lieutenant general. MEFs are the largest MAGTF. As shown in Figure 1-2, the Marine Corps has
three standing MEFs. Whether small or large, all elements (CE, GCE, ACE, and LCE) of a
MAGTF must conduct frequent, integrated training to assure readiness.

Figure 1-2 shows the organization of Third MEF (III MEF) elements in Hawaii.
(Corresponding levels of detail are not presented under I and II MEF and other elements of 111
MEF in Japan since they are not the subject of this EIS.) Although the III MEF is headquartered
in Okinawa, Japan, a smaller MAGTF that is part of the III MEF is based at MCB Hawaii
Kaneohe Bay. The MCB Hawaii MAGTF elements include 3D Radio Battalion (CE), 3d
Regiment and 1/12 Artillery Battalion (GCE), MAG-24 (ACE), as well as Combat Logistics
Battalion 3 (CLB-3) and 21st Dental Company (LCE), among others.
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Figure 1-2 also highlights the MAGTF (CE, GCE, ACE, and LCE)
and the specific ACE that this proposed action addresses. At
present, no rotary-wing light-lift or attack aircraft are based in
Hawaii for this ACE. The existing CH-53Ds provide medium-lift
capability.3

1.2.2 MARINE CORPS BASE HAWAII FACILITIES,
UNITS, AND AIRCRAFT

Marine Corps facilities in Hawaii are under the command of MCB

CH-53D

Hawaii, headquartered at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. MCB
Hawaii’s mission is “to provide facilities, programs, and services in direct support of units,
individuals, and families in order to enhance and sustain combat readiness for all operating
forces and tenant organizations aboard MCBH.”4 Figure 1-3 shows MCB Hawaii facilities on
Oahu. Brief descriptions of MCB Hawaii facilities, units, and aircraft relevant to the proposed
action are described later in this section.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Kaneohe Bay on the windward side (northeast part) of the island of
Oahu is MCB Hawaii’'s headquarters where MAGTF elements are based and conduct limited
training (see Figure 1-4). Neighboring communities include Kailua and Kaneohe. In 2010,
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay supported approximately 21,000 people. On-base military
personnel and dependents numbered 16,000, with the remaining 5,000 living off base.> MCB
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, along with Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Kaneohe Bay, provides
administrative, housing, facility maintenance, and training support for most personnel
stationed at MCB Hawaii facilities.

3 The joint Shipboard Helicopter Operations (JCS 2008) provides rotorcraft take-off weight classifications. The CH-53Ds were
considered heavy-lift aircraft when the Marine Corps acquired them in the 1970s. Over time, the criteria for the weight
classification has changed, which resulted in the CH-53Ds eventually becoming a “medium lift” aircraft. However, the HMH
designation of the CH-53D was not changed to HMM (Marine Medium Helicopter Squadron).

4 Marine Corps Base Strategic Plan 2009-2013. http://www.mcbh.usmc.mil/Strat/MV.htm. Accessed November 10, 2010.

5 Baseloading for 2010 provided by MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.
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2 Figure 1-4. MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay
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Table 1-1 describes the major Marine Corps units stationed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and
highlights the deficient ACE that the proposed action is intended to address.

Table 1-1. Marine Corps Units at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay

Element

Unit

Description

Command Element

3D Radio Battalion

3D Radio Battalion provides signals and electronics
intelligence support to MARFORPAC and III MEF.

Ground Combat
Element

3d Regiment

The 3d Marine Regiment is the major infantry
command at MCB Hawaii. It consists of three infantry
battalions, one Combat Assault Company, and one
headquarters element.

Unit Deployment Program (UDP): When UDP is
active, one infantry battalion is deployed to Okinawa
for approximately six months.

1/12 Artillery Battalion

The 1st Battalion, 12th Marine Regiment (1/12)
provides artillery support to the 3d Regiment. The
1/12 is made up of four firing batteries and one
headquarters battery.

UDP: Under UDP, one battery is deployed to the
Western Pacific for approximately six to seven
months.

4th Force Reconnaissance
Company Detachment
(Reserves)

The primary mission of a Force Recon unit is
reconnaissance in order to collect intelligence, and
observe, identify, and report adversaries to MAGTF
commanders.

Anti-Terrorism Battalion
(ATBN) (Reserves)

ATBN has two companies located at MCB Hawaii
Kaneohe Bay. The ATBN’s mission is to deter, detect,
defend against, and respond to acts of domestic and
international terrorism.

Aviation Combat
Element

Marine Aviation Group 24
(MAG-24)

MAG-24 provides aviation support forces to 3d
Regiment. MAG-24 consists of three heavy-lift
helicopter squadrons (providing medium-lift
support), one maintenance squadron, and one
headquarters element.

UDP: Under UDP, one squadron is deployed to the
Western Pacific for approximately six to seven
months.

Marine Aviation Logistics
Squadron 24 (MALS-24)

Under the command of MAG-24, MALS-24 provides
aviation maintenance and logistics support to Marine
and Navy aircraft at MCB Hawaii.
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Table 1-1. Marine Corps Units at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay

Element Unit Description
Logistics Combat = Combat Logistics Battalion 3 CLB-3 provides direct logistics support to 3d
Element (CLB-3) Regiment and general support to III MEF forces in
Hawaii.
= 21st Dental Company The 21st Dental Company provides general dental

support to all Marines and sailors stationed at MCB
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.

Base Support = Marine Corps Base Hawaii The base oversees the operation of all Marine Corps
(MCB Hawaii) facilities and personnel in Hawaii.
= Headquarters Battalion HQBN provides administrative, operational, and
(HQBN) training support to MCB Hawaii.
= Marine Corps Air Station Part of MCB Hawaii, MCAS oversees the maintenance
(MCAS) Kaneohe Bay and operation of all airfield activities at MCB Hawaii.

Note: The UDP is a process that provides for the deployment of units to the Western Pacific (WESTPAC) for periods of
approximately six to seven months. Hawaii units are typically deployed to Okinawa. (U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters. October
2001. Manpower Unit Deployment Program Standing Operating Procedures. Marine Corps Order P3000.15B.)

[ shaded area highlights the existing ACE that is the focus of the proposed action.

A major tenant at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay is the U.S. Navy’s Commander, Patrol and
Reconnaissance Wing 2 (CPRW-2). This wing provides expeditionary patrol and
reconnaissance forces in support of the 3rd, 5th, and 7th Fleet operations. Patrol squadrons
under CPRW-2 are Patrol Squadron 4 (VP-4), VP-9, VP-47, and Special Projects Patrol Unit
(VPU-2). Other squadrons under CPRW-2 administrative control are: Helicopter Anti-
Submarine Squadron Light 37 (HSL-37) and Fleet Logistics Support Squadron 51 (VR-51).
HSL-37 performs undersea warfare (USW), anti-surface warfare (ASW), and other non-
combat missions when aboard a ship. VR-51, a Navy Reserve squadron, provides worldwide
Navy Unique Fleet Essential Airlift for all supported commands.

MCAS Kaneohe Bay, a subcommand located at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, supports both
rotary and fixed wing aircraft. MCAS Kaneohe Bay operates and maintains air station facilities
and manages airfield activities in support of [Il MEF and other visiting forces. Types of Marine
Corps and Navy aircraft currently stationed at MCAS Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, as well as those
proposed for future stationing, are shown in Table 1-2. With the retirement of the CH-53D, as
part of a separate Marine Corps action, CH-53D medium-lift capability would not be available.
Medium-lift capability would be partially satisfied with the addition of the VMM squadron.
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Table 1-2. Aircraft Stationed at MCAS Kaneohe Bay (2009)

Future Aircraft Proposed

Under Other Actions
Squadron Current Aircraft (not part of the proposed action)
Marine Corps
Marine Heavy Helicopter Squadron CH-53D Sea Stallion CH-53E Super Stallion
(HMH-362, 363, and 463) (currently used to provide CH-53Kis the eventual replacement
medium-lift capability)[3]
MCAS VIP transport (VMR Detachment) C-20G (Gulfstream 1V) C-20RA
Navy
Patrol Squadron VP-4, 9, 47 P-3C Orion P-8A MMAI1I
Patrol Squadron Special Projects (VPU-2)  P-3C Orion (Update)* P-3C Orion (Update)[2!
Helicopter Anti-Submarine Squadron SH-60 Seahawk MH-60

Light (HSL-37)

Fleet Logistics Support Wing Det (VR-51)  C-20G (Gulfstream [V) C-20G

U.S. Navy. November 2008. Final EIS for the Introduction of the P-8A Multi-Mission Aircraft into the U.S. Navy Fleet.

The P-3C Update aircraft is not part of the P-8A replacement action. The P-3C Update will still be in use after the P-8A
replacement program is completed. (Navy 2008b))

3 Replacement of the CH-53D with CH-53E began in September 2011.

[ Shaded area highlights medium-lift capability that is being retired under a separate action. Resulting medium-lift deficiency
(need) would be addressed with the proposed action.

Other users of MCAS Kaneohe Bay facilities include:

e Transient Marine Corps and Navy squadrons

e Air Force (C-17 training, fighter jets, cargo aircraft)

e Army helicopters (CH-47, OH-58, UH-60)

e Foreign nations (P-3s, fighter jets)

e Participants in large scale Department of Defense exercises, such as Rim of the Pacific
(RIMPAC).

In addition to MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, two other MCB Hawaii facilities are included in this
EIS: MCTAB and MTSEF, briefly described below.

Marine Corps Training Area Bellows (MCTAB). MCTAB provides a beach (amphibious) landing and
maneuver areas, and serves as the primary amphibious assault training area for the Marine
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Corps in Hawaii. The 1,049-acre [ac] (425-hectare [ha]) (NAVFAC PAC 2002) site, formerly
controlled by the Air Force, is adjacent to Bellows Air Force Station (AFS). MCTAB would be
used for training by the new squadrons, and improvements are proposed at existing landing
Zones.

Molokai Training Support Facility (MTSF). This inactive 12-ac(4.8-ha) site®¢ is located on land
owned by the Marine Corps across State Highway 460 from Molokai Airport on the island of
Molokai (see Figure 1-1). It once provided fueling and facilities support for training activities
at the former Molokai Training Area (MTA). MTA operated under a right-of-entry permit from
the State Department of Hawaiian Home Lands (DHHL) from 1983 to 1996. When the permit
expired in 1996, the Marine Corps ceased training and closed MTA. MTSF became an inactive
site and is now vacant, with all the support facilities demolished. Support facilities included
helicopter landing pad and parking apron, areas for tent bivouacking, temporary billeting,
warehousing, tool shed and garage, and fueling systems. With the proposed action, MTSF
would be reactivated for Forward Arming and Refueling Point (FARP) training activities for
the Marine Wing Support Detachment (MWSD). Limited improvements such as clearing,
grubbing, and paving, if needed, are proposed.

1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the proposed action is to ensure that the MAGTF is capable of supporting the
needs of the III MEF operational commander to carry out legally mandated? responsibilities
in Hawaii. To accomplish this, a MAGTF must train as it fights, that is, as a single unit
combining all of the four elements of a MAGTF: command element (CE), ground combat
element (GCE), aviation combat element (ACE), and logistics combat element (LCE).
Readiness can only be assured through frequent, integrated training between the command,
logistics, ground, and air elements of the MAGTF. Of particular importance is the ability to
coordinate air and ground elements. This integrated training is required to maximize
operational effectiveness, and teaches aircrews how to combine operations with other Marine
or joint air and ground assets.

Operational training for ground troops in Hawaii is currently limited by the lack of specific
aviation assets for troop transport and offensive air support as follows.

6 http://hawaii.gov/hawaiiaviation/hawaii-airfields-airports/molokai/molokai-airport, accessed on March 14, 2011. TMK
zone 5, section 2, plat 04, stamped 14 Jan 1985.

7 Title 10, United States Code Section 5063 defines the composition and functions of the U.S. Marine Corps.
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e MAG-24 presently has three Marine Heavy Helicopter (HMH) squadrons flying CH-53Ds,
which provide assault support transport of equipment, combat troops, and supplies
during expeditionary, joint or combined operations (HQMC 2008). Once considered a
heavy-lift aircraft when introduced in the late 1960s, changes in the “lift” criteria over the
years have reclassified the CH-53Ds as medium-lift (JCS 2008) even though the squadron
name retained the “heavy” designation. Under a separate Marine Corps action not covered
in this EIS, the CH-53Ds are being retired, and will be replaced by the heavy-lift CH-53Es.8
This will result in MAG-24 losing its medium-lift aircraft. With the proposed VMM
squadrons, the medium-lift capability needed for assault support transport of combat
troops, equipment, and supplies would be partially satisfied with aviation assets that
represent available “next generation equipment”—the MV-22 Osprey. With its tiltrotor
technology, the MV-22 Osprey offers increased speed, longer range, and greater mission
versatility than a helicopter. The ACE capabilities for light-lift/attack would be satisfied
with the basing of the UH-1 and AH-1 aircraft in Hawaii.

o The 3d Regiment, based at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, is the only

The Unit Depl t
infantry regiment within the Marine Corps that does not routinely Pr(fng;n (Z%z}v r:oetr; tes
train with rotary-wing light-lift and attack support. With the ISt ) cor e
proposed basing of the HMLA squadron and its AH-1 and UH-1 U.S. units from their

aircraft, routine training in Hawaii with offensive air support, utility home base to the

support, armed escort, and airborne control of support arms would Western Pacific.

be possible. A permanently assigned HMLA squadron in Hawaii, and Deploymlelnt durations

its six- to seven-month deployed detachment (subset of the are usually Six to seven
d : e the 31st MEU in Ok der th . months, but can vary

squadron) complementing the 31st U in Okinawa under the Unit (MCO P3000.15B, 11 Oct

Deployment Program (UDP), would provide the 11l MEF with the 01).

constant presence of a full complement of rotary-wing squadrons

for training and “real world” contingency operations.

The proposed action would enable the Marine Corps to base new aviation assets in Hawaii to
support III MEF requirements, fill existing gaps in capabilities, and balance combat power
more effectively throughout the MARFORPAC region of operation. By enhancing the currently
incomplete ACE in Hawalii, a single deployable fighting unit would be present to support I1I
MEF operations in the Western Pacific.

8 Replacement of the CH-53D with the CH-53E began in September 2011.
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The need for the proposed action is to correct existing rotary-wing deficiencies of the MAGTF
in Hawaii and the need for work-arounds through gap deployments from elsewhere (e.g.,
from the continental U.S.). The purpose and need described here support the goals stated in
the FY2011 Aviation Plan (AvPlan) (HQMC 2010b): (1) sustain wartime operational tempo
while improving current readiness and effectiveness through efficient use of existing
resources; (2) execute planned transition strategies from legacy equipment to advanced
capabilities of the next generation of equipment; and (3) improve warfighting integration
between the air, ground, and logistic elements of the MAGTF. In less than a decade, the Marine
Corps plans to transition more than half of its squadrons to new aircraft, including the MV-22,
UH-1Y, and AH-1Z aircraft. The transition has included introduction of the MV-22 on the east
and west coasts of the continental U.S. to support Il MEF and I MEF, respectively (USMC
2009a, Navy 1999).9 The proposed action defined herein incorporates the introduction of UH-
1/AH-1s and MV-22sin FY 2012 and FY 2014, respectively, to III MEF in Hawaii.

14 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

NEPA requires that potential impacts and issues be disclosed to affected agencies and the
public. The CEQ implementing regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) prescribe specific
public notification and review periods during preparation of an EIS.

1.4.1 SCOPING

Scoping is an early and open process for actively and constructively bringing outside agencies
(federal, state, and local), organizations, and the public into the NEPA process; determining
the nature and extent of issues to be addressed; and identifying major issues related to a
proposed action (HQMC 2009a).

Notice of Intent

Scoping was initiated on August 6, 2010, with publication of the Notice of Intent (NOI) to
prepare the EIS in the Federal Register (see Appendix A-1). On August 5, 2010, the NOI was
mailed with a cover letter to approximately 165 parties on the distribution list compiled by
the government (see Appendix A-2). The NOI and scoping open houses were announced in the
following daily newspapers on August 6-8, 2010: Honolulu Star-Advertiser, Garden Isle News,
Hawaii Tribune Herald, and West Hawaii Today. It was published in the State Office of

9 Marine Expeditionary Forces, or MEFs, are the Marine Corps’ largest MAGTFs. A MEF is task-oriented around permanent
command elements and normally contains one or more Marine divisions, Marine aircraft wings, and Marine logistics
groups. There are three standing MEFs across the Marine Corps (see Section 1.2).
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Environmental Quality Control’s Environmental Notice on August 9, 2010. The announcement
was published in the Molokai Dispatch (a weekly publication) on August 11, 2010.

Press Release

Concurrent with publication of the NOI, the MCB Hawaii Public Affairs Officer issued a press
release to these same newspapers and other media, as well as selected community leaders.

Website

The project website was launched on August 5, 2010. The website address is
www.mcbh.usmc.mil/mv22h1leis. The website publicized the NOI and open houses, presented
the NOI as published in the Federal Register, presented a fact sheet, summarized the NEPA
process and EIS schedule, identified points of contact, and offered the means for interested
parties to provide written comments or otherwise communicate with the project team via
email.

Community Assessment Interviews

During the two-week period between publication of the NOI and the first scoping open house,
community assessment interviews were conducted with community stakeholders (see
Appendix A-3). The purpose of the interviews was to inform stakeholders about the proposed
action and the public open houses, as well as obtain comments prior to the open houses, to
determine issues that might be raised at these meetings.

Other Publicity

e A Waimanalo interviewee commented that word of mouth was the best method to
publicize the open houses and volunteered to distribute flyers in the community. A flyer
was prepared for this purpose.

e Marine Corps representatives attended Windward Oahu Neighborhood Board meetings to

inform them about the proposed action.

Public Scoping Open Houses
Five open houses were conducted as follows:

e Tuesday, August 24, 2010, 5PM to 8pPM, Hilo High School Cafeteria, 556 Waianuenue
Avenue, Hilo, HI 96720
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e Wednesday, August 25, 2010, 4PM to 7PM, Waikoloa Elementary and Middle School
Cafeteria, 68-1730 Hooko Street, Waikoloa, HI 96738

e Thursday, August 26, 2010, 5PM to 8PM, King Intermediate School Cafeteria, 46-155
Kamehameha Highway, Kaneohe, HI 96744

e Saturday, August 28, 2010, 1pM to 4PM, Kaunakakai Elementary School Library, Ailoa
Street, Kaunakakai, HI 96748

e Monday, August 30,2010, 5PM to 8PM, Waimanalo Elementary and Intermediate School
Cafeteria, 41-1330 Kalanianaole Highway, Waimanalo, HI 96795

Open house objectives were as follows:

e Actively engage the public.

o Determine the nature and extent of issues to be addressed: obtain comments from
attendees to help determine the scope of the EIS and potentially significant issues to be
analyzed in depth.

Open house attendees were invited to submit written comments on a form, provide oral
comments (summarized by staff on a computer), or email comments at a later date via the
website. The 30-day public scoping period formally ended on September 6, 2010.

In response to requests by participants at the Waimanalo open house, the deadline for
submittal of written scoping comments was extended to September 30, 2010. This extension
of the deadline was announced at the Waimanalo and Kaneohe Neighborhood Board meetings
and also announced on the project website.

Approximately 123 people attended the open houses, and 32 oral comments were recorded.
As of September 30, 2010, 85 written comments were received (note that several individuals
submitted multiple comments). Comments received during scoping are summarized in
Section 1.5. Written comments and recorded oral comments are presented in Appendix A-3.

The NOI distribution list was updated to include the following and used as the basis for
distributing the Draft EIS Notice of Availability (NOA):

e Everyone who submitted written comments;

e Open house attendees who signed in;
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e Individuals who requested, via email or telephone call, that they be included on the list;
and

e Changes in elected and appointed government officials due to elections.

1.4.2 DRAFT EIS AND NHPA SECTION 106 PUBLIC REVIEW

Notice of Availability

Publication of the Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIS in the Federal Register on
November 10, 2011 initiated the required 45-day public comment period for the Draft EIS.
Outreach methods for publicizing the NOA and Draft EIS public meetings/open houses were
similar to those used for the scoping process, adjusted and augmented as needed.

The NOA was mailed with a cover letter to all parties on the updated distribution list (Chapter
10), a total of 322 agencies, organizations, and individuals. This mailing included either a hard
copy of the Draft EIS, a CD of the document in PDF, or both. Interested parties who submitted
written scoping comments, attended a scoping open house, or specifically requested a copy of
the Draft EIS were included in the distribution. The NOA and other announcements directed
all other interested parties to the website for downloading of the Draft EIS document and to
the 21 public libraries listed in Chapter 10. In addition, the DEIS was available on the State of
Hawaii Office of Environmental Quality Control (OEQC) website and announced in OEQC’s
Environmental Notice published on November 23, 2011. (The Environmental Notice is
published on the 8th and 23rd of the month.) To accommodate those with little or no access
to a computer or the internet or to a public library, a limited number of hard copies were
available upon request. DoN accommodated all of the requests for hard copies.

Other Publicity

Concurrent with publication of the NOA, the MCB Hawaii Public Affairs Officer issued a press
release to the media. In addition, the Public Affairs Officer and other Marine Corps
representatives attended Neighborhood Board meetings to inform them of the proposed
action and opportunities for participating in the Draft EIS public review.

The project website was updated to include the NOA, the public meeting/open house
schedule, and information on how interested parties could submit written comments or
communicate with the EIS team.
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Public Meetings/Open Houses

Per 36 CFR Part 800.8, DoN integrated the NEPA and National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA) public involvement processes. Public meetings provided opportunities for the public
to comment on the DEIS and the NHPA Section 106 process. Section 106 consulting parties
were included in the distribution of the NOA and the DEIS (either hard copy or CD).

Five public meetings/open houses were conducted as follows, with the first hour of each
meeting reserved for NHPA Section 106 input. (If more time was required for this input, the
NHPA Section 106 session was able to continue concurrently with the Draft EIS portion of the
meeting.)

e Wednesday, November 30, 2011, 5:30-8:30 PM, Waimea Elementary School Cafeteria, 67-
1225 Mamalahoa Highway, Kamuela, HI

e Thursday, December 1, 2011, 4:30-7:30 PM, Hilo Intermediate School Cafeteria, 587
Waianuenue Avenue, Hilo, HI

o Tuesday, December 6, 2011, 5:30-8:30 PM, Mililani Middle School Cafeteria, 95-1140
Lehiwa Drive, Mililani, HI

e Wednesday, December 7, 2011, 5:30-8:30 PM, Waimanalo Elementary & Intermediate
School Cafeteria, 41-1330 Kalanianaole Highway, Waimanalo, HI

e Thursday, December 8, 2011, 5:30-8:30 PM, Castle High School Cafeteria, 45-386 Kaneohe
Bay Drive, Kaneohe, HI

Public meeting/open house attendees were invited to submit written comments on a form,
give oral comments (either to staff for recording on a computer or in a public forum), or email
comments at a later date via the website or by mail. The public comment period formally
ended on December 27, 2011.

Approximately 127 people attended the public meetings/open houses, seven people gave oral
comments that were recorded by staff, and 56 people spoke during the public forum part of
the meetings. In addition, DoN, Marine Corps, and Army cultural resource managers engaged
with approximately 16 attendees who were interested in cultural resources and the Section
106 process. One attendee requested consulting party status. DoN received 39 written
comments at the public meetings and an additional 129 written comments after the meetings.
Written and individually recorded comments (total of 175) and responses to those comments
are presented in Appendix A-5.
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1.5 SUMMARY OF ISSUES AND CONCERNS IDENTIFIED
1.5.1 SCOPING COMMENTS

The comments received during the scoping process were evaluated in the context of the
proposed action and alternatives. The main issue raised throughout the scoping process, at
the public meetings as well as in the written comments, was noise. Summarized below are the
issues raised during the scoping process.

Noise
o Noise from aircraft over-flights, night exercises, and extended periods of engines running

e Noise study methodology: concern that the results from noise modeling, which represent
a 24-hour average, do not accurately characterize single noise events

o Federal, state, and other applicable noise standards

¢ Increased noise pollution

e Comparison with other common noise levels such as from leaf blowers or passing trucks
o Flight paths: request to keep flight paths over the ocean and not over homes

e Impacts to national parks and other applicable natural area soundscapes

¢ Include noise from existing aircraft in the noise analysis

e Impact of aircraft noise on the learning environment at surrounding schools

Hazardous Materials and Waste /Pollution Prevention
e Depleted uranium (DU) at PTA
e Hazardous material storage and disposal

e Jet fuel pollution

Air Quality

e Air pollution from aircraft exhaust

Land Use
o (Ceded lands at MCTAB (formerly part of Bellows Air Force Station)
e Land ownership history at MCTAB
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1 Marine Environment

2 o Threatened and endangered species

3 e Impacts on coral reefs

4 e Potential for inadvertent or intentional discharge of jet fuel leading to contamination of
5 park lands and offshore coral reef habitat

6  Cultural Resources

7 e Archaeological resources and burials

8 e Use of sand from burial areas at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay for construction of runways
9 and other structures

10 e Inconsistent policies regarding access to native Hawaiian cultural areas on base

11 Socioeconomic Environment
12 e Impact on availability of affordable rentals in communities surrounding the base
13 e Public transit

14 e Traffic impacts on the surrounding street system, including impacts during construction

15  Safety
16 e Record of crashes related to the MV-22

17 e Potential for fires caused by engine nacelle exhaust from the MV-22 or from aircraft
18 crashes

19  Infrastructure

20 e Wateruse

21 e Impacts on wastewater treatment plant serving the base
22 e Impacts on various State airport and highway facilities

23  Biological Resources

24 o Riskof spread of invasive species

25 e Impacts on protected bird species

26 o Wetlands

27 e Impact of aircraft noise on feral donkey population at Waikoloa
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Purpose and Need
e Reasons for basing the new aircraft in Hawaii and other alternatives considered.

1.5.2 DRAFT EIS AND NHPA SECTION 106 PUBLIC REVIEW COMMENTS

As during the scoping process, the main issue raised during public review of the Draft EIS was
aircraft noise, particularly at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and Upolu Airport. Summarized below
are public comments on the Draft EIS, including input on cultural resources provided at the
public meetings/open houses and in Draft EIS comment letters as part of the NHPA Section
106 public involvement process.

Purpose and Need

e Why do the squadrons have to be based in Hawaii?

e Request extension of comment period (not enough time allowed).

¢ Insufficient notice given.

e Public meetings should have been held in North Kohala and Molokai.

Proposed Action and Alternatives

o Consider other basing locations.

e Do not use Upolu Airport for training.

e Do not use Kalaupapa Airport for training.

Land Use

e Questions about public access at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, MCTAB, Upolu Airport.
e Question about Kaneohe shoreline areas being defined as low-density residential.
e C(Ceded lands.

Airspace
e Questions about existing aviation operations at Upolu Airport.

Air Quality
o Health impact of emissions from aircraft
e Quantify construction and operating air emissions
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Aircraft Noise

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay
=  Existing aircraft noise at the base, including aircraft overflights (for example, in
Kaimalino and Aikahi Park), night operations, engine runups, existing flight tracks.
»  Projected increase in aviation operations, resulting in more aircraft noise.
» Impacts on residential areas, schools (learning), human health, quality of life (e.g.,
sleep disturbance), property values.
=  Noise study methodology: no actual noise measurements; needs to characterize
single noise events; needs to include cumulative impacts (e.g., P-8As).
Upolu Airport: impacts on residents’ quality of life, quiet rural environment, tourism,
agriculture, property values; concern about flight tracks.
Kalaupapa Airport: aviation operations and noise are incompatible with the National
Historic Park.
Pohakuloa Training Area: impacts on “natural quiet” at Volcanoes National Park in
designated wilderness, specifically the Mauna Loa Summit Trail—methodology is not
adequate to assess noise impacts to park resources; low-altitude training impacts.

Geology, Soils, Topography

Soil erosion caused by aircraft downwash, various locations

Drainage, Hydrology, Water Quality

Impacts on groundwater aquifers, e.g., PTA

Impacts on impaired water bodies, in particular, SBER and KLOA.
Commit to compliance with low impact development (LID).
Impacts on ocean water quality, e.g., Kaneohe Bay and Kailua Bay

Biological Resources

Bird Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH), various locations

Incomplete analysis of biological resources at Upolu Airport

Humpback whales, Hawaiian monk seals, green sea turtles at Upolu Airport and
Kalaupapa Airport

Wildland fire risk due to MV-22 exhaust

Findings were based on limited biological surveys.

The presence of certain species was not documented in the EIS, various locations.
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Impacts on palila critical habitat at PTA.
Impacts on the endangered Hawaiian hoary bat and Hawaiian goose (nene).
Aircraft downwash impacts.

Cultural Resources

Area of potential effect (APE) is too small, various locations.
Impacts on Mookini Heiau and Kamehameha Birthsite.
Assess impacts cumulatively.

Consider spiritual dimension of resources.

Aircraft downwash impacts.

Demolition of historic buildings.

Safety and Environmental Health

Aircraft noise impacts on human health.

Depleted uranium at PTA.

Aircraft fuel pollution; concern about fuel transport.
Aircraft crashes.

BASH risk.

Wildland fire risk.

Socioeconomics

Environmental justice and protection of children (EOs 12898 and 13045); impacts on
Native Hawaiian population.

Housing availability and costs

Infrastructure

Impact of increased potable water demand and wastewater flows from the new
population on existing facilities.

Concern about increase in wastewater discharge and the August 2010 consent decree.
Require water conservation fixtures and strategies for new facilities.
Reuse demolition waste.

Energy Use

Discuss plans for biofuel use by MV-22 and H-1 aircraft.
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Cumulative Impacts
e Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions:
= Specify that all new facilities would have net-zero energy use.
=  Maximize renewable energy through use of solar energy and other appropriate
technologies.
»  Evaluate GHG emission sources.
e Cumulative impact analysis is not adequate.
e Add information about other actions, e.g., the Pulehunui project on Maui.
e Include noise from other aircraft in the noise analysis.

1.6 RELATED PLANNING EFFORTS

The following planning initiatives, either continuing or completed, may affect the proposed
action. They provide context and are considered in the evaluation of alternatives and
cumulative impacts in this document. See Chapter 5 for a more complete list of related
initiatives considered in the cumulative impacts analysis.

e U.S. Marine Corps FY2011 Aviation Plan (September 2010). Published yearly, this
document provides an overall strategy and schedule for Marine Corps aviation.

e Environmental Assessment for Grow the Force, Marine Corps Base Hawaii (August 2011).
This EA analyzes the impacts of stationing additional ground combat forces at Marine
Corps Base Hawaii.

e Hawaii Public/Private Venture Housing Program. MCB Hawaii entered into a PPV program
to privatize a portion of family housing on Oahu through the year 2054 under the Military
Housing Privatization Initiative. Housing units continue to be renovated or replaced at
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.

e US. Navy Final EIS for the Introduction of the P-8A Multi-Mission Maritime Aircraft into the
U.S. Navy Fleet (November 2008). The EIS evaluates the impacts of introducing the P-8A
Maritime Multimission Aircraft to Hawaii. The P-8A will replace most of the existing P-3C
Orion aircraft currently in use by Navy patrol squadrons at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.

e Naval Aviation Vision 2032 (January 2010). Similar to the Marine Corps Aviation Plan, the
Naval Aviation Vision outlines future Navy aviation plans. This plan describes upgrades to
both the P-3C to P-8A and the SH-60 to the MH-60 helicopter.
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Hawaii Range Complex EIS/OEIS: In May 2008, the Department of the Navy prepared the
Hawaii Range Complex (HRC) Final EIS/Overseas EIS (EIS/OEIS). A Record of Decision
(ROD) was signed on June 26, 2008, and a revised ROD was signed on February 26, 2009.
In the EIS/OEIS, the Navy proposed to increase the number of training events in HRC,
including additional field carrier landing practice, future Research, Development, Testing,
and Evaluation programs, and the addition of major exercises, such as supporting three
Carrier Strike Groups training at the same time. The activities would take place
throughout the Hawaiian Islands with enhancements at PMRF. The proposed
enhancements at PMRF included construction of a consolidated range operations
complex, Directed Energy Test Center operations building, and equipment upgrades to
existing buildings and infrastructure. The EIS included all existing training activities,
events, and support activities.

Hawaii/Southern California Training and Testing EIS/OEIS: The Hawaii/Southern
California Training and Testing (HSTT) EIS/OEIS, which is currently in progress, will
assess the environmental impacts of training and testing activities throughout the in-
water portions of the study area (including MV-22 and H-1 operations), which includes
areas around the Hawaiian Islands. In addition to reassessing the in-water activities
contained in the 2008 HRC EIS, the HSTT EIS/OEIS will adjust baseline training and
testing activities from current levels to the levels needed to support Navy requirements
beginning in January 2014; analyze potential environmental impacts of training and
testing activities in additional areas not covered in previous documents where activities
historically occur—including Navy ports, naval shipyards, and the transit channels
serving these areas; implement enhanced range capabilities; and update the analysis
using the best available science and methods.

Hawaii Range Complex Management Plan: An update of the Hawaii Range Complex
Management Plan is in progress. The updated plan will include fixed wing, rotary, and tilt
rotor aircraft training activities and capabilities supported by PMRF, including training at
the water ranges and Kaula Island. New training activities proposed in the HSTT EIS and
MV-22 EIS will be discussed in the updated plan. The updated plan will not include
discussion of PMRF airfield operations.

Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Modernization of Training
Infrastructure at Pohakuloa Training Area, Hawaii (published October 2011). U.S. Army
Garrison, Hawaii (USAG-HI) is evaluating the impacts of modernizing training ranges,
training support infrastructure, and training support facilities at PTA, including the
cantonment area and Bradshaw Army Airfield (FR October 2011).
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o Army Transformation and Permanent Stationing of the 2/25th Stryker Brigade Combat
Team. In 2004, the Army completed a Final EIS for transformation of the 2nd Brigade,
25th Infantry Division (Light) to a Stryker Brigade Combat Team (SBCT). In 2008, a Final
EIS was published for the permanent stationing of the 2/25th SBCT at Schofield Barracks
Military Reservation while conducting required training at military training sites in
Hawaii.
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7 1.7 APPLICABLE GOVERNMENT PERMITS, CONSULTATIONS,

8 LAWS, AND EXECUTIVE ORDERS

9  Inaccordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), the Marine Corps has
10  prepared this EIS concurrently with environmental impacts analyses and related surveys and
11  studies required by the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC 661 et seq.), the National
12 Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (16 USC 470 et seq.), the Endangered Species Act
13 (ESA) of 1973 (16 USC 1531 et seq.), and other environmental laws, regulations, and
14  Executive Orders (EOs) outlined by environmental resource in Table 1-3. Per 36 CFR 800.8,
15  DoN has integrated the NEPA and NHPA processes, such that public meetings for the DEIS
16  also provided opportunities for NHPA Section 106 input.

Table 1-3. Permits and Consultations

Permits and Consultations Regulatory Agencies/Consulted Parties

Clean Air Act, as amended (42 USC 7401-7671q) State Department of Health (DOH)
(permits for stationary sources)

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended State Office of Planning
(16 U.S.C. 1451-1465) (consistency determination)

Consultation in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 USC 1531 et seq.)

Consultation in accordance with Section 106 of the National State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Advisory Council on

Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 USC 470x-6) Historic Preservation (ACHP), Native Hawaiian Organizations
(NHO), Historic Hawaii Foundation (HHF), National Trust for
Historic Preservation, National Park Service (NPS)

Clean Water Act of 1972 (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.) (National State Department of Health (DOH)
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System [NPDES] permit)
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The following summarizes results of the ESA Section 7 informal consultation, NHPA Section
106 consultation, and Coastal Zone Management (CZM) consistency determination.

o ESA Section 7 Informal Consultation. DoN completed informal consultation with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). In a letter dated February 17, 2012, USFWS concurred
with DoN’s “no effect” determination for the federally endangered plant species Stenogyne
augustifolia, and “may affect, but not likely to adversely affect” determinations for the
federally endangered Hawaiian hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus semotus) and Hawaiian goose
or nene (Branta sandwicensis). The DoN’s determination for the nene is based on
minimization and avoidance measures stated in its consultation letter. Correspondence is
presented in Appendix J.

o NHPA Section 106 Consultation. The Marine Corps is in the process of completing the
NHPA Section 106 consultation process. A programmatic agreement (PA) documenting
the findings and stipulating mitigation has been finalized and is being circulated to the
consulting parties for signatures. A signed PA is required before DoN approves the ROD;
the signed PA will be made available to the public on the EIS website.

e (CZM Consistency Determination. In a letter dated March 6, 2012, the State of Hawaii Office
of Planning concurred with the Marine Corps’ determination “that the proposed activities
are consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies of the
Hawaii CZM Program.” The Hawaii CZM Program Application for CZM Federal Consistency
Review, along with relevant correspondence, are presented in Appendix L.

Key applicable laws and executive orders, in addition to those listed above, include the
following:

e Archeological and Historic Data Preservation Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-291; 16 USC 469-469c)
e Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (P.L. 96-95; 16 USC 470aa-470mm)

e (lean Water Act of 1972 (33 USC 1251 et seq.)

e Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (P.L. 110-140)

e Federal Aviation Administration Regulation, Designation of Class A, Class B, Class C, Class
D, and Class E Airspace Areas; Airways, Routes, and Reporting Points (14 CFR Part 71)

¢ Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980, as amended (16 USC 2901-2911)

e Marine Mammal Protection Act (16 USC 1361-1421h)

e Memorandum For Deputy Chief Of Naval Operations (Fleet Readiness And Logistics)
Deputy Commandant of the Marine Corps (Installations And Logistics) on the subject of
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Department of the Navy Low Impact Development (LID) Policy for Storm Water
Management, 16 November 2007.

e Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, as amended (16 USC 703 et seq.)

e Military Construction Codification Act (10 USC 2801 et seq.)

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 USC 3001 et seq.)
e Noise Control Act of 1972, as amended

e Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (42 USC 13101-13109)

o Sikes Act Improvement Amendments of 1997 (16 USC 670a-6700)

e EO 11988, Floodplain Management, 1977

O o] ~ )} 63} S w N =
[ ]

10 e EO0 11990, Protection of Wetlands, 1977

11 e EO 11991, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality, 1977

12 o EO 12856, Federal Compliance With Right-to-Know Laws and Pollution Prevention

13 Requirements, 1993

14 e EQ 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income
15 Populations, 1994

16 e EO0 12962, Recreational Fisheries, 1995

17 e EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health and Safety Risks, 1997

18 e EO 13089, Coral Reef Protection, 1998

19 e EO 13112, Invasive Species, 1999

20 e EO 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds, 2001

21 e EO 13123, Greening the Government through Efficient Energy Management, 1999

22 e EO 13287, Preserve America

23 e EO0 13423, Strengthening Federal Environmental Energy and Transportation Management,
24 2007

25 e EO 13514, Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy and Economic Performance

26 1.8 SUMMARY OF REVISIONS TO THE EIS

27  Public and agency comments on the Draft EIS revealed the need to revise the document to:

28 (1) change one or more elements of the proposed action and alternatives presented in
29  Chapter 2, which affects the analyses in subsequent chapters;
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(2) clarify or enhance certain information to improve the accuracy and thoroughness of the
analyses, which may or may not result in altering conclusions regarding the nature or
magnitude of impacts;

(3) add information about mitigation and consultations, including measures developed during
the NHPA Section 106 and ESA Section 7 consultations; and

(4) correct minor editorial or typographical errors.

The first three items listed above are summarized below.

Changes to Proposed Action and Alternatives

Changes to Alternatives A and B at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay include demolition of
Building 1094 for a parking structure to support the BEQs; alternate site development for
MALS warehouses and maintenance; and alternate site development for the replacement
of MCCS self storage units. Updated construction costs are reflected in the analysis of
economic and fiscal impacts. Appendix G-1, Historic Property Descriptions, has been
revised accordingly.

Upolu Airport is no longer being considered for Confined Area Landings (CALs). Revised
Chapter 2 to delete reference to Upolu Airport for CALs. Upolu Airport would be available
for routine flight operations, similar to other State airports (described in Section 2.2), and
particularly as a diversion airfield in case of emergencies or due to weather conditions at
PTA. This type of use would be infrequent. As with other State airports, Upolu may be
considered for specific training exercises of set duration, which would require approval
by the State Department of Transportation (DOT), Airport Division. With removal of
Upolu Airport from the list of tactical training areas, corresponding sections in Chapter 4
have been deleted, and Appendices B-1 and B-2 have been revised.

MV-22 training activities are no longer being proposed at Kalaupapa Airport. Revised
Table 2-5, Aviation Training Locations and Activities, to reflect this change. Also revised
the airspace and noise analyses in Sections 4.3.3.6 and 4.5.3, respectively. Revised
Appendix D, Noise Modeling Data.

H-1 training activities are being discussed in continuing NHPA Section 106 consultation,
as described in Section 4.9.3.5. For this reason, potential impacts from reallocated
aviation training operations being contemplated are evaluated in Section 4.9.3.5.
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Clarifications or Enhanced Information

e Section 1.6, Related Planning Efforts. Added information to descriptions of the Hawaii
Range Complex EIS and the Hawaii/Southern California Training and Testing EIS/OEIS.

e Proposed Action and Alternatives. Expanded discussion of the squadrons’ use of State

e Chapter 3: MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay

12

13
14

15
16

17
18
19

1
2
3
4
5 airports.
6
7
8

Airspace. Added text to clarify that the No Action Alternative is the projected future
baseline. Made comparison between proposed action and No Action Alternative.

Air Quality. Added air emissions estimates for construction related and non-aircraft
operational activities. Quantification of emissions from these activities does not
affect the findings and any mitigation in the analysis.

Noise. Added one figure and accompanying text to describe single event noise levels.

Hazardous Materials and Waste. Updated status of Installation Restoration Program
(IRP) sites at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.

Aircraft Safety. Updated Tables 3-18 and 3-19 with FY11 mishap data. Updated
mishap rates in the text.

Socioeconomics. Added statement regarding impact of aircraft noise on residential
property values. Updated analysis of construction employment and wages and fiscal
impacts, based on updated construction costs.

20 e Chapter 4: Other Training Areas

21
22
23
24
25

26
27
28
29

30
31
32
33

Airspace. .Corrected the estimate of general aviation operations at PTA in Table 4-5.
Also corrected Section 4.3.3.3 to reflect this change. Removed Upolu Airport as a
tactical LZ. Revised the projected number of operations at Kalaupapa Airport to
delete MV-22 training. Redistributed MV-22 operations from Kalaupapa Airport to
PTA.

Air Quality. Added air emissions estimates for construction related and non-aircraft
operational activities. Also revised aircraft activities/events to match those in
Section 4.3, Airspace. Quantification and revision of emissions from these activities
do not affect the findings and any mitigation in the analysis.

Noise. Revised Figures 4.1 and 4.2 to show 50 and 45 DNL contours and to reflect
only H-1 operations (no MV-22 operations); also revised text and tables in Section
4.5.3 to explain this change. Added one figure and accompanying text to describe
single event noise levels.
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= Cultural Resources. Added text to Section 4.9.2.6 to identify Kalaupapa as a National
Historic Landmark. Added text to Section 4.9.3.5 to describe potential impacts of
contemplated reallocated aviation training operations from Kalaupapa Airport to
other airports.

e Chapter 5: Cumulative Impacts

=  Non-Military Actions. Updated information about the Puunene projects in Section
5.2.2 relevant to the HIARNG facility.

= Air Quality. Added GHG estimates for construction related and non-aircraft
operational activities. Quantification and revision of emissions from these activities
do not affect the findings and any mitigation in the analysis.

Mitigation and Consultations

o Added ESA Section 7 documentation to Appendix ] and made revisions to section 4.8,
Biological Resources, to reflect results of the informal consultation

e Added NHPA Section 106 documentation to Appendix K and made revisions to Sections
3.9 and 4.9, Cultural Resources, to reflect status of the consultation process.

o Added CZM federal consistency determination documentation to Appendix L and made
revisions to Section 1.7, Applicable Government Permits, Consultations, Laws, and
Executive Orders.

e Made revisions to Chapter 6, Impacts Summary, to incorporate results of the
consultations referenced above.

1.9 ORGANIZATION OF THIS DOCUMENT

Chapter 2 describes the Proposed Action and Alternatives in detail, starting with a discussion
of the alternatives development process and why certain alternatives were considered but
dismissed from further analysis. Next, the three alternatives are described—two action
alternatives (A and B) and the No Action Alternative. Proposed basing facilities improvements
at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay under each action alternative are described, followed by
descriptions of proposed aviation training and proposed aviation training facilities
improvements. Required management measures to be incorporated into each action
alternative are then discussed, followed by a discussion of how issues and resources were
screened to determine which ones warranted more detailed study.
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Given the multiple geographic areas to be assessed, including the squadrons’ proposed basing
location at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and training facilities located on six islands, the
remainder of this document is organized by geographic area, i.e., basing location (MCB Hawaii
Kaneohe Bay) and other training areas. For each installation or training area, the discussion is
organized by resource or issue area.

Chapter 3 covers the affected environment at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and environmental
consequences resulting from basing and training operations at that installation under the two
action alternatives and the No Action Alternative.

Chapter 4 addresses the affected environment and environmental consequences at other
training areas proposed for use by the VMM and HMLA squadrons throughout the state,
including MCTAB; U.S. Army training facilities on Oahu; PTA on the island of Hawaii; PMRF on
the island of Kauai; and facilities on the islands of Molokai and Maui. Potential impacts from
the two action alternatives and the No Action Alternative are presented.

Chapter 5 presents the cumulative impacts (local and regional) of the two action alternatives
and the No Action Alternative.

Chapter 6 presents a summary of impacts organized by resource area and issue.
Chapter 7 discusses other considerations required by NEPA.

Chapter 8 identifies those involved in preparing the EIS.

Chapter 9 lists references used in preparing the EIS.

Chapter 10 presents the DEIS and FEIS distribution lists.

The appendices include documents associated with the NEPA process, the federal
consultations, as well as studies conducted as part of this EIS (including
supporting/supplementary information).
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Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter is organized into the following sections. Section 2.2 summarizes the proposed
action, Section 2.3 documents the screening process used by the Marine Corps to develop
basing alternatives to be evaluated in this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), and Section
2.4 describes the alternatives, including the No Action Alternative. Alternatives considered
but not carried forward for further analysis in this EIS are presented in Section 2.5.
Management measures being incorporated into each alternative to avoid or minimize impacts
are identified in Section 2.6. The process used to screen issues and resources is described in
Section 2.7. The criteria used to evaluate the significance of potential impacts is presented in
Section 2.8.

2.2 PROPOSED ACTION

The Marine Corps proposes to: (1) base and operate up to two VMM squadrons and one
HMLA squadron to service Marine Corps operations in Hawaii, and (2) conduct aviation
training, readiness, and special exercise operations to attain and maintain proficiency in the
employment of the MV-22 and H-1 (AH-1 and UH-1) aircraft at statewide training facilities.
Demolition, new construction, and renovation are proposed to develop basing facilities for
the VMM and HMLA squadrons. Specific activities would include: demolition, renovation
and/or construction of hangars and other structures; taxiway and parking apron
improvements; construction of additional bachelor enlisted quarters (BEQs); construction of
Marine Aviation Group 24 (MAG-24) headquarters and parking structure; and expansion of
Marine Aviation Logistics Squadron 24 (MALS-24) aircraft maintenance facilities. Existing
facilities would be used to the extent possible.

Aviation training, including administrative operations and tactical operations, may occur at
the existing facilities listed below and in Table 2-3 (see page 2-21).

e Marine Corps Base (MCB) Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, island of Oahu. Owner: U.S. Government
under Marine Corps control.

e Marine Corps Training Area Bellows (MCTAB), Waimanalo, island of Oahu. Owner: U.S.
Government under Marine Corps control.

e U.S. Army training areas at Schofield Barracks East Range (SBER) (owner: U.S.
Government under Army control), Kahuku Training Area (KTA) (U.S. Government under
Army control by ownership and land leases), and Kawailoa Training Area (KLOA) (owner:
State and private), island of Oahu.!

1 Privately-owned land at KTA and KLOA are leased by the Army.
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o Dillingham Military Reservation (DMR), Mokuleia, island of Oahu. Owner: U.S.
Government under Army control.

e Pohakuloa Training Area (PTA), island of Hawaii. Owner: U.S. Government under Army
control by ownership and land leases.

o Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF), Barking Sands, island of Kauai. Owner: U.S.
Government under Navy control or lease.

e Molokai Training Support Facility (MTSF), island of Molokai. Owner: U.S. Government
under Marine Corps control.

o Kalaupapa Airport, island of Molokai. Owner: State of Hawaii.2

e Hawaii Army National Guard (HIARNG) Facility, Puunene, island of Maui. Owner: State of
Hawaii.

Other airfields in Hawaii proposed for VMM and HMLA aviation use would include those
operated by the State of Hawaii (State) Department of Transportation (DOT), Airports
Division. The state airports are public airports open to and for public use, without prior
permission, without restrictions, and within the physical capacities of the available facilities.
DOT, Airports Division, obtains funding (grants) for airport improvements through the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) in the Airport Improvement Program (AIP), as
described in the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) (49 U.S.C. Section
47103). As such, DOT, Airports Division, is required to provide grant assurances on the
operation of the airports and the use of the grant funds (Title 49, U.S.C., subtitle VII, as
amended). Grant 27 requires the sponsor (DOT, Airports Division) to make available all of
the facilities of an airport developed with Federal financial assistance and all those usable
for landing and takeoff of aircraft to the United States for use by Government aircraft in
common with other aircraft at all times.

State airports are used by existing Marine Corps aviation squadrons for routine flight
operations, refueling, and similar activities, coordinating with civilian airport authorities in
accordance with FAA procedures, and would be similarly used by the proposed VMM and
HMLA squadrons. In addition, the Marine Corps may occasionally conduct specific aviation
training exercises at selected airports with permission from DOT, Airports Division. State
airports include: Lihue and Port Allen Airports on the island of Kauai; Lanai Airport on the
island of Lanai; Hana and Kahului Airports on the island of Maui; Molokai and Kalaupapa
Airports on the island of Molokai; Hilo International, Kona International, Upolu, and Waimea-

z  Any new use at Kalaupapa Airport under this proposed action will be determined through the NHPA Section 106
consultation process.
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Kohala Airports on the island of Hawaii; and Honolulu International, Dillingham, and Kalaeloa
Airports on the island of Oahu.

In addition, aviation facilities on the island of Oahu at Wheeler Army Airfield, operated by the
U.S. Army, and Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam, operated by the U.S. Navy and Air Force, are
available for VMM and HMLA use. As these airfields would be used for routine flight
operations, their use is not analyzed in this document.

Based on Headquarters Marine Corps projections, personnel increases would occur from
FY2012 through FY2018, in phase with the delivery of the aircraft. Construction would be
phased over six to ten years. For EIS purposes, the planning horizon used to analyze the
proposed action is the year 2018, and the 2009 is generally used as the baseline year to
describe the existing environmental conditions.

2.3 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Following is a summary of the screening process used to develop the Hawaii basing
alternatives evaluated in this EIS. As stated in Chapter 1, the purpose of the proposed action is
to ensure that the Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) is capable of supporting Third
Marine Expeditionary Force (III MEF) requirements in Hawaii, and the need for the proposed
action is to eliminate existing deficiencies of the MAGTF in Hawaii. Accordingly, basing of the
squadrons outside of Hawaii would not be considered reasonable and the screening process
focused on Hawaii basing alternatives.

Using operational requirements as selection criteria, the screening process was applied to
narrow various Hawaii basing alternatives for the VMM and HMLA squadrons to a range of
reasonable alternatives to be evaluated in the EIS. As a result of the screening process, MCB
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay was determined to be the only site meeting all criteria and thus carried
forward for further study in this EIS. Section 2.3.1 describes how the basing locations were
evaluated and how MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay was ultimately selected. Section 2.4 presents
the aviation facility alternatives at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.

2.3.1 SCREENING CRITERIA

Basing alternatives were evaluated against specific screening criteria to ensure that all
analyzed alternatives met minimum operational requirements. Established by the U.S. Marine
Corps (USMC) Deputy Commandant for Aviation (DCA), these operational requirements are
consistent with those applied to other existing and planned Marine Corps tiltrotor and rotary-
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wing basing locations in the continental U.S. and overseas.3 In order to base the VMM and
HMLA squadrons in Hawaii, the following operational requirements are considered to be
critical: (1) ability to globally deploy for contingency operations, training exercises, and
humanitarian and disaster relief operations; (2) ability to locally deploy for training and
operations; and (3) sufficient existing infrastructure or space to construct required
infrastructure such as hangars, aircraft parking aprons, aviation simulators, BEQs, and other
airfield-related facilities needed to base the squadrons.

Only existing Department of Defense (DoD) aviation installations were considered as basing
alternatives for the following reasons: using a non-DoD facility would potentially involve
either land acquisition or long-term lease and, in the case of a lease, development of extensive
improvements on land owned by others; and using a non-aviation facility is not an option,
given the need for an airfield that meets the squadrons’ operational requirements (see
Screening Criterion 2, as follows).

Given these three operational requirements, the basing locations were screened using the
following criteria:

Screening Criterion 1: Accessibility to Airfields and Seaports Supporting Global
Deployment

All operational Marine Corps units must have the ability to be globally deployed. The ability to
be globally deployed refers to the deployment of aircraft, personnel, and required ground
support equipment and logistical support (parts, cranes, ammunition, etc.) by means of
strategic airlift or global sealift. To meet this requirement, the basing location for the VMM
and HMLA squadrons must have immediate access, via ground transportation, to an airfield
that supports strategic airlift (e.g., C-5, AN-124, and C-17 aircraft) and a seaport that can
support global sealift ships.

Selection Criterion 2: Local Training Area Proximity and Airfield Requirements

All operational Marine Corps units must have the ability to locally deploy for training and
operations. The ability to locally deploy means that units must be based within specific
proximity, 65 nautical miles (NM) (120 kilometers [km]), to training areas typically used by
the supported units of the MAGTF—the Ground Combat Element (GCE) and Logistics Combat
Element (LCE). These elements are based at MCB Hawaii and conduct a majority of their

3 Selection criteria used to assess proposed alternative facilities/installations against requirements for a replacement or new
facility /installation were derived from USMC Requirements Document (March 2010).
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training on the island of Oahu at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and MCTAB. Furthermore, the
airfield base must meet certain requirements, as described below.

Training Area Proximity Requirements. Because the VMM and HMLA squadrons would routinely
train and operate with infantry and logistics forces (GCE and LCE), the aviation squadrons
must be based within range of training areas routinely used by the GCE (MCB Hawaii Kaneohe
Bay and MCTAB) and associated LCE. The maximum range between the basing location for
aviation squadrons and the training areas routinely used by the GCE and LCE is 65 NM (120
km) based on the following rationale. To complete a training exercise effectively, a VMM or
HMLA squadron must reach the training location, spend no less than 50 percent of its useable
flight time to actually perform its primary mission, and then return to base. The maximum
distance that can be traveled between the basing location and the training location is
determined by the fuel capacity and speed of the slowest aircraft routinely participating in
the exercise—in this instance, that aircraft is the AH-1 Cobra. The AH-1, flying at 130 knots
indicated air speed (KIAS) (240 kilometers per hour [kph]), has two hours of flying time. This
allows it to fly for up to 30 minutes to get to the training area, conduct its mission for one
hour, and then return to base in 30 minutes flying time. At 130 KIAS (240 kph), the AH-1 can
fly 65 NM (120 km) in 30 minutes. Accordingly, the distance between the basing location and
the routinely used GCE training areas (MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and MCTAB) must be 65 NM
(120 km) or less. Although the 65-NM requirement is based upon proximity to supported
units and their primary training areas, H-1 aircraft are not precluded from conducting
aircrew training beyond 65 NM where range and time on station can be extended by either an
intermediate fueling location or fuel at the destinations. For this reason, fueling capabilities of
loaded but unarmed aircraft are being further evaluated at MTSF on Molokai and the HIARNG
Facility on Mauli, as well as selected FARP sites at PTA.

Airfield Requirements. The basing location for the VMM and HMLA squadrons must have an
existing airfield that meets the following requirements, or an airfield that can be improved to
meet these requirements by 2012, when the first contingent of aircraft and personnel are
expected to arrive.

e Night training. Marine Corps helicopter pilots must satisfy night training requirements.
The airfield and airfield environment at the basing location must be able to support night
operations, to include use of night vision devices.

e [nstrument procedures. Marine Corps helicopter pilots must remain current on instrument
procedures, to include precision and non-precision instrument approaches.
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1 = Because the aircraft need to return to the airfield under instrument conditions, any
2 basing location must normally have the capability to support two precision

3 instrument approaches, from roughly opposite directions to make them usable and
4 appropriate for all wind directions; a precision approach glide slope between 3 to
5 3.5 degrees; and an azimuth aligned with the runway +10 degrees.

6 = The airfield environment at the basing location needs to be sufficiently clear of

7 obstacles along both approach corridors, and within Naval Air Systems Command
8 (NAVAIR) safety standards for circling minimumes.

9 e Local runway pattern work. The basing location needs to have an airfield that can support

10 day and night air traffic operations, for altitudes up to at least 1,500 feet (ft) (457 meters
11 [m]) above ground level (AGL).

12 e Runway and overrun lengths. The basing location needs to have a runway and overruns
13 that are sufficiently long so that pilots and aircraft based at the airfield can return and
14 safely land in an emergency with one engine inoperative. For the MV-22B, the airfield

15 must be at least 5,039 ft (1,536 m) long, with two 1,000-ft (305-m) overruns, for a total
16 minimum length of 7,041 ft (2,146 m).

17 e Mission compatibility. Existing uses at the selected DoD airfield must be compatible with
18 the mission of the VMM and HMLA squadrons, and the VMM and HMLA squadrons’

19 missions must be compatible with the existing mission of the airfield, as determined by
20 the DoD component that operates the facility.

21  Screening Criterion 3: Facility Capacity

22 The basing location for the VMM and HMLA squadrons must be capable of permanently

23 basing these aircraft and associated command and support infrastructure. It must have

24  sufficient capacity—either existing facilities and infrastructure or space available to construct
25  required facilities and infrastructure. The use of existing facilities is preferred.

26  An estimated 2 million square feet (SF) (186,000 square meters [SM]) are required to

27  accommodate infrastructure for the VMM and HMLA squadrons.4 This spatial requirement
28 considers hangars, aircraft parking aprons, and other airfield-related facilities and includes
29  approximately 1,200,000 SF (111,000 SM) for the VMM squadrons and 620,000 SF

30 (57,600 SM) for the HMLA squadron. It also includes approximately 267,000 SF (24,805 SM)
31  for BEQs and space for vans to house MALS-24 satellite facilities for the squadrons.

4 Sources: Basic Facility Requirements (BFRs) prepared for the Plus-up Development Study (Draft June 2010) and SF1391
MILCON documents prepared for the aviation-related facilities at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.
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2.3.2 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

The following discussion outlines how the DoN applied the screening criteria to identify
reasonable alternatives for basing locations to be carried forward for analysis in the EIS. See
Figure 2-1 for a map of potential basing locations in the Hawaiian Islands.

Figure 2-1. Potential Basing Locations in Hawaii

Screening Criterion 1: Accessibility to Airfields and Seaports Supporting Global
Deployment

The only airfields and the sole seaport capable of supporting global deployment are located
on the island of Oahu. Therefore, basing alternatives are limited to Oahu. DoD aviation
installations on Oahu that can support global deployment are MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, Joint
Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam, and Wheeler Army Airfield. Only one seaport on Oahu—Pearl
Harbor—is capable of supporting global deployment. In addition, airfields within relatively
close proximity via ground transportation to the three DoD aviation installations supporting
global deployment were considered. For this reason, MCTAB and Dillingham were moved
forward for further consideration.

2-7
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Screening Criterion 2: Local Training Area Proximity and Airfield Requirements

All five of the installations carried forward from Criterion 1 are within the 65-NM (120-km)
radius of training areas routinely used by the GCE and LCE (MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and
MCTAB). Figure 2-2 illustrates these relationships. Of these five installations, only two met
airfield requirements, as discussed below.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay meets the airfield requirements.

MCTAB currently lacks an operational airfield with sufficient runway/overrun length.
Extension of the runway would be constrained by existing buildings (Hawaii Army
National Guard facility and Building 701) and known subsurface archaeological deposits.
MCTAB's approach is also inhibited by the surrounding mountainous terrain and, hence,
would not be suitable for precision instrument approaches.5

Dillingham Airfield does not meet the airfield requirements. The airfield has one 5,000-ft
(1,500-m) runway and does not meet the MV-22 airfield requirements for instrument
procedures. An entirely new airfield, including runway and taxiways, would have to be
constructed to meet DoD regulations (UFC 2008). The aviation safety zones (clear zones,
accident potential zones [APZ], and transitional surfaces) of a Class A runway required for
the MV-22 would extend beyond the airport boundaries, including over private
residential lands and Farrington Highway. Land acquisitions, leases, and/or easements
would be required to keep the safety zones on DoD owned or leased property.

Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam (JBPHH) does not meet the airfield requirements. The
airfield at JBPHH is shared with Honolulu International Airport, operated by the State of
Hawaii Department of Transportation. FAA staff concluded that basing the MV-22 aircraft
at JBPHH would have negative impacts on the flow of air traffic at Honolulu International
Airport, and that the MV-22 operations have the potential to create substantial delays,
severely restricting the flow of air traffic into and out of the airport and inflicting
economic burdens on other airport users. These conclusions are derived from the
experience of having 12 AV-8 Harrier aircraft based at JBPHH for about a month during
the past year. (The Harrier and Osprey both have vertical hover, take-off, and landing
capability.)®

Wheeler Army Airfield meets the airfield requirements.

In addition to being screened out due to airfield deficiencies, MCTAB also lacks available space for facilities expansion. The
squadron’s facilities and operations would encroach on ground training, the primary mission at Bellows.

Yamada, Brian, FAA Support Specialist, Honolulu Control Facility, Personal communication. September 27, 2011; confirmed
in letter from Ronnie V. Simpson, Manager, FAA Airports District Office, March 22, 2012.
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Figure 2-2. 65-NM Distance From MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and MCTAB

After application of Screening Criterion 2, possible basing locations are MCB Hawaii Kaneohe
Bay and Wheeler Army Airfield. MCTAB, Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam, and Dillingham
Airfield were eliminated from further consideration due to airfield deficiencies.

Screening Criterion 3: Facility Capacity
Of the installations remaining after applying Screening Criterion 2, only one installation met
the facility capacity requirement, as described below.

e MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay meets the facility capacity requirement. The base has sufficient

existing facility capacity or space available for construction/expansion to meet facility
needs.

2-9
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1 e Wheeler Army Airfield (WAAF) does not meet the facility capacity requirement. The U.S.
2 Army Garrison Hawaii (USAG-HI) Director of Public Works analyzed the land inventory at
3 WAAF and concluded that with future modernization of its facilities over the next five to
4 seven years, as well as planned re-utilization of existing facilities, the Army is unable to
5 station Marine Corps assets at Wheeler. The Director of Public Works coordinated with
6 the 25th Combat Aviation Brigade (CAB), which concurs that the Marine Corps basing
7 would be too constraining.”
8  After application of Screening Criterion 3, MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay is the only remaining
9  potential basing location. Table 2-1 summarizes the site selection process.
Table 2-1. Summary of Site Screening Process for Hawaii Basing Locations
Screening Criterion 1 Screening Criterion 2
Accessibility to Airfields and Local Training Area Screening
Seaports Supporting Global Proximity and Airfield Criterion 3
Base Deployment Requirements Capacity
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Yes Yes Yes
MCTAB Yes Nol1] —
Wheeler AAF Yes Yes Nol2]
Dillingham Military Yes Nol1l —
Reservation
Joint Base Pearl Harbor- Yes Nol3I] —
Hickam
PTA Nol4] — —
PMRF Nol4] — —
10 Notes
11 — Not evaluated; eliminated in previous criterion.
12 1  Could meet physical runway, but issues with imaginary surfaces.
13 2 No capacity (USAG-HI Director of Public Works, July 18, 2001).
14 3 Negative air traffic impacts (FAA Honolulu Control Facility, September 27, 2011).
15 4 Notaccessible to airfields and seaports

7 Eastwood, Robert. (Director of Public Works, USAG-HI) Personal communication. July 18, 2011.
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2.4 PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES
241 INTRODUCTION

Once the basing location was narrowed down to MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, the Marine Corps
developed two facility layout alternatives to accommodate the basing of the VMM and HMLA
squadrons at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The following elements would be the same and
accommodated under both alternatives: personnel (numbers and types), facilities (types)
improvements, training area improvements, and training operations (types and tempos).

Personnel

Each alternative would introduce approximately 1,000 active-duty personnel, 22 civilian
personnel (contractors and government employees), and 1,106 dependents associated with
the VMM and HMLA squadrons. These personnel increases would occur from Fiscal Year (FY)
2012 through FY 2018, in phase with delivery of the aircraft.

Facilities Improvements

Aviation facilities would be constructed to accommodate two VMM squadrons and one HMLA
squadron. Each facility alternative was developed to meet the following criteria:

e Provide adequate ramp and hangar space, support facilities, and buildings to
accommodate aircraft and personnel, as defined in Section 2.3.1 above.

o Use existing facilities to the greatest extent practicable.

e Place certain facilities in proximity or adjacent to each other to maximize efficiency.

e Avoid or minimize impacts on important natural and cultural resources.

e Avoid conflicts with manmade constraints, e.g., airfield safety clearances and Explosive
Safety Quantity Distance (ESQD) arcs associated with ordnance operations.

o Allow for phasing of construction to assure uninterrupted operations.

Several of the proposed projects would involve demolition of existing structures, including
structures eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). One of the
differences between Alternatives A and B is the number of NRHP-eligible BEQs proposed for
demolition. Another difference between Alternative A and Alternative B would be the location
of VMM facilities at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Alternative B calls for locating the facilities on
the northwest side of the runway, and includes construction of a runway underpass for
access.
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Management measures designed to avoid or minimize impacts (for example, BMPs to comply
with regulatory requirements during construction) would be incorporated (see Section 2.5).
Construction would take approximately six to ten years to complete.

Training Area Improvements

Outside of MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, improvements would be needed to support VMM and
HMLA training. Existing landing zones (LZs)® at MCTAB and PTA would be upgraded. MTSF
would be reactivated and improved, including clearing, grubbing, grading, possibly paving,
and fencing. No construction activities are planned at the other training areas. Facility
improvements at the training areas outside of MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay would be the same,
regardless of which facility alternative is selected for MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.

Management measures designed to avoid or minimize impacts during construction would be
incorporated (see Section 2.5).

Training Operations

Existing training facilities located statewide would be used by the VMM and HMLA squadrons
for training and readiness operations and special exercise operations, regardless of the
facility alternative selected for MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.

2.4.2 ALTERNATIVE A

Alternative A (Figure 2-3) would accommodate all of the aviation facilities on the south side
of the MCAS Kaneohe Bay runway, with the two VMM squadrons located at the northeast end
of the runway. Alternative A is considered optimal, with space available for all existing and
projected squadrons/aircraft and for phasing during construction to assure uninterrupted
operations.

2.4.2.1 Facilities Improvements at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay

Facility improvements for aircraft and personnel are described using the following categories:
aircraft maintenance, operations and training, and base support.

Aircraft Maintenance Facilities. Aircraft maintenance facility layouts for the proposed VMM
and HMLA are illustrated in Figure 2-4 and Figure 2-5, respectively. Figure 2-3 shows the
MALS-24 layout (area north of Hangars 101 to 103).

8  An LZ is defined as an unprepared area which rotorcraft can land on. Within each LZ, there potentially could be more than
one specific landing point for an individual aircraft to land at.
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Under Alternative A, two hangars and required aprons (aircraft parking areas) would be
constructed on the southeast side of the runway to support the two VMM squadrons. A new
water tank and Aqueous Fire Foam Film (AFFF) fire suppression system and underground
containment facilities would be built near the hangar. An intermediate maintenance facility
(IMF) would be built adjacent to the new hangars, and a washrack for the MV-22 aircraft
would be built adjacent to the apron.
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In order to construct the necessary facilities, existing facilities on the site would be
demolished, as shown in Figure 2-4. New facilities would be constructed and existing facilities
would be renovated to house the functions displaced by the necessary demolition. These
include warehouse buildings for the Consolidated Issue Facility (CIF), Building 4075; MAG-24,
Building 4005; MCB Hawaii Family Housing Department, Building 4005; and Marine Corps
Community Services (MCCS) self-storage, Buildings 6678 through 6683. The CIF would
relocate into an existing, underutilized warehouse (Building 4088) closer to the BEQs.

10  Warehouses (Buildings 4088, 250 and 271) would be renovated to accommodate the
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warehouse requirement. The MAG-24 warehouse would be replaced near the existing armory
(Building 4054). The other warehouse would be replaced with a warehouse along Reed Road
or along G Street. The MCCS self-storage facilities would be replaced in the West Field area.
The aircraft rinse facility used by Navy aviation units and presently located at the proposed
VMM hangar and apron site would be relocated to the northeast of its existing site.

The HMLA squadron requires one hangar housing four aircraft and an apron sized for 23
aircraft. Existing Hangar 101 and the adjacent apron (Figure 2-5) would support these
requirements. Hangar 101, five seaplane ramps, and the adjacent apron are a National
Historic Landmark. No renovations or construction are proposed for the seaplane ramps.
Proposed renovations for Hangar 101 include demolition and retrofit of existing interior
space to better meet functional requirements and to modernize mechanical, information, and
electrical systems. The renovation would require installation of an AFFF fire suppression
system, including containment facilities on the exterior of the hangar and trenching of the
hangar floor.

MALS-24 is responsible for logistic support and intermediate maintenance?® of aircraft
assigned to the MAG-24 squadrons, which involves repairs and storage of aircraft parts.
Existing MALS-24 facilities would be renovated or expanded to accommodate the demands of
additional aircraft platforms (Figure 2-5). A new supply warehouse would be constructed
near the existing maintenance shops to expand the warehouse capacity. In order to
accommodate a new warehouse, the required mobile maintenance facilities (commonly
known as vans) 19 would be consolidated into an area near the maintenance shops. The vans
would require new concrete pads with grounded electrical utilities (commonly known as van
pads), since existing van pads could not support increased electrical demands. The composite
components!! shop would be expanded and located near the existing corrosion control
hangar (Building 5069). Since the existing engine test cell facility (Building 1178) is not
needed by MALS-24, it would be demolished to clear the site for the composite repair facility.
A storage area for ground support equipment (GSE) associated with the HMLA aircraft12

9  Typical intermediate maintenance functions include repair, maintenance, and storage of engines, aircraft structural and
hydraulic components, avionics and electrical systems, life safety systems such as rafts or flotation devices, ground support
equipment including tows and tractors, and weapons.

10 Mobile Maintenance Facilities (MMF) or vans are deployed with the MAG to support various missions. The MALS uses vans to
support the home based squadrons, just as they would if they were deployed.

11 Composite components, such as helicopter rotary blades, are made from a unique compound material that requires a
separate area for maintenance and repairs.

12 The H-1 aircraft are equipped with skids, which means that ground support equipment must be used to tow the aircraft
while on the ground.
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would be accommodated at Hangar 101 and expanded near the existing ground support
equipment compound north of 1st Street near the van pads.

In addition to the functions described, MALS-24 is responsible for the housing of all aircraft
weapons for the MAG-24 squadrons, as well as personnel training weapons such as rifles and
handguns. The H-1 and MV-22 aircraft utilize multiple aircraft weapon systems for each
aircraft. With this increase in aircraft weapons and the additional personnel, the existing
armory (Building 4054) would be expanded and reconfigured to accommodate the additional
weapons (Figure 2-5).

The Marine Corps has determined that new construction and major renovation of its facilities
offer the best opportunity to incorporate renewable power generation measures.!3
Accordingly, new buildings and major renovations involving complete roof replacements
proposed in this EIS would incorporate roof-top solar thermal and/or photovoltaic
technologies. This requirement would also apply to operational and training facilities and
base support facilities described below, as appropriate.

Operational and Training Facilities. MAG-24 provides operational support and training to
aviation squadrons. With the increase in personnel and aircraft, additional administrative,
medical, and training facilities would be required for the VMM and HMLA squadrons.

Alternative A would replace the existing MAG-24 headquarters (HQ) and aid station (Figure
2-6). The new facility would include administrative offices for the projected increase of MAG-
24 personnel, as well as an aid station for the MAG-24 and flightline medical response. In
order to replace the MAG-24 HQ and aid station, historic Building 301 would be demolished.
Additionally, a parking structure would be constructed to provide vehicle parking for MAG-24
HQ personnel, including those from the new squadrons.

Base Support Facilities. Base support facilities for the new squadrons include new bachelor
quarters and an additional helicopter landing pad.

13 Commandant of the Marine Corps letter, “Roofing System Design and Construction for MILCON Building Projects and Major
FSRM Roof Replacements,” Change 1, March 3, 2010. This requirement may be waived under certain circumstances, e.g.,
mission or operational impacts or historic preservation requirements. Energy Star reflective roof products are also required
unless exorbitantly price prohibitive or not technically feasible.
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Figure 2-6. Alternative A - MAG-24 Headquarters, MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay

Additional bachelor housing and other support facilities are required for the increase in
personnel (Figure 2-7). New BEQs are proposed. Three four-story buildings would provide
approximately 304 rooms, each room accommodating one or two persons depending on rank.
The new buildings would replace the existing BEQ Buildings 225, 226, 227, 228, 229, and 230.
These six buildings, eligible for listing in the NRHP, would be demolished. The existing BEQs
are very old, difficult to maintain, and do not provide a good quality of life for occupants.
Furthermore, they are not energy efficient. These facilities currently provide 168 rooms with
two to four people assigned to each room; the Marine Corps campaign plant# directs that two
bachelors be assigned in each room. In addition, the chilled water plant (Building 3000) and
associated covered walkways on the site would be demolished to make way for the new
buildings. Building 1094 would be demolished to clear a site for a multi-story parking
structure across the street from the BEQs. Improvements would be made to the existing
parking lot located north of the BEQs.

14 The 2+0 room assignment standard from the Bachelor Enlisted Quarters (BEQ) Campaign Plan (HQMC 2006) would be
followed. This standard provides the following: for E1 to E3 (Private to Lance Corporal) 90 net square feet per person, not
more than 2 per room and bath shared with no more than 3 others; for E4 to E5 (Corporal to Sergeant) 180 net square feet
per person, private room and both shared with not more than 1 other; and for E6 to E9 (Staff Sergeant to Sergeant Major)
270 net square feet per person, private room and bath.
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Figure 2-7. Alternative A - Bachelor Enlisted Quarters, MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay

For the Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) to accommodate the increase in flight operations, an
additional helicopter landing pad would be constructed at West Field, connected to the
existing taxiway (Figure 2-3). The reinforced concrete landing pad would be built to
standards for MV-22 aircraft. Table 2-2 summarizes the Alternative A facilities improvements
proposed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.

Table 2-2. Alternative A: Facilities Improvements

Approximate
Facility Location Improvements (Building Number) Scope
VMM hangarand Northeastof Realign Mokapu Road 2,300 ft
apron runway Demolish warehouses and storage facilities (4005, 4075, -94,300 SF
4000, 584, 1197, 5068, 6678, 6679, 6680, 6681, 6682, and
6683)
Renovate warehouses (4088, 250, and 271) 100,400 SF

BASING OF MV-22 AND H-1 AIRCRAFT IN SUPPORT OF III MEF ELEMENTS IN HAWAII
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Table 2-2. Alternative A: Facilities Improvements

Approximate
Facility Location Improvements (Building Number) Scope
Replace/relocate CIF warehouse (4075) 38,500 SF
Replace MAG-24 warehouse (4005) 10,000 SF
Replace family housing and operations warehouse (4005 15,000 SF
and 4000)
Replace MCCS self-storage facilities (6678, 6679, 6680, 16,000 SF
6681, 6682, and 6683)
Construct hangar and IMF 144,000 SF
Construct apron, wash rack, and taxiway 110,600 SY
Relocate aircraft rinse facility 9,300 SY
HMLA hangar Hangar 101 Renovate Hangar 101 117,800 SF
and apron
Resurface and reseal aprons for HMLA 31,100 SY
MALS-24 MALS-24 Demolish engine test cell near the corrosion control -2,700 SF
maintenance maintenance hangar (1178)
shops, area e sh - h
warehouse, and Expand composite shop at corrosion control hangar 11,400 SF
armory (5069)
Demolish van pads (5049, 5050, 5053, 5064) -13,100 SY
Construct new van pads 12,700 SY
Construct MALS-24 warehouse 57,700 SF
Expand armory (4054) 11,700 SF
MAG-24 HQ 301 Demolish MAG-24 HQ (301) -35,000 SF
Construct MAG-24 HQ 44,500 SF
Construct parking structure 21,100 SY
MCAS helicopter ~ West Field Construct helicopter landing pad for MV-22 1,111SY
landing pad
Bachelor housing  3rd Street Demolish existing BEQs (225, 226, 227, 228, 229, and -102,300 SF
230) and associated structures (3000, 1001 to 1006)
Replace with three four-story BEQs 181,700 SF
Demolish existing building (B1094) for parking structure 21,000 SF
Construct parking structure 17,500 SY
Improve existing parking lot 10,700 SY

Proposed Action and Alternatives



1 2.4.2.2 Aviation Training Administrative LZ. An
2 Proposed aviation training considered in this EIS would be the same L7 that is used
3 under Alternatives A and B. As shown in Table 2-3, tactical training would  occasionally for
4 occur at military installations and ranges, as well as non-military sites. emergency or special
5  Additional areas would be used only occasionally for emergency or purposes, such as VIP
6  special purposes, such as VIP transport, or medical evacuations (referred transport or medical
7  to as administrative uses) and include DoD airfields and helipads, suchas ~ évacuations.
8 Ford Island helipad, Camp Smith helipad, Puuloa Bravo range LZ, Tactical LZ. An LZ that
9  Wheeler Army Airfield, and the HIARNG facility on Maui. Tactical training  is used routinely for
10  and administrative landing areas proposed for use, along with associated training activities, such
11  airspace boundaries, are identified in Figure 2-8 through Figure 2-13. as confined area
12 Aerial images of landing areas are presented in Appendix B-2. All of the landings (CALs) and
13 areas are currently used or have been used for aviation training by the insert/extract.
14 Marine Corps, Army, and other DoD services.
Table 2-3. Proposed Areas/Facilities For Tactical Aviation Training
LZ/DZ/Helipad/
Island Owner Site Description AirfieldI1l
Oahu U.S. Government =~ MCB Hawaii MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay is the main base for MCB LZ Boondocker
under Marine Kaneohe Bay Hawaii. The 2,951-acre (ac) (1,194.22-hectare [ha])
Corps control site is located at Mokapu Peninsula on the
windward side of Oahu. MCAS Kaneohe Bay, located
within MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, provides support
services—such as airfield maintenance, air traffic
control, maintenance and training facilities—to all
aviation activities that occur within MCB Hawaii.
MCTAB MCTAB is part of MCB Hawaii. The 1,074-ac (434.6-  DZ Tiger, LZs Noni, Gull,
ha) site is located in Waimanalo on the windward Hawk, Owl
side of Oahu. MCTAB provides training lands for
both aviation and ground units.
U.S. Government  Schofield East Range is part of Schofield Barracks Military LZs Lightning, Italy, Ku

under Army
control by
ownership or
land leases

Barracks East
Range (SBER)

Reservation, located in central Oahu. SBER (5,154
ac [2,085.8 ha]) provides training land for tactical
field exercises.

Tree, Lower 36, Lower
72, Upper 36, Upper 72

Kahuku Training
Area (KTA)

The 9,398-ac (3,803-ha) site is bounded by
Kawailoa Training Area (KLOA) to the south,
private agricultural lands to the north, and other
private lands on the remaining perimeter.

LZs Kanes, Kahuku Split
Rock, X Strip
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Table 2-3. Proposed Areas/Facilities For Tactical Aviation Training

LZ/DZ/Helipad/
Island Owner Site Description Airfield[1l
Kawailoa KLOA is bounded by SBER to the south and KTA to LZs Black, Elephants
Training Area the north. KLOA is primarily used for helicopter Foot, Nixon, Non Stop,
(KLOA) aviation training. At 23,300 ac (9,429 ha), it is the Puu Kapu, Red
largest contiguous ground maneuver training area
on the island.
U.S. Government  Dillingham Dillingham Military Reservation (DMR) is a 664-ac Airfield, DZ Dillingham,
under Army Airfield (267.7-ha) site located on the west side of Oahu’s LZs Albatross, Blue Jay,
control; airfield north shore. The 272-ac (110-ha) airfield is a joint- Finch, Rooster
is leased and use general aviation facility for the public and
operated by the military. Military activities consist largely of night
State DOT operations and small unit maneuvers.
Airports
Division
Hawaii U.S. Government  Pohakuloa PTA is the largest military training area on the DZ Fisher, DZ Mikilua,
under Army Training Area island of Hawaii, located between the mountains of =~ FARP 12A, FARP 17,
control by (PTA) Mauna Loa and Mauna Kea, PTA consists of 131,805 FARP 18, and LZs Brad,
ownership and ac (53,339.6 ha) which include areas for ground Noble, Rob, Tango, T11,
land leases maneuver and ordnance impact. Ground maneuver  X-ray, Yankee, Zulu,
areas can support large-scale training, including Buzzard, Chick, Dodo,
live-fire training. Dove, Emu, Finch,
Gamecock, Kiwi, Loon,
Parrot Option, Peacock,
Penguin, Robin, Rooster,
Seagull, Turkey
Bradshaw Army Located within PTA, BAAF consists of a 4,750-ft Airfield and Alpha,
Airfield (BAAF) (1,448-m) runway and other aviation facilities. Bravo, Charlie Helipads
Kauai U.S. Government  Pacific Missile PMRF is a multi-environment range capable of Barking Sands Airfield
under Navy Range Facility supporting surface, subsurface, air, and space
control (PMRF) events simultaneously. Training, as well as

Research, Development, Testing and Evaluation
(RDT&E) activities are also supported. Located at
this 2,400-ac (971-ha) facility on the west side of
Kauai is the Barking Sands airfield.

Offshore Navy training exercises includes electronic
combat operations, Special Warfare Operations
(SPECWAROPS), Mine Countermeasures, and flare
exercises.
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Table 2-3. Proposed Areas/Facilities For Tactical Aviation Training

LZ/DZ/Helipad/
Island Owner Site Description Airfield[1l
Kaula U.S. Government Designated target  Kaula is a small 108-ac (43.7-ha) crescent-shaped None
under Navy range area island located southwest of Niihau. A 10-ac (4-ha)
control portion at the southern end of Kaula is used by the
Navy for aircraft gunnery and inert ordnance target
practice.
Molokai  U.S. Government Molokai Training =~ MTSF is an inactive, vacant 12-ac (4.9-ha) site Aircraft would land at
under Marine Support Facility located across the highway from Molokai Airport. It ~ Molokai Airport for
Corps control (MTSF) was previously used for fueling and facilities refueling.
support for training activities at the former Molokai
Training Area.
State of Hawaii Kalaupapa This approximately 55-ac (22.3-ha) airport serves Airfield
under DOT Airport the residents of Kalaupapa Settlement and visitors
Airports to Kalaupapa National Historic Park. Military
Division control operations at the runway are primarily aviation
night vision training.[2l
1 Notes
2 1 Boeing Company. November 2009. MV-22 Site Evaluation Report for U.S. Army Garrison Hawaii.; Boeing Company.
3 February 2011. MV-22 Site Evaluation Report for Marine Corps Base Hawaii. Islands of Kauai, Hawaii, Maui, Molokai, and
4 Lanai Landing Zone Survey. Volume 1.; Boeing Company. March 2011. MV-22 Site Evaluation Report for Marine Corps Base
5 Hawaii. Island of Oahu Landing Zone Survey. Volume 2.
6 2 http://iata-airport-code.com/airport/Kalaupapa-Airport-LUP, accessed 31 March 2011.
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support, and close air support.

Proposed operations for the MV-22, UH-1Y, and AH-1Z aircraft would fall into two broad
categories: familiarization and instrument training, and MAGTF operations with ground
forces. Marine Corps aviation training would involve both aircrew and supported ground
units to function in combat as an element of the MAGTF. Aviation training events would be
geared toward supporting the ground forces with cargo and equipment transport, assault
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Training activities would be developed based on Marine Corps Training and Readiness (T&R)
manuals for all three aircraft. The T&R manuals allow the Marine Corps to provide MAGTF
commanders with a fully combat-capable squadron to carry out mission-essential tasks.
These tasks include:

AW N R

e Operate from expeditionary sea and shore based sites
e Assault support
Reconnaissance

o N o w»
[ ]

o Offensive air support

9  Table 2-4 summarizes the proposed training activities for each aircraft based on the T&R
10  manuals. Training activities would be adjusted to accommodate the changes in mission and
11  tactical requirements over time. Additional details regarding flight operations at the LZs are
12 in Appendix C-1.

Table 2-4. Summary of Aviation Training Activities

Training Activity AH-1 UH-1 MV-22
Familiarization/Instrument/Navigation (night and day flights). Develop X X X
intermediate and advanced proficiency in operating the aircraft, both day and
night.

Formation. Training for flying, takeoff, and landing with other aircraft, usually in X X X
a two-ship or four-ship group.

Field Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP). Training to land on carrier decks. X X X
Defensive Combat Maneuvers. Conduct defensive air maneuvers, X X X

countermeasures, and tactics against air-to-air and surface-to-air-threats.

Weapons / Gunnery. Live fire practice. X X X

Terrain Flight (TERF). Flying and navigating at low altitudes. Typical activities X X
include low level, contour, and nap of the earth (NOE). NOE flights are conducted

from as close to the surface as terrain and vegetation allow. Contour and low level

flights are from 50 feet above ground up to 200 feet above ground.

Low Altitude Training (LAT). Training for flying at low altitudes and tactics from X
50 feet up to 500 feet above ground.

Assault Support Operations/Special Mission. Training in techniques for X X
inserting/extracting troops. Insertion activities could include fastrope, parachute

operations, and water insertion. Extraction activities could include

casualty/medical evacuations, Tactical Recovery of Aircraft and Personnel

(TRAP), non-combatant evacuations, search and rescue. Other support activities

include command control operations.
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Table 2-4. Summary of Aviation Training Activities

Training Activity AH-1 UH-1 MV-22

Confined Area Landing (CAL). Landings conducted in areas with obstacles, such X X X
as high trees, or between buildings.

Forward Air Controller (Airborne) FAC(A). Develop aviation personnel to X X
coordinate the actions of aircraft

Tactical Air Controller (Airborne) TAC (A). Develop aviation personnel to X
coordinate multiple aircraft (Marine Corps and other branches) and other air
controllers. Personnel operate from the UH-1.

Close Air Support (CAS). Provide armed support to ground forces. X X
Cargo / Lift Operations. Internal and external transport of cargo and equipment. X X
Escort. Provide armed and unarmed escort to air and ground forces. X X
Air-to-Air Refueling. Refueling aircraft while in the air. X
Rapid Ground Refueling. Training includes rapid refueling and Forward Arming X X X
and Refueling Point (FARP) procedures.
Reconnaissance. Target detection, recognition, and identification during scouting X X
operations.

Sources

U.S. Marine Corps. December 2004. Aviation Training and Readiness Manual, AH-1. MCO 3500.48A.
Navy Marine Corps. May 2007. UH-1Y Training and Readiness Manual. NAVMC 3500.20.
Navy Marine Corps. March 2010. MV-22B T&R Manual. NAVMC 3500.11B

Each facility provides differing capabilities and terrain for training activities. Table 2-5
provides a summary of training activities expected to occur at the various areas. However,
training requirements may change over time and could require supplemental analysis under
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

The projected numbers of operations at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and the training areas are
presented in Sections 3.3 (Airspace) and 4.3 (Airspace), respectively. These are conservative
numbers (err on overestimating numbers), assuming the presence of all based Marine Corps
squadrons in Hawaii. Realistically, a portion of the aviation units would be deployed at any
one time (see discussion of unit deployments in Section 1.3).
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Table 2-5. Aviation Training Locations and Activities

Island Area Activity
Oahu MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Field Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP), familiarization/instrument,
Confined Area Landings (CAL), night vision device (NVD)
MCTAB MAGTF operations, CAL, NVD
Army Training Areas Terrain Following (TERF) flights, Assault Support Operations, MAGTF
operations, CAL, NVD
Dillingham Airfield CAL, MAGTF operations, NVD
Hawaii PTA All training except FCLP. Live fire is also conducted at PTA.
Kauai PMRF MAGTF operations, CAL, NVD, inert target range on Kaula island. Live

fire would also be conducted within PMRF’s water training range.
Additional training events could include electronic/counter-
electronic warfare training.

Molokai Kalaupapa Airport [1] CAL,NVD
MTSF Refueling (aircraft may land either at MTSF or at the nearby Molokai
Airport)
Maui Hawaii Army National Administrative aviation use only; no tactical aviation operations

Guard (HIARNG) Facility ~ planned.

1 Use to be determined through continuing NHPA Section 106 consultation.

All Marine Corps squadrons have requirements to conduct night training at an unlit field or
remote landing site free from artificial illumination. Night training is required, both to
familiarize pilots with use of night vision goggles during flights, and because pilots must
become familiar with how to operate under conditions where there is no instrumentation or
lighting. Table 2-5 identifies facilities proposed for night vision device (NVD) training.

As explained in Section 2.2, various non-military sites would continue to be used and consist
mainly of State airports routinely used by existing Marine Corps squadrons for flight
operations, refueling, and related activities. The proposed MV-22 and UH-1/AH-1 aircraft
would use these sites in accordance with FAA procedures and in coordination with State DOT,
Airports Division.

Use of these airports is allowed under Title 49, U.S.C., Chapter 471, "Airport Development,”
which provides that airports developed with financial assistance from the U.S. government
will be available without charge for use by U.S. government aircraft in common with other
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aircraft, except that where the use is substantial, the government may be charged a
reasonable share of the cost of operating and maintaining the facility used.

All State airports would be used occasionally for routine or "administrative” flight operations
by the squadrons; these operations are generally limited to landings and take offs.
Administrative use may also occur during emergencies or for specific purposes, such as
refueling, VIP transport, or medical evacuations. Marine Corps pilots must familiarize
themselves with State airports to prepare for contingencies such as natural disasters and
emergencies. Use of State airports by Marine Corps aircraft would not be substantial.
Currently available data indicates at least some military use at 14 State airports, with
Honolulu International, Kalaeloa, and Kona International Airports receiving the highest
volume of military aircraft use (see Table 2-6). Military use at these and other State airports is
generally 12 percent or less of total use, with the highest percentage at Kalaeloa Airport (19
percent). Administrative operations anticipated with the MV-22 and H-1 are estimated in
Table 2-6 (supporting presumptions are presented in Appendix C-3). With the proposed MV-
22 and H-1 aircraft, most increases are estimated to be less than 1 percent of the total current
use of the airport by civilian and government aircraft. An increase of less than 1 percent in
use would not appreciably affect the environmental resources/issues evaluated in this
document, e.g., soils, noise, air quality, at these existing airports and are, therefore, not further
analyzed in this FEIS.

Table 2-6. Proposed Action Administrative Operations at State Airports

Baseline Conditions (2009) Proposed Action
Military MV-22 & H-1 MV-22 & H-1
Total Operations to Administrative Administrative Operations
Airportlil Operationsl2l Total Operations/2] Operations to Total Operations
Oahu

Dillingham 49,758 2%141 79 0.13%
Airfield
Honolulu 274,434 9% 79 0.02%
International
Airport
Kalaeloa 128,732 19% 79 0.05%
Airport
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Table 2-6. Proposed Action Administrative Operations at State Airports

Baseline Conditions (2009) Proposed Action
Military MV-22 & H-1 MV-22 & H-1
Total Operations to Administrative Administrative Operations
Airportlil Operationsl2] Total Operations/2] Operations to Total Operations
Hawaii
Hilo 67.851 9% 127 0.19%
International
Airport
Kona 109,581 12% 306 0.28%
International
Airport
Upolu Airport 800131 10%!(4] 25 3.08%
Waimea- 2,238 2% 51 2.22%
Kohala
Airport
Kauai
Lihue Airport 99,171 6% 99 0.10%
Port Allen 2,120 0.45%!4] 11 0.52%
Airport
Molokai
Kalaupapa 3,094 7%!(4] 0 0%
Airport
Molokai 24,295 3% 69 0.28%
Airport
1 Notes
2 1  Lanai, Kahului, and Hana Airports not considered for admin use as the Marine Corps would not conduct tactical training on
3 these islands. Kapalua Airport would not be considered for admin use due to helicopter and military training restrictions.
4 2 State of Hawaii, Department of Business, Economic Development and Tourism. 2011. The State of Hawaii Data Book 2010.
5 http://hawaii.gov/dbedt/info/economic/databook/.
6 3 Upolu Airport data provided by DOT Airports Division via personal communication with Belt Collins Hawaii Ltd.
7 4 Military use based on data provided at www.gcrl.com/5010web/.

Certain State airports are suitable for night training. Other than the difference in appearance
of the aircraft and the time of day (7PM to 10:30PM), the nature of the training for these events
10  would be indistinguishable from that conducted by commercial and private aircraft. In the
11 conduct of these night flights, Marine Corps aircraft are not armed or loaded with ordnance.

Proposed Action and Alternatives



O 00 N O Ul b W N -

10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19
20

21
22

23
24
25
26
27
28

For the VMM squadrons, the requirements for night training can be conducted at LZs or at
dark airports within the state. For the HMLA squadrons, a runway environment provides a
more user-friendly environment for night flights, free from other variables that make
unimproved LZs less desirable for this type of training. Dark airports are those that have no
runway or tower lighting at night. Considering the aforementioned and training location
criteria described in Section 2.3.1, the following State-owned or -operated, federally obligated
airports suitable for night training use are: Dillingham, Kalaeloa, Molokai, Kalaupapa, and
Lanai airports. Of these, Kalaeloa and Molokai are less desirable for night training, due to
ambient light from the local community around these airports.

2.4.2.3 Aviation Training Facilities Improvements

In addition to the development of facilities at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, action alternatives
would include construction of improvements to existing facilities at selected sites proposed
for use by the VMM and HMLA squadrons for aviation training. Physical improvements to
existing training facilities are anticipated only at MCTAB, PTA, and MTSF. The projects at
MCTAB and PTA would focus on landing zones considered either substandard or
inadequate?s for use by the MV-22 aircraft. They may involve enlarging the landing zone
and/or paving, along with associated clearing, grubbing and grading. At MTSF, improvements
may include clearing, grubbing, grading, paving, and fencing.

At MCTAB, upgrades to the existing landing zones would occur at LZs Gull, Hawk, Owl, and
Noni (Figure 2-8). No improvements are anticipated at DZ Tiger.

At PTA, improvements are proposed in the vicinity of Bradshaw Army Airfield (Figure 2-14).
The Bravo helipads would be improved and enlarged to accommodate the MV-22 aircraft.

MTSF (Figure 2-15) would be used for Forward Arming and Refueling Point (FARP) training
activities for the Marine Wing Support Detachment (MWSD). The facility would support
refueling training activities by providing a secured area for MWSD and equipment. Limited
improvements may include clearing and grubbing, and grading and paving if needed. A fence
would be installed around the property. Aircraft would land at Molokai Airport for refueling
operations. MTSF would also serve as an emergency divert landing area in the event aircraft

15 An LZ may be considered substandard or inadequate because it does not fully satisfy MV-22 support requirements as derived
from the MV-22 Facilities Requirements Document or applicable Unified Facilities Criteria (UFCs). Substandard conditions
could be mitigated through minor repairs or construction, while inadequate LZs would require major upgrades, repairs, or
construction. Factors taken into account include the size of the LZ, condition of the surface, and presence of nearby
obstructions.
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carrying unarmed ordnance transiting between Oahu and the island of Hawaii encounter bad
2 weather or problems with the aircraft.
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Figure 2-14. Bradshaw Army Airfield Improvements
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2 Figure 2-15. MTSF Improvements

3  Proposed training facilities improvements are summarized in Table 2-7.

Table 2-7. Proposed Training Facilities Improvements

Island Area Facility /LZ Improvement Approximate Scope
Oahu MCTAB Gull Reinforce concrete 1,110 SY
MCTAB Hawk Reinforce concrete 1,110 SY
MCTAB Oowl Reinforce concrete 1,110 SY
MCTAB Noni Reinforce concrete 1,110 SY
Hawaii PTA Bravo Expand existing helipads 15,000 SY
Molokai MTSF Clear, grub, grade, pave 2,220 SY
MTSF Install fence 3,200 FT
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2.4.3 ALTERNATIVE B

Alternative B would be similar to Alternative A, with the exception of the location of the VMM
squadron hangars, apron, and support facilities and plans for BEQ improvements at MCB
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Aviation training activities and locations, as well as aviation training
facilities improvements described in Sections 2.4.2.2 and 2.4.2.3, would be the same for
Alternatives A and B. Figure 2-16 shows an overview of Alternative B VMM squadron facilities
at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.

Alternative B (Figure 2-16) would include VMM squadron facilities at West Field on the
northwest side of the runway. In order to construct the hangars and apron, 18 existing
facilities and structures would be demolished (Figure 2-17). Of these structures half are
vacant or inadequate and would not be replaced, including revetments (Facilities 14, 15, and
17), torpedo storehouse (Building 612), Quonset hut (Building 620), fuel bladder
containment (Facilities 3076, 3077, 3078, and 3079), fuel facility (Building 3087), and storage
facilities (Buildings 995 and 6478). Facilities that would be demolished and replaced include
storage for MCAS (Buildings 601, 602 and 620), storage for MALS-24 (Building 603), offices
and training spaces for explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) team?¢ (Building 605), MALS-24
engine test facility (Building 6183), game warden office and kennel (Building 3099), and the
aircraft engine power check pad (Facility 5020). The MCAS, MALS-24, EOD, and game warden
facilities would be relocated to the area behind Building 4075, where new facilities would be
built. The aircraft engine power check pad would be rebuilt along the West Field taxiway. Ten
of the 18 facilities planned for demolition are eligible for the National Register: Facilities 14,
15,17, 601, 602, 603, 605,612, 620, and 995.

Sumner Road would be closed from Mokapu Road and rerouted with access from Pali Kilo
Road. As shown in Figure 2-16, HMLA and other squadrons would be located on the southeast
side of the runway, maximizing the use of existing hangars.

16 The EOD team is the first responders for ordnance incidences at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe including the airfield and firing range.
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To accommodate the increase in vehicular traffic due to personnel traveling to and from West
Field, a 2,000-ft (600-m)-long underpass would be built near Mokapu Road under the existing
runway (Figure 2-16). This would limit disturbance to runway operations by facilitating
access to West Field. The underpass would be a tunnel in which the directional lanes of traffic
are separated for safety. The divided tunnel would allow provisions for emergency egress into
the other tunnel. A 10-ft (3-m)-wide right shoulder and a sidewalk would be included along
the 12-ft (3.66-m)-wide travelway. The total width of the tunnel would be approximately 65 ft
10 (19.66 m). A 14-ft (4.3-m) height clearance would be maintained through the tunnel. Any

O© 0O N O Ul B~ w

Proposed Action and Alternatives




Ul AW N

O© 0 N O

10
11
12
13

14
15
16
17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

30
31
32
33
34

vehicle exceeding this height limit would need to utilize the existing Mokapu Road at-grade
crossing. The tunnel would require relocation of electrical, drainage, and water utilities. A
tunnel drainage system would be necessary and would require a wet well to store storm
water runoff, as well as multiple pumps to convey storm water runoff from the wet well to the
existing storm drainage system.

Construction of an underpass would require over excavation and installation of earth
retaining and lateral support systems, dewatering, and subgrade preparation. The open cut
installation of trenching and backfilling would impact airfield operations. The northern
entrance of the tunnel (where vehicles would enter and exit the tunnel) would be located
within the primary surface of the runway (see Figure 2-16). To allow vehicles in the primary
surface, an airfield waiver would be required. Construction of an underpass would involve
excavation and removal of over 140,000 cubic yards (CY) (107,038 cubic meters [CM]) of
material. Construction would take about 18 months.

West Field is severely constrained by ESQD arcs (Figure 2-16 and Figure 2-17) associated
with ordnance operations, as well as required obstruction-free areas for the airfield. Although
not optimal, Alternative B provides space to accommodate two VMM squadrons. Hence, this
option is considered a reasonable alternative for evaluation in this EIS.

Under Alternative B, two six-story buildings would be constructed to accommodate additional
personnel in BEQs (Figure 2-18). The new buildings would provide approximately 304 rooms,
each room accommodating one or two persons depending on rank (same number of rooms as
in Alternative A). The new BEQs would replace the existing historic BEQ Buildings 227, 228,
229, and 230, which would be demolished. These facilities are very old, difficult to maintain,
not energy-efficient, and do not provide a good quality of life for occupants. Buildings 225 and
226, also eligible for listing in the NRHP, would be retained and reused for administrative or
other support functions as part of a separate action not evaluated in this document. The
chilled water plant (Building 3000) and associated covered walkways would be demolished.
A multi-story parking structure would be built across the street from the new bachelor
quarters to provide resident parking. Building 1094 would be demolished. Improvements
would be made to the existing parking lot located north of the BEQs.

Table 2-8 summarizes the VMM hangar and apron improvements and the bachelor housing
option proposed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay under Alternative B. All of the other facilities
listed in Table 2-2, except the BEQ, are applicable to Alternative B. As with Alternative A, roof-
top solar thermal and/or photovoltaic technologies would be incorporated into facilities in
accordance with Marine Corps policy.
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Table 2-8. Alternative B - Basing Facilities Improvements
Approximate
Facility Location Improvements (Building Number) Scope
VMM hangar West Field Demolish facilities and structures (14, 15,17, 612, 601, -25,800 SF
and apron (northwest of 602, 603, 605, 620,3076,3077,3078,3079, 3087, 6183,
runway) 3099, 995, and 6478)
Demolish aircraft power check pad (5020) -3,790 SY
Construct hangar and IMF 144,000 SF
Construct apron, wash rack, and taxiway 140,200 SY
Replace MCAS storage (601, 602, 620) 6,900 SF
Replace MALS storage (603) 8,300 SF
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Table 2-8. Alternative B - Basing Facilities Improvements

Approximate
Facility Location Improvements (Building Number) Scope
Replace EOD offices and training facility (605) 7,000 SF
Replace MALS engine test facility (6183) 1,250 SF
Replace game warden office and kennel (3099) 850 SF
Replace aircraft power check pad (5020) 3,790 SY
Realign Sumner Road 2,740 FT
Runway Mokapu Road  Construct runway underpass 2,000 FT
underpass
Bachelor 3rd Streetand  Demolish existing BEQs (227, 228, 229, and 230) and -68,200 SF
housing 503 associated structures (3000, 1001 to 1006) and B1094
Replace with two six-story BEQs 181,700 SF
Demolish existing building (1094) for parking structure 21,000 SF
Construct parking structure 17,500 SY
Improve existing parking lot 10,700 SY

2.4.4 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Analysis of the No Action Alternative provides a benchmark that enables decision-makers to
evaluate the environmental consequences of the proposed basing alternatives. Section
1502.14(d) of the NEPA requires an EIS to analyze the No Action Alternative. No action means
that an action would not take place, and the resulting environmental effects from taking no
action would be compared with the effects of allowing the proposed basing activity to go
forward.

Under the No Action Alternative (using the planning horizon of year 2018 for this EIS, as
explained in Section 2.2), the VMM and HMLA squadrons would not be based in Hawaii, and
no facilities would be constructed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay or any of the other training
areas to accommodate them. The HMLA squadron proposed for assignment in Hawaii would
remain at MCB Camp Pendleton in California. VMM squadrons proposed for assignment in
Hawaii would be based elsewhere. Current/baseline operations and support of existing
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capabilities at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay would continue. The MAG-24’s HMH squadrons
would convert from CH-53Ds to CH-53E and reduce from three to two squadrons.1?

The No Action Alternative would not meet mission requirements. MAG-24 would not have the
“next generation equipment” needed to support Il MEF—the MV-22 Osprey, with its ability
to take off vertically, transition to airplane mode for forward flight, and convert to helicopter
mode for landing. The 3d Regiment at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay would continue to lack
specific aviation assets for troop transport and offensive air support. To address existing
deficiencies, MAG-24 would continue work-arounds through gap deployment from elsewhere,
for example, from the continental U.S.

2.4.5 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The DoN has selected Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative
would base and operate up to two VMM squadrons and one HMLA squadron in Hawaii;
accommodate all of the basing facilities on the south side of the runway at MCB Hawaii
Kaneohe Bay; improve existing training areas at MCTAB, PTA, and MTSF; and conduct
aviation training, readiness, and special exercise operations at statewide training facilities.

2.5 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT CARRIED FORWARD
FOR ANALYSIS

In addition to the proposed alternatives, the Marine Corps considered three other
alternatives. These alternatives and the reasons why they were not carried forward for
analysis in this EIS are presented below:

e The basing of only the VMM squadrons at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, without the HMLA
squadron.!8 Under this option, the HMLA squadron would remain at MCB Camp Pendleton
(Figure 2-19). Including both VMM and HMLA is considered optimal and hence preferred.
As stated in the purpose and need, the proposed action would ensure a single deployable
fighting unit to support IIIl MEF operations by correcting the Hawaii Air Combat Element’s
(ACE’s) deficiency within the Hawaii MAGTF. Basing only the VMM squadrons without the
HMLA squadron would continue the disaggregation of MAG-24 and the requirement for
adjustments through gap deployments. Therefore, this option was not considered a
reasonable alternative.

17 The CH-53Es are expected to be replaced by the CH-53K, which currently in development.

18 Without the HMLA facilities, an estimated 1.2 million SF of space would be required to accommodate only the VMM
squadrons, plus additional space for trainer facilities, BEQ, and MALS vans. Other than MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, none of the
other potential basing locations have adequate capacity for this development.
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e The siting of all aviation facilities on the southeast side of the runway and the demolition of
Hangars 103 and 104. Hangars 103 and 104 are fully utilized by the Navy. Demolition of
these buildings would provide apron space for the MV-22s, but would require finding
hangar space for the displaced Navy squadrons and also fail to meet the objective of
reusing existing facilities to the greatest extent practicable. Furthermore, the hangars are
eligible for listing in the NRHP. This option has the least available hangar and apron space
in comparison to the other options, thus offering less flexibility in the phasing of
construction to assure uninterrupted operations. Given limited space, competing uses,
and the need to construct replacement hangars, this option was not considered a

reasonable alternative.

e Split basing with the HMLA squadron based at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and the VMM
squadrons based at either Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam or Wheeler Army Airfield. The
Marine Corps considered splitting personnel, aircraft, and facilities between two basing
locations. However, this option was rejected since it would result in dispersion of
command and control, reduced effectiveness, increased manpower requirements, and
increased redundancies, including the requirement for a MALS and other functions at
each base. Two basing locations would likely require the construction of additional
facilities, as well as higher fuel usage to travel between the bases by aircraft and by

ground transport.

Two DoD installations were considered as possible locations for split basing: Wheeler
Army Airfield and Hickam Air Force Base (presently part of Joint Base Pearl Harbor-
Hickam). The Marine Corps considered a scenario that would home-base one HMLA
squadron at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and home-base both VMM squadrons at either
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Wheeler or Hickam, which are the only other DoD installations on the island of Oahu with
the required runway and airfield support to accommodate the MV-22 aircraft. The option
of home-basing the VMM squadrons and split-basing the HMLA squadron was not
considered because existing facilities at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay are available and can
be renovated to accommodate the HMLA squadron.

The potential split-basing locations were analyzed to determine whether they met the
MV-22 airfield requirements and had adequate hangar, apron, and support space to
accommodate 24 aircraft and their crews, as well as space for MALS aircraft maintenance
facilities and storage associated with aircraft operations and maintenance. No bachelor or
family housing, dining facilities, or personnel support would be required. It was assumed
that these facilities are available at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and that the Marines would
commute to work each day. As discussed above in Section 2.3.2, Hickam does not meet the
airfield requirements, and Wheeler lacks sufficient facility capacity or space available for
construction/expansion to meet the Marine Corps squadrons’ basing requirements.

2.6 MANAGEMENT MEASURES

This section describes best management practices (BMPs), conservation measures, and
standing operating procedures (SOPs) that would be incorporated into the development
alternatives (A and B) to either avoid or minimize potential impacts. Many requirements
discussed in this section would be largely addressed by including protective measures within
the alternatives as required by federal, state, or county laws and regulations. When
conducting operations at training areas owned by others, such as the Army, SOPs for those
training areas would also apply.

2.6.1 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

Measures would be implemented to control short-term construction-related impacts as
required by law. Management constraints on demolition and construction activities are
designed to avoid or minimize erosion and sediment runoff, fugitive dust, emissions from
vehicles and equipment, traffic congestion, noise, release of hazardous substances or wastes,
and impacts relating to solid waste disposal and paving operations, discussed below.19 In
addition, archaeological monitoring would be conducted during construction that involves
ground disturbing activities to minimize impacts on cultural resources.

19 The following reference was used to describe potential best management practices for construction activities: City and
County of Honolulu, Department of Environmental Services, in cooperation with The General Contractors Association of
Hawaii (May 1999). Best management practices manual for construction sites in Honolulu.
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2.6.1.1 Erosion and Sediment Control

Best management practices (BMPs) would be implemented for erosion and sediment control
during construction, as required under National Pollution Discharge and Elimination System
(NPDES) permits from the State of Hawaii Department of Health (DOH). Storm water runoff
would be contained on-site and would conform to the Navy and Marine Corps Low Impact
Development (LID) Policy for Storm Water Management. BMPs may include the following
measures:

e Schedule/phasing of construction activities such as grading to reduce the amount and
duration of soil exposed to erosion.

e Preservation of existing vegetation to maintain plants that serve as erosion control, for
example, on slopes or in drainage channels.

e Vegetative stabilization to provide either long-term or temporary soil stabilization:
seeding and planting in graded areas, on slopes, and in swales; mulching to temporarily
stabilize areas that cannot be seeded or planted.

e Physical stabilization measures: geotextiles and mats in areas such as channels and
slopes; use of gravel, aggregate, or other materials to stabilize construction roads and
entrances to construction sites.

e Protection of stockpiles of gravel, topsoil, excavated materials, and imported materials:
providing adequate setbacks from waterways; using silt fences; installing cover, grass, or
other stabilization measures; installing silt basins.

e Diversion of runoff: installing temporary drains and swales to direct runoff from
stabilized areas, around disturbed areas, and into sediment basins or traps; installing a
slope drain—a temporary pipe or lined channel to drain the top of a slope to a discharge
point at the bottom of the slope without causing erosion.

e Measures to reduce storm water flow velocities to prevent erosion: installing rock outlet
protection at a pipe outlet, installing check dams across swales or drainage ditches, and
slope roughening/terracing prior to seeding and planting.

e Sediment trapping/filtering: installing silt fences to detain sedimentation behind the
fence; stacking sand bag barriers to detain sediment-laden water; a brush or rock filter to
detain sheet flow; storm drain inlet protection devises to detain sediment-laden runoff
and allow sediment to settle prior to discharge into a storm drain inlet or catch basin;
sediment basin designed to retain or detain runoff to allow sediment to settle.

2.6.1.2 Dust Control

Dust control measures would be used to stabilize soil from wind erosion and reduce dust
generated by construction activities. The proposed projects would comply with State DOH
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requirements for dust control (Hawaii Administrative Rules [HAR] 11-60.1). BMPs may
include the following, to be implemented as appropriate for the given site conditions.

e Scheduling construction activities to minimize exposed areas.

o Stabilizing exposed soils using vegetation, mulching, spray-on adhesives, calcium chloride
or other chemicals, sprinkling, and/or stone/gravel layering.

e Stabilizing construction roads, construction entrances, parking and staging areas.
Reducing speed and trips on unpaved roads.

e Providing rapid cleanup of sediments deposited on paved roads.

e Covering haul trucks transporting materials that contribute to dust.

e Implementing dust control measures for material stockpiles.

2.6.1.3 Air Pollutant Emissions Control

The proposed action is located in the State of Hawaii, a region that is classified as in
attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Air emissions from
stationary sources, if used by contractors during construction or as part of longer term
operations, would be permitted as required by DOH in accordance with HAR 11-60-1 and as
established under the Clean Air Act and Amendments. Fugitive dust would be minimized
since HAR 11-60.1.33 prohibits the generation of visible fugitive dust without taking
reasonable precautions, such as the use of water for controlling dust during demolition.

2.6.1.4 Traffic Control

As needed, construction-related traffic can be minimized by traffic management plans which
limit certain activities to non-peak hours and provide control measures.

2.6.1.5 Noise Control

Construction noise impacts are minimized by the use of mufflers on vehicles and equipment
and by limiting noise-generating activities to daylight hours.

2.6.1.6 Hazardous Materials and Waste Management

Hazardous substances have hazardous physical and chemical properties and/or high toxicity.
They are called hazardous materials before and during their use and become hazardous
wastes when no longer needed. Hazardous substances include but are not limited to
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB), paints and solvents, herbicides and pesticides, and
petroleum products such as oils, fuels, and grease. The proposed action would involve the use
and/or generation of hazardous materials/wastes during demolition, construction, and
operation.

Proposed Action and Alternatives
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The handling, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and waste would be carried out
subject to various federal statutory and regulatory authorities:

e Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

e Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)
e Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) of 1976

e Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA)

e Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA)

o Federal Facilities Compliance Act (FFCA)

o Hazardous Materials Transportation Act

e Pollution Prevention Act (PPA) of 1990

e Executive Order (EO) 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards

e EO 12856, Federal Compliance with Right-to-Know Laws and Pollution Prevention
Requirements

As part of the proposed action, measures would be implemented to prevent or reduce the
discharge of pollutants to storm water and to the land through proper material use, waste
disposal, and training of employees, contractors, and subcontractors. Spill prevention control
procedures would be in place to reduce the chance for spills, stop sources of spills, contain
and clean up spills, and properly dispose of spill materials. Examples of management
measures include the following:

e During paving: avoid paving during wet weather; use asphalt emulsions as prime coat
where possible; store materials away from drainageways; employ BMPs to divert runoff
or trap/filter sediment; use drip pans or absorbent materials under paving equipment
when not in use; block/protect catch basins and cover manholes when applying seal coat
and the like; and if paving involves an onsite mixing plant, follow storm water permitting
requirements for industrial activities.

e During structure construction and painting: enclose, cover, or berm building material
storage areas; use good housekeeping practices; use safer alternative products to the
maximum extent practicable; dispose of residual paints, solvents, etc. according to
applicable laws and regulations; and recycle to the maximum extent practicable; and
properly dispose of sand blasted material. Note: Chips and dust from marine paints and
paints containing lead will be disposed of as hazardous waste. Hazardous waste that
cannot be reused or recycled will be disposed of by licensed hazardous waste haulers.

e During material delivery and storage: minimize storage of hazardous materials onsite;
store materials in designated, paved areas surrounded by berms or approved

Proposed Action and Alternatives
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containment devices; keep accurate, up-to-date inventories of materials; maintain a
complete set of material safety data sheets at the project site; keep chemicals in their
original containers and well labeled; and train personnel in emergency spill cleanup
procedures.

e During material use: use alternative products and minimize hazardous material use
onsite; follow manufacturer’s instructions regarding uses, protective equipment,
ventilation, flammability, and mixing of chemicals; assure that personnel who use
pesticides are trained and certified in their use; and do not over apply fertilizers,
herbicides, and pesticides.

e During demolition: dispose of hazardous wastes in accordance with applicable federal,
state, and county regulations. These wastes include sandblasting grit or chips
contaminated with lead, cadmium, or chromium-based paints; asbestos; and PCBs
(particularly in older transformers).

e During construction vehicle and equipment cleaning, fueling, maintenance: carry out these
activities at offsite facilities as much as possible; if performed onsite, follow spill
prevention and control measures and perform the activity in designated areas located
away from drainageways; regularly inspect onsite vehicles and equipment for leaks and
repair immediately.

2.6.1.7 Solid Waste Management

Construction and demolition (C&D) waste is generally defined as solid, largely inert waste
resulting from the demolition or razing of buildings, roads, or other structures. (Note:
Materials contaminated with hazardous substances, friable asbestos, waste paint, solvents,
sealers, adhesives, and the like are not accepted at C&D disposal sites.) C&D waste also
includes inert fill material such as earth, soil, rock, cured asphalt, brick, and clean concrete not
containing vegetation, other organic material, or other solid waste.

To the extent practicable, recycling and reuse is encouraged over the disposal of C&D waste.20
Solid waste reduction practices include onsite separation of recyclable C&D materials from
waste intended for disposal, scheduling pickups for recyclable materials, and salvaging or
recycling useful materials. For example, trees and shrubs from land clearing can be used as
brush barriers or converted into wood chips to be used as mulch on graded areas.

20 The State Department of Health, Office of Solid Waste Management, has developed a guide, “Minimizing Construction and
Demolition Waste,” especially for contractors, builders, architects and other design professionals. The State Department of
Business, Economic Development, and Tourism, Clean Hawaii Center, has published a specialized waste management guide
for contractors supervising C&D activities: “A Contractor’s Waste Management Guide: Best Management Practices and Tools
for Job Site Recycling and Waste Reduction in Hawaii.”

Proposed Action and Alternatives
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Measures would be implemented to prevent or reduce discharge of pollutants to the land,
groundwater, or storm water from construction and demolition waste and other solid waste.
Examples include the following: maintain designated waste collection areas onsite; locate
containers in a covered area and/or in a secondary containment; provide adequate numbers
of covered containers to keep rain out or prevent loss of wastes during windy conditions;
arrange for regular waste collection before containers overflow; plan for additional
containers and more frequent pickups during the demolition phase; collect site trash daily;
promptly remove litter from erosion and sediment control devices; do not dispose of toxic
liquid wastes and chemicals in dumpsters designated for construction debris; assure that
waste is disposed of only at authorized disposal areas; and train personnel in proper solid
waste management.

2.6.1.8 Minimizing Construction Impacts to Cultural Resources

Archaeological monitoring of ground disturbing activities is implemented at MCB Hawaii
installations whenever there is a potential for such activities to encounter subsurface
archaeological resources and/or human skeletal remains. Ground disturbing activities include
any actions with the potential to disturb the surface of the ground or anything below that
surface, such as demolition, heavy equipment excavation and earth moving, utility trenching,
among others. The proposed facilities improvements would be reviewed and ground
disturbing activities would be monitored by professional field archaeologists.

During the development of Mokapu Peninsula for Naval Air Station (NAS) Kaneohe Bay and
later for MCAS Kaneohe Bay circa 1940 to 1965, it was common for beach sand to be
excavated from shoreline areas and used for padding material under concrete building
foundations and at the bottom of utility trenches. This excavated beach sand used as padding
or fill material is known to contain native Hawaiian human skeletal remains. Thus, ground
disturbing activities proposed for the MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay installation are monitored by
archaeologists in order to minimize, mitigate, or avoid impacts to human skeletal remains
that may be encountered in sand fill.

2.6.2 HEALTH AND SAFETY ISSUES

A number of health and safety issues would be addressed as part of the proposed action
through management measures prior to construction—during planning and design of the
proposed facilities. These are covered in Section 2.6.2.1. The handling of hazardous materials
and waste during the squadrons’ training and readiness operations would be addressed
through the management measures described in Section 2.6.2.2.

Proposed Action and Alternatives
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2.6.2.1 Siting, Planning, and Design Standards

All improvements would be planned and designed to comply with applicable standards
intended to protect health and safety; for example, restrictions on development in flood zones
and certain seismic zones. As required, facilities would be sited to comply with restrictions
regarding separation distances and clearances applicable to:

e Ordnance storage and handling: ordnance ESQD arcs.

e Aviation operations: runway clear zones.

e Transmitter facilities: electric and magnetic fields (EMF).
o Firing ranges: live fire range surface danger zones (SDZ).

e Anti-terrorism/force protection (AT/FP): building setback distances, as well as building
design to withstand blasts (hardening).

In addition, projects would be accomplished, to the extent practicable, to meet environmental
standards intended to manage storm water runoff, potable water use, and energy use,
including the implementation of LID design. Planning and design elements would be
incorporated to qualify for Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)?21 Silver
certification.

2.6.2.2 Hazardous Materials and Waste Management During Operations

The squadrons would comply with MCB Hawaii’s required procedures for the handling of
hazardous materials and waste during operations both on and off the base. MCB Hawaii has a
comprehensive Hazardous Waste Management Plan, which includes chapters covering both
on-site and off-site waste accumulation and disposal procedures. Two-day Environmental
Awareness classes are held quarterly. One of the topics on the first day of training includes
spill reporting and response procedures. The second day is specific to hazardous materials
and hazardous waste accumulation and disposal. MCB Hawaii neither stores nor transports
any hazardous waste. The base accumulates hazardous waste no longer than 90 days. An
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) licensed transporter is contracted to send the waste
to a permitted Treatment Storage and Disposal Facility.

Examples of training and management practices include the following:

e Training is provided on procedures for weekly self inspections of used oil and waste at
satellite accumulation sites.

21 LEED is a program of the U.S. Green Building Council.
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e “Universal Waste” training is provided regarding the use of all types of batteries,
fluorescent light bulbs, and some mercury containing devices.

e MCB Hawaii Environmental Department inspectors use the same 35-item checklist that
covers all federal and DOH requirements.

e Each Satellite Accumulation Site has a copy of the HW Management Plan.

e The chapters in the plan are numbered to match the inspection checklist, which covers
federal requirements for workers who handle HM to be assigned their duties in writing by
their own command, and they are required to have specific training within six months of
assignment.

o The workers’ training certificates and waste disposal records must be kept for three
years.

e Anupdated point of contact list for the 45 Satellite Accumulation Sites is maintained by
the MCB Hawaii Environmental Department.

2.6.3 TRAINING ACTIVITIES

The Marine Corps squadrons would comply with existing SOPs applicable to the specific
Marine Corps, Army, and Navy training areas. These SOPs require protective measures during
training operations to avoid or minimize impacts with regard to protected species, critical
habitat, wildland fire, invasive species, BASH, cultural resources, and hazardous materials and
waste, among others. While operating at the Army training areas on Oahu and at PTA, the
squadrons would implement minimization and avoidance measures outlined in the following
Biological Opinions: Routine Military Training and Transformation of the 2nd Brigade 25th
Infantry Division U.S. Army Installations, Island of Oahu (USFWS 2003); and Routine Military
Training and Transformation of the 2nd Brigade 25th Infantry Division U.S. Army Installations,
Island of Hawaii (USFWS 2003).

2.7 SCREENING OF ISSUES AND RESOURCES

To streamline this EIS as well as to provide focus to the analysis, issues and resources were
screened for relevance and potential significance. The objective of this screening was to
determine which issues and associated effects on resources identified through scoping are
most relevant to the proposed action and of greatest concern to the public. Issues of less
relevance or importance are considered only briefly to explain why more study is not
warranted. This approach is consistent with NEPA and the United States Marine Corps
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Manual (USMC 2009), which specify the following:
(1) EISs will be analytic rather than encyclopedic and kept concise, (2) impacts will be
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discussed in proportion to their potential significance, and (3) length should vary first with
potential environmental issues and then with project scope.

A comprehensive list of potential issues and impacts is presented in Table 2-9. For each issue
or resource, a rationale is given on whether or not it receives in-depth evaluation in this EIS.
Because the proposed action would occur at multiple locations, a determination of whether
an issue is carried forward for detailed analysis is given for each location. Hence, it is possible
that an issue may be considered important for one place and not relevant for another.

Certain issues are not carried forward for more study because they are addressed by
measures mandated by statute, regulation, executive order, Marine Corps SOPs22, permit
conditions, BMPs, or other governmental requirement. A discussion of these protective
management measures or constraints is presented in Section 2.6. These requirements are
incorporated into the proposed action and alternatives when applicable. Regulatory and
operational requirements are also discussed in subsequent chapters as they apply to each
resource or issue.

Criteria used to determine the appropriate level of analysis include but are not limited to the
following: whether an effect is expected to spill over beyond the boundaries of a DoD
installation or training area, the geographic extent and duration of anticipated effects, the
intensity of effects, and level of uncertainty and/or controversy. In addition, the use of
facilities such as certain State of Hawaii airports and DoD airfields would be routine and not
require further environmental analysis.

The following categories were applied for each issue/resource and each location:

FA = Further analysis required; carried forward for more study.

MM = Impacts addressed by compliance with management measures: regulatory or statutory
requirements, BMPs, SOPs, engineering design.

NA = No further analysis required; no construction is proposed; little or no change in conditions.

22 QOther DoD training areas such as PTA and PMRF may require compliance with their installation-specific SOPs.
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Land Use Compatibility with nearby land use FA FA FA FA FA- FA FA FA FA
Aesthetics, visual resources FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Quality of built environment FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Land ownership NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Public access FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Airspace Restriction of airspace from FA FA FA FA FA- FA FA FA FA
commercial or public use to
accomplish military training and
operational requirements
Air Quality Aircraft emissions FA FA FA FA FA~ FA FA FA FA
Vehicular traffic emissions FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Fugitive dust and emissions during MM MM NA NA MM NA NA NA NA
construction
Power plant emissions FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Greenhouse gas emissions FA FA FA FA FA~ FA FA FA FA
Noise Aircraft noise impacts on off- FA FA FA FA FA FA FA FA FA
installation sensitive receptors
Impacts from other mobile or MM MM NA NA MM NA NA NA NA
stationary noise sources
Geology, Soils, Topographic conditions NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Topograph
pograpily Soil stability and erosion potential MM MM NA NA NA NA MM NA NA
Prime farmland; conformance with NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Farmland Protection Policy Act
Drainage, Increased runoff due to additional MM NA NA NA NA NA MM NA NA
Hydrology, impermeable areas
Water Quali
Quality Surface water quality impacts FA FA NA NA FA° NA FA NA NA

during construction
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Groundwater quality impacts MM MM NA NA MM NA MM NA NA
during construction
Groundwater quality impacts MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM
during operations
Aquifer recharge potential NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Biological Threatened, endangered, candidate FA FA FA FA FA FA FA FA FA
Resources species
Migratory birds FA FA FA FA FA FA FA FA FA
Marine mammals NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Critical habitat NA NA FA FA FA FA NA FA NA
Wetlands FA FA FA FA FA NA NA NA NA
Coral reefs FA FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Bird Air Strike Hazard (BASH) MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM
Light emissions MM NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Invasive species MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM
Cultural Historic buildings (listed or eligible FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Resources for listing in the NRHP)
Archaeological resources FA FA FA FA FA~ FA FA FA FA
Cultural sites FA FA FA FA FA FA FA FA FA
Safety/Env Natural hazards FA FA FA FA FA FA FA FA FA
Health
Hazardous materials/waste MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM
Airfield safety MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM
Aircraft safety FA FA FA FA FA FA FA FA FA
Bird aircraft strike hazard MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM
Wildland fires MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM
Ordnance safety FA FA FA NA FA FA NA NA FA
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Socio-economics Demographic FA FA FA FA FA- FA FA FA FA
Housing FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Employment and wages FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Labor force impacts FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Fiscal impacts FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Community organization FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Public facilities and services FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Environmental justice FA FA FA FA FA  FA FA FA FA
Protection of children FA FA FA FA FA  FA FA FA FA
Infrastructure Roadways and vehicular traffic FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Public transit FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Potable water FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Wastewater treatment FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Solid waste disposal FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Electrical generation, energy FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
conservation
Telephone, internet, cable TV FA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
service
Energy Use FA FA FA FA FA FA FA FA FA
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2.8 CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING IMPACTS AND THEIR
SIGNIFICANCE

Criteria for evaluating the significance of potential impacts are specified in 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) 1508.27:

"Significantly” as used in NEPA requires considerations of both context and intensity:

(a) Context. This means that the significance of an action must be analyzed in several
contexts such as society as a whole (human, national), the affected region, the affected
interests, and the locality. Significance varies with the setting of the proposed action.
For instance, in the case of a site-specific action, significance would usually depend
upon the effects in the locale rather than in the world as a whole. Both short- and
long-term effects are relevant.

(b) Intensity. This refers to the severity of impact. Responsible officials must bear in
mind that more than one agency may make decisions about partial aspects of a major
action. The following should be considered in evaluating intensity:

1.

Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse. A significant effect may exist
even if the Federal agency believes that on balance the effect will be beneficial.

The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety.

Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or
cultural resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic
rivers, or ecologically critical areas.

The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are
likely to be highly controversial.

The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly
uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks.

The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions
with significant effects or represents a decision in principle about a future
consideration.

Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant
but cumulatively significant impacts. Significance exists if it is reasonable to
anticipate a cumulatively significant impact on the environment. Significance
cannot be avoided by terming an action temporary or by breaking it down into
small component parts.
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8. The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways,
structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places or may cause loss or destruction of significant scientific,
cultural, or historical resources.

9. The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or
threatened species or its habitat that has been determined to be critical under
the Endangered Species Act of 1973.

10. Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or
requirements imposed for the protection of the environment.” 23

Chapter 6 presents a summary of potential environmental impacts for each alternative
analyzed in this document. Included in the summary is the extent of potential environmental
impacts disclosed for each resource area at each installation/training area under each
alternative. Mitigation is required for certain impacts, which the Marine Corps is responsible
for implementing. In addition, the Marine Corps is responsible for agency consultations to
develop measures needed to protect significant cultural resources and listed species. As
discussed in Section 2.5, the Marine Corps is also responsible for implementing measures to
protect the environment during construction activities and to protect human health and
safety during all phases of the proposed action.

23 43 FR 56003, Nov. 29, 1978; 44 FR 874, Jan. 3, 1979
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MCB Hawalii Kaneohe Bay
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

3.1 INTRODUCTION

Chapter 3 describes the affected environment (existing or baseline conditions) at Marine
Corps Base (MCB) Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, discloses potential environmental consequences of
each alternative expected with full implementation of the proposed action in 2018, and
proposes mitigation measures (if needed) for the issues/resource listed below at MCB Hawaii
Kaneohe Bay. The potential impacts of training operations and any improvements to facilities
outside of MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay are presented in Chapter 4.

e Land use

e Airspace

e Air quality

e Noise

e Geology, soils, and topography

e Drainage, hydrology, and water quality
e Biological resources

e Cultural resources

e Safety and environmental health
e Socioeconomics

e Infrastructure

e Energy Use

The focus of Chapter 3 is on potential impacts of the proposed basing at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe
Bay, including two aviation facility alternatives (Alternative A and B) and the No Action
Alternative. Alternatives A and B vary by development footprint, layouts, and locations of
aircraft apron and hangars, as well as differences in development of the bachelor enlisted
quarters (BEQ). The number of active duty personnel, dependents, and civilian employees
and contractors associated with the squadrons would be the same under Alternative A and
Alternative B. The No Action Alternative assumes no Marine Medium Tiltrotor (VMM) or
Marine Light Attack Helicopter (HMLA) squadrons based at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay in the
2018 planning horizon and no construction of facilities to support the squadrons.

In this chapter, two items are identified in the introduction for each resource/issue section:
(1) factors considered in evaluating impacts, including but not limited to applicable statutes

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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and regulations, and whether the alternative being evaluated would result in a net change to
existing conditions; and (2) the region of influence (ROI), that is, the geographic extent being
evaluated for each resource area. The ROl may vary for each issue/resource area, as well as
for direct versus indirect impacts.

3.2 LAND USE
3.2.1 INTRODUCTION

Section 3.2 addresses the following: compatibility with nearby land uses, aesthetics/visual
resources, quality of the built environment, land ownership, and public access. As a general
matter, the federal government is not subject to state or county land use plans, laws, or
regulations on its military reservations unless specifically required by Congress. As
applicable, federal agencies consider local land use laws and regulations to avoid conflicts.

Aircraft noise is the main land use compatibility issue. Aircraft operations at MCB Hawaii
Kaneohe Bay would be the same under Alternatives A and B and would differ under the No
Action Alternative. With different development footprints, Alternatives A and B would have
different visual impacts. No differences are anticipated between alternatives in quality of the
built environment, land ownership, or public access.

Land use is connected to other resource areas, which are analyzed separately in this
document. For example, land use compatibility as it relates to noise, is summarized in this
section; however, a detailed analysis of noise impacts is presented in Section 3.5.

Aesthetics addresses whether alternatives would change views from surrounding
communities. View plane or viewshed analysis considers views from public roadways, parks
and recreation areas (for example, trails), and/or scenic lookouts.

Quality of the built environment considers whether construction proposed in the alternatives
would be consistent with existing building functions, design, and standards. The historic
significance of the built environment is addressed in Section 3.9. Land ownership and public
access consider ownership of the land on which the proposed action is to occur, and whether
any of the alternatives would decrease existing public access to the shoreline, upland trails or
recreation areas, or cultural sites within the ROL

For the analysis of land use impacts associated with the basing of the VMM and HMLA
squadrons at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, the ROI includes the base itself and portions of the
Koolaupoko district of the island of Oahu surrounding the base. This is generally Section 2,

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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Kaneohe, and Section 3, Kailua, as identified in the Koolaupoko Sustainable Communities Plan
(DPP 2000), and extends from Heeia to Lanikai (and includes these two communities). See
Figure 3-1. The exception to this is the definition of ROI for land ownership. In this case, the
ROI is MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay—the land on which the proposed basing would occur.

3.2.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This section describes existing or baseline conditions within the ROI, which generally
includes MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and the communities of Kaneohe and Kailua. For land
ownership, the ROI is MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The following are described: land use and
the noise environment, views of base from other parts of the region, the base’s built
environment, and land ownership of the base. Section 3.2.3 discusses potential changes to
these conditions that could result from implementation of either Alternative A or B and the
No Action Alternative.

Land Use and the Noise Environment

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, situated on Mokapu Peninsula, is geographically separated from
the population centers of Kailua and Kaneohe. Areas of undeveloped land, as well as Kailua
and Kaneohe Bays, serve as buffers between the base and these Windward Oahu
communities. As shown in Figure 3-1, nearby land uses include primarily low-density
residential and open space/preservation. Commercial centers and some medium-density
residential uses are located at Kailua town and along Kamehameha Highway in Kaneohe.

Other uses include agriculture, parks and golf courses, and institutional facilities such as
Windward Community College and the University of Hawaii Institute of Marine Biology in
Kaneohe Bay. These land uses are not expected to substantially change. The City and County
of Honolulu’s (City’s) General Plan (DGP 2002) designates the Kaneohe and Kailua
communities as residential areas with limited future population growth.

A study was conducted to evaluate potential noise impacts associated with introduction of the
MV-22 and H-1 aircraft (see Appendix D for more details). The existing noise environment in
the ROI as it relates to land use compatibility is summarized here. See Section 3.5, Noise, for
an explanation of noise descriptors such as Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL).

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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various land uses. According to these criteria, sound levels up to 65 decibels! (dB) DNL are
compatible with land uses such as residences, transient lodging, and medical facilities.

Noise levels at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay are expressed as 55 to 85 dB DNL contours, in 5 dB
increments. The types of land uses (outside of MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay) currently within the
65 dB DNL are open space/preservation. Existing noise contours and those associated with
each alternative are presented in Section 3.5 (Noise), along with a discussion of potential
impacts.

Aesthetics/Visual Resources

The Koolaupoko Sustainable Communities Development Plan referenced above identifies
important views from stationary points (see Figure 3-2).2 These include views from the
shoreline (for example, from public beach parks) looking toward the ocean, along the
shoreline, and toward the mountains, as well as views from upper valley and mountain areas.
Views from the mountains are mainly from scenic lookouts off highways and from public
trails. MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay is visible from many or most of the viewpoints. Located on a
peninsula with features such as Ulupau Head, the runway, and the ponds, the base is a
prominent part of the Windward Oahu viewshed. Figure 3-2 also identifies continuous views,
for example, from Kaneohe Bay and Kailua Bay, and intermittent views. The views offer a mix
of natural features and developed areas, with predominant ocean and mountain vistas. Views
from MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay are expansive, offering vistas of the mountains and the
surrounding ocean.

Quality of the Built Environment

The built environment at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay is characterized by base operations
facilities (administrative, training, and industrial uses), low and medium density housing, and
community support facilities (commercial, recreational, administrative, and industrial uses).
The airfield and associated hangars and other buildings occupy a major portion of the
developed part of the base. Other than the hangars with high bays and several other
structures, building heights at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay generally do not exceed five stories.

1 Noise and sound are expressed in decibels. For example, normal speech has a sound level of approximately 60 dB. See Section
3.5.1 for additional examples.

z  Although this map shows various land uses at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, the entire base is in military use.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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Figure 3-2. Koolaupoko Views

Land Ownership
All land at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay is owned in fee by the United States (U.S.) government.

Public Access

As with many U.S. military bases, access to the public is limited due to security requirements.
Under the Sikes Act (16 U.S. Code [U.S.C.] 670a-670f, as amended), all military installations
with significant natural resources must provide appropriate access to “public trust natural
resources” under their jurisdiction in such manner and extent as to not compromise security,
operational effectiveness, and/or integrity or sustainability of the natural resources accessed.
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay has a well-established natural resources outreach program that has
provided access to thousands of members of the public (both individually and in groups) to
public trust resources. This public access program is focused primarily on accomplishing

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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environmental enhancement objectives, for example, nature tours, ecology camps, bird
counts, nesting habitat enhancement, and weed removal service projects. In addition, the base
operates a limited public fishing program.3

Access is also provided for religious ceremonies and practices. The American Indian Religious
Freedom Act of 1978, amended in 1994, states that “it shall be the policy of the United States
to protect and preserve for American Indians their inherent right of freedom to believe,
express, and exercise the traditional religions of the American Indian, Eskimo, Aleut, and
Native Hawaiians, including but not limited to access to sites, use and possession of sacred
objects, and the freedom to worship through ceremonials and traditional rites.”

The community is invited to visit the base for special events, such as the annual BayFest and
other smaller events, as well as athletic events. Public events include air shows, job fairs, the
Battle Color Detachment demonstration, the Swamp Romp, “The Beast” 10-kilometer run, and
the Centurion Bike Race. In addition, the base provides case-by-case access to Native
Hawaiian organizations (NHO) and individual Native Hawaiians recognized as culturally
affiliated with human remains buried at Mokapu. When NHO members request access for a
visit, one of the base's Cultural Resources Managers or the Environmental Director serves as
the sponsor, in accordance with base access rules.

3.2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Land Use Compatibility and the Noise Environment

There is a potential for certain nearby land uses to be affected by aircraft noise. However, as
discussed in Section 3.5, noise contours representing the proposed action would remain
similar in size when compared to contours for the No Action Alternative. Existing noise
sensitive land uses in the surrounding civilian community currently exposed to aircraft noise
levels greater than 65 dB DNL would continue to be exposed to similar noise levels. DoD’s
acceptability threshold for noise sensitive land uses would not be exceeded in the
surrounding civilian communities (see Section 3.5). The increases in future aircraft noise
levels associated with introduction of the MV-22 and AH/UH-1 aircraft are expected to be
minimal and would be difficult to measure or discern due to the lower noise levels of these
aircraft when compared to other aircraft operating at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. No
mitigation is required for any of the alternatives.

3 Further details are provided in section 7.6 of MCB Hawaii’s 2001 Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP)
and Environmental Assessment (Drigot, Wilcox, and Duin 2001) and in the same section of the 2006 INRMP Update (MCBH
2006a).

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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Aesthetics/Visual Resources

Under Alternative A or B, the proposed action would involve demolition, construction of new
facilities, and reuse/renovation of existing facilities to support the new VMM and HMLA
squadrons proposed for permanent basing at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. See Chapter 2,
Proposed Action and Alternatives, for more details on the projects, as well as Section 3.9,
Cultural Resources, for a discussion of historic properties proposed for demolition, reuse, and
renovation. The number of facilities proposed for demolition would be 27 in Alternative A
and 32 in Alternative B. The number of square feet (SF) of demolished facilities would be
approximately 352,000 SF in Alternative A and 317,000 SF in Alternative B. After
construction of new/expanded facilities, there would be a net increase of approximately
640,000 SF under Alternative A and 622,000 SF under Alternative B. Most of this difference is
attributed to the different demolition/construction scenarios for the BEQs and the VMM
squadron facilities.

The main difference between Alternatives A and B relative to views would be the siting of MV-
22 facilities on different sides of the runway. Development of new BEQs would differ in terms
of number of existing BEQ buildings demolished (6 in Alternative A, 4 in Alternative B) and
heights of the new BEQs (4 stories in Alternative A, 6 stories in Alternative B). The different
views of the base due to the MV-22 and BEQ facilities would be barely discernable from off-
base viewpoints. The MV-22 hangars would be consistent in appearance with existing
aviation facilities surrounding the runway, and the BEQs are in a developed area. The
appearance of the base and of the new and renovated facilities from various off-base
viewpoints would be similar to existing conditions. New buildings would be designed to be
consistent with existing buildings. Under No Action, there would be no changes in appearance
and, hence, no visual impacts. No mitigation is required for any of the alternatives.

Views of the base also include aircraft landing and taking off. Aviation activities at Kaneohe
include both home based and transient helicopter and fixed wing aircraft. Addition of the MV-
22 and H-1 aircraft under Alternative A or B could affect views of the base. The change would
occur over several years as the squadrons arrive, increasing the number of landings and
takeoffs. Views of aircraft would be consistent with the operations of a working air base.
There would be no change in views of aircraft with the No Action Alternative. No mitigation is
required for any of the alternatives.

Views of the ocean and mountains from the base would be subject to minimal change by the
development proposed in Alternative A or B. Heights of the new facilities would not exceed
existing building heights elsewhere on the base. Many of the proposed projects involve

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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replacement or relocation of existing facilities. Views from the base would remain unchanged
under No Action. No mitigation is required for any of the alternatives.

The proposed action would be consistent with the Coastal Zone Management (CZM) Act
scenic and open space resource objective to “protect, preserve and where desirable, restore
or improve the quality of coastal scenic space resources.” In particular, the proposed action is
consistent with the CZM policy to “insure that new developments are compatible with their
visual environment by designing and locating such developments to minimize the alteration
of natural landforms and existing public views to and along the shoreline.”4

Quality of the Built Environment

As stated above, the proposed facilities at the base under Alternative A or B would be
consistent in design and appearance with existing facilities. See Section 3.9, Cultural
Resources, for an analysis of proposed changes to the appearance of historic properties. With
the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts.

Land Ownership

Land ownership of the base would not change under either of the action alternatives or with
the No Action Alternative. No mitigation is required.

Public Access

Neither the action alternatives nor the No Action Alternative would result in a change in
public access to the base. No mitigation is required.

Summary

Land use impacts at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay associated with the proposed action would
occur during operations; no impacts are expected during construction.

Changes in aircraft noise levels at noise sensitive areas would be small. Given no difference in
aircraft operations in Alternatives A and B, land use compatibility impacts due to aircraft
noise would be the same. With the No Action Alternative, there would be minimal changes in
aircraft noise levels.

The appearance of the base would change from various viewpoints, but the views would
generally be similar to existing conditions. Slight differences in views of the base between

4+ Hawaii CZM Program Federal Consistency Assessment Form

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21
22
23
24
25
26

27
28
29
30
31
32

Alternatives A and B would be barely discernable. Proposed on-base development would not
significantly affect views from the base.

There would be little or no change in quality of the built environment, as proposed facilities in
both Alternatives A and B would be consistent in design to existing facilities. No changes are
expected with the No Action Alternative.

Land ownership and public access would remain unchanged with all alternatives.

3.3 AIRSPACE
3.3.1 INTRODUCTION

This section provides information on airspace at Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Kaneohe
Bay and its use by the Marine Corps and others for aviation training. Airspace is an area of
defined dimensions within which air traffic control service is provided to instrument and
visual flights in accordance with airspace classification. The National Airspace System is
under the control of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) through the Federal Aviation
Act of 1958. The FAA is responsible for the safe and efficient use of U.S. airspace by military
and civilian aircraft and for supporting national defense requirements. Airspace is divided
into two major categories: controlled and uncontrolled. Within these categories are
subcategories that designate classes of airspace use (FAA 2011). Controlled airspace is that
airspace within which all aircraft operators are subject to certain pilot qualifications,
operating rules, and equipment requirements. Further information on airspace is presented
in Appendix C.

This section describes existing aircraft operations at MCAS Kaneohe Bay and evaluates
changes that would occur with introduction of the new squadrons compared to the No Action
Alternative in 2018. As these data are used to evaluate other resources such as air quality and
noise, the approach used to characterize aircraft operations for the three scenarios (existing
or baseline conditions in 2009, proposed action in 2018, and No Action Alternative in 2018)
are described herein.

The existing environment is represented by the “baseline scenario,” which reflects 2009
MCAS Kaneohe Bay aircraft activity for the following aircraft: CH-53D helicopters, H-60
helicopters, P-3 turboprop airplanes, C-20 jet transport, and other transient aircraft
operations. The proposed action—introduction of the MV-22 and AH-1/UH-1 aircraft
operations—is represented by Alternatives A and B in this Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS), but for purposes of aviation operations, the two action alternatives are identical and

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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can simply be referenced as the proposed action. The year 2018 is the timeframe in which full
implementation of the proposed action is projected. For the airfield environment at MCAS
Kaneohe Bay, other changes planned under separate actions include the transition of existing
CH-53D helicopters to CH-53E helicopters, transition of most of the P-3 aircraft to P-8 aircraft,
and modifications (relative to the baseline condition) of other based and transient aircrafts’
(e.g., KC-130) tempo of operations.

The No Action Alternative reflects a future baseline environment in 2018 consisting of
reasonably foreseeable conditions at that time but without introduction of the MV-22 and AH-
1/UH-1 aircraft. In addition, the No Action Alternative includes other activities independent
of the proposed action. These activities include transition of the CH-53D helicopters to CH-
53E helicopters, the transition of most of the P-3 aircraft to P-8 Aircraft, and modifications of
other based and transient aircrafts' tempo of operations, relative to the baseline condition.
For comparison purposes, differences between the proposed action and the No Action
Alternatives represent the potential impacts of the proposed action.

3.3.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The airspace associated with MCAS Kaneohe Bay is under the control of the Kaneohe
Approach Control. This allows the base to separate general public use of airspace in this area
from hazards associated with military training and operations. The airspace for MCAS
Kaneohe Bay is designated Class D. This airspace, which defines the RO], is for the control of
visual flight rules (VFR) air traffic. It is within a 4.3-nautical mile (NM) (8-kilometer [km])
radius of the center of the airfield, extending from the surface up to 2,500 ft (762 m) above
ground level (AGL). Instrument flight rules (IFR) control is under Kaneohe Approach Control.
The Terminal Approach Control airspace extends out to 35 NM (65 km) north of the airfield
up to an altitude of 9,000 ft (2,743 m). Kaneohe Approach Control is also responsible for air
traffic within the MCAS Terminal Approach Airspace (NAVFAC PAC 2006).

Training areas include the runway, a painted paved surface to simulate a Landing Helicopter
Assault (LHA) ship deck located at West Field for Field Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP) and
externals (i.e,, lifting cargo), several helipads also at West Field, 101 helipad, and several
landing zones (LZs) throughout the base (Figure 2-3 and Figure 2-8). The LZs are
Boondocker, Eagle, GP 216, and Rifle Range.

Of the four LZs, Boondocker (located at the southeast part of the base) is used for tactical
training (a pickup/drop off area for transporting troops to Marine Corps Training Area
Bellows (MCTAB) and other training areas throughout Hawaii), while the others are for
administrative use. Administrative LZs are those that are occasionally used, such as for VIP

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



1 pickup/drop off or medical evacuation. No routine training activities occur at administrative
2  sites; the training is therefore not quantified in this analysis. Tactical LZs would be used for
3 conducting training activities, such as confined area landings (CALs), insert/extract, etc. See
4  Section 2.4.2.3 for descriptions of training activities. The only tactical training LZ at MCB
5  Hawaii Kaneohe Bay is LZ Boondocker, where 288 annual baseline (2009) operations occur.
Table 3-1 provides a summary of existing activities and number of flight operations at MCAS
Kaneohe Bay. Terms used to describe the various activities follow.
Table 3-1. 2009 Aircraft Operations at MCAS Kaneohe Bay?
Instrument  Overhead
Non-Break Arrival Break Touch and
Aircraft Departures Visual Arrival (TACAN) Arrival Gol1l GCA Box TOTAL
Based
P-3C 3,220 2,493 728 12,799 949 20,189
H-60 597 597 8,139 99 9,432
Based and Transient
CH-53D 1,639 1,586 53 9,905 401 13,584
C-20 939 818 121 216 168 2,262
Transient
C-17 611 377 236 4,134 91 5,449
C-5, AN-124, Other 93 89 7 189
Large Jet
Propeller (C-130, C- 337 327 10 163 163 1,000
26, P-3)
Medium Jet (B-757, 15 15 30
B-737, C-9)2]
4th Force 6 6 12
Reconnaissancel2!
Fighter/Attack 254 1 238 16 13 522
TOTAL 7,711 6,309 238 16 35,369 1,871 52,669

8 Source: Wyle Laboratories. March 2012. Aircraft Noise Study for Marine Corps Base Hawaii, Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii. WR 11-08.
9 1 Field Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP) is included.

10 2 Operations were not modeled for noise.
11 3 Aviation operation counts at West Field and 101 helipad are included in the airfield runway counts from the air traffic
12 control tower.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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An aircraft flight operation refers to any takeoff or landing at MCAS Kaneohe Bay. The takeoff
or landing may be part of a training maneuver or pattern, such as touch-and-go, or associated
with a departure or arrival of aircraft. A takeoff or landing counts as one operation. A pattern
usually consists of two operations.

Arrival. An aircraft gradually descends, lands, comes to a stop, and then taxis off the runway.

Departure. An aircraft takes off to a training area or as part of a training maneuver (i.e., touch
and go).

Overhead Break Arrival. This is an expeditious arrival using VFR. An aircraft approaches the
runway 500 feet (ft) (150 meters [m]) above the altitude of the landing pattern.
Approximately halfway down the runway, the aircraft performs a 180-degree turn to enter
the landing pattern. Once established in the pattern, the aircraft lowers landing gear and flaps
and performs a 180-degree descending turn to land on the runway.

Touch and Go. An aircraft lands and takes off on a runway without coming to a full stop. After
touching down, the pilot immediately goes to full power and takes off again. The touch and go
is counted as two operations because the landing is counted as one operation and the take-off
is counted as another.

Field Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP). An aircraft practices simulated aircraft carrier landing.
FCLPs are required training for all pilots before landing on a carrier. The FCLP is counted as
two operations because the landing is counted as one operation and the take-off is counted as
another.

Ground Controlled Approach (GCA). This is a radar or “talk down” approach directed from
the ground by air traffic control (ATC) personnel. ATC personnel provide pilots with verbal
course and glide slope information, allowing them to make an instrument approach during
inclement weather. The GCA is counted as two operations because the landing is counted as
one operation and the take-off is counted as another.

Low Approach. This is an approach where the pilot does not make contact with the runway.
This is used during maintenance check flights, hover work, and any other training operations
conducted at less than 50 ft (15 m) above ground level and lasts, on average, seven minutes.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



1 3.33 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

2 Construction

3  With the proposed construction projects at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay associated with

4  Alternatives A and B (see Chapter 2), no airspace conflicts would occur, i.e., construction of

5  new facilities would not affect navigable airspace. Therefore, no impacts from construction

6  activities would occur. Under the No Action Alternative, with no construction, there would be
7 no construction-related impacts on airspace.

8  Operational Impacts

9  MCAS Kaneohe Bay provides a training environment that comprises airspace, land, and water
10  areas. The types of training activities would be similar to existing operations at the airfield
11 and LZs, with an increase in tempo (frequency of operations) given the introduction of new
12 squadrons. Table 3-2 shows the proposed 2018 annual operations of the new squadrons at
13 MCAS Kaneohe Bay. Fiscal year 2018 (FY2018) is when the projected personnel increases and
14  delivery of the aircraft would be fully implemented.

Table 3-2. 2018 Proposed Annual Operations Under Alternatives A/B at MCAS Kaneohe Bay

Non-Break Instrument Overhead Touch and
Aircraft Departures Visual Arrival Arrival (TACAN) Break Arrival Gol1l GCABox TOTAL

Based

P-8 MMA 1,334 1,332 1 14,230 6,112 23,009

P-3C 576 461 114 2,020 149 3,320

H-60 545 545 7,434 90 8,614

MV-22 2,545 1,247 1,298 1,859 1,025 7,974

AH-1/UH-1 2,817 2,727 91 7,749 852 14,236
Based and Transient

CH-53E 1,065 1,031 34 6,442 260 8,832

C-20 790 789 1,028 1,553 4,160
Transient

C-17 611 547 66 4,132 90 5,446

C-5, AN-124, Other Large Jet 283 264 19 566

Propeller (C-130, C-26, P-3) 857 847 10 163 163 2,040

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



Table 3-2. 2018 Proposed Annual Operations Under Alternatives A/B at MCAS Kaneohe Bay

Non-Break Instrument Overhead Touch and
Aircraft Departures Visual Arrival Arrival (TACAN) Break Arrival Gol1l GCABox TOTAL
Medium Jet (B-757, B-737, 15 15 30
C-9)2
4th Force Reconnaissancel?] 6 6 12
Fighter/Attack 232 1 213 16 24 486
TOTAL 11,676 9,812 1,846 16 45,081 10,294 78,725

1 Source: Wyle Laboratories. March 2012. Aircraft Noise Study for Marine Corps Base Hawaii, Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii, WR 11-08.
2 1  Includes FCLP operations.

3 2 Operations were not modeled for noise.

Table 3-3 shows the proposed 2018 annual operations at MCAS Kaneohe Bay for the No
5  Action Alternative.

Table 3-3. 2018 Proposed Annual Operations Under No Action Alternative at MCAS Kaneohe Bay

Non-Break Instrument Overhead Touch and
Aircraft Departures Visual Arrival Arrival (TACAN) Break Arrival Gol1l GCABox TOTAL

Based

P-8A MMA 1,334 1,332 1 14,230 6,112 23,009

P-3C 576 461 114 2,020 150 3,321

H-60 545 545 7,434 90 8,614
Based and Transient

CH-53E 1,488 1,440 48 8,998 364 12,338

C-20 790 789 1,028 1,554 4,161
Transient

C-17 612 546 66 4,132 90 5,446

C-5, AN-124, Other Large Jet 283 264 19 566

Propeller (C-130, C-26, P-3) 1,249 1,239 10 163 163 2,824

Medium Jet (B-757, B-737, 15 15 30

Cc-9)2!

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



Table 3-3. 2018 Proposed Annual Operations Under No Action Alternative at MCAS Kaneohe Bay

Non-Break Instrument Overhead Touch and
Aircraft Departures Visual Arrival Arrival (TACAN) Break Arrival Gol1l GCABox TOTAL

4th Force Reconnaissancelll 6 6 12

Fighter/Attack 232 1 213 16 24 486

TOTAL 7,130 6,638 471 16 38,029 8,523 60,807

Source: Wyle Laboratories. October 2011. Aircraft Noise Study for Marine Corps Base Hawaii, Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii, Wyle Report
WR 11-08 (proposed).

1  Includes FCLP operations

BwWw N

2 Operations were not modeled for noise.

Under Alternative A or B, airfield operations would involve 17,918 (29%) more operations
when compared to the No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, airfield
operations would increase by 8,138 operations (15%) when compared to 2009 activities.
While the proposed aviation operations in FY2018 would result in a large increase when
compared with either the baseline condition or the No Action Alternative, this increase is

10  within the range of past operations. Based on MCAS Kaneohe Bay air traffic control tower

11 records since 1999, the airfield averaged 72,100 annual operations, with a peak of 90,000

12 operationsin 2002.5 For these reasons, no impact on airspace would occur with Alternatives
13  AorB.

O© 0 N o »

14  Atthe only tactical LZ at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, LZ Boondocker, annual aircraft operations
15  would decrease from 288 in 2009 to 64 in 2018 under Alternative A or B. Under the No Action
16 Alternative, annual aircraft operations would decrease from 288 in 2009 to 128 in 2018. As
17 the number of operations in Alternatives A or B would be less than the No Action Alternative,
18  no impact on airspace would occur.

19  Summary

20  With the proposed action (Alternative A or Alternative B), the use of existing airspace would
21 notchange; training operations would continue within the established parameters of the

22 designated airspace and entities controlling the airspace. No changes in the use of airspace,
23  airspace designation, or size of airspace coverage would be necessary to accommodate the
24  increase in training as described in Table 3-2, and the increase in the tempo of operations

25  could be managed by existing airspace managers.

5 HunsuKer, Lt. Chad. Email to Belt Collins Hawaii. September 14, 2011.
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Under the No Action Alternative, no aviation facilities improvements or additional Marine
Corps aviation training would occur.

3.4 AIR QUALITY
3.4.1 INTRODUCTION

This section addresses air quality associated with the alternatives during construction and
operations. There would be some difference in construction activities and impacts between
the action alternatives, with development of the runway underpass proposed in Alternative B.
No differences between the action alternatives are expected during operations, as aircraft and
other operations would be the same or vary only slightly under Alternatives A and B.

The ROI for potential air emissions from the proposed action is the state of Hawaii because air
quality is managed under one state jurisdiction and the state is in attainment of all criteria
pollutants (see discussion in Section 3.4.2 below). The actual ROI with respect to emissions
having a measurable impact on air quality would be substantially smaller considering the
localized emission characteristics of the project sources (aircraft engines and construction
related sources) and the efficient dispersive properties of the atmospheric environment.
Dispersion is generally efficient in Hawaii for the following reasons: (1) prevailing trade
winds conditions, and (2) infrequent inversions (inversions restrict atmospheric dispersion
between the ground and the height of the inversion).

3.4.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Regulatory Conditions

The Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 and its subsequent amendments established programs to
control air pollution. One such program, the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
program, as implemented by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), provides a
nationwide approach for assessing the quality of ambient air.

In general, areas meeting the standards for criteria pollutants are designated as “attainment”
areas and areas not meeting the standards are “nonattainment” areas. The criteria pollutants
are carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO), sulfur dioxide (SOz), particulate matter
with a nominal aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns or less (PMy¢), particulate matter with a
nominal aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PMz;), ozone, lead, and hydrogen
sulfide (the latter is from the State of Hawaii [State] rules only). Standards are established for
criteria pollutants to protect public health and welfare with a reasonable margin of safety.
Table 3-4 presents the NAAQS, pursuant to 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 50, and
the State of Hawaii Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) as set forth in Hawaii

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



Administrative Rules (HAR 11-59). In Hawaii, the State Department of Health (DOH) has been
delegated authority by the U.S. EPA to implement the Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) program, designed to ensure that air quality does not degrade beyond the NAAQS levels
or beyond specified incremental amounts above a prescribed baseline level.¢
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The state of Hawaii is in attainment of the NAAQS and also meets the State AAQS. Exceptions
include exceedances of the NAAQS for SO, because of natural events—Kilauea volcano—and
for PMz s because of exceptional events—New Year’s Eve fireworks. As the entire state is in
attainment of the NAAQS, the emissions from the proposed action are not subject to the
General Conformity Regulations, 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93, pursuant to section 176(c) of the
10  Clean Air Act (FR April 2010).
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Table 3-4. NAAQS and State AAQS

Federal Primary Federal Secondary
Air Pollutant Hawaii Standard Standard Standard
Carbon Monoxide
1-hour average 9 ppm 35 ppm None
8-hour average 4.4 ppm 9 ppm None
Lead
3 3 .
3-month average 1.5 pg/m 0.15 pg/m Same as primary
(calendar quarter) (running 3-month)
Nitrogen Dioxide
1-hour average None 100 ppb None
Annual average 0.04 ppm 0.053 ppm Same as primary
Particulate Matter (PMIO)

3 3 .
24-hour block average 150 pg/m 150 pg/m Same as primary
Annual average 3 None None

50 pg/m
Particulate Matter (PMZ 5)
24-hour block average None 35 ug/m3 Same as primary
Annual average None Same as primary

15 ug/m3

6 http://www.epa.gov/region9/air/permit/permitdelegation.html#part71, accessed 22 March 2011.
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Table 3-4. NAAQS and State AAQS

Federal Primary Federal Secondary
Air Pollutant Hawaii Standard Standard Standard

Ozone

8-hour rolling average 0.08 ppm 0.075 ppm Same as primary
Sulfur Dioxide

1-hour average None 75 ppb None

3-hour block average 0.5 ppm - 0.5 ppm

24-hour block average 0.14 ppm 0.14 ppm -

Annual average 0.03 ppm 0.03 ppm )
Hydrogen Sulfide

1-hour average 25 ppb None None

ppm -parts per million
ppb - parts per billion

Source: http://hawaii.gov/health/environmental /environmental/air/cab/cab_misc_pdf/naaqs_sep_2010. Accessed on January
21,2011.

In addition to the regulations associated with criteria pollutants, regulations pertaining to
greenhouse gases (GHGs) are being evaluated by federal and state governments. At the time
of this analysis, no federal or state standards for GHGs were in existence. In Hawaii, the Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2007, intended to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels
by 2020, mandates procedures to define GHG emissions in Hawaii and to develop measures
that would significantly reduce these emissions. Because GHG effects are global and not just
local or regional, GHGs are discussed further under cumulative impacts, Section 5.3.

Climate and Meteorological Conditions

The climate of Hawaii is influenced by its tropical location, topography, and the surrounding
Pacific Ocean. The tropical location, situated between the Pacific Anticyclone (high pressure)
to the northeast and a region of lower pressure to the southwest, results in the characteristic
persistent trade winds of the region. These trade winds are the most important factor
contributing to the dispersion of air emissions in the state and are therefore briefly discussed.

The movement of the Pacific Anticyclone with the seasonal position of the sun causes trade

wind conditions to vary over Hawaii's two seasons (summer and winter). In the summer, May
through September, the Pacific Anticyclone is strongest and in a northerly position relative to
Hawaii. This results in the presence of trade winds 80 to 95 percent of the time. In the winter,

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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October through April, the Pacific Anticyclone is in a relatively southerly position which
results in a decreased frequency of the trade winds at about 50 to 80 percent, based on
average monthly values.” Based on National Weather Service Historical Records, 1945-1965,
the predominant wind direction at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay was from the east-northeast,
approximately 35 percent of the time, and winds from the northeast quadrant occurred more
than 70 percent of the time. Records from Kaneohe Bay MCAS during the years from 1992
through 2002 also indicate that the prevailing wind direction was from the east-northeast.8
The average annual wind speed, recorded during the years from 1996 through 2006, was 8.8
miles per hour.?

Air Emissions

Within the state of Hawaii, the largest sources of air emissions are from power generating
facilities that serve island-wide grids. None are located near enough to MCB Hawaii Kaneohe
Bay to affect air quality. For example, on the island of Oahu, power generating facilities and
the state’s major industrial area, Campbell Industrial Park, are located on the leeward side of
the island, downwind (and separated by the high Koolau Mountains) of MCB Hawaii Kaneohe
Bay during prevailing trade wind conditions. Other than naturally occurring volcanic smog
(vog) and fireworks on the first of the year (the latter should diminish due to the recent ban
by the City), air emissions and quality within the state have not raised substantive concerns
because of the type of emissions present and the dispersive nature of the atmospheric
environment.

Existing air emissions at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay consist primarily of those resulting from
the combustion of fuel by aircraft engines, vehicular engines, boilers, and generators. A source
of air emissions that causes occasional nuisances due to its odors is the Kailua Wastewater
Treatment Plant, approximately 0.25 miles (mi) (0.4 km) east of the base’s main gate.

3.4.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Factors considered in determining whether an alternative would have a significant impact on
air quality include the extent or degree to which its implementation would result in air
emissions that would cause or contribute to a violation or violations of the NAAQS. Rules or
regulations controlling effect on the NAAQS for the proposed action are limited to stationary
sources. Mobile sources (e.g., vehicles and aircraft) are regulated by air pollution control

7 http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/narratives/HAWAILhtm, accessed 23 March 2011.
8 http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/htmlfiles/westwinddir.html, accessed 23 March 2011.
9 http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/htmlfiles/westwind.final.html, accessed 23 March 2011.
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district or in this case the state, as needed; there are no regulations affecting use of the mobile
sources in the proposed action.

Construction Impacts

Short-term construction-related air quality impacts would occur with demolition, earth-
moving activities, and use of construction-related equipment such as generators and vehicles.
Additional emissions would be associated with the runway underpass construction proposed
in Alternative B. Air emissions associated with construction are summarized in Table 3-5 and
reflect combustion and fugitive dust emissions from construction and demolition equipment
and activities, including but not limited to: backhoes, bulldozers, cranes, loaders, water
trucks, hauling trucks, graders, rollers, asphalt spreaders, compactors, forklifts, concrete
trucks, supply trucks, compressors, generators, and fugitive dust based on affected area.
Supporting documentation is provided in Appendix E.

Table 3-5. Estimated Annual Air Emissions From Construction at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay

Cco NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5

Alternative (tons/yr) (tons/yr) (tons/yr) (tons/yr) (tons/yr)
A 7.31 15.12 0.01 5.34 1.77
B 6.18 12.24 0.01 4.27 1.46

Estimated Annual Construction Emissions in Tons = (Total Construction Emissions in Tons)/(2 years)

To estimate annual emissions, construction emissions were presumed to occur over a two-year period. Since the actual duration
of construction is likely to occur over a longer period of time, actual emissions are likely to be less.

Construction related emissions would not be significant under either Alternative A or B
because emissions would be short-term, and existing controls and requirements would serve
to minimize impacts. Such controls and requirements include:

¢ Implementation of traffic control plans for construction-related deliveries;

e Control of fugitive dust associated with structural demolition, earthmoving activities, and
truck transport (HAR 11-60.1-3310 prohibits the generation of visible fugitive dust
without taking reasonable precautions such as the use of water for controlling fugitive
dust during demolition or road grading); and

10 HAR 11-60.1, including HAR 11-60.1-33, is made part of the State Implementation Plan used to maintain compliance with the
NAAQS pursuant to the Federal Clean Air Act and Amendments.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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e Compliance with operating permit conditions and Best Management Practices (BMPs),
including contractor compliance with equipment under their control, e.g., portable
generators and cranes.

Under the No Action Alternative, with no construction emissions, there would be no impact
on air quality.

Operational Impacts

The proposed action would introduce new types of aircraft, personnel, and supporting
facilities to Hawaii. Emission source types from these changes are categorized as stationary
and mobile (aircraft and vehicles) sources. Operational emissions and their potential impact
on air quality would be similar under Alternatives A and B. Air emissions associated with
operational sources are summarized in Table 3-6. The ground/tactical support equipment
category could include both stationary sources, e.g., mobile ground power units, and mobile
sources, e.g., vehicles used to move cargo. Supporting documentation is provided in
Appendix E.

Table 3-6. Estimated Annual Air Emissions From Non-Aircraft Operational Emissions At
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (Year 2018)

co NOx S02 PM10 PM2.5
Source Type (tons/yr) (tons/yr) (tons/yr) (tons/yr) (tons/yr)

Personal-Owned Vehiclesl] 16.84 2.15 0.01 0.15 0.15
Government-Owned 1.51 0.73 0.00 0.05 0.05
Vehicles(!]

Ground/Tactical Support 85.83 7.46 0.04 0.82 0.80
Equipmentl]

Totals 104.17 10.35 0.05 1.02 1.00

1  Based on population.
2 Based on aircraft.

Stationary Sources. Additional stationary source emissions needed to support the proposed
action would include those from on-site standby generators and from off-site power plants.
On-site standby generators associated with new structures would be tested occasionally and
operated only during the infrequent occasions when base power is not available. Such
emissions would not significantly impact air quality. When the details of design and
associated emission sources become available, all regulated sources and their emissions will

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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comply with the permitting requirements under the Clean Air Act and Amendments and as
administered by the State of Hawaii Department of Health.

The additional electricity needed to meet the demands of the proposed action and other
planned developments at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (see Section 3.12.6) would be provided
by Hawaiian Electric Company’s (HECO’s) island-wide grid using power generated by existing
power plants on the leeward side of the island. Additional emissions associated with the
additional electricity needed to support these facilities (and the personnel and their families
within base and off-site housing) would not significantly impact air quality, as the plants
operate under air permits that require emissions controls to prevent significant impacts on
air quality.

Mobile Sources (Vehicles). Unlike specific stationary sources, vehicular emissions are not
regulated but are presented so that they can be evaluated at an order of magnitude level.
Emissions for personal-owned vehicles, government-owned vehicles, and ground/tactical
support equipment are provided in Table 3-6. These emissions err on overestimating actual
emissions as they are based on activities associated with MV-22 aircraft and not the H-1
aircraft. Ground/tactical support equipment emissions, e.g., cargo loading, associated with
each MV-22 are greater than those associated with the H-1 aircraft.

With the addition of approximately 1,000 military personnel, 1,100 military family members,
and 22 civilian employees, the greatest impact on air quality from vehicular emissions (within
or outside of MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay) would occur from an additional 153 vehicles (total in
two directions) during the morning peak-hour period just outside the MCB Hawaii Kaneohe
Bay main gate. This location has the greatest potential for air quality impacts considering (1)
the potential for traffic delays, and (2) the cumulative total volume of vehicles anticipated at
any one location associated with the proposed action (including vehicles directly and
indirectly associated with the proposed action, e.g., intra-base movement of privately owned
vehicles). Emissions from these additional vehicles and the maximum cumulative estimate of
1,220 vehicles per hour would not significantly degrade air quality because of the relatively
low cumulative number of vehicles per hour and the dispersive nature of the atmospheric
environment in Hawaii. Additionally, project designs and plans such as additional sentries at
the main gate would improve traffic flow to further lessen any impacts on air quality. No
significant impacts on air quality would occur from vehicular emissions with the action
alternatives. No changes would occur under the No Action Alternative; therefore, no impacts
on air quality would occur.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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Mobile Sources (Aircraft). Table 3-7 summarizes the Marine Corps plans to base aircraft under
the proposed action at MCBH in 2018. No regulatory requirements exist to necessitate the
estimation of these mobile source emissions. However, to gauge the potential for impacts on
air quality, emissions have been estimated and their aggregate totals compared to the major
stationary source definition of 250 tons per year (tpy) (or more of any air pollutant) from the
Clean Air Act stationary source PSD program for attainment areas.

Table 3-7. Proposed Action Changes to Marine Corps Aircraft in Hawaii

Baseline Full Implementation
2009 and No Action 2018 2018
Aircraft Aircraft
Squadron Type Count Type Count Net Change
HMLA - 0 AH-1/UH-1 15/12 27
VMMI - 0 MV-22 12 12
VMM - 0 MV-22 12 12

Notes
1  Squadron numbers will be assigned once the squadrons are activated.

Table 3-8 summarizes the emissions from two squadrons of MV-22s (24 total aircraft) and
the squadron of H-1s (27 total aircraft). Based on emissions data from the Aircraft
Environmental Support Office and activity operating characteristics associated with the
proposed action, emissions from the proposed aircraft would be well below the 250 tpy
threshold at MCAS Kaneohe Bay. Details of the emission calculations are presented in
Appendix E.

No significant impacts on air quality would occur with the proposed changes in aircraft basing
under the proposed action. With the emissions less than PSD thresholds, the dispersive
nature of the aircraft emissions, and the dispersive nature of the atmospheric environment in
the state of Hawaii, emissions are unlikely to be concentrated and significantly affect National
or State AAQS.

With the No Action Alternative, no changes would occur and no impact on air quality would
result.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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Table 3-8. Estimated Annual Air Emissions from MV-22 and H-1 at MCAS Kaneohe Bay

MCAS Emissions (tons/yr)

Squadron/
Aircraft
(total aircraft) Activity Cco NOx S0z PM1o PMzs ROG
VMM/MV-22 Operations 7.04 16.56 0.80 2.80 2.80 0.12
(24 aircraft)
Maintenance 3.55 6.31 0.31 1.05 0.00 0.06
and Testing
Subtotals 10.59 22.86 1.12 3.84 2.80 0.17
HMLA/AH-1 Operations 2.55 1.14 0.08 0.89 0.89 0.13
(15 aircraft)
Maintenance 0.57 0.12 0.01 0.11 0.11 0.03
and Testing
Subtotals 3.12 1.26 0.09 1.00 1.00 0.17
HMLA/UH-1 Operations 1.70 0.76 0.06 0.59 0.59 0.09
(12 aircraft)
Maintenance 0.46 0.09 0.01 0.09 0.09 0.03
and Testing
Subtotals 2.16 0.85 0.06 0.68 0.68 0.11
Totals 15.88 24.97 1.28 5.52 5.52 0.45
Emissions totals
greater than PSD Not
reference of 250 No No No No No applicable

tons/yr

Oxides of nitrogen (NOx) presumed to be 100 percent converted to NO2.
ROG - Reactive Organic Gases.

Summary

Construction-related impacts would not be significant with either Alternative A or B.
Emissions would be short-term, and existing regulatory controls would minimize impacts.

During operations, increases in stationary and mobile source emissions would be similar
under Alternatives A and B. Emissions from generators and other stationary sources would be
controlled through the existing regulatory permit process under the Clean Air Act and
Amendments that prevents significant impacts on air quality. Emissions from mobile sources

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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would be readily dispersed. There would be no change in air quality with the No Action
Alternative.

No mitigation is required for any of the action alternatives.

3.5 NOISE
3.5.1 INTRODUCTION

Sound is a physical phenomenon consisting of minute vibrations that travel through a
medium, such as air or water, and are sensed by the human ear. Sound is all around us. Noise
is defined as unwanted or annoying sound that interferes with or disrupts normal human
activities. Although exposure to very high noise levels can cause hearing loss, the principal
human response to noise is annoyance. The response of different individuals to similar noise
events is diverse and is influenced by the type of noise, the perceived importance of the noise,
its appropriateness in the setting, the time of day, the type of activity during which the noise
occurs, and the sensitivity of the individual.

Aircraft are not the only sources of noise in an urban or suburban environment, where
freeway and local roadway traffic, industrial, and neighborhood sources also contribute to or
detract from the everyday quality of life. Nevertheless, aircraft are readily identified by their
noise output and are typically given special attention. Consequently, aircraft noise often
dominates analyses of environmental impacts. Additional background information on noise,
including its effect on many facets of the environment, is provided in Appendix D.

This section summarizes the analysis of noise impacts associated with the proposed addition
of MV-22 and AH/UH-1 aircraft operations at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Factors used to
evaluate noise impacts are discussed below. The ROI for aircraft noise is generally defined by
areas around Kaneohe Bay exposed to noise levels of 55 dB DNL and higher (see discussion
below for an explanation of DNL sound levels). In addition, the study assessed short-term
noise impacts at the base during construction of facilities to support the new squadrons. The
ROI for construction-related noise is mainly the area around the airfield, as well as other sites
on the base where construction would occur.

Alternatives A and B would involve the same aviation activities and, hence, the same aviation
noise impacts. Location of MV-22 facilities on different sides of the runway would not have a
measurable effect on noise contours. Construction activities would be similar except that
Alternative B would involve construction of a runway underpass.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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Noise Descriptors

Noise and sound are expressed in logarithmic units of decibels (dB). A sound level of 0 dB is
approximately the threshold of human hearing and is barely audible under extremely quiet
listening conditions. Normal speech has a sound level of approximately 60 dB; sound levels
above 120 dB begin to be felt inside the human ear as discomfort. Sound levels between 130
to 140 dB are felt as pain (Berglund and Lindvall 1995). The minimum change in the sound
level of individual events that an average human ear can detect is about 3 dB. On average, a
person perceives a doubling (or halving) of the sound’s loudness when there isa 10 dB
change in sound level.

All sounds have a spectral content, which means their magnitude or level changes with
frequency where frequency is measured in cycles per second or hertz (Hz). To mimic the ear’s
non-linear sensitivity and perception of different frequencies of sound, the spectral content is
weighted. For example, environmental transportation and aircraft noise measurements are
usually on an “A-weighted” scale that filters out very low and very high frequencies in order
to replicate human sensitivity. It is common to add the “A” to the measurement unit in order
to identify that the measurement has been made with this filtering process (dBA). In this
document, the dB unit refers to A-weighted sound levels.

As used in environmental noise analyses, a metric refers to the unit that quantitatively
measures the effect of noise on the environment. To quantify these effects, DoD and other
federal agencies use three noise-measuring techniques, or metrics: first, a measure of the
highest sound level occurring during an individual event (single event); second, a
combination of the maximum level of that single event with its duration; and third, a
description of the noise environment based on the cumulative effects of all noise-generating
activities.

Single noise events can be described with Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) and Sound Exposure
Level (SEL). The cumulative energy noise metric used for most analyses is DNL. These metrics
and their uses are described below.

Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) (or maximum A-weighted sound level). Lmax is the highest A-
weighted integrated sound level measured during a single event in which the sound level
changes value with time (e.g., an aircraft overflight). During an aircraft overflight, the noise
level starts at the ambient or background noise level, rises to the maximum level as the
aircraft flies closest to the observer, and returns to the background level as the aircraft
recedes into the distance. The maximum sound level indicates the maximum sound level
occurring during the event. The maximum sound level is important in judging the

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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interference caused by a noise event with conversation, TV or radio listening, or other
common activities. Although it provides some measure of the intrusiveness of the event, it
does not completely describe the total event, because it does not include the period of time
that the sound is heard.

Sound Exposure Level (SEL). SEL is a composite metric that represents both the intensity of a
sound and its duration. Individual time-varying noise events (e.g., aircraft overflights) have
two main characteristics: a sound level that changes throughout the event and a period of
time during which the event is heard. The SEL provides a measure of the entire acoustic
event, but it does not directly represent the sound level heard at any given time. During an
aircraft overflight, SEL would include both the Lmax and the lower noise levels produced
during onset and recess periods of the overflight. SEL is a logarithmic measure of the total
acoustic energy transmitted to the listener during the event. Mathematically, it represents the
sound level of a constant sound that would, in one second, generate the same acoustic energy
as the actual time-varying noise event. For sound from aircraft overflights, which typically
lasts more than one second, the SEL is usually greater than the Lmax because an individual
overflight generally takes seconds to occur and the Lmax occurs instantaneously. SEL is the
best metric to compare noise levels from overflights.

Military aircraft flying at training ranges generate noise that is somewhat different from that
associated with airfield operations. As opposed to the patterned or continuous noise
environments associated with airfields, overflights in training areas are sporadic (varied in
frequency).

Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL). DNL are cumulative sound levels that account for the
exposure of all noise events in a 24-hour period. In order to account for increased human
sensitivity to noise at night, DNL includes a 10 dB penalty to nighttime events (10PM to 7AM).
The penalty added to the DNL accounts for the added intrusiveness of sounds that occur
during normal sleeping hours, both because of the increased sensitivity to noise during those
hours and because ambient sound levels during nighttime are typically about 10 dB lower
than during daytime hours. If the nighttime penalty was omitted, DNL would mathematically
represent the continuous sound level that would be present if all of the variations in sound
level that occur over a 24-hour period were smoothed out so as to contain the same total
sound energy. This composite metric accounts for the maximum noise levels, the duration of
the events (sorties, operations, etc.), and the number of events that occurs over a 24-hour
period. This metric does not represent the sound level heard at any particular time, but
quantifies the total sound energy received over the 24-hour period. While it is normalized as
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an average, it represents all of the sound energy, and is therefore a cumulative measure. DNL
is commonly used in land use planning.

Noise Study Methodology and Assumptions

The noise study undertaken for this EIS was structured to be consistent with aircraft noise
impact analysis requirements of the DoD’s AICUZ (Air Installation Compatibility Use Zones)
Program.

As noise from future activity cannot be physically measured in the present, this EIS computes
and estimates the noise generated by aircraft operations and compares exposures from
operational alternatives. Analyses of aircraft noise exposure and compatible land use around
DoD airfields and airspace are typically accomplished using the DoD NOISEMAP suite of
computer programs (Wyle 1998) with the Rotorcraft Noise Model (RNM) Version 7.2.2 (Wyle
2007a). The computations draw from a spectral database of actual aircraft noise
measurements. These programs are most appropriate for comparing “before-and-after” noise
impacts which would result from proposed changes or alternative actions, when the
calculations are made in a consistent manner. The models allow noise predictions for such
proposed actions without the actual implementation or noise monitoring for those actions.

Noise levels from flight operations exceeding ambient noise typically occur beneath main
approach and departure corridors, in local air traffic patterns around the airfield, and in areas
immediately adjacent to parking ramps and aircraft staging areas. As aircraft in flight gain
altitude, their noise contribution drops to lower levels, often becoming indistinguishable from
the ambient noise. For these reasons, the operations associated with LZ Boondocker, located
in the southeast area of MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, were not included in the model. Noise from
aircraft using LZ Boondocker was not modeled because of the relatively infrequent use of the
LZ. Likewise, aircraft noise was not modeled at other LZs which are not part of the airfield
and which are used for administrative purposes (infrequently).

Noise contours from 55 to 85 dB DNL were developed using NOISEMAP for the applicable
scenarios of this EIS. The model calculated the cumulative DNL at six Points of Interest (POI)
in the environs of MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. POls are used in the analysis to quantify changes
in noise levels at specific points, and to quantify the contributions of specific aircraft to the
total aircraft noise contours. All POIs are in residential areas along the shoreline of Kaneohe
Bay, except for Coconut Island, a marine biology laboratory. The six POls are (from east to
west along the Kaneohe Bay shoreline): Puu Papaa (PP) near the H-3 entrance to the base; the
YWCA'’s Kokokabhi facility (KK); Coconut Island (CI), site of the Hawaii Institute of Marine
Biology; Lilipuna Road (LR) in the residential area facing Coconut Island; Kealohi Point (KP)

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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at Heeia State Park; and Kamehameha Highway (KH) between Heeia and Kahaluu. Locations
of the POIs are shown in the aircraft DNL contour maps that follow.

Representative POIs were also evaluated because aircraft noise complaints can occur at any
DNL with changes in single event noise levels during aircraft flyby events, aircraft over-flight
patterns, and aircraft frequencies. The relative degree of potential complaint risks between
the action alternatives and the No Action Alternative were compared by examining the
increase in noise levels at these locations, and by examining the extent of any additional noise
sensitive properties newly encompassed by the 65 dB DNL contours.

Calendar year 2009 was considered to be the baseline timeframe, and 2018 was considered
to be the future or forecast year at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Modeling was initially based on
an interim 2008 noise study (Wyle 2008) which in turn was based on an earlier AICUZ study
(NAVFAC PAC 2006). Assumptions and modeling parameters regarding baseline operations at
the installation were obtained primarily from MCAS personnel, and interviews were
conducted to update and verify operational assumptions.

The baseline condition for MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay considered approximately 53,000 total
flight operations (see Table 3-1 and Appendix D). Nearly 40 percent of the total flight
operations are from based P-3 Orion aircraft. Approximately one-quarter of the total flight
operations are from based CH-53 Sea Stallion helicopters and transient helicopters. Transient
fighter/attack jet aircraft comprise approximately 500 annual flight operations and are
represented by legacy F/A-18C/D Hornet aircraft. Annual operations totaling 42 for transient
medium jet aircraft (e.g., Boeing B-757) and 4th Force Reconnaissance (Unmanned Aerial
System) aircraft were not modeled due to their insignificant contribution to the overall
aircraft noise environment. Four percent of the total flight operations are during the DNL
nighttime (10PM to 7AM) period.

The aircraft flight tracks used to model baseline and future year operations at MCB Hawaii
Kaneohe Bay are shown in Appendix D. Typically, fixed-wing aircraft remain offshore or over
Kaneohe Bay and do not fly inland to the south or west of the base. Rotary-wing aircraft may
fly inland, to and from the south, and cross the shoreline in the vicinity of Malae Point.

Noise Exposure

Figure 3-3 shows the 55 to 85 dB aircraft DNL contours, in 5 dB increments, for the baseline
condition. This figure shows the location of the POIs referenced above, as well as the location
of public schools in the vicinity. The path of the departure and arrival routes are evident in
the shape of the location of the 55, 60, and 65 dB DNL contours, paralleling the coastline of

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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1 Kaneohe Bay near Kealohi Point. The 55 dB DNL contour extending toward Kokokabhi is
2 primarily due to jet takeoff roll departing to the northeast on Runway 04. The only off-base
3  landfall of the 65 dB DNL contour is the northern portion of Coconut Island in the middle of
4  Kaneohe Bay.
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6 Figure 3-3. Aircraft DNL Contours at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay for 2009 Baseline Condition
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Table 3-9 lists the DNL for the baseline condition for each of the six POIs. Areas exposed to 65
dB DNL or greater primarily include the water areas, MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, and the
northern portion of Coconut Island. From the DNL contours and this data, it was concluded
that, except for CI, baseline aircraft noise levels do not exceed the AICUZ land use
compatibility criteria of 65 dB DNL in the communities along the shoreline of Kaneohe Bay.

Table 3-9. Estimated Aircraft DNL for Representative POIls
Baseline Condition (2009) at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay

Point of Interest (POI) Baseline DNL (dB)
Kamehameha Highway (KH) 22
Kealohi Point (KP) 660
Coconut Island (CI)I1] 61
Lilipuna Road (LR) 57
Kokokahi (KK) 55
Puu Papaa (PP) 56

1 The Hawaii Institute of Marine Biology is located on Coconut Island.
The listed dB level is only for the specific point shown on Figure 3-3.

The dominant contributors to the aircraft DNL are the transient large heavy jet aircraft (e.g.,
C-5/An-124, C-17) and transient F/A-18 aircraft. In the vicinity of Puu Papaa (PP in Figure
3-3), helicopter operations contribute nearly the same to the overall DNL as fixed-wing
operations.

3.5.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Construction Impacts

Unavoidable but temporary noise impacts may occur during construction at the base, but they
are not expected to be severe due to the location of the construction areas within the base’s
boundaries. Construction activities would be phased over a period of approximately six to ten
years, and may be occasionally audible at surrounding properties. For this reason, the use of
quiet equipment and construction curfew periods would be implemented to minimize
construction noise impacts.

With No Action, there would be no construction of facilities to support the VMM and HMLA
squadrons and no construction-related impacts. No mitigation would be required.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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Operational Impacts

Table 3-2 and Appendix D provide the annual flight operations totaling nearly 79,000 under
Alternatives A or B. Relative to the No Action Alternative, these action alternatives assume
that two squadrons of MV-22 aircraft and one squadron of AH/UH-1 aircraft would be added
to the aircraft mix at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Three squadrons of CH-53D aircraft would be
eliminated from the future aircraft mix, and one squadron of CH-53E!! aircraft would remain
at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.

Nearly 30 percent of the total flight operations!2 would be from based P-8 aircraft.
Approximately 11 percent of the total flight operations would be from based CH-53
helicopters and transient helicopters. Approximately 28 percent of the total flight operations
would be from based MV-22 and AH/UH-1 aircraft. Transient fighter/attack jet aircraft would
comprise approximately 500 annual flight operations and would be represented by legacy
Hornet aircraft. Annual operations totaling 42 for transient medium jet aircraft (e.g., Boeing
B-757) and 4th Force Reconnaissance (Unmanned Aerial System) aircraft were not modeled
due to their insignificant contribution to the overall aircraft noise environment. Two percent
of the total flight operations would be during the DNL nighttime (10PM to 7AM) period.

MV-22 aircraft flight tracks would be similar to those of the P-3C aircraft during local (touch
and go) operations, and AH/UH-1 flight tracks would be similar to those of other helicopters
during local operations. The MV-22 was also assumed to use the helicopter flight tracks
during its local operations at Pads 7 and 8 (located just northwest of the runway) and at the
West Field Pad. Appendix D contains maps of the flight tracks for modeled baseline and future
year operations at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.

Figure 3-4 depicts the forecasted 55 to 85 dB aircraft DNL contours, in 5 dB increments, for
2018 aircraft operations under the proposed action. DNL contours would remain similar in
size and shape to the No Action Alternative contours, with increases in aircraft noise levels of
less than 1 dB DNL. The only off-base landfalls of the 65 dB DNL contour are the northern
portion of Coconut Island in the middle of Kaneohe Bay and the tip of Kealohi Point (KP). As
shown, public schools would remain outside the 55 dB DNL contour. Fixed-wing aircraft
would continue to be the dominant contributor to the overall aircraft noise environment.

11 The CH-53D aircraft are to be replaced with CH-53E aircraft.

12 An aircraft flight operation refers to any takeoff or landing at MCAS Kaneohe Bay. The takeoff or landing may be part of a
training maneuver or pattern, such as touch-and-go, or associated with a departure or arrival of aircraft. A takeoff or landing
counts as one operation. A pattern usually consists of two operations.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



Table 3-10 summarizes estimated aircraft DNL for the six POIs under the action alternatives.
Areas exposed to 65 dB DNL or greater would primarily include water and MCB Hawaii
Kaneohe Bay. From the DNL contours and this data, it was concluded that aircraft noise levels
would not exceed the AICUZ land use compatibility criteria of 65 dB DNL in the communities
along the shoreline of Kaneohe Bay. The changes in DNL at POIs KK and PP would be
approximately 1 dB DNL relative to the No Action Alternative.

A U1 AW N

Identical to the baseline condition, the dominant contributors to the aircraft DNL for the
action alternatives would be the transient large heavy jet aircraft (e.g., C-5/An-124, C-17) and
transient F/A-18 aircraft. In the vicinity of Puu Papaa (PP in Figure 3-3), helicopter

10  operations would continue to contribute nearly the same to the overall DNL as fixed-wing

11  operations.

Table 3-10. Comparison of Aircraft DNL for Representative Points of Interest (POI) for
Baseline Condition (2009), No Action (2018), and Proposed Action (2018) at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay

No Action Alternative Alternatives A and B
Point of Change From
Interest Baseline DNL Change from DNL Change from No Baseline
(poI) DNL (dB) (dB) Baseline DNL (dB) (dB) Action DNL (dB) DNL (dB)

Kamehameha 52 54 +2 54 0 +2
Highway (KH)
Kealohi Point 60 63 +3 63 0 +3
(KP)
Coconut 61 62 +1 62 0 +1
IslandI! (CI)
Lilipuna Road 57 58 +1 58 0 +1
(LR)
Kokokahi 55 55 0 56 +1 +1
(KK)
Puu Papaa 56 57 +1 58 +1 +1
(PP)

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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2 Figure 3-4. Aircraft DNL Contours at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay for 2018 Proposed Action and No Action Alternative

3 1  The Hawalii Institute of Marine Biology is located on Coconut Island.

4 Figure 3-5 shows the SEL and Lmax of the primary aircraft modeled at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe

5  Bay as they pass by the vicinity of KP. KP was chosen because it is the POI closest to the

6  modeled flight tracks and would have the greatest DNL of the six POIs. Of the aircraft shown

7 in Figure 3-5, the (transient) fighter/attack aircraft (represented by the F/A-18) and the large
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cargo/transport aircraft (represented by the C-5) would have the highest single event sound
levels of approximately 109 dB SEL and 104 dB Lmax. The highest contributing types of flight
operations would be touch-and-go and arrivals for the F/A-18 and C-5, respectively. In
contrast, the MV-22 and H-1 aircraft single-event sound levels would be approximately 17-28
dB less than the fighter/attack and large cargo/transport aircraft with SEL and Lmax of 92 dB
and 81 dB, respectively. Although the Lmax of the P-8 Poseidon (jet) aircraft would be
approximately 5 dB greater than the MV-22 /H-1 Lmax, the P-8 SEL would be approximately 2
dB less than the MV-22/H-1 SEL due, in part, to its faster airspeed.

W N O Ul AW N

10 Figure 3-5. Aircraft Operating at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay in the Vicinity of Kealohi Point

11 Table 3-3 and Appendix D provide the annual flight operations totaling nearly 61,000 under
12 the No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative assumes the replacement of most of the
13 P-3C aircraft with P-8A aircraft, the transition of CH-53D to CH-53E aircraft, and the

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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continuation of C-17, SH-60, transient medium jet, 4th Force Reconnaissance, and
fighter/attack aircraft operations at levels similar to baseline. The number of based/transient
small jet (i.e., C-20), transient large jet (i.e., C-5/An-124), and transient propeller aircraft
operations are predicted to increase in the future. The transient propeller aircraft would
increase due to the addition of a transient squadron of KC-130 tanker aircraft.

Nearly 40 percent of the total flight operations would be from based P-8 aircraft.
Approximately 20 percent of the total flight operations would be based CH-53 helicopters and
transient helicopters. Transient fighter/attack jet aircraft would comprise approximately 500
annual flight operations and would be represented by legacy F/A-18 aircraft. Annual
operations totaling 42 for transient medium jet aircraft (e.g., Boeing B-757) and 4th Force
Reconnaissance (Unmanned Aerial System) aircraft were not modeled due to their
insignificant contribution to the overall aircraft noise environment. Two percent of the total
flight operations would be during the DNL nighttime (10PM to 7AM) period.

Flight tracks and the distribution of aircraft among the flight tracks to the DNL time periods
would not be substantially different from the baseline condition.

Figure 3-4 also shows the forecasted 55 to 85 dB aircraft DNL contours, in 5 dB increments,
for the No Action Alternative. The DNL contours as shown in Figure 3-4 would be slightly
larger than the No Action Alternative, with increases in aircraft noise levels of less than 3 dB
DNL. The only off-base landfall of the 65 dB DNL contour are the northern portion of Coconut
[sland in the middle of Kaneohe Bay. Public schools in the vicinity would remain outside the
55 dB DNL contour. Fixed-wing aircraft would continue to be the dominant contributor to the
overall aircraft noise environment.

Table 3-10 summarizes estimated aircraft DNL for the six POIs under the No Action
Alternative. Areas exposed to 65 dB DNL or greater primarily include water and MCB Hawaii
Kaneohe Bay. None of the representative POIs would be exposed to DNL of 65 dB or greater.
Increase in DNL relative to the baseline condition would range from nearly 0 dB DNL (at KK)
to approximately 3 dB (at KP). This increase would be primarily due to the approximate 200
percent increase in transient large heavy jet aircraft (e.g., C-5/An-124, C-17) operations,
which are not part of the proposed action. From the DNL contours and this data, it was
concluded that the No Action Alternative aircraft noise levels would not exceed the AICUZ
land use compatibility criteria of 65 dB DNL in the communities along the shoreline of
Kaneohe Bay.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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Identical to the baseline condition, the dominant contributors to the aircraft DNL for the No
Action Alternative would be the transient large heavy jet aircraft and transient F/A-18
aircraft. In the vicinity of Puu Papaa (PP in Figure 3-3), helicopter operations would continue
to contribute nearly the same to the overall DNL as fixed-wing operations.

Summary
During construction, temporary noise would be managed by State DOH permit requirements.

Aircraft operations would be the dominant noise contributor during operations. Projected
changes in aircraft noise at the POIs under the action alternatives would range from 1 to 3 dB
DNL compared to baseline, and from 0 to 1 dB DNL compared to the No Action Alternative.
Areas exposed to 65 dB DNL or greater would primarily include water and MCB Hawaii
Kaneohe Bay. Only the northern portion of Coconut Island and the tip of Kealohi Point would
be encompassed by the 65 dB DNL. Fixed wing aircraft would continue to be the primary
contributors to noise in the environs.

3.6 GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND TOPOGRAPHY
3.6.1 INTRODUCTION

This section describes the general geology, soils, topography, and seismicity at MCB Hawaii
Kaneohe Bay. Potential impacts would be minimized by compliance with applicable
regulations and building codes, including the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit program, International Building Code (IBC), and DoD Unified
Facilities Criteria (UFC).

The ROI includes the development footprint and, with regard to erosion, receiving waters.
(See also Section 3.7.) With different development footprints and concepts, Alternatives A and
B would have different potential impacts. Under Alternative B, construction of the underpass
would require substantial excavation work and ground water dewatering efforts.

3.6.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Geology and Soils

Mokapu Peninsula was formed by basaltic lava eruptions from four separate volcanic vents
during the last period of volcanic activity on Oahu. Major volcanic features of the peninsula
include Kuau or Pyramid Rock on the northwestern tip of the installation, Puu Hawaii Loa in
the central area, and Ulupau Crater on the northeastern tip. Following this volcanic activity,
the peninsula was inundated by a rise in the sea level, during which time an extensive coral
reef was formed. As sea level retreated to its present level, beaches and sand dunes were

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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formed from the deposition of calcareous sand by the prevailing tradewinds. Approximately
280 acres (ac) (113 hectares [ha]) of coral fill were added to the peninsula’s marshy central
drainage basin between 1939 and 1941 to both deepen the sea channel for marine vessels
and create a runway (NAVFAC HI 2006).

Based on the U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Natural Resources Conservation Service
(USDA NRCS) web soil survey, the surface soil identified at the Mokapu Peninsula consists
primarily of Fill Land (FL). Soil types, including Mamala Stony Silty Clay Loam (MnC), Ewa
Silty Clay Loam (EmB), and Molokai Silty Clay Loam (MuC), have also been mapped in the
eastern and northeastern portions of the peninsula. The NRCS defines fill land as areas filled
with material dredged from the ocean or hauled from nearby areas. The silty clay loams
consist of well-drained soils with moderate permeability characteristics. Runoff varies from
very slow to medium, erosion hazard varies from slight to moderate, and the shrink-swell
potential ranges from low to moderate. Shallow borings performed for runway and taxiway
projects in the 1950s and 1960s indicated that the surface soils in these areas consisted of fill
material.

Additional information on existing surface and subsurface soils would be determined with
site-specific geotechnical engineering investigations.

Topography

The three volcanic highpoints at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, Pyramid Rock, Puu Hawaii Loa,
and Ulupau Crater, are at elevations of approximately 40 ft (12 m), 200 ft (61 m), and 600 ft
(183 m) above mean sea level, respectively (NAVFAC HI 2006). Topography at MCB Hawaii
Kaneohe Bay generally slopes away from the high points and toward Nuupia Ponds, with
coastal areas sloping toward the shores. The existing terrain in the vicinity of Alternatives A
and B is relatively level with ground elevations ranging from approximately three to 20 ft (0.9
to 6 m).13

3.6.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Geology and Soils

Soils at MCB Hawaii may be susceptible to ground settlement. As noted above, the soils also
have a slight to moderate erosion hazard potential and low to moderate shrink-swell
potential. For Alternatives A and B, construction activities would be completed in compliance
with the geotechnical engineering recommendations incorporated into the project design,

13 Map of Marine Corps Base Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, Oahu, Hawaii (Base Map), dated January 20, 2011.
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including provisions to address settlement and soil shrink-swell potential. Site grading and
construction would result in temporary soil disturbance. However, the relatively level
topography would minimize erosion potential during construction. The No Action Alternative
would involve no construction and, hence, no soils impacts.

Under Alternative B, construction of a runway underpass would require over excavation and
installation of earth retaining and lateral support systems, dewatering, and subgrade
preparation. A detailed site specific geotechnical exploration would be required for design of
the underpass. It is estimated that excavation and removal of 140,000 cubic yards (CY) of
material would be needed for construction of the underpass.

Construction activities under Alternatives A and B would be completed in compliance with a
project-specific NPDES permit program. As part of the permit program, best management
practices (BMPs) would be implemented for erosion and sediment control prior to and during
construction (see Section 2.4 for details). Excessive ground settlement, erosion, and expansive
soil impacts are not anticipated with the implementation of applicable geotechnical
engineering practices during design and construction.

No geology or soils impacts would be associated with the No Action Alternative.

Topography

New construction associated with Alternative A would require minimal grading work as the
project site is relatively level and is currently developed. Under Alternative B, construction of
the underpass would require substantial excavation work and ground water dewatering
efforts. However, changes to the existing topography would be minimal. Grading and
construction work for Alternatives A and B would be completed in accordance with applicable
UFC documents and other government requirements. Site-specific geotechnical engineering
reports would also be required. As a result, topographic impacts are not anticipated as a
result of either Alternative A or B. With no construction proposed, the No Action Alternative
would have no impacts related to topography.

Summary

Potential development-related impacts on geology, soils, and topography would vary with
Alternatives A and B. With the No Action Alternative, there would be no construction-related
impacts.

Under Alternative B, the construction of the underpass would require substantial excavation
work and dewatering efforts. For Alternatives A and B, potential impacts would be minimized

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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because the Marine Corps would comply with applicable regulations and building codes,
conduct site specific geotechnical investigations, and incorporate BMPs prior to, during, and
after construction. No mitigation is required. With the No Action Alternative, no impacts
related to geology, soils, or topography would occur.

3.7 DRAINAGE, HYDROLOGY, AND WATER QUALITY
3.71 INTRODUCTION

This section describes drainage and water quality at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay as these
resources/issues apply to the proposed action. Potential impacts are determined by
compliance with regulations applicable to storm water discharge such as the NPDES permit
program, water quality standards, and applicable DoD requirements. The ROI is the portion of
the base proposed for development and additional aviation activities, as well as receiving
waters.

The issue of groundwater resources does not require detailed analysis. According to the
current Marine Corps Base Hawaii Master Plan (NAVFAC HI 2006), there are no potable water
wells on the base. No potable groundwater aquifer occurs on the base. What does occur is a
brackish basal lens (Mink and Lau 1990a; Stearns and Vaksvik 1935; USGS 1968). Regarding
surface water resources, there are no impaired water bodies!# in the vicinity.

Changes in drainage conditions would vary slightly between the two action alternatives since
VMM squadron improvements would add impervious surfaces in different locations on the
base. Hydrology and water quality conditions during both construction and operations would
be the same for the two action alternatives.

3.7.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay is a peninsula bordered by Kaneohe Bay to the south and west, the
ocean along the north and west, and Nuupia Ponds along the south side at the east end. Much
of the base development is along the south side, characterized by relatively flat and low lying
areas draining to the west and south.

Surface waters surrounding the peninsula are classified and regulated by the State of Hawaii
under Title 11 Hawaii Administrative Rules, Department of Health, Chapter 54 Water Quality
Standards. The waters of Kailua Bay and outer portions of Kaneohe Bay are designated Class

14 As listed under Clean Water Act Section 303(d)
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A marine waters, protected for recreational purposes and aesthetic enjoyment. The inner
portions of Kaneohe Bay are designated as Class AA marine waters, designated to remain in a
natural pristine state as nearly as possible with an absolute minimum of pollution or
alteration of water quality from any human-caused source or action (OEP 1987c).

New facilities and renovation of existing facilities in support of the proposed action would
occur in the western part of the base, west of “G” Street and the H3 main gate which runs
north-south at the middle of the base. (For a map showing street locations on the base, see
Figure 3-16 in the roadways and traffic section.) Puu Hawaii Loa with a peak of 200 ft (61 m)
and higher ground at the northwest corner of the base border the north edge of the subject
drainage area. The area is generally developed with the runway and aviation facilities
dominating the western area and a portion of the south edge along Kaneohe Bay. Box culverts
drain the runway area southward to the bay. Other box drains discharge runoff for the area
west of the runway to the ocean toward the west. The base main cantonment area east of the
runway is drained by a series of pipe drain systems to Kailua Bay or overland.

A narrow center portion of the base covering an area east of “G” Street to Craig Avenue is
drained by a drainage channel discharging southward into Kaneohe Bay. The east side of the
main base developed area drains mainly southward via pipe systems and a channel into
Nuupia Ponds.

3.7.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Alternatives A and B would provide new and expanded aircraft parking aprons, hangars,
warehouses, administrative type spaces, and housing (see Chapter 2). The facilities would be
dispersed in the area bordered by the runway at the northwest, Mokapu Road at the
northeast, G Street on the east, and Kaneohe Bay along the southwest. New pavements and
buildings constructed in non-paved areas would generally increase storm surface runoff. New
aircraft parking aprons and hangars for the MV-22 aircraft would have approximately 26.2 ac
(10.6 ha) of impervious surface, with about three-quarters of the facilities to be sited in areas
vegetated by non-native koa haole (Leucaena leucocephala) shrubs. Other facilities would be
mainly renovation of existing aircraft parking aprons and hangars, as well as new buildings
and pavements in existing impervious surfaced areas. Storm water runoff from these project
sites would generally be to Kaneohe Bay along the southwest side of the base.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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The Naval Facilities Engineering and Construction Bulletin (NAVFAC 2007) requires that new
facilities be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) !5 silver
performance rating. Construction under Alternative A or B would be implemented under
Section 438 of the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA) and UFC 3-210-10, Low
Impact Development (LID), which call for projects to maintain storm water discharge to pre-
development hydrology conditions to the maximum extent technically feasible, and for
application of BMPs for water quality (UFC 2010).

Project design provisions to accomplish the above could include surface and subsurface
retention facilities, enhanced infiltration by use of vegetated channels and swales, as well as
bio-retention areas and/or water quality units.

Projects would be carried out in compliance with NPDES permit requirements. In addition,
storm water during operations would be managed with LID practices implemented as
practicable to control or otherwise reduce runoff before entering piped and lined channels for
off-site discharge. Conditions at MCBH Kaneohe Bay related to technical constraints that limit
meeting the UFC objective may include contaminated soils, high ground water levels, small
sites that limit infiltration of runoff into the ground, and limited non-potable water reuse
opportunities.

Summary

Net impacts to Kaneohe Bay and Nuupia Ponds associated with Alternatives A and B would be
minimal due to the following:

e Much of the construction supporting the proposed action would involve renovation and
replacement of facilities, with new facilities being constructed mainly in already
developed areas.

e Impervious areas added to the existing developed area of the base for construction of new
aviation facilities are estimated at 20 ac (8 ha). The 20 ac (8 ha) represent approximately
three-quarters of the land to be occupied by new facilities in existing vegetated areas to
be cleared for construction. The additional impervious area is 2.3 percent of the 850-plus
ac (344 ha) of the developed part of the base that presently contribute to discharges into
Kaneohe Bay to the south.

e Design standards and BMPs would be applied to control surface storm water runoff, as
well as to improve or maintain the quality of discharged waters.

15 The LEED program is administered by the U.S. Green Building Council.
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1 With the implementation of BMPs and LID measures for control of storm runoff included in

2 project design, no additional mitigation is required for Alternative A or B. No drainage or

3  water quality impacts would be associated with the No Action Alternative.

+ 3.8 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

5 3.8.1 INTRODUCTION

6  This section addresses biological resources at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The discussion is

7  divided into the following subsections:

8 e Terrestrial and Marine Flora, with a focus on threatened and endangered species listed

9 under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended;
10 e Terrestrial and Marine Fauna, with a focus on ESA-listed and Marine Mammal Protection
11 Act species and birds protected under the Migratory Bird Species Act (MBTA) of 1918, as
12 amended;

13 e Invasive Species (plant and animal, terrestrial and aquatic);
14 e Habitat (Critical Habitat, Jurisdictional Wetlands, and Coral Reefs); and

15 e Existing Management Measures. Bird Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH) and wildland fire
16 risks both involve biological resources and safety concerns and, therefore, are presented
17 in this section as well as in Section 3.10.

18 The ROI for biological resources encompasses the areas proposed for development under
19  Alternatives A and B and those areas of the base where proposed construction or aviation
20  activities could directly or indirectly impact protected species. Adjacent land and water that
21  provide habitat for these species are also included in the ROI.

22 Development-related impacts on biological resources may vary between the two action

23 alternatives for one project, the proposed VMM squadron facilities. These facilities would

24 have different footprints under Alternatives A and B. Because aviation operations would be
25  the same for Alternatives A and B, operational impacts on biological resources would be the
26  same for the two action alternatives. It is noted that aircraft would take off from and land on
27  airfield, helipad, or landing zone pavement with adequate buffer areas to avoid effects of MV-
28 22 downwash on natural resources.16

16 The area potentially affected by downwash associated with MV-22 aircraft is defined by a 350-foot (107-meter) radius from
the aircraft’s landing point. See Appendix F-2 for a memorandum addressing downwash from the rotor of an MV-22 in hover.
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3.8.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Terrestrial and Marine Flora

Much of the vegetation at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay is dominated by invasive species, except
along certain coastline and dune areas, which harbor a largely native community of sea strand
vegetation (Drigot, Wilcox, and Duin 2001; UFWS 2008). The existing non-native vegetation
cover in much of the occupied land and open space consists of planted landscape material
(typically Bermuda grass and a variety of native and non-native planted trees and shrubs).
The non-managed dry land vegetated areas are dominated by non-native koa haole (Leucaena
leucocephala) shrubland. Until 2008, there were no known natural occurrences of plants
listed or pending listing as threatened or endangered under the ESA as amended, on MCB
Hawaii properties. In January 2008, a self-established plot of the federally listed Sesbania
tomentosa (ohai) plant was discovered within the Nuupia Ponds Wildlife Management Area
(WMA).17 (Figure 3-6 shows the locations of the WMAs at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.)

During a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)-led coastal and marine resources inventory
completed for MCB Hawaii in 2008, dense native seagrass beds were found growing on soft
sediment offshore from the Hale Koa recreational camping area (USFWS 2008). (See Figure
3-6 for the Hale Koa location, northeast of Sag Harbor; see Figure 3-7 for the USFWS survey
transect locations.) This area has been highly modified by past dredging. Two species of
seagrass occur in the dredged area but do not co-mingle. Dense patches (100% cover) of the
endemic Halophila Hawaiiana were found at transects located approximately 1,000 ft (305 m)
from shore at depths of approximately 9 to 11 ft (2.7 to 3.3 m). Halophila decipiens meadows
(95% to 99% cover) were found growing on soft sediment at these same transects at depths
greater than 13 ft (4 m). H decipiens was also observed at another transect in the vicinity,
located at greater depths (16 to 26 ft [5 to 8 m]) where the seagrass became sparse due to
less sunlight penetrating the water column.

17 Drigot, Dr. Diane. Personal communication. 2011.
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2 Figure 3-7. MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Inventory of Marine Resources, Study Areas 8, 9, and 10
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Terrestrial and Marine Fauna

Threatened and Endangered Species. ESA-listed threatened (T) and endangered (E)
terrestrial and marine fauna species observed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and in
surrounding ocean waters are presented in Table 3-11. In addition, the short-eared owl (4sio
flammeus sandwichensis, pueo) is listed as endangered by the State of Hawaii.

Ul A W N

Two WMAs, the 517-ac (209-ha) Nuupia Ponds and the 25-ac (10-ha) Ulupau Head (see
Figure 3-6), provide habitat for ESA- and MBTA-listed waterfowl (at the Nuupia Ponds WMA),
and for a MBTA-protected seabird colony (at the Ulupau Head WMA). Neither WMA is in the
vicinity of Alternative A or B projects or activities.

O 0 N O

Table 3-11. ESA-listed Threatened and Endangered Species Observed at
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and Surrounding Waters in the 500-yard Offshore Security Buffer Zone

Scientific Name Common Name Hawaiian Name Regulatory Status
Birds
Anas wyvilliana Hawaiian duck Koloa moali E
Fulica alai Hawaiian coot Alae keokeo E
Gallinoula chloropus sandvicensis Hawaiian gallinule, Alae ula E
Common moorhen
Himantopus mexicanus knudseni Hawaiian stilt Aeo E
Puffinus auricularis newelli Newell’'s/Townsend’s Ao T
shearwater
Plants
Sesbania tomentosa ‘Ohai Ohai E
Marine Mammals and Turtles
Monachus schauinslandi Hawaiian monk seal Ilio holo I'’ka uaua E
Physeter catodon Sperm whale E
Megaptera novaeangliae Humpback whale Kohola E
Eretmochelys imbriacata Hawksbill sea turtle Ea E
Chelonia mydas Green sea turtle Honu T
Lepidochelys olivacea Olive Ridley sea turtle T

10 Source: MCBH 2006a, Appendix C: Updated Species Inventory.; HQMC Conservation Section (CMC-OLFL-1). United States Marine
11 Corps, Natural Resources Conservation Program. 2010 (2nd Edition, 2010).
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1 Migratory Birds. Table 3-12 lists bird species protected under the MBTA, 16 U.S.C. §§703-712
2  etseq, that have been observed at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (Drigot, Wilcox, and Duin 2001;
3  and Draft 2001 INRMP update).

Table 3-12. MBTA-Listed Bird Species at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay

Scientific Name Common Name Hawaiian Name Origin
Waterbirds
Anas platyrhynchos Mallard Introduced
Anas syvilliana Hawaiian duck Koloa moali Endemic
Ardea herodios Great blue heron Visitor
Bubulcus ibis Cattle egret Introduced
Egretta caerulea Little blue heron Visitor
Egretta thula Snowy egret Visitor
Fulica alai Hawaiian coot Alae keokeo Endemic
Gallinoula chloropus sandwicensis Hawaiian gallinule, common Alae ula Endemic
moorhen
Himantopus mexicanus knedseni Hawaiian stilt Aeo Endemic
Nycticorax nycticorax hoactli Black-crowned night heron Aukuu Indigenous
Seabirds
Anous minutes melanogenys Black noddy Noio Endemic
Anous stolidus pileatus Brown noddy Noio koha Indigenous
Fregata minor palmerstoni Great frigatebird Iwa Indigenous
Gygis alba White tern Manu-o-ku Indigenous
Phaethon lepturus White-tailed tropicbird Koae kea Indigenous
Phaethon rubricauda Red-tailed tropicbird Koae ula Indigenous
Phoebastria immutabilis (Diomedea Laysan albatross Moli Indigenous
immutablis)
Puffinus pacificus chlororhunchus Wedge-tailed shearwater Uau kani Indigenous
Puffinus auricularis newelii Newell’s/Townsend’s Ao Indigenous
shearwater

Sterna fuscata Sooty tern Ewaewa Indigenous

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



Table 3-12. MBTA-Listed Bird Species at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay

Scientific Name Common Name Hawaiian Name Origin
Sula dactylatra Masked booby ‘A Indigenous
Sula leucogaster Brown booby ‘A Indigenous
Sula sula rubripes Red footed booby ‘A Indigenous
Land Birds
Alauda arvensis Skylark Introduced
Asio flammeus sandwichensis Short-eared owl Pueo Endemic
Cardinalis cardinalis Northern cardinal Introduced
Carpodacus mexicanus House finch Introduced
Mimus polyglottos Northern mockingbird Introduced
Tyto alba Common barn owl Introduced
Migratory Birds
Anas acuta Northern pintail Koloa mapu Migratory
Anas Americana American wigeon Migratory
Anas clypeata Northern shoveler Koloa moha Migratory
Anas crecca Green-winged teal Migratory
Arenaria interpres Ruddy turnstone Akekeke Indigenous/
Migratory
Aythya affinis Lesser scaup Migratory
Aythya marila Greater scaup Migratory
Branta bernicla Brant Migratory
Branta bernicla nigricans Black brant Migratory
Branta canadensis Canada goose Migratory
Bucephala albeola Bufflehead Migratory
Calidris alba Sanderling Hunakai Indigenous/
Migratory
Calidris alpina Dunlin Migratory
Catoptrophorus semipalmatus Willet Migratory
Charadrius semipalmatus Semipalmated plover Migratory
Childonias niger Black tern Migratory

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



Table 3-12. MBTA-Listed Bird Species at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay

Scientific Name Common Name Hawaiian Name Origin
Falco peregrines Peregrine falcon Migratory
Gallinago gallinago Common snipe Migratory
Heteroscelus incanus Wandering tattler Ulili Indigenous/
Migratory
Larus atricilla Laughing gull Migratory
Larus delawarensis Ring-billed gull Migratory
Larus pipixcan Franklin’s gull Migratory
Limnodromus spp. Dowitcher Migratory
Limnodromus scolopaceus Long-billed dowitcher Migratory
Lophodytes cucullatus Hooded merganser Migratory
Numenius phaeopus Whimbrel Migratory
Numenius tahitiensis Bristle-thighed curlew Kioea Migratory
Pandion haliaetus Osprey Migratory
Phalaropus fulicarius Red phalarope Migratory
Plegadis chihi White-faced Ibis Migratory
Pluvialis fulva Pacific golden plover Kolea Indigenous/
Migratory
Pluvialis squatarola Black-bellied plover Migratory
Sterna antillarum Least tern Migratory
Sterna bergii Great crested tern Migratory
Sterna caspia Caspian tern Migratory
Sterna fuscata Sooty tern Ewaewa Migratory
Sterna hirundo Common tern Migratory
Tringa flavipes Lesser yellowlegs Migratory
Tringa melanoleuca Greater yellowlegs Migratory

1 Source: MCBH 2006a; Draft 2011 INRMP Update (in progress)
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Invasive Species

Invasive plant and animal species are a constant control concern at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.
Invasive species dominate the terrestrial area of MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. In the marine
environment, invasive algae species are established in some shoreline areas, such as the sea
plane ramp area.18 The USFWS inventory of coastal and marine resources at the base (USFWS
2008) documented 12 marine non-indigenous species considered invasive, including five
algae, four invertebrates, and three fish species. The spread of invasive alien species is
considered a threat to marine biological diversity.

Habitat

Critical Habitat. MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay does not contain designated critical habitat. The
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS), has published a proposed rule (Federal Register, June 2,2011) to expand critical
habitat for the endangered Hawaiian monk seal (Monachus schauinslandi) around the main
Hawaiian Islands, potentially including shorelines and offshore waters around MCB Hawaii
properties where monk seals are found. However, NOAA has determined that MCB Hawaii is
“ineligible” for such designation, citing that the MCB Hawaii Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan (INRMP) “demonstrated potential conservation benefits for the species, a
strong history of plan implementation, and a clear structure to ensure plan effectiveness;
thus, the plan was found to be a benefit to the species.”

Jurisdictional Wetlands. MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay has a number of wetlands located
throughout the base. Jurisdictional wetlands (pursuant to the Clean Water Act and
administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) include Nuupia Ponds WMA and six other
smaller wetlands (Hale Koa wetland, Sag Harbor wetland, Salvage Yard wetland, Percolation
Ditch, Motor Pool, and Kaneohe Klipper Golf Course Ponds). Figure 3-6 shows the location of
these wetlands (USACE 2009). The wetlands, including mudflats, shallow ponds, estuarine
and coastal wetlands, provide habitat for waterbirds. These waterbirds include the
endangered Hawaiian stilt (aeo, Himantopus mexicanus knudseni), Hawaiian gallinule (alae
ula, Gallinula chloropus sandvicensis), Hawaiian coot (alae keokeo, Fulica americana alai), and
Hawaiian duck (koloa moali, Anas wyvilliana) (USACE 2009). No wetlands, including
jurisdictional wetlands, are located within the areas proposed for development under
Alternative A or B.

18 Personal Communication, Dr. Diane Drigot, Environmental Department, MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, 2011.
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Coral Reefs. USFWS conducted an inventory of coastal and marine resources at MCB Hawaii
Kaneohe Bay (USFWS 2008). Marine resources were surveyed within the 500-yard security
buffer zone around Mokapu Peninsula. The 500-yard (yd) (457-m) security buffer zone was
divided into 11 study areas and focused on nearshore coral reef species and habitats. Three
study areas (see Figure 3-7), surveyed in September 2004, are potentially relevant to the
proposed action and described here.

Study Area 10 encompassed the near-shore waters fronting the hangars and runway.
Transects were located at three survey stations, including one in the vicinity of the site
proposed for construction of HMLA facilities. This transect (10A) was located approximately
150 ft (46 m) from shore at a depth of about 24 ft (7 m). Highly modified by previous
dredging activities, the substrate was primarily composed of mud. No coral colonies were
recorded within this transect.

More extensive coral growth was found at the other survey stations within Study Area 10,
fronting Hangars 103 and 104 (station 10B) and the taxiway near Hangar 105 (station 10C).
Coral cover at station 10B was estimated at 42 percent, composed of Montipora capitata,
Porites compressa, and Pocillopora damicornia. At station 10C coral cover was estimated at 67
percent, composed of Montipora capitata and Porites compressa.

Study Areas 8 and 9 were offshore from West Field, as shown in Figure 3-7. Study Area 8
extended from Pyramid Rock to the ordnance assembly area, and Study Area 9—which
included the seagrass transects—fronted the Hale Koa/Waterfront Operations area.

Study Area 8 included three survey stations located in high wave energy environments with
little coral growth. No coral species rare to the main Hawaiian Islands were observed.
Estimated coral coverage at the survey station 8A transects, approximately 1,400 ft (427 m)
from shore, was 15 percent, dominated by Pocillopora meandrina, Montipora flabellata, M.
patula, and Porites lobata. Survey station 8B, approximately 1,000 ft (305 m) from shore, had
an estimated coral coverage of 35 percent. Dominant species were the same as those
observed at station 8A. Transects at survey station 8C, located approximately 2,000 ft (610 m)
offshore, showed estimated coral coverage of 3 percent, dominated by Montipora capitata, M.
flabellate, and Porites lobata.

Study Area 9 included survey stations 94, 9B, and 9C, plus additional transects for the
seagrass survey referenced above. No corals were observed at the seagrass transects.
Transects for survey station 94, located approximately 1,200 ft (366 m) offshore, had an
estimated coral coverage of 68 percent. Porites compressa accounted for more than half of the

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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colony numbers and colony cover, followed by M. capitata. At survey station 9B,
approximately 800 ft (244 m) offshore, estimated coral coverage was 53 percent. M. capitata
accounted for more than 90 percent of the colony numbers and coral cover. Survey station 9C,
approximately 500 ft (152 m) offshore, had an estimated coral cover of 91 percent, with
Porites compressa being the dominant species.

Existing Management Measures

This section addresses existing measures implemented by MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay to
address issues relating to biological resources.

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP). MCB Hawaii implements natural
resources control, management, and monitoring programs at all of its installations, including
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The base is responsible for preparing and updating an INRMP, in
accordance with the Sikes Act (16 U.S.C. 670a-670f, as amended), which requires DoD to carry
out programs and implement strategies to conserve and protect biological resources on its
land. The MCB Hawaii INRMP provides tools to ensure that military operations and natural
resources conservation are integrated and consistent with stewardship and legal
requirements (Drigot, Wilcox, and Duin 2001). The first MCB Hawaii INRMP/EA was
published in 2001, covering the time frame 2002-2006; and the first five-year update of that
document was published in 2006, covering the time frame 2007-2011. Information from both
of these INRMP documents is referenced, as appropriate, in this EIS. The second five-year
update of the INRMP was published in 2011, covering the timeframe 2012 to 2016.

The INRMP continues to follow an ecosystem management approach to addressing areas of
concern. Objectives and action items directly relevant to the proposed action are listed here.

e Assistimplementation of a Bird Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH) Management Program at
MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay’s airfield.
=  Ensure continuation and improvement of established BASH data collection and
management system by MCAS and USDA/Wildlife Services staff.
»  Track airfield staff in proper execution of BASH program responsibilities as spelled
out in the current BASH Plan, and regularly update the plan as required.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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= Incorporate BASH considerations into airfield and other base scopes of work, plans,
and project specifications.19

e Track and manage impacts of other agency plans on MCB Hawaii’s protected /pest species
management strategies. Participate in interagency initiatives on invasive species
problems.

e Take a watershed approach to characterize and develop solutions to flooding, erosion,
and other watershed health issues.

o Implement BMPs to improve watershed health. Review and update all relevant plans and
Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) to integrate BMPs. Incorporate BMPs into
guidelines, operating, and evaluation procedures. Ensure adequate awareness-building
and training about BMPs, watershed health, and water quality.

MCBH Environmental Compliance and Protection Standard Operating Procedures (ECPSOP). The
ECPSOP, updated in December 2005, is intended to provide an orientation to the Marine
Corps base population on its responsibility to comply with environmental laws on the
installation. Included in the document is a chapter on natural resources management SOPs.
The ECPSOP is targeted to a general audience. It highlights applicable statutes, program
elements, and responsibilities of various component programs and staff. The Environmental
Management chapter provides information to help personnel understand what they must do
to comply and where they can get additional help to remain in compliance.

Bird Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH) Plan. MCAS Kaneohe Bay has developed a BASH Plan (MCAF
2006) to reduce the risk of air strikes involving birds, including resident and migratory bird
species. Flight Operations and the Air Station are responsible for clearing birds from the
runways and taxi approaches. The BASH Plan, tailored to specific conditions and operations,
provides guidance to minimize bird strike hazards to military aircraft operating at MCAS
Kaneohe Bay. As part of the BASH Plan, MCAS established a Bird Hazard Working Group and
established procedures to identify high hazard situations and to aid aircrews in determining if
altering/discontinuing flying operations are required. The plan outlined aircrew operating
procedures to avoid high-hazard situations and procedures to decrease the attractiveness of
the airfield to birds by eliminating, controlling, or reducing environmental factors which

19 For example, advise facilities planners and design engineers and others working on flightline and other infrastructure to
ensure that airfield and other night lights are down-shielded to minimize attraction of federally-protected seabirds such as
shearwaters.
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support the birds. In addition, it disseminated information to all assigned and transient
aircrews on bird hazards and provided guidelines for dispersing birds on the airfield.

Birds are regularly hazed from the flightline area by USDA Wildlife Services staff, under
permits from the USFWS. The MCB Hawaii Environmental Compliance and Protection
Department (ECPD) Natural Resources Section secures the Depredation Permit from USFWS
for MCAS operations and ensures compliance by USDA Wildlife Services staff. Oahu is the
home of a growing population of cattle egrets (Bubulcus ibis), and a significant congregation
occurs at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. Cattle egrets prefer open fields where they can feed on
insects. Control methods are in place through the BASH Plan, such as hazing birds from the
flightline area. Great frigate birds (iwa or Fregata minor palmerstoni) present a substantial
aviation hazard. These large birds periodically fly around “Tower Hill” east of the runway at
traffic pattern altitude (MCAF 2006).

The runway areas are kept clear of most vegetation except grasses. Grasses are mowed
periodically to maintain the airfield and for BASH control. Experience has shown that regular
mowing is the best practice, since it reduces grass seed production and grass biomass, which
provide food for birds that pose BASH risks.20

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay manages seasonal arrivals of federally protected Laysan
albatrosses (Phoebastria immutabilis) from October through February each year. Suitable
albatross resting/nesting habitat does exist at the base but is incompatible with military
activities at these locations. Albatrosses are among the bird species covered in the BASH Plan
that are discouraged from becoming habituated to the airfield area. Occasionally, there is a
need for more deliberate action. In cooperation with state and federal regulators, the birds
and/or their eggs are relocated to Kaena Point Natural Area Reserve on the other side of Oahu
where a small breeding colony is established. Annual reports are submitted to USFWS and the
State Department of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR), in conjunction with permits issued
for these bird transfer activities (Drigot, Wilcox, and Duin 2001; MCBH 20064, Draft 2001
MCBH INRMP update).

Invasive Species. Existing invasive species control programs include regular removal of
mongoose, feral cats, and rats from protected bird sanctuaries, as well as a continuing focus
on invasive plant control efforts for Nuupia Ponds WMA, Ulupau Head WMA, and other
wetlands frequented by endangered waterbirds and migratory waterfowl. SOPs, including

20 Russell, Todd. Personal communication. July 22, 2011.
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education, monitoring, and control, are in place to deter the transport of invasive species to
and from MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (NFESC 2002b; Drigot, Wilcox, and Duin 2001; MCBH
2006a).

As an example of the ongoing invasive species control program, MCB Hawaii natural
resources staff recently removed a patch of fountain grass (Pennisetum setaceum) found
growing along the fence line by the motor pool where vehicles that are transported back and
forth to PTA are stored. Fountain grass is a highly flammable invasive plant prevalent on the
Big Island but rare on Oahu. Due to the ongoing vigilance of environmental staff, this patch
was detected and removed, and the importance of vehicle inspection was stressed with
appropriate personnel.?!

The spread of invasive alien species is considered a threat to marine biological diversity. The
MCBH Coral Reef Ecosystem Management Study (2002) and MCBH Invasive Species
Management Study (2002) present recommendations to address this threat (MCBH 2006a).

Wildland Fires. Marine Corps Order (MCO) P5090.2A Ch 12, published in May 2009, mandated
that Marine Corps installations with burnable acreage, or bordered by burnable acreage,
develop and implement a Wildland Fire Management Plan (WFMP). MCB Hawaii already had
in place various studies, SOPs, and plans to respond to and address fire risk. MCO P5090.2A
Ch 2 now provides clearer guidance for the standards, components, and programs to be
consolidated into a centralized plan. Since most of the highly flammable acreage and fire
history at MCB Hawaii is within or immediately adjacent to range and training areas, MCB
Hawaii Operations and Training (O&T) Directorate has taken a leadership role in compliance
with this mandate and has financed the development of a wildland fire management plan and
environmental assessment covering range and training areas. MCB Hawaii’s focus on invasive
vegetation management to reduce fire risk complements the wildland fire management
planning efforts. While the wildland fire management plan and EA are underway (targeted for
completion in early 2012), MCB Hawaii’'s O&T Directorate’s wildland fire management and
response protocols are embodied in Base Order 3302.1, All Hazards Force Protection Plan,
Appendix 11: Fire Response Management.22

Complementing these initiatives are INRMP actions identifying areas of highest wildland fire
risk. Actions include developing vegetation management strategies for the ranges and funding

21 Drigot, Dr. Diane. Personal communication. May 1, 2011.

22 Drigot, Dr. Diane. Personal communication. July 2, 2011.
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34

projects to reduce invasive, fire-prone grasses and replace them with less flammable ground
cover (MCBH 2006a).

Light Emissions. At MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay, outdoor lights are shielded when possible to
minimize attraction to seabirds such as shearwaters (Drigot, Wilcox, and Duin 2001; MCBH
2006a). MBTA-protected wedge-tailed shearwaters nest in the eastern sand dune pond
shoreline of Nuupia Ponds.

3.8.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Terrestrial and Marine Flora

The only naturally occurring ESA-listed plant species at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay is the
endangered Sesbania tomentosa (ohai) plant discovered in a location within the Nuupia Ponds
WMA. This area would not be directly affected by construction and operations under
Alternative A or B. Indirect effects, e.g., from surface water runoff, would be minimized with
the use of BMPs to avoid or minimize runoff. Similarly, native seagrass found offshore would
not be affected during construction or operations, given the location of the seagrass beds and
implementation of BMPs to avoid or minimize storm water runoff into nearshore waters.
Therefore, no significant impacts are expected under either Alternative A or B; no additional
mitigation beyond implementation of BMPs is required. The No Action Alternative would
have no impacts on terrestrial or marine flora.

Terrestrial and Marine Fauna

ESA-listed and MBTA-listed birds are found mainly within the WMAs and in other ACOE-
designated jurisdictional wetlands, but some are present in developed, landscaped areas (e.g.,
Pacific golden plovers [kolea] on lawns). No effect on ESA-listed or MBTA-listed bird is
expected under either Alternative A or B, as the habitats (WMAs or jurisdictional wetlands) of
these birds would not be affected by the proposed action. Certain MBTA-listed birds (Laysan
albatross, great frigate birds) and other non-ESA- or MBTA-listed land bird species (e.g.,
mynabhs, rice birds, Java sparrows, bulbuls, etc.) are known to pose a potential hazard to
aircraft in the runway area proposed for development. Programs implemented under the
INRMP and the BASH Plan are currently in place to protect and monitor ESA- and MBTA-
listed species. For example, the use of down-shielded lights at hangars and other buildings to
the maximum extent feasible would prevent seabirds such as wedge-tailed shearwaters from
being attracted to areas with aircraft operations. With continued implementation of these
programs, no significant impact on these species would be associated with Alternative A or B.
No additional mitigation would be required.

With the No Action Alternative, no impacts are anticipated on ESA- or MBTA-listed birds.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



N O U W N

[ee]

10
11

12

13
14

15
16
17
18

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

ESA-listed marine species frequent ocean waters around Mokapu Peninsula. These offshore
waters are not within the vicinity of areas proposed for use by the new squadrons. As
discussed in the section on drainage and water quality (Section 3.7), projects would be
carried out in compliance with NPDES permit requirements, including implementation of
BMPs, and storm water runoff during operations can be managed with LID practices. As a
result, no significant impacts are expected under any of the alternatives and no mitigation is
required.

Invasive Species

Management programs are in place to control the spread of invasive species. No mitigation
beyond implementation of existing SOPs is required for either action alternative or for the No
Action Alternative.

Habitat

Critical Habitat. No critical habitat is designated at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay; therefore, no
impacts are expected under any of the alternatives. No mitigation is required.

Jurisdictional Wetlands. There are no jurisdictional wetlands located within the ROI for
Alternative A or B. Appropriate BMPs would be in place during construction to prevent
sediment runoff into wetlands such as at Sag Harbor and Hale Koa beach (Alternative B). No
mitigation is required. With No Action, there would be no impacts on wetlands.

Coral Reefs. No coral reefs are located in the vicinity of development proposed under
Alternative A or B. As shown in Figures 2-3 and 2-16, Hangar 101 and existing aprons would
be improved for use by the HMLA squadron under Alternatives A and B; these facilities are
located close to the shoreline, west of the marina. In the USFWS inventory described above,
no coral colonies were identified at the survey station located in the vicinity of the proposed
HMLA facilities. In the waters fronting West Field, where MV-22 facilities would be developed
under Alternative B, coral colonies were recorded at transects located approximately 500 ft
(152 m) from the shoreline occupied by Waterfront Operations. Storm water runoff from the
Alternative B MV-22 site via existing storm drains could impact nearshore water quality
during construction and operations. For either alternative, appropriate BMPs would be in
place during construction to prevent sediment runoff into coastal waters. Operational impacts
would be minimized by incorporating LID or other features into facilities design. No
additional mitigation is required. With No Action, there would be no impacts on coral reefs.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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Bird Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH)

Continued implementation of MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay’s BASH Plan would reduce the risk of
bird air strikes associated with the proposed aviation activities. No other mitigation is
required.

Wildland Fires

The Department of the Navy, Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR), has assessed the risk of
grass fire due to hot exhaust of the MV-22. See Appendix F-1.23 When in the tiltrotor
configuration (“helicopter mode”), the MV-22 aircraft’s engine exhaust is directed downward.
This places the engine exhaust exit 4.33 ft (1.32 m) above the ground. To reduce heating of
the ground and aircraft components, the MV-22 incorporates an exhaust deflector system,
which directs the exhaust outward, away from the aircraft and the ground. With exhaust
deflectors off, the MV-22 exhaust temperature at the exit plane is 515° Fahrenheit (F) (268°
Celsius [C]) above ambient temperature, decreasing to 150° F (66° C) above ambient
temperature at a distance of 4.33 ft (1.32 m) above the ground. At the time of the NAVAIR
assessment (2008), there had been one documented grass fire attributed to MV-22 exhaust.
The probable cause of the fire was an inoperative exhaust deflector. NAVAIR conducted a
safety assessment of grass fire risk caused by hot exhaust, taking into account circumstances
such as rigid vegetation (bushes, brush) extending higher into the exhaust stream and leaking
fuel or hydraulic fluid after an extended period with the engines shut down. NAVAIR assessed
the predicted frequency of a catastrophic grass fire event as Remote. (See Appendix B-2,
NAVAIR System Safety Risk Assessment Matrix. Hazard categorizations, from lowest to
highest frequency, are as follows: Improbable, Remote, Occasional, Probable, Frequent.)
Available data indicates that under normal operations, with exhaust deflectors operating, MV-
22 exhaust should not heat ground to a temperature high enough to support combustion of
plant based materials. Since the time of the 2008 NAVAIR assessment, a second grass fire has
been ignited by the aircraft’s exhaust. As of July 22, 2011, after approximately 110,000 MV-22

23 Memo from PMA-275 Program Manager, Department of the Navy, Program Executive Officer, Air ASQ Assault and Special
Mission Programs, to Headquarters, Marine Corps, Department of Aviation, Aviation Logistics Support Branch, on Risk of Fire
from V-22 Exhaust, July 21, 2008; included in West Coast Basing of the MV-22 Final EIS, October 2009, Volume III, Appendix
G-1.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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and CV-2224 flight hours combined?5 and operations to numerous unprepared (unpaved) LZs,
the rate for reported grass fires ignited by MV-22 exhaust is “Occasional.”2é

MV-22 operations at unprepared surfaces can be safely accomplished. Additional operational
measures such as avoiding vegetation directly beneath the aircraft and limiting time the
aircraft is on the ground at unprepared LZs would further minimize this already remote risk.
It is noted that the MV-22 would be operating at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay at paved airfield
and LZ surfaces. Given these conditions, the aircraft deflector systems, and the base’s existing
wildland fire management and response protocols, the risk of wildland fire caused by MV-22
exhaust is unlikely. No additional measures are required.

Summary

Potential development impacts on biological resources would be the same under Alternatives
A and B. None of the proposed construction projects in either alternative are in the vicinity of
ESA-listed plant species, endemic seagrass found offshore, wetlands, or coral reefs. ESA-listed
terrestrial and marine faunal species and MBTA-listed birds are found at MCB Hawaii
Kaneohe Bay. With existing natural resource management measures, the proposed aviation
activities—which would be the same under either action alternative—would have no effect
on these listed species. BASH, invasive species, and wildland fire risks would be managed
through compliance with applicable base orders, plans/policies, and SOPs. With the No Action
Alternative, there would be no additional impacts on biological resources.

3.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES
3.9.1 INTRODUCTION

Cultural resources are archaeologic, historic and traditional cultural properties that reflect
our heritage and are considered important to a culture, a subculture, or a community for
scientific, traditional, religious, or any other reason. Federal regulations define historic
properties to include prehistoric and historic sites, buildings, structures, districts, or objects
listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), as well as
artifacts, records, and remains related to such properties (National Historic Preservation Act
[NHPA], as amended [16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.]). Additionally, cultural resources are protected
under the Archeological Resource Protection Act (ARPA) (16 U.S.C. 470aa-9 470mm; Public

24 CV-22 is the Air Force version of the MV-22.
25 MV-22 and CV-22 aircraft combined;

26 Bein, Don. Personal communication. August 12, 2011 and September 13, 2011; and enclosure “NAVAIR System Safety Risk
Assessment Matrix.”

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



O N O Ul A WN R

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

17

18
19

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

31
32
33

Law 96-95 and amendments), and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation
Act (NAGPRA) (Public Law 101-601; 25 U.S.C. 3001-3013). The procedures for complying
with Section 106 of the NHPA, which directs federal agencies to take into account the effect of
a federal undertaking on a historic property, are outlined in the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation’s (ACHP’s) regulations, "Protection of Historic Properties" (36 CFR Part 800).
The NHPA and associated Section 106 regulations also include provisions for Native Hawaiian
consultation regarding cultural significance of potential religious and sacred artifacts (16 USC
470a [a][6][A] and [B]).

This section identifies cultural resources at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay and assesses effects on
these resources due to the proposed action. Section 3.9.1 provides definitions. Section 3.9.2
describes the existing environment, including its historic context and cultural resources. For
clarity, the resources are divided into two sections: archaeological and traditional cultural
resources and historic buildings. Section 3.9.2.2 presents an assessment of potential impacts
and whether they are considered adverse. Because of differences between Alternatives A and
B in terms of siting of the VMM squadron facilities and plans for BEQ demolition and
construction, cultural resource effects would differ between the action alternatives.

Definition of Resources

Cultural resources are defined by various federal laws, regulations, and Executive Orders
(EOs), including this definition by the ACHP (brackets added) (ACHP 2001).

Cultural resources are generally defined by federal agencies to mean the same
thing as historic properties [per the National Historic Preservation Act, or
NHPA], although there is no consistent legal definition, and individual
agencies and organizations use different emphases. Under 10 USC § 2684,
which deals with Department of Defense’s responsibilities to manage “cultural
resources,” such resources are defined to include properties included in or
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places [NRHP],
cultural items defined by the Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act [NAGPRA], archaeological resources as defined by the
Archaeological Resources Protection Act [ARPA], and archaeological artifact
collections and associated records [as defined by 36 CFR Part 79].

MCB Hawaii manages cultural resources in accordance with the laws, regulations, and
guidance summarized above, as well as DoD Instruction 4715.16, Cultural Resource
Management, and MCO 5090.2A, Change 2, Environmental Compliance and Protection Manual.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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In addition, the MCB Hawaii Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP)
(USACE 2006) provides specific guidance for the base.

Archaeological sites are defined as the physical remains of past human activities. Federal
regulation implementing NHPA includes archaeological resources in the category of “site,”
which is “the location of a significant event, a prehistoric or historic occupation or activity, or
a building or structure, whether standing, ruined, or vanished, where the location itself
possesses historic, cultural, or archeological value regardless of the value of any existing
structure” (36 CFR Part 60.3[1]).

The term traditional cultural resource includes a range of resource types defined in various
federal laws and regulations. It includes traditional cultural properties (TCPs) under
definitions of the NHPA, which separates “culture” from other categories of historic
properties (in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture; see 36
CFR Part 60.1[a]). Traditional cultural resources not covered by the NHPA include sacred
sites as defined by EO 13007, and cultural items defined by NAGPRA as human remains,
funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony. Traditional cultural
resources may or may not include physical remains. As stated in 36 CFR Part 60.3, sites can be
“standing, ruined, or vanished, where the location itself possesses cultural value.” They may
be places that are recalled in legends, memorialized by place names, or associated with
cultural practices, beliefs, or customs. Some or all of these places may be wahi pana, which
can be translated as “celebrated place” or “storied place” (Pukui and Elbert 1986:313).

Evaluations of NRHP Eligibility

Cultural resources covered under NHPA—including archaeological sites, TCPs, and buildings
and structures—are evaluated for significance using criteria established under NHPA to
determine eligibility for inclusion in the NRHP, as stipulated in 36 CFR Part 60.4:

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, and
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects of state
and local importance that possess integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and:

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution
to the broad patterns of our history; or

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method
of construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess
high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable
entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory of history.

To qualify as a National Historic Landmark (NHL), a property must be of exceptional national
significance.

In this EIS, archaeological resources, traditional cultural resources, and historic buildings and
structures that have been assessed under the NRHP criteria are listed as “eligible” (under the
specified significance criteria). If the formal process of nomination to the NRHP has been
completed, the site is noted as being “listed” in the NRHP. Resources that are eligible or listed
in the NRHP are termed “historic properties.”

Definition of Undertaking, Impacts, Area of Potential Effect, and ROI

An undertaking is defined under 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 ((1)).

Under 36 CFR Part 800, effects to historic properties are determined by the amount of loss of
integrity of those resources. An undertaking adversely affects a historic property if it alters
the characteristics that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner
that would diminish the integrity of the property. “Integrity” is the ability of a property to
convey its significance, based on its location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling,
and association. Adverse effects can be direct or indirect. They can include reasonably
foreseeable impacts that may occur later in time or be farther removed in distance.

Under NEPA, whether an action will have a significant impact on cultural resources is
determined based on the context and intensity of the impact. While an action (undertaking)
could be determined under 36 CFR Part 800 to have an adverse effect on historic properties,
the context or intensity of that adverse effect may not be such that it constitutes a significant
impact under NEPA. As an example, demolition of a single contributing element of a historic
district would likely constitute an adverse effect under 36 CFR Part 800, but if it was one of

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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many buildings, or a building type that continues to be well-represented in the district, the
context and intensity of the impact would not be considered significant under NEPA.

Damage, loss, or disturbance to Native Hawaiian human remains would be an impact under
NAGPRA. Loss of access to sacred or ceremonial areas would be an impact under the
American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA, Public Law No. 95-341, 92 Stat. 469, dated
August 11, 1978, codified at 42 U.S.C. § 1996), enacted to protect and preserve traditional
religious rights and cultural practices of American Indians, Eskimos, Aleuts, and Native
Hawaiians.

Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), impacts are assessed within a specific
ROL. For the purposes of NHPA, historic properties are analyzed within the area of potential
effects (APE) of the undertaking. APE is defined at 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 APE differs for
NRHP-eligible archaeological and traditional cultural resources and historic buildings. The
APEs for archaeological resources at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay are the specific locations of
proposed projects and activities, as identified in Chapter 2, in particular, areas of ground
disturbance and including building footprints and construction staging areas. For purposes of
this EIS, the APE at a landing zone is the area defined by the perimeter of the LZ plus a 350-ft
(107-m) buffer around the perimeter. The buffer addresses possible impacts from MV-22
rotor downwash. See Appendix F-2 for a memorandum describing downwash from the rotor
of an MV-22 aircraft hovering at 20 ft (6 m) AGL.

The APE for traditional cultural resources includes the specific locations of proposed projects
and activities, as well as areas that may also be affected by visual (e.g., viewsheds) and
auditory (e.g. noise) impacts of development and/or use, if those visual and auditory features
contribute to characteristics that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP, i.e., the site’s
“integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association” (36
CFR Part 60.4).

For traditional cultural resources covered by laws other than NHPA, the EIS analyzes
potential impacts within the appropriate ROI, which may be site specific or a larger area such
as a land division or region.

The APE for historic buildings at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay is identified in Figure 3-8. In cases
where a NRHP-eligible or listed building is outside this area, the APE would be the building
footprint. Viewsheds for NRHP-eligible or listed buildings are also included as part of the APE

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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if they contribute to characteristics that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP, as
described above.

NHPA Section 106 Consultation

Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the effects that their
federally funded activities and programs have on significant historic properties (36 CFR Part
800). The NRHP is administered by the National Park Service (NPS) in conjunction with the
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). The purpose of Section 106 is to balance historic
preservation concerns with the needs of federal agencies. This process ensures that federal
agencies consider public concerns related to historic properties that have the potential to be
affected by federal undertakings. Native Hawaiian organizations and individuals are
consulted regarding properties of traditional religious and cultural importance (16 U.S.C.
470a [a][6][A] and [B]).

The Marine Corps is consulting with the SHPO, ACHP, NPS, NHOs and individuals, Historic
Hawaii Foundation, National Trust for Historic Preservation, other interested parties, and the
public in accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA. A list of the consulting parties is provided
in Appendix K. A Programmatic Agreement (PA) is being developed in consultation with the
aforementioned consulting parties to document measures that will be implemented in order
to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects that may result from the proposed
undertaking.

For cultural resources not defined as historic properties under NHPA, interested parties and
the general public were afforded opportunities to provide comments through the NEPA
process described in Chapter 1 of this document.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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2 Figure 3-8. NRHP-Eligible or Listed Buildings Within or in the Vicinity of the APE
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3.9.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.9.2.1 Historic Context

Pre-Contact Period

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay bears little resemblance to Mokapu Peninsula during the pre-
Contact and and early historic periods. Before World War Il era dredging and filling
transformed the western coastline, Mokapu had a more irregular configuration, and large
portions of the peninsula were covered with wetland marshes. Figure 3-9 shows the earlier
coastline and the extent of wetlands, based on Brown (1872). Wood charcoal from
archaeological sites suggests a dryland vegetation complex on the peninsula (Roberts et al.
2002:45). Although no permanent surface water sources presently exist here, springs and
wells have been historically and archaeologically documented (Webster 1851; McAllister
1933:184, 185; Allen 2010:22).

At the time of Western Contact in 1778, Mokapu Peninsula was part of the ahupuaa?” of Heeia
and Kaneohe in the traditional district of Koolaupoko. The western third of the peninsula was
within Heeia ahupuaa and the eastern two-thirds fell in Kaneohe ahupuaa. Kaneohe ahupuaa
was considered the richest area in the district and among the most productive in the islands
(Tuggle and Hommon 1986:6). The portion of Heeia on the peninsula was called the ili of
Mokapu. At least four ili were located within the Kaneohe ahupuaa: Heleloa, Kuwaaohe,
Kaluapuhiwaho, and Ulupau. Figure 3-10 illustrates the traditional land divisions and the
location of proposed projects and activities at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay within the context of
the land divisions.

Archaeological evidence indicates that people lived on or visited Mokapu Peninsula for at
least 500 to 800 years before Western Contact. The earliest radiocarbon date for human
occupation on the peninsula is from a coastal location on the west side of the peninsula; the
site is dated to AD 1037-1309 (Charvet-Pond and Rosendahl 1992a:35; Prishmont et al.
2001:95-96; Gosser et al. 2002:27; Rasmussen 2007b). Radiocarbon dates from elsewhere on
the peninsula indicate occupation throughout the entire known sequence of Hawaiian
settlement in the islands.

27 In the traditional Hawaiian organization of land, each island was divided into districts. Districts were subdivided into land
units called ahupuaa that served as “administrative units for political purposes but which also had a strong economic
character” (Tuggle and Hommon 1986:3) in that each ahupuaa ideally contained the necessary range of resources to support
an economically independent community. Ahupuaa were further subdivided into ili that were worked by smaller community
or family groups.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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Figure 3-9. Pre-military Land Configuration, MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (base map: Brown 1872), with overlay of
projects (numbers keyed to Table 3-13)

w

Life on the peninsula in the pre-Contact period likely revolved around a cycle of agriculture
and fishing. Religious activity focused around shrines dedicated to fostering good harvests
and good fishing. An indication that the peninsula held some political significance is the
complex of fishponds (Site 1002).28 The largest pond is Nuupia; to the north of Nuupia is
Halekou Pond and to the east is Kaluapuhi Pond. Paleoenvironmental coring in Halekou Pond
suggests that it was being used in the AD 15th or 16th century (Athens, 2002:40).

O© 0 N O U1 >

28 Traditionally, production from fishponds was for the support of the ruling chiefs of an area (Kikuchi 1973). In Ko‘olaupoko,
Kailua was seat of the ruling chiefs of the district, but it was neighboring Kane‘ohe that had the richest resources, including
the Mokapu fishponds.
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Figure 3-10. Traditional Land Divisions on Mokapu Peninsula (numbers are keyed to Table 3-13)

The Peninsula in the 19th Century

Archaeological evidence suggests that the peninsula was occupied through the 19t century
(Tuggle and Hommon 1986:31). In the early post-Contact period, life at Mokapu probably
continued in much the same cycle as in earlier times, with small-scale subsistence farming
and fishing (Tuggle and Hommon 1986:30). Archaeological excavations in several areas of the
peninsula have produced cultural materials indicating probable 19th century occupation
(Tuggle and Hommon 1986:31).

O© 0O N O U1 B~ W

10  In the mid-19th century, two major changes in land tenure occurred: first, all lands were

11  divided among the king, the high chiefs, and the government through a process called the

12 Mahele (Kameeleihiwa 1992); and second, commoners were allowed to claim lands that they
13 used and occupied (called kuleana) through the Land Commission process. Records show that
14  two Mahele awards and four kuleana claims were made. These records provide detail about
15  historic land use describing salt-making in Ulupau and Kaluapuhi, sweet potato and gourd
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gardens, as well as pandanus trees, in Ulupau, Heleloa, and Kuwaaohe, taro pondfields
(location not specified), and houses at Kuwaaohe (PHRI 1995:33-35).

Ranching changed the landscape in the second half of the 19th century. By the turn-of-the-
19th century, pastures, fences, windmills, and piers to ship cattle to market marked the
Mokapu landscape. MacCaughey (1917:187, 189) described a “treeless pasture...crossed by
numerous cattle trails;” Puu Hawaiiloa was covered by grasses in some areas but in many
others was “exposed, revealing the brown tufaceous character of the soil.” This description
suggests that large-scale soil erosion was apparently resulting from overgrazing.

Land Use in the Early 20th Century

The first half of the 20th century saw continued ranching and other activities on the
peninsula. Small scale farming included cultivation of a variety of crops, including cotton,
watermelons, sweet potato, and corn; many of the farmers were Japanese (Tuggle and
Hommon 1986: Figure 11).In 1921, a Territorial game farm was established on the north side
of the fishponds; the farm lasted until World War II (Devaney et al. 1976; Tuggle and
Hommon 1986:31, Figure 13).

In the late 1920s and 1930s, the northwest area of the peninsula was subdivided into
houselots (Drolet et al. 1996:46; Ruzicka and O’Day 2005). Prominent families from Honolulu
built wood plank homes for summer relaxation and seasonal excursions.

Military History at Mokapu Peninsula

The beginning of U.S. military presence at Mokapu Peninsula began in 1918, when Woodrow
Wilson designated approximately 382 ac (155 ha) on the eastern side for military use. This
eastern area has been known as Camp Ulupau, Fort Kuwaaohe, Camp Kuwaaohe, Kuwaaohe
Military Reservation, and Fort Hase. Little is known about the facilities or activities during
these early years.

In 1938, the Hepburn Board recommended that several new air bases be constructed across
the country, and the Naval Air Station (NAS) at Kaneohe Bay was considered to be of
particular strategic importance, accommodating five squadrons of seaplanes plus the facilities
to support them. Locating planes at this new distant base was viewed as critical to protect
fleet anchorages, population centers, and commercial shipping in Honolulu. This was to be the
main installation of seaplanes to support the Pearl Harbor fleet.

In 1939, base construction followed the acquisition of 553 ac (224 ha) from the Mokapu Land
Company and other owners. In the first few weeks, wooden structures were erected to house
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the workers. Aircraft hangars, administration buildings, recreation facilities, warehouses,
housing, and mess halls appeared shortly thereafter. By the end of 1941, there were about 90
permanent concrete, masonry, and steel facilities, about 60 temporary wooden facilities, and
465 ac (188 ha) had been added to the base. The eastern area of the Mokapu peninsula (Fort
Hase) was incorporated into NAS Kaneohe Bay in 1947.

December 7th Attack

In the early hours of December 7, 1941, three of the 36 seaplanes stationed at NAS Kaneohe
Bay were out on patrol and the remaining 33 were aligned wing tip to wing tip on the parking
apron and moored by the ramps outside of the hangars. Only four aircraft were protected
inside Hangar 1.

Japanese aircraft detected by radar were thought to be a group of U.S. B-17 bombers
scheduled to land at Hickam Air Force Base that morning. Shortly before 8AM, the Japanese
strafed and bombed nearly all of the seaplanes and flew away from the first wave of the attack
without a loss. Sailors and airmen on the ground reacted immediately, firing at the Japanese
Zeros. However, they were only slightly more prepared when the second wave of the attack
came 45 to 55 minutes later. By the end of the attack, 18 sailors and two civilians were dead
and 67 wounded. All 33 of the planes in the hangar area were destroyed or severely damaged.
Hangar 1 was severely damaged by fire.

John William Finn, a 32-year old Chief Petty Officer, received the Medal of Honor for his
actions during the first wave of the attack. He was the first of 464 recipients of the prestigious
award during World War II. It is believed that Finn was responsible for downing the plane
flown by 28-year-old Lieutenant Fusata lida, one of the Japanese commanders during the
second wave of the attack. Reportedly, one or two other Japanese planes went down into the
ocean.

Reaction to the Attack

Anticipating another attack, the Navy prepared what defenses it had and intensified
construction efforts, building several bombproof structures and the two main gun mounts,
Battery Pennsylvania and Battery French. Reportedly, NAS Kaneohe Bay had several
replacement seaplanes within a week after the attack. During World War I, the focus at NAS
Kaneohe Bay included an Assembly and Repair Department for aircraft, a gunnery school
known as the Aerial Free Gunnery Unit, bomber crew training, flight training, and survival
training.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



w N =

O© 0 N o U1 B»

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25
26
27
28
29
30

Four years after the war ended, on June 30, 1949, NAS Kaneohe Bay was deactivated, but the
outbreak of war in Korea renewed military focus on the Pacific, and the Marine Corps
reopened the base on January 15, 1952 as MCAS Kaneohe Bay.

Cold War (1946-1991)

The end of World War Il marked the beginning of the Cold War, a period of political conflict
and military tension between communist countries, mainly the Soviet Union and its allies, and
the West, primarily the U.S. and its allies. The Marine Corps assigned a series of legendary
units to MCAS Kaneohe Bay, including Marine Air Group 13 (MAG-13), the attack/fighter
squadrons VMA/VMF-212, VMA/VMF-214, VMF/VMA-232, and the Marine Air Control
Squadron 2 (MACS-2). These units were associated with major military exercises in Thailand,
the Philippines, and Taiwan during 1956-1962. Between 1953 and 1960, the station
supported a series of joint military defense exercises in Hawaii named Eversharp, which
repeated simulation of nuclear attacks. In 1959, the Navy assigned the Bullpup guided missile
to VMA-212, for its inaugural deployment to the Pacific. It was the first successful tactical air-
to-surface missile of the Navy and the Air Force. In 1965, the Navy assigned the Sidewinder
air-to-air guided missile to VMF-212. Units from MCAS Kaneohe deployed for sustained
combat duty in the Vietnam War during 1965-1970.

Another major tenant mission at Kaneohe during the Cold War was the Missile Impact
Location System (MILS) for the Pacific Missile Range (PMR), established on base in 1958. The
MILS/PMR control station included a hydrophone bed off shore, a precursor to the Barking
Sands Tactical Underwater Range (BARSTUR) associated with the Pacific Missile Range
Facility (PMRF) on Kauai a decade later. In 1968, the Naval Undersea Warfare Center (NUWC)
took over the MILS/PMR compound at Kaneohe, converting and expanding it as a major
laboratory for undersea acoustics, marine mammal studies, and Navy weapons development.

3.9.2.2 Archaeological Resources

The following sections are based on a review of previous archaeological reports and the
Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan, Marine Corps Base Hawaii 2006-2010
(USACE 2006). Numerous archaeological investigations have been undertaken at MCB Hawaii
Kaneohe Bay. Table 3-13 lists 36 archaeological projects carried out in or adjacent to APEs.
Locations of the archaeological project areas, keyed to the table, are shown in Figure 3-12.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



Table 3-13. Previous Archaeological Investigations, Organized by Proposed Projects

Key to Proposed
Figure 3-11 Project Author Date Type of Work Findings for Specific EIS Locations
1 MAG-24 HQ Dega 1998 monitoring Underground storage tank (UST) removal— no
archaeological findings
Jimenez et al. 1998 monitoring Along First Street—no archaeological findings
Rosendahl 1999 monitoring First Street, west of B Street— no cultural
findings in APE, but some evidence of wetlands
Asbury-Smith 2002 monitoring UST 27, 28 removal— no archaeological findings
and Dega
Roberts et al. 2002 monitoring Along First Street—isolated human remains in
sand fill at two locations
2 VMM Cleghorn et al. 1994  inventory survey  Family Housing warehouse—no archaeological
Alternative A findings
Schilz and 1996 monitoring Site 4933; secondary human remains
Allen data recovery
Drolet et al. 1996 Inventory survey ~ MCCS self-storage area at southern base of Pali
Kilo—concrete foundations of 20th c. homes, and
WWII bunkers
Anderson 1997 data recovery Between runway and Pu‘u Hawai'‘iloa, north of
Mokapu Road—no archaeological findings in APE
Wolforth and 1997 test excavation Family Housing warehouse—WWII era post
Rechtman foundations (Site 5477), concrete drainage canal
(Site 5478); neither evaluated eligible to NRHP;
no subsurface cultural deposits
Williams and 1998 remote sensing North end of runway—no archaeological findings
Patolo
Rosendahl 1999 monitoring Along Mokapu Road across runway—no cultural
materials; fill over terrigenous deposits
Lawrence and 2000 monitoring UST KB29 removal—no cultural materials
Spear
Prishmont 2000 test excavation North end of runway—no archaeological findings
and Anderson within APE
Dixon et al. 2002 test excavation Testing at lamp post locations between Hangar
monitoring 104 and Sixth Street, west of B Street—cultural
material just west of Site 5829; no cultural
materials between Sites 4933 and 5829
Roberts et al. 2002 monitoring Family Housing warehouse (near intersection of

Mokapu Road and D Street)—skeletal material in
sand fill

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



Table 3-13. Previous Archaeological Investigations, Organized by Proposed Projects

Key to Proposed
Figure 3-11 Project Author Date Type of Work Findings for Specific EIS Locations
Rasmussen 2007a  screening MACS II compound—monitoring demolition of
monitoring Bldg 1363; two human bone fragments in
demolition pit backfill
McIntosh and 2010 monitoring Pu‘u Hawai‘iloa—no intact archaeological
Cleghorn data recovery deposits but isolated human remains in sand fill
under house pads
Morrison et al. 2010 remote sensing MACS II compound—no intact burials or cultural
test excavation deposits; human remains in disturbed context
Cochrane 2011 test excavation Area between runway and Pu‘u Hawai‘iloa—no
cultural material
3 VMM Drolet et al. 1996  inventory survey  Area at southern base of Pali Kilo—concrete
Alternative B foundations of 20th c. homes, and WWII bunker
Rosendahl 1999 monitoring Across runway south of Mokapu Road—landfill;
no cultural material
Roberts et al. 2002 monitoring No cultural materials
O’Day 2007 inventory survey  No sites within APE
Lauer 2008 monitoring Bldg. 605—all fill; no archaeological findings
within APE; fill is well inland of 1902 coastline
4 BEQ Jimenez et al. 1998 monitoring Trench just east of Building 230—no
archaeological findings in APE
Asbury-Smith 2002 monitoring UST 256 removal—no cultural materials
and Dega
Roberts et al. 2002 monitoring Along Third Street—no cultural materials
Waulzen and 1996 monitoring South of Third Street—no cultural materials
Haun
5 MALS Allen and 1996  test excavation Building 1178—no archaeological findings within
Maintenance Schilz APE; stratification indicates infilling of former
inlet to create wetland; wetland may have been a
resource area for nearby Site 4933
Kaschko 1996 monitoring West of B Street
Allen and 1997b  monitoring Building 1178—buried gleyed organic deposit
Schilz (probable wetlands)
Jimenez et al. 1998 monitoring Along Second and B Streets—no archaeological
deposit; human remains in sand fill
Rosendahl 1999 monitoring Along Third Street, east of B Street; no cultural

materials; fill over marine deposits

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



Table 3-13. Previous Archaeological Investigations, Organized by Proposed Projects

Key to Proposed
Figure 3-11 Project Author Date Type of Work Findings for Specific EIS Locations
Rechtman and 2000 data recovery Near Bldg 1178—19 backhoe trenches, areal
Wolforth excavation in Site 4933; four subsurface features,
midden, artifacts, human remains
Asbury-Smith 2002 monitoring UST 16 removal—no cultural materials
and Dega
Roberts et al. 2002 monitoring Along B Street, at intersection with Third Street
6 HMLA Dega 1998 monitoring East of MAG-24 HQ and north of HMLA
Jimenez et al. 1998 monitoring Aid Station (along Second Street)—no cultural
materials
Prishmont et 2001 monitoring Along First Street—no cultural materials; gleyed
al. soil indicates shallow off-shore deposits, tidal
fluctuations, and development of wetlands
Roberts et al. 2002 monitoring Along First Street—no cultural materials
LZ 101 Helipad MclIntosh et al. 1996 monitoring No cultural material
LZ Boondocker Denham et al. 1995 monitoring No cultural material
test excavation
Schilz and 1996 inventory survey  No cultural material
Dies
Dega 1998 monitoring No cultural material
LZ Eagle Dye 1976  test excavation Fort Hase Beach (Site 2886)
Allen and 1997a  monitoring Fort Hase Beach (Site 2886); remnant traditional
Schilz cultural layers with artifacts, charcoal, buried
features
Clark et al. 2004  monitoring Fort Hase Beach (Site 2886); cultural materials
test excavation occur in APE.
LZ Rifle Range Drolet et al. 1996 monitoring Southern and central gullies in crater were used

for dumping during and after WWII; interior of
crater highly modified

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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Figure 3-11. Area of Potential Effect (APE), MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay

Table 3-14 lists known archaeological sites within the MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay APEs.
Narrative descriptions of the archaeological sites are presented in Appendix G-2.

Table 3-14. Archaeological Sites within the MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay APE

Site Proposed Project

No. * Description Period (Location) Reference

2884  Concrete building WWII VMM Alternative B Tuggle and Hommon 1986, Drolet
foundations; probable (east edge) etal. 1996
small houses or storage
facilities

2886 Cultural deposit; intact traditional; LZ Eagle Dye 1976, Allen and Schilz 19973,
burials 19th century (buffer only) Clark et al. 2004

4612  House ruins—part of early 20th VMM Alternative B Drolet et al. 1996
Mokapu House Lots century (east edge)

BASING OF MV-22 AND H-1 AIRCRAFT IN SUPPORT OF III MEF ELEMENTS IN HAWAII
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Table 3-14. Archaeological Sites within the MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay APE

Site Proposed Project

No. * Description Period (Location) Reference

4613 Concrete walkway, early 20th VMM Alternative B Drolet et al. 1996
unmortared stone century; (east edge)
wall—part of Mokapu possible
House Lots traditional

4614  House ruins—part of early 20th VMM Alternative B Drolet et al. 1996
Mokapu House Lots century (east edge)

4615 Underground storage WWII VMM Alternative B Drolet et al. 1996
facility (east edge)

4624  Enclosure of stacked early 20th VMM Alternative B Drolet et al. 1996; O’Day 2007
stone; cement block, century (east edge)

glass, clay brick debris

4933 Cultural deposit and traditional MALS Maintenance Allen and Schilz 1996, Rechtman
intact burial; situated (MALS-24 armory,  and Wolforth 2000, Prishmont et
on former sand berm composite shop; al. 2001, Dixon et al. 2002, Gosser
between two wetlands MAG-24 etal. 2002

warehouse)

1 Notes
* State of Hawaii site number, with prefix “50-80-11-" (50=State of Hawaii, 80=island of Oahu, 15=USGS Mokapu topographic
quadrangle).

wnN

Major landscape modification occurred during the flurry of initial base construction. Former
wetlands and shorelines were graded and filled, and dredging operations filled nearshore
portions of the bay, thus expanding the useable land mass. Much of the area occupied by
Hangars 101, 102, and 103, most of B Street, and the area west of Pali Kilo Road did not exist
prior to World War II.

(o e I B L

9  Buried archaeological deposits and human remains have been encountered in sites along the
10  southwest coast (Sites 4453, 4933, and 5829) and on the east coast (Site 2886). These sites
11  represent the remnants of pre-contact and 19th century occupation. On the west side of the
12 peninsula, sites are located in a coastal marshland setting. On the north side of the peninsula,
13 surface remnants of historic period habitation complexes have been preserved.

14  Site 1017, the Mokapu Burial Area, is located in the northern dunes of Mokapu Peninsula.
15  Before base construction began in the years prior to World War II, archaeologists from the
16  Bishop Museum and University of Hawaii recovered a large number of human remains from

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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the site. Site 1017 was listed in the NRHP in 1974, and it remains a protected area. (See
Appendix G-2 for background and descriptions.)

Surface archaeological structures occur on the slopes of Pali Kilo (Sites 2884, 4612-4615,
4623, 4624) and Puu Hawaiiloa (Site 1433), and in the vicinity of Reed Road near the base of
Puu Hawaiiloa (Sites 5477, 5478). Except for Site 1433, which is a pre-Contact or early
historic period complex, the surface structures date to 20th century residential and military
activities.

Based on the distribution of known archaeological sites and analysis of the history of
landscape change, areas on the peninsula where there is a high probability of archaeological
site preservation can be delineated:

o along the pre-military coastline on the west side of the peninsula (see Figure 3-9);

e the southwest side and central portion of the peninsula where former wetlands/marshes
existed (see Figure 3-9);

o the Pali Kilo/Keawanui area and coastline, which is the location of early 20th century
homes (i.e., beach cottage foundations, as well as areas between the cottages that were
used as outdoor spaces and path connections between homes);

e the northern Pali Kilo shoreline where pre-Contact cultural deposits have been identified
among the historic homes (this is the only area on the peninsula where evidence of three
distinct periods of chronological use exists); and

o the eastern coastline of Mokapu Peninsula where there has been much archaeological
evidence of pre- and post-Contact habitation and use.

An added factor in evaluating the likelihood for buried cultural resources on the base is the
potential for encountering human remains, even in areas that have seen intensive
development. This is due to the former practice of using mined sand from the dunes for
construction fill material, which occurred during World War Il and continued through the
1960s. As a result, disturbed human remains in redeposited sand have been identified in
older utility trenches and under building and road foundations at various locations
throughout the peninsula. Thus, while it is highly unlikely that intact burials or cultural
deposits in primary context exist in developed areas, there is a possibility of encountering
fragmentary human remains in secondary contexts. Such remains would be treated as
NAGPRA cultural items in accordance with the NAGPRA implementing regulations at 43 CFR
Part 10.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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3.9.2.3 Traditional Cultural Resources

All archaeological sites, including burial areas, are potentially important to Native Hawaiian
organizations and individuals and may qualify for NRHP eligibility. Other types of cultural
resources include places or resources (e.g., native plants) that may not meet criteria for NRHP
eligibility but retain cultural importance. Formal studies have been conducted to identify
traditional cultural properties at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay (e.g., PHRI 1995 for Puu
Hawaiiloa). Several studies regarding Hawaiian cultural significance of the peninsula identify
areas or places that may be significant to Native Hawaiians (e.g., particularly, Seto 1999 for
the peninsula). Except for Puu Hawaiiloa, no potential TCPs have been identified at MCB
Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. The following traditional cultural resources (based on Tuggle and
Hommon 1986 and PHRI 1995) are described in Appendix G-2: the Ili of Mokapu, Puu
Hawaiiloa, Lu-0-Wai-o-Kanaloa, Ulupau Crater, Mokapu Cove Fishery and Salt Works, and Pali
Kilo Multiple Resource Complex.

3.9.2.4 Historic Buildings

MCB Hawaii has conducted historic building surveys and evaluated buildings and structures
for NRHP eligibility. One inventory report covered facilities constructed from the beginning of
military activities on the peninsula up to 1952, with the historic context primarily being
World War 11, and another report covered facilities in relation to the Cold War (1945-1991).
In addition, an aircraft hardstand was surveyed for damage from the December 7th attack.
Findings of these surveys are summarized below.

Building Inventory: World War Il Era Buildings Aboard MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay

The Historic Building Inventory: World War Il Era Buildings Aboard Marine Corps Base Hawaii,
Kaneohe Bay (2011) evaluated facilities built before 1952 when NAS Kaneohe occupied the
west side of Mokapu Peninsula and Fort Hase occupied the east side of the peninsula. MCB
Hawaii determined that 197 facilities are eligible for or listed in the NRHP. These facilities, all
constructed before or during World War II, are eligible under Criterion A for their association
with the war and the December 7th Japanese attack. One facility was found to be eligible
under Criterion B (as well as A) for its association with President Dwight D. Eisenhower.
Several structures were also determined to be eligible under Criterion C for their unique,
World War Il military construction types. The majority of the existing World War II facilities
are located in the area that was NAS Kaneohe Bay, with only two facilities located in the area
that was Fort Hase.

Six facilities and a parking apron listed in the inventory were designated as a National
Historic Landmark (NHL) on May 28, 1987. The NHL includes Facilities 1 through 5 (seaplane

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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ramps), Facility 101 (Hangar 1), the seaplane parking area to the east of Hangar 1, and the
seaplane parking area between the hangars and Kaneohe Bay. All of these facilities are extant.

The base has three Historic Districts which contain World War II historic facilities: the
Aviation District, the Administration District, and the Historic Officers’ Housing District. The
Aviation District generally includes the runway, the hangars, and their support buildings. The
Administration District includes facilities initially built as administration, recreation, and
enlisted bachelor housing to support the aviation mission of NAS Kaneohe, all of which
surround the parade grounds, Dewey Square. The Historic Officers’ Housing District includes
facilities built as the initial officers’ bachelor and family housing.

Several World War Il significant properties are within the APE of the proposed action. See
Appendix G-1 for more detailed descriptions of these historic properties.

Building Inventory: Cold War Era Buildings Aboard MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay

Surveys and archival research were conducted for the Historic Context and Building Inventory
Marine Corps Base Hawaii, draft, dated February 2010. This report documented Cold War
missions associated with MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay.

Two buildings were found to retain sufficient integrity to be considered eligible for the NRHP
under Criterion A: Building 1181, a Missile Impact Location System Building, and Building
1182, a Generator/Transformer Building which supports Building 1181. An Engine Test Cell
(Building 1178) constructed in 1960 is also present; however, a 1984 renovation of the
building significantly altered it to the extent that it is not considered to have sufficient
integrity to be eligible for the NRHP. No other facilities surveyed were found to have any
association with a significant event or person (Criteria A and B).

Building 1086, Battalion Headquarters, was found to be eligible for the NRHP under Criterion
C. Constructed in 1953, it embodies the distinctive characteristics of the 1950s period of
architecture in Hawaii. No other facilities were considered sufficiently distinctive to be
eligible for the NRHP.

None of the three NRHP-eligible Cold War facilities are within the APE of the proposed action.

Inventory of December 7th Attack Damage on Aircraft Hardstand

The aircraft hardstand surrounding Hangars 1 through 4 has been visually examined for
apparent damage from the December 7th attack. The majority of this area is within the
boundary of the NHL. Evidence of the attack remains in two repaired bomb craters and eleven
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areas of spalled concrete damage (some with repairs). One bomb crater is within the APE. In
addition, remains of a compass rose are visible, including the center point and remnant ghost
lines. No other identified possible attack damage is found in the APE. The report of this survey
is included in Appendix G-1.

3.9.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section describes potential impacts on archaeological resources, traditional cultural
resources, and historic buildings under Alternative A, Alternative B, and the No Action
Alternative.

Assessments of potential for archaeological resources to be located in the APEs are based on
areas of cultural resource sensitivity presented in the MCB Hawaii Integrated Cultural
Resources Management Plan (USACE 2006:3-14, 3-15, figure B-1), review of a considerable
body of reports detailing archaeological investigations on Mokapu Peninsula, and
management input from MCB Hawaii cultural resources staff. The assessment focuses on
projects or activities that involve ground disturbance within the APEs.

Effects on traditional cultural resources are determined by the significance of the site within
the APE, for example, whether it is a NRHP-eligible or listed TCP, or in the case of sites not
defined as historic properties, whether they would be considered significant under other
applicable federal statutes, EOs, or regulations.

The analysis of potential impacts on historic buildings focuses on those buildings within the
APE proposed for demolition, renovation, or other modifications.

Alternative A

Table 3-15 summarizes the proposed construction projects under Alternative A with regard
to effects on archaeological resources. All construction projects have the potential to
encounter disturbed human remains in secondary contexts.

Under Alternative A, VMM facilities would occupy the area between the northern half of the
runway and Reed Road. A large portion of the area was surveyed and tested as part of the EIS
preparation (Cochrane 2011b). No cultural materials were found in test excavations.

In addition to the development of hangars and apron, the VMM project under Alternative A
would include a Marine Corps Community Services (MCCS) self-storage building and MCAS
helipad on the west side of the runway in the West Field area. The self-storage facility would

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



fall at the edge of the Mokapu House Lots historic district. The helipad is situated on land
created by World War Il dredging and fill (see Figure 3-9).

3  The APE for the proposed Marine Aviation Logistics Squadron 24 (MALS-24) composite shop,
4  warehouse, and armory is located in an area adjacent to a subsurface archaeological deposit
5  (Site 4933). The horizontal extent of the site is not known; therefore, there is potential to
6  encounter cultural deposits within the MALS-24 APE.
The remaining construction projects listed in Table 3-15 are in highly developed areas with
no known sites, and the probability of encountering subsurface sites is unlikely.
Table 3-15. Alternative A - Effects of Proposed Construction Projects on Archaeological Resources
Key to
Proposed Figure Archaeological Actions that Could Affect
Projects 3-11 Arch Site Potential Archaeological Resources
MAG-24 HQ 1 none none—area of =  Ground disturbance, particularly utility trench
historic fill excavations
VMM (hangars and 2 none low—most of APEis =  Site preparation at all new facilities, including at
apron) in area of graded locations for temporary buildings
runway (excavation/grading, clearing and grubbing, site
cleanup)
- Installation of underground electric, water, and
sewer lines, fire suppression systems
= Installation of off-site connector utility lines
=  Ground disturbance related to building demolition
VMM (Family Housing 2 none low—area of =  Ground disturbance, particularly utility trench
warehouse) intensive excavations
development
VMM (MCCS self- 2 Mokapu high—at edge of =  Site preparation at all new facilities, including at
storage) House Lots National Register locations for temporary buildings
district (excavation/grading, clearing and grubbing, site
cleanup)
= Installation of underground utility lines
VMM (MCAS helipad) 2 none none-area of =  Ground disturbance, particularly utility trench
historic fill excavations
BEQs 4 none low—area of = Use of structural fill beneath concrete slab
intensive foundation of proposed structures; concrete piles as
development part of structural foundation

=  Ground disturbance, particularly utility trench
excavations

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



Table 3-15. Alternative A - Effects of Proposed Construction Projects on Archaeological Resources

Key to
Proposed Figure Archaeological Actions that Could Affect
Projects 3-11 Arch Site Potential Archaeological Resources
MALS-24 Maintenance 5 4933 high—area is = Site preparation at all new facilities
(composite shop, identified as (excavation/grading, clearing and grubbing, site
warehouse, and armory) possible former cleanup)
wetlandrelatedto  a Ground disturbance related to building demolition
Site 4933 . .
= Installation of underground electric, water, and
sewer lines, fire suppression systems
MAG-24 (warehouse, 5 none none—area of =  Ground disturbance, particularly installation of
ground support historic fill underground electric, water, and sewer lines, fire
equipment, and van suppression systems
pads)
MALS-24 Maintenance 5 none low—area of =  Ground disturbance, particularly utility trench
(supply warehouse) intensive excavations
development
HMLA Hangar 101 6 none none—area of = Installation of new utility lines (sewer, water,
historic fill electrical, mechanical) and storm water drainage
system at Hangar 101 and adjacent parking apron
(including north side of First Street); installation of
new AFFF underground collection and holding
system (west of Hangar 101)
= Installation of two additional electrical feeders from
main HECO substation to MCB Hawaii Switch Station
#3 (off-site)
HMLA Aid Station 6 none none—area of none

historic fill

Table 3-16 summarizes aviation operations and facilities associated with the proposed action
2 at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay. These involve five landing zones proposed for use by the

w
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squadrons under both Alternatives A and B. No construction is proposed at the LZs.

Four of the five LZs are in areas where no archaeological sites have been identified and with
little potential for sites occurring. LZ 101 Helipad, which is located within the National
Historic Landmark, contains no known archaeological sites, although a bomb crater from the
December 7th Japanese attack is within the LZ APE (see Appendix G-1). A small portion of the
southwestern boundary of the LZ Boondocker APE falls at the northern edge of the Mokapu
Peninsula Fishpond Complex (Site 1002). Archaeological investigations within the APE

10  encountered no cultural deposits (Denham et al. 1995; Schilz and Dies 1996; Dega 1998).

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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Table 3-16. Alternatives A and B - Effects of Proposed Aviation Operations on Archaeological Resources

Key to Actions that Could Affect
LZ Figure 3-11 Arch Site Archaeological Potential Archaeological Resources
101 Helipad -- none none—area of historic fill = None—no construction proposed
Eagle -- 2886 none—area of intensive = None—no construction proposed; no
development downwash impacts
Boondocker -- none low—area of intensive = None—no construction proposed

development

Rifle Range -- none low—area of intensive = None—no construction proposed
development

GP 216 -- none low—area of intensive = None—no construction proposed
development

A portion of LZ Eagle encompasses a part of Site 2886. LZ Eagle is located near the northern
end of Fort Hase Beach on the eastern shore of the peninsula. The Fort Hase Beach Site (Site
2886) is located within the LZ APE, which includes a buffer. Rotor downwash from the MV-22
is not anticipated to be a problem since the site consists of a subsurface deposit that would be
protected from rotor downwash by its location in an east-facing bank (away from the LZ).

LZ Rifle Range in the interior of Ulupau Crater and LZ GP 216 in the highly developed
administrative area are located in areas where no archaeological sites have been identified
(PHRI 1995 and USACE 2006).

Two traditional cultural resources (based on Tuggle and Hommon 1986 and PHRI 1995) are
located in the vicinity of proposed construction projects: the Ili of Mokapu and the Mokapu
Cove Fishery and Salt Works. The Ili of Mokapu is near the proposed VMM hangars and apron.
Mokapu Cove is near the MALS composite shop, warehouse, armory, and supply warehouse,
as well as the MAG-24 warehouse, ground support equipment, and van pads.

Table 3-17 lists the NRHP-eligible facilities affected by the proposed demolition/construction
projects under Alternative A. See Figure 3-8 for the location of these NRHP-eligible facilities,
and refer to Appendix G-1 for more detailed descriptions. The Aviation District and the
Administration District would be adversely affected by demolition of contributing historic
buildings.

The NHL, which includes Hangar 1 (Building 101), the seaplane ramps, and the aircraft
parking apron, would also be adversely affected under both Alternatives A and B.

MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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The most prominent historic facilities affected by Alternative A include an administration
building (Building 301) and six BEQs (Buildings 225 through 230). If Alternative A is
implemented, six of eleven NRHP-eligible World War II-era BEQs would be demolished.
Under this alternative, the proposed action is to construct three new four-story BEQ buildings
to provide required living space; however, the final design of the replacement BEQs (number,
configuration, and building height/square footage) will be determined by a design review
process outlined in the PA.

Table 3-17. Alternative A - Effects of Proposed Construction Projects on NRHP-Eligible Facilities

Description of Proposed Work

Bldg No. Historic Facility Name Year Built Related to Historic Facility

101 Hangar 1 1941 Renovate following Secretary of the Interiors
(HMLA Hangar 101) Standards

167 Aircraft Spares Storage 1942 Connect facility to Hangar 101 to meet AT/FP
(HMLA Hangar 101) guidelines.

168 Aircraft Spares Storage 1942 Connect facility to Hangar101 to meet AT/FP
(HMLA Hangar 101) guidelines.

170 Aircraft Spares Storage 1942 Connect facility to Hangar 101 to meet AT/FP
(HMLA Hangar 101) guidelines.

194 Aircraft Spares Storage 1942 Connect facility to Hangar 101 to meet AT/FP
(HMLA Hangar 101) guidelines.

195 Aircraft Spares Storage 1942 Connect facility to Hangar 101 to meet AT/FP
(HMLA Hangar 101) guidelines.

196 Aircraft Spares Storage 1943 Connect facility to Hangar 101 to meet AT/FP
(HMLA Hangar 101) guidelines.

225 Bachelor Enlisted Quarters 1940-41 Demolish

226 Bachelor Enlisted Quarters 1940-41 Demolish

227 Bachelor Enlisted Quarters 1940-41 Demolish

228 Bachelor Enlisted Quarters 1940-41 Demolish

229 Bachelor Enlisted Quarters 1940-41 Demolish

230 Bachelor Enlisted Quarters 1940-41 Demolish

250 Warehouse 1942-43 Renovate; primarily involving non-permanent

(VMM Facilities)

interior features.
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Table 3-17. Alternative A - Effects of Proposed Construction Projects on NRHP-Eligible Facilities

Description of Proposed Work

Bldg No. Historic Facility Name Year Built Related to Historic Facility
271 Warehouse/SASSY 1944 Renovate; primarily involving non-permanent
Warehousing interior features. Restroom addition.

(VMM Facilities)

301 Squadron Offices & Storage 1941 Demolish
Building (MAG-24 HQ)
1 Notes:
2 ATFP = Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection
3  Alternative B
4  Table 3-18 summarizes the proposed construction projects under Alternative B, with regard
5  to effects on archaeological resources. All construction projects have the potential to
6  encounter disturbed human remains in secondary contexts.
Under Alternative B, the VMM facilities would be developed on the west side of the runway
(West Field) and a runway underpass would be constructed. The eastern edge of the
Alternative B VMM project falls within the area of the Mokapu House Lots complex, a National
10  Historic District which consists of the remains of early 20th century residential development
11 onthe peninsula (see also the discussion of Pali Kilo in Appendix G-2 as a possible traditional
12 cultural property). The southern edge of the project area was the pre-World War II shoreline,
13 which Webster’s 1851 map shows as the location of three houses near the southern base of
14  Pali Kilo (this would be roughly the present intersection of Sumner and Pali Kilo Roads);
15 buried cultural deposits may be encountered in this area.
16  Other than VMM facilities, the Alternatives A and B construction projects that affect
17 archaeological resources are the same, and Table 3-17 repeats the effects of these projects as
18  they are listed in Table 3-18.
Table 3-18. Alternative B - Effects of Proposed Construction Projects on Archaeological Resources
Key to
Figure Actions that Could Affect
Proposed Project 3-11 Archaeological Site Archaeological Potential Archaeological Resources
MAG-24 HQ 1 none none—area of historic fill =